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SENATE—Thursday, September 12, 1991

(Legislative day of Tuesday, September 10, 1991)

The Senate met at 9:20 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the President pro tempore
[Mr. BYRD].

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
prayer will be led today by a guest
chaplain, Father Paul G. Wynants,
chaplain, Fairfax Hospital, Falls
Church, VA,

Father Wynants, please.

PRAYER

The Reverend Father Paul G.
Wynants, chaplain, Fairfax Hospital in
care of St. Ambrose Catholic Church,
Annandale, VA, offered the following
prayer:

Let us pray:

We have returned from the summer
recess after meeting with our own peo-
ple in our own States. We have seen the
successes of the people and their fail-
ures. We have heard their laughter and
seen the tears of frustration. We wit-
nessed the good in people, our own peo-
ple, and we experienced the harshness
of some, brother against brother, sister
against sister, parent against child,
and child against parent. Mindfull of
our own poverty and aware of these
facts, we pray to You, Lord:

LORD

When I am hungry,
Give me someone in need of food.
When I am thirsty,
Send me someone needing a drink.
When I am cold,
Send me someone to warm.
When I am grieved,
Offer me someone to console.
When my cross grows heavy,
Let me share another’s cross, too.
When I am poor,
Lead me to someone in need.
When I have no time,
Give me someone I can help a little

while.
When I am humiliated,
Let me have someone to praise.
When I am disheartened,
Send me someone to cheer.
When I need people’s understanding,
Give me someone who needs mine.
When I need to be looked after,
Send me someone to care for.
When I think only of myself,
Draw my thoughts to another.
Amen, and I mean it, Lord!

OUR GUEST CHAPLAIN

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise to
give recognition to our guest chaplain,
Father Paul G. Wynants, on attaining
his 40th anniversary of ordination as a
Catholic priest in the congregation of
the Immaculate Heart of Mary.

Father Wynants, was born August 2,
1925, in Heverlee, Belgium. He entered
the congregation in 1944, was ordained
a priest on July 29, 1951, and left his na-
tive Belgium for missionary work in
our United States en December 7, 1953.
He has served throughout the United
States. In 1975, he was appointed direc-
tor of vocations for the U.S. Province
and rector of the Missionhurst Reli-
gious Community. Currently, he is the
Catholic chaplain at Fairfax Hospital
in Virginia and has personally attended
the needs of some of my staff.

The past 40 years of dedication by
Father Wynants to strengthening the
moral fabric of our Nation, is reflective
of our forefathers, who like the good
Father, came to this land in order to
deepen their love for God and to search
for a deeper meaning to life.

Today, many of his friends gather
here in this Senate Chamber to express
their appreciation for the hard work
and dedication Father Wynants has
shown for the improvement of his fel-
low man. His opening prayer is a true
reflection of this commitment and I
am pleased to have the opportunity to
say thanks for your many years of
service to our country and your fellow
man.

RESERVATION OF LEADERSHIP
TIME
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order the leadership time
has been reserved.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business not to extend beyond the hour
of 10:30 a.m. with Senators permitted
to speak therein.

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
BRADLEY] is permitted to speak, by
previous order, up to 20 minutes, and
the Chair recognizes Mr. BRADLEY for
20 minutes.

HIGHER EDUCATION SELF
RELIANCE SCHOLARSHIP

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I add
as cosponsors to S. 1562, the Higher
Education Self Reliance Scholarship
Proposal, the following Senators:
BINGAMAN, DASCHLE, CONRAD, SANFORD,
LIEBERMAN, ROBB, REID, and CRANSTON.

Thomas Jefferson once wrote “If a
Nation expects to be ignorant and free

* * * it expects what never was and
never will be.”

Yet every day in America there are
people who, because they do not earn
enough money, cannot get a college
education commensurate with their
ability. To help them get a better
chance, today I propose self-reliance
scholarships available to all Americans
up to the age of 50.

A New Jerseyan recently wrote me
the following letter.

The letter states:

When it was time for me to apply to col-
lege in the late 1970's my choice of college
was practically unlimited because of the
comprehensive Federal financial aid pro-
grams which were in place, * * * Today my
youngest sister who is now 18 years old, finds
herself in a very different situation. My sis-
ter has been forced to apply to colleges based
on finances rather than her considerable aca-
demic ability. Her choices were severely cur-
tailed by my parents' modest, middle-class
income and the fact that she is the last re-
maining dependent child in their home. Even
though my parents are “better off’ than in
the 1970's, my sister does not even have the
same opportunity I had fourteen years ago.

A letter from a New Jerseyan.

This family's story is not unusual. It
is happening all across America. But
the tragedy is bigger than the individ-
ual family. It is a national tragedy of
America shooting itself in the foot
while stiff international competition;
of America choosing not to realize its
human potential; of America, because
of inaction, endangering its conviction
about a better tomorrow.

America has always been about the
future. We were founded out of the
spirit of the enlightenment—a belief
that man could order his world so that
freedom led to improvement of ones
physical circumstances and intellec-
tual capacities. The Founders were
educated men; one was even the presi-
dent of the Pennsylvania philosophical
society. They believed that education
was the key to unlock the future's
treasure. It is no coincidence that Jef-
ferson listed as his two proudest ac-
complishments: Virginia's freedom of
religion law, and the founding of the
University of Virginia.

Over our history the appreciation for
the importance of formal education
fused with an awareness of the value of
practical experience. The story of the
frontier was about learning how to sur-
vive in and tame a wilderness. Those
who were respected were those who
knew things. Over the horizon there
was always the promise of a new life
for those who were ready to explore the
unknown.
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The waves of immigration also
shaped our optimism about the future
and our respect for education. When
people arrived in America from all over
the world the first thing they had to do
to advance was learn—a new language,
a new culture, new laws. Learning the
formalities of language, or the folk-
ways of the streets provided the means
to a better life. The virtues of Ben
Franklin, the ideas of Jefferson, and
the ethos of deferred gratification—all
gave them a new identity: American.
An identity they had chosen.

But for most of Americans education
ended long before college. The factories
of the 19th century valued hard work
and punctuality over intelligence. The
workers weren't expected to grow in-
tellectually, they were expected to per-
form—to take orders and physical risks
for a paycheck with which they could
help their families. What they did on
their own was up to them but work was
not a place for a seminar.

After World War I with the advent of
a mass culture—the automobile, the
radio, advertising, mass circulation
magazines—people began to know more
about more places. Working as a back-
drop to our national development was
still the ethos of self-government. Dale
Carnegie, Horatio Alger, and countless
others reminded Americans that
through education they could ‘‘every
day in every way * * * get better and
better.”’ Still, higher education was the
experience of very few Americans.

World War II changed all that with
the passage of the GI bill, one of the
most important pieces of legislation in
American history. With veterans filling
the student ranks, the number of col-
lege students nearly doubled. The re-
sult was the most talented work force
in the world and a broad recognition of
and support for higher education. State
legislatures, alumni, even the Federal
Government began to invest in higher
education. After sputnik the commit-
ment intensified. By 1970 enrollment
doubled again to about 9 million stu-
dents.

My story—small town boy, small
high school, goes to college far away,
alters life path, shapes one's sense of
possibility—happened over and over
again all across America.

College became more than a privi-
lege. Some argued it should be a right.
Families, many without a college grad,
often middle class, came increasingly
to see its value and to recognize with-
out it, life chances diminished.

Then just as more and more Amer-
ican families came to see the impor-
tance of college and develop the expec-
tation that their children had to go to
college to have a better life, college
costs skyrocketed and assistance from
the Federal Government failed to keep
pace.

In the 1980's, college costs increased
by 50 percent in real terms while Fed-
eral funds for college assistance in-
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creased 256 percent. In addition, eligi-
bility requirements tightened. Nearly
500,000 students lost eligibility for col-
lege loans in the last decade.

Middle income families—remember 85
percent of Americans earn under
$50,000—the backbone of America, beset
by the cost of living, have begun to be
extremely worried about the future.
During the last 12 years, health care
costs, energy costs, housing costs, in-
terest rates all have skyrocketed.
Taxes, especially property taxes, leapt
up. Paychecks did not keep up. Mom
entered the work force. Two incomes
generated just enough to pay off some
debt, or go on a little vacation, or pay
for child care, or keep the house from
being foreclosed, or take care of grand-
mother. Things got a little better, but
the costs kept going up. Only oil prices
have dropped in the last decade. Every-
thing else has kept going up. Financial
pressure increased. The kids were now
in the eighth grade. College was in
sight. Parents began to ask how would
they pay for it. Stress increased. Fi-
nancial pressure began to build again
and in some cases desperation set in.

Last February, 35 percent of New Jer-
sey parents believed their kids would
have a lower standard of living than
they have. Last month that number
jumped to 51 percent.

I believe one of the key causes of this
desperation is the fact that the prom-
ise of higher education is drifting fur-
ther and further away from the reach
of hardworking families who get little
from government but pay most of its
costs.

I say it is about time we helped them
help themselves. Out of the $135 billion
that America pays for higher edu-
cation, the Federal Government spends
only $25 billion. We should do more. We
have to relieve the financial pressure
that middle-income parents experience
as they try and often fail to send their
children to college.

We also have to recognize that the
desire and need for a college education
is changing too. No longer is it just 18-
year-olds. There are the 28-year-olds
who have worked for a decade out of
high school only to realize that escap-
ing a dead end job requires more edu-
cation, new skills such as computer,
engineering, language, design. Then
there are mothers who have raised
their kids, yearn for independence and
more income and are now 35, 38 and
want to go back to college. Then there
are companies who need to find a way
to constantly upgrade the skills of
their work force and see the commu-
nity college structure as an untapped
resource for cooperation and develop-
ment. All of these groups deserve an
opportunity to go to college if they
have the ability. Income should not be
a barrier to achievement or the realiza-
tion of one's potential.

Right now the only help Government
gives is through grants to families
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under about $25,000 and loans to fami-
lies under about $40,000 to $45,000.
These grants and loans are rarely
enough and are good only for kids
going to college out of high school.
They are not useful for the 28-year-old
worker, the mother who wants a col-
lege education or the employee whom
the company wants to retrain.

What we need is something that
builds on the virtues of independence
and hard work and gives everyone a
chance to increase their life chances by
going to college.

In a highly competitive international
work force where quality and skills are
the only resources that matter, higher
education cannot be a luxury. It can-
not be a luxury for our economy and it
cannot be a luxury for individuals with
ability. We have to recognize that all
of us are better off with a better edu-
cated work force. All of our living
standards will rise.

Parents and students may not be fa-
miliar with this statistic, but they
sense it from their own experience. A
college graduate will earn about 60 per-
cent more than someone with just a
high school diploma. A college degree
is worth as much as $500,000 over a life-
time. Our economy rewards college
graduates because we need their skills.

Self-reliance scholarships harness
the value of a college education—the 60
percent higher salary, the $500,000—to
get over the hurdle of paying for it.
Students’ own earning potential, not
what their parents happen to earn,
would open the door to whatever col-
leges they could get into. Students
whose families earned too little to pay
a State college tuition would not be
turned away. Students whose families
might earn a little too much to get aid
under current programs would not be
turned away.

Self-reliance scholarships would give
anyone—anyone—up to age 50, as much
as $33,000 for higher education, in ex-
change for a commitment to pay a per-
centage of their income to an edu-
cation trust fund for a specified num-
ber of years. The percentage and length
of commitment would be flexible. If
you took out $10,000, for example, you
could sign a contract to pay back
about 1% percent of your income for
the next 26 years. Or you could agree to
pay a little more, say 2% percent of
your income, and pay off your obliga-
tion a little faster, in 15 years.

There would also be a ceiling and a
floor on repayments, so that no grad-
uate could avoid paying his or her fair
share, and graduates fortunate enough
to earn very high incomes would not be
penalized for success. A typical student
who borrowed $10,000 and agreed to pay
back 1% percent of income for 25 years
would pay no less than $477 in the first
year and no more than $1,083.

I have developed self-reliance schol-
arships because the current Federal
student loan and grant programs do
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not meet all the needs of today’s stu-
dents. First, those sources of funds are
shrinking in relative terms while the
cost of tuition is rising. The Bush ad-
ministration's answer has been to nar-
row eligibility for Pell grants to fami-
lies earning less than $10,000. While
low-income Americans deserve more
help, they are not the only families
that need help with tuition at today’s
prices. Trying to choose between the
have-nots and the have-not-enoughs re-
flects a failure of imagination about
the value of higher education. It is no
choice at all. It is like the choice Sec-
retary of Education Lamar Alexander
suggests to parents who cannot pay for
college. He says, choose a cheaper col-
lege. It is time for some fresh thinking
about how to pay for college.

Self-reliance scholarships solve this
problem by giving everyone a new op-
tion, Some students will use them to
finance their entire education. The av-
erage public education cost in the
country is $5,000 a year, for example.
Some might use family savings to pay
for four-fifths of the cost, and self-reli-
ance scholarships for the rest. Some
might use them to pay for the dif-
ference between the college they really
dream of attending and the one they
would have to settle for under the cur-
rent system. Some students will com-
bine self-reliance scholarships with
other grants and loans currently avail-
able. The only thing that all of them
have in common is that all of these
students will pay back their self-reli-
ance scholarships obligation in full.

That goes to the second big problem
with the current system—the default
rate. Students graduate with loan bur-
dens that they simply cannot pay with
their starting salaries. So they default.
Defaults on guaranteed student loans
will cost more than $2 billion this year.
About 13 to 15 percent of those who
have them default. But with the self-
reliance scholarships geared to the
ability to pay, the student owes a per-
cent of his or her income to the edu-
cation trust fund, and because the pay-
ments would be deducted from income
and collected through the IRS, there
would be no way to avoid repayment.
With guaranteed student loans, the
taxpayer pays for the interest before
graduation, the defaults, and adminis-
trative costs—3$1.4 billion to banks last
year. But self-reliance scholarships are
direct loans with no subsidy to banks
and virtually no defaults. Yet they
cover all the costs of the program.
Within 15 years the whole system
would pay for itself. America would
have a permanent educational trust
fund available to help pay college edu-
cation.

The third problem with the current
system as I have said is that it does not
meet the needs of nontraditional stu-
dents. Working Americans need to con-
tinually upgrade their skills to get
ahead in their jobs and to keep up with
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changing technology and job require-
ments. But there is very little help
available to independent, nontradi-
tional students. Self-reliance scholar-
ships are the perfect option for such
students, who usually have a good
sense of just how much more they are
going to earn with a better education.
Finally, companies who wanted work-
ers retrained in specific areas could en-
courage the use of self-reliance schol-
arships by covering part of the work-
er's payment obligation over the 15 or
20 years.

The self-reliance scholarship will re-
quire an initial investment to get
started before it begins to pay for it-
self. That pool of starting capital will
be paid for, in my proposal, by selling
Treasury bonds and by a temporary 10-
percent surtax on millionaires.

I hope that the wealthiest Americans
will see the importance of making this
investment in kids with ability, and in
turn, making an investment in the fu-
ture of the American economy. The
surtax would be temporary—only until
the fund becomes self-financing and all
Americans regardless of income would
be eligible for this scholarship.

I have been very gratified by the re-
sponse to the self-reliance scholarship
proposal. I have talked about it with
families in their homes; I have talked
about it with students this spring at
high school and college graduations; I
have talked to colleagues both in the
Senate and the House. From everyone,
I have heard the same thing: This is an
idea whose time has come. Tuitions are
skyrocketing. Aid is shrinking. Self-re-
liance is the answer,

Mr. President, for the United States
to remain the No. 1 economic power in
the world, we have to be ready for jobs
that involve computers, information,
numbers, and intense creativity. We
have to demand more from students,
but we also have to promise more. We
have to promise that if you work hard,
if you have ability, if you believe in
yourself, and if you can get into col-
lege, you will be able to go. Self-reli-
ance scholarships will help young peo-
ple realize that promise by relying on
themselves.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
RoBB). The Chair recognizes the Sen-
ator from North Carolina, Senator
SANFORD.

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator is recognized for up to 10 minutes.

SELF-RELIANCE SCHOLARSHIPS

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, I cer-
tainly want to commend the distin-
guished Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
BRADLEY] for bringing this idea, now,
to us in the form of legislation. Several
of us in the university world some
years ago attempted this and it worked
very well. The trouble was, no one
could find the adequate capital for the
front money while we, I think, at
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Duke, put several hundred thousand
dollars into it to see if it would work.
There was not any way to carry it for-
ward. And I think the experience there,
the experience that John Silber has
written about, the experience at Yale,
will be instructive as to how we might
get this started as a practical matter.
And I commend my colleague for doing
this.

UNIVERSITY VALUES: THE AGE OF
THE PEOPLE

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, on Oc-
tober 12, 1987, I spoke of our relation-
ship with the Soviet Union, our unigue
challenge to lead the world toward
freedom. Events of the last 4 years
make me even more convinced of our
need to lift up our eyes to the hopes of
the people of the world.

For that reason, I ask unanimous
consent that this statement be printed
in the RECORD.

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

UNIVERSITY VALUES: THE AGE OF THE PEOPLE

(University Day Address, the University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill, October 12,
1987, Senator Terry Sanford)

Honored recipients of the Distinguished
Alumnus Awards, Chancellor Christopher
Fordham, distinguished faculty and trustees,
alumni and students: You honor me by invit-
ing me to take part in University Day at my
Alma Mater, the University of North Caro-
lina at Chapel Hill.

As 1 often do, and I do especially on this
University Day, I refresh myself by recalling
what I learned at Chapel Hill.

Reflecting on almost 200 years of a Chapel
Hill tradition of intellectual freedom and de-
velopment, Chancellor William B. Aycock re-
minded us in 1960; “History does not record a
single successful effort to fix or freeze
knowledge or beliefs. A university must pro-
vide an environment in which diversity, con-
troversy and tolerance prevail."” That is the
theme of what I want to say today.

What we learned at Chapel Hill was not
chemistry and economics and mathematics.
Those were the instruments of learning. We
learned, we absorbed, with Frank Porter
Graham as our master teacher, that solid
tradition, those hopes of this University
born of the beginning of a new nation, values
this great University continues to nourish—
freedom and liberty and tolerance, the
search for truth, the defense of dignity, cour-
age to arrive freely at convictions, and the
personal courage to stand for those hopes
and truths. These values are not part of the
curriculum; they are the undergirding
strengths of democracy and free people, sus-
tained in part by the dedication of the uni-
versities of a free people. Our old University
at Chapel Hill has always understood that
duty to humanity.

Freedom. Liberty. Individual rights. It is
these words that we celebrate today and
every time we set foot on this campus. This
is the vocabulary of our strength. While this
legacy is enormously complex, it is also sim-
ple. It holds that men and women who are
free of oppression will do some extraordinary
things. They can and they will govern them-
selves. They can and they will find ways to
care for the weak and respect the strong.
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They can and they will convert ideals into
pragmatism.

The minds and energies of free people are
infinitely powerful. We have yet to measure
that power around the world because it has
yet to be unleashed around the world. Our
own nation and our history are memorials to
its potential. But think for a moment of a
world in which the liberties that we enjoy
were everywhere, when others were not nec-
essarily duplicating our exact model or
structure, but finding, as most people yearn
to find, our tradition, our scope, our value of
humanity, our sense of people free from op-
pression, free to think, to move, to act, to
create without the repressive hand of power.
The prospect of universal freedom is so daz-
zling that we will only allow ourselves to
consider it in a moment of suspended dis-
belief. Its creativity would be so irresistible
that we could rationally aspire to the solu-
tion of poverty, hunger, conflict, disease, il-
literacy, hopelessness.

But, of course, that time is not here. Two-
thirds of the world is still in bivouac, not yet
marching toward the goal of freedom. My
concern, on this University Day, in this
domicile of freedom, is that we as a nation
do not quite believe freedom can be, or per-
haps should be, a worldwide goal. That is to
say, we do not believe in ourselves. We seem
dismayed that the Iron Curtain countries are
talking of more freedom.

I have come here from a place that you
have sent me, where leaders in authority
spend more money on armed forces than any
other time or place in history, where leaders
in authority send a gigantic armada to pro-
tect oil that was not in danger, where lead-
ers in authority are so afraid of our tradi-
tional foe—the foe of communism, a system
terribly flawed and weak—so afraid that
they have been struck timid and unsure.

Is there no courage left? Has our faith in
the great strength of America been lost? In-
stead of confidence and vision, we see bom-
bast and epitaphs. Instead of initiative and
encouragement, we see wailing and wringing
of hands. The slogans, ‘‘Russians always lie,”
and ‘“You can't trust the Russians" may or
may not be true, but such phrases are the
ready refuge for the weak of heart. Is there
no one willing to stand up to the Soviets on
our grounds, not theirs, relying on our
strengths, not theirs, willing to bring our
weapons to the area, instead of theirs? Is
there no leader in authority strong to say,
““We are too strong to fear the Russians''?

That question is more important today
than ever before, for history will record that
we are at the end of an era; at the beginning
of a new one.

The swing in the world is toward freedom
and democracy. Will and Ariel Durant have
divided history into the Age of Reason, the
Age of Napoleon, the Age of Faith, and other
ages. Now, we ought to be coming into “The
Age of the People.”

That era has been long anticipated in
Chapel Hill. Getting ready for the age of the
people is what the University has been doing
since the beginning.

It takes no courage to brandish arms as
our first line of national initiative. It takes
no courage to point missiles and sail war-
ships and fly aircraft as our first response to
national challenge. It takes no courage to
beat up on a little nation of two and a half
million people. It takes no courage to curse
the darkness. We are simply not being faith-
ful to our legacy. We are playing another
team's game while our real power waits on
the bench.

Certainly we must have military arms.
Certainly they must be the best we can
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make, although they don't have to be as
many as we can make. Certainly we need
enough arms to make attacking us unthink-
able.

Adequate arms serve a critical purpose,
but they didn't create us. Ideas did. George
Washington’s armies got the British out of
our hair, but George Washington's Constitu-
tional Convention in Philadelphia set us
free.

Strong, muscular ideas founded this na-
tion, have protected it, and will sustain it.
Powerful, irrefutable ideals are our contribu-
tion to our world. They are found in the
books that students on this campus take to
class. They are found most indelibly in the
Constitution that we have all celebrated this
summer. They are found in our lives. They
are found in the dreams of people every-
where.

Now we are in a new period. The evidence
is very clear. Changes will be profound.
There is a historic window in the events of
the world. Our belief in ourselves will be se-
verely tested.

The great Soviet socialist experiment has
failed. The time for a move to freedom, to
open societies, to individual rights and op-
portunities, to people, is at hand. We, oddly
enough, do not want to believe it has failed.

For tha past forty years our relations with
the world have been dominated by our atti-
tude toward the Soviet Union. For the most
part those policies have been successful.
With our arms and our allies, we have pre-
vented the Soviet Union from achieving its
earlier goal of world domination. Far from
attending our funeral, as Khrushchev pre-
dicted, they have seen us stand our ground,
and we have prevailed. It is clear that in the
Soviet Union today, there is a tacit admis-
sion that communism has not worked.

It has not failed because our military
might has defeated them.

It has not failed because our military
might has intimidated them.

It has failed because our idea is better than
their idea.

Our idea is the idea of a free people. It is
the idea of a confident people.

Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev has re-
ceived great attention for two initiatives:
“Perestroika,”” or restructuring, and
“Glasnost,” or openness. They are a call for
innovation in the marketplace. They are a
call for freedom beyond anything previously
permitted. The Soviet Union has had to
admit defeat. They don't use that word but,
in effect, the Soviets and the East Europeans
are saying, ‘‘We've fallen way behind. We are
not competitive. We must borrow lessons
from the West. There must be something to
the idea of strength from freedom.”

The implications of those admissions can-
not be overestimated. What are the alter-
natives for a Soviet government that finds
itself behind? There is only one rational an-
swer. Amazingly they are grasping it. It is
more freedom for its people. Freedom is the
salt of creativity and the Soviets have begun
to realize that creativity is the way for its
people to compete economically. They have
seen it work on their western border in Eu-
rope and they are watching it beginning to
work on their eastern border in China. Far-
ther to the east, there is the colossus of
Japan, whose brilliant successes have come
full grown from a democratic system that we
designed.

With glasnost and perestroika, the Soviets
are taking the first, cautions steps in a di-
rection that is unfamiliar to them. They
have had to try to turn our way. In doing so,
they are creating an unparalleled oppor-
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tunity for us. We can continue to face off the
Soviet Union, or we can help it ease into the
world economic community on terms we ac-
cept as beneficial for world society. We can
help them find their own way to become a
freer and safer nation. If we persist, or as-
sist, in the Soviet failure, we will have
helped throw that nation in reverse. The
hard-line conservatives will replace Gorba-
chev. The chance to have a ‘‘worthy adver-
sary'' will have been lost. Eastern Europe
will become a place of dangerous turmoil. We
will be back in the old game on the Soviet
terms, not in a new game on our terms. Civ-
ilization will be the loser.

Freedom's moment of opportunity is not
created by the Soviet Union alone. In the Pa-
cifie, rising democracy prevails. In Europe,
it dominates. In Eastern Europe they are
jolting toward it. In South America, it is
being tried. In Central America, it has a rare
chance. Africa has heard the call.

Freedom’s success depends on the United
States. Shall we be its friend or foe as free-
dom cautiously gets a breath of air in places
where it has long been stifled?

It is time for us to abandon our fears. It is
time for us to use our strength, to set the
agenda for the future of the world. It is time
for us to be a leader, not a combative, fearful
participant. We can't trust the communists,
they say. We can’t trust the Sandinistas,
they say. Consequently, they say, we must
resist the Russian perestroika and glasnost,
and must thwart the peace plan of the
Central American presidents. We must un-
derstand that we are strong enough to credit
them with good faith, and yet save the day if
our trust is badly placed.

Our military preparation has been the
driving force of our foreign policy. It should
be the other way around. Our leaders in au-
thority have put the caisson before the
horse. We need to declare our directions and
ideals in foreign policy. We need to quit
being afraid. We need to stand strong in the
world, brave because our ideals and our idea
of free people is a mighty sword. We must
have a courageous, not a fearful, United
States foreign policy.

We cannot let ourselves be overwhelmed by
the fear of Russia—our values have already
defeated that system—and the paranoia that
has understandably existed is no longer jus-
tified.

America is not a nation of weaklings. We
are strong enough to take the risk. We are
strong enough to accept Chalrman Gorba-
chev in good faith. This is an unsure path,
for him. We need to be helpful and reassur-
ing. We are not weaklings.

This is a painful political shift. We must
suddenly learn that we cannot deal with the
problem by simply calling names, raising
fears, and building greater arsenals. There is
no reason for Americans to be afraid of the
Soviet Union. Why is it so hard for us to un-
derstand the tremendous strength that we
have, and that they do not? Why is it that we
cannot understand that freedom accepted
anywhere in the world strengthens us? We
have had to conclude that wars could no
longer be absorbed and tolerated so somehow
had to be abolished. The Soviet Union has
had to conclude the same. Now the Soviet
Union also has concluded that they can
never be a first-rate nation without freedom
for people and enterprise,

I noted in the beginning that personal
courage was something learned here and to
be celebrated on University Day. It takes
courage to change. It takes courage just to
have faith in our ideals. It is a new era. It is
time for courage, time for a new foreign pol-
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icy, one founded on confidence, not fear. The
United States must be the leader. There is
no other.

The promise and prospect of universal free-
dom is dazzling. Oppressed and benighted
people around the world wait for bravery in
America. The role for the University is ap-
parent: To change the climate of fear, to
make ready young people to participate, to
lead, as we move to what surely in future
centuries will be known as the beginning of
“The Age of the People.”

I thank my University.

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from North Carolina is recog-
nized.

Mr. SANFORD. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. SANFORD per-
taining to the introduction of S.J. Res.
193 are located in today's RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions."’)

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to speak in morning business for
no more than 3 minutes.

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

The Senator from Connecticut is rec-
ognized.

SELF-RELIANT SCHOLARSHIPS

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair
and I thank the Senator from Georgia
for yielding me these moments before
he goes forward. I wanted to take this
opportunity briefly to rise and con-
gratulate our colleague from New Jer-
sey, Senator BRADLEY, and to associate
myself with him in support of this sim-
ple but brilliant idea for self-reliant
scholarships.

Mr. President, this is the breath of
fresh air, the helping hand that middle-
class America desperately needs today.
If we look at an income curve in our
country, we will see some are doing
very well, and those at the top with
higher income, and there are obviously
some at the bottom and not doing very
well. The mass of the people are the
middle class. They pay most of the
taxes and do most of the work that
keeps our society going. Increasingly,
they are squeezed and they are wonder-
ing what we in Washington are doing
to help them go on with their lives
without a sense of being overburdened.
They are squeezed by ever-rising taxes;
they are squeezed by dramatically in-
creasing health care costs; and they
are squeezed and pressured mercilessly
by the never-ending increases in the
cost of higher education, putting out of
reach for too many middle-class Amer-
icans the dream that so many work for,
which is to educate their kids, send
them to college so they can do better
than their parents’ generation has
done.

The average cost of a college edu-
cation today is over $11,000. A lot of
colleges are a lot more than that.

People in America, the middle class
and the lower-income folks need help,
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and this idea is the way to do it. It is
a simple idea. One can borrow up to
$10,000 a year from the Federal Govern-
ment regardless of income, and that is
a way to finally open up again the
doors of aid to the middle class who
have been shut out.

Today, most guaranteed student
loans go to families that make less
than $30,000 a year. Pell grants basi-
cally go to families that make less
than $10,000 a year. The middle class is
not being helped. This is the way to do
it: $10,000 a year in loans from the Fed-
eral Government regardless of income
and an automatic obligation to repay
those loans on a percentage basis pay-
roll deduction carried out by the Inter-
nal Revenue Service; dramatically re-
ducing, I am sure, the rate of default;
increasing the rate of payment and let-
ting the student pay back that bill on
a percentage basis in proportion to his
income.

So I think Senator BRADLEY has a
great idea. I am proud to join him as a
cosponsor, and I hope that we can
adopt this proposal in the next several
months so that by the time parents
have to face that awful moment of
writing a check for tuition to college
that the Federal Government will be
there to help them, regardless of in-
come, to make that dream come true.

I thank the Chair. I thank my col-
league from Georgia, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Georgia is recognized for up to 20 min-
utes.

DOUG GEORGE—A DEDICATED IN-
TELLIGENCE OFFICER AND VAL-
UABLE SENATE STAFF MEMBER

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Chair. Mr.
President, this past weekend the Na-
tion lost a dedicated public servant,
and the Senate and the Armed Services
Committee lost a valuable staff mem-
ber. Doug George, a senior member of
the Armed Services Committee staff
and a former intelligence official with
a distinguished career in the U.S. intel-
ligence community, died at his home
last Friday evening after a courageous
fight with cancer.

Doug joined the Armed Services
Committee staff a little over a year
ago. When he came to the committee,
we knew that we were getting a sea-
soned professional in the fields of arms
control and U.8. intelligence. Over the
past year, Doug played a key role in
the committee's oversight of Operation
Desert Shield and Desert Storm. He
played a key role in our continuing
work on the CFE and START treaties;
on command and control of the nuclear
arsenals of the United States and the
Soviet Union; and on the reorganiza-
tion of the U.S. intelligence commu-
nity. Doug was tireless in providing the
members of the Armed Services Com-
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mittee with his views and his profes-
sional assessment of these issues. He
drew on the broad experience he gained
in the field of intelligence analysis and
management.

Before Doug joined the Armed Serv-
ices Committee staff, he served almost
25 years in the U.S. intelligence com-
munity. He rose from the position of
analyst to become one of the senior
members of the U.S. intelligence com-
munity staff. In his last assignment be-
fore coming to the committee staff,
Doug was deputy director of the intel-
ligence community staff for require-
ments and evaluation, where he worked
directly with the Director of Central
Intelligence and other top intelligence
officials in the Government. In recent
years, Doug regularly testified before
the congressional intelligence over-
sight committees on weapons prolifera-
tion, arms control, and intelligence
community operations.

In the mid-1980's, Doug served as the
chief of the arms control intelligence
staff and the executive secretary of the
CIA’s Steering Group on Monitoring
Strategic Arms Limitations. As the
CIA’s most senior specialist and execu-
tive on arms control issues, Doug
played a key role in several United
States-Soviet summit meetings, in-
cluding the Reykjavik summit.

I first got to know Doug during the
debate on the SALT II Treaty. At the
time, Doug was serving in the CIA's Of-
fice of Scientific and Weapons Re-
search, and was an expert in the Soviet
Union's nuclear capability. During that
debate Doug gained a wide reputation
from all who dealt with him, for his ab-
solute honesty and total integrity that
became the hallmark of his career as
an intelligence official. In all of the
years I have worked with Doug, I never
knew him to ever hesitate to give his
own objective analysis of a particular
issue or problem, and he never let his
analysis be swayed by partisan or po-
litical considerations.

No matter where the pressure came
from for Doug to in any way tilt his as-
sessment, he never yielded 1 inch from
what he believed to be his professional
judgment. He did that with a tremen-
dous amount of integrity, and he did it
at times when I knew there was a great
deal of pressure on him.

The quality of Doug's work was rec-
ognized throughout the U.S. intel-
ligence community. He had a well-de-
served reputation as a strong and ac-
tive manager with a positive attitude
and an ability to get things done. As a
result, he received a number of awards
and citations from the intelligence
community, culminating in 1987 with
the prestigious Distinguished Intel-
ligence Medal.

Mr. President, Doug George's distin-
guished career in the service of our Na-
tion’s intelligence community is a
matter of public record. All of us ap-
preciate his service to the country, and
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we are grateful for the privilege of hav-
ing known and worked with him close-
ly.

But people should also know that
Doug’s demeanor and his spirit in the
last months of his life were an inspira-
tion to those who observed and those
who were close to him.

Doug faced his disease with deter-
mination and courage. After his cancer
was diagnosed in April, he continued to
carry out his responsibilities to our
committee, often in spite of terrific
physical pain. He remained involved in
our committee’'s work even in the last
days before his death, and I was told
yvesterday by a senior member of the
staff that he was discussing conference
issues in their last conversion the day
before his death.

Mr. President, I know all of my col-
leagues join me in offering our condo-
lences to Doug’s wife, Kathyrn. Kath-
ryn has had an outstanding career in
her own right, and she has been a great
partner to Doug.

In a letter to me this week, Gen.
Colin Powell, the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, described Doug
very well. General Powell wrote:

The many officers of the Joint Staff and in
the field who worked with Doug knew him to
be a wise and thoughtful man of uncompro-
mising integrity and patriotism whose goal
was always to do the “right thing" for Amer-
ica.

Mr. President, Doug George was a
true professional and a public servant
of great integrity. He always did the
right thing for America. Those of us
who knew him will miss him, but we
will remember him.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. WARNER].

DEATH OF DOUG GEORGE

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I join
the distinguished chairman of the
Armed Services Committee, and the
two of us are speaking on behalf of all
members of our committee and, indeed,
the majority and minority staff, in
wishing to express our deepest sym-
pathy to the family of Doug George, es-
pecially his wife Kathryn, friends, and
colleagues.

Doug passed away last Friday night.
He was truly a valued member of the
Senate Armed Services Committee
staff. He was also a professional intel-
ligence officer in the finest sense of
that profession. Members of the Armed
Services Committee first came to know
Doug when he served as the CIA’'s top
arms control specialist, providing
members and staff with briefings and
testimony on important wverification
topics. He impressed us as objective,
knowledgeable, and always a very
hardworking, conscientious individual.

In 1987, Doug was promoted to deputy
director of the intelligence community
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staff, with responsibility to determine
the requirements and set the direction
of the U.S. intelligence community. He
performed admirably in this position,
and for his work he was awarded the
Distinguished Intelligence Medal, the
Nation’s highest intelligence award.

Doug joined the staff of the Armed
Services Committee in 1990 as a mem-
ber of the majority to work on arms
control and intelligence matters. But
despite his membership on the major-
ity, he worked closely with the minor-
ity, which is a hallmark of the mem-
bers of our staff. There is very little, if
any, partisanship whatsoever, espe-
cially as it relates to arms control and
intelligence matters.

During his time on the committee, he
provided an invaluable service to mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle in a wide
variety of issues. He was always avail-
able, and I stress always available, de-
spite, as the chairman said, in his de-
clining days, he fought courageously
against his illness right up to the end
to be of service to the members and to
join with other staff members. He was
willing to work with both at all times.

Doug brought to the Armed Services
Committee the knowledge and experi-
ence of a senior intelligence and arms
control specialist, and he was hard-
working, energetic, considerate, and
helpful. He dedicated his work through-
out his life to service to our Nation. We
shall miss him particularly in the
months and years to come when the
very issues on which he had such a
great expertise and a reputation for
credibility come up. He will be missed
as we address these problems.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

DOUG GEORGE

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, this past
Friday, September 6, 1991, Mr. Doug
George, a valued staff member of the
Senate Armed Services Committee, a
friend of the Senate Intelligence Com-
mittee, and a seasoned intelligence
professional passed away. His untimely
death is a loss not only to close family
members, friends, and colleagues, but
to the entire Nation.

As chairman of the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee, I came to know
Doug George over the last several
years as a hard-working and objective
professional intelligence officer.

While still in the executive branch,
he supported the Intelligence Commit-
tee with energy and determination—
first as director of the arms control in-
telligence staff and then as deputy di-
rector for the intelligence community
staff. His counsel was both thoughtful
and prudent, and greatly valued by our
members.

Doug subsequently joined the Senate
Armed Services Committee, where he
focused on a variety of important is-
sues—arms control, nuclear security,
the Persian Gulf, and the organization
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and management of the intelligence
community. He maintained a solid
working relationship with the Intel-
ligence Committee—always willing to
share his thoughts and insights.

Over the course of his career, Doug
was the recipient of several awards and
honors, including the Distinguished In-
telligence Medal, the DCI Meritorious
Officer Award, the DCI Distinguished
Officer Award, and the Intelligence
Medal of Merit.

We will remember Doug as a consum-
mate professional. Even during dif-
ficult periods of his illness, he contin-
ued to work on issues that he believed
to be vital to the Nation.

Doug is survived by his wife, Kath-
erine. On behalf of the members of the
Intelligence Committee and our staff, I
wish to express my condolences to her.
We will all miss Doug George.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
LIEBERMAN). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Tennessee is permitted to
speak for up to 20 minutes.

Mr. GORE. I thank the Chair.

THE SOVIET UNION

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I rise this
morning to comment on recent devel-
opments in the former Soviet Union
and to make some proposals for how
our policy ought to be modified in light
of these recent revolutionary develop-
ments.

If, last year, the cold war came to an
end, then this year, the government
and philosophy that gave birth to the
cold war have also come to an end.

Ahead of us is the possibility of a
great prize. We could see a large part of
the Eurasian continent organized on
the assumption of peace rather than in
the constant expectation of war. We
could see an immense new region ex-
tending through Eastern Europe and on
into all the vast territories of the
former Soviet Union, open for invest-
ment and for trade. We could see Amer-
ican security interests essentially
unthreatened in the Atlantic or the Pa-
cific. We could see a world open for
competition without conquest and for
cooperation without domination.

But we do not have an unlimited
amount of time for sunny contempla-
tion. In fact that time is over now. Be-
cause the alternative future is one of
decomposing international order; of
murderous tribalism inheriting the de-
bris of empire; of the failure of democ-
racy in the eyes of those who now see
it as their last best hope, and of the
emergence in its place of a new philos-
ophy based on resentment, racial ha-
tred, and state power.
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Events are not only moving at great
speed for the Soviet Union, but for our-
selves as well. Of course it is a mistake
to overestimate our ability to influ-
ence these events. But it could be a
much greater mistake to underesti-
mate the impact our actions can have,
especially in these early and formative
periods of the change underway. While
our policies need to be realistic, they
also need to be timely. Moreover, while
all of us will admit that prudence is
important, there are moments when a
little risk taking is in order, consider-
ing the high-stakes payoff from suc-
Cess.

Reduced to its essence, what has hap-
pened in Moscow as a result of the
meeting of the Congress of Peoples’
Deputies last week is: an appearance of
due process and continuity has been
sustained, as the Congress voted to
sanction the modified plan devised ear-
lier by Gorbachev, Yeltsin, and other
leaders of the Republics there. What
now exists however, is a rump, interim
governmental structure charged with
two tasks: to prevent chaos and calam-
ity, while at the same time preparing a
new charter for what is presumably a
permanent new form of government.

In effect, President Gorbachev at the
head of his new State Council, will be
flying by the seat of his pants in to-
tally uncharted territory. His greatest
source of power will be the fear of what
might happen if he fails. The con-
sequences can be so severe as to over-
ride the normal jealousy, turf building,
and idealistic excess that will work to
prevent the level of cooperation needed
to avoid economic disaster, civil wars
in various places, and a collapse of rec-
ognizable authority.

Insofar as all there exists in place of
the former Soviet Union is an interim
government, which is in a race against
time to arrange for its own demise by
orderly means, U.S. policy must in
that sense also be interim. And yet,
our every move can have long-term in-
fluence. An ability to make our moves
with the long-term consequences in
mind is what will make the difference
between ad hoc¢ improvisation and
long-sighted moves in a dicey period.

On economic aid, or in the area of
vital international agreements includ-
ing arms control, the West in general
and the United States in particular
will be forced to ask some tough, blunt
questions of those who are contending
for power in the Soviet Union, all of
them variants of the same issue—for
purposes of dealing with the outside
world, who is in charge?

In this new polity what does a gov-
ernmental signature imply? What is
the process of ratification for agree-
ments? How secure is ratification as
the interim government gives way to
its successor? What about Republican
claims to sovereign control: of the
right to print new money; of disposi-
tion of old Soviet debt or future
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U.S.8.R. debt or new debt taken on by
governments of the Republics? What
about the Republics' claims to control
all natural resources within their bor-
ders? What about their claims to con-
trol of military assets within their bor-
ders? There are presently no guides and
no reliable answers to any of these
questions and many more like them.

So the West faces a dilemma. We
could stand by and wait until the
U.S.S.R. sorts out all of this at what-
ever pace they can manage. But that
kind of passivity might allow opportu-
nities to perish and it could encourage
outcomes to struggles over these issues
within the U.S.S.R. that are much less
favorable to Western interests than
might otherwise have been the case. A
middle course exists, and that is we
can be ready to act fast, prepare our-
selves to do so, but also set the terms
under which we are ready to proceed
and make those terms clear. We had
better start thinking hard and fast
about just exactly what our agenda is
if we get the right answers to these
questions back from the U.S.S.R.

Let me apply these general concerns
and observations to a few specific is-
sues: security cooperation and eco-
nomic cooperation. I'll start with secu-
rity, making special reference to the
new situation in arms control. Some
people think this subject is dead—over-
taken by changes in military forces
that are driven by economics and poli-
tics much faster than diplomacy can
handle. That, in my view, is extremely
short sighted. We need agreements to
help place ceilings on forces that re-
flect mutually accepted logic. These
are safeguards against reversal of
trends working in our favor. Arms con-
trol may be different in the future, but
it is still the one way in which military
force is subject to the discipline of
international reasoning and agree-
ment.

It seems to me that any agreement
now in force must be considered to be
still so, on grounds of the law estab-
lishing the new Soviet interim govern-
ment—a law which explicitly says that
the old Union's international obliga-
tions will be honored by the interim
government.

Agreements that have been signed
but not yet ratified are a more inter-
esting case. Start with the CFE agree-
ment. That treaty has provisions that
apply to some Soviet Republics that
are attaining sovereignty. The Baltic
States, for example. Maybe Moldavia—
and an independent Moldavia might
just be an interim step toward union
with Romania—and maybe Georgia, we
don’'t know.

For simplicity, let's restrict this dis-
cussion to the Baltics as an illustrative
case. If they gain complete control of
their air space, territory, and terri-
torial waters—which is now expected—
a qualitatively new situation exists as
regards CFE. It would be necessary for
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them to formally adhere to the treaty,
and in the process to define their own
security arrangements. Will they have
armed forces of their own? Will those
forces be subject to equipment ceilings
as are the Armed Forces of Poland, for
example? Will there be a residual So-
viet military presence in the Baltics?
It appears not. But in that case, who is
the guarantor of provisions in the CFE
Treaty that are concerned with forces
in the Baltics? Looking to the future,
the case for naval arms control of some
sort needs to be reexamined in light of
the independence of the Baltic States,
particularly, if they acquire full mili-
tary control of their territories includ-
ing both airspace and territorial wa-
ters.

Then there are the Republics of the
Ukraine and Byelorussia whose terri-
tories fall into the so-called CFE ex-
tended zone. The extended zone used to
cover the Warsaw Pact states and four
Soviet military districts in the former
Soviet Union: the Baltic, Byelorussian,
Carpathian, and Kiev military dis-
tricts. The Soviet portion of that zone
originally amounted to an area in
which Soviet heavy equipment, that is
battle tanks, armored troop carriers,
aircraft and helicopters, was limited by
the terms of the treaty, but in which
this equipment could be moved around
as suited the central government.

When the treaty was negotiated, Re-
publican borders cutting across the
CFE zone meant nothing. Now, how-
ever, these borders mean some very se-
rious things: if these Republics secure
control of armed forces within their
territories, or if they decide to set up
forces of their own that have treaty-
limited equipment. And they certainly
could mean something in terms of ac-
cess and freedom of movement for on-
site verification.

Should the Senate put this treaty on
hold for a few years? Should it just rat-
ify and hope for the best? Or should it
ratify on the proviso that we receive
certain assurances: for example, the
central government that emerges there
is sole guarantor of the treaty's terms;
that all Republics concerned not only
acknowledge this but give up, as for-
mal, constitutional matters, any claim
on their part to powers that would en-
able them to prevent the treaty from
operating properly; and that if any Re-
public subsequently repudiates these
terms, the agreement as a whole is null
and void for the United States. These
questions must be resolved before the
Senate can determine now to proceed
with this pending, signed, but
unratified treaties.

Believe me, if the Senate puts these
questions to the interim government in
the territory of the former Soviet
Union, it will be a defining moment.
The Republics will realize that by
interfering with the entry into force of
the CFE agreement, they can damage
their own efforts to build independent
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political and economic ties not only
with the West but with Eastern Eu-
rope. On the other hand, the answer
they give to these questions represents
a number of fundamental precedents as
to the powers of the Republics vis-a-vis
whatever new central government
emerges after this interim government
in the realm of military forces.

There are similar questions ahead for
START. And, in the event of a chemi-
cal weapons agreement, an even more
intensified issue relating to the chal-
lenge inspection of civilian production
facilities where the rights and respon-
sibilities of Republican governments
would clearly need to be defined.

Finally, there is the question of fol-
low-on negotiations, whether relating
to conventional forces or strategic
forces, or perhaps a successor to the
INF talks, to deal with remaining thea-
ter nuclear systems.

Although my reactions to much of
what is going on in the former Soviet
Union tend to be cautious, in the area
of nuclear doctrine and policy, I be-
lieve it is time to think boldly, and I
would like to share a few propositions
that I am reflecting upon.

First of all, the START Treaty re-
cently concluded but not yet brought
before this body does not require the
destruction of ballistic missiles or nu-
clear warheads withdrawn from serv-
ice. While that is certainly not grounds
to prevent ratification of the treaty,
circumstances have changed in a way
that ought to make us see this matter
as a major piece of unfinished business:
perhaps the basis for an urgent proto-
col to the treaty after it is in force.

This, in my view, Mr. President, is an
extremely serious matter. It is not in
our interest to have a treaty which
simply removes missiles from their
silos and leaves them stacked in ware-
houses under the control of who knows
what authority. The terms have
changed. The circumstances have
changed. We should not prevent ratifi-
cation of START because of this con-
cern. In my view, however, we should
insist on the speedy pursuit of a proto-
col to this treaty dealing with the de-
struction of the missiles withdrawn
from the arsenals of both sides and the
destruction of the warheads. Ironically,
it was apparently at our insistence, our
side’s insistence, that we were not able
to go farther during the negotiations.
But again, things have changed and I
believe the Senate ought to insist and
proceed on this new protocol.

Just before going into summer re-
cess, the Senate debated changes to
U.S. policy on SDI which at one ex-
treme would cause us to abrogate the
ABM Treaty if we could not radically
alter it through negotiations. In light
of what has taken place since then, it
seems to me that we ought to do noth-
ing that would place pressure on a
major existing security agreement.

In the mid-to-longer term, nuclear
doctrine should shift from support of
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limited nuclear war options requiring
large numbers of warheads for an ex-
tended target base to mutual deter-
rence based on declared policies of no
first use, and aimed at assured ability
to retaliate rather than at supplement-
ing conventional forces.

This implies very major reductions of
forces on both sides. Single warhead
missiles and mobility emerge as part of
the deterrent force for the year 2000.
Tactical nuclear weapons that are
ground based, for example, artillery,
need to be removed from Europe under
negotiated terms. Again, the cir-
cumstances have changed.

Moving to another topic, if this is
not the time for a total test ban in-
cluding underground testing—and it
might well be the time to ban such
tests—it is certainly time for a major
reduction in yields and numbers of
such tests. Overall, a scaled down nu-
clear weapons establishment should be
designed to support this reduced em-
phasis on nuclear forces.

Again, let us understand that this
situation has changed. The test site
where the Soviet Union has exploded
their weapons underground is in
Kazakhstan. The Government of the
Republic of Kazakhstan has said, “No
more.”’ And they mean it. The popular
movement there—they chose the name
Nevada for their movement, has pre-
vented any tests for the last 2 years.
The alternative site in Novaya Zemlya
in the territory of the Russian Repub-
lic, was available, hasn't been used re-
cently, but now apparently will not be
used in the future. So we face a situa-
tion where it is extremely likely that
the Soviet Union has a de-facto unilat-
eral ban on any further nuclear under-
ground tests. How do we respond? How
should we respond?

Now, I do not believe that on these
points I just mentioned, we need to
hurry into full-scale negotiations of
any new agreements. The issue of who
is in charge needs to be settled first.
And it would certainly be a risk to
enter full negotiations with an interim
government whose guaranties might or
might not be picked up by its succes-
sor. However, we can and should push
the Soviet and Republic governments
to give us sensible answers to the ““who
is in charge™ issue. And we also have to
face up to what our own agenda is: we
should move into dialog, and we must
establish the range of what we are pre-
pared to put on the table.

In the area of economic assistance,
we will face comparable issues.

Different Western players will have
different inclinations. The Germans
want to move fast. However, they may
have exhausted their own means to
lend to the U.S.S.R. and so be unable
to act unilaterally. I suspect that the
U.S. Government will in the end have a
very heavy influence on what actually
happens. In my view, we should be
ready to move on an expedited basis,
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but only after we push for and get re-
sponses to ‘‘who’s in charge,” and re-
sponses incidentally, that meet our
own requirements as we have clearly
defined them.

The self-absorbtion of the Republics
is understandable, but an extreme lux-
ury given their present circumstances.
Insofar as their individual and collec-
tive well-being depends critically upon
their ability to integrate themselves
into the world economy, the require-
ments of that integration must become
major elements of the internal Soviet
debate at every level. The West needs
to lean hard on this aspect of the new
debate and the new reality that the So-
viet and Republic leaders there face.

But there are also very hard ques-
tions for us to answer.

Surely we will extend ourselves to
help the Soviet Union avoid a winter of
deep misery. This is not only humane
but wise policy, very much in our own
self interest. But where are the funds?
To find them, are we going to have to
break the budget agreement? Could we
find ourselves unable to act decisively
because we cannot manage our own do-
mestic politics because we have no
leadership from the White House?

One view is that the only source for
a sizable emergency fund for Soviet re-
lief is the defense budget. Congressman
LES ASPIN wants to make a billion dol-
lars available to the President for
emergency supplies, probably to be
transported by the U.S. military. Our
colleague, Senator NUNN, seems to be
considering a comparable sum—for the
purpose of promoting Soviet conver-
sion of defense production to civilian
production.

The issue illustrated by these con-
trasting proposals is how to pick the
time and scale of our responses when
confronted by strategic opportunities:
that is, in the case of the Aspin pro-
posal, to succor the peoples of the
U.S.8.R. and work against chaos, and
in the case of the Nunn proposal, how
to help the U.S.S.R., or perhaps the
Russian Republic’s, economy through a
profound change.

But these considerations are, in turn,
dealing with matters on a necessarily
smaller scale than will be required
eventually if we really want to facili-
tate structural changes in the Soviet
economy. And it is at this level that
the issue of who's in charge, and the
question of what are we ready to do
intersect.

Not long ago, the IMF and the World
Bank issued a joint study on the ques-
tion of Soviet economic conversion and
entry into the world trading system,
and in particular, the role of the IMF
in making that possible. For the near
term, Soviet associate membership in
the IMF—and possibly associate mem-
bership for the Republics as well—may
be exactly what is needed. Associate
membership opens the expertise of the
IMF to a government, but does not en-
title it to draw on IMF resources.



22820

But the IMF’s experts will say that
membership requires a real budget
planning process; full autonomy of en-
terprises; real market driven prices,
and currency convertibility. Whoever
declares themselves to be in charge of
the former Soviet Union’s economic
life must be able to make and carry out
policies along these lines. But they will
also point out that such policies can-
not be carried out without external fi-
nancial assistance from the IMF and
from other countries on a bilateral
basis.

At that point, the ball is back in our
court—meaning that it will be up to
the United States, the European Com-
munity and the Japanese to respond.
One answer is a grand bargain of some
sort, perhaps along the lines worked
out by experts at Harvard earlier this
summer. The grand bargain was in ef-
fect a step-by-step correlation of what
the Soviets needed to do in order to get
from where they were to where they
say they want to be—a marketdriven
economy—and the external financial
help that would be needed at each
stage to make that process workable.

It emphatically was not a massive
give away of vast sums of money. But
it did underscore the need for Western
readiness to commit substantial
amounts over a period of several years.
If the Soviets or their successors can-
not get their act cleaned up we would
be out of our minds to lend them such
sums of money. But if we are not ready
to lend, then there might be insuffi-
cient incentive for them to get their
act cleaned up. Real leadership and
some risk taking is needed on both
sides of that equation. Neither side can
afford to sit back and wait for the
other to make all the moves.

Mr. President, I would like to con-
clude with the following observation.

As the century nears its conclusion,
it is open season on political organiza-
tion. Nation states that jealously
guarded their independence in Europe
are apparently moving toward ever
deeper union. Multinational polities
such as the Soviet Union, are
disaggregating to their constituent
ethnic parts—to nation states or post
national entities roughly approximat-
ing nation states.

But in the midst of all this change, I
think there is a visible general theme:
people are in search of political rela-
tions based upon the consent of the
governed—whether that leads them to-
ward or away from centralized forms of
organization. And they are looking, to
be a little more precise, for new equi-
libria—appropriate to themselves and
to their circumstances—between free-
dom and its creative power, and the
need for order and predictability in so-
cietal relationships.

That search is the core of our own
history as a nation. Twice before in
this century, we have gone to war to
oppose efforts by others to impose no-
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tions of world order based on ossified
concepts of permanence. Now, what we
shed blood for is actually happening.
But it is happening at a time when
there are temptations for us to step
back and leave these events to others
and to fate. This is not the moment to
do that. If leadership does not come
from us, it will come from nowhere
else. This is the moment of truth for
American statecraft, and it for Amer-
ican political leadership to step for-
ward.

I hope that President Bush will meet
that challenge. I hope that those of us
in this body, as we look at the treaties
now pending for ratification and at the
various proposals for how we might ac-
celerate the transition inside the
former Soviet Union to a market-driv-
en economy will also meet that chal-
lenge.

This is a period, to say the least, of
great turmoil for the former Soviet
Union. I might say that early in our
history, at the conclusion of our own
Revolutionary War, we had a distrust
and hostility toward centralized au-
thority that was every bit as strong as
what we now see expressed by the peo-
ples of the former Soviet Union. As we
designed our new government, we first
of all, devolved as much power as we
possibly could to the States, and before
we arrived at the U.S. Constitution we
lived for a decade or so under the Arti-
cles of Confederation. The flaw in that
first attempt by Americans to arrive at
a new social compact, was that is dis-
bursed too much power to the States
and reserved too little to the central
government..

When the Constitutional Convention
convened, its purpose was to ‘“‘form a
more perfect union.” The words as they
were understood then, conveyed a
meaning that stood in apposition to
the mistakes learned during the period
we were ruled under the Articles of
Confederation. It may well be that if
some of the Republics which made up
the former Soviet Union ever do re-
combine into a new political entity it
will be only after they have learned for
themselves out of their own political
experience that there is such a thing as
giving too much power to the Repub-
lics and reserving too little for a
central government in spite of one's
antipathy for statism and centralized
power.

Of course, their historical experience
is so completely different, the degree of
homogeneity among their peoples and
the various cultures and traditions in
the former Soviet Union makes it most
unlikely that they will travel that
route. But it is quite possible that
some of those Republics will travel a
course not dissimilar from the one that
we have traveled.

In any event, the odds that they will
be successful at arriving at self-deter-
mination based on the consent of the
governed, a free market economy, re-
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spect for individual rights, and the
freedoms which Thomas Jefferson said
in our Declaration were not just for the
United States but properly the birth-
right of all human beings, the odds of
them being successful in achieving
those dreams will be enhanced by deci-
sions we have to make in this Chamber
and that the Government of the United
States as a whole has to make very
quickly.

BUSH ADMINISTRATION ENDORSES
PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I rise
today to announce to the Senate that
the Bush administration has endorsed
the effort to reauthorize the Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs—
or OIRA—through the enactment of S.
1139, the Paperwork Reduction Act of
1991, introduced by myself, Senator
SAM NUNN and Senator DALE BUMPERS.

S. 1139 seeks to enhance OIRA's role
in reducing the paperwork and regu-
latory burdens imposed on the individ-
uals, small businesses, research insti-
tutions, and nonprofit organizations.

Our bill enjoys the broad bipartisan
support from both Democrats and Re-
publicans., With the Bush administra-
tion's support, I believe that small
businesses and the American public
will finally get some relief from the
Government's incessant need for more
paper.

I ask unanimous consent that letters
from myself and several Senators urg-
ing the administration’s support for S.
1139 as well as the letter of endorse-
ment from Vice President DAN QUAYLE
be printed in the RECORD immediately
following my remarks.

The being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SENATE REPUBLICAN CONFERENCE,

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
July 17, 1991.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are writing to
urge your support for S. 1139, the “‘Paper-
work Reduction Act of 1991"".

S. 1139 provides you with the opportunity
to legislatively reaffirm your commitment
to restraining the growth of Government pa-
perwork burdens on the public and to curb-
ing the natural proclivities of Government
agencies to issue more and more regulations.

This bill makes an unequivocal statement
in support of your principles regarding re-
straining unwarranted Governmental bur-
dens on the public. It enjoys strong support
within the business community, especially
the small business community. It addresses
concerns consistently expressed by State and
local governments and the educational and
non-profit communities.

S. 1139 enjoys strong bipartisan support
within the Senate, being sponsored by Sam
Nunn, the senior Democrat on the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee as well as the
Small Business Committee, with Dale Bump-
ers, Chairman of the Small Business Com-
mittee as one of the principal Democratic
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cosponsors. The bill is gradually gathering
cosponsorships by many of the Democratic
members who supported the 1980 legislation
sponsored by Lawton Chiles, including Lloyd
Bentsen and Fritz Hollings.

The alternative being offered by the Chair-
man of the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs is unequivocal in its objective to dimin-
ish your authority to coordinate the regu-
latory policies of the Executive agencies and
to limit the Paperwork Reduction Act's abil-
ity to restrain Government-sponsored paper-
work burdens imposed on the public. The Ad-
ministration’s opposition to this legislation,
8. 1044, the “Federal Information Resources
Management Act”, also needs to be enun-
cilated.

The choice presented by these two bills is
stark. Some urge a wait and see policy with
those who would seek to curb your author-
ity. We believe that a firm statement of our
fundamental principles is necessary in order
to sharply contrast our diverse positions.

Further, we need to make a clear state-
ment to the coalition supporting S. 1139,
that we stand with them regarding public
protection from unwarranted and excessive
paperwork and the burdens of Government
regulations which you have worked so long
to restrain.

Now is the time to firmly support S. 1139,
the ‘‘Paperwork Reduction Act of 1991".

Sincerely,

Robert Dole, William V. Roth, Jr., Chris-
topher 8. Bond, Ted Stevens, Conrad
Burns, Jake Garn, Robert W. Kasten,
Jr., Malcolm Wallop, Charles E. Grass-
ley, Connie Mack, Richard G. Lugar,
Orrin Hatch, Steve Symms, Robert
Smith, John Seymour, Dan Coats,
Thad Cochran, Phil Gramm.

U.S. BENATE,
Washington, DC, June 11, 1991.
Hon. DAN QUAYLE,
Vice President,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR DAN: I am writing to urge your sup-
port for the “Paperwork Reduction Act of
1991," which was recently introduced by my-
self, Sam Nunn, Dale Bumpers, and Bill
Roth, among others.

Administration support of this bill would
greatly compliment the work of the Presi-
dent's Competitiveness Council in trying to
rein in excessive government regulation. The
bill seeks to enhance OIRA's role in reducing
the paperwork and regulatory burdens im-
posed upon the public.

Our bill enjoys broad support from the
business community. I hope the Administra-
tion can join us in our effort to give business
and the public some relief from the govern-
ment’s incessant need for more paper.

For your information, I have enclosed a
copy of a recent op-ed on this issue.

Best regards,
ROBERT W. KASTEN, Jr.
THE VICE PRESIDENT,
Washington, August 2, 1991.
Hon. ROBERT W. KASTEN, Jr.,
U.S. Senator,
Washington, DC.

DEAR BoB: Thank you for your letters to
John Sununu, Dick Darman and me regard-
ing 8. 1139, the ““Paperwork Reduction Act of
1991."

The Administration strongly supports your
efforts to reauthorize the Office of Informa-
tion and Regulatory Affairs (OIRA) by pass-
ing S. 1139. As you know, the President relies
upon OIRA to oversee the regulatory process
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and to protect the American public from un-
necessary and burdensome regulations and
paperwork. The Paperwork Reduction Act of
1991 reaffirms Congressional support for a
strong paperwork review process and clari-
fies the responsibilities of departments and
agencies to manage paperwork burdens effi-
ciently. It also closes the loophole created by
the Supreme Court's decision in Dole v. Steel-
workers, thereby ensuring that all paperwork
required by the Federal government is cov-
ered by the Act.

S. 1044, the *“Federal Information Re-
sources Management Act,” would also reau-
thorize OIRA. However, its codification of
disclosure provisions raises serious constitu-
tional concerns, and could not be accepted
by the Administration. As we indicated last
yvear, the President’'s Senior Advisors would
recommend a veto of any bill containing
such disclosure provisions.

We urge Congress to reauthorize appropria-
tions for OIRA. We look forward to working
with you and Senator Glenn and others on
the Governmental Affairs Committee to se-
cure passage of sound legislation reauthoriz-
ing OIRA along the lines of 8. 1139.

Sincerely,
DAN QUAYLE.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

LABOR, HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES, AND EDUCATION, AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, FISCAL YEAR 1992

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now resume consideration of
H.R. 2707, which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 2707) making appropriations
for the Departments of Labor, Health and
Human Services and Education, and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1992, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

AMENDMENT NOS. 1109, 1110, 1111, AND 1112

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, there
are four additional amendments which
have been cleared on both sides. I
would like to describe them very brief-
ly.
The first is an amendment to add $2
million for substance abuse prevention
in the workplace, offset by a transfer of
funds. That is an amendment by Sen-
ators HATCH and KASTEN.

The second is an amendment to add
$450,000 for training of professional
staff serving older Americans within
available funds at the Office of Human
Development Services at HHS. The sec-
ond amendment also adds $500,000 from
available funds for independent living
programs. That is to be presented by
Senator DOLE.

The third amendment is an amend-
ment to extend for one more year
grants for independent living centers.
Again that is an amendment by Sen-
ator DOLE.
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The fourth amendment is to establish
a prostate cancer research center with-
in available funds at the National Can-
cer Institute. That is an amendment by
Senator STEVENS and Senator INOUYE.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the pending committee
amendments be temporarily laid aside
for the purpose of adopting the four
amendments just described.

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

Mr. HARKIN. I send four amend-
ments to the desk and ask unanimous
consent that they be considered en
bloc.

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

The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] pro-
poses amendments numbered 1109 through
1112 en bloc.

Mr. HARKIN. 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:

On page 29, line 21, insert before the period
the following: *: Provided, That $2,000,000 of
the funds available under this heading,
which would otherwise have been made ex-
clusively available for carrying out pro-
grams through the Office of Substance Abuse
Prevention, shall be transferred to the ac-
count “SALARIES AND EXPENSES" under
the heading “DEPARTMENTAL MANAGE-
MENT" in title I of this Act for the purpose
of providing technical assistance to small
and medium sized business on the establish-
ment of workplace substance abuse programs
which shall be administered cooperatively
between the Office of Substance Abuse Pre-
vention and the Department of Labor'.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I want to
thank the distinguished floor managers
for agreeing to accept this important
amendment and desire only to spend a
few moments explaining the amend-
ment's purpose and meaning.

Combatants in the war on substance
abuse generally agree that any serious
attempt to deal with this problem
must focus on a reduction in the de-
mand for drugs.

While this solution seems apparent,
its translation into a plan for action
has proven very difficult. In most re-
spects, it is like declaring war and then
not being able to find where the enemy
is hiding.

However, recent studies of this prob-
lem are beginning to offer some insight
into ways to reduce the demand for
drugs and alcohol. Specifically, we now
know that about 68 percent of all those
who use illegal drugs are employed, ei-
ther in a part-time or full-time capac-
ity. Additionally, we know that 1 out
of 10 individuals in the United States
has an alcohol problem and that most
of these people also work.

With this knowledge, it becomes
clear that the workplace is an institu-
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tional setting offering great oppor-
tunity for addressing the demand for
drugs and alcohol. Add to these recent
findings the fact that persons with ad-
dictive disorders often value their jobs
more highly than their families or
other social support networks, and the
workplace appears to offer the most
hope for effectively motivating a sub-
stance abuser to receive the help he or
she needs to break this addiction.

Now, Mr. President, many large busi-
ness operations in the United States
have recognized that there are numer-
ous advantages to their helping em-
ployees overcome substance abuse. The
benefits for these businesses include in-
creases in productivity, lower absen-
teeism, and fewer accidents and ill-
nesses. All of these factors, of course,
lead to reduced insurance and com-
pensation costs, reductions in em-
ployee theft, and tremendous potential
savings in benefit packages—such as in
controlled health care costs.

However, establishing programs to
deal effectively with employee sub-
stance abuse problems requires a high
level of expertise and up-front ground-
work. Thus, generally, such programs
have been limited to larger companies.
Small businesses most often find these
time and technical requirements pro-
hibitive.

This has led to some interesting ob-
servations, Mr. President. Specifically,
as the larger companies adopt pro-
grams to deal with substance abuse
problems, employees tend to move to
other companies to escape detection. In
other words, rather than to accept of-
fers of help, for all the reasons that
they are substance abusers in the first
place, these employees opt to leave em-
ployment with large employees and
move to employment with smaller em-
ployers.

After looking at this problem re-
cently, Mr. President, Representative
RoN WYDEN of Oregon, the chairman of
the House Small Business Committee's
Subcommittee on Regulation, Business
Opportunities and Energy, said that
“substance abuse in the nation’s small
businesses is a health care problem of
forest fire proportion.” He concluded
that for “workers who do drugs, Ameri-
ca's small businesses are becoming the
employers of last resort.”

If this problem is to be overcome,
something must be done to address the
problems that currently prevent small
businesses from becoming involved in
employee substance abuse assistance
programs. Small business owners gen-
erally identify these problems as:
First, a lack of information about how
to set up and run these programs; sec-
ond, financial constraints; and third,
the fear of potential legal problems.

Mr. President, the purpose of the
amendment I have offered today is to
help address these problems through
the dissemination of relevant informa-
tion and training concerning structur-
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ing and administering employee assist-
ance programs in small business.

Briefly, let me explain what em-
ployee assistance programs [EAP] con-
sist of. Generally, there are five key
elements in an EAP: First, a workplace
substance abuse policy; second, super-
visory training; third, employee ori-
entation; fourth, drug and alcohol edu-
cation and awareness; and fifth, assess-
ment and referral mechanism so that
the employee can obtain needed help
overcoming an addiction.

What this amendment does is to pro-
vide the Secretary of Labor, in con-
junction with the Secretary of HHS,
with funds to provide to small busi-
nesses the information and technical
assistance they need to develop these
elements of an employee assistance
program.

To accomplish this, the amendment
simply transfers $2 million of moneys
already existing in the budget of the
Office of Substance Abuse Prevention
that were provided for the purpose of
administering community partner-
ships. The Office of Substance Abuse
Prevention [OSAP] is designed to sup-
port early intervention projects
through these community partner-
ships. To accomplish these objectives,
OSAP would be given $281.6 million in
fiscal year 1992, of which $113.9 million
would be provided to administer these
community partnership programs.

By simply shifting $2 million to the
Department of Labor to begin the ad-
ministration of these small business
substance abuse programs, the bottom
line objectives of combating substance
abuse would be advanced significantly.
As I stated, this is so because it has be-
come apparent that the best way to
reach substance abusers is through the
workplace. With this in mind, it seems
appropriate to begin this effort with
this $2 million from the Office of Sub-
stance Abuse Prevention because of the
similarity of the overall mission. This
transfer does not harm the ongoing
goals of OSAP because it is intended
that they work cooperatively with the
Department of Labor in getting this
job done. Also, the vast majority of
funds allotted OSAP remains in place.
This transfer complements OSAP’s
goals by creating a cooperative effort
that will permit much more than ei-
ther is capable of independently.

Mr. President, if the Congress is
truly serious about attacking drugs in
our society, I think small businesses
provide battlegrounds wherein great
advances are possible. Because of this
amendment, small business owners who
want to help rid their workplaces of
the problems associated with substance
abuse will be able to do so. Reliable in-
formation will be available to them
that will assist them in offering a help-
ing hand to their employees.

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join Senator HATCH in offer-
ing this amendment to help small busi-
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nesses rid their workplaces of drug
abuse, and I applaud him for his leader-
ship on this issue.

Our amendment would provide $2
million to the Department of Labor for
assisting small business owners in ad-
dressing the problems of substance
abuse in their workplaces. Specifically,
the amendment would enable the Labor
Department to provide additional help
to small business owners in setting up
employee assistance programs [EAP’s].
EAP's are cost-effective job-based
strategies for helping employees with
drug and alcohol abuse.

We must attack the scourge of drugs
in all facets of our lives: in the work-
place, in our schools and churches, and
at home. In the workplace, employee
substance abuse is estimated to cost
over $200 billion annually, in the form
of increased accidental injuries, health
care costs, lost work days, and other
expenses, Employee assistance pro-
grams are believed to be the most ef-
fective tool in helping to eradicate the
problem. A 1990 Gallup survey of Wis-
consin workers conducted by the Insti-
tute for a Drug-Free Workplace showed
that 77 percent of workers in my State
support EAP's.

Yet small businesses, which employ
over a majority of working Americans,
are less likely than larger ones to im-
plement these programs. Seventy-five
to eighty percent of the Fortune 500
companies have EAP’s, but less than 10
percent of small business have EAP's.

According to the Labor Department,
small businesses have difficulty setting
up these programs because they believe
that implementing and operating a
substance abuse program to be too
complex and costly. Others lack the
knowledge and guidance necessary to
establish and maintain an EAP.

The Department is actively working
to promote awareness of the EAP's
among small businesses. In particular,
it is working on expanding its informa-
tion dissemination and is looking into
using personal computers to provide
training materials. The $10 million pro-
vided by this amendment will go a long
way in helping them continue these ef-
forts and developing a demonstration
system to deliver this technology.

The drug plague is a serious threat to
our prosperity. We need creative solu-
tions like this amendment—and I sup-
port it strongly.

AMENDMENT No. 1110
(Purpose: To require that certain appro-
priated sums be used for a program regard-
ing training for professional and service
providers.)

On page 43, line 6, after the colon insert the
following: *‘: Provided further, That of the
amounts made available under this heading,
$450,000 shall be used for making grants and
entering into contracts under section 411 of
the Older Americans Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C.
3031) to establish a program under which pro-
fessional and service providers (including
family physicians and clergy) will receive
training—
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**(1) comprised of—

“(A) intensive training regarding normal
aging, recognition of problems of aging per-
sons, and communication with the mental
health network; and

*(B) advanced clinical training regarding
means of assessing and treating the problems
described in paragraph (1);

*(2) provided by—

**(A) faculty and graduate students in pro-
grams of human development and family
studies at a major university;

“(B) mental health professionals; and

“(C) nationally recognized consultants in
the area of rural mental health and

*(3) held in county hospital sites through-
out the State in which the program is
based'': Provided further, That $500,000 of the
funds available under this heading shall be
used for making grants and entering into
contracts under section 162 of the Devel-
opmental Disabilities Assistance and Bill of
Rights Act (42 U.S8.C. 6082) to establish inno-
vative approaches to consumer-responsive
personal assistance service which shall en-
hance opportunities for individuals with dis-
abilities to live independent and productive
lives with full inclusion in their commu-
nity".

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I rise
today to offer an amendment that will
provide the necessary funding to en-
hance the delivery of mental health
care to our Nation's rural elderly. The
mental health needs of people living in
rural areas is not being met. Similarly,
the mental health needs of the elderly
are not being met. Consequently, elder-
ly persons who live in small rural areas
are at double jeopardy when faced with
mental health problems. The lack of
mental health services is not, however,
the greatest issue among rural elder-
ly—elderly people in general are often
resistant to seeking and accepting for-
mal mental health services.

The elderly are more willing to take
their mental health problems to people
they have regular contact with; people
they know and trust. Professionals—
that is, family physicians and clergy—
and service providers—that is, senior
center directors and staff members,
county extension agents—have regular,
trusted contact with rural elders. But,
few service providers are trained to
recognize warning signs of depression,
suicide, alcoholism, complicated grief
of Alzheimer's disease; many profes-
sionals were trained before gerontology
was included in the curriculum. The re-
ality is that professionals and service
providers most likely to come into con-
tact with an elder who has mental
health concerns have little or no train-
ing in aging or mental health.

In Kansas, an innovative project is
being developed to alleviate this rural
health problems. Through the enhanc-
ing mental health services for rural el-
derly project a core group of trusted
professionals and service providers will
be trained in gerontology and mental
health issues of the elderly. As a result
of this project the rural elderly will
have trained people in their commu-
nity to help them recognize and over-
come problems of depression, suicide,
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alcoholism, complicated grief of Alz-
heimer’s disease.

Training will be provided by Kansas
State University faculty and selected
graduate students in human develop-
ment and family studies, mental health
professionals in the field, and nation-
ally recognized consultants in the area
of rural mental health. Training ses-
sions will be held in county hospital
sites throughout the State for both
professionals and service providers.

Training will be focused primarily in
the following areas: First, normal
aging; second, recognizing problems of
aging persons; and third, communicat-
ing with the mental health network.
The professionals—that is, physicians
and clergy—will also receive advanced
clinical training in ways to assess and
treat these problems.

My amendment directs $450,000 of
moneys to be appropriated under title
III of the Older Americans Act to en-
sure that elderly persons be afforded
appropriate and adequate mental
health care. The enhancing health
services for rural elderly project is a
step in the right direction in assuring
that the mental health needs of people
living in rural areas are being met.

Following their training programs,
service providers who understand nor-
mal aging and the warning signs of spe-
cific mental health problems can then
refer elderly persons to local clergy or
family physicians. Members of the cler-
gy or family physicians whose assess-
ment skills are more advanced can
then determine the need for specialized
mental health treatment and provide
the critical link to mental health serv-
ices.

AMENDMENT NO. 1111
(Purpose: To require that funds appropriated
to make grants for the establishment and
operation of independent living centers be
used to support persons currently receiving
the grants)

On page 57, line 3, insert before the period:
**: Provided, That, until October 1, 1992, the
funds appropriated to carry out section 711 of
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. T9%e)
shall be used to support persons currently re-
ceiving grants under the section”.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, 1 year ago
today, 2,000 people gathered on the
White House lawn for the historic sign-
ing of the Americans With Disabilities
Act of 1990.

The ADA, which prohibits discrimi-
nation on the basis of disability in em-
ployment, public services, public ac-
commodations, and telecommuni-
cations, was the most comprehensive
civil rights law to be enacted since
1964. Its about the integration of all
citizens into every aspect of American
society. It is about real people with
real life issues.

A few months ago, for example, I
heard eloquent and moving testimony
before the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources on the need to en-
sure independence and equal oppor-
tunity for people with disabilities.
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The hearing, which addressed the use
of personal assistance services [PAS],
made it clear that Congress needs to
build on the gains achieved 1 year ago
today. In his poignant testimony, Tim
Steininger of Dodge City, KS, persua-
sively justified the revision of current
policies to include a comprehensive
and flexible PAS program. No doubt
about it, the timely and thorough con-
sideration of such a program is one of
my top priorities.

Why? Because I believe, as do my col-
leagues, that everyone deserves the
right to self-determination. Is this too
much for a person with a severe dis-
ability to expect out of life? Inclusion
should mean enjoying the rights that
those of us fortunate to be self-suffi-
cient take for granted everyday. Is
that not what the ADA is all about?

Mr. President, I believe we need to
enhance the delivery of personal assist-
ance services in this country if we are
to afford people with disabilities their
right to lead independent and produc-
tive lives. I am optimistic about the fu-
ture of disability policy. Let's build on
the gains we have made to ensure inde-
pendence and freedom for all Ameri-
cans.

The amendment I am offering today
will invest in the promise of an all in-
clusive society by developing innova-
tive approaches to the delivery of
consumer-responsive personal assist-
ance services. Within the projects of
national significance under the admin-
istration on developmental disabilities,
the monies appropriated for the expan-
sion of personal assistance programs
will be a step in the right direction in
building a comprehensive array of per-
sonal assistance services.

AMENDMENT NO. 1112

On page 23, line 4, before the period, insert
the following: **: Provided further, That with-
in the funds provided under this heading the
Institute shall establish a Matsunaga-Conte
Prostate Cancer Research Center’,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendments?
Hearing none, the question is on agree-
ing to the amendments.

The amendments (Nos. 1109, 1110,
1111, and 1112) were agreed to en bloc.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendments were agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

CHILD HEALTH RESEARCH CENTERS

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I
would like to enter into a colloquy
with my good friend and distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee for the
purpose of clarification.

Once again the subcommittee has
recognized the importance of providing
additional funding to the Child Health
Research Centers Program at the Na-
tional Institute of Child Health and
Human Development [NICHD]. Created
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at the urging of this subcommittee in
fiscal year 1990, child health research
centers are intended to build basic re-
search capacity at established and de-
veloping pediatric institutions and to
develop pediatric investigators. The
goal of this innovative ““bench to bed-
side’ research program is to speed the
transfer of basic science to clinical ap-
plications, thereby improving the care
of infants and children.

Is my understanding correct that the
subcommittee provided $2 million in
fiscal 1990 to initiate the Child Health
Research Centers Program and an addi-
tional $1,500,000 in fiscal 1991 to expand
the program?

Mr. HARKIN. The Senator from
Pennsylvania is correct.

Mr. SPECTER. Then, is my under-
standing also correct, Mr. President,
that coupled with the additional $3
million the subcommittee is providing
in this bill, the total expenditure for
the Child Health Research Centers Pro-
gram in fiscal year 1992 will be
$6,500,0007

Mr. HARKIN. My friend, the Senator
from Pennsylvania, is again correct.

Mr. SPECTER. 1 thank my good
friend and subcommittee chairman for
clarifying this matter.

LIBRARY CAREER TRAINING

Mr. SARBANES, Mr. President, I am
pleased to note that the Senate is pro-
viding $5 million for the Library Career
Training Program under title II-B of
the Higher Education Act for fiscal
year 1992. This modest sum will make a
significant contribution to alleviating
the shortages of librarians and library
educators.

Librarians in the United States cur-
rently number fewer than 200,000, and
nearly 40 percent of them will be 65
years of age or older by the year 2000.
Library employers report severe short-
ages, especially for children’s librar-
ians, school library media specialists,
catalogers, librarians with techno-
logical expertise, and librarians who
are members of minority groups.

In the early and more adequately
funded years of the HEA II-B program,
a corps of leaders was recruited to the
library field or enabled to earn a Ph.D.
Many of the current faculty, deans, and
library directors around the country
are II-B fellowship recipients. With the
dramatic decrease in appropriations for
the II-B program in the 1980's, replace-
ments for such leaders are not coming
along fast enough to make up for losses
and retirements.

In addition, we require more ad-
vanced education and skills of our li-
brarians than we are willing to pay for.
For example, school library media spe-
cialists are expected to hold a teaching
degree and have a master's degree or
additional course work in library and
information science. The master's de-
gree is the minimum level generally re-
quired in public and academic libraries.
Many positions also require fluency in
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foreign languages, advanced study in
public administration, computer and
communication techniques, social serv-
ices and community outreach, or such
specialized knowledge as children’s lit-
erature, Government documents, or
law or medical librarianship.

I recently introduced a bill, S. 1099,
which addresses the serious shortage of
librarians and library educators by in-
creasing the authorization level for
HEA II-B to $15 million. Meanwhile, I
am pleased that we are taking action
in the Labor/HHS/Education appropria-
tions bill to prevent the erosion of the
unique and vital services provided by
libraries to citizens and communities
throughout the country.

Because the fiscal year 1992 level is a
significant increase in II-B funding, I
wanted to take this opportunity to en-
gage in a brief colloquy with the chair-
man and ranking minority member
concerning congressional intent re-
garding the most appropriate use of the
$5 million for library career training.

Mr. HARKIN. I would welcome an op-
portunity to clarify our intent with re-
gard to funding for this important pro-
gram.

Mr. SARBANES. It is likely to be
next spring before institutions or orga-
nizations are notified that they are
successful applicants for II-B grants,
leaving precious little time to recruit
strong candidates for graduate study
during the 1992-93 academic year. Time
would be particularly short for poten-
tial Ph.D. candidates, who might have
to relocate, leave jobs, and make ap-
propriate arrangements for their fami-
lies. It would be my recommendation
that the Department of Education offi-
cials move quickly in administering
this program, but at the same time,
consult extensively with representa-
tives from the library community on
the most effective use of II-B funds for
fiscal year 1992.

Mr. SPECTER. I also have a special
interest in the HEA II-B library train-
ing program. Three fine institutions in
my State—Clarion University of Penn-
sylvania, Drexel University, and the
University of  Pittsburgh—provide
graduate library education programs.
The law allows library career training
funds to be used for assistance to insti-
tutions of higher education, library or-
ganizations or agencies for fellowships,
traineeships, and institutes, or other
training or retraining programs in li-
brary and information science.

I urge the Department of Education
to use the majority of the increased
funds for HEA II-B for fellowships at
both the doctoral and Master's levels,
and to use a smaller percentage for
other training, retraining, and library
and information science education
projects. The Department should con-
sider raising the current stipends for
fellowship recipients. I understand the
stipends have not been adjusted for
some years, and are now inadequate to
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cover true expenses. I further urge the
Department to consult with the library
community concerning the best mix-
ture among the authorized purposes
under this program, and concerning fis-
cal 1992 priorities for assistance.

Mr. HARKIN. I concur with those ex-
pectations, and would expect appro-
priate officials of the Education De-
partment to take note of them.

Mr. SARBANES. I appreciate the co-
operation of my colleagues in clarify-
ing the committee’s intent. I would
simply raise one other point, and that
is the importance of this program for
the recruitment of minorities to the li-
brary field. The importance of this
issue and the continuing need for such
assistance were reinforced recently by
the delegates to the White House Con-
ference on Library and Information
Services. More than one recommenda-
tion called for assistance for the train-
ing and retraining of library and infor-
mation science professionals to serve
the needs of maulticultural, multi-
lingual populations. This should be a
priority for II-B grants in fiscal 1992.

Mr. HARKIN. I would agree that the
continuing need for assistance in mi-
nority recruitment is one of the rea-
sons for our increased support, and it
should be a priority in the use of title
II-B funds.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, as a long-
time supporter of and advocate for li-
braries, and as a member of the Senate
Labor and Human Resources Sub-
committee on Education, Arts, and Hu-
manities, I too have an interest in
clarifying the intent of title II-B of the
Higher Education Act.

My great State of Illinois has three
outstanding graduate library education
programs, which are located at the
University of Illinois, Northern Illinois
University, and Rosary College. I cer-
tainly agree with the support the com-
ments made by my colleagues regard-
ing the use of title II-B funds.

This summer, I had the honor of ad-
dressing the White House Conference
on Library and Information Services
and talking with the delegates. The
delegates strongly supported and rec-
ognized the importance of recruiting
and training minorities under title II-
B. I couldn’'t agree more. More than 15
library and higher education organiza-
tions, including the American Library
Association, recommended reauthor-
ization of title II-B with a particular
emphasis on the recruitment and re-
tention of minorities as one of the
most critical needs in the profession.

Title II-B has played a key role in
the recruitment of minorities. In re-
cent years, however, this has not been
listed as one of the top title II-B prior-
ities by the Secretary. Only 7.7 percent
of graduate degrees in library and in-
formation science are annually award-
ed to minorities. We can and should do
better. This should be a top priority for
title II-B.
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THE COLORADO BIOMEDICAL VENTURE CENTER
AT THE NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, we all
recognize the need to maintain and en-
hance our country's international com-
petitiveness in all areas of high tech-
nology. With our existing world leader-
ship in the biomedical area, the in-
creasing global demand for improved
diagnostics and therapeutics and this
country's $10 billion a year Federal re-
search effort, we should pay particular
attention to promoting our competi-
tiveness and productivity in this area.

I am a member of the Senate Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources and last year we held hearings
on the human genome project. At these
hearings, the importance of our tech-
nical leadership and its economic bene-
fits were driven home to me and the
other members of the panel

It would be a mistake for the United
States to rest on its laurels as the
world’s leader in the biomedical field.
Japan is undertaking an aggressive ef-
fort to make major advances in bio-
technology transfer. In a recent article
in Business Tokyo a senior manager of
Suntory Co. said that:

America is, and will remain, the leader in
the field. Japan will never equal the United
States commitment to basic research. And if
basic research isn't sound, you won't have
the constant stream of ideas on which to de-
velop products.

That 1is, products produced in
Japan—based on United States re-
search. During the 1980's, more than 200
biotechnology transfer agreements be-
tween Japan and American companies
were signed over a 5-year increment.
The export of U.S. basic research has
already begun.

I would hope, Mr. President, that we
can look to history for guidance. While
the transistor was developed in the
United States, it was produced over-
seas. And, if we are to learn from our
past mistakes, we need to take steps to
maintain our leadership in the com-
mercial biomedical field.

To do this, we must encourage the ef-
forts being made by the National Insti-
tutes of Health [NIH] Office of Tech-
nology Transfer to help our Nation's
intellectual capital generate a secure
strong industry leading us into the 21st
century.

Mr. President, I am proud to say that
the State of Colorado is a national
leader in biomedical research and in
the commercialization of these tech-
nologies. Our excellence in research
was emphasized by the Nobel Prize
awarded to Dr. Thomas Cech of the
University of Colorado for his work on
RNA. In 1990, Colorado was home to
more than 200 biomedical companies
producing combined sales of more than
$1.2 billion. These companies exported
as much as 40 percent of their products
to Japan, other Pacific rim countries,
and Europe.

Colorado has sought to stimulate
this field by creating several public-
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private technology transfer programs.
In particular, the Colorado Biomedical
Venture Center [CBVC] is working to
develop commercial applications from
biomedical discoveries made within the
State’s universities and hospitals. This
State seed-funded, nonprofit corpora-
tion is ideally suited to work with the
NIH'’s Office of Technology Transfer to
assist in the development of commer-
cial applications from discoveries made
at the Institutes. Indeed, it is my un-
derstanding that the CBVC and NIH are
developing a memorandum of under-
standing for this purpose.

It is also my understanding from
Senator HARKIN that funds are avail-
able in the NIH extramural construc-
tion appropriation to help stimulate
the development of this NIH-CBVC ap-
plication development demonstration
project. It I might inquire of the distin-
guished Senator from Iowa, what is the
subcommittee’s view of this project? Is
the Colorado project eligible for receipt
of $2 million from this program?

Mr. President, I yield to the distin-
guished chairman.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I am
aware of the technology transfer
project and NIH appropriation referred
to by Senator WIRTH and I agree that
we must encourage our continued com-
mercial leadership in the biomedical
field. It is also my understanding the
project referred to by Senator WIRTH
can serve as a valuable model for this
effort—demonstrating to ourselves and
other States that we can take that
extra step from the laboratory to the
marketplace.

Therefore, I encourage Colorado to
apply for funding to develop this
project and I sincerely hope that the
administration will see fit to promote
this worthwhile effort.

Mr. WIRTH. I thank my good friend
from Iowa and you can be assured that
we will pursue this project with NIH.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

JOB CORPS FUNDING COLLOQUY

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I would
like to briefly discuss with the distin-
guished chairman of the Subcommittee
on Labor, Health and Human Services,
and Education a program which de-
serves our attention. I refer to the Job
Corps Program that is an important
part of our efforts to assist our Na-
tion's youth and prepare them to enter
the work force. The basic education
and vocational training provided by
Job Corps helps at-risk youth that
might otherwise not complete their
education and begin productive ca-
reers. I understand that the Appropria-
tions Committee has supported the
program in the legislation we are now
considering. Is that correct?

Mr. HARKIN. The Senator is correct.
The committee does support the pro-
gram. Our report recognized the suc-
cess of the Job Corps and the merits of
the 50-50 plan that would allow the pro-
gram to serve 50 percent more poverty
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youth annually by opening 50 new Job
Corps centers throughout the country.
Accordingly, we provided an increase of
340 million above the President’s budg-
et, $30 million of which would be used
for center relocations, opening pre-
viously approved new centers, and
planning and site acquisition for fur-
ther expansion.

Mr. WIRTH. I thank the chairman
and commend the committee's actions.
Colorado is underserved by the pro-
gram. In fact, of the 42 States that
have centers, Colorado ranks 37th in
the percentage of poverty youth served
by Job Corps. Five of the States that
lack a center or serve a lower percent-
age of poverty youth than Colorado are
already slated to receive new centers.
The only center in Colorado is located
in a rural area and several cities in
Colorado’s populous front range have
significant populations of youth that
could greatly benefit from a new center
for Colorado.

I recognize that the 50-50 plan will
take a number of years to implement
and that we do not have the resources
to immediately place a center in every
area that would benefit. The House
provided $28 million less for center con-
struction and renovation and, given
the constraints we face, the committee
has made a good start at encouraging
the program’s expansion. I would like
to ask the chairman if he intends to
work to preserve funding for the pro-
gram's expansion as the legislation
goes to conference with the House.

Mr. HARKIN. I support the Job Corps
Program and will work on behalf of the
Senate’s position as we move to Con-
gress. I am also aware of the strong in-
terest in Colorado in the expansion of
the program and the broadbased sup-
port in that State for obtaining a Job
Corps center and participating in the
Job Corps Program. The report in-
cludes a list of areas that have an in-
terest in the program and community
support for a new center and Colorado’s
front range proposal certainly should
be considered on an equal basis with lo-
cations on that list. I thank the Sen-
ator from Colorado for his interest in
the program and support of the com-
mittee’s efforts.

Mr. WIRTH. I thank the chairman for
his efforts and comments. I hope that
the Senate's position will prevail in
conference and Colorado will be able to
obtain a new center as the program ex-
pands.

JOB CORPS DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, I
would like to engage the distinguished
manager of this bill, Senator HARKIN,
in a colloquy about a Job Corps dem-
onstration project.

Mr. HARKIN. I would be happy to
discuss this matter with the Senator
from North Carolina.

Mr. SANFORD. I would like to direct
the attention of the chairman of the
Labor, Health and Human Services
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Subcommittee to my proposal to pro-
vide $1,500,000 for a Job Corps dem-
onstration project in up to three
States. The Secretary of Labor would
be authorized to contract with public
vocational, technical, and community
college facilities to set up
nonresidential programs for the same
population of disadvantaged youth eli-
gible for the regular Job Corps Pro-
gram. These youth would be paid the
minimum wages for a 40-hour work
week, in lieu of stipends and room and
board. The eligible participant will be
provided with a combination of job and
remedial skills training, education,
and work experience for 40 hours each
week. Through this program, the youth
will be able to utilize the Job Corps ex-
pertise and the public vocational, tech-
nical, and community college facilities
to receive job counseling and training.

This demonstration program distrib-
utes the resources of the Job Corps
more efficiently and will allow the ben-
efits of the Job Corps to reach those
disadvantaged youth who, for some
reason or another, cannot participate
in the residential program. I first noted
this need 25 years ago and am happy fi-
nally to be able to provide a
nonresidential source of Job Corps ben-
efits to disadvantaged youth.

I am aware that there is funding
within this Department of Labor ap-
propriation bill for demonstration pro-
grams. I believe that the demonstra-
tion program that I have just outlined
would be available for funding from the
amount provided for the demonstration
programs. Is that correct?

Mr. HARKIN. Yes, that is correct. A
portion of the demonstration resources
in the bill could be used to carry out
demonstrations of the type described
by the Senator. I would urge the Sec-
retary of Labor to fund demonstration
programs of this type.

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING

Mr. COCHRAN. In title I of H.R. 2707,
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Labor, the committee has
made available $38.7 million for pilots
and demonstration programs related to
employment and training. I have re-
cently learned of an innovative model
developed by Mississippi Very Special
Arts in cooperation with other States
in the Appalachian region, which would
offer employment services to talented
individuals with disabilities, and teach
them the skills necessary to develop a
sales distribution network for the
goods they produce. This program,
which has been endorsed by disability
advocacy groups throughout the State,
would enable this truly displaced group
of workers in Mississippi and around
the Nation, to find financial independ-
ence. Funds provided would allow pro-
fessional artists with disabilities in the
region to form an arts collective which
would support a production center and
establish a national marketing and dis-
tribution system. It is a modest, cost-
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effective design which I believe merits
funding from the Department of Labor.

Knowing of your longstanding com-
mitment to programs which offer the
promise of independence and self-suffi-
ciency to people with disabilities, I
hope you will join me in endorsing this
employment model and encouraging
the Department of Labor to find the
necessary funds—$400,000 in fiscal year
1992—to fully develop this program for
eligible residents in the Appalachian
region.

Mr. HARKIN. Let me first thank my
colleague from Mississippi for inform-
ing us about this very interesting new
initiative. I am well aware of the
alarming unemployment rate among
persons with disabilities and the dif-
ficult economic conditions which
plague the Appalachian region. The
program you describe offers a unique
approach to job creation and economic
development for persons with disabil-
ities and one that I would certainly
support and encourage the Department
of Labor to fund.

THE MCNAIR PROGRAM

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I want
to join the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Labor, HHS, and Edu-
cation appropriations in support of the
amendment to lift the ‘*‘cap” on the
Ronald C. McNair Postbaccalaureate
Achievement, Program authorization.
We have consulted with the Demo-
cratic and Republican leadership of the
Subcommittee on Education, Arts and
Humanities and the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources. They
strongly concur in this effort.

The limitation placed on the portion
of the overall trio appropriation allo-
cated to the McNair Program was in-
tended to assure that this mew pro-
gram, created by the Higher Education
Amendments of 1986, would not ad-
versely impact funding for the existing
programs. Additionally, this concern
was based in part on the limited fund-
ing provided for the trio programs.
Since fiscal year 1987, the Congress has
increasingly recognized the importance
of the trio programs' focus on early
identification and academic support
and counseling as critical elements to
improving the access and success of mi-
nority, low income, handicapped and
first generation students in higher edu-
cation.

The trio appropriation has increased
from $176.3 million in fiscal year 1987 to
$333.8 million in fiscal year 1991. During
that same period, the McNair alloca-
tion has increased from $1.5 million in
fiscal year 1989—the first year of its
implementation—to $3 million in fiscal
year 1990, to $5.0 million in fiscal year
1991. This year the Senate bill provides
$385.8 million and we hope that the De-
partment will allocate a significant
portion of this increase to the McNair
Program.

The 356 million must be lifted now or
the department has advised us that it
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will be bound by the limitation in sec-
tion 417(d)(6)(B). The need to increase
minority participation in graduate
education is clear and the contribu-
tions of this small, but critical pro-
gram to that effort is essential. The
need to increase the numbers of Ameri-
cans receiving the Ph.D. in such areas
as mathematics and the physical
sciences is equally important. This
vital program helps America do both.

We must take this step now or post-
pone enhancing the contribution this
program can make until the comple-
tion of the pending reauthorization of
the Higher Education Act. I urge my
colleagues to support the package of
amendments and our efforts to expand
graduate education opportunities for
all Americans through the Ronald C.
McNair Postbaccalaureate Achieve-
ment Program.

ALZHEIMER'S DISEASE RESEARCH

Mr. GRASSLEY. May I ask the Sen-
ator a question about his amendment?

Mr. HATFIELD. Certainly.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I congratulate the
Senator on his amendment, which I
certainly support and would like to co-
sponsor.

I, too, was intrigued by the Post arti-
cle to which the Senator referred in his
remarks. As I understand it, ‘‘sub-
stance P’ protected experimental rats
from nerve cell death similar to that
caused by Alzheimer's disease. Appar-
ently, the scientists who work in this
area are very excited at the possibility
that this work may lead to drugs which
could actually prevent Alzheimer’s dis-
ease.

This work resulted from a drug devel-
opment program being carried on at
the National Institute on Aging. The
aims of this program are, among oth-
ers, to stimulate discovery of new com-
pounds focusing on preventing or de-
laying the progression of the disease,
to encourage collaboration between
univergity researchers and researchers
in industry, and to commence inter-
national collaboration in the testing of
new compounds.

As I understand it, the NIA Program
will focus on relatively high risk lines
of research, such as how to deliver
compounds to specific target areas in
the body and at finding compounds to
regulate gene expression, which indus-
try researchers may be reluctant to un-
dertake. The project managers at the
NIA believe that, once their sponsored
research begins to produce results, in-
dustry will begin to undertake research
to build on those results.

Finally, the NIA Program is trying
to make it easier to more quickly test
compounds. Some 30 academic and
other health institutions have formed a
coalition to help accelerate the testing
of compounds.

Clearly, this is a program with great
promise.

I am concerned, however, because,
given the current level of funding for
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this activity—S$7 million—we may be
facing a relatively long period before it
will culminate in a drug—‘‘substance
P or some related product—that can
be used with Alzheimer's disease vic-
tims. I know that the Alzheimer’s pro-
gram at NIA has many other high pri-
orities, but this work surely deserves
increased emphasis.

My question is whether the Senator
intends that some of the money his
amendment is providing be used to in-
crease the efforts at the National Insti-
tute on Aging devoted to development
of new drugs for use with Alzheimer's
disease victims?

Mr. HATFIELD. I would very much
like to see some of this money added to
the current level of support being pro-
vided new drug development for use
with Alzheimer’s disease victims. As I
said in my statement a moment ago,
medical research is the only hope we
have for preventing further suffering
by patients and families from this ter-
rible disease. Drug development is cer-
tainly one of the things we should be
* concentrating on. As I noted, the new
development on which the Post re-
ported deserves our full attention.

Furthermore, I would like the Sen-
ator to know that I intend to do my
best to persuade the committee of con-
ference on this bill to emphasize the
importance of this work.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I thank the Sen-
ator. I am very pleased that he believes
this work at the Institutes deserves ad-
ditional support.

CASH AND MEDICAL ASSISTANCE

Mr. MACK. I would like to ask a
question of the Senator from Iowa re-
garding the cash and medical assist-
ance appropriation in the Labor-HHS
bill.

In the Senate version, although full
disbursement of funds is delayed until
fiscal year 1993, the appropriation for
cash and medical assistance is main-
tained at $234 million. This is in con-
trast to the House Appropriations
Committee language which allots only
$117 million for fiscal year 1992, after
which the cash and medical assistance
program would be phased out.

As you know, the Refugee Act of 1980
has a dual purpose: First, to provide a
procedure for the annual admission of
refugees to the United States and sec-
ond, to authorize Federal assistance to
resettle refugees. The Refugee Reset-
tlement Program is administered by
the Office of Refugee Resettlement
[ORR] in the Department of Health and
Human Services [HHS].

One of the major domestic resettle-
ment assistance programs authorized
under the Refugee Act is cash and med-
ical assistance. The House Labor-HHS
Appropriations Committee phases out
this critical program after fiscal year
1992,

Phasing out the cash and medical as-
sistance program is inconsistent with
the numbers of refugees still entering
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the United States. The fiscal year 1991
ceiling on total refugee admissions
into the United States was 131,000. The
fiscal year 1991 appropriation for cash
and medical assistance was $234 mil-
lion. The State Department has esti-
mated the fiscal year 1992 refugee ad-
missions ceiling at 144,000. The Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 1992 request for cash
and medical assistance at $240,000,000
reasonably reflects the numbers of ref-
ugees for the upcoming fiscal year. The
Senate maintains the fiscal year 1992
level at $234 million, but makes half
this amount available on a delayed ob-
ligation basis to reimburse the States.
The House, however, has only appro-
priated $117,600,000 for cash and medi-
cal assistance to be available through
March 31, 1992, after which the program
would be phased out.

If the Congress adopts the House lan-
guage, the Federal Government would
be sending the message to the States
that it is reneging on the commitment
made under the Refugee Act. While the
number of refugees is increasing by 30
percent, the House language decreases
cash and medical assistance to resettle
these refugees by 50 percent for this fis-
cal year before phasing out the pro-
gram in March of 1992. Does this mean
the United States will not be accepting
any more refugees after fiscal year
1992? No. It’s just another example of
how the Federal Government has fallen
short on its responsibility to assist the
States with the consequences of Fed-
eral immigration policy. Florida and
other States affected by large refugee
populations have already spent mil-
lions of dollars without Federal reim-
bursement.

More importantly, the legislative
history of the Refugee Act clearly indi-
cates that refugee resettlement costs
are the responsibility of the Federal
Government. In the report to accom-
pany the Refugee Act of 1980, the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee made two im-
portant points: First, refugee resettle-
ment is a Federal responsibility; and
second, the Federal Government com-
mitted itself to reimbursing the States
100 percent for the first 2 years of refu-
gee resettlement.

At that time,
plained:

Because refugees admitted to the United
States are a result of a national policy deci-
sion and by federal action, the federal gov-
ernment clearly has a responsibility to assist
States and local communities in resettling
the refugees—assisting them until they are
self-supporting and contributing members of
their adopted communities. * * * The bill
limits the 100 percent federal support of med-
ical, cash and employment programs to the
first two years after the refugee's entry into
the United States.

Congress originally authorized reim-
bursement to the States for 100 percent
of the costs of providing refugees with
cash and medical assistance during
their first 36 months in the United
States. In 1986, the period of Federal

the committee ex-
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reimbursement was reduced from 36 to
31 months, further reduced to 24
months in 1988. In 1990, States were
told that reimbursement would last for
only the first 12 months of refugee re-
settlement.

In addition, this year alone, Florida
was not reimbursed for almost $1 mil-
lion in AFDC and medicaid costs, as a
result of a Federal decision to limit to
4 months reimbursement to the States
for categorical refugee programs.

Florida's grant allocation for cash
and medical assistance in fiscal year
1990 was $6.8 million; in fiscal year 1991,
approximately $8 million. Phasing out
this cash and medical assistance would
nlearly mean that Florida and other
States will not continue to receive its
fair share of Federal assistance.

The House action to phase out cash
and medical assistance is wrong. The
Congressional Research Service [CRS]
has commented that ‘‘cash and medical
assistance is the heart of the refugee
resettlement program.’” Without cash
and medical assistance, the States
would be forced to assume an unfairly
excessive financial burden.

I would therefore like to pose the
question to the Senator from Iowa:
What is the committee’s intention with
regard to this vital cash and medical
assistance program?

Mr. HARKIN. I agree with the Sen-
ator from Florida. Cash and medical
assistance is an integral element of the
Federal government’'s responsibility in
domestic refugee resettlement.

The committee does not intend to
terminate cash and medical assistance
on March 31, 1992, or anytime there-
after, and would certainly hope this po-
sition will prevail in conference with
the House.

OSHA PROGRAMS

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I would
like to inquire of the distinguished
chairman if the chairman of the Small
Business Committee, and the senior
Senator from Mississippi could engage
in a colloguy regarding certain items
in the committee report language that
affect the Occupational Safety and
Health Administration?

Mr. HARKIN. I would be happy to
yield to the senior Senator from Wis-
consin in order to discuss these issues.

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, an
amendment offered by Senator COCH-
RAN and Senator BUMPERS, which was
adopted in committee, deleted a House-
inserted provision that would have re-
quired the Occupational Safety and
Health Administration to expand acci-
dent reporting requirements for em-
ployers of fewer than 10 workers. I
want to express my strong support for
this language and urge the chairman to
press for the Senate language in con-
ference.

Mr. COCHRAN. I would like to join
the Senator from Wisconsin in urging
that the Senate conferees retain this
language. Currently, all businesses,
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large and small, are required to report
workplace accidents to OSHA when
five or more workers are hospitalized.
As passed by the House, the bill lan-
guage required only small businesses of
10 or fewer workers, to report accidents
where 1 worker is hospitalized. This
would create an unfair situation and
impose additional reporting burdens on
small business.

Mr. HARKIN. I would inform the
Senators that I am aware of your con-
cerns about this issue and will do my
best in conference to secure the Senate
position.

Mr. COCHRAN. On another issue con-
cerning OSHA, I would like to inquire
of the chairman how much money is
set aside for OSHA's on-site consulta-
tion program?

Mr. HARKIN. I would inform the
Senator that we have included $2.5 mil-
lion in additional compliance assist-
ance funding that is intended for the
consultative services program.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, am I
correct in that the House did not in-
clude any additional funding at all for
the consultation program?

Mr. HARKIN. The distinguished Sen-
ator from Arkansas is correct.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I urge
the chairman to try and retain the
Senate position. This program is ex-
tremely helpful to small businesses, es-
pecially in view of the recent sevenfold
increase in OSHA civil penalties that
was included in last year’s budget sum-
mit agreement.

In fact, I wish that we could find
more money for this program. Over the
past 10 years, consultation programs
across the country have experienced
large reductions in the consultation
staff. Moneys available to OSHA for
the consultation effort have not kept
pace with inflation. In Arkansas, the
consultation program would have re-
ceived $324,673 in additional funding
this fiscal year if the program had kept
pace with inflation.

I am sure the Senator from Wiscon-
sin is facing the same situation. Before
the Senator responds, however, I would
like to echo my colleagues’ concerns
regarding increasing the reporting re-
quirements for businesses employing
fewer than 10 employees.

Mr. KASTEN. The Senator from Ar-
kansas is correct. If funding for the
program had kept pace with inflation,
Wisconsin would have received close to
$600,000 in additional funding.

In fact, I received a request a few
days ago from the Wisconsin State
Laboratory of Hygiene for help in se-
curing additional funding for the Wis-
consin Occupational Health laboratory.
Since 1975, the laboratory has provided
analytical laboratory services to most
of the States which have the consulta-
tion program. The lab needs $450,000 for
additional capital equipment.

Even with the modest program in-
crease included in the Senate bill,
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States will only receive at the most
$50,000 or $60,000 in additional funding.
However, I know that the funding is
too limited to provide any more money
for the Wisconsin laboratory and the
program.

I would like to make one last point.
I find it ironic that the Labor Depart-
ment requests $1.3 million and 24 posi-
tions for implementing the higher civil
penalties enacted in last year’s budget
summit bill, but does not provide such
attention to helping small business
comply voluntarily with the law so
that they don’'t have to pay these fines.

Mr. HARKIN. I would say to the Sen-
ators that I support this program. I am
aware that Iowa would receive over
$150,000 in additional funding if the pro-
gram had kept pace with inflation.

I can assure the Senators that I will
work with them to secure the addi-
tional $2.5 million in funding provided
in the Senate bill.

Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the chairman
for his efforts I, too, have heard from
my constituents regarding the merits
of this program and hope that the addi-
tional funding can be retained in con-
ference.

REPORT LANGUAGE CLARIFICATION ON STAR

SCHOOLS

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I want
to take this opportunity to clarify a
point contained in the Senate report
accompanying H.R. 2707. The commit-
tee included under the Star Schools
heading language to establish a state-
wide, publicly owned or controlled two-
way interactive fiber optic tele-
communications network, carrying
voice, video, and data transmissions.
The language inadvertently restricted
eligibility to those networks having a
point of presence in every community
college, and in every public and private
college or university.

The committee did not intend to
qualify community colleges and public
and private colleges or universities
with the term every, to require that
each such institution in the State par-
ticipate, but rather it intended that
the network touch each type of institu-
tion. In other words, the committee in-
tended that the points of presence
should include these types of institu-
tions, but that they need not include
every institution.

EXCEPTED COMMITTEE AMENDMENT ON PAGE 47,
LINES 1 THROUGH 9

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
committee amendment be agreed to,
and that is on page 47, lines 1 through
9.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this is
an amendment by the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICKLES].
It has been cleared on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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So the excepted committee amend-
ment on page 47, lines 1 through 9, was
agreed to.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I further
ask unanimous consent that the bill, as
thus amended, be considered as origi-
nal text for the purpose of further
amendment, provided that no points of
order be waived by reason of this agree-
ment.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I do not in-
tend to object, this does not change the
status of the committee amendments
in terms of their being subject to fur-
ther amendment; is that correct?

Mr. HARKIN. That is correct.

Mr. COCHRAN. I have no objection. I
withdraw my reservation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Hearing
no objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, here we
are. We would like to let Senators in
their offices who may be following this
know where we stand on H.R. 2707, the
appropriations bill that is now before
us.

It is the beginning of our third day of
floor consideration. I hope we can fin-
ish very shortly and go to third reading
maybe even by lunchtime or early
afternoon.

At the present time, we know only of
the possibility of several additional
amendments that may be offered by
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
HELMS]). We know of the possibility of
amendments from other Members, but
it is just as likely at this point that
those amendments will not be offered.
We just have no way of knowing right
now.

Again, Mr. President, we do not wish
to foreclose any Senator from the op-
portunity of offering an amendment.
We are here on the floor. We are avail-
able. They can come and offer amend-
ments right now. In fact, Senator
COCHRAN and I are the only two Sen-
ators here right now. So I ask Senators
who have amendments to offer to this
bill to please come over and offer their
amendments.

Again, Mr. President, I hear around
here all the time about 8 o'clock at
night everyone is griping about how
come we are here late. Senator COCH-
RAN is here. The Senator from Iowa is
here. We are ready to deal with amend-
ments and we are looking at an empty
Chamber. If people get over here, offer
their amendments, we can deal with
them, finish this bill, and perhaps we
can start getting out of here at a rea-
sonable time at night.

If Senators do not come and offer
amendments, of if Senators do not indi-
cate that they do not want to offer an
amendment, we just cannot keep going
on the basis of rumors. That is what I
have heard. I heard rumors there are
Senators who want to offer amend-
ments. Well, are Senator COCHRAN and
I supposed to sit here all day because
there are rumors floating around that
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people want to offer amendments? That
is not fair to Senator COCHRAN. It is
not fair to the Presiding Officer. It is
not fair to other Senators who have
their agendas and want to get on with
their business today.

So I hope that we can get on to third
reading as soon as possible today. I un-
derstand that Senators have schedules
to meet and some things may interrupt
it. I understand that. I understand the
flow of business in the Senate and how
busy Senators are. But, my gosh, we
have been here 3 days. We sat here yes-
terday for quite awhile and did not
have anything and here we are again
this morning. X

As soon as I get finished speaking, I
will yield to any Member who has an
amendment. But if they do not show
up, we are just going to be sitting here
waiting. So I hope other Senators will
come over.

Otherwise, it is my understanding, if
I am not mistaken, Mr. President, that
if we are sitting here and we are not in
a quorum call and nobody seeks to
offer amendments that the Chair could
go to third reading.

Well, I can tell you that if Senators
do not get over here pretty soon and
start offering amendments, and we
only hear rumors, this Senator will not
feel obligated to protect anyone’'s right
if the Chair wants to go to third read-
ing. Obviously, now, we will wait for
awhile. But I hope that Senators would
come over and offer amendments.

With that, Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum and we will sit
here.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
AKAKA). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. GRAHAM. 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. GRAHAM. Mr. President, it is
my purpose today not to offer an
amendment but rather to put into his-
torical and political perspective an
issue within this legislation having to
do with the Federal Government’'s com-
mitment to assist States in the cost of
the transition of large numbers of for-
merly illegal entrants into a natural-
ized U.S. citizen or permanent resident.
The history of this goes back into the
early 1980’s. There were a series of com-
missions which focused on the break-
down in America's immigration law.
Identified was the fact that we had an
unknown number but estimated in the
ranges of 3 to 6 million illegal entrants
within the United States, most of them
having been drawn by the economic
magnet of America, some for political
reasons.

There were efforts made in the early
and mid-1980’s to deal with this issue.
It was not, however, until 1986 that the
necessary consensus of opinion—con-
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sensus within the Nation, consensus
between the Congress and the Presi-
dency, and within the Congress itself—
occurred in order to make the passage
of legislation possible.

That 1986 legislation had a number of
significant features. Among those was
a grant of amnesty to aliens who had
resided continuously in the United
States prior to January 1, 1982, and for
seasonal agricultural workers who had
worked 90 days in agriculture between
May 1985 and May 1986. It was recog-
nized that this grant of amnesty would
have, among other things, some serious
financial implications. An undeter-
mined but significant number of per-
sons who had not previously been eligi-
ble for various public assistance pro-
grams in education, health care, and
job training would now become eligible
as a result of this amnesty program.
Many of those programs were adminis-
tered either totally at the State level
or through some form of Federal-State
partnership.

I was Governor of the State of Flor-
ida during much of this debate in the
1980’s and was chair of the National
Governors' Association Committee on
Immigration and Refugees. I rep-
resented a State which was signifi-
cantly affected by this 1986 legislation.

Prior to 1986, one of the stumbling
blocks for passage of legislation had
been: How would the cost of financing
this transition from illegal to legal
status be borne? It was the original po-
sition of the States that since it was
the Federal Government's immigration
policy, or failure to enforce immigra-
tion policy that had resulted in this
large number of illegal persons being in
the United States, that the Federal
Government should pay the full cost of
transition.

The States, however, eventually
agreed to this sharing arrangement.
They agreed to a T-year program under
which the States and local govern-
ments would be partially reimbursed
for their transition costs. That reim-
bursement would come in the form of
$1 billion a year, beginning in fiscal
year 1988 until a total of $4 billion had
been deposited in a trust fund. Those
funds would be drawn down by the af-
fected States based on regulations to
be developed by the Department of
HHS and submissions by the States for
their proportionate share.

It was recognized that the cost of
transition would likely be substan-
tially more than $4 billion, but any ex-
penses beyond that $4 billion would be
the obligation of the States. It was also
recognized that it would take more
than 4 years to complete this transi-
tion period.

It was suspected that some of the il-
legal aliens would be reticent to apply
for amnesty in the early part of the
program; that there might be signifi-
cant numbers who would be applying
late in the amnesty window. Some of
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these costs, such as health costs, edu-
cation, and retraining, would likely
take more than a few months or years
in order to accomplish.

So the arrangement was a T-year
transition period, the Federal Govern-
ment providing $4 billion—$1 billion a
year during the first 4 years of that 7-
year period—and then 3 years of no ad-
ditional Federal funding, but in which
the trust fund could be utilized for the
balance of transition costs, the States
being required to bear the burden for
all costs above the $4 billion.

As the program went into effect,
there were some delays. There was a
significant delay in the Federal agen-
cy’s development of regulations.

So, for the first period, States were
making their applications for reim-
bursement without knowing what the
specifics of the rules would be. There
were also some other bureaucratic
sources of delay. The States built their
plans on the expectations that the Fed-
eral Government would provide a total
of $4 billion, and they would receive
their proportional share based on cost
of delivering services and the number
of illegal aliens within their State ap-
plying for amnesty.

In 1988 and 1989 fiscal years, the full
$1 billion was appropriated. In fiscal
yvear 1990, however, over half of the
promised funding was not appropriated.
There was only $450 million, rather
than the $1 billion, which was appro-
priated. The allegation upon which this
reduction was made was that there was
a surplus. The answer is that, yes,
there was a surplus, because the whole
program was predicated on a T7-year
payout, as against a 4-year Federal
payment into the fund.

So the fact that there was a surplus
was not a surprise; it was part of the
program design. Nevertheless, it was
the basis upon which the administra-
tion recommended a cut in payments
in fiscal year 1990 into the fund, and
which the Congress, I think, improvi-
dently incurred.

In fiscal year 1991, only $433 million
was appropriated into this fund, leav-
ing a balance of $1.2 billion beyond the
4-year period that originally had been
contemplated. There was a commit-
ment made in 1991, as there had been
made in 1990, that the balance of the
funds would be forthcoming, albeit be-
yond the original 4-year period of an-
ticipated Federal payments for this
program.

We are now at 1989, the year in which
there was a commitment to appro-
priate $1.12 billion to complete in the
fifth year what was originally to have
been a 4-year, $4 billion Federal pay-
ment. What do we have in the bill that
is before us today, the year in which
the Federal Government was to faith-
fully fulfill its obligations to the
States who entered into this partner-
ship? The answer is zero money in fis-
cal year 1992, another promise to pay
the States in 1993.



22830

Mr. President, in May of this year
the General Accounting Office, at the
request of the chairpersons of the two
subcommittees, Senator HARKIN and
Congressman NATCHER, completed a
study on what were the States' needs
for fiscal year 1992. Did they need the
full $1.12 billion in fiscal year 1992 or
could they continue to provide services
at a lesser figure and defer again some
of the $4 billion of commitment?

The GAO study indicated that both
from the perspective of the States and
the Federal agency, the Department of
HHS, Health and Human Services, the
estimate was that the cost for 1989
would be $450 million. Yet we are not
only not appropriating the balance of
$1.12 billion that we committed to—
twice we committed to—but we are not
appropriating the minimal amount
which at our own request the States
and the Department of Health and
Human Services and the General Ac-
counting Office has stated to be the
amount that is actually needed for the
12 months that would begin October 1
of this year.

What are the results of our action?
The most immediate result is some
States are going to have to shut down
their program despite the promise of
additional funding in 1993. The effect of
that is going to be that an additional
burden is going to be placed upon
States which are already suffering
some of the most severe budget crises
in modern history. It means that peo-
ple who we have stated we will give the
assistance to move from poverty into
the mainstream of participation in
America through adequate education
programs, job training programs,
health programs, are going to be de-
nied. That is a very serious statement
in terms of the human condition.

Mr. President, there is another im-
portant statement that we are making
on the political condition of America,
and that frank statement is that the
States cannot depend upon the Federal
Government living up to its long-term
financial commitments and obliga-
tions. Our federal system of govern-
ment, which is now being looked to
around the world, and most specifically
within the Soviet Union, as a model of
a relationship between its central gov-
ernment and republics, our Federal
Government depends upon comity,
trust, respect between the Federal Gov-
ernment and the States.

Many of our most important pro-
grams, education, health, environ-
mental, transportation, and others, de-
pend upon a functioning partnership
between Washington and the 50 States.

Mr. President, how are we going to be
able to tell the States that this is a
partnership upon which they can rely,
upon which they can make their own
serious commitments to administer
programs when they have the example
of what we are doing today relative to
this commitment of 19867
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With tremendous budget shortfalls,
States cannot afford to take the risk
that the Federal Government will ful-
fill its obligations.

Mr. President, I regret that Congress
has thus far chosen to abrogate unilat-
erally the contract that it formed bi-
laterally just 5 years ago.

I have asked to be entered into the
RECORD immediately after my remarks
a colloquy with Senator HARKIN in
which the Senator indicates this expec-
tation that the Department of HHS
would continue to provide the limited
administrative resources to keep some
heartbeat alive in this program in ex-
pectation that in 1993 we would live up
to our commitments of 1986 and fully
fund the balance remaining on this pro-
gram.

I hold out some hope and optimism
that will in fact occur, that we will see
that this is not just a program provid-
ing assistance to millions of persons
who we invited through an amnesty
program to join the family of America,
but also is a fundamental statement of
the Federal Government’s respect for
and commitment to the 50 States from
which the Federal Government was
formed.

I appreciate Senator HARKIN'S dif-
ficult task in attempting to accommo-
date within a constrained budget allo-
cation many important programs for
America. This is one of those programs
that as of today is an orphan from that
family, an unfunded Federal commit-
ment.

I look forward to 1993, when we will
meet our obligation and we will say to
the States you can have confidence in
Washington when it makes a commit-
ment and we will repair the scar which
currently exists on American federal-
ism as a result of our failure today.

SLIAG

Mr. President, I have been clear in
expressing my disappointment with the
decision of Congress and the adminis-
tration to defer funding again this year
for State Legalization Impact Assist-
ance Grants [SLIAG]. Without an ap-
propriation for fiscal year 1992, there
will also be an absence of funds for the
Division of State Legalization and Re-
patriation [DSLR] for SLIAG purposes.

SLIAG is a complex program which
needs strong Federal oversight—includ-
ing the review and approval of State
cost claims, the operation of the Cost
Document System [CDS], and the pro-
vision of monitoring and technical as-
sistance. The Department of Health
and Human Services [HHS] has ex-
pended approximately $1.5 million a
year ensuring the responsible imple-
mentation of this important program.

Even without a 1992 appropriation,
several States will be drawing down
funds in the coming fiscal year from
past appropriations. In order to do so,
and in order to ensure that the Federal
Government only provides reimburse-
ments for appropriate State expendi-
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tures, DSLR must continue to operate
with sufficient resources.

I want to confirm with the distin-
guished chairman of the subcommittee
that the funds appropriated in this bill
for administrative expenses of the Ad-
ministration for Children and Families
within HHS are intended to include an
adequate level of administrative sup-
port to DSLR for SLIAG purposes in
fiscal year 1992.

Mr. HARKIN. That is indeed our in-
tention, and I thank my colleague from
Florida for calling the Senate's atten-
tion to this issue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition?

The Senator from Illinois is recog-
nized.

AMENDMENT NO. 1113

(Purpose: To call for a reconvening of the

budget summit)

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk in behalf of
Senator HARKIN and myself and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Illineis [Mr. SiMON], for
himself and Mr. HARKIN, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 1113 to the excepted commit-
tee amendment on page 3, line 24.

Mr. SIMON. 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:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:

SEC. .(a) The Senate finds that—

(1) changing world realities, particularly
recent events in the Soviet Union, have pro-
vided our country with an historic oppor-
tunity to reexamine our budget priorities;

(2) in the next fiscal year, our Nation will
still spend $295 billion on defense, despite
enormous changes taking place in the world,
even before the Soviet coup of August 19;

(3) our Nation faces urgent, unmet domes-
tic needs in every area, including housing,
education, and health care;

(4) the economy of the country continued
to decline throughout the summer and more
than 8'% million people are currently unem-
ployed;

(5) the 1990 budget summit agreement pre-
vents Congress from making any major
changes in spending priorities until 1994,

(6) the 1980 budget summit agreement has
failed to restrain our skyrocketing budget
deficit; and

(7) a bipartisan overhaul of the 1990 budget:
agreement is needed, to outline new budget
priorities which accurately reflect the new
world order and our nation's pressing domes-
tic needs.

(b) It is the sense of the Senate that the
President of the United States should sum-
mon the Democratic and Republican leader-
ship of the Congress and reconvene the budg-
et summit to discuss possible budget revi-
sions for fiscal year 1992, and to revise the
congressional budget process for fiscal year
1993 and subsequent years, in order to reflect
new world realities and new domestic prior-
ities and to achieve significant reductions in
the Federal budget deficit.
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Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, this
amendment is simply a sense-of-the-
Senate resolution that says that the
President should summon the Demo-
cratic and Republican leaders and have
a budget summit to modify the budget
agreement that we now have.

The world has changed dramatically
in the last 3 weeks, and for us simply
to blithely go along and spend money
as we did before without recognizing
the changed world I just do not think
makes any sense at all.

The amendment is very general in
nature. Let me just read the conclud-
ing sentences here.

It is the sense of the Senate that the Presi-
dent of the United States should summon
the Democratic and Republican leadership of
the Congress and reconvene the budget sum-
mit to discuss possible budget revisions for
fiscal year 1992—

It does not say that has to happen,
though frankly I think we should—

and to revise the congressional budget proc-
ess for fiscal year 1993 and subsequent years,
in order to reflect new world realities and
new domestic priorities and to achieve sig-
nificant reductions in the Federal budget
deficit.

That is it.

I am not wedded to any language.
But it seems to me it is general
enough. It is common sense. We ought
to be doing it.

I would like to have printed in the
RECORD a letter from the U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors endorsing this. I
would like to insert into the RECORD a
letter from the Council for a Livable
World, and to insert into the RECORD a
letter from OMB Watch, in behalf of
this, and a statement in behalf of the
proposal by Gov. Mario Cuomo in be-
half of this. I ask unanimous consent
to print all of these in the RECORD at
this point.

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

THE U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS,
Washington, DC, September 11, 1991.

DEAR SENATOR: The Nation's cities have
experienced more than a decade of neglect
from the Federal Government; Federal funds
for key urban domestic programs have been
slashed at the very same time that cities’
tax bases have been dwindling and urban ills
such as homelessness, drugs, and violence
have been escalating.

The U.S. Conference of Mayors, represent-
ing mayors of cities over 30,000, strongly
urges you to reject the constraints imposed
by last year's budget agreement and calls
upon Congress and the administration to un-
dertake a serious shift in Federal funding
priorities from the defense budget to the do-
mestic needs of our Nation.

The U.S. Conference of Mayors strongly
supports the sense-of-the-Senate resolution
which will be offered by Senator Simon as an
amendment to the Labor-HHS appropria-
tions bill.

As President of the U.S. Conference of
Mayors 1 pledge our bipartisan support to
you in this effort. The cities need your help
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now. We cannot wait any longer. Please sup-
port the Simon amendment.
Sincerely,
RAYMOND L. FLYNN,
President, Mayor of Boston.
COUNCIL FOR A LIVABLE WORLD,
Washington, DC, September 11, 1991.

Hon. PAUL SIMON,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR SIMON: Council for a Liv-
able World enthusiastically endorses your
sense-of-the-Senate amendment to the
Labor-Health and Human Services Appro-
priations bill urging new budget negotiations
to revise last year's budget summit agree-
ment.

The budget deal negotiated last year is
clearly out of date. It merely provides mod-
est reduction in real growth in Pentagon
spending, an agreement drawn up for an en-
tirely different world environment than ex-
ists today. Secretary Cheney's five-year
military budget plan was designed primarily
to cope with a continuing Soviet threat.

The failed coup last month confirmed the
demise of the Communist system in the So-
viet Union and the end of the military and
political competition that drove up our secu-
rity costs. The Philippine Senate vote to re-
ject the Philippines base agreement, com-
bined with the Mount Pinatubo eruption, has
reduced another American overseas burden.
The completion of the START and Conven-
tional Forces in Europe agreements can lead
to still further reductions in weapons and
personnel.

The Simon amendment is a good first step
away from a bad budget deal. We urge its
adoption.

Yours sincerely,
JOHN ISAACS,
President.
OMB WATCH,
Washington, DC, September 11, 1981.
Hon. PAUL SIMON,
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Washington,
Dc.

DEAR SENATOR SIMON: On Thursday, Sep-
tember 12, Senator Paul Simon is expected
to introduce a resolution calling for the
budget summit between Congress and the
President to be reconvened in light of
changed circumstances. We urge you to vote
for Senator Simon's resclution. We believe
that economic conditions at home and
events abroad call for a reassessment of the
discretionary spending limits established in
the Budget Enforcement Act [BEA] as well
as the Act’s emergency spending provisions.

The continuing recession has resulted in
unemployment remaining high. According to
the latest figures for the month of August,
unemployment remained at the July level of
6.8 percent. Yet the provisions of the BEA
have enabled the President to sign a bill to
provide emergency benefits without declar-
ing the emergency necessary to provide the
funds. Congress has yet to overcome this ob-
stacle. There is still no foreseeable end to
the recession, with the Congressional Budget
Office warning that the possibility of a **dou-
ble-dip” recession cannot be ruled out. Con-
gress is unable to respond with counter-
cyclical spending because of the BEA. The
States are facing historic fiscal crises with
Congress unable to help them since fiscal
policy is constrained by the BEA. Mean-
while, cataclysmic events are occurring in
the Soviet Union which could finally allow
us to realize the long-promised ‘‘peace divi-
dend,” except that Congress is unable to re-
spond to them: its hands are ‘‘tied"” by the
budget summit agreement.
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We believe that Congress has a responsibil-
ity to respond to the needs of the country
and to events around the world by reconven-
ing the budget summit. We believe that Con-
gress cannot continue to abide by an agree-
ment which is increasingly becoming obso-
lete and prevents the Nation from effectively
responding to changing times and domestic
crises. We urge you to support Senator Si-
mon’s resolution.

Sincerely,
GARY D. Bass,
Ezxecutive Director.

STATEMENT ON SENATOR SIMON'S BUDGET
PROPOSAL, SEPTEMBER 10, 1991

I commend Senator Paul Simon for calling
on President Bush to reconvene the Budget
Summit to renegotiate last year's budget
agreement. It has been increasingly evident
that this agreement tied the hands of the
Congress to address the urgent needs of the
Nation and the profound changes in Eastern
Europe and the Soviet Union.

At a time when the recession has pushed 10
million Americans out of work, when 30 mil-
lion Americans have no health insurance,
when 12 million children are trapped in pov-
erty, and when AIDS, homelessness, and sub-
stance abuse threaten the survival of our
cities, Congress has been unable to respond.

Moreover, the 1990 budget agreement com-
mitted the expenditure of more than $§1.4
trillion on defense over 5 years. Spending for
defense of this magnitude was unwarranted
in 1990 at the dawn of a new world order and
is clearly excessive today given the events in
the Soviet republics over the last few weeks.
Unless the budget agreement is changed, sav-
ings in the defense budget will continue to
accrue to the defense account—at the ex-
pense of domestic needs and at the expense
of urgently needed humanitarian aid.

Now, with the collapse of the “Evil Em-
pire”, it is apparent that we should not wait
until after the 1992 election—certainly not
until 1994—to reorder our priorities in rec-
ognition of the crisis we face at home and
the end of the major threat from abroad.

I hope others in the Congress will follow
Senator Simon's lead and call for changes to
the 1990 budget agreement. I firmly believe
that the budget process can be changed to
better reflect national priorities while re-
taining the fiscal discipline that is essential
to our economic health.

In addition, I recommend that Congress
take immediate action on two proposals
pending in Congress. First, I wholeheartedly
support Senator Tom Harkin's amendment
to shift $3 billion in unobligated defense
funds to health, education, and other domes-
tic needs. Second, I support the proposal
being advanced by Representatives Gep-
hardt, Aspin, and Fazio in the House to pro-
vide humanitarian aid to the Soviet repub-
lics by shifting funds from the defense to the
international category of the budget. These
are two interim steps Congress can take as
the reconvened Budget Summit meets to ne-
gotiate a budget that reflects the new world
realities.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I do not
think I need to go into great detail
here. We know about the deficit. We
know it ought to be brought down. We
have an opportunity now to do this.

We are now spending $295 billion, or
scheduled to, on defense, most of it for
a possible Soviet invasion of Western
Europe. We are more likely to see the
disintegration of the Soviet Union. And
I do not know of a military person any-
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where who thinks the Soviet Union is
going to invade Western Europe.

I want a strong defense. I want a
good, strong, flexible, conventional de-
fense that can respond to the Iraq-Ku-
wait kind of situation.

But I also want a strong domestic
economy. And that means getting a
hold on the deficit; it means paying at-
tention to the needs of our cities and
our rural areas, it means paying atten-
tion to education; it means paying at-
tention to health care, health research,
housing needs, all kinds of things. I
could go on, Mr. President.

I am willing to work out—I say to
the staff members on the Republican
side—I am willing to work out a time
agreement here. I want to be reason-
able. But I also think it is reasonable
that we take another look at our budg-
et priorities. It does not mandate any-
thing. It is a sense-of-the-Senate reso-
lution. If we can adopt it by voice vote,
that is fine. But I want to see it adopt-
ed. I want to send a message to the
President. I think the Senate ought to
make clear that we recognize the world
has changed, that we are not indiffer-
ent to that.

Mr. President, if no one else seeks
the floor, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
ForD). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD. 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. BYRD. Mr. President, I want to
support the resolution that has been
offered by Mr. SIMON, but I cannot sup-
port it unless there are some changes
made in it. I have discussed the prob-
lems I have with it with Senator
SIMON, and I believe that he is agree-
able to modifying his resolution. Let
me state them for the RECORD.

Paragraph 6 of the resolution reads
as follows:

The 1990 budget summit agreement has
failed to restrain our skyrocketing budget
deficit.

Mr. President, our skyrocketing
budget deficit is not the result of fail-
ure on the part of the 1990 budget sum-
mit agreement. I will not support a res-
olution that casts that reflection on
the summit agreement. We did the best
we could with the circumstances that
were before us at that time.

The skyrocketing budget deficit is in
great measure caused by developments
such as the savings and loan debacle
and the recession. The recession has
had a great impact on the deficit. And
so let us not attribute to the budget
summit agreement the failure to re-
strain the skyrocketing budget deficit.

Second, I do not believe that we
should be enacting a sense-of-the-Sen-
ate resolution calling on the President

(Mr.
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to summon a reconvening of the budget
summit. We do not need a formal re-
convening of the budget summit now.

I recognize that things have changed,
and that events that have occurred
subsequent to the summit have had a
major impact on the future outlook. I
think it is quite all right for the Presi-
dent of the United States to sit down
with the congressional leadership and
discuss possible modifications to the
agreement. But I would urge that we
not adopt a resolution calling on the
President to formally convene another
budget summit at this time.

Perhaps some modifications are
called for, and they probably are. I
would probably support some modifica-
tions. 1 think they ought to be dis-
cussed between the President and the
congressional leadership, certainly on
an informal basis at this point, cer-
tainly not in the context of a formal
reconvening of the budget summit at
this point.

I also feel that such a discussion
might be helpful in orienting us in a di-
rection other than the piecemeal ap-
proach, such as the one yesterday in
which there was an amendment offered
to take from Defense several billion
dollars and apply it to domestic discre-
tionary spending. I would like to see a
lowering of the Defense budget. I would
like to see more money spent for do-
mestic discretionary initiatives. But
we cannot adopt a piecemeal approach
like we were about to do yesterday.
There ought to be a logical, methodi-
cal, reasonable, workable, approach in
bringing about any modification. It
should not be piecemeal at this junc-
ture.

I make these statements for the
RECORD, hoping that other Senators
will be in accord with my views on
these two points.

I see the distinguished Senator from
Illinois is wanting me to yield. I am
happy to yield.
AMENDMENT NO. 113,

CEPTED COMMITTEE

ON PAGE 3, LINE 24

Mr. SIMON. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia.
He has made two suggestions that I
think are constructive suggestions. No.
1, by implication, that point No. 6
could suggest—and it was not the in-
tent, but I can understand how it could
be read to blame the budget summit for
the deficit. The simple way is to simply
knock that out, and I will be submit-
ting a modification to the clerk in just
a moment. And to make No. 7 No. 6.

And then, again in line with the sug-
gestion of Senator BYRD:

It is the sense of the Senate that the Presi-
dent of the United States should work with
the Democratic and Republican leadership of
the Congress to seriously consider possible
budget revisions, * * *

I apologize to the Republican staff
members. I did not have a chance to go
over this after discussing this with

AS MODIFIED, TO EX-
AMENDMENT BEGINNING
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Senator BYRD, But it seems to me that
may satisfy everyone. I hope it is
something that could be acceptable,
and I modify my amendment in that
regard.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has a right to modify his amend-
ment.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:

SEC. . (a) The Senate finds that—

(1) changing world realities, particularly
recent events in the Soviet Union, have pro-
vided our country with an historic oppor-
tunity to re-examine our budget priorities;

(2) in the next fiscal year, our Nation will
still spend $295 billion on defense, despite
enormous changes taking place in the world,
even before the Soviet coup of August 19;

(3) our Nation faces urgent, unmet domes-
tic needs in every area, including housing,
education, and health care;

(4) the economy of the country continued
to decline throughout the summer and more
than 8% million people are currently unem-
ployed; :

(5) the 1990 budget summit agreement pre-
vents Congress from making any major
changes in spending priorities until 1994; and

(6) a bipartisan overhaul of the 1990 budget
agreement is needed, to outline new budget
priorities which accurately reflect the new
world order and our Nation’'s pressing domes-
tic needs.

(b) It is the sense of the Senate that the
President of the United States should work
with the Democratic and Republican leader-
ship of the Congress to seriously consider
possible budget revisions for fiscal year 1992,
and to revise the congressional budget proc-
ess for fiscal year 1993 and subsequent years,
in order to reflect new world realities and
new domestic priorities and to achieve sig-
nificant reductions in the Federal budget
deficit.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator. I
have always found him to be most co-
operative and considerate.

I think this helps. Certainly from my
point it does. Nobody would claim—and
nobody, I hope, ever thought—that the
budget agreement would result in a
zero budget deficit very soon. It was
not expected to be a cure-all,

I said at the time we adopted that
agreement that we could expect to see
the national debt continue to increase
and interest on the national debt, as
well as future deficits. But I think we
have to look at it from the standpoint
of where we would have been had we
not had a budget summit. The deficits
would have been even greater than
they are.

I think it was a helpful step. I have
explained the day before yesterday on
this floor, the reasons why we had to
go to a summit—we were faced with a
situation at that time in which there
was going to be an $85.4 billion seques-
ter, half of which was going to come
out of defense, half of which would
have come out of nondefense items. It
would have been across the board. It
would not have been selective. We were
faced with a fait accompli. We had to
go to a summit in order to keep that
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sequester from happening. We went to
the summit and everybody gave a little
and took a little, and we worked out an
agreement finally that the President
would support and that the congres-
sional leadership on both sides would
support.

But, if there are those who wish to
blame the summit agreement for the
skyrocketing deficits, they really
ought to take another look at the
record.

Mr. SIMON. If my colleague will
yield?

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. SIMON. I agree with the Presi-
dent pro tempore in his comments
completely. This was by no means an
attempt to place blame. The budget
summit, in fact, restrained spending
and the deficit would be greater but for
the budget summit, and I think we all
recognize that.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distinguished
Senator.

Mr. SIMON. May I say to my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle, I
am willing to do this by voice vote or
enter into a time agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois must be recognized if
he wants to make a motion. Otherwise,
does he seek the floor?

Mr. SIMON. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I had
not been aware of this amendment. I
think it is fair to say I do not know
how many people on our side had been
aware of it. I think there are some real
problems with what we say in the
‘finding’’ section of it.

I think also that the whole thrust of
this amendment is that, first, we ought
to declare a peace dividend by cutting
defense again. I think that is some-
thing that was the subject of very real
debate on the floor the other day. My
own feeling is that we ought to stay
with this year’s defense number, which
has already been cut by 25 percent as
part of a 5-year program, gather more
information about what is happening
in the Soviet Union, and make the de-
cision next year.

The second thing that this amend-
ment does is that if you look at the
findings, it really prejudices the con-
clusion of such a summit toward the
idea that we ought to increase domes-
tic spending. I, for one, believe that if
there is a peace dividend, we ought to
apply part of that to reduce the deficit,
and we ought to give the rest back to
the working men and women of Amer-
ica by raising the personal exemption
so that the American family can spend
more money on housing, on education,
on health, and on other things that are
important to them.

I suggest, rather than everybody run-
ning all over to the floor to debate this
and delay the bill, that if we could per-
haps set this amendment aside until
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some point this afternoon to give ev-
erybody over here an opportunity to
look at it, it may very well be that,
with some changes in the finding, we
can all agree to this.

As for the findings on the summit
agreement, I agree with the distin-
guished majority leader. Nobody is
more unhappy about the deficit than I
am, but had there been no summit
agreement, the deficit would have been
bigger.

So the idea that it failed, I think, is
just bad wording, and perhaps we could
put in here a statement of principle,
that as we look at defense spending we
ought to weigh all options from deficit
reduction to tax cuts to spending.
Maybe we can come up with something
everybody could support.

As of right now I do not support this.
I am just afraid that by the time we
get in touch with all of our people, we
will have wasted 2 hours that we could
use moving with the bill. And if it
could be set aside I think it would be
beneficial.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I merely
suggest that the Senator may wish to
correct the RECORD to remove the pre-
eminently great compliment that he
paid me. I am no longer the distin-
guished majority leader.

Mr. GRAMM. I am sorry. In my mind,
Mr. President, that is fixed.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, if my col-
league from Texas will yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may proceed.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, the one
offending clause, 6, there, that my col-
league mentioned, I have dropped from
that. I think the Senator’s point is well
taken. Senator BYRD made that same
point.

And I have changed the language
under the sense of the Senate so it now
reads:

It is the sense of the Senate that the Presi-
dent of the United States should work with
the Democratic and Republican leadership of
the Congress to seriously consider possible
budget revisions.

But, again, I am not wedded to any.
I think we have to reexamine where we
are. That is the intent of this.

I gather the Senator from Texas is
not opposed to doing that, so I hope we
can work something out. I am willing
to set this aside. I do not know the cor-
rect procedure.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent, unless there is objection, to set
this aside for a period of 2 hours and
then people can take a look at this. I
make that request, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment of the Senator from Illinois has
been set aside for 2 hours.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator for the ac-
tion he has taken to revise his amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.
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Mr. COCHRAN. 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. 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.

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

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair.

AMENDMENT NO. 1114

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, shortly I
will send an amendment to the desk
which proposes to take $10 million the
National Institutes of Health has tar-
geted for two different national sex
surveys this year and use that money—
instead of wasting it as NIH proposes—
to fund title XX of the Adolescent
Family Life Act. Title XX, as I under-
stand it, has been authorized but it has
not been funded. This amendment will
provide Senators with a clear choice
between right and wrong.

With that preface, I send this amend-
ment to the desk and ask that it be
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to laying aside the pending
committee amendment?

Mr. HELMS. It was my understand-
ing from the manager of the bill that
there was no amendment pending, but
if one is pending, I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be laid aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair hears none. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
HELMS] proposes an amendment numbered
1114.

Mr. HELMS. 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 25, line 8, strike the period and in-
sert the following: **: Provided, however, That
funds made available under this heading to
conduct the SHARP survey of adult sexual
behavior and the American Teenage Survey
of adolescent sexual behavior shall instead
be expended, at the same outlay rate, to
carry out title XX of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act.”,

Mr. HELMS. I thank the clerk for his
courtesy.

Mr. President, let me reiterate that
this amendment will give Senators a
choice between two very different pro-
posals. Senators can, on the one hand—
if they support this amendment—vote
to support title XX, which happens to
be the only federally funded sex edu-
cation program that counsels our chil-
dren to abstain from having sexual re-
lations until they are married. This is



22834

the only Federal program that does
that, and it is not being funded under
this bill.

What is being funded—and I want to
take the money away from it—is NIH'’s
proposal for national sex surveys. I am
going to get into that in some detail
and some of it is going to sound a little
bit raw. But I think the record needs to
be clear about what is happening on
the one hand and what is not happen-
ing on the other in the expenditure of
the American taxpayers’' money.

The NIH funds these sex surveys—the
real purpose of which is to ‘‘cook the
books,’”” so to speak, in terms of pre-
senting ‘‘scientific facts''—in order to
do what? To legitimize homosexual
lifestyles of course.

Mr. President, let me just say that I
am sick and tired of pandering to the
homosexuals in this country. If any-
body wants me to go into detail of why,
I will be glad to do that.

The pending amendment presents a
clear choice, therefore, between sup-
port for sexual restraint among our
young people or, on the other hand,
support for homosexuality and sexual
decadence. That is as clear as I can
make it.

Mr. President, the sexual liberation
crowd is pushing our children into the
mode of having sex at younger and
younger ages as they move their sex
education agenda into the elementary
schools. Of course, the liberal free sex
agenda is often camouflaged as so-
called AIDS education. But the intent
and purpose, the effects, are the same—
to desensitize children at younger and
younger ages to immoral sexual life-
styles.

That is why the teenage pregnancy
rate is growing. That is why it will
continue to grow as long as the Federal
Government uses the taxpayers' money
to support programs to tell kids that
having sex is OK as long as it is so-
called safe sex. I say baloney.

By funding these so-called sex edu-
cation programs in the schools—which
really amount to little more than how-
to sex clinics—we are essentially tell-
ing our young people that promiscuity
is just fine as long as they are, to use
the liberals’ phrase, ‘‘contraceptively
prepared’’ for it.

The legislation before us, Mr. Presi-
dent, the underlying legislation, effec-
tively kills title XX—the only Federal
program that makes a stab at telling
kids, “Don’'t do it. Wait until you are
married.”

The pending bill, if this amendment
is not passed, will kill title XX be-
cause, as I say, title XX has been au-
thorized but the Appropriations Com-
mittee provided no money to fund it.

Title XX of the Public Health Service
Act is called the Adolescent Family
Life Program, and the homosexuals
hate it, and the free sex crowd hates it
because, as I said earlier, it is the only
voice of reason and morality in the sex
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education debate. That is why it is the
one Federal sex education program
that is not being funded under this bill.
I say to you, Mr. President, this is an
outrage.

The Title XX Program's message—
the program that is not being funded
under this appropriations bill now
pending—is that it is healthier—phys-
ically, psychologically, and from an
economic standpoint—to forego sexual
relations until marriage. And, Mr.
President, that message is anathema to
the crowd, for example, that went out
to my house in Arlington, VA, last
week and stretched a big canvas
condom over the top of it. They do not
like me and I do not like them.

I am not going to support them. I do
not want to take any of their legiti-
mate rights away from them, but nei-
ther do I want to give them pref-
erential treatment.

Mr. President, the ‘‘sex liberation"
crowd also hates the fact that the $10
million Adolescent Family Life Pro-
gram's resounding success makes the
abject failure of the liberals' $140 mil-
lion title X so-called Family Planning
Program stand out. You do not need to
take my word for it. For example, a
former Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Population Activities at the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Resources
said last year that the Adolescent
Family Life Program—which the bill
now pending will kill if my amendment
is not passed—

* * * hags demonstrated declines in preg-
nancies, abortion, and birth rates over the
last 3 years, and evaluation of the pregnancy
rates of eighth grade female program partici-
pants against a matched comparison group
shows that 5 percent of program participants
became sexually active by the end of the
school year compared to 15 percent in the
other group.

By contrast, Mr. President, millions
of tax dollars have been wasted during
the past two decades under the liberals’
Title X Program on the premise—and
it is false—that the best way to pre-
vent teenage pregnancy is to provide
children with free and ready access to
contraceptives. Well, let us look at the
results. They speak for themselves.

After 20 years, more teenagers than
ever are getting pregnant and having
abortions, and I might add at a cata-
strophic rate. Planned Parenthood ad-
mits this. They admit that very few
sexually active teenagers have not used
contraceptives. Indeed, the universal
availability of contraceptives, and the
courses showing our teenagers how to
have sex so they can use them, has en-
couraged, not quelled, the explosive
rise in teenage sexual activity.

What the Nation has seen is greater
pregnancy rates and, of course, greater
abortion rates to eliminate—I guess
Planned Parenthood would call them
‘‘accidents.”

Mr. President, Planned Parenthood
claims that in 1987 there were 200,000
fewer births of babies to teenagers than
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in 1970 as a result of title X funding.
But they neglected to tell us the facts
that totally negate their self-serving
report.

For example, Planned Parenthood—
which grabs at Federal funds every
time you turn around—just happened
to overlook telling us the fact that
there were 400,000 fewer adolescents in
1987 than in 1970. They also failed to
mention that even with 400,000 fewer
teens, there were still 250,000 more
abortions performed on teenagers in
1987 than in 1970. They just overlooked
these few minor details. It was not in-
tentional. If anyone believes that, they
will believe anything.

But Planned Parenthood also failed,
Mr. President, to report that the teen-
age pregnancy rate in 1987 showed a
large increase compared to 1970, or that
the number of illegitimate births to
unmarried teenagers increased—what
do you guess—53.5 percent during that
period of time.

So the bottom line on Planned Par-
enthood’s statistics, Mr. President, is
that all of the problem rates went up
into the stratosphere except for the
overall teenage birth rate—which
Planned Parenthood kept down by in-
creasing the teenage abortion rate. In
other words kill the babies, and then
you do not have so many births. That
is the way Planned Parenthood works.
That is the reason I object to even a
dime of the taxpayer's money being
given to Planned Parenthood.

I do not think it is logical to expect
Planned Parenthood—which is a multi-
million-dollar corporation that makes
millions of dollars every year perform-
ing abortions on pregnant teenage
girls—to do an enthusiastic job of dis-
couraging teenage girls from getting
pregnant. Planned Parenthood’'s own
statistics show that this flawed ar-
rangement between Planned Parent-
hood and the Federal Government has
not and will not work.

Mr. President, the simple fact that
the pregnancy rate—as opposed to the
birth rate—has not gone down after 20
years is testimony enough to the fail-
ure of the policies supporting the Title
X Program. It is also an indictment of
those who have such a devil-may-care
attitude about the emotional and phys-
ical well-being of our Nation’s youth
that they would presume to continue a
failed program, even as they seek to
eliminate the only program that really
works—title XX, the Adolescent Fam-
ily Life Program. That is what this
amendment is all about.

Mr. President, I want to take a mo-
ment to look at the national sex sur-
veys that my amendment, now pending
at the desk, would defund—that is,-
take the money away from them so
that the money can be shifted to the
successful Title XX Program.

As I said before, the American public
should understand that the real pur-
pose behind the current sex survey pro-
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posals is not to stop the spread of
AIDS. The real purpose is to compile
supposedly scientific facts, if you will,
to support the leftwing liberal argu-
ment that homosexuality is a normal,
acceptable lifestyle; they would have
us believe that it is not abnormal.

I say baloney. They have their rights,
but that does not discount the fact
that they are perverted and that is
what they want to cover up. However,
despite their sexual perversion, they
demand the rest of us respect their life-
style.

As long as I am able to stand on the
floor of the U.S. Senate, I am never
going to yield to that sort of thing, be-
cause it is not just another lifestyle. It
is sodomy.

In any case, these purportedly sci-
entific Government surveys will be
cited time and time again in attempts
to destigmatize homosexuality by por-
traying it as normal, just another life-
style.

However, if the very homosexual
practices that currently account for 80
to 90 percent of the Nation's AIDS
cases are given free license in this
country, then we should be prepared
for an increase, not a decrease, in the
number of AIDS cases.

I know enough about the history of
AIDS in this country to recall that the
Centers for Disease Control in Atlanta,
GA, can pinpoint the first case of AIDS
that came into this country. It was
brought in by a male airline attendant,
and he started the spread of AIDS.

I was condemned by some newspaper
editor because I stood where I stand
today, and I said, “If the homosexuals
will stop doing what they are doing, we
can get AIDS under control.” But we
cannot, and we will not, get AIDS
under control as long as there is a
trend toward giving the homosexual
community rights that they do not de-
serve, and Federal dollars that the
American taxpayers should not be re-
quired to cough up.

In short, the results of the proposed
Federal sex surveys will be used to le-
gitimize the very behavior that ac-
counts for the overwhelming majority
of AIDS cases in this country.

From a scientific perspective, Mr.
President, sex surveys—by their very
nature—are neither objective nor sci-
entific because, on average, 40 to 60
percent of the people asked to partici-
pate in them will refuse. I would refuse
as would most everyone else in this
Chamber.

However, the Centers for Disease
Control say that any refusal rate high-
er than 15 percent for participating in
any survey will skew a survey's result
a minimum of 50 percent.

Mr. President, the participation rates
for sex surveys are so low because most
Americans’ natural modesty keeps
them from voluntarily answering ques-
tions about how often they engage in
relations, with whom, their preferences
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for sexual partners, and which sex acts
they prefer. If you can believe it, all of
that is in the surveys in embarrassing
detail.

(Mr. WELLSTONE assumed
chair.)

Mr. HELMS. Therefore, the inherent
scientific flaw in any so-called sex sur-
vey is that only people with a desire to
share the graphic details of their sex-
ual intimacies, whether real or imag-
ined, will even participate in such sur-
v

the

ey.

Such a limited group of partici-
pants—who are anything but modest—
will have profound biases in favor of
loose or perverted sexual behavior and,
thus, can never be said to be scientif-
ically representative of mainstream
sexual behavior.

For example, Mr. President, what
kind of parent is going to allow his or
her teenage child to answer the follow-
ing questions from the NIH’s proposed
teenage sex survey?

Here are some of the questions, and I
hope I will not offend anybody watch-
ing on television or in the galleries or
elsewhere, but I said at the outset that
in order to try to make my case, I was
going to have to be a little bit graphic
in my remarks here today.

Here's one of the questions the lib-
eral's want to ask our children in the
Tth to 12th grades.

Have you ever rubbed another man's penis
to sexually excite him?

And the next one I hate to say in
front of the Senate pages, but it needs
to be said. Another question, and these
are just two examples of hundreds of
questions each child will be asked.

Have you ever had your partner’s penis up
your rectum?

Now, come on, Mr. President. How
degrading can we be in the awarding of
the American taxpayers’ money? Are
we going to pay for garbage like that?
For that matter, what kind of parent
would answer such questions himself or
herself, let alone allow his or her child
to answer them?

Nevertheless, the questions from the
proposed teenage sex survey go on and
on in graphic detail about all kinds of
sexual acts, many, if not most of them,
perverted. So any parent who would
allow his or her child to read these
questions, let alone answer them,
raises questions about the parent. I do
not believe many fit parents would do
it.

The shocking nature of these ques-
tions make it obvious why 40 to 60 per-
cent of Americans traditionally refuse
to participate in this kind of survey.
Yet we are being asked to fund this and
call it scientific, when it in fact is not
scientific. It is utter debasement is
what it is. And we are sending the re-
search bill to the American tax-
payers—and I jolly well think the tax-
payers resent it.

Mr. President, the inherently flawed
scientific methodology of these kinds
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of surveys does not deter the avidly
prohomosexual members of the sci-
entific community, not by a longshot;
no, sir. They know that sexual deviates
and perverts and homosexuals will be
disproportionately represented in every
sex survey. In fact, that is what they
are counting on. They want to buttress
their political and social arguments
that homosexuality is not deviant be-
havior by citing such supposedly *‘‘sci-
entific'’—and again, I want to put *‘sci-
entific"” in quotes, because there is not
anything scientific about it; it is a
ploy—such ‘‘scientific" federally fund
surveys, to say that 1 in 10 or 1 in 5
people in the population are homo-
sexuals, and that is just not so.

Such deception and misrepresenta-
tion have been endemic in these sur-
veys from the very beginning, starting
with Alfred Kinsey's original sex sur-
vey back in the 1940's—the survey that
is the original source for the often-
cited statistic that 1 in 10 people—1 out
of every 10 people—is homosexual.

Mr. Kinsey knew before he started
what he wanted his survey to prove. So
he never publicized the fact that he
surveyed mostly homosexuals, pris-
oners, and college students, an obvi-
ously nonrepresentative sample of the
general American public.

Despite this fact, Dr. Kinsey passed
his findings off as being representative
of the population as a whole, not just
of the crowd—what is the word—subset,
that he chose to interview.

Mr. President, the community of
these sex survey ‘‘scientists’ has itself
acknowledged the real purpose behind
Kinsey's deception. Just a few years
ago as part of a National Research
Council report, the so-called sex ‘‘sci-
entists'’ stated that Alfred Kinsey's,
and let me quote:

* * * claim for the legitimacy of science in
the area of sexuality was an attempt to
change the rules of the game that defined
what conduct was normal and what was ab-
normal.

So you see, Mr. President, sex sur-
veys from the very beginning have been
a fraud; a fraud. The American tax-
payers, directly and indirectly, have
usually been required to pay for them.

But these sex surveys have not—have
not—been concerned with legitimate
scientific inquiry as much as they have
been concerned with a blatant attempt
to sway public attitudes in order to lib-
eralize opinions and laws regarding ho-
mosexuality, pedophilia, anal and oral
sex, sex education, teenage pregnancy,
and all down the line. And this tradi-
tion of fraudulence continues to this
day.

For instance, the Federal Govern-
ment's supposedly objective investiga-
tors for the proposed SHARP survey of
adult sexual behavior are anything but
unbiased. These are the Government's
proposed investigators, hired and paid
for by the American taxpayer.

Let me tell you a little bit about
them. One of the three investigators is
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a fellow named Stuart Michaels, a
former chairman of the American So-
ciological Association’s Lesbian and
Gay Caucus. Do not try to tell me that
he is objective. Do not try to tell John
Q. Public that he is objective.

Another one of the investigators is
John Gagnon, who has been an adviser
or board member of various organiza-
tions, among them the National Orga-
nization for the Repeal of Marijuana
Laws, the National Sex and Drug
Forum, and the Institute for the Ad-
vancement of Human Sexuality. Let
me read you a quote from Mr. Gagnon's
1977 book, titled ‘“Human Sexualities.”
I am quoting directly from the book.

The horror with which society views the
adult who has sexual contact with young
children is lessened when one examines the
behavior of other mammals. Sexual activity
between adult and immature mammals is
common and appears to be biologically nor-
mal.

That fellow does not have all four
wheels on the ground. His elevator does
not go to the top. He is nuts. And yet,
he is regarded as a scientific expert. Do
not tell John Q. Public that he is.

Yet, this is the kind of guy that the
American taxpayers are being required
to fund at the same time the U.S. Sen-
ate proposes to cut off program funding
for the only Federal project that is suc-
cessfully teaching young people to be
moral and clean until they get mar-
ried, and then to have sex.

Mr. Gagnon may be right, Mr. Presi-
dent, but not in the way he thinks.
Most Americans, I think, would agree
with my observation that any adult
who has sexual contact with a child or
children is indeed an animal and ought
to be treated as such.

Mr. President, with people of this
caliber conducting these surveys, the
results of the surveys can never be
trusted because it is a brainwashing
job to deceive us into believing—if we
are willing to stand still for it—that
homosexuality is just another lifestyle,
and that it is a so-called ‘‘hate’” crime
to be critical of homosexuality. But if
it is a crime, open up the prison doors,
because I am going to continue to com-
mit that crime.

The question is inevitable: Why does
the NIH propose wasting money on peo-
ple and projects like this? I will tell
you why. It is because the surveys are
part and parcel of the homosexual
movement's agenda to legitimize their
sexual behavior and thereby gain pub-
lic acceptance.

Mr. President, Dr. Sullivan, the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Resources,
deserves to be commended—and I sure
do commend him—for recognizing the
absurdity of the NIH proposal to spend
$18 million—§7.1 million this year
alone—on a national sex survey of
American teenagers. Even though Sec-
retary Sullivan has promised to cancel
this project, $7.1 million for it is al-
ready in this year's budget.
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The House of Representatives, be-
lieve it or not, added an amendment to
the reauthorization bill for the Na-
tional Institutes of Health that re-
quires NIH to start a study of adoles-
cent health, including teenage sexual
practices. So despite Secretary Sulli-
van's efforts, the teenage sex survey is
still being pushed by the same old
crowd for the same old reason. And I
hope Secretary Sullivan stands his
ground.

Now, I am not through yet, Mr.
President. NIH proposes spending yet
another $3 million of the American tax-
payers' money this year on a sex sur-
vey of adults. This is evidently the
same so-called SHARP survey of adult
sexual behavior that the Office of Man-
agement and Budget and the House Ap-
propriations Committee defunded in
1989, and bless their hearts for doing it.

Nevertheless, on page 115 of the Sen-
ate committee report on the pending
bill, the committee states that the ap-
propriation for the National Institute
of Child Health and Human Develop-
ment includes ‘‘the requested amount
for the proposed SHARP survey of
adult sexual behavior.”

The fact is, Mr. President, despite
the noble efforts of the administration
to stop both of these surveys—to stop
this nonsense, period—funding for both
sex surveys is still contained in the
pending appropriations bill.

So I will conclude as I began. The
pending amendment presents Senators
with a clear choice. Senators can ei-
ther support title XX—which counsels
children to abstain from sex outside of
marriage—or, on the other hand, Sen-
ators can support the NIH
homosexually biased sex surveys. Sen-
ators can either support a sexually re-
sponsible family life program or they
can choose to support the continued
onslaught of homosexuality and gen-
eral sexual decadence that I am con-
vinced is undermining the very moral
fabric of the Nation.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

Mr. HELMS. Will the Senator forbear
for just one moment?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Mr. HELMS. I need to modify my
amendment, and since the yeas and
nays have not been obtained, I think
that is in order. I send the modification
to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has a right to modify the amend-
ment. The amendment is so modified.

The amendment (No. 1114) as modi-
fied, is as follows:

On page 25, line 8, strike the figure before
the period and insert the following:
$523,826,000: Provided, however, That funds
made available under this heading to con-
duct the SHARP survey of adult sexual be-
havior and the American Teenage Survey of
adolescent sexual behavior shall instead be
expended, at the same outlay rate, to carry
out title XX of the Public Health Service
Act.”".
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Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I am
going to speak briefly on this matter,
and I hope to be able to keep control of
my sense of humor. I know this is a
very nerve-racking matter, and I know
that when people get nervous about
these matters, doctors tend to get
nervous about these people. But I will
not say anything more on that score.

I would say that the question in-
volved here is an appropriation in the
fiscal year 1992 Labor-HHS appropria-
tion bill for the National Institutes of
Child Health and Human Development.
Of the appropriated $523 million for the
Institute, a very small sum is to be
used for a series of surveys of human
reproductive patterns. That is how, in
case people do not know this, children
come about; as a consequence of repro-
ductive behavior. That is not instantly
evident to children, and they are often
misled about this until later in their
lives. But a time comes when ever they
as young persons learn about these
matters. And the race goes on in that
way.

Only very recently in our history
have we learned to study the human
species through sample surveys so that
you get a sense not just of what you
know but also of the whole universe in-
volved. It is much newer than we per-
haps realize.

The technique of the survey was de-
veloped at Columbia University in the
1930’s by a very distinguished professor,
an emigre, one of those great Jewish
scholars from Frankfurt who came to
our country, Paul Lazarsfeld. He and
his students went to Elmira in upstate
New York—Elmira is on the southern
tier where Mark Twain wrote ‘‘“Huckle-
berry Finn,” as a matter of fact—and
did a study of public opinion and sam-
pling. The mathematics of sampling
that he developed and their book on El-
mira was published in about 1938, I
think. The next thing you know we
have polls that can tell you with an ac-
curacy of plus or minus 2 percent, who
is going to be the next President of the
United States. Read about them, hear
about them. All of this came out of
that work.

But there is another side of polling
which in ways is more interesting,
which is to poll a sample of people and
learn about characteristics of the
whole population in matters that may
be more important than who are you
going to vote for.

One of the places where this tech-
nique, this technology, this social
science, this mathematical science has
been most developed is at the Univer-
sity of Chicago in the National Opinion
Research Center. I first came upon the
center when the very distinguished
American scholar Peter Rossi, now at
the University of Massachusetts, was
head of the NORC. One of his associates
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there was Father Andrew Greeley who
was, and is, a Catholic priest and a so-
ciologist. He was interested in religious
beliefs and practices, and much of
Greeley’s very distinguished work, par-
ticularly on American Catholics, was
done at the NORC, as it is described.
They are wonderful people. They do
great work, and they have been doing
it now, I would think, for half a cen-
tury. Indeed they have taught the
world.

I do not want to get into any dis-
agreement with others, but I think
they are probably the best in the coun-
try and that means the best in the
world, or at least they are of that rank
which has no better, no superior group.

NORC for some years has done work
in family formation and patterns.
They, of course, are much involved
with the census and the demography of
our country. And they embody that
great proposition, Mr. President, a dis-
tinguished scholar in his own right,
that demography is destiny. If you
want to know where things are going,
look at who is being born, look who
died, what the population is doing—
who comes forward?

Demography is destiny. NORC stud-
ies our destiny for us through demog-
raphy. It helps to know some of these
things.

We have had some surprising disturb-
ances in the advent, for example, of the
AIDS epidemic, which appeared in the
1980's. It is clearly an epidemic. How
long it will run we do not know.
Whether it will become endemic we
cannot say, although epidemics break.
Study of the species can tell you that,
otherwise the black plague would have
wiped out Europe altogether in the
14th century.

One thing that is not surprising, for
example, however, is that the birth
rate in the United States goes down
and down and down. Every census since
the 1800's has shown a decline in the
birth rate. We are just about on the
level of a sustainable rate of reproduc-
tion, of maintenance. You need about
2.1 births per female to maintain a pop-
ulation. That is not surprising. It is
consistent, anyway.

However, we have had one event in
the past 30 years that has knocked our
sox off with respect to our population,
and that is the rise of out-of-wedlock
births. It is unprecedented for our pop-
ulation.

As the distinguished report of what is
called the Rockefeller Commission—
published recently by our very good
friend and able colleague from West
Virginia—noted, in the last 30 years
the illegitimacy ratio in our country
has gone from 5 percent to over 25 per-
cent. It is, in fact, 26 percent, one child
in four born out of wedlock. We have
no precedent in our experience for this.

It is not just 1 in 4; this varies great-
ly by population group, by city. Here in
the District of Columbia, 73 percent of
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black births are illegitimate. In other
parts of the country it is higher. Other
parts lower.

It is not the same thing everywhere.
If it were the same thing everywhere
we would know one thing. But when we
find it is different we think—what
makes the difference?

Yesterday on the floor our beloved
and irascible senior Senator from Alas-
ka was describing the problem of can-
cer of the prostate for which he was
successfully treated this summer. He
was being very open about things you
used to never talk about. Imagine a
U.S. Senator coming to the floor and
talking about cancer of the prostate?
You did not mention cancer. You cer-
tainly did not mention the prostate. He
talked about both, very ably and very
wisely. He said watch yourselves fel-
lows, have a doctor watch you.

He said in males who survive to age
80, we will find about 70 percent will
have cancer of the prostate.

He then went on to observe that this
ailment, frequently a fatal illness, is
almost unknown among Asian males in
Asia. But when they come to the Unit-
ed States they acquire an incidence not
different from the rest of the popu-
lation. Which of course argues that
this is obviously an environmentally
specific ailment. We learn things like
that.

I have learned here in our country
that there is a great difference in the
rates of illegitimacy from the States
with the highest to those States with
the lowest. We have the highest rate of
illegitimacy in the District of Colum-
bia, which is 62 percent of all births.
When we know that about the births,
do not expect anything from the school
system, or so I believe. This goes all
the way down to Utah where it is at 12
percent.

It happens that the national rate is
26 percent and that is just the rate of
North Carolina; one child in four in
North Carolina. In my State of New
York, 30 percent, 3 in 10.

As I said, Mr. President, this breaks
down differently in groups. In our
country today altogether, 24 percent of
white births and 67 percent of black
births are out of wedlock, are illegit-
imate. There is no other moment in
our history with this incidence.

Mr. President, I will ask unanimous
consent that these tables be printed in
the RECORD so we might know what we
are dealing with.

I say once again, we do not know
what hit us; what happened. I will pub-
lish in this week’s issue of America
magazine the information that this
subject of welfare we have been talking
about is obviously simply a dependent
variable—can I use that word—on the
issue of illegitimacy.

We now have the numbers. I would
like to have them included in the
RECORD at this point: that of the chil-
dren born in the period 1967 to 1969, 16
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percent of the white and 72 percent of
those black children were on welfare
before they reached age 18, almost a
quarter of our population, which fits
that almost a quarter were illegit-
imate. The numbers have been rising.

We project children born in 1980, the
ratio will be 22 percent for white and 83
percent for black, which again cor-
responds. It is a little bit higher than
the illegitimacy ratios, which figures.
But illegitimacy is a sentence in this
regard. We do not know what is going
on. Something new has happened.

When we see something new like this
going on, it is very important to ask is
it going on anywhere else?

I have to say it is going on in Canada;
The same quadrupling, quintupling of
illegitimacy in one generation. It is
going on in Great Britain, places we
have a certain connection with.

But again, we find that it varies. I
have a list of tables, Mr. President, en-
titled “Percent of Births to Unmarried
Women in Selected Countries, 1985,"
and the highest rate was Panama with
72 percent. The United States had 22
then. We are at 26 percent now. This
goes up and up. We have Austria higher
than us, immediately higher; France
immediately lower. Guess who is at the
bottom, Mr. President? Japan with 1
percent.

Maybe the diet, and maybe the cli-
mate, and maybe the climate of opin-
ion of morals of acceptance, and so
forth, is the cause, but I say that some-
thing has happened and it is of great
importance to us that we find out; that
we begin to ask what is happening.

My good friend from North Carolina,
where 26 percent of all births are out-
of-wedlock, which makes it the typical
American State seems to think that
the surveys we are talking about are
mostly concerned with bizarre prac-
tices. I do not want to disappoint any
potential readers, but I have to say
that all those bizarre practices were
surveyed 40 years ago. That has been
done, Mr. President.

What has not been done is the study
of how it has come about that so many
of our children are born to single par-
ents and in consequence face lives in
which all the odds are against them.
Individually, they are always winners,
but as a class, the odds are against
them.

They will be on welfare. Being on
welfare, Mr. President, is not being
poor. Being on welfare is to be a pau-
per, a ward of the State, bereft of in-
come, property, even rights. That is
what a quarter of our children are
being born into; three-quarters of some
of our children.

Would it be really out of the question
that we might ask how come? What
happened? How come it is so much
more? It is five times greater in one
generation.

We are talking about the National
Institute of Child Health and Human
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Development which has a appropria-
tion of $523,826,000.

Mr. President, I want to say some-
thing about this child development. I
have been 30 years in this city, from
before the creation of this institute,
asking what is happening to illegit-
imacy. Why is it going up and up and
up? And I have never had 5 cents’ worth
of information out of the National In-
stitute of Child Health and Human De-
velopment. They have never asked the
question to my knowledge, or never
certainly have they come up with the
answers they would share with any-
body. Millions of dollars have gone off
somewhere, but not to this central
question.

Ask them down to meetings and they
come to meetings. But ask about this
subject and they do not know anything
about it. It is a taboo subject, Mr.
President. Taboo. If you find anything
out about this subject you might get in
trouble, so keep your professional life
secure and let the children go to hell.
That is what we are doing.

Never ask any embarrassing ques-
tions and let those little children suffer
and die out there. They are dying every
day in the streets of the cities, but do
not find out about them because some-
body might say, why did you ask that
question? Because the children are
dying.

We are not alone. We always learn
something. I know the distinguished
Presiding Officer shares my view that
when you have a problem in our coun-
try, it is always interesting to ask how
are they doing in Canada on this? We
learn something. Sometimes we find
they are doing better, often worse.

Canada has the same problem. What
is going on? A lot of things we know.
The age of menarche has dropped below
12 years, the median age. In New York
City not long ago a 10-year-old gave
birth. That is a biological change that
obviously is different from about 150
years ago. The oldest series we have
comes from, I think, Norway where the
median age of menarche was 17 years, 5
months. So we learn things like that.

Mr. President, I want it recorded,
that I have had the privilege of talking
to Professor Gagnon and Ed Laumann,
of the NORC project. Both able, care-
ful, respected workers in their field.
Dr. Gagnon graduated from the Univer-
sity of Chicago, and is now a professor
in the department of sociology at the
State University of New York at Stony
Brook. We, for a trivial sum, might
now begin to get, just begin to get a
little hold, a little purchase, as we say
in the Navy, on this subject.

Let one point, Mr. President, be
clear. We have had a great many stud-
ies of the reproductive patterns of fe-
males. Naturally enough. And we know
a lot about that. But what we do not
have and what we will get in this work
from the National Opinion Research
Center is a study of the reproductive
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patterns of males. It being pretty well
established that human reproduction is
a male-female phenomenon. It is that
missing male that haunts our cities
and haunts our biological data. We do
not know how those males behave, and
we need to. This is an effort that will
find out.

We are going to hold hearings on this
subject in the Committee on Finance,
the Subcommittee on Social Security
and Family Policy. We will ask the Na-
tional Institute to come and tell us
what they do not know. And they will
come and tell us not much but at least
they are willing to have others find out
for them.

I hope, Mr. President, as we talk
about education, as we talk about child
health, as we talk about welfare, we
might be willing to learn where so
many of the problems begin, which is
the status of the child at birth.

I cannot believe we are going to
adopt this amendment. It is embarrass-
ing. It would be best if we said as little
about it and went on to our other mat-
ters. Our distinguished managers of the
bill, no doubt, will share our view on
this matter.

I see my able friend from the State of
Washington has risen. I do not want to
keep him.

So, Mr. President, I yield the floor,
asking that the article in America and
the associated tables be printed, and
saying, once again, that the survey in
mind will study male reproductive be-
havior as well as female and we will
know more about ourselves and may
possibly be able to do a little better for
our children. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

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

[From America, Sept. 14, 1991]
SOCIAL JUSTICE IN THE NEXT CENTURY
(By Daniel Patrick Moynihan)*

Cetesimus annus, Pope, John Paul II's en-
cyclical on social justice was proclaimed
May 1, 1991, the feast of St. Joseph the Work-
er and the 100th anniversary of Rerum
Novarum. This encyclical of Pope Leo XIII
first set forth the doctrine of the Roman
Catholic Church on the subject of the rights
of workers.

Looking back at Leo's work it becomes
clear how great a distance Western, and not
just Western, society has moved in the pe-
riod. At the close of the 19th century there
was a seemingly unreconcilable conflict in
Europe and the United States between the
doctrines of laissez-faire capitalism on the
one hand, and state socialism or some mode
of collectivism on the other. Economics was
the only issue. (War, for example, had evi-
dently become obsolescent.)

*Daniel Patrick Moynihan is the Democratic Sen-
ator from New York. This article i{s adopted from a
paper presented at an April 29 conference sponsored
by the Graduate School of Social Service of Ford-
ham University to mark the University's sesqui-
centennial year and the 500th anniversary of the
birth of St. Ignatius Loyola. The author acknowl-
edges with gratitude the able assistance of Paul
Offner.
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In this atmosphere the church set forth
what can be seen as a sensible middle ground
where most industrial democracies would
eventually settle. By middle ground I do not
mean splitting the difference. Rather, Leo
XIII, asserting the rights of private property,
even so set forth a radical doctrine of work-
ers’ rights that extended to a ‘‘just wage,”
and most especially, the “‘natural human
right’’ to form private associations, includ-
ing trade unions. Many proposed measures,
the limitation of working hours, special
treatment for children and women, Sunday
rest, and such, seem routine at this remove.
But they were hardly such at the time. Still,
the important event was the extension of the
concept of rights to the marketplace, Labor,
it was decreed, was not a commodity.

As John Paul II puts it, Rerum Novarum
pointed the way to reforms under which *‘so-
ciety and the State . . . both assume respon-
sibility, especially for protecting the worker
from the nightmare of unemployment.’” Re-
sponsibility, that is, for a general level of
well-being that we have learned to call the
welfare state. It is notable, then, that the

‘present Pope goes on to a sharp exchange

with this “‘so-called Welfare State.”

“In recent years the range of such inter-
vention has vastly expanded, to the point of
creating a new type of State, the so-called
‘Welfare State.” This has happened in some
countries in order to respond better to many
needs and demands, by remedying forms of
poverty and deprivation unworthy of the
human person. However, excesses and abuses,
especially in recent years, have provoked
very hard criticisms of the Welfare State,
dubbed the ‘Social Assistance State.” Mal-
functions and defects in the Social Assist-
ance State are the result of an inadequate
understanding of the tasks proper to the
State. Here again the principle of subsidiarity
must be respected: a community of a higher
order should not interfere in the internal life
of a community of a lower order, depriving
the latter of its functions, but rather should
support it in case of need and help to coordi-
nate its activity with the activities of the
rest of society, always with a view to the
common good.”

“By intervening directly and depriving so-
ciety of its responsibility, the Social Assist-
ance State leads to a loss of human energies and
an inordinate increase of public agencies,
which are dominated more by bureaucratic
ways of thinking than by concern for serving
their clients, and which are accompanied by
an enormous increase in spending’ (empha-
sis in original).

Michael Novak, who holds the George
Frederick Jewitt Chair in Religion and Pub-
lic Policy at the American Enterprise Insti-
tute, has responded with great enthusiasm.
In an article in The Washington Post (57/91),
“Wisdom from the Pope,” he writes that
John Paul . . . offers the papacy’'s strongest
language ever about limitations on state
power. It includes a trenchant but fair criti-
cism of the human losses involved in the
‘welfare state’ and even more in the ‘social
assistance state.” No neo-liberal or neo-con-
servative ever made the case more pro-
foundly and with so resounding a ring of
truth. The pope emphasizes the human side—
or better, the anti-human side—of bureau-
cratic ‘social assistance.' He all but uses the
phrase ‘the little platoons' of society.™

How's that? The Pope a conservative in the
Burkean mode? This suggestion did not es-
cape the notice of Harvey Cox of the Harvard
Divinity School. Indeed, it provoked him to
something like anger, which is not at all like
him. Writing in New York Newsday shortly
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after, Professor Cox is dismissive equally of
the ‘‘triumphalist” commentary by ‘‘the
American Enterprise Institute's resident
theologian' and of the encyclical itself. “Un-
fortunately, his years in Rome have not
sharpened Karol Wojtyla's pen. He succeeds
in being pretentious, provincial and pedes-
trian at the same time. He credits his prede-
cessor Leo XIII with exerting ‘far-reaching
influence' on the birth of Social Security,
pensions and health insurance. But don’t the
labor unions and citizens’ movements that,
like Al Smith, could probably not even pro-
nounce the word ‘encyclical’ properly get a
little credit too? Did Frankin Delano Roo-
sevelt read Rerum Novarum? . . . Do we need
someone who is carried around on a pal-
anquin by Swiss Guards to tell us this? The
conservative theologians who complain that
liberals too often borrow their ideas from the
secular realm must be wincing in embarrass-
ment about the derivative qualiy of this ho-
hum document.

“‘But let us be more generous. What is ex-
hausted is not the Pope but the social encyc-
lical genre itself, with its improbable claims
to universal wvalidity and its consequent
temptation to resort to bland truisms.

“My hope is that Centesimus Annus marks
not only the 100th anniversary of papal so-
cial teaching but the end of the chapter in
Christian history.”

Professor Cox has a point about the me-
dium. Encyclicals have the quality of an im-
perial decree. Americans do not instantly
take to such modes of address, although he
should be careful about patronizing Al
Smith. There is not the least evidence that
the Governor had difficulty pronouncing the
word. We have it on the authority of a not
inconsiderable theologian, Reinhold Niebuhr,
that when this subject arose during the 1928
Presidential campaign, Smith simply asked:
“Will someone tell me what the hell a Papal
Encyclical is?"

Format apart, there continues to be a real
problem of English translation. Thus the
new encyclical observes: “‘Rerum Novarum
criticizes two social and economic systems:
socialism and liberalism.”” Three decades
ago, in Beyond the Melting Pot, referring to
Rerum Novarum and the message of Catholic
social teaching, Nathan Glazer and I wrote:
“Catholic spokesmen have used the term
‘Iiberal’ to refer to laissez-faire economics of
the Manchester School, and have generously
denounced same.' The result, we continued,
had been total confusion among the Catholic
laity who had to assume that in denouncing
“liberalism’ Rome was anathematizing the
New Deal. And here again we have the same
usage. Misusage. No wonder Harvey Cox got
mad. The term “‘liberalism’™ means some-
thing altogether different in American Eng-
lish today, and has done so for generations.
A correction is in order. If not a correction,
then surely an explanation.

I

That being said, Centesimus Annus could
turn to to be as seminal a statement as its
predecessor. Rerum Novarum concentrated on
issues of the workplace, as did social policy
in the United States in the years that fol-
lowed. Labor, declared the Clayton Antitrust
Act of 1914, is not a ‘‘commodity.”” Workers,
declared the Fair Labor Standards Act of
1938, must be paid a minimum wage. Minori-
ties, declared the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
could not be discriminated against in em-
ployment.

Again, these may seem routine matters
today. They were anything but when the is-
sues first arose. The dislocations associated
with industrialization were absolutely baf-
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fling when they first appeared. What was un-
employment? Why did it happen? Who was
responsible? An era of fierce doctrinal argu-
mental preceded the era in which a consen-
sus of sorts was reached. Note particularly
that along the way we began to learn to
measure the things we were arguing about.

Two events were of particular note. First

came the establishment in 1920 of the Na-

tional Bureau of Economic Research that
began the systematic, quantitative analysis
of the business cycle. Next, the Employment

Act of 1946 established the Council of Eco-

nomic Advisors and the annual Economic

Report of the President to the Congress with

the quantitative analysis of employment.

There is no sense in which unemployment is

a problem of the past. But we know how to

measure it, and within limits we know what

to do about it. It is to the problem of our
age.

FIGURE 1. Welfare dependency rates of children
by race proportion of children receiving
A.F.D.C. prior to age 18 1967-69 (actual)

Black 2.3
But now a new issue has arisen. The issue

of dependency, the growing number of chil-
dren born to single parents and dependent
during childhood on, well, “‘the Social As-
sistance State.” In 1965 in America, I pub-
lished the first data that suggested that we
might be moving into such an era, one in
which destitution in childhood, relatively
independent of economic forces, would be our
principal social problem (“A Family Policy
for the Nation,” America, 9/18/65). This was,
I believe, a new proposition. I think it impor-
tant that it arose in the context of research
on the “‘earlier” problems of unemployment,
wages and hours, and suchlike matters. In
brief, the policy planning staff of the U.S.
Department of Labor came upon indications
that the connection between child welfare
and the workplace was breaking up. Earlier,
when unemployment had dropped, new wel-
fare cases dropped. No longer. Seemingly, de-
pendence was an independent variable, pos-
sible out of control.

This seemed especially so among minori-
ties, a proposition I took to President Lyn-
don B. Johnson, who said as much in an ad-
dress at Howard University in 1965. The
President's analysis, however, was rejected.
People said it wasn't so, and we could not
prove otherwise. In truth, nothing much had
yet happened. We had these indicators, but
no more. And so we had to wait for the an-
swer, or at least an approximate answer. We
now have it. We were right.

Specifically, we now know that of children
born in the years 1967-69, some 22.1 percent
were dependent on welfare (Aid to Families
With Dependent Children) [A.F.D.C.] before
reaching age 18. This breaks down to 15.7 per-
cent for white children; 72.3 percent for black
children. In his 1965 address at Howard,
President Johnson had stated: ‘“‘Probably a
majority of all Negro children receive feder-
ally-aided public assistance sometime during
their childhood.” This was from my first
draft of his address. So much for the charge
that we were being alarmist. (See Figure 1.)

This is as far as our longitudinal data take
us We know about the life experience of that
cohort in its first 18 years, those years hav-
ing now passed. What about the cohorts that
followed? We don't finally know, but we can
make an educated guess. The data tell us
that children under the age of 8 were, on av-
erage, 36.8 percent more likely to have been
on A.F.D.C. in the 1970's than their prede-
cessors in the 1960's. If we assume that this
same increase will show up for the whole of
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the 18 years (0-17), then we can project rates
for children born as late as 1980. This gives
us a white rate of 22.2 percent, and a black
rate of 82.9 percent. (The latter would seem
too high, and is of course only a projection.
Still, we face the daunting possibility that
five in six minority children are destitute
and on welfare by age 18. See Figure 2.)

This surely raises the issue of social jus-
tice; if, that is, it can be shown that such
destitution in childhood is, in the main, a de-
bilitating event. Not for each individual, but
generally speaking for a class of individuals.
Lawrence M. Mead of New York University
believes this to be so. In The New Dependence
Politics he writes: “The inequalities that
stem from the workplace are now trivial in
comparison to those stemming from family
structure. What matters for success is not
whether your father was rich or poor but
whether you had a father at all.”

111

Now this would appear to be a new social
condition. Nearly one third—30.2 percent—of
all children are paupers before attaining
their majority. Not a pretty word; but not a
pretty condition. That is in fact what it
means to be on ‘‘welfare.” No income of your
own and virtually no possessions. This rise
in dependency has been paralleled, preceded
may be the better term, with a rise in out-of-
wedlock births. For 1988 the overall ratio
was 25.7 percent, which breaks down into 17.8
percent for white births and 63.5 percent for
nonwhite. There are now health districts in
New York City where more than 80 percent
of live births are out of wedlock.

There has also been a rise in asocial behav-
ior. by the 1980's it was common to hear of
‘‘children having children."” In the 1990's we
begin to hear of children murdering children,
as firearms have moved into urban neighbor-
hoods and down the age scale. This, too, was
forecast. In the 1965 article in America I
wrote: “From the wild Irish slums of the
19th-century Eastern seaboard, to the riot-
torn suburbs of Los Angeles, there is one un-
mistakable lesson in American history: A
community that allows a large number of
young men to grow up in broken families,
dominated by women, never acquiring any
stable relationship to male authority, never
acquiring any rational expectations about
the future—that community asks for an gets
chaos. Crime, violence, unrest, disorder—
most particularly the furious, unrestrained
lashing out at the whole social structure—
that is not only to be expected; it is very
near to inevitable. And it is richly de-
served."”

This year, in a superb preface to Beyond
Rhetoric: A New American Agenda for Children
and Families, the Final Report of the Na-
tional Commission on Children, its distin-
guished chairman Senator John D. Rocke-
feller IV wrote: ““Too many of today's chil-
dren and adolescents will reach adulthood
unhealthy, illiterate, unemployable, lacking
moral direction and a vision of a secure fu-
ture. This is a personal tragedy for the
young people involved and a staggering loss
for the nation as a whole. We must begin
today to place children and their families at
the top of the national agenda. ... Many
young people believe they have little to lose
by dropping out of school, having a baby as
an unmarried teenager, using and selling
dangerous drugs, and committing crimes.
When they lack a sense of hope and the op-
portunity to get a good job, support a family
and become a part of mainstream adult soci-
ety, teenagers are frequently not motivated
to avoid dangerous or self-destructive behav-
iors. These youth can see few compelling rea-
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sons to avoid or delay activities that provide

immediate gratification. TUnfortunately,

their actions often make their expectations

a self-fulfilling prophecy."”

Note the shift in terms. We are not talking
about unemployment here. We are talking of
children who come of age ‘‘unemployable.”
We are not talking of the blameless victims
of impersonal market forces. We are talking
of adolescents “‘lacking moral direction.”” We
are not talking of the need for social secu-
rity programs; we are talking of the youth
who have no *‘vision of a secure future."

It would be fair to say that our analysis of
1965 has finally been accepted. But it would
be equally fair to ask whether it is as yet
agreed that we are dealing with something
new. The National Commission Report is
long—519 pages—on prescriptions for ex-
panded government programs, but short on
analysis. Warily, the report does tell us that
matters are worsening. “In 1960 only 5 per-
cent of all births in the United States were
to unmarried mothers; in 1988 more than 25
percent were.” But it does not tell us wheth-
er in the view of the Commission a fivefold
increase represents a qualitative change.
Rather, it is as if we are being told that un-
employment in the coal fields, in the textile
towns, is worse than ever. But, the same sub-
ject as of old. The question whether a new
social condition has appeared in simply not
addressed.

FIGURE 2. Welfare dependency rates of children
by race proportion of children receiving
A.F.D.C. prior to age 18 1950 projected

White 22.2

BIBOK: . ia il i m AR S 82.9
This is in no wise intended to fault the

Commission’s work. It is simply to assert
that this question has to be addressed. Has a
new social condition appeared? Is something
new going on? Are we missing something
large? As an example, in February 1991, some
months before the National Commission re-
port appeared, the Senate Democratic Cau-
cus had approved a legislative program enti-
tled, “Strengthening America: The Demo-
cratic Agenda.” A section on children in-
cluded this passage: ““There are some 64 mil-
lion children in the United States. At cur-
rent dependency rates, 16 million or one-
quarter, will be on welfare before they have
reached the age of 18. ... Children now
make up the largest proportion of poor per-
sons in the United States. There is no equiv-
alent in our history to such a number or
such a proportion.

“*All this is new. This circumstance did not
exist during the era of the New Deal, a half
century ago. It did not exist during the era
of the Great Society, a quarter century ago.
It marks the emergence of a new issue in so-
cial policy. The issue of dependency.”

However, before the document was sent to
the printer, the “‘error" was spotted by the
Committee staff. The text that read: “‘This
circumstance did not exist during the era of
the New Deal, a half century ago. It did not
exist during the era of the Great Society, a
quarter century ago,’’ was changed to read:
‘““This circumstance was not as recognized
during the era of the New Deal, a half cen-
tury ago, nor during the era of the Great So-
ciety, a quarter century ago" (emphasis
added).

As I had written that passage, I asked
about the change. It became transparently
clear that those responsible had simply
thought they were correcting a mistake.
This is becoming the liberal orthodoxy: that
there is nothing new. It is not, come to
think, so very different from the views of
those in the 19th century who, on observing
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an industrial society all around them, could
not conceive that society had changed to the
extent that institutions needed to change as
well. Thorstein Veblen called it ‘“‘culture
lag.”

If Veblen has a successor today, in stature
as in style, it is James S. Coleman, also at
the University of Chicago. Mr. Coleman
traces our present situation back to the
emergence of the corporation in medieval
Europe and its gradual displacement of kin-
ship structures. *“The central fact about the
modern corporation . . . is that it is not an
outgrowth of the family, but constitutes an
alternative institutional structure, inde-
pendent of the family and little by little
drawing power and strength away from it.”
He notes that only about 20 percent of 19th
century American households were without
children under 18; this proportion is now
something like 65 percent. Thus, raising chil-
dren is now carried out with the incomes of
a minority of adults. Child welfare becomes
a minority interest. Before the trans-
formation of society represented by the rise
of the corporation—in this respect think
City of Detroit no less than General Mo-
tors—*“the family was the central institution
of society on which all others were built, and
children were part of that center, both an
immediate economic asset and an invest-
ment for the future. Now that the trans-
formation is largely complete, the family is
a peripheral institution and children an eco-
nomic burden on that periphery. An econo-
mist might describe the change as one in
which children have become a public good—
and, as with all public goods, this one pre-
sents a problem of who will pay the cost of
supplying it. Children are not, I should note,
an economic burden, a public good, for all
segments of society. By a perverse twist of
incentives, children are an economic asset at
the lowest economic level, through the wel-
fare support they make possible.”” °

Let us return one last time to those hap-
less young staffers on the Democratic Policy
Committee. Had they been checking a text
that proposed that the problem of AIDS *“‘did
not exist during the New Deal,” they would
not for a moment have been disposed to
change this to ‘‘not as recognized.” AIDS ap-
pears in the 1980's. (It was first recorded by
the Centers for Disease Control in 1981.) Had
the text read that the problem of ‘“‘crack"
cocaine *‘did not exist during the era of the
Great Society,” there would have been no
disposition to correct that either. (The
“crack’’ epidemic first broke out in the Ba-
hamas in 1983.) What, then, is the problem
with recognizing that our present plague of
illegitimacy, welfare dependency, child dis-
orders and youthful violence is also dis-
continuous? Part of the difficulty is that it
isn't exactly. In his introduction to Recent
Social Trends (1933), an early and still
unequalled Federal social survey, C. Wesley
Mitchell wrote: “Society has three problems
which have existed throughout all history—
poverty, disease and crime.” Fair enough.
But what I argued in 1965 was that we were
about to ascend a giant S curve, to the point
that what had been familiar and quiescent
would soon be something altogether new.
Like a cobra, springing up, prepared to
strike.

It seemed to me then that there would be
a more or less coherent response. The AMER-
ICA article began: “*The United States is very
possibly on the verge of adopting a national
policy directed to the quality and stability
of American family life.” In this I was quite
wrong. We did nothing of the sort. The evi-
dence was rejected as inconclusive or worse.
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It is still rejected in the sense that orthodox
opinion rejects the notion that there is any-
thing qualitatively different about the
present, insisting instead that the Federal
Government simply do more of what we have
been doing.

Enter John Paul II asserting that what we
have been doing is precisely the problem. We
have been creating the “‘Social Assistance
State” which has led to “'a loss of human en-
ergies and an inordinate increase of public
agencies.” Not to mention ‘“‘an enormous in-
crease in spending.” Well, now.

What we have here is a considerable role
reversal. A century ago, addressing the so-
cial question of that time—it was called The
Social Question—the church called for more
intervention by the state. Now it appears to
be saying that state intervention has to
some extent created or at least worsened the
social problems of the present age. This is
high irony. For most of those 100 years, cer-
tainly the first 50 or so, liberal opinion in
the United States simple assumed the hos-
tility of Catholic social teaching to, well,
“liberalism.” (We have to assume that Presi-
dent Roosevelt did not in fact read Rerum
Novarum.) But all of a sudden it may be that
the Catholic teaching in this area is in fact
opposed to liberal opinion.

The intriguing part of all this, of course, is
that the papal pronouncement has American
fingerprints all over it. It would be well for
those involved to come forward, and it would
help if Rome let it be understood that to do
g0 is not only acceptable but necessary. How
50?7 Because the argument must proceed from
evidence. There are natural law elements in
the encyclical. We are told to distinguish be-
tween the society and the state; fair enough.
We are reminded again of subsidiarity, which
again has doctrinal sources. (Not least the
ecclesial sanction of Edmund Burke!) But
this is a matter for social science as well,
and we have a right to hear the complete ar-
gument.

Further, we need to learn from these
American Catholics whether they think
something new is going on. This may just be
a fixation of mine, but I cannot puzzle my
way out of it. If there is a new social cir-
cumstance, then, for example, there is no
“contradiction” at all between the two en-
cyclicals. The industrial economy that
Rerum Novarum describes continues, but the
enormous dislocations of the past have been
quite overcome. Is it possible that some gen-
eral theory will come along that will tease
out the sources of welfare dependency and
get this problem back down to an acceptable
level as Keynes did with unemployment? A
reassuring thought, actually.

So much for the long run. For purposes of
the short run it may be useful to note that
in 1988 Congress enacted the Family Support
Act, the first change in the welfare system
since it was established as a Federal program
in the midst of the Great Depression. In re-
cent Senate testimony Judith Gueron, presi-
dent of the Manpower Demonstration Re-
search Corporation, described the legisla-
tion: “*The vision of welfare reform that we
see reflected in the F.S.A. [Family Support
Act] is of a ‘social contract' between poor
parents and government, in which each party
has responsibilities. Parents—both mothers
and fathers—have the responsibility to con-
tribute to the support of their children to
the best of their abilities and to engage in
activities designed to improve their self-suf-
ficiency. The responsibilities of government
are to provide the means for poor parents to
become self-sufficient—such as employment
services and supports—and to provide income
when their best efforts fall short.”
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It remains to be seen whether the Family
Support. Act will be made to work. It is, in
any event, only one of many measures that
will be called for if, as is at the very least
likely, the issue of dependency becomes the
central issue of social justice in the next
century. Come to think, millennium!

STATISTICAL NOTE

Regarding the charts, in 1968, the Office of
Economic Opportunity provided funds for the
Panel Study of Income Dynamics (P.8.1.D.)
at the University of Michigan. Under the di-
rection of Dr. Greg Duncan, this longitudinal
study that began with 5,000 families and has
since been expanded, makes possible a statis-
tically sound measurement of welfare de-
pendency over time. At the joint request of
the Subcommittee on Social Security and
Family Policy of the Senate Committee on
Finance and the Administration for Children
and Families of the Department of Health
and Human Services, the P.8.1.D, researchers
developed the figures reported on pages 134
and 135 and reflected in Charts 1 and 2. The
data are contained in a memorandum from
Greg Duncan, Terry Adams and Deborah
Laren, Institute for Social Research, Univer-
sity of Michigan, to Bill Prosser, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, Aug. 24,
1990. The information had been requested by
Senator Moynihan in a letter of Sept. 18,
1990, to Jo Anne Barnhart, assistant sec-
retary for Children and Families.

Births to unmarried women as a percentage of
all births, 1988—All races, State rankings

[Nationwide: 25.7 percent] Percent
5 b 83 o A PRIY - SR RO CELE S (1 £ N 61.7
(2) Mississippi .. 37.6
(3) Louisiana . 33.5
(4) Maryland .... 32.6
(5) New Mexico ....... 32.3
(6) South Carolina .. 30.3
(7) New York .......... 30.1
(8) Georgia .... 29.6
(9 Ilinois ..... 29.5
(10) Florida ... 28.7
(11) Arizona ...... 28.7
(12) California .. 28.6
(13) Alabama, .... 27.9
(14) Tennessee .. 216
(15) Delaware ......... 27.1
(16) Pennsylvania 26.5
(17) Arkansas . 26.5
(18) Ohio . 26.4
(19) North Cn.rolina. 26.3
(20) Missouri . 25.0
{21) New Jersey 24.3
(22) Connecticut .. 23.8
(23) Virginia ........ 23.8
(24) Oregon .... 23.6
(25) Alaska .......... 234
(26) Rhode Island . 229
(27) Indiana ............ 22.1
(28) West Virginia .. 22.1
(29) OKIAHOMA ....ococvurranmnranraninnnsasssssens 224
(30) Washington ..........ccccciceccernissaninn. 22.3
(31) Massachusetts . 22.2
(32) Hawaii ............. 22.2
(33) Kentucky ... 220
(34) Wisconsin .. 21.9
(35) Michigan ......... 21.6
(36) South Dakota .. 20.9
(37) Montana .......... 20.8
(38) Maine ..... 20.3
(39) Texas ...... 19.7
(40) Colorado . 19.6
(41) Nevada .... 19.1
(42) Vermont .... 18.6
(43) Minnesota .. 18.3
(44) Nebraska 18.1
(45) Kansas .... 18.1
(A8Y: TOWE wissinmasmemsminapaimans v sl 17.7
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{47) Wyoming .. 17.2
{48) North Dskot.a. 15.6
(49) New Hampshire . 144
(50) Idaho .. 14.1
KL TR . oo cenemnnssSensesaransanssnssmpenss ETER 11.7

Source: Monthly Vital Statistics Report, National
Center for Health Statistics, U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services,

PERCENT OF BIRTHS TO UNMARRIED WOMEN BY RACE,
1988: CITY RANKINGS

[(National average, cities of 100,000+: white—24.9 percent; blach—E8.1
wmﬂ (Mational average, 1987 white—23.6 percent; black—66.7 per-
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1988 (per- 1987 (per-
cent) cent)
WHITE ' —HIGHEST

(1) Hartford, CT 585 60.7
(2) Bronx, NY ... 500 519
20 20
396 30
383 314
384 3.6
381 326
B0 16.1
37 354
365 366
34 378
359 37
355 128
(14) F 352 1l
(15) Baltimore, MD u7 131
(16) Manhattan, NY k) g
(17) Cleveland, I:I'I n 311
(18) Syracuse 3. 351
(19) Santa N‘Il CA 32. 04
(20) Detroit, MI 32 701
835 80.5
826 805

80.7 78.

() F 80 .
(5) §y NY 13 78
(6) Milwaukee, W1 . 79, 78.
(7) Chicago, IL . 79, 7.
(8) Springfield, IL .. 78. 74.
(9) Prttsburgh, PA . 78, 774
(10) Philadelphia, P 788 781
(11) Louiswille, KY 78, n
(12) Cleveland, OH 71, 1.
o e mooR
(IS} Erie, PA .. 769 75.5
76.7 1.
(I'ﬂ Patersan, N .. 16.7 121
(18) South Beml [ 16.5 16.7
(19) Omaha, NE 764 139
{20) Cincinnati, OH 764 M2

"The category “white” includes most Hispanics.
Source: National Center for Health Statistics, unpublished data, obtained
Aug. 16, 1990.
Births to unmarried women as a percentage of
all births, 1986—By race, State rankings
[Nationwide: White—17.7 percent; black—63.5
percent]

White—Highest ratios:? Percent

(1) New Mexico ..... 271.0
(2) California ... 26.9
(3) Arizona ... 24.3
(4) Oregon .... 224
(5) W. Virginia 21.0
(6) New York ... 20.7
(T) Maine ......... 20.3
(8) Washington ... 20.1
(9) Rhode Island . 19.4
(10) Vermont 18.5
White—Lowest ratios: !
(1) Alabama 10.6
@ Utah ........ 10.8
(3) Mississippi . 114
(4) N. Dakota .. 11.6
(5) N. Carolina . 11.7
(6) Georgia ...... 11.9
(7) S. Carolina . 124
(8) Michigan .... 12.4
(9) Louisiana 12.9
(10) Hawaii ......... 12.9
Black—Highest ratios:
(1) Wisconsin ...... 76.5
(2) Illinods ....... 75.3
(3) Pennsylvania 5.2
() DG sissnsasumaaninpisiois siisinmssescnsanesni 3.2

)
|
2
[

R MBI s s vraneton nssmiankuessassls
(6) Ohio .........
(8) Indiana .....
(9) Nebraska
(10) Tennessee
Black—Lowest ratios:
(1) Hawaii .. b
(2) N. Dakota .
(3) Maine .
(4) 8. Da.kow R
(5) New Hampshire 7
(6) Alaska ..
M Wyorning
(8) Montana ...
(9) Vermont .
(10) Utah .

1The camgory Wh.lbes inn!udes most H.laparl.lcs

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from North Carolina has raised
the issue about whether it is appro-
priate for the Federal Government to
fund research on human sexual behav-
ior. It seems ridiculous to me that we
are arguing about this today in our
country when we face unprecedented
rates of teenage pregnancy, sexually
transmitted diseases, and AIDS. We
can only combat these public plagues
on our society, and health threats,
with knowledge about what people do,
why they engage in risky behavior, and
what can potentially be done to pre-
vent it.

Mr. President, the Senator from
North Carolina read aloud several ques-
tions from the teenage survey. 1 also
understand that these questions were
removed from the survey 2 years ago.

I just wonder what the purpose was.
Did the Senator wish to shock people
into voting with him, or was he hoping
that this, maybe, was just some
disinformation, because these have
been removed? When the teenage preg-
nancy rate is at an all-time high, when
the rates of STD's are climbing, we
need solid, scientific evidence of what
to do about these trends.

Opponents of this kind of scientific
research argue that to study sexual be-
havior is to encourage it. By now, we
all know this is just plain bunk. Pre-
tending that controversial behavior
does not exist, or lecturing people not
to engage in risky behavior, does not
work. It is just plain not so. For years,
we have been funding programs that
encourage abstinence as the only ap-
proach to addressing teenage preg-
nancy. We have learned from evalua-
tions of these abstinence-only pro-
grams that they do not work. There is
no scientific evidence that abstinence-
only programs reduce the rate of teen-
age pregnancy.

Yes, we hope people will abstain and
will be better people in their total lives
for having maybe done so, but it is not
the way society is. It is not reality.
What we have to deal with, in this
body, is the reality of how we deal with
a growing public health problem that is
destroying our future. What is our fu-
ture? Our children.

So why waste any more money on
programs that do not work. Let us in-
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vest money in basic research. That is
what we are talking about, basic re-
search that will get to the root of why
risky behavior continues. What we
need is solid, scientific behavioral, and
social research to complement the al-
ready advanced biomedical research of
the NIH.

If my colleagues choose to shut their
eyes to the real health problems of
America, that this kind of research ad-
dresses, and vote in support of the
amendment of the Senator from North
Carolina, then the future of our Nation
is very bleak. Disease will continue.
Teenagers will be irreparably injured
and we will not know how to confront
the problem.

This is the last time we should de-
bate this issue. If we care about our
Nation, then we must ensure continued
Federal funding for important sci-
entific research on public health impli-
cations of sexual behavior. We need
this kind of information now because
the health and lives of our young peo-
ple depend upon it.

I strongly urge my colleagues to op-
pose the amendment of Senator HELMS
which would transfer funds to the Ado-
lescent Family Life Program.

I finish by quoting from a letter from
a public health official in my State:

If the Helms amendment were passed, we
would have to continue “‘flying blind”, bas-
ing sexually transmitted diseases and AIDS
interventions on inadequate data.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article in USA Today
dated July 26, 1991, be printed in the
RECORD.

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

[From USA Today, July 26, 1991]
REJECT PRUDERY; TEEN SEX SURVEY NEEDED

A handful of politically potent prigs are
treating a major public health problem like
a dirty joke.

Secretary of Health and Human Services
Louis Sullivan gave in to ideologies who ob-
jected to questions about sexual practices in
a five-year survey of adolescent sexual be-
havior and killed funding for this worthwhile
effort.

He may have killed more than a study. Ig-
norance about the risks our young people are
taking can cost lives.

The goal of this study was to discover not
just what teens are doing but why. Why are
they putting themselves in danger of AIDS,
sexually transmitted diseases and unwanted
pregnancy at younger ages and in greater
numbers? What influences do family values
have on their decisions? What part do school,
peers and the community play?

If this misplaced prudery prevails, we'll
never know. Many, like the writer across the
page, think that's just fine. They're content
with the current state of knowledge and
don't want to spend government money to
learn more.

This is a dangerous advocacy of ignorance.

Many gquestions that raised objections had
been dropped from an early draft. Three-
quarters of the questions were not about sex-
ual practices. Each of the 24,000 teens an-
swering the survey would do so with parental
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consent. Parents would answer separate
questionnaires.

These days, a teen who is careless with sex
risks far worse consequences than parental
disapproval.

AIDS cases among teen-agers in the United
States have increased about 40% in two
years, which means that there are now thou-
sands infected with the deadly virus. Other
data tells us that awful number is bound to
ETOW:

Half of girls have had sex by age 17; half of
boys by 16.

Only one-third
condoms.

Nearly 80% of boys and 50% of girls age 18-
19 switch partners within 12 months.

That's a recipe for disaster for our young
people.

AIDS is just one of the diseases that can
wreck their lives; they're also in danger of
infections that can cause sterility and preg-
nancy that can put them on welfare. Fifty-
nine percent of women who were receiving
welfare in 1988 were age 18 or younger when
they first gave birth.

If these grim facts are going to change, we
have to learn more about teen behavior,
What encourages teens to take such risks?
What would persuade them to avoid those
risks?

Secretary Sullivan should heed the House
vote late Thursday affirming such surveys.
What better use for public money than buy-
ing a tool to save young lives?

What we choose not to know can ruin their
lives—or kill them,

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, it is my
understanding that there are no fur-
ther requests for debate and there has
been an agreement on the yeas and
nays.

So I would move at this time, Mr.
President, to table the amendment pro-
vided that the yeas and nays are or-
dered.

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator with-
hold at this moment.

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, 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.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I wonder if
I might inquire of the majority leader
if there is a possibility of limiting
amendments on this bill. I do not mean
limiting anybody, but saying there are
s0 many amendments left. Otherwise, I
know my colleagues, when it gets to be
6, 7 o'clock tonight, are going to won-
der why they are still here.

One way to prevent that is to go
ahead and get the amendments and get
them debated. I thank the majority
leader for trying to protect a Member
on this side who is absent until 6
o'clock. Then we can start voting.

I want to help the majority leader, if
he has any ideas on how I can do that.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I dis-
cussed earlier this morning, and more
recently, with the distinguished Repub-
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lican leader my desire to proceed to
complete action on the pending bill. I
will, of course, as always, endeavor to
accommodate those Senators who are,
by virtue of emergency, unable to be
here at certain times.

We have now been on the bill for 3%
hours today, and we have not been able
to get to a vote for that reason. But it
seems to me that the fair and yet re-
sponsible way to proceed would be to
prepare a list of those amendments
that do remain, identify them, limit
consideration to those amendments,
obtain time agreements for their con-
sideration, and then have the votes
later today at a time when all Senators
can be present.

The alternative to that is that we
will simply be here again late tonight,
doing that which we could have done
throughout the day. Of course, Sen-
ators will be inquiring why it is that,
once again, we are debating at 9, 10, 11
o’clock in the evening after a day with-
out any votes having occurred.

So I inquire of the Republican lead-
er—I am advised that the Democratic
staff has prepared a list of all of the
amendments to be offered on the
Democratic side, and that they are
three in number, and that we are pre-
pared to enter into an agreement. I am
advised that there are three on the Re-
publican side. And if we could identify
them in the next few moments and
reach agreement on a reasonable time
for debate on those, and then stack the
votes at a time when all Senators can
be present, we will achieve both effec-
tive utilization of the Senate's time
and accommodation of the Senators
who, by virtue of an emergency, have
not been able to be present.

Mr. DOLE. I will be happy to try to
get a list on this side. Hopefully, they
will not all require rollcalls. Maybe we
can get short time agreements so that
we might complete at an early hour
this evening.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President,
might I ask then that, it now being
2:05, since I think both sides have gone
through this process, if we could ask
the staffs in the next 10 minutes to pre-
pare such a list, and I will come out at
that time—and I hope the Republican
leader will be present—and propound a
request to get an agreement on that
basis so that we can proceed.

There are only two alternatives to it.
We can proceed one at a time, move to
table the pending amendments, and
vote on them now, or end up doing that
at some late hour this evening, to the
inconvenience of a very large number
of Senators.

So I hope we can reach agreement on
that. And I will, therefore—so those
Senators who have an interest in this
will have an opportunity to come to
the floor at approximately 2:15—pro-
pound such a request to see if we can
get an agreement on that basis.

Mr. HARKIN. Will the majority lead-
er yield?
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Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, sir.

Mr. HARKIN. We have an amendment
pending now. And I think all debate
has been finished, and we can proceed
right now to a vote on Senator HELMS'
amendment. I believe all debate has
been finished.

Mr. MITCHELL. The Senator from
Jowa was not present during the earlier
part of this conversation. One of the
Republican Members of the Senate has
been, by virtue of a personal emer-
gency, called away and is not present.

They are making an effort not to
have votes at this time. I am trying to
accommodate that by getting an agree-
ment that will enable us to complete
the amendments and the bill, and stack
the votes at a time when everybody
can be here. I am trying to avoid the
situation that we do not do anything

now.

Mr. SIMON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KERREY). The Senator from Illinois.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I have an
amendment that we set-aside until 1:45.
I ask unanimous consent—our staffs
are still trying to work it out—that
that be set-aside until 3 o'clock.

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

LE. Mr. President, I wonder if
I might proceed with a statement on a
different matter.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
yield the floor.

GOOD NEWS ON TWO FRONTS

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, certainly,
the two landmark events of this year
have been our great victory in the Per-
sian Gulf war, and the collapse of the
Soviet state and Soviet communism.
The changes wrought by the dramatic
events continue to unfold—as was
again apparent during the past 24
hours.

The Desert Storm victory has opened
the door to a possible solution to many
problems which have long vexed the
Middle East—mone more important
than the problem of hostages held in
Lebanon and elsewhere. It is therefore
very good news, indeed, that Israel has
announced the release of 51 Lebanese
prisoners and the return of the remains
of 9 others in its custody. That action
followed the release of information by
the so-called Hezbollah Shiite Muslim
organization on two Israeli servicemen
long missing, and now reported dead.

The families of our own hostages, and
of the other hostages and prisoners
being held in the region, have ridden
the roller coaster of rising hopes and
crashing disappointment many times.
So it serves no good purpose to let our
expectations get ahead of the facts.
But for one of the few times, this time
there is come concrete and positive de-
velopments underlying the renewed
hope. So hope, and pray, we do—that
this will indeed turn out to be a break-
through to the release of all hostages.
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I would also note that we must insist,
when and if our hostages are released,
that we also obtain a full accounting
for U.S. Marine Col. Rich Higgins—
taken hostage while on duty with U.N.
peacekeeping forces in Lebanon. Colo-
nel Higgins is believed to have been
murdered by his captors, but we have
never had final confirmation of his
fate. Equally important, if indeed he is
dead, we must demand the return of his
remains, for final disposition by his
family.

1 have personally pledged to his wife,
Marine Maj. Robin Higgins, that I will
never rest until we—and she—obtain
the full and final accounting to which
we have a right. And I know that all
Members of Congress, and President
Bush and the members of his adminis-
tration, share that same determina-
tion.

I would also note that—especially be-
cause Colonel Higgins was on duty with
the United Nation at the time of his
capture—it is absolutely incumbent
upon Secretary General Perez de
Cuellar and other U.N. officials in-
volved in these delicate negotiations to
keep Colonel Higgins’ case at the top of
their agenda.

Meanwhile, and almost simulta-
neously, we have heard the very wel-
come announcement that the Soviet
Union will soon withdraw its military
forces from Cuba.

Among a number of serious barriers
to fully normalized and cordial rela-
tions between the United States and
the rapidly changing Soviet Union,
none has been more important than
Moscow's long-time and lavish support
of Castro’s Communist state.

Until now, partially protected by the
Kremlin's troops and bolstered by bil-
lions of rubles in subsidies, Fidel has
hunkered down behind his own little
Iron Curtain—keeping the democratic
revolution which is sweeping the rest
of the world at arms length.

If the Soviet forces are indeed re-
moved—and if that is followed, as So-
viet officials are promising—by an end
to massive Soviet military and eco-
nomic aid, then there will be a real
hope that the deterioration of Castro’s
tyranny will accelerate; and there will
be a real hope that someday soon we
may see the restoration of freedom for
the people of Cuba.

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. SIMON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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LABOR, HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES, AND EDUCATION, AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, FISCAL YEAR 1992

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 1113, AS MODIFIED

Mr, SIMON. Mr. President, I had of-
fered an amendment urging that we
take another look at our budget prior-
ities in view of what has happened in
the world. Senator BYRD made some
very constructive suggestions and I
modified that.

In the meantime, Senator DOMENICI
has also offered suggestions and I
would like to modify my amendment. I
think it is acceptable to everyone at
this point. I know of no opposition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has a right to modify his amend-
ment.

Is there objection to modifying the
amendment?

Mr. SIMON. I am modifying my own
amendment. Senator COCHRAN and Sen-
ator DOMENICI are here on the floor. I
believe there is no objection to the
amendment as it has been restruc-
tured.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the
Senator from Illinois is correct. I
checked with the Republican leader,
Senator DOLE. In fact, I ran it by Sen-
ator BYRD, who was present at the
summit also. I do not believe we have
any objection on our side. Senator
GRAMM helped the Senator from New
Mexico with the draft of changes. I un-
derstand with that kind of consent that
it will be adopted by voice vote. We
have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is modified.

The amendment (No. 1113), as further
modified, is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:

SEC. . (a)The Senate finds that—

(1) Since the 1990 budget summit agree-
ment, extraordinary events in the world,
particularly in Central Europe and the
former Soviet Union, may provide our coun-
try with an opportunity to reexamine the
broad spending priorities embodied in the
1990 budget summit agreement.

(b) It is the sense of the Senate that the
President of the United States and the
Democratic and Republican leadership of the
Congress should consider establishing new
priorities. If it is so determined, based on
current and changing world events, the de-
fense spending path negotiated in the 1990
summit could be reduced in the future, then
any such reduction should be made available
for reducing Federal budget deficits, reduc-
ing Federal tax burdens, increasing domestic
spending, or any combination thereof.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 1113), as further
modified, was agreed to.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.
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Mr. COCHRAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MITCHELL. 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. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KoHL). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I ask
that I might be permitted no longer
than 10 minutes to proceed as if in
morning business.

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

Mr. D’AMATO. I thank the Chair.

LOAN GUARANTEES TO ISRAEL

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, we
have heard a great deal lately about
the problems in the Middle East, par-
ticularly with respect to the proposals
for loan guarantees to the State of Is-
rael. I find myself in the position of
having to say, quite candidly, to the
administration: I fail to understand
what you are doing and why you are
doing it.

It seems to me that our foreign pol-
icy should be one which rewards our
friends, which works with our friends,
and punishes the enemies of freedom
and democracy.

We have forgotten the lessons of his-
tory. I remember coming to this Sen-
ate floor and being excoriated by
Democrats, Republicans, and the ad-
ministration alike, because I said, “‘no
more loan guarantees to Saddam Hus-
sein, the ‘Butcher of Baghdad'." ‘“What
do you mean cutting off loans and loan
guarantees to him?" One would have
thought I was attacking Mother Te-
resa. Incredible.

Between 1983 and 1990, the United
States made agricultural loan guaran-
tees to the ‘‘Butcher of Baghdad'' of
some $5 billion. As a matter of fact, he
still owes us $1.9 billion. Who knows if
we will ever get paid.

Take a look at the history of the
State of Israel. It has never defaulted
on its loans or any loan guarantee.
Never. Now, what about this $10 bil-
lion? I have many constituents who
write and say, ‘‘we should be taking
care of our own. Why are we giving for-
eign aid? Why are we giving $10 billion
to Israel?”" We are not giving $10 billion
to Israel. That is absolutely not the
case.

In fact what we would guarantee, in
the event the State of Israel fails to
pay back its loans—and let me reit-
erate, she has never defaulted on any
loan—$10 billion which would come
from the private sector. And what are
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these guarantees for? They will meet
the humanitarian needs of housing, of
shelter, of infrastructure, for 1 million
immigrants that are coming into the
State of Israel.

The United States led the fight for
Soviet Jews who sought return to Zion.
We have the moral responsibility to
provide them that opportunity by un-
derwriting aid for the most humani-
tarian of purposes.

A short time ago, we gave billions of
dollars in loan guarantees to the
Butcher of Baghdad. Was he rehabili-
tating people, providing housing, pro-
viding shelter? No. He was gassing the
Kurds, gassing the Iranians, and build-
ing his military fortress.

Who invaded Kuwait? It wasn't Is-
rael. She was withstanding incredible
physical and psychological torment. I
was there when the Scud missiles were
coming into Israel and the people were
saying “What will we do? What will we
do?"" We asked and urged Israel to act
with restraint. That she did. Is this her
reward?

Mr. President, the $10 billion is not
going to cost the taxpayers of the Unit-
ed States one penny. This must be un-
derstood. Fully one-third, if not more,
of the $10 billion over the next 5 years
will be spent in the United States, pro-
ducing 60,000 or more jobs, which
means there will be a significant re-
turn to our economy. It will not cost
the taxpayers anything. In fact, the
taxpayers of this country are going to
benefit. People are going to get work.
The private sector is going to finance
these loans, not the U.S. taxpayer.

We are asking that the United States
stand up and say yes, we are part of the
humanitarian effort to make it pos-
sible for a million people to come into
a small country like Israel and to pro-
vide them with the basics, with shelter,
with infrastructure, with job opportu-
nities. It will create jobs here. And
that is the right thing to do: reward
our friends and punish our enemies.

This may seem too simplistic, but I
suggest to you that we have had a for-
eign policy that all too often has done
the opposite—rewarding our enemies
with promises of what we will do for
them, including giving them loan guar-
antees only to see them attack us,
clearly flying in the face of what de-
mocracy and moral values can and
should be about.

That makes no sense. What this will
do is set back the peace process. Who
wins with this approach?

The PLO? The hard-line, militant
Arabs who now say that the United
States relationship with Israel, is less
than what it has been; less than the
total commitment of support for a pre-
cious ally with the voices of democ-
racy. If the peace process is ready to go
ahead, let it go ahead. Let the issues,
the complex issues that may exist, be
debated and negotiated at the bargain-
ing table.
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I do not believe that holding Israel
hostage as it relates to this $10 billion
is right, morally or politically. It is un-
conscionable, It is not the noble course
that this Nation should be seeking or
undertaking. It is not a course where
we are standing up for what is morally
correct. If anything, we put ourselves
in the place of a blackmailer for the
Wrong purposes.

I hope that we will reevaluate this
position. I hope that the Congress of
the United States, working together
with the administration, will fashion a
course that says we stand with our
friends, and we stand for democracy.

Thank you, Mr. President.

I yield the floor.

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. WOFFORD. 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. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as if in
morning business.

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

LOAN GUARANTEE TO ISRAEL

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I have
just read the dispatch telling that the
President has threatened to veto ac-
tion by the Congress of the United
States for a loan guarantee to Israel. I
rise to say that I think this policy of
linking the loan guarantee to the peace
process—delaying this loan guarantee
because of the peace process—is unwise
and is wrong.

Now is the time, after we have just
shown with such dedication in the Per-
sian Gulf why it is important to act for
peace in the Middle East on behalf of
an independent Arab State, to stand
firm in our support of the one true de-
mocracy in the region.

We who have had such a stake in get-
ting Soviet Jews and Ethiopian Jews
free to go to Israel should take this ac-
tion now. I was once in Ethiopia, with
the Peace Corps, working with the
Ethiopian Jews. And I've worked in the
Soviet Union as president of the Inter-
national League for Human Rights,
with the Soviet dissidents, seeking
freedom for Soviet Jews. Knowing what
America has done to press for that
freedom, it seems to me that this is no
time for delay in showing our commit-
ment to assisting not by a loan but by
a guarantee for an ally whose record of
paying loans to this date has been per-
fect.

Therefore, I strongly dissent from
the President of the United States, who
has threatened to veto an action which
the conscience of the world calls for us
to take.
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Thank you, 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. ADAMS. 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. ADAMS. Mr. President, I am list-
ed on the list of having an amendment
involving the prosthetic foot. I will be
offering that amendment. Prior to of-
fering it, I was going to make a short
statement. I think it has been agreed
upon by both sides, but I wanted to ex-
plain it, because there has been a great
advance not only for Members of this
body but for some of the senior citizens
in this country.

I am very pleased to offer this
amendment to H.R. 2707, because it is
intended to ensure that the Rehabilita-
tion Service Administration of the De-
partment of Education provides the
full funding for those few vital pro-
grams in the field of prosthetic edu-
cation. I have watched with growing
alarm over the last few years, as my
distinguished colleague from Iowa has,
as the RSA has cut back on these edu-
cational programs, because to have
someone use one of these types of pros-
thetic devices requires considerable
skill in the educational area.

One of the programs funded under
this Federal effort is at my alma
mater, the University of Washington,
in Seattle. I am extremely proud of the
work that is being done on that pro-
gram in the Department of Rehabilita-
tive Medicine in the University of
Washington Medical School. I have
seen the use of this in such people as a
former Member of this body, Senator
Magnuson, which gave him years of ad-
ditional usage of his limbs, and the
ability to do things that he had not and
would not have been able otherwise to
have done.

The amendment will ensure that the
RSA provides adequate funding for
O&P education by restoring the fund-
ing in the O&P program to its former
level. This important rehabilitation
field will be able to address the con-
tinuing challenges and serve the Na-
tion’s disabled population. I commend
the leadership Senator HARKIN has
shown, both on this subcommittee and
on the Senate Subcommittee on Dis-
ability Policy, where his leadership and
vision have reflected to Americans
with disabilities one of the most im-
portant pieces of civil rights legisla-
tion this Nation has ever known and
ever seen.

I believe this amendment is support-
ive of the objectives and goals set in
this landmark legislation and I urge its
adoption. I know of no objection to this
amendment.
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AMENDMENT NO. 1115

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I send
the amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendments
will be set aside.

The clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Washington [Mr. ADAMS]
proposes an amendment numbered 1115.

Mr. ADAMS. 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 57, line 3, before the period, insert
the following: “‘Provided, That of the funds
made available under this heading, no less
than $1,400,000 shall be for the full funding of
orthotics and prosthetics training pro-
grams'.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to offer an amendment to H.R.
2707 intended to insure that the Reha-
bilitation Services Administration of
the Department of Education provide
the full funding necessary for those few
vital programs in the field of orthotic
and prosthetic education. I have
watched with growing alarm over the
past few years, as has my distinguished
colleague from Iowa, as the RSA has
cut back on these educational pro-
grams, By restoring the funding of
O&P programs to its former level, this
important rehabilitation field will be
able to address its continuing chal-
lenge: to serve the Nation’s disabled
population.

One of the programs funded under
this Federal effort is at my alma
mater, the University of Washington in
Seattle. I am extremely proud of the
work being done in that program in the
Department of Rehabilitative medicine
at the University of Washington medi-
cal school.

Over the last 21 years that program
has graduated 188 students, whose pro-
ficiency in their chosen field has been
in the profession’s national certifi-
cation examinations. Those graduates
have gone on to careers providing qual-
ity care for thousands of disabled pa-
tients throughout the United States.

The Seattle area, with the University
of Washington and Prosthetic Research
Study provides those students with a
unique opportunity for interaction
with current research and develop-
ment. Those students spend time work-
ing directly with leaders in the field of
computer-aided design and computer-
aided manufacturing of prosthetic de-
vices. Just this month, Prosthetic Re-
search Study of Seattle, WA, was a 1991
National Award Recipient from Allied
Services, a national leader in the field
of providing resources for people with
disabilities. Prosthetics  Research
Study is one of the world’s leading cen-
ters for the research and development
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of mobility aids for the disabled, in-
cluding the Seattle Foot, worn by more
than 65,000 amputees.

Practitioners trained in orthotics
and prosthetics design and fit braces
and prostheses that enable physically
challenged individuals to overcome
often serious and crippling conditions
and return to productive lives. Unfor-
tunately, cuts in funding by the RSA
may jeopardize the availability of
these critical services.

Orthotic and prosthetic [0&P] serv-
ices are provided by highly-trained,
certified, allied health practitioners.
These professionals evaluate the needs
of individual patients, often in emer-
gency situations, and consult closely
with prescribing physicians to fit pa-
tients with the appropriate orthosis
[brace] or prosthesis [artificial limb]
for his or her individual needs.
Orthotists and prosthetists have long-
term involvement with their patients,
instructing them in the proper use of
the brace or prosthesis and conducting
follow up care throughout the course of
the patient's disability or rehabilita-
tion to ensure that the brace or pros-
thesis continues to fit properly and is
properly used by the patient.

The O&P field is a relatively small
one, with only about 2,600 certified
practitioners available to serve the en-
tire United States. The services of the
O&P profession are rehabilitative in
nature. Typically, they reduce the
length of stay for beneficiaries in cost-
ly inpatient settings and help restore
mobility and ability to function
unaided, making it possible for the
O&P patient to return to useful work.

The practice of orthotics and pros-
thetics is unique among the allied
health professions since it calls for a
mix of clinical and mechanical/engi-
neering skills. The teaching of the nec-
essary skills to provide specialized
O&P clinical care is a painstaking
process, It requires education in an ex-
tensive interdisciplinary curriculum
which includes such varied subjects as
anatomy, physiology, kinesiology, and
materials property.

For over 20 years, the profession of
orthotics and prosthetics has relied ex-
clusively upon the RSA to provide
funding for the schools which provide
orthotic and prosthetic education.
These funds have been critical to this
very expensive and very specialized
education. Many of the 10 schools
which have historically provided such
educational opportunities are State in-
stitutions. These State institutions are
restricted by their respective legisla-
tures from charging a self-sustaining
tuition for the O&P programs which re-
quire costly materials and fabrication
laboratory facilities.

The O&P profession is experiencing a
funding crisis. Since 1988, O&P edu-
cation funding has been substantially
cut. In fact, O&P programs at New
York University and the University of
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California at Los Angeles have both
closed and Florida International Uni-
versity is presently evaluating the via-
bility of continuing its program. In the
past, no program has been resuscitated
after losing RSA funding. Additional
school closings will occur if RSA con-
tinues on its present course.

Despite numerous attempts by the
O&P field to secure relief, the RSA has
persisted in ignoring the needs of this
fragile profession, and continues to dis-
regard the will of the Congress. The
RSA is clearly permitted to expend
funds for education in O&P, and has
done so for nearly 20 years. The recent
reductions in O&P education funding
serves to dilute the objectives ex-
pressed by Congress in the Americans
With Disabilities Act [ADA], and defy
specific congressional directives to re-
store O&P training funding to its
former level. In addition, direct inquir-
ies from my office have failed to elicit
an appropriate response from RSA.

Although Congress has been clear
with respect to its intent to continue
funding O&P education, the RSA con-
tinues to reduce O&P funding. If RSA
later restores funding to any closed
program, the agency will have to spend
additional monies for the startup of
closed programs—sums that would be
saved if the RSA kept these programs
alive. If any of the programs remain
closed, the need for O&P training will
simply not be met.

Orthotics and prosthetics has the po-
tential to help children, the elderly,
and especially trauma victims live full
and productive lives. However, the suc-
cess formula requires a continuous
stream of qualified practitioners. The
RSA's actions to date may jeopardize
the realization of the goals envisioned
by the passage of the Americans With
Disabilities Act. Without RSA finan-
cial support and the resulting decrease
in practitioners, the needs of America's
disabled cannot be adequately served.

This amendment will ensure that the
RSA provides adequate funding for
O&P education. By restoring the fund-
ing of O&P programs to its former
level, this important rehabilitation
field will be able to address its continu-
ing challenges and serve the Nation's
disabled population.

I commend the leadership Senator
HARKIN has shown, both on this sub-
committee, and on the Senate Sub-
committee on Disability Policy, where
his leadership and vision were reflected
in the Americans With Disabilities Act,
one of the most important pieces of
civil rights legislation this Nation has
ever seen. I believe this amendment is
supportive of the objectives and goals
set in that landmark legislation, and I
urge its adoption.

Mr. President, I ask that the man-
agers approve this amendment.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, while
the manager on the Democratic side
comes to the floor let me just say that
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we have taken a look at the amend-
ment of the distinguished Senator from
Washington. We have no objection to it
on this side and recommend that it be
approved.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, we, also,
have no objection to it. We accept the
amendment and urge its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Washington.

The amendment (No. 1115) was agreed
to.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. HARKIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. ADAMS. I thank the managers.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we are
trying right now to work out a list of
amendments that Senators plan to
offer so that we will know which
amendments will be offered. Then we
will have some idea how much time de-
bate may take and we may be able to
vote on final passage of the bill. There
is still some discussion about one of
the amendments.

I have one amendment that is on the
list and I am prepared to offer that if it
fits with the schedule of the managers
of the bill. I am awaiting copies of the
amendment to be delivered to me in
their final form, but just for the infor-
mation of Senators, if there is any in-
terest in looking at the list of amend-
ments or knowing what we may be
about to have propounded as a unani-
mous consent-request, now is the time
to inquire because we are at that point
in the management of the bill.

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. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the gquorum 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 re-
maining amendments in order to this
bill, other than the pending Helms
amendment No. 1114 and the excepted
committee amendments, be the follow-
ing, that they be considered under the
time limitations listed and that the
time be evenly divided and controlled
in the usual form:

An amendment by Senator KERREY of
Nebraska regarding impact aid, 5 min-
utes; an amendment by Senator FORD
regarding Medicaid, 30 minutes; an
amendment by Senator HELMS regard-
ing Pell grants to the committee
amendment, 20 minutes; an amendment
by Senator COCHRAN regarding model
garment programs to the committee
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amendment, 1 hour; an amendment by
Senator DOLE regarding impact aid to
Kansas, 10 minutes; an amendment by
Senator HATCH regarding home health,
20 minutes; an amendment by Senator
SEYMOUR regarding SLIAG, 45 minutes;
an amendment by Senator SEYMOUR re-
garding OSAP post partum babies, 20
minutes; an amendment by Senator
SMITH regarding sense-of-the-Senate,
Ryan White, 10 minutes; and amend-
ments agreed upon by the managers.

Further, that there be 5 minutes for
debate remaining on the pending Helms
amendment No. 1114, that there be 10
minutes for debate remaining on the
bill; that once this agreement is agreed
to, all committee amendments be
agreed to en bloc with the exception of
the pending committee amendment
and two additional committee amend-
ments, one beginning on page 9 and one
beginning on page 60; and that follow-
ing the disposition of any second-de-
gree amendments to these excepted
committee amendments, the commit-
tee amendments be deemed agreed to,
as amended, if amended, without fur-
ther debate.

I further ask unanimous consent that
any rollcall votes ordered to occur on
the above-listed amendments be
stacked to occur today at a time to be
determined by the majority leader,
after consultation with the Republican
leader, and that if debate and disposi-
tion of the above matters have been
completed prior to the time set for the
rollcall votes to occur, then in the in-
tervening time the Senate proceed to
the consideration of H.R. 2686, the Inte-
rior appropriations bill.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, and I do not
plan to object, I would like one clari-
fication or two. On the pending amend-
ment by Senator HELMS, No. 1114, I
wonder if the majority leader would in-
clude in that, to be disposed of by a ta-
bling motion.

Mr. MITCHELL. I have no objection
to that.

Mr. HELMS. I did not hear the Sen-
ator.

Mr. HATFIELD. I suggested that the
pending Helms amendment, at the ex-
piration of the time, it would be dis-
posed of by a tabling motion.

Mr. HELMS. I say to the Senator, I
would much prefer an up-or-down vote,
but a tabling motion is the very same
thing. The people of this country un-
derstand that it is a distinction with-
out a difference and a difference with-
out a distinction, but that would be
satisfactory with me.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I so
modify my request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, fur-
ther clarification, I would also suggest
that on the second Helms amendment
relating to Pell grants that that be dis-
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posed of, at the expiration of the time,
by a voice vote.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I do
not believe that is appropriate to in-
clude in a unanimous-consent agree-
ment. This agreement does not require
a rollcall vote. If we get to that amend-
ment and there is no demand for a roll-
call vote, then it can be disposed of
without a rollcall vote. I do not believe
it appropriate to attempt to include
that in the agreement in advance.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I wonder
if the distinguished leader would per-
mit me to request a brief quorum call
so I could speak with him?

Mr. MITCHELL. Certainly.

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. 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.

Mr. M Mr. President, I
renew my request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
thank my colleagues, the distinguished
managers of the bill.

I now yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from New
York.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President,
would I be correct that the pending
business is the amendment by the dis-
tinguished Senator from North Caro-
lina?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. The amendment is
under a time agreement.

Mr. Mr. President, I
move to table the amendment.

Would the Senator wish to speak?
There is 5 minutes, I believe.

Mr. HELMS. I was just asking if the
Senator would withhold so I could
speak for about 3 minutes?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes, sir, of course. I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina is recognized.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, there
were very few Senators on the floor
this morning during the debate on the
pending amendment. So, obviously,
Senators cannot possibly know much
about it. I think the best illustration I
can offer for what the amendment is
about is to ask informally that I be
permitted to place a copy of the sex
survey questions, on both the Demo-
cratic and Republican tables.

The material is not prepared by me.
It is a photocopy of a few of the actual
survey questions so that Senators may
at least look at them.

Furthermore, I would just say in con-
nection with this, that for any Senator
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who may not feel that the sex surveys
are all that bad, I hope they would at
least glance at the questions. It might
turn their stomachs a little, but I
think they ought to know what I am
talking about. I am not going to read
any more questions. I read just two
this morning and that was quite
enough.

The point is this: Title X is the
planned parenthood title. Title XX is
the only Federal program that seeks to
persuade young people that sexual ac-
tivity before marriage should not
occur. We have only one program. Both
title X and title XX have been author-
ized. But in this bill, only title X has
been funded. I propose to transfer the
money from the sex surveys and put it
into title XX so that title XX will not
become extinct.

I hope Senators will have an oppor-
tunity to give some thought to that.

I thank the Senator for withholding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from New
York.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, in
the spirit in which the distinguished
senior Senator has spoken, I would like
to say the same, and appeal to col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle—this
is hardly a matter of partisanship—to
understand that the work that is con-
templated would be, among other
things, the first serious, systematic ef-
fort to learn the fertility history, both
of adult women and of adult men, at a
time when one child in four in our
country is born out of wedlock. In the
Senator’s State 1 in 4; in mine, 3 in 10;
in some cities, T in 10; in some groups,
6 in 10.

Across the Nation, this is a wholly
new experience. In the past 30 years the
illegitimacy ratio in our country has
grown from 5 percent to 26 percent. The
Canadians have something of the same
experience. Other nations, such as
Great Britain, as well.

This is not an understood phenome-
non. It is new. It is at the base, almost
surely, of most of what we call the so-
cial problems in our country.

This is a responsible effort by mature
demographers, social scientists, trying
to get a record of an unprecedented ex-
perience for the Nation. It is serious
work today—social science on a new
subject of the utmost gravity. I cannot
suppose that we will not let the Na-
tional Institute of Child Health and De-
velopment go forward with this study
at the National Opinion Research Cen-
ter at the University of Chicago.

So, Mr. President, I respectfully
move the amendment be tabled.

Mr. HELMS. Mr President, I ask for
the yeas and nay:

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I believe, Mr. Presi-
dent, the votes have been delayed to a
later period in the day.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. The vote will occur
later today.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Chair
recognizes the Senator from Mis-
sissippi.

AMENDMENT NO. 1116 TO EXCEPTED COMMITTEE
AMENDMENT BEGINNING ON PAGE 8, LINE 10
(Purpose: To prohibit the Secretary of Labor

from expending certain funds for the im-

plementation or enforcement of certain

regulations concerning model garment pro-
grams)

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 legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. CocH-
RAN] proposes an amendment numbered 1116
to the excepted committee amendment be-
ginning on page 9, line 10.

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:

On page 9, line 10, strike out ‘‘$231,326,000,"
and insert in lieu thereof the following:
**$231,326,000, none of which shall be expended
by the Secretary of Labor to implement or
enforce model garment regulations or model
garment enforcement policy promulgated
under the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938
(29 U.S.C. 201 et seq.),”.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this is
an amendment to the committee
amendment on page 9 which will pro-
hibit the use of funds in this portion of
the bill by the Secretary of Labor to
enforce regulations relating to model
garment programs, or model garment
enforcement policies of the Depart-
ment of Labor under the Fair Labor
Standards Act.

Specifically, the purpose of the
amendment is to recognize, as a matter
of law, that such model garment pro-
grams should not be included under the
wage and hour rules of the Fair Labor
Standards Act for the following rea-
sons.

For some years now, retail fabric
stores—those selling bolts of cloth,
buttons, and other items that are used
to make garments, patterns that are
used by people in their homes to make
clothes—have had programs with their
own employees that would permit an
employee to receive fabric at no cost,
with patterns and other necessary
items to make clothes, and then to pro-
ceed to make model clothes to display
in the store so that customers could
see the kinds of clothes that could be
made with the materials that are for
sale in that fabric store. And at the end
of the display period, which customar-
ily is 3 to 6 weeks, the employee would
then be permitted under this program
to keep the dress or keep the clothes
that the employee made. This turned
out to be a very popular program with
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a lot of employees in many fabric
stores all over the country.

A question was raised, though., by
some who considered this to be a viola-
tion of the wage and hour rules under
the Fair Labor Standards Act because
the employees were not actually paid
in cash, or as a part of their earnings
by the store, for making that garment
at home for display in the store. But it
was considered by both the employer,
the store owner, and the employee to
be fair compensation if the employee
could keep the garment after it was
displayed for a short period of time.
And so that is the issue. Is that kind of
program violative of the wage and hour
rules of the Fair Labor Standards Act?
Many said it was; some said it was not.
So the issue was debated. Finally, in
1988, the Department of Labor issued
regulations which seemed to support
the exception of this program from the
Fair Labor Standards Act.

You read the regulation, like I guess
a lot of Federal regulations, and you
think it is going to conclude one way,
and then it turns out with two para-
graphs right at the end, after they talk
about the program and talk about how
there ought to be a separate policy for
the model garment program under the
Fair Labor Standards Act—it does not
criticize this program; it does not say
it violates any laws—then it gets to
the end of the regulations and it says:

An accurate record in home worker hand-
books is maintained of all hours worked in
the home sewing activities and the employ-
ees are paid for all hours worked both in the
stores and in the home sewing activities in
accordance with the provisions of the FLSA,

Having gone through this entire page
of regulations talking about how this
was a good program and how it bene-
fited employees, it was popular with
them, it showed consumers the kind of
clothes that could be made with the
fabrics there, it was good for the busi-
ness, it was good for the employers,
they then go down there and say but if
you are going to have a program like
this, you have to keep a record of all
the hours worked at home and then
you have to pay, separate and above
giving the free clothes, for the work—
the wage is the same for the home
work—that would have been paid if the
worker performed in the store. And so
there is no program, in effect, under
this regulation.

But when the minimum wage bill
that we had before the Senate a few
years ago was on the floor, I filed an
amendment similar to the one that I
filed today. This was the bill that
changed the minimum wage rules,
phased in increases in the minimum
wage bill, and it was my hope that the
Labor Committee would take a look at
that problem and deal with it on that
bill.

After some discussion with the chair-
man of the Labor Committee, Senator
KENNEDY, I was promised that if I
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would not push that amendment at
that time that Labor Committee staff
would work with our staff and we
would try to meet with the Depart-
ment of Labor officials and resolve this
dispute so that there would not be a
termination, in effect, of the model
garment programs in all the fabric
stores in the country.

I am sad to report that, after some
meetings were held, no progress what-
soever was made in getting any
changes to these regulations that were
issued in 1988. And so we come to this
point in time, Mr. President, where we
have run out of any other avenue to
pursue what seems to this Senator to
be a clear misunderstanding of the
kind of program that the model gar-
ment program is, the fact that it is fair
to employees.

The employees, frankly, enjoy being
able to get the free materials from the
store in which they already work and
then to get patterns and to work at
home on their own to make display
garments for the store and then keep
them and show them to their friends or
wear them and enjoy them.

I have, for example, a petition—I
have received a lot of calls and letters
when this first started being dis-
cussed—but I have a petition from
some employees in one store in Michi-
gan who heard about the fact that we
were trying to modify this program
and permit it to go forward.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that a copy of this petition that
is signed by a number of employees be
printed in the RECORD.

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

JUNE 1, 1990.

We, the undersigned, who are employees of
Minnesota Fabrics #613 (Warren, Michigan),
would like to express our outrage at the
elimination of our model garment program.
We have been compared to ‘‘sweatshops’ and
we would like to make it quite clear that
this is a misnomer.

(1) This program is a voluntary program.
Some employees choose not to make items,
be it for personal reasons or disinterest.
Many of the employees are delighted to
make craft items or garments. We are will-
ing to put our time in because we enjoy sew-
ing and learning new and more efficient
methods of construction.

(2) We consider this program to be a truly
wonderful benefit of our job. We get to exper-
iment with new materials, patterns, acces-
sories, and methods. It is most certainly to
our advantage that we get our materials at
no charge. We are able to update our ward-
robes, where some may be lacking because of
the expense. We are able to make things as
gifts, where maybe we would have been very
reluctant because of the cost and time in-
volved.

(3) It is to our advantage and the store's to
make our model garments. We are walking
advertisements for our merchandise. We are
able, first hand, to know if a fabric is suit-
able, durable, and compatible with our needs.
We are able to help our customers with
quirks, problems, or advantages of certain
patterns. Customers are able to see garments
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in a variety of sizes, too. It often is very dif-
ficult to picture a garment in a size 16 or 18
when the garments that are sent in and the
pattern books are only showing them in
svelte sizes.

(4) The model garments we make are often
characteristic of our region and a reflection
of our customer's needs. We reflect a broad
cross-section of people. One store may cater
mainly to professionals who are looking for
suits, maybe dry-cleanable and made by
dressmakers. Another area caters to working
women and homemakers looking for easy
care fabrics and styles that they can make
for themselves and their families. It is not
uncommon for customers to inquire, com-
ment, and compliment us on garments that
have long been down from displays. We see
the needs of our customers and we do our
very best to accommodate those needs.

(5) Our store is ‘‘personalized’ by our
model garments. When a customer walks
into our store now, it is nearly void of ‘‘per-
sonality’'. Now we are fixtures, fabrics, and
signs. No longer do customers walk in the
door and “tour" the store! The few garments
that have been sent in are too basic, poorly
constructed, unstylish, and uninteresting.
Our customers also can see the same gar-
ments at every store in the district! Rarely
do they stop and ‘‘check them out", ask
questions, or choose to use the same pat-
terns and fabrics. Our customers see the
pride we have put into our own model gar-
ments. They often take ideas away with
them and/or want to duplicate them.

In conclusion, we feel strongly that for the
opinions of a few, we are being deprived of a
fine program. It is a program of which we are
very proud! We enjoy it a great deal, see it as
a substantial ‘‘perk" to our job, and main-
tain that it is a necessity to the advertising
and the selling of our products.

LYNNE A. SBETLAK
(and 12 others).

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, in es-
sence, what these employees are saying
in their petition, which is a request for
reinstatement of this kind of program,
is that this is a voluntary program.
Some employees choose to make
clothes. Some do not. Many of the em-
ployees are delighted to do this. “We
are willing to put our time in because
we enjoy sewing and learning new and
more efficient methods of construc-
tion. We consider this program to be a
truly wonderful benefit of our job.”
And then they go on and talk about
some of the other aspects. Customers
are able to see the garments in a vari-
ety of sizes. They talk about how most
model garments are in very small sizes,
whereas most average people may be
bigger than the small sizes that are
displayed in a lot of the retail mer-
chandise stores that we are normally
accustomed to seeing. They say this is
really a characteristic that is appre-
ciated by many customers.

In conclusion, I am going to guote

from the petition—
* * * we feel strongly that for the opinions of
a few, we are being deprived of a fine pro-
gram. It is a program of which we are very
proud! We enjoy it a great deal, see it as a
substantial “‘perk' to our job, and maintain
that it is a necessity to the advertising and
the selling of our products.

And then a number of employees
have signed the petition.



September 12, 1991

But that is not unlike many of the
calls and letters that I have received
since I have been working to try to re-
store this program. The American
Home Sewing Association has been in
contact with me. A number of stores in
my State enjoyed this program. Now
they are, in effect, out of business. The
stores are not as attractive, I am told,
and it is a shame that these employees
cannot voluntarily engage in this home
sewing program that supplements their
ability to provide for their own needs.
It deprives them of opportunities to
learn new ways of making clothes to
benefit their families.

So it seems to me, Mr. President,
that this is a very harmless exception
to make to their Fair Labor Standards
Act. I know the hue and cry that rises
from the union leadership when you
make any exception to the Fair Labor
Standards Act. We cannot get any-
where in talking about a voluntary
agreement or a change in these regula-
tions that would be recommended by
those on the other side of the issue to
the Department of Labor. So the De-
partment of Labor will not move on it.
They do not want to get confronted
with a big, long, drawn-out confronta-
tion over this small issue because it, to
them, is a very small issue. To the peo-
ple involved, it is a very important
issue.

So I bring it up again, Mr. President,
in hopes that we can agree to make
this modest change. It is not going to
destroy the integrity of the protections
of the Fair Labor Standards Act for
wage earners, from those in the sewing
industry, for the garment plants
around the country. It is not going to
do any damage to the integrity of
those institutions or to that industry
or to the workers, to the union mem-
bers as well.

So I hope the Senate will look anew
at this issue today and approve this
suggested change, which is very mod-
est. But I hope I have been able to ex-
plain it in a way that is understandable
to the Senate so that we can agree that
it is something that needs to be done.

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

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. First
off, I will inquire of the distinguished
Senator from Mississippi if he will be
willing to make me a principal cospon-
sor of this amendment.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the Senator's suggestion, and
I ask unanimous consent that the dis-
tinguished Senator from North Caro-
lina be listed as a cosponsor. I thank
the Senator.

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

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator and
I thank the Chair.

Obviously, Mr. President, I support
this amendment and do so enthusiasti-
cally. It is a first step toward achieving
a full loaf, as the saying goes. This
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amendment just makes plain common
sense. It allows employees to sew
model garments at home which are
then displayed at the store, and then
the employee owns the garment. The
employee loves this program. The store
likes it because this is a model for dis-
play of patterns and all the other
things necessary to sew dresses and
other pieces of apparel.

Mr. President, here is how the pro-
gram used to work before the Depart-
ment of Labor stuck its nose into it: A
retail store would decide to give sev-
eral employees some fabric and some
patterns and the employer would say,
“If you sew this at home, we will dis-
play it at our store for a few weeks or
a few months and then you can have
the dress.’ Obviously, as I said earlier,
the employees loved this program be-
cause it gave them a chance to sew a
new dress for themselves. But then the
Department of Labor stepped in and
said, ''Oh, no, no, no, you cannot do
that.”

You have to keep records and pay
minimum wage and all the rest of the
Federal bureaucratic gobbledygook.
This is a result of the current ban on
home work in women’s apparel. Well,
of course, the employers do not want to
go through all of that redtape—so the
program falls. They stopped programs
that were such a benefit to the employ-
ees and beneficial to the store itself be-
cause it helped focus attention on the
fabric and all the rest necessary for
making the dress.

It seems to me, as the Senator from
Mississippi so eloquently said, we
should be encouraging this type of pro-
gram, not discouraging it. This pro-
gram was a benefit to the employee be-
cause the employee was able to keep
the dress, and furthermore, the em-
ployer provided the material for the
garment at no cost to the employee.

I do hope Senators will approve this
amendment, because it is a good one. I
yield the floor.

1 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. 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, an ef-
fort is being made to resolve the
amendment that I had just offered on
the Model Garment Program, and while
negotiations are underway, we are will-
ing to go forward with a couple of
other amendments that we could pro-
ceed to consider that would not require
any roll call votes.

So I ask unanimous consent that the
Cochran amendment be temporarily
laid aside so we can proceed to other
business.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DIxon). Is there objection? Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1117
(Purpose: To require the Secretary of Edu-
cation to treat certain States as being in
compliance with certain regulations with
respect to Impact Aid)

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, on be-
half of Senator DOLE, I send an amend-
ment to the desk and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. CocH-
RAN], for Mr. DOLE, proposes an amendment
numbered 1117.

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:

On page 54, line 4, insert before the period
the following: '‘: Provided further, That the
Secretary of Education shall treat States as
being in compliance with the regulations
under section 5(d)(2) of the Act of September
30, 1950 (Public Law 81-874), if such States
utilize equalization formulas, based upon the
wealth-neutrality standard as contained in
section 222.64 of title 34, Code of Federal Reg-
ulations, that the Secretary has not pre-
viously determined to be in noncompliance
with such regulations.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the reces-
sion and rising program costs have cre-
ated education budget crunches for
many States. Kansas is no exception.
Only last Sunday, Kansas' top expert
on financing elementary and secondary
education for the last 25 years, Dale
Dennis, stated in a newspaper article
that “It's the toughest year I've been
through.” Now I understand that a re-
interpretation of regulations under the
Federal impact aid law may make it
even tougher.

Impact aid compensates the States
for increases in student populations
and/or loss of property taxes due to a
Federal presence. To ensure that Fed-
eral money is properly distributed to
affected districts, States are required
to develop equalization systems. In
1974, a collogquy on the subject between
myself and my friend, the senior Sen-
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL],
pointed out that it would be extremely
difficult to develop one definition or
formula with which every State pro-
gram would be in conformity. Instead,
the colloquy suggested that the head of
Education, the Commissioner at that
time, be granted the latitude to only,
and I quote, “‘Determine individually
whether or not a State has ‘an equali-
zation program,’ taking into account
the major aspects relating to both ex-
penditures and local effort.”” Although
I have seen no study or review, the De-
partment's recent reinterpretation of
these regulations has moved toward a
single definition. It seems to me that
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the Department is getting a little
ahead of itself, and forgetting that the
purpose of these equalization formulas
is to eliminate windfalls to federally
impacted schools.

The proposed reinterpretation would
present rural States, such as Kansas,
with significant hardship because it al-
lows no flexibility to adjust the for-
mula for a district’s wealth. For exam-
ple, Kansas' formula takes into consid-
eration both the tax base and student
expenditures. This enables poor dis-
tricts to receive State aid, while
wealthier districts receive less. By ig-
noring the tax base of a district, the
new interpretation would require that
State aid be spent on our wealthier dis-
tricts because these districts’ pupil ex-
penditures are greater than the Depart-
ment's aid benchmark. As these dis-
tricts also happen to be the largest dis-
tricts in Kansas, little State-aid money
would be left for truly needy districts.

And rural districts need State aid the
most—smaller teacher-to-student ra-
tios boost per-student expenditures
anywhere from $3,000 to $5,000 above
the national average. Kansas could
only comply by consolidating districts
to provide more cost-effective teacher-
to-student ratios. However, such com-
pliance would require that rural stu-
dents ride a bus for 456 miles or more
each way. In some areas, I am told, the
communities are so far apart that stu-
dents would have to be flown to school.
That would not save any money—not
to mention that pulling out these
schools will turn affected areas into
ghost towns.

Mr. President, to this Senator’s
knowledge, there has not been any alle-
gation by anyone that this equali-
zation formula has been abused, has re-
sulted in any unfairness, or has been in
conflict with Congress’ purpose. As
congressional intent is nevertheless
being forgotten here, it's necessary to
ensure that States which have operated
within the principles of impact aid not
be needlessly penalized by this reinter-
pretation. I would like to send the fol-
lowing amendment to the desk.

Mr. President, this amendment would
provide that at least for this fiscal
year, my State's impact aid funding is
not threatened in the middle of this
formidable challenge to our edu-
cational system. I appreciate the sup-
port of my colleagues in this matter.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, we have
no objection to the amendment on this
side.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the
amendment has been cleared on this
side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back. the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 1117) was agreed

to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. HARKIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.
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The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1118

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment is
set aside. The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. COCH-
RAN], for Mr. HATCH (for himself and Mr.
HELMS), proposes an amendment numbered
1118.

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:

On page 19, line 5, after the number 3302
add the following: ‘*: Provided further, That of
the amounts made available under this para-
graph to the Health Resources and Services
Administration, the Secretary of Health and
Human Services shall, after consultation
with the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Appropriations of the Senate, transfer
$2,900,000 to carry out Section 339 of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act'".

Mr, HATCH. Mr. President, I rise to
offer an amendment to the bill today.
My amendment is a simple one. It will
allow for the continued funding of the
managed health care services in the
home demonstration programs that are
currently ongoing in five States. These
States, Hawaii, South Carolina, North
Carolina, Mississippi, and my own
State, Utah, have undertaken the task
of demonstrating this unique concept
of health care. They have been funded
for the past 3 years but need the fund-
ing for an additional 2 years to com-
plete the demonstration and give us an
adequate report on how the program
worked. Three years is simply not an
adequate time period to conclude this
demonstration. The first year is spent
in organizing the program and getting
the staffing up to the proper levels.
The second year is a productive year in
finding the target population in need of
the services and beginning the work
called for in the demonstration. If we
cut off the program after the third year
the staff will start to leave in search of
other emloyment and all we would only
have 1 year of actual service to base
our information for future decisions on
the program. I have spoken at length
to the people involved in the program
and they strongly feel that a full 5
years is needed to adequately dem-
onstrate the need for managed home
health care services.

Mr. President, I want to spend a few
moments on the reason that I am on
the floor today defending the managed
health care services in the home pro-
gram. The sad truth of the matter is
that all to many of our young children,
and a great many of our elderly people,
do not have adequate access to proper
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health care. There are many reasons
why this occurs. The managed health
care services in the home program was
devised to see if there was a way to
bring the necessary health care to
these people. Some of the initial re-
ports have been encouraging. We are
seeing some real success stories out
there. Now is not the time to stop this
important demonstration. I am fully
aware that we are faced with tough
economic decisions in every spending
bill we debate. This is a particularly
tough one since it affects the vast ma-
jority of Americans. I am supporting a
concept that I believe has true merit.
It not a large sum of money in the
whole scheme of things, but is a great
deal of money to the people who are re-
ceiving the services provided in this
demonstration. I urge my colleagues to
give this program a fair test and fund
it for this year and the final year in fis-
cal year 1993. If the reports are as fa-
vorable as we think they will be, then
there will be a time when every Mem-
ber of the Senate will be supporting
this innovative concept in health care.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, we have
no objections on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Utah.

The amendment (No. 1118) was agreed
to.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HARKIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1118
(Purpose: To insure a fair distribution of

AIDS care grants. To allow for funds to be

distributed to the States relative to the

number of HIV cases in each state)

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment is
set aside. The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], for
Mr. SMITH, proposes an amendment num-
bered 1119.

Mr. HARKIN. 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 22, line 19, insert before the period
a semicolon and the following: “‘Provided fur-
ther, That it is the sense of the Senate that
none of the funds appropriated pursuant to
this paragraph for ‘‘counseling, testing, and
partner notification grants' in connection
with the human immunodeficiency virus
shall be distributed pursuant to title IIIA of
the Ryan White Comprehensive AIDS Re-
sources Emergency Act of 1990".

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, my
amendment would express the sense of
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the Senate that funds distributed for
AIDS counseling, testing, and partner
notification be distributed pursuant to
preexisting formulas, rather than the
mechanism contained in the CARE bill.
The CARE formula would result in re-
ductions for 40 States, including my
own State of New Hampshire, which
gets 16 cents on the dollar under the
Ryan White bill.

My amendment not only protects
States without metropolitan areas and
with cities containing less than 2,000
AIDS patients, but it protects AIDS
patients who do not live in these areas.
AIDS is a problem not only in the big
city. Small cities, suburban, and rural
areas are not immune to the disease.

This amendment is only a sense of
the Senate amendment, but I believe it
puts the Senate on record more force-
fully on behalf of the proposition that
AIDS money be distributed to the
States more proportionately to the
amount of AIDS cases in each particu-
lar State.

The Ryan White bill was named after
Ryan White, a young boy whose strug-
gle with AIDS captured America's
heart. Under the first part of the Ryan
White bill, however, Kokomo, IN, the
community from which Ryan White
came would not get any financial as-
sistance. Cities such as West Palm
Beach, which has 62 children who are
dying of AIDS, would receive no funds,
while cities such as Oakland, San
Diego, or San Francisco, which all have
under 20 cases of AIDS-infected chil-
dren would be among the 18 eligible
cities to receive these large grants.

In sum, Mr. President, the amend-
ment before us will insure that AIDS
funds are fairly and adequately distrib-
uted in a way which will insure that all
AIDS victims in both large and small
States can benefit. I urge its adoption.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, this
amendment has been cleared on both
sides.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, that
amendment has been cleared on this
side. We ask that the Senate approve

it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

The amendment (No. 1119) was agreed
to.

Mr. HARKIN. 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. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM] be
added as a cosponsor to the Dole
amendment.

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

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
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from Wisconsin [Mr. KASTEN] be added
as a cosponsor to the Cochran amend-
ment.

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

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator CRAN-
STON be added as an original cosponsor
to the amendment adopted earlier
today to establish a prostate cancer re-
search center.

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

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, we are
working out the Cochran amendment. I
hope we will have that resolved short-
ly.

Again, I say to Senators that we have
time limits. We have a limited number
of amendments, and the sooner we get
the amendments considered and adopt-
ed the sooner people will be able to go
home tonight. Now, we have a Kerrey
amendment, a Ford amendment, an-
other Helms amendment, two Seymour
amendments. The Smith amendment
was just adopted. Those are the only
amendments left.

I hope the Senators will come over so
we can take up additional amendments
to those being offered by those Sen-
ators whose names I just listed. But as
long as they stay away from the floor,
the longer we are going to be here to-
night, Mr. President.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, to keep
things moving, I send an amendment to
the desk which I have discussed with
the distinguished manager of bill, the
majority and minority leader. I ask it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
unanimous consent to once again set
aside the amendment by the distin-
guished senior Senator from Mis-
sissippi?

Mr. HELMS. Yes.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1120

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 assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator form North Carolina [Mr.
HELMS)] proposes an amendment numbered
1120.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

Does he yield time?

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina is recognized
for as much time as he may require.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, let me
just explain in a few moments what the
amendment does. It is the same amend-
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ment that the Senate approved to H.R.
2608, the Commerce, State, Justice ap-
propriations bill back on July 30. A
motion to table it failed by a vote of 38
to 60. I vitiated the yeas and nays on
the amendment and it passed unani-
mously by a voice vote.

Mr. President, let me begin, as I did
in July, by reading to the Senate a
hand-written letter that I received
from a hard-working, average citizen of
North Carolina, who wrote:

Hon. JEssSE HELMs: For the past 6 or so
years we've been trying 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 prob-
ably would have been paid for. At the same
time I learned of this, every governing body
that effects 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
hard to believe—as did I—but criminals
are indeed able to receive Pell grants
to pay for their college educations
while they are in prison. You heard it
right: The Federal Government is pro-
viding free college tuitions for pris-
oners at a time when so many law-
abiding, taxpaying citizens are strug-
gling to find enough money to send
their children to college.

The amendment that is now pending
would end this anomaly by making in-
carcerated criminals ineligible for Pell
grants. .

Mr. President, I believe that incar-
cerated persons should not receive Pell
grants to pay their college tuition. In
H.R. 2707—the Labor, Health and
Human Services Appropriations bill—
the pending bill—the Appropriations
Committee proposes spending
$5,460,000,000 on Pell grants just this
year, which is $14,282,000 less than last
year. Discussions concerning this
year's reauthorization of the Higher
Education Act have also included var-
ious proposals to increase the maxi-
mum Pell grant a student can receive
from the current $2,400 to as much as
$4,500. Some are even asking that Pell
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grants be made an entitlement pro-
gram while other proposals would re-
strict eligibility for the grants to stu-
dents in the lowest income brackets—a
bracket sure to include most prisoners
since the majority of them have little,
if any, income while they are in jail.

While I do not know the total
amount of money the Federal Govern-
ment spends on giving Pell grants to
prisoners, I do have a newspaper article
that appeared a few months ago in
North Carolina which indicates that it
is a significant amount of money—even
by Washington's standards.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the July 14, 1991, article from
the Raleigh News and Observer titled
“Inmates Get Student Aid for College
Courses’ be placed in the RECORD at
the conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. HELMS. According to the arti-
cle, Mr. President, college professors
were sent into four prisons in North
Carolina to teach 223 inmates this
year. Those prisoners altogether re-
ceived a total of $689,246 in student fi-
nancial aid—$345,000 of which came di-
rectly in the form of Pell grants. How
did these inmates obtain so much Fed-
eral student aid money? Because the
convicts’ lack of annual incomes made
them eligible for the maximum Pell
grant award.

Fortunately for the taxpayers, the
cost of tuition in this particular col-
lege program was less than the $2,400
per prisoner the taxpayers could have
been forced to fork over. However, the
taxpayers were still stuck with paying
close to $1,550 per inmate in the pro-

gram.

Mr. President, the fact remains that
the American people still spent $345,000
worth of Pell grants for just 223 pris-
oners from only four prisons in North
Carolina. Now if we multiply that
amount by all the inmates in every
prison all across the country who are
taking college courses at Federal ex-
pense we are probably talking about
hundreds of millions of dollars.

How do we justify this massive ex-
penditure of money to the millions of
American taxpayers forced to foot the
bill for these inmates’ college tuition
while the taxpayers themselves are
forced to take out thousands of dollars
in loans to send their own, law-abiding
children to college? The answer is that
it cannot be justified.

Mr. President, an article that ap-
peared in the Chronicle of Higher Edu-
cation this past June 5 notes that sev-
eral States have discovered that the
Pell grant program is a great way to
spend less of their own money on voca-
tional rehabilitation for prisoners. In-
stead of paying for it out of the State's
budget, they encourage the inmates to
apply for Pell grants.

The article also notes that the prac-
tice could become more widespread as
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States become squeezed by financial
problems and as more States turn pris-
on management over to private compa-
nies.

However, Robert Keys, president of
John Wood Community College in Illi-
nois, has refused to let his school help
prisoners apply for Pell grants as the
State of Illinois has asked him to. Mr.
Key’s refusal is based on his belief that
using Pell grants to offset State pris-
oner rehabilitation spending ‘‘does not
seem to be consistent with the intent
of the Pell grant program.'” As Mr.
Keys said, ‘‘if more prisoners receive
Pell grants at the State's prodding,
that might mean that some deserving
student in North Carolina or someplace
else doesn’t.”

Mr. President, I agree with Mr. Keys
and I respect him for sticking by his
guns. It is important that prisoners be
made ineligible for Pell grants now.
The number of prisoners in the one pro-
gram in North Carolina jumped from
158 last year to 223 this year. So, the
word is getting around with increasing
speed and we can expect that—unless
this amendment is approved—more and
more inmates will take advantage of
this free college education in the fu-
ture.

I expect Senators will hear argu-
ments about prisoner rehabilitation
and sundry other concerns about the
poor plight of prisoners. But the fact,
Mr. President, is that the Federal Gov-
ernment already spends large amounts
of money on prisoner rehabilitation
and prison literacy programs. And Con-
gress has already, as part of the Anti-
Drug Abuse Act of 1988, denied Pell
grants and numerous other Federal
benefits to individuals who are con-
victed of possessing or trafficking in
drugs. That act denies any grant, con-
tract, loan, professional license, or
commercial license to convicted drug
criminals. I see no reason why other
criminals, including murderers, should
be treated any better.

Mr. President, some may say that
the measure of whether prisoners
should get student aid should be based
on the benefit it provides society; that
is, does a diploma change prisoners?
Well, the Raleigh newspaper’'s inter-
view with a 65-year-old student pris-
oner, David Ellis, was as revealing on
this point as it was candid and honest.

Mr. Ellis stated that his college
classes seemed like something out of a
remedial high school. Mr. Ellis went on
to say that 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.
This 65-year-old man—who has been
around awhile—also observed that
many of the inmates were taking the
classes just for so-called gain time—be-
cause for every course a prisoner
passed, the prison would knock 20 days
off the inmate’s sentence.
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Mr. President, Mr. Ellis made one
other comment that I have to admire
for its honesty and truthfulness. He
said, regarding his tuition assistance,
*I really don't deserve this.”

I do not mean to be cruel or spiteful,
but I think this prisoner is absolutely
right, Mr. President.

If one inmate, receiving the largess
of this program, can understand the
fundamental moral inconsistency in
what the Federal Government is doing,
then we—the people's representatives—
should understand it as well. If we do
not, I guarantee you that the criminals
will, and do, understand the message
this program sends them.

Mr. President, our duty in providing
Federal funds for student financial as-
sistance—particularly in this era of
budget deficits at both the State and
Federal levels—is to first satisfy those
seeking a college education who are
not in prison. Otherwise, we send a
message to the public that if you com-
mit a crime serious enough to be sent
to prison you can be rewarded with a
free college education—something that
thousands of taxpaying, law-abiding
Americans are unable to afford.

I reserve the remainder of my time. I
yield the floor.

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
class 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 aid 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.

“] am upset about tuition money going to
prisoners when 1 don't think everyone in this
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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 left
over, and the prisoners want an education, 1
think that's fine.”

Last year, Shaw sent professors into four
prisons to teach 223 students. The inmates
received $689,246 in aid, 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 less 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 Congress 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 business
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 Higher Edu-
cation.

At Shaw, the number of prisoners using
Pell Grants jumped from 158 in 1989-80 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. Hasoni Andrews is a junior at N.C.
State University who depends on a $7,000 aid
package, including a Pell Grant. Last month
Ms. Andrews sat before a Congressional com-
mittee bemoaning the shortage of grant
money.

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, Shaw, 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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

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
brusguely. ‘'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; 1 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.

“1 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.”
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Mr. PELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May I
say to the distinguished senior Senator
from Rhode Island, as I understand it,
the time allocation is 20 minutes even-
ly divided. The distinguished senior
Senator from North Carolina has taken
about 2 minutes of time. The distin-
guished senior Senator from Rhode Is-
land has 10 minutes.

Mr. PELL. I thank the Chair.

I am rising to comment in opposition
to this amendment that is before us at
this time.

We all know that the prison popu-
lation in America is soaring. Today we
have a higher percentage of our popu-
lation in prison, in jail, than any other
nation in the world except for South
Africa. In fact, the United States and
China lead the world in the total num-
bers of prisoners.

Nationwide, the total inmate popu-
lation has increased fivefold in the past
20 years. In 1970, the population in
local, State, and Federal institutions
was less than 200,000. As of 1988, that
number has gone up to 600,000. In other
words, in the short period of 18 years
the prison population had tripled.

Today, there are over 1 million men
and women behind bars in this country.

The cost of incarceration is enor-
mous. On average, we spend $30,000 a
year to keep a person in jail. In other
words, it costs us more to send a person
to jail than to Yale.

Education is our primary hope for re-
habilitating the prisoner. Without edu-
cation, I am afraid we are doomed to a
recidivism rate of almost 50 percent. In
other words, the door into jail will re-
main a revolving one. With little or no
education, a person will leave prison
only to commit another crime and be
returned to prison. In other words,
prisons are becoming schools for crime.

Unfortunately, education in our pris-
ons today is inadequate and under-
funded. All too often, the main source
of educational assistance is the very
small amount of money we provide
through Federal programs and in what
is available through the Pell Grant
Program.

Make no mistake about it, the
amount is small. The incarcerated ac-
count for only one-tenth of 1 percent of
all Pell grant expenditures. That help,
however, is crucial if we are to return
to society an individual who has the
training to get a job and not resort to
a life of crime.

Despite the small amount we invest
in corrections education, we are mak-
ing a difference. For those who receive
education and training while in prison,
the drop in the rate of recidivism is
considerable. For instance, graduates
of Alabama’s largest inmate education
program, J.F. Ingram State Technical
College, have a recidivism rate that is
one-third lower than that of the Ala-
bama prison system as a whole, In Ar-
kansas, for inmates who attain a high
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school degree in conjunction with post-
secondary vocational training, the re-
cidivism rate is approximately 8 per-
cent.

Mr. President, we can take steps to
insure that funds go to those with the
best chance of rehabilitation, but I do
not believe that we should drop the in-
carcerated entirely from Pell grant eli-
gibility. In the higher education reau-
thorization bill we are now putting to-
gether, we will exclude from Pell grant
eligibility those who are in prison and
serving under sentence of death or any
life sentence without eligibility for pa-
role or release. We will also make sure
that the grant covers only the actual
cost of instruction. These are changes,
however, that should not be made on
this appropriations bill. Rather, we
should make them on the authorizing
bill, which is precisely how I would like
to proceed.

I realize that this is a difficult and
highly charged issue. Yet, it is an issue
where, if we approve the Helms amend-
ment before us, we will pay an even
higher price than we are already pay-
ing. I would ask my colleagues to join
me in opposing the Helms amendment.

In this regard I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD two
letters which demonstrate the impor-
tance of the Pell Grant Program to the
incarcerated. One is from the National
Association of Student Financial Aid
Officers as well as a number of other
prominent education organizations and
the other is from Robert E. Obenhaus,
president of the Microcomputer Tech-
nology Institute in Houston, TX.

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

NASFAA,
September 9, 1991.

DEAR SENATOR PELL: The National Asso-
ciation of Student Financial Aid Adminis-
trators (NASFAA) and the undersigned high-
er education associations urge you to reject
any amendment to the Labor, HHS, Edu-
cation Appropriations bill for FY-92 which
eliminates from Pell Grant eligibility indi-
viduals incarcerated in Federal and State
prisons. We believe that this legislation on
an appropriations bill is inappropriate and
the proper examination of this issue should
ocecur in conjunction with the Reauthoriza-
tion of the Higher Education Act which will
be considered by the Senate later in this
Congress.

Beyond this simple jurisdictional argu-
ment, we urge rejection of the amendment
because it is neither sound education nor
sound social policy. It ignores the fact that
most incarcerated individuals do not spend
their entire lives in prison (only approxi-
mately 8 percent of inmates are “lifers’),
but are released into society after serving
their sentences or are paroled. To deny these
individuals a Pell Grant, which can be used
to help cover their direct educational costs,
and the chance to rehabilitate themselves
through a postsecondary education, results
in such Individuals leaving prison with no
further education or marketplace skills. An
inmate who does not receive any additional
education while in prison is more likely to
fall into old criminal patterns. All evidence
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shows that recidivism rates are drastically
lowered for those who participate in post-
secondary education programs while they
are serving their sentences.

The amount of Pell Grant funds that are
expended upon these persons each year,
which in turn enables them to obtain an edu-
cation, is a minuscule fraction of the cost of
maintaining a prisoner for a year which
ranges from $15,000 to $40,000. This is cost ef-
fective education with tangible results, not
only for those who receive the educational
assistance while in prison, but also for their
families. There is a greater benefit to society
in terms of reduced personal injury or loss of
property for every individual who does not
go back to a life of crime.

In the attachment, NASFAA shares with
you some correspondence from incarcerated
persons who have received Pell Grants in the
past and the benefits they describe are worth
listening to. Again, we urge you to reject
any amendment which restricts eligibility
for Pell Grants to incarcerated individuals.

The following higher education associa-
tions endorse this letter:

American Association of Community and
Junior Colleges.

American Association of State Colleges
and Universities.

American Council on Education.

Association of Catholic Colleges and Uni-
versities.

Association of Community College Trust-
ees.

Association of Jesuit Colleges and Univer-
sities.

Association of Urban Universities.

National Association for Equal
tunity in Higher Education.

National Association of College and Uni-
versity Business Officers.

National Association of Independent Col-
leges and Universities.

National Association of State Universities
and Land-Grant Colleges.

National Association of Student Financial
Aid Administrators.

National Association of Student Financial
Aid Administrators.

Oppor-

CoMMENTS FROM INCARCERATED INDIVIDUALS
ON THE IMPORTANCE OF PELL GRANTS AND
THEIR EDUCATION
“I understand that I am in prison for a

crime. I am sorry for this but how can I

change my life if there are no avenues for

me, or others, to pursue? I quit school be-
cause of peer pressure and teacher pressure,
my own misguided way, yes ... but this
college program is giving me the ability and
the confidence to believe in myself. I ask you
to keep the *“‘ax” from falling upon the Pell

Grants, please give me, please give people

the chance to better their lives, particularly

those of us who want to and need to.”

“] am a graduate student at the University
of (name deleted) working toward my Ph.d in
an area of theoretical chemistry. Despite the
demands of the program and the hectic life-
style it gives rise to I feel very fortunate to
be involved in something truly worthwhile
and productive. Had someone suggested that
I might be doing (and enjoying) this type of
lifestyle only a few short years ago I would
have been flattered but hardly in agreement
with them. However, it is a reality now and
it was made possible only by the moral sup-
port of caring people and Pell Grants. I
served more than five years in the (name de-
leted) Correctional System and it was there
that I earned my Associates and Bachelors
degrees."

“I have a perfect 4.0 average and have been
congratulated for making the Dean’s List, as
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a result of a lot of hard work. Without fund-
ing through Pell, this would have never been
possible as I, along with the other prisoners
here, have no income, nor any way to pay to
attend the college classes offered at this and
many other prison institutions .. .I had
never attended college before, but once I am
free (in a few months) I intend to pursue fur-
ther education at a nearby community
college . . . Now, at 30 years old, 1 can get
my degree and have a chance at learning
something that I can build on, or make a ca-
reer out of. Without the opportunity to at-
tend these classes, while incarcerated, on a
Pell Grant my future would not hold the
promise that it does now.”

“*All of the individuals who have benefitted
from the (name deleted) College Program
were only able to do so with the Pell Grant.
That the program has been beneficial, as
well as worthwhile, I can attest to; I grad-
uated this past June . . . As an incarcerated
woman who was given the opportunity to ob-
tain a college education while incarcerated,
1 can tell you that I am 100% more secure
with myself and my chances to successfully
reintegrate into our society. The purpose, as
1 see it, to corrections is to offer individuals
in prison a different approach to live produc-
tively in our society. College educations
offer this in the correction setting. Sir, most
respectfully I beseech you to not discontinue
that Pell Grant to incarcerated individuals.
We desperately need programs like the
(name deleted) College program. These pro-
grams do far more than just educate, they
offer us life; the productive life that will in-
sure our success in society.”

*“I am a senior ... My GPA is 3.18 and
have received several college honors. Most of
these achievements occurred while I was in-
carcerated. I was released two months ago
from prison . .. A person that has college
training statistically has less monitoring
needs upon release than those inmates who
do not have college training. Cutting Pell
Grant eligibility will not save money. In
fact, removing this educational opportunity
from the incarcerated will cost the taxpayer
much more in the long run because there
would be much higher additional costs to
house more inmates and higher monitoring
costs when someone is released from prison.”

“Pell Grants fund programs in prison that
keep inmates busy. We have all heard the
aphorism ‘idle hands are the devil's work-
shop.' There is more than a grain of truth in
this old saw. One of the largest problems fac-
ing prison administrators is that of finding
work for inmates. College courses provide
jobs for many men . . . They also provide in-
centives for good behavior because, in many
facilities, only men without disciplinary
problems are allowed to participate. These
programs keep inmates busy and out of trou-
ble, reducing property damage to the facili-
ties and saving taxpayers money. Pell
Grants reduce recidivism. They accomplish
this by improving an ex-offender’'s employ-
ability, by reducing the reoccurrence of ‘bad’
behaviors, and by improving soclal skills. An
ex-offender often has trouble finding mean-
ingful work. College programs provide ex-
cons with job skills and a proven record of
achievement in an environment that is not
conducive to self-improvement. These pro-
grams teach inmates self-confidence, self-es-
teem and the healthy value systems that are
necessary to survive in today's society. By
allowing inmates to see new possibilities,
new worlds, they are better able to achieve
their goals and not return to their destruc-
tive behaviors, because they no longer need
to or want to. Programs often improve social
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and communication skills and this reduces
recidivissn by enabling the ex-offender to
perform better in the home and workplace,
reducing stress and the impulse to commit
crime. By reducing recidivism, Pell Grants
save the taxpayers untold millions of dol-
lars.”

“1 am writing this letter to express my
concern over the possibility that the Pell
Grant for incarcerated persons may be ter-
minated. I am presently a 4.0 student at
(name deleted). I really enjoy the program
here at the prison. It allows me to get some-
thing positive out of a negative situation.
The learning I get can benefit me for the rest
of my life. I think that it will make my tran-
sition back into society much easier. The
(name deleted) College Program is the most
rehabilitative program here and I know that
I am not alone in thinking that cancelling it
would be a very counterproductive move to-
ward correcting the behavior of the inmates
who are in the program. Also, I'd like to add
that the inmates who are in the program are
about 93% report free.”

“The Pell Grant has allowed me the oppor-
tunity to again realize my dreams and goals.
I'd previously dreamed of being a history in-
structor, but those dreams all but evapo-
rated when I was called upon to serve my
country during the Vietnam war. We all need
the educational financial assistance, because
getting an education is the only realistic av-
enue to improving our social status. Every-
one benefits when we have informed, highly
motivated individuals seeking to reform
their lives. Pell Grants, then, should not be
discontinued. Please work to discourage the
passage of such legislation. Help us return
something to society, even if it's no more
than an individual with renewed self-esteem
and confidence.”

‘‘Most of the people that are incercerated
have little or no education or job skills, the
one way that they can obtain these skills is
through educational programs at their re-
spective facilities. The cost of this education
is minimal when compared to the benefits
that may derive from it. There is a greater
chance of conforming to the laws for an in-
mate who educates himself than for one who
does not; further for every dollar spent to
educate an inmate that succeeds in society
once released the amount he pays in taxes as
a productive citizen will more than offset the
cost of providing him with a Pell Grant. I am
presently at the (name deleted) Department
of Corrections and am involved in the (name
deleted) College program at my facility, 1
would be unable to participate in this pro-
gram were it not for the Pell Grant I receive.
I also believe that you should know that I
am a Vietnam veteran who has a service con-
nected disability and while incarcerated
could not go to school were it not for the
Pell Grant. I am not the only person in this
situation, there are many, and it is these
many that will benefit from education, an
education they will not receive if they lose
their Pell Grants. I further realize that we
are the dregs of society and the easiest to at-
tack or remove benefits from. That is one of
the reasons that there is such a large recidi-
vism rate, the people who leave the prisons
of this country have no job skills; or for that
matter societal skills. With the program
that is going on here in (name deleted) there
is a good chance that many of the partici-
pants will become productive members of so-
ciety. For sure their chances are better than
those not participating in this program.”

“I had very little education prior to start-
ing classes here. Now that I am obtaining
that much needed education I can clearly see
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where I have made my mistakes in the past.
I now have a viable way to make a clean and
honest living thanks to the training that
(name deleted) is giving me. This will help
me after my release from prison to obtain a
legal job and to better serve my community
in a fruitful manner. To be a productive citi-
zen is my goal and this is a most promising
start in that direction. All of this is due to
the Pell Grant. The Pell Grant has brought
hope to a man who had no hope of surviving
at all. On my release I will be able to find a
job that will support my family and I. This
will also free a family from the grip of wel-
fare and the fate that befalls the children in
that predicament."”

““Think about it. Education, now, in prison
is far less expensive to taxpayers than the
$26,000+ annual cost of future incarceration.
Education and training are necessary to re-
duce recidivism. Eliminating our use of Pell
Grants would effectively condemn us to liv-
ing on the fringes of society, along with our
children, at great expense to taxpayers. The
healthy attitude should be to promote our
assimilation into the taxpaying workforce.
This can only be accomplished by use of the
Pell Grant.”

MICROCOMPUTER TECHNOLOGY
INSTITUTE,
Houston, TX, August 15, 1991.
Senator CLAIBORNE PELL,
Subcommittee on Education, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR PELL: It has just come to
my attention that Senator Helms was suc-
cessful in passing an amendment that would
deny the use of Pell Grants for those who are
incarcerated. I further understood that this
action was in response to a complaint re-
ceived from one of his constituents.

Over the past two years, Microcomputer
Technology Institute has been selected to
provide vocational training at several pre-re-
lease prison facilities in Texas. During this
time, a number of eligible inmates have re-
ceived vocational skills in these institutions
and have gone on to productive jobs upon
their release from prison. It should be noted
that graduates from these programs greatly
benefited from the Pell Grants which funded
their education. I have enclosed copies of let-
ters received from some of these inmates for
your interest and review.

I realize that there may be some who be-
lieve that an inmate should be denied the
educational benefits that have been tradi-
tionally available in this country. However,
I am not sure that these same individuals
are aware of the much greater cost to soci-
ety when these inmates are not provided
with suitable work skills. Throughout this
country it costs between $30,000 to $40,000 per
year to incarcerate a single prisoner. Consid-
ering the high rates of recidivism, these fig-
ures are then multiplied many times over.
The cost of a Pell Grant applied to edu-
cational training would seem to be a small
price to pay as an alternative to continued
incarceration.

What our country needs today are more
productive citizens with marketable work
skills. However, to now deny inmates the
right to these educational opportunities,
would seem to be sending them the wrong
message. Therefore, I support your opposi-
tion to the Helms amendment and would
urge you, along with others, to reverse this
measure.

Sincerely,
ROBERT E. OBENHAUS,
President.
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SEPTEMBER 13, 1990.
MTI—CULINARY FOOD SERVICE

Upon entering in culinary food services, I
had a basic skills of this class, and hoped to
gain the basic skills of this course also. The
class started kind of rough not knowing if or
when we would get a teacher.

And we, meaning the class, were fortunate
with not only a teacher that is a teacher, but
with an assistant that can be a teacher; and
the two have gained the respect of all in-
mates of the class. I feel as if I owe this indi-
vidual a special thanks for letting me know,;
there is a way; just open ones eyes and you
can be something in life other than being
locked up.

And I feel we should all take this time to
better our life for tomorrow, because yester-
day is gone.

So, I thank you MTI and also Mrs. Davis
and Mrs. Webster; for a job well done. Your
care and concern has greatly benefitted not
only myself, but a great many other inmates
at the Bridgeport Pre-Release Facility.

Sincerely Yours,
KENNETH RAY GORDON #362891.

(Student at WCC-Bridgeport Pre-Release
Facility.)

MARCH 7, 1991.

DEAR SIR: I am writing in regards to one of
you employees here at Wackenhut's Bridge-
port Pre-Release Facility.

I would like you to be aware of the out-
standing job that Ms. Angela Perkins is
doing as an Automated Warehousing instruc-
tor. Ms. Perkins has undying patience, a vast
knowledge of computers, and a great sense of
humor. These three qualities combine, I feel,
to make her the best instructor in your em-
ploy at this unit without a doubt. She has re-
kindled a flame in me to pursue my edu-
cation after a long drought. She continues to
inspire me and I feel that I can safely speak
for others in the same context.

8ir, it is my opinion that her dedication
and professionalism should in some way be
rewarded if at all possible.

In closing, I thank you for the MTI courses
here at Bridgeport and a guality instructor
in Ms. Perkins.

Respectfully,
ScoTT A. MOLLETTE.
COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY
IN THE CITY OF NEW YORK,
New York, NY, August 9, 1991.
Hon. CLAIBORNE PELL,
Russell Senate Office Building, Washington DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE PELL: I have been
following your views on the President's edu-
cation initiatives in recent issues of
Educaton Week.

My field of research is the intersection of
education law and policy. I have some rather
strong, and negative, views about edu-
cational choice. Those views are expressed in
the first two-thirds of the enclosed draft of a
book review of John Chubb's and Terry
Moe’s book on educational choice. The book
review will appear in the Yale Law Journal
this Fall. I am passing along a copy of the
review in case it is of interest to you and
those members of your staff who are working
on the ‘‘choice’ aspects of the President’s
proposal.

Sincerely,
JAMES 5. LIEBMAN,
Vice Dean and
Professor of Law.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Rhode
Island yields the floor, having assumed
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the floor for 12 minutes of his allo-
cated 10. The distinguished senior Sen-
ator from North Carolina has 8 remain-
ing.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I am pre-
pared to yield the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I inquire
as to whether each of the Senators will
yield their time?

Mr. PELL. I am glad to yield back
the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
is yielded back. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 1120) was agreed
to.
Mr. HELMS. 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.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we are
making good progress now, and at the
present time the pending amendment,
as I understand the parliamentary situ-
ation, is the Cochran amendment. I can
report that we are continuing to try to
work on some language that we can
agree upon and recommend adoption of
that amendment. But, in the mean-
time, we are prepared to proceed to the
consideration of other amendments.
There are amendments on the list that
have been ordered to be considered be-
fore we can get to final passage. we
hope that Senators will come forward
and offer those amendments.

Mr. KERREY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the distinguished Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

AMENDMENT NO. 1121

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
allocation is 5 minutes, equally di-
vided. The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. KERREY]
proposes an amendment numbered 1121.

Mr. KERREY. 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 54, in line 4, insert before the pe-
riod the following: *‘, except that any per-
centage increase or decrease in the cost of an
equivalent level of education described in
section 3(d)(2)(B)(1) shall be multiplied by
two in making such determinations under
section 3(d)(2)(B)".

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair. This amendment is a rather
arcane amendment dealing with im-
pact aid. I believe it has been cleared
on bhoth sides. It simply directs that
the status quo used for the distribution
of impact aid will be maintained. It
corrects House language that would, in
fact, have us making more rapid pay-
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ments but would, in my judgment, cre-
ate some inequities in the payment.

Mr. President, this amendment en-
sures that those school districts receiv-
ing funding under section 3(d)(2)(B) of
the Impact Aid Program—that part of
the program which provides supple-
mental funding to the most needy dis-
tricts—are allowed to receive a funding
level equal to current year costs as is
the intent of this section of the law.

This amendment is necessary to clar-
ify provisions that were sent over by
the House in H.R. 2707, the bill before
us today, and ensure that the payment
to the manful of 3(d)(2)(B) districts in
our country reflect their actual per
pupil costs. This amendment is nec-
essary to maintain the status quo that
was changed by the provisions drafted
in the House and which was also sub-
mitted to the Congress by the adminis-
tration in its fiscal year 1991 budget.

The House included a provision in
H.R. 2707 that provides for the use of
prior year data for all impact aid pay-
ments under section 3. This approach,
using prior data, has the support of the
impact aid community because it will
help ensure that all federally impacted
districts receiving impact aid will re-
ceive their Federal payment earlier. In
fact, many school districts do not re-
ceive, nor know what their actual pay-
ment will be until after a school year is
finished.

The House provision allows for the
Department of Education to more
quickly calculate what amount should
be held back for the 3(d)(2)(B) districts
and write checks for all the other dis-
tricts that have “‘A'" or ‘“B" students.
However, the problem with the House
language is that the very neediest dis-
tricts that were promised by the pro-
gram that they would have the highest
priority because of the fact that they
could not otherwise offer an edu-
cational program comparable to other
school districts in the State, will be re-
ceiving payments that are below their
actual cost. Their payment will be
based on per pupil costs from the prior
year and therefore they will face a
shortfall that the authorizing legisla-
tion specifically sought to avoid.

This amendment takes the percent-
age of increase or decrease from old
data and multiplies it by 2, to bring it
closer in line with current costs.

The Department of Education has
seen the amendment, and it is my un-
derstanding that it is their view that
this amendment will maintain the sta-
tus quo. Further, the National Associa-
tion of Federally Impacted Schools
[NAFIS] also supports this amendment
because it is attempting to maintain
the status quo.

It is unfortunate that we have need
to address this problem on the floor at
this late hour, but it is an effort to cor-
rect an oversight that arose due to the
change to prior year data under section
3 payments.

September 12, 1991

Mr. President, I want to thank the
managers of this bill for their atten-
tion to this matter and look forward to
working with them {o see that we re-
tain this provision in conference.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
any further comment on this amend-
ment?

Mr. HARKIN. We have no objection
to the amendment.

Mr. COCHRAN. The amendment is
cleared on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 1121) was agreed

to.

Mr. HARKIN. 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.

Mr. COCHRAN. One of the Senators
who has an amendment is on his way to
the floor. Pending his arrival, seeing no
other Senator with an amendment, 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. LAUTENBERG. 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. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
ask further unanimous consent that
the bill under consideration be tempo-
rarily set aside and that we be per-
mitted to operate in morning business
for up to 6 minutes.

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

LOAN GUARANTEES FOR ISRAEL

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
am saddened by a statement just made
by the President of the United States
within the last couple of hours saying
that he is going to veto any legislation
approved by the Congress to provide
refugee loan guarantees for immigrants
going into Israel if it is done before
January.

I do not understand his decision to
throw down the gauntlet like that in-
stead of working with the Congress,
holding discussions with us on issues
surrounding these loan guarantees.

There is strong support in the U.S.
Senate for extending these guarantees,
and I am joining with Senators INOUYE
and KASTEN to introduce legislation for
their approval. I am also circulating a
letter to Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee members, with Senators INOUYE
and KASTEN, to ask the President to
continue the dialog with Congress de-
spite his announcement today.

I am not going to walk away from
our commitment to the Soviet emigres
and neither will others in the U.S. Sen-
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ate. It is unfortunate that the White
House has linked congressional action
on the loan guarantees with the peace
process. It has created an issue where
none existed heretofore.

The request for these loan guarantees
has been expected. It has been dis-
cussed for more than a year. Very spe-
cifically, it was understood that this
request would be made in the first
week of September. There was not a
hint from the White House until last
week that it had any concern about the
timing of the request. And I am puzzled
that the President made this an-
nouncement today when leaders in the
Senate were reaching out to him and to
the administration for a resolution of
the differences here.

I do not think that approval of loan
guarantees should have been linked to
the peace process anyway. Approval of
loan guarantees to assist with the ab-
sorption of Soviet emigres is a humani-
tarian issue, not a political issue, and
should not be linked in any way to the
peace process.

For decades the United States has led
the world in appealing for freedom for
movement, for freedom for exit by So-
viet Jews. Not only did we support So-
viet Jewish emigration, but we encour-
aged refugees to go to Israel by essen-
tially limiting their access to our
country. And now we ought to step up
and meet our moral and humanitarian
commitments.

As promising as developments are in
the Soviet Union, we are entering a pe-
riod of political and economic uncer-
tainty, which has always been a prob-
lem for the Jews in that part of the
world.

These loan guarantees have been dis-
cussed for a year. And given the con-
gressional calendar, lack of action now
means that no action will take place
perhaps through the entire 1992. Nor
has the administration made a com-
mitment saying that it will support
these guarantees if there is a 4-month
delay.

Soviet refugees have been arriving in
Israel at the rate of about 20,000 a
month, and over 1 million refugees are
expected to emigrate over the next 5
years. That will be an increase of about
20 percent of the population.

We cannot turn our backs on these
people when we encouraged and fought
s0 hard for their freedom to emigrate.
We had the Jackson-Vanik law. We had
other conditions imposed on the Soviet
Union that said unless you permit free-
dom of movement we are not going to
do business with you, we are not going
to trade with you.

The Congress ought to act to provide
this assistance in the near term. I hope
my colleagues will join in prompt ap-
proval of our loan guarantee legisla-
tion.

The legislation is very simple. It says
that all costs associated with the pro-
curement of these loans will be borne
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by the Government of Israel, not by
the citizens of the United States. There
will be no cost to the taxpayers.

This is different than when we went
to bat for $7 billion forbearance of
loans owed to America by Egypt. And
thank goodness she joined with us in
the Persian Gulf conflict. Egypt had no
damage to property, did not lose a life
in that war. They were a good friend
and deserved our help and got $15 bil-
lion worth of loan forgiveness from
other countries. The American tax-
payers shared in that with a $7 billion
forbearance.

That is not what is being asked here.
Loans will be made by commercial
banks and Israel, again, will cover any
costs associated with any origination
fees. Through war and peace, Israel's
credit record has been 100 percent per-
fect; never defaulted on a loan; not a
dime.

So I regret the President’s announce-
ment today and I hope that my col-
leagues will join me and continue to
work for timely approval of assistance
to the refugees and that my colleagues
and I will be able to continue a dialog
with the White House on this issue.

With that, Mr. President, I relinquish
the floor. I thank my colleague from
California who gave way so I could
make this speech.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I wonder
if the Senator will yield at this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I was
leaving the floor, but I wanted to listen
to what the Senator from New Jersey
had to say. I would like to associate
myself with his remarks.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I would appre-
ciate that.

Mr. HARKIN. I want to be very sup-
portive. Quite frankly, I do believe our
whole foreign aid program needs to be
looked at, revamped, and many
changes need to be made. We have to
start looking at what we can do in this
country to help our own people. But
the matter of Soviet Jews is one area
in which we have a deep moral obliga-
tion.

I have thought about this.

What we have been telling the Soviet
Jews for years, they have been on a
ship, held prisoner on a ship in which
they have been repressed, suppressed,
tortured, imprisoned, and then we told
them to jump off the ship. We are sit-
ting down there with all the life boats.
Well, the Soviet Jews have jumped off
the ship and now we are pulling the life
boats away and saying: ‘“Now you have
to swim for it."

Is that what kind of country we are?
I do not believe so. I do not think that
is what the American people meant to
do when we said that we were going to
help Soviet emigres, that we were
going to help the Soviet Jews if they
wanted to get out of the Soviet Union.
No, we said we were going to support
them.
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Now the Bush administration says,
““We are going to pull the life boats
away from you. Swim out on your own
out in the middle of the ocean.” I do
not think that is the right course for a
powerful, big, and generous country
like the United States of America.

Second, I do not think it is right to
hold hostage these emigres who have
had to endure so much suffering in the
Soviet Union, who had to fight their
way out, and who had to find their way
to Israel after so much difficulty. We
said we would not take more here in
the United States, forcing all to go to
Israel. And now we are saying we are
not going to help them resettle. I do
not understand that.

We are holding the Soviet Jews hos-
tage to the power plays that are going
on with our new friend, Hafiz Assad of
Syria. Reminds me of another old
friend, Saddam Hussein. Saddam Hus-
sein was Bush's old friend. Now Hafiz
Assad is the new friend of this adminis-
tration and the Soviet emigres are
being held as hostages to these big
power plays. Again, I do not think that
is a right and proper course for the
United States of America. So I associ-
ate myself with comments of Senator
LAUTENBERG. He is right on the mark.

However else one may feel about for-
eign aid—and I strongly believe we
have to revamp it and look at how we
can start helping our own people at
home—this is one area in which our
country has made a commitment in the
past and we ought to stick by that
commitment.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from Iowa.

I ask unanimous consent that I have
just 3 more minutes, as in morning
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from New Jersey is recognized for 3
minutes.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I would like to
add to a comment that the Senator
from Iowa made. The fact is, as we ex-
amine our foreign policy we ought to
remember who our friends are. We
ought to remember that when we say
to Israel there is a precondition to hu-
manitarian aid, what we are doing is
helping Israel’s opponents become
more intransigent.

We are not saying to the hostile Arab
countries ‘“‘Stop the embargo. Take a
U.S. passport and treat it as a docu-
ment, with the respect that it de-
serves."” This says that you are a U.S.
citizen and you can go anyplace you
want, except in Saudi Arabia and Ku-
wait and a couple of countries there,
where they will not take it if you vis-
ited Israel in the process.

What we are doing is aiding the rigid-
ity and intransigence of the Arab posi-
tion. We are saying Israel has to agree
to preconditions, and not Arab coun-
tries. It is a mistake in terms of for-
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eign policy. It is a mistake in terms of
seeking peace. And it is a mistake in
terms of developing America’s interest
in the area.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HARKIN. I want to add one
point, and I know the Senator men-
tioned it, but I want to make that
point again. That is that, unlike other
foreign aid when we discuss these guar-
antees, we are not talking about a gift;
we are not giving anything away. This
is not a loan, as the Senator said, like
the administration just forgave Egypt
for $7 billion of loans to their country,
and other countries. It is not this at
all. This is simply a guarantee that is
going to have to be repaid, and that
based on its track record, will be repaid
by Israel.

Israel has repaid every loan and made
good on every loan guarantee to date.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Every cent.

Mr. HARKIN. When you have a good
credit risk like Israel, and we add our
moral obligation to Soviet emigres,
then the course of this administration
in blocking these guarantees is totally
wrong, and I appreciate the Senator’'s
remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the distinguished Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

LOAN GUARANTEES FOR ISRAEL

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, Presi-
dent Bush, as we know, has requested
that Congress delay for 120 days Isra-
el’s request for $10 billion in additional
United States loan guarantees. The
President is doing this in order that his
most promising peace initiative be
given a fair chance of succeeding. For
the first time in history there appears
to be a good chance that Israel and its
Arab neighbors will be sitting down to-
gether at the peace table.

Nothing should be done now that
might interfere with that prospect,
President Bush said, and I totally
agree with him. No individual has
worked harder to bring about a peace-
ful resolution to the troubled Middle
East than President George Bush.

In the past year—let us just think
about this—in the past year, the Unit-
ed States, indeed the world, went to
war to secure stability and peace in the
Middle East. From our efforts in the
Persian Gulf has come renewed dedica-
tion to finding a solution to over 40
years of Arab-Israeli discord. Now,
when we are so close finally to getting
the parties to sit down together to dis-
cuss their differences, is not the time
to rock the boat.

1, for one, support the President’s re-
quest to delay consideration of the Is-
raeli loan guarantee request for 120
days. Furthermore, I am absolutely
confident the American people also
support the President, President Bush,
in this effort.

I thank the Chair.
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LABOR, HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES, AND EDUCATION, AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, FISCAL YEAR 1992

The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill.
AMENDMENT NO. 1122

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment by
the senior Senator from Mississippi
will be set aside. The distinguished
Senator from California sends an
amendment to the desk, and the clerk
will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from California [Mr. SEY-
MOUR] proposes an amendment numbered
1122.

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 29, line 21 before the period, insert
the following: ‘: Provided further, That with-
in the funds made available under this head-
ing the Secretary shall, after consultation
with the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Appropriations of the Senate, allocate no
less than $60,000,000 will be spent for com-
petitive demonstration projects serving
pregnant and postpartum addicts and their
infants".

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I
bring this amendment to the floor be-
cause there is no issue that tears at my
heart more than that of parental sub-
stance and alcohol abuse and its effects
on the soon to be born and newborn
children. At this very minute, there
are babies being born exposed to co-
caine. Those babies, through no fault of
their own, will face this harsh world of
ours at a tremendous disadvantage,
and not only will they suffer from
withdrawal, mental retardation, and
respiratory problems, but their ability
to contribute to society later on in life
will be adversely affected by these
problems I just mentioned.

The most recent estimates, Mr.
President, from the California Depart-
ment of Alcohol and Drug Abuse indi-
cate that approximately 72,000 births
each year involve infants prenatally
exposed to drug substances, including
alcohol. Approximately 10 percent of
all deliveries in this country are asso-
ciated with illegal drug use and, Mr.
President, that is a very conservative
figure, because I am sure that there are
countless drug-addicted mothers out
there who do not bother seeking assist-
ance.

This problem is not just a lower-class
problem. It is not a minority problem.
It is not just a middle-class problem. It
is a national problem. As a matter of
fact, it is more than a problem, Mr.
President; it is a national epidemic, a
national tragedy.
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In 1985, there were 543 drug-exposed
infants born in Los Angeles County. In
1986, a year later, this number in-
creased to 915. In 1987, the number rose
to 1,619. Mr. President, this represents,
over a 3-year period, an almost 300-per-
cent increase in the number of infants
born exposed to drugs in Los Angeles
County alone.

Additionally, the Los Angeles County
coroner is reporting a number of fetal
deaths associated with the ingestion of
illegal chemicals. While the drug of
choice among pregnant mothers is co-
caine, other drugs, such a heroin, PCP,
amphetamines, and alcohol have equal,
and in some instances, more severe ef-
fects on the fetus.

As a matter of fact, heroin addicts
are at extremely high risk of contract-
ing the deadly HIV virus and passing it
on to their fetus.

Studies have proved that the com-
bination of absent prenatal care and
drug abuse have resulted in a marked
increase in the number of premature
infants born throughout the country.
Mr. President, it is for these reasons
that I am requesting $60 million to be
exclusively devoted to demonstration
programs for pregnant and postpartum
addicts and their infants. In my State
of California, there is presently a 3-
month waiting period for outpatient
drug-treatment programs, and an even
longer waiting period for residential
drug programs.

A large percentage of these women
cannot remain drug free without the
proper assistance and guidance offered
by these programs. The programs that
will benefit from my amendment are
those that emphasize early identifica-
tion, education, and intervention, and
intervention during pregnancy must
include the provision of both prenatal
care and drug treatment designed to
meet the special needs of these women.

Nationally, approximately 80 percent
of pediatric AIDS patients acquire the
disease prenatally. In Los Angeles
County, that figure is 50 percent. Fur-
thermore, the majority of prenatally
acquired AIDS is associated with intra-
venous drug-abusing women, or women
who are sexual partners with IV drug
users. Due to the nature of this addic-
tion, it is not possible to address the
problems in this population with edu-
cation alone. I really wish it were that
easy.

Mr. President, I also wish to bring to
your attention the cost effectiveness of
these programs. At Harbor-UCLA Medi-
cal Center, a center which I visited,
participants in the Obstetrical Sub-
stance-Abusing Mothers program
[OSAM], delivered infants with fewer
complications, lower mortality and
morbidity rates, and lower overall hos-
pital stays. A premature drug baby
may require several months in a hos-
pital at 3 times the cost; that roughly
equates to $250,000 of taxpayers' money
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in the first 6 months of the life of this
premature baby.

Mr. President, pregnancy and moth-
erhood are strong motivating factors
for women to become drug free. The
programs operating under the Office of
Substance Abuse Prevention aim to see
this goal achieved. I wish I did not
have to stand here today on the floor of
the U.S. Senate and earmark these
funds for these programs, because it is
a problem that I wish did not exist.

As 1 said, I have personally visited
pediatric units in private and commu-
nity hospitals throughout California,
and it deeply saddens me to see these
helpless beings, newborn babies lying
there helpless, struggling for air, their
bodies craving that poison that afflicts
them mercilessly. Mr. President, it is
not their fault.

Mr. President, we can pass all the
laws we want on combating drug abuse.
Though what we really need to do is
educate pregnant women who are abus-
ing drugs; we need to provide them the
support of prenatal care and drug
treatment, and to free them from a
drug-dependent lifestyle to one of a
drug-free lifestyle. This way, we will
give our children a fair chance at sur-
vival.

Mr. President, it is my understanding
that my amendment has been accepted
by both sides.

Mr. C . Mr. President, the
amendment of the distinguished Sen-
ator from California has been reviewed
on this side of the aisle. We recommend
that it be approved. It has been
cleared.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I am a
strong supporter of the Office of Sub-
stance Abuse prevention programs for
pregnant and postpartum women and
their infants. A couple years ago when
I took over as chairman of the HHS
subcommittee, the new program was
funded at about $4.5 million.

Since that time, this subcommittee,
with help on both sides of the aisle in-
cluding Senator COCHRAN, has in-
creased that funding to over $560 million
in fiscal year 1991, and about $60 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1992. That is about $5
million more than the President’s re-
quest.

Senator SEYMOUR's amendment guar-
antees that OSAP will dedicate no less
than $60 million of its demonstration
funds for pregnant and postpartum
women and infants. This is consistent
with the committee bill. I certainly
support that goal, provided that funds
do not come out of other important
treatment programs, such as the high-
risk youth demonstration.

That being the case, the amendment
is acceptable to this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LAU-
TENBERG). Do the Senators yield back
time?

Mr. SEYMOUR. Yes, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.
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The amendment (No. 1122) was agreed
to.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr, HARKIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. HARKIN. 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. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

RETIREMENT OF WILLIAM H.
GRAY III

Mr. HAFKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Senate Resolution 177 now at
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (8. Res. 177) to honor the ac-
complishments and express appreciation for
a dedicated career in public service of the
honorable Willlam H. Gray III, on the occa-
sion of his resignation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate? If not, the question is
on agreeing to the resolution.

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution and its preamble are
as follows:

177) was

S. REs. 177

Whereas, William H. Gray III was elected
to serve in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives in 1979 as the Representative of
the people of the Second Congressional Dis-
trict in Pennsylvania.

Whereas, William H. Gray has served the
people of his congressional district with en-
thusiasm, distinction and compassion.

Whereas, during his tenure in the House of
Representatives, William H. Gray has served
with noted excellence on congressional com-
mittees including the Committee on Appro-
priations, Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia and the Committee on House Admin-
istration.

Whereas, Mr. Gray’'s service as Chairman
of the Committee on the Budget and as a ma-
jority whip was especially distinguished.

Whereas, Mr. Gray's legislative acumen
and personal affability have rendered him
greatly admired and well prepared by his col-
leagues in the House of Representatives and
in other circles throughout the United
States and abroad.

Whereas, William H. Gray's participation,
presence and leadership will be missed in the
Congress.
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Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that the outstanding legislative and personal
achievements of William H. Gray III should
be duly recognized.

Mr. HARKIN. 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.

Mr. HARKIN. 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. 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.

LABOR, HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES, AND EDUCATION, AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, FISCAL YEAR 1992

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Before
the Senator begins, we have a couple of
matters that have to be dealt with.
Pursuant to a previous order, the
amendment on page 60, line 13 through
line 7 on page 61, as amended, is agreed
to.

The Senator from California is recog-
nized.

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, the
question I had, that amendment you
just referred to, is that the amendment
that I offered that dealt with pregnant
and postpartum addicts and their in-
fants?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That
amendment had to do with Pell grants.
AMENDMENT NO. 1122, AS MODIFIED

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, my
first request would be, with reference
to that amendment that I did offer 20
minutes ago having to do with preg-
nant postpartum addicts and their in-
fants; there was one word we wanted to
change, that is, “will” to “to’, and
that was agreed upon by both sides.

So in that specific amendment I am
requesting that in the third to last line
where we refer to no less than ‘$60,000
will be spent,” that be changed to
‘$60,000 to be spent.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 29, line 21 before the period, insert
the following: *‘: Provided further, That with-
in the funds made available under this head-
ing the Secretary shall, after consultation
with the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Appropriations of the Senate, allocate no
less than $60,000,000 to be spent for competi-
tive demonstration projects serving pregnant
and post-partum addicts and their infants".

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, the
other reason I have risen was with the
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original intention of offering an
amendment having to deal with SLIAG
funding. But the reality is there is no-
where near the support necessary to
make it a viable amendment. There-
fore, I would like to dispense with of-
fering the amendment and merely re-
quest an opportunity to speak to the
matter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the time agreed to for the
amendment will be available for debate
purposes, that is, of course, without
the amendment being offered.

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, the
amendment that I was going to offer
was quite simple. The intent of the
amendment would make good on the
Federal Government’s, this body as
well as the House of Representatives
and the administration’s promise, to
reimburse States and local govern-
ments for their health care, education
and public assistance costs under the
Immigration Reform and Control Act
of 1986 (IRCA) for the approximately 3
million persons who were granted am-
nesty under that act.

Under IRCA, the State Legalization
Impact Assistance Grant program,
commonly referred to as the SLIAG
program, was enacted to reimburse
State and local government costs of
the amnesty program. The law pro-
vided for $4 billion through fiscal year
1994 for this program. Accordingly,
States, including my State of Califor-
nia, and communities moved forward
to provide the essential services this
new population of Americans would ac-
cess. And they counted on the Federal
Government, the promise of this body
and the House of Representatives and
the administration for reimbursement
of the costs of those programs. After
all, that was the deal, and that is the
law.

Unfortunately, beginning in fiscal
year 1990 and again in fiscal year 1991,
the Congress slashed SLIAG funding, in
effect saying to States and commu-
nities ‘‘Sorry, guys, the deal is off.”
Those of us who have served in local
government, as I did for 8 years, and at
the State level of government where I
served for an additional 8 years, can at-
test to the true impact of a Federal
policy that simply shifts the costs of
that Federal responsibility onto the
shoulders of local communities and
States. Especially in the area of immi-
gration and refugee policy where the
Federal Government is backing out of
its partnership with the States.

Mr. President, I am urging Members
of this body to keep one thought in
mind: States and local governments
are powerless to protect themselves
from the consequences of Federal im-
migration policy which is, by law, the
sole responsibility of the Federal Gov-
ernment.

California is home to approximately
1.6 million amnesty recipients. Those
amnesty recipients are almost as great
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as the entire population of the State of
Delaware times 3, 1.6 million.

In Los Angeles county alone more
than 1 out of every 10 residents, 850,000
persons in this one county have applied
for amnesty. Let us put this number in
perspective. The number of persons in
L.A. County who have applied for am-
nesty is 4 times the population of Des
Moines, Iowa.

I do not mean to present this in any
mean spirited way. The Senator from
Iowa and his subcommittee worked
very diligently to craft a balanced bill
within the parameters of the budget
agreement and their task has been a
difficult one. I do not envy them at all
in that regard. But I must say that as
a result of the subcommittee’s actions
they have made the task of State and
local governments even more difficult
if not impossible.

The bottom line, Mr. President, what
this action means to the State of Cali-
fornia is a cost of over $400 million.
You know, State and local govern-
ments do not have the privilege we
have here. They have to balance their
budgets. They cannot throw their re-
sponsibilities onto others. That is why
SLIAG funding is so important and es-
sential to the fiscal sanity of the State
of California, New York, and others
who have counted on and budgeted
based upon that promise of SLIAG
funding. But today, once again, the
Congress is deferring its responsibility,
breaking its promise and breaking the
backs of local governments in my
State.

The law provided that $1 billion
would be appropriated for each of the
fiscal years 1987 through 1991, for a
total of $4 billion, and it stated that
any unexpended funds would remain
available for the States through fiscal
year 1994 at which time any unex-
pended funds would be returned to the
Treasury.

This second component of the SLIAG
agreement, the carryforward author-
ity, expressly acknowledged the fact
that as a reimbursement program, not
all claims for services provided would
be forthcoming in the first few years.

That is where California and other
similarly situated States find them-
selves today. We are now in the out-
years of the program, but we have not
seen claims for bona fide services dis-
appear. In fact, they are increasing just
as IRCA’s legislative history antici-
pated.

The demand for SLIAG-related serv-
ices are there. Under the law, they
must be provided, and—also under
law—they should be reimbursed
through SLIAG. That is what the
States and local governments expect,
that is the deal they agreed to back in
1985 and 1986 when IRCA was debated
and enacted and the promises were
made.

Unfortunately, the Federal Govern-
ment and the Congress see it dif-
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ferently; the Federal Government
wants to back out of the deal and wash
its hands of the entire matter.

The States were hesitant in the first
place to embrace any amnesty program
that did not protect them from the spi-
raling costs associated with this new
population, 1.6 million people in my
State.

I was serving in the California State
Senate at the time, and I can recall
vividly the internal debate that took
place in our house in the State legisla-
ture. We saw the merits of providing
amnesty. On the other hand, we feared
the fiscal impact of such a policy. I
know there must have been similar de-
bates in other States.

Now, California, Texas, New York,
Florida, Colorado, and other States are
finding that support for SLIAG has
ended. It may be true that California is
being shortchanged $400 million this
year alone and the other States I men-
tioned may not be affected until next
year. We are being hit with this devas-
tation this year, and I can promise you
that perhaps there will be the political
will next year when other States are
impacted the way my State is being
impacted.

But, unfortunately, that impact will
not occur until next year so I am left
here standing alone.

All those States expect and all my
State of California expects is for the
Federal Government to pick up its end
of the deal so that these same hospitals
and clinics and school districts can as-
sure a full level of service to entire
communities. In Los Angeles County
alone, SLIAG cuts in this bill will force
a major reduction in county health
services, including major reductions in
outpatient clinics and medical and sur-
gical beds.

The ultimate impact of the SLIAG
cuts in Los Angeles County will be that
the health status of indigent clientele
served by the county will greatly wors-
en, and more people will die needlessly.

California’'s budget deficit is well
known to all in this Chamber. Gov-
ernor Wilson informs that cutting
SLIAG funds will only worsen Califor-
nia’s budget woes. Moreover, the im-
pact to communities statewide will be
enormous. For instance, consider the
fact that:

Pregnant women will not receive pre-
natal care, health education, nutrition,
and child health services so critical to
our next generation of Americans and
Americans yet unborn.

Pediatric encounters will not be pro-
vided, reducing the number of vaccina-
tions, nutritional checks and physical
examinations necessary to prevent fu-
ture health problems for children.

Many elderly patients will be de-
prived of basic medical care, so chronic
and acute diseases 1like cancer,
osteoporosis and other syndromes asso-
ciated with old age will not be detected
at an early and very possibly treatable
or managable stage.
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Many outpatient mental health
treatment clinics will be closed. Thus,
mental health treatment will only be
provided to ‘‘the most seriously ill,”
resulting in a high incidence of expen-
sive, 24-hour care.

Probably even more important in the
long term, the number of adult literacy
classes available in California will dra-
matically decrease, leaving hundreds of
thousands of students—yes, persons
that were given amnesty who will be-
come citizens of our State of California
and this Nation—without the ability to
speak English.

Mr. President, what is going to occur
in the future in my State is these hun-
dreds of thousands of amnesty recipi-
ents will become citizens in future
years, but because of their inability to
communicate in English, they will be
unable to find a job. They will be on
our welfare rolls, which will increase
our costs. They do not want that. We
do not want that.

But you cannot expect us to do it all
alone. You cannot just take $400 mil-
lion away from us this year and expect
us to provide education and literacy to
this population.

Back in the medical area, I find this
fact astounding, over 20 percent of all
hospital admissions in Los Angeles
County are illegal aliens—now legal
under amnesty. Mr. President, consider
the fact that one out of every 200 ba-
bies born in this country is born to an
amnesty applicant in one Los Angeles
County hospital.

Let us be clear: Cutting SLIAG
funds, and eliminating them, total
elimination, does not cause the demand
for services or the related costs to dis-
appear for those services that were
mandated by the Federal Government
when IRCA was approved. All it does is
shift the burden—unfairly and inappro-
priate—to a few State and local gov-
ernments.

When hospitals cannot be reim-
bursed, when people cannot receive the
basic language training they need—and
I mean basic; I am talking about 40
hours to learn the English language—I
defy any one of us to try to learn a for-
eign language in 40 hours. So we are
not asking much. Forty hours. They
are going to be deprived of that—and
when outlays for public assistance pro-
grams go unreimbursed, it is not a sim-
ple case of a legalized alien not receiv-
ing a service. There is a ripple effect
and everybody in the community must

pay.

If we are to cut these funds, then we
must be prepared to acknowledge the
fact that we are creating an underclass
of citizens who will not have the tools
to fully participate and benefit in our
society.

Now, while rhetorical, the points
that I have raised are very real gues-
tions that we must confront and for
which we will be held accountable
should we not fulfill the Federal Gov-
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ernment’'s promise under IRCA. I am
not sure, Mr. President, that any Mem-
ber in this Chamber would like to take
credit for that kind of disaster.

Cutting SLIAG gives the Federal
Government just one more opportunity
to foist yet another fiscal burden on to
the shoulders of State and local gov-
ernments. And that is the bottom line,
of which no one can be proud.

What I was going to try to do with
this amendment that I found little or
no support for was rather simple. I
thought it was a logical and altogether
fair approach, because the amendment
would have called simply for a three-
quarters of 1 percent—less than 1 per-
cent—three-quarters of 1 percent re-
duction across the board in programs
in the bill before us and diverts those
funds—$45 million—to SLIAG.

But three-quarters of 1 percent obvi-
ously was too much to ask. So I will be
back again next year, Mr. President,
when more States are then impacted
like California. When that happens,
there is going to be a greater outcry
than just this one voice. And with that
outcery will come the votes necessary, 1
am hopeful, of keeping the promise
that was made in funding this program.

I yield back my time, Mr. President.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, let me
simply respond by first congratulating
the Senator from California for bring-
ing this problem to the attention of the
Senate. And it is a serious problem in
the State of California and a couple of
other States as well, where the pro-
jected drawdown of funds under this
grant program that was designed to
help alleviate the fiscal problems asso-
ciated with amnesty for illegal aliens
is resulting in some exceedingly seri-
ous financial burdens to those States.

Some States have not used all the
funds that were earmarked and avail-
able for them and, because of that, the
committee approved language that is
included in its report directing ‘‘the de-
partment to submit to the Congress'—
and I am reading from the committee
record now—*‘‘submit to the Congress
within 120 days a report outlining the
extent of the fiscal year 1992 shortfall
and options for mitigating program
disruption in shortfall States, taking
into consideration the needs of States
with currency surpluses.”

The point is that this is a program
that has resulted in a lot of additional
costs for health care, for education,
and other expenses that the distin-
guished Senator from California so cor-
rectly points out.

The administration requested a re-
scission of the unused funds in this pro-
gram, $1 billion. The committee did not
go along with that. We recommend in
this bill that that amount simply be
deferred to the end of the fiscal year
and that the additional funds, if there
are any available, be made available
within 15 days of the beginning of the
next fiscal year. So that is the commit-
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ment that is made in this bill to the
States like California.

I do not know whether that is going
to solve the problem or address the
concerns that the Senator has raised
here. But it is important that HHS
take a look at this, that OMB and the
administration seek to work this out,
because it is a serious problem. I sym-
pathize with the situation that Califor-
nia finds itself in and hope that there
is some way we can resolve it to the
satisfaction of the Senator before the
next fiscal year comes around.

Mr. BUMPERS. 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. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ApAMS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1116

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I will
be very brief. I just want to comment
on the Cochran amendment, of which I
am a cosponsor, and say I hope that
amendment could be accepted here
without a vote. Not that I have any
hesitancy about a vote, nor do I have
any doubt about the outcome of a vote.

But for purposes of the RECORD, I
have checked with a number of people
and this has nothing to do with home
industries or anything that is going to
cause one single person in any industry
to lose a job. It is a very common prac-
tice, as I understand it. It is a very
common practice for fabric shops that
have patterns, Simplicity patterns or
other patterns, to allow employees in
those shops to make clothes at home
according to a particular pattern.
Maybe it is something they are push-
ing

They use the clothes that are made
by the employees in that shop maybe
in a display window or in displays in-
side the fabric shop. And after they
have received all the economic benefit
they can get out of that sort of adver-
tising of those clothes, they give those
clothes to the employee who made
them.

Frankly, I do not know why any- -
body—and I do not think anybody does,
very much—could object to this. As a
matter of fact, it seems to me it is the
sort of thing that ought to be pro-
moted.

No. 1, it is an incentive for an em-
ployee to do something at home,
maybe make clothes for a teen-aged
child who is in school, help supplement
their income because they know they
are going to be able to pass that piece
of clothing on to a child. I do not know
why anybody would object to that.

So I must confess, I did not know this
was a fairly common practice in the
United States until Senator COCHRAN
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offered this amendment. I remember in

a staff conference in my office when

this first came up and I asked for an

explanation of it, I thought there must
be something hidden and not visible.

Because it seemed so palpably clear

that it was a good idea, there must be

some hidden agenda here.

On further investigation, I find there
is absolutely nothing hidden; it is a
front-on amendment. It makes emi-
nently good sense, and I hope we can
accept it, even without a rollcall vote.
I think it would be unanimously ap-
proved here.

Mr. COCHRAN. Let me thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arkansas for
his comments. I am encouraged, in the
negotiations that are underway to re-
solve this issue, that we may be able to
resolve it and accept the amendment
with a modification on a voice vote.
That is my hope. That is what we are
working toward right now.

It seems pretty clear to me that both
sides are recognizing this is an issue
that does need to be resolved, and this
is an appropriate way to resolve it, on
this appropriations bill. So in hopes we
can complete those negotiations and
get the final language set out in a
modification, I am happy to pass on
that information to the Senate.

This leaves us, Mr. President, with
all of the amendments that were listed
on the order the majority leader ad-
vanced earlier in the day completed,
with the exception of the Cochran
amendment that is pending, and the
Ford amendment. So we, I think, have
accomplished quite a bit today.

When the distinguished Senator who
is in the chair offered his amendment,
that started the ball rolling. The
Adams amendment was agreed to, and
others began to be considered and
agreed to by the Senate.

It seems we are nearing completion
of action on this bill. For my part, I
want to thank Senators on this side for
cooperating with the managers of the
bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 1116 TO ACCEPTED COMMITTEE
AMENDMENT BEGINNING ON PAGE 8, LINE 10, AS
MODIFIED
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we

have worked on some additional lan-
guage in an effort to modify the Coch-
ran amendment so it will be acceptable
and the Senate can vote in favor of it
on a voice vote, maybe. In that connec-
tion, I send a modification of my
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will order that the modified
amendment is in order, and the Sen-
ator may proceed with his amendment.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows.

On page 9, line 10, strike out *‘$231,326,000,"
and insert in lieu thereof the following:
+$231,326,000, none of which shall be expended
by the Secretary of Labor to implement or
enforce model garment regulations or model
garment enforcement policy promulgated
under the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938
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(290 U.S.C. 201 et seq.) Provided, That the
model garment program comply with the fol-
lowing:

(1) The employee's work is voluntary.

(2) The patterns, fabrics, and notions are
provided by the employers at no cost to the
employees.

(3) The employees retain ownership of the
model garments after the display period:

(4) The model garments are in fabrics,
styles and sizes determined by the employees
to be appropriate for the employees’ use.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, what
we are seeking to do with the modifica-
tion of the amendment is to spell out
the specific parts of the regulations
that the Senate is approving as appro-
priate, as an exemption from the Fair
Labor Standards Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair was just being certain that the
Senator had the right to modify the
amendment, and it would be considered
in its modified form, and has so ordered
that.

So the modified amendment is the
one that is now pending.

Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the Chair.

The Senator from Mississippi is at-
tempting to explain what the modifica-
tion is so that Senators will know what
they are voting on.

We sent a modification to the desk
for the benefit of Senators to spell out
specifically the parts of the regulation
issued by the Department of Labor
that will qualify a model garment pro-
gram as exempt from the provisions of
the Fair Labor Standards Act.

We appreciate the counsel and advice
and suggestions from other Senators
and members of their staff in crafting
this modification so it could be accept-
ed.

I do not know of any other Senators
on this side who are seeking to debate
the issue. We are willing to have the
amendment agreed upon on a voice
vote.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry. The modification
is now a part of the Cochran amend-
ment; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, we are
prepared to vote on the Cochran
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
time remaining on the amendment. Do
both Senators yield back the remain-
der of time they have?

Mr. COCHRAN. I yield back all the
time remaining on the amendment al-
located to this Senator.

Mr. BUMPERS. I yield back such
time remaining on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back, the question
is on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from Mississippi, as modified.

The amendment (No. 1116), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.
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The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the commit-
tee amendment on page 9, line 10, as
amended.

The committee amendment on page
9, line 10, as amended, was agreed to.

Mr. BUMPERS. 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. 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.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the vote on
the motion to table the Helms amend-
ment occur at 6:30 p.m.; that the time
between now and then be equally di-
vided and controlled in the usual form
for further debate on the Helms amend-
ment; that upon the disposition of the
Helms amendment, the Senate proceed
without any intervening action or de-
bate to third reading and to vote on
final passage on the pending bill; and
that it now be in order for me to ask
for the yeas and nays on the vote on
final passage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request? The Chair
hears none and it is so ordered.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I now
request the yeas and nays on final pas-

sage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, Sen-
ators should therefore now be aware
that there will be two rollcall votes be-
ginning at 6:30 p.m.; one on the motion
to table the Helms amendment, then
following disposition of the Helms
amendment a vote on final passage of
the bill. Immediately thereafter, the
Senate will proceed to consideration of
the Interior Department appropria-
tions bill, and I will have a further
statement to make with respect to the
schedule at that time.

I thank my colleagues.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. FORD. Will the majority leader
withhold.

Mr. MITCHELL. I withhold my re-
quest.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, one of the
amendments that was not included in
the unanimous consent was an amend-
ment that I wanted to bring up this
evening on this piece of legislation as
it related to Medicaid and the new reg-
ulations that have been promulgated
by HCFA that will go into effect on
January 1, which would cause a great
deal of hardship as it relates to Medic-
aid payments within many of our
States. Two hundred seventy thousand
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underprivileged and those in poverty in
my State receive help as it relates to
health care.

Under the legislation that we passed,
that OMB has now set some figures on,
it came out of Congress with CBO fig-
ures, but once it becomes law the OMB
figures are used. They are now increas-
ing—from $500 million to $1.5 billion,
now $2 billion it is going to cost the
Treasury. And, of course, if it is scored
that way, it would mean we would have
to have a sequester, and none of us
want that at the end of the fiscal year.

There will be a colloquy between the
distinguished senior Senator from
Texas, the chairman of the Finance
Committee, and myself that will ac-
company this piece of legislation and it
will be offered, hopefully, before final
passage of the legislation.

Some of my colleagues have been in-
terested in moving forward with this
amendment. I think it has a sufficient
number of votes to pass, probably pass
overwhelmingly. But under the cir-
cumstances with the scoring that OMB
now said they will use, it means a se-
quester on all domestic programs, and
I do not think any of us want to be
placed in that position. It is another
way to eliminate help for the under-
privileged and those in poverty by the
administration.

I regret it very much and look for-
ward to the colloquy and maybe a
stand-alone piece of legislation that we
could pass out of the Senate and send a
message before we leave for the year.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, will the
Senator withhold?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator withhold?

Mr. FORD. Yes.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator.

AMENDMENT NO. 1114, AS MODIFIED

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, may I in-
quire of the situation. I have been in an
Ethics Committee meeting.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The par-
liamentary situation is there is a mo-
tion to table the Helms amendment
that is to be voted on at 6:30. Between
this time and 6:30 the floor is open to
the Senator from North Carolina.
Thereafter, there is a vote on final pas-

sage.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. Does
that mean that I have 6 minutes or 4
minutes?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. May I share one of
those?

Mr. HELMS. Certainly.

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. . If I might respond,
the agreement provided that the time
would be equally divided on the two
sides, whatever time remains.

Mr. HELMS. I see.

Mr. MITCHELL. The Senator would
be entitled to half the remaining time
and Senator MOYNIHAN the other half.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. At this
point Senator HELMS has 2 minutes, 30
seconds, and the opposition has 2 min-
utes, 30 seconds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
have moved to table the resolution of
my friend——

Mr. HELMS. I did not realize that. I
thought the Senator was going to
speak. I hope he will withhold. In any
event, I do not think it would be in
order for him to so move until time has
expired.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the unanimous consent agreement,
time is to be divided equally between
the Senator from North Carolina and
the Senator from New York. The Sen-
ator from New York is to be recognized
for 2% minutes. The Senator from
North Carolina is to be recognized for
2% minutes. Then there will be a vote
on the motion to table.

Mr. HELMS. I see. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr, President, as I
said, I have moved to table this amend-
ment for the simple reason that the
issue before us is a survey of reproduc-
tive, procreative patterns in men and
in women, adult, of course, at this
time. It is to be carried out by the Na-
tional Opinion Research Center at the
University of Chicago by distinguished
social scientists, people who work with
the National Research Service, Profes-
sor Gagnon, for example, of the State
University of New York.

The issues are pressing. The area is
one of surprisingly spare knowledge.
We need to know more about how,
when, why children are born, why the
processes proceed, and particularly we
need to know more about the large,
growing number of out-of-wedlock
births in our country. They are now at
26 percent of all live births, 5 times the
rate of 1960.

In one generation we have seen this
extraordinary increase. In some cities,
Baltimore, for example, the rates ap-
proach three-quarters, in some groups
three-quarters, in Senator HELMS'
State, 26 percent of births, which is the
average for the Nation, in my State 30
percent, varying among our States,
varying in the world. Japan has 1 per-
cent.

This is something we need to know
more about, learn in a dispassionate,
scientific survey. That is what will go
forward and that is why we hope in the
bill, the managers will be allowed their
wish and the administrations’ wish
that the National Institute of Child De-
velopment will be able to do this work.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair and
I thank the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GLENN). The Senator’s time has ex-
pired. The Senator from North Caro-
lina is recognized for 2% minutes.
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Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I do not
question the statistics. I think they
are correct as given by Senator MoOY-
NIHAN. The point is that the present
policy of this Government is to encour-
age young people to think that sex be-
fore marriage is OK just so long as it is
‘‘safe sex.”

However, the Federal Government
has one, just one, small program—title
XX—that promotes delaying sex until
marriage and it is that one small pro-
gram, which is not funded in the under-
lying bill.

Mr. President, for those Senators, if
any, who may think that the sex sur-
veys which we discussed in detail ear-
lier are not all that bad, I am going to
send down to the Republican desk sev-
eral copies of some of the questions. I
ask that they be available for Senators
on both sides of the aisle to read what
the American taxpayers are being re-
quired to finance over the will and
judgment of Secretary Sullivan.

I am not going to read any of the
questions because I do not want to be
responsible for putting such language
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. But I
say again, any Senator who strongly
supports these studies should be will-
ing to at least take a look at what we
are talking about so that the public
can see what they are being required to
pay for.

The bottom line is that under the
present system we are encouraging
teenagers, whether we intend it or not,
to engage in sex just so long as it is
‘“safe sex.”” On the other hand, the only
Federal program, the only activity in
the Federal Government, that pleads
with young people to abstain from sex-
ual activity until they are married is
title XX—and the pending bill does not
fund it.

I think the Federal Government
ought to fund title XX and that is the
purpose of the pending amendment.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, this
amendment creates for me a difficult
choice. It is unfortunate that the limi-
tations of the budget forces us to
choose between two worthwhile meas-
ures.

The Adolescent Family Life Program
is a wvaluable addition to the com-
pliment of sex education and preg-
nancy prevention programs funded by
the Government. I think the outreach
to adolescent males this program has
provided is especially important.

However, I strongly disagree with the
Senator from North Carolina's charac-
terization of the studies sponsored by
the National Institute of Child and
Human Development. His characteriza-
tion of these surveys is wrong, mislead-
ing, and malicious.

I am surprised that the Senator is so
out of touch with his own constituency
at the University of North Carolina at
Chapel Hill that he is quoting ques-
tions that were deleted from the survey
2 years ago. Considerable effort has al-
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ready been spent to develop the ques-
tions in these surveys, and that devel-
opment is continuing at the University
of North Carolina and the University of
Chicago.

The surveys the Senator attacks
have been endorsed by the American
Medical Association, the American
Public Health Association, the Amer-
ican Psychological Association, the
American Sociological Association,
and 30 other national health and sci-
entific organizations.

The surveys the Senator calls unsci-
entific have been reviewed by some of
the finest minds in the United States.
I suggest that those scientists are bet-
ter able to judge the scientific merit of
these surveys than is the U.S. Senate.

We look back at the days of the
Scopes monkey trial with embarrass-
ment. And yet we are moving dan-
gerously close to the same intellectual
climate where unpopular ideas are
shouted down or made illegal.

As I said at the outset, the Adoles-
cent Family Life Program is a valuable
program and deserves funding. It can
stand on its own merit. We do not need
to cloud the issue with misinformation
about valuable and much needed re-
search. If we must choose which of
these programs to fund let us do so on
the merits.

On one hand we have a set of surveys
that are needed to guide policy forma-
tion for the prevention of adolescent
pregnancy and the spread of sexually
transmitted diseases. We are now mak-
ing policy using data that is 40 years
old.

On the other hand we have a program
that will add a unique and valuable di-
mension to the programs of Federal sex
education.

I understand that this amendment is
expected to pass overwhelmingly. I
urge my colleagues to work in the con-
ference committee to see that both the
AFLP and the NICHD surveys are fund-
ed.

I yield the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's time has expired. Under the pre-
vious order we move directly to the
vote on the motion to table.

On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 34,
nays 66, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 188 Leg.]

YEAS—34

Adams Dodd Lieberman
Akaka Glenn Metzenbaum
Bentsen Gore Mikulski
Mﬂmﬂ gﬂn Mitchell

ey uye Moynihan
Burdick Kennedy Nunn
Chafes Rerry Pell
Cohen Lautenberg Risgle
Cranston Leahy
DeConeini Levin
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Sanford Simon Wirth
Sarbanes Wellstone Wofford
NAYS—66
Baucus Ford MecConnell
Biden Fowler Murkowski
Bond Garn Nickles
Boren Gorton Packwood
Breaux Graham Pressler
Brown Gramm Pryor
Bryan Grassley Reid
Bumpers Hatch Robb
Burns Hatfield Rockefeller
Byrd Heflin Roth
Coats Helms Rudman
Cochran Hollings SBasser
Conrad Jeffords Beymour
Craig Johnston Bhelby
D’'Amato Kassebaum Simpson
Danforth Kasten Smith
Daschle Kerrey Specter
Dixon Kohl Stevens
Dole Lott Symms
Domenicl Lugar Thurmond
Durenberger Mack Wallop
Exon McCain Warner

So, the motion to lay on the table
the amendment (No. 1114), as modified,
was rejected.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. GRAMM. 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 is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from North Caro-
lina.

The amendment (No. 1114), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. GRAMM. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT ON PAGE 25, LINES §

THROUGH 8, AB AMENDED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The com-
mittee amendment on page 25, lines 5
through 8, as amended, is agreed to.

HEALTH RESOURCES AND SERVICES

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I
would like to engage my distinguished
colleague, the senior Senator from Ha-
waii [Mr. INOUYE], in a colloquy regard-
ing a provision in the pending bill (H.R.
2707). Specifically, my concern relates
to title II, making appropriations for
Health Resources and Services.

I understand that the provision ap-
propriates funding for the creation of
an Office of Adolescent Health within
the Department of Health and Human
Services. The appropriations bill for
that Department specifies that $2 mil-
lion should be used to establish this of-
fice. Would the distinguished Senator
please clarify the proposal further? I
am particularly interested in hearing
more about the source of funding, and
whether the Senator contemplates per-
manent funding of this program. More
specifically, would the Maternal and
Child Health Block Grant [MCH] Pro-
gram, authorized by title V of the So-
cial Security Act, be the source of the
funding? And is the $2 million seed
money intended to initiate the effort
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only, or is the use of title V funds in
the nature of a long-term commit-
ment?

Mr, INOUYE. I would be pleased to
answer my colleague's questions. The
source of the funding for an Office of
Adolescent Health would be the Fed-
eral portion of the title V program
used for conducting Special Projects of
Regional and National Significance
(**SPRANS"). I view the $2 million as
seed money to assist the Department
in developing a plan for a Federal role
in addressing the needs of adolescents.

Mr. BENTSEN. I thank the Senator.
I also would appreciate further clari-
fication about the provision in the ap-
propriations bill.

It is my understanding that the in-
tent of the provision is to make funds
available for an Office of Adolescent
Health in anticipation of authorizing
legislation. Is my understanding cor-
rect?

Mr. INOUYE. The Senator’s under-
standing is correct.

Mr. BENTSEN. Since the source of
the funds to create the Office of Ado-
lescent Health is the SPRANS portion
of the MCH Program, and since the
MCH Program is within the jurisdic-
tion of the Committee on Finance, I
would be interested in knowing wheth-
er the Senator contemplates asking the
Committee on Finance to authorize the
new program.

Mr. INOUYE. Certainly, I would be
pleased if the Committee on Finance
would consider authorizing an Office of
Adolescent Health under title V of the
Social Security Act. I would like to
point out, however, that I am not nec-
essarily seeking the creation of such an
office, per se. The appropriations provi-
sion is intended to catalyze the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services to
focus on the topic of adolescent health,
and to develop a coordinated, system-
atic effort in this area. It is not essen-
tial to this end that a new bureaucratic
entity be created at this time.

Mr. BENTSEN. I thank the Senator
for clarifying that. Is it correct to as-
sume that the Senator expects that the
Department's efforts in this area be di-
rected by the Maternal and Child
Health Bureau within the Health Re-
sources and Services Administration? I
believe it is especially important to
clarify this point in light of current re-
organization efforts within the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services.

Mr. INOUYE. I agree with my col-
league and can affirm his assumption
that I expect the Maternal and Child
Health Bureau to oversee the Depart-
ment's efforts to develop a systematic
approach to addressing the health care
needs of adolescents. And, if an Office
of Adolescent Health is established, I
would expect that office to be created
and administered under the auspices of
the bureau.

Mr. BENTSEN. I appreciate my col-
league’s assistance in clarifying this
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provision and I commend his efforts to
get the Department to develop a sys-
tematic approach to adolescent health.
I, too, am interested in the special
health care needs of adolescents, and
would be pleased to consider authoriz-
ing an Office of Adolescent Health
within the Maternal and Child Health
Bureau.

My colleague from Hawaii has long
been a leader in attempting to improve
the delivery of health care. And as one
of the principal requestors of a study
on adolescent health by the Office of
Technology Assessment [OTA], he has
already demonstrated his concern for
adolescents. I joined him in requesting
this important work. Unfortunately,
the OTA study indicated that many of
our Nation's teenagers suffer serious
health care problems—such as chronic
physical illness or substance abuse—
that too often go unattended. To help
ensure that older children and adoles-
cents have access to the care they
need, I authored a provision that was
included in last year's budget act
which expands the Medicaid Program
to cover all children under age 19 with
incomes below the Federal poverty
level on a phased-in basis, so that all
teenagers will be eligible for Medicaid
by the year 2002.

Thus, I agree with my colleague that
it would be reasonable to consider the
creation of an Office on Adolescent
Health which can guide Federal policy
on the provision of health care to ado-
lescents. Given the Maternal and Child
Health Bureau's expertise in addressing
the health care needs of special popu-
lations, it is entirely appropriate to
consider creating and administering
such a program under the auspices of
the Maternal and Child Health Bureau.

AMENDMENT NO. 1084

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, on June 3,
1991, 11 Senate Appropriation Commit-
tee members wrote to the Senate Ap-
propriations Subcommittee on Labor,
Health and Human Services, Edu-
cation, and Related Agencies request-
ing $1.67 billion in fiscal year 1992, for
the Low-Income Housing Energy As-
sistance Program [LIHEAP]. This mod-
est and necessary increase would allow
the program to keep pace with infla-
tion.

On June 28, 1991, I joined 51 of my col-
leagues in writing to the Appropria-
tions Subcommittee supporting the po-
sition of our 11 colleagues. We urged
the subcommittee to allow LIHEAP
enough funding to keep current serv-

ices.

We will have to make some tough de-
cisions this month. However, what
good are we doing if we are only rob-
bing Peter to pay Paul? There are
many effective and beneficial programs
fighting for the same limited Federal
dollar, but we cannot turn our backs on
children and elderly who have chronic
health problems because their home
doesn't have heat or whose family
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must choose between eating and paying
the utility bills. LIHEAP is often what
keeps families from being tossed out to
the streets and becoming homeless.

LIHEAP provides needed heating and
cooling assistance to our Nation's in-
creasing poor. Nationwide, about 60
percent of LIHEAP households have
annual incomes under $6,000. For my
State of Illinois, a staggering 82.1 per-
cent of households receiving LIHEAP
had annual incomes of under $6,000. For
these households a high percentage of
their incomes is spent on paying utili-
ties. In Illinois, roughly one-third of
LIHEAP households spend more than
12 percent of their incomes on winter
home energy bills.

LIHEAP only serves a fraction of eli-
gible households. Approximately 17.4 to
25.2 million households across the
country are eligible for LIHEAP assist-
ance; however, only about 5.8 million
households are served nationwide. The
recession has created an additional 2
million eligible households. In Illinois,
only 143,564 households were served in
1990. Many of our country’s elderly and
disabled individuals are LIHEAP bene-
ficiaries. In Illinois, elderly persons
live in 21 percent of the LIHEAP house-
holds, and disabled individuals live in
13.6 percent.

The recession hit many individuals
and families hard. Cuts in both State
and Federal funding of energy assist-
ance programs like LIHEAP com-
pounds the problems that these Ameri-
cans face. The impact of these cuts on
Illinois means that 56,481 households
will lose heating assistance. Further-
more, another estimated 9,000 house-
holds will lose crisis assistance and
weatherization services. In other
words, it would be as if we turned off
all the heat and the electricity to
every house in the second largest city
in my home State, Rockford, Illinois,
during the dead of winter.

Mr. President, sometimes we get so
consumed by the numbers that we for-
get just what they mean in real terms.
To give a face to the numbers, I want
to tell you about Ms. Anna Finkley,
who bravely told her story to Mrs. Lil-
lian Drummond of the South Austin
Coalition Community Council in Chi-
cago, IL.

Anna Finkley's story is typical of a
LIHEAP participant. Anna, age 54,
lives in Chicago’s westside with her
mother, age T1. She receives $165 a
month in general assistance and $102 a
month in food stamps. Her mother re-
ceives $407 in Social Security benefits.
In order for Anna and her mother to
avoid disconnection of their electricity
and gas, they must come up with about
$1,500. This is an insurmountable fig-
ure. Anna was recently notified that
she would no longer be eligible to re-
ceive general assistance or food
stamps.

In addition to basic expenses, Anna
faces growing medical bills due to
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health problems and the costs of caring
for her elderly mother. Anna has a his-
tory of heart disease, relies on oxygen
therapy because of an asthma condi-
tion, suffers from arthritis, and is un-
dergoing radiation treatment for can-
cer. In addition to her health problems,
Anna is responsible for the care of her
elderly mother who has suffered from a
heart attack. Anna had applied for SSI,
but was denied because the Social Se-
curity Administration believed she was
able to work. This summer, Anna's
outpatient care will no longer be cov-
ered by the State.

Needless to say, Anna Finkley and
her mother are facing difficult and des-
perate times. The Finkley’s did receive
energy assistance last winter, but be-
cause of State and Federal cuts, it is
unlikely that Anna will receive bene-
fits this winter. Recently, because of
the loss of other assistance and mount-
ing medical problems, Anna was forced
to choose between paying the utilities,
the rent, or eating. This is a choice no
one should be forced to make. Anna
and her mother have been notified that
the electricity and the gas will soon be
shut off. All they can hope for is a mild
Chicago winter and a miracle.

Because of State and Federal budget
cuts, no assistance will be available for
the millions of families like Anna's.
Like others faced with a similar situa-
tion, Anna may be forced to build ex-
tremely dangerous fires in her bath tub
to keep warm or bring choking char-
coal grills into the house to cook their
food. Many who have foolishly done
this have lost everything to fires and
some have died. But the choice is ei-
ther to chance the high probability of
death by fire or face certain death from
the cold.

Finally, Mr. President, I would like
to commend Mrs. Finkley for sharing
her story. Many of those who face simi-
lar hardship are too embarrassed and
proud to come forward. Still others are
80 busy just trying to survive, they
haven't the time or the energy. The
population that this program serves
does not have the expertise or the big
expense accounts necessary to lobby
Congress. Often, they are overlooked. I
urge you today to not forget them, and
to do what’s right—support the Harkin
amendment, and if that fails then sup-
port the Harkin-Wirth-Rudman amend-
ment.

AMENDMENT NO. 1084

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I would
like to take this opportunity today to
highlight a program which I believe is
in dire need of adequate funding—a
program for the poor, the elderly, and
the disabled.

The Low-Income Home Energy As-
sistance Program [LIHEAP] was de-
signed to assist the 17 to 23 million dis-
advantaged households in dealing with
skyrocketing home energy prices. Un-
fortunately, since its inception in 1980,
LIHEAP has routinely been under-
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funded. Even during its peak funding
year, the program was only able to
reach a mere one-third of the needy
families across the country that so des-
perately need our help.

Funding for the program has steadily
declined in recent years, with a total
cut of approximately $2.8 billion from
1987 to 1992. What that means is, that
since 1987, 1 million households have
been cut from the LIHEAP program
and are no longer able to receive the
assistance that they need to ensure
that they can pay their winter heating
bills, or other equally critical home en-
ergy needs. This means that we have
cut off 3 million men, women, and chil-
dren who need our help. This is why the
LIHEAP program needs to be ade-
quately funded.

The steady decline in funding has
created a huge pool of disadvantaged
families which are all competing for
the same scarce funds. Eligibility re-
quirements for this program have be-
come very strict. The annual income
cutoff in order to receive benefits in
my home State of Illinois is set at a
mere $15,875 per year. The typical
household eligible for assistance, how-
ever, has an annual income of only
$6,000 or less; over 80 percent of the re-
cipients in Illinois fit this description.

But even if a family meets the strict
eligibility requirements for benefits,
the LIHEAP program can only afford
to cover a small portion of a recipients
total energy bills. These households
with poor, 2lderly, or disabled occu-
pants may still have to pay nearly 75
percent of their home energy bills on
their own, which can add up to almost
a quarter of their total income. In com-
parison, the average U.S. household
spends only 3 percent of its income on
home energy. As a result, too often
these disadvantaged families must
choose between heat and the other
basic necessities of daily life, such as
clothing for their children or food for
the dinner table.

States and local governments have
worked hard to try to ensure that the
poor and disadvantaged do not have to
face such a terrible choice. In Illinois,
for example, an effective program
called REAPP—the Residential Energy
Assistance Partnership Program—has
been established to coordinate State
and Federal funds to pay energy bills
for thousands of disadvantaged Illinois
households. Private industry has
helped to create and finance weather-
ization projects and utility fuel funds.
And a LIHEAP coalition has been
formed in Illinois, comprised of advo-
cacy groups for children and the elder-
ly, labor unions, church and public in-
terest groups, as well as the utilities.

Neither State and local governments,
nor the private sector, however, can
solve the problem alone. The Federal
Government must shoulder its fair
share of this responsibility as well.
LIHEAP simply must be more ade-
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quately funded so that the poor, the el-
derly and the disabled will not have to
choose between food to eat or heat for
their homes.

Thank you, Mr. President.

AMENDMENT NO. 1084

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, as we de-
bate the Labor-HHS Appropriations
legislation, I want to call attention to
a program vital to many low-income
families, especially as we approach the
winter months—the Low-Income Home
Energy Assistance Program. The bill as
reported by the Appropriations Com-
mittee would have cut the basic
LIHEAP funding by $300 million. The
Harkin-Wirth amendment restored $200
million of those funds. It is based on an
amendment, which I cosponsored,
originally proposed by Senator RUD-
MAN. I would have liked to have seen an
actual increase in regular funding for a
program so important to many Con-
necticut citizens. All of us, however,
understand the difficult task the Sub-
committee on Labor, HHS, and Edu-
cation faced in trying to meet ever-
growing needs with a shrinking pot of
money. I greatly appreciate Senator
HARKIN's vigorous efforts to increase
LIHEAP funding over the level ap-
proved by the House and his willing-
ness to work with us to find a way to
do even more for the needy households
that depend on this vital pro

Each year, LIHEAP is literally a. life-
line for millions of the most disadvan-
taged people in this country. It pro-
tects very wvulnerable families from
freezing during the cold winter months
and from exposure to dangerous heat in
the summer. Substantial cuts in
LIHEAP funding, as the committee
originally recommended, would jeop-
ardize this lifeline and the health and
safety of the families who need it.

The Harkin-Wirth amendment brings
total LIHEAP funding to $1.5 billion.
An additional $300 million is contained
in an emergency fund that may be re-
leased only if the President makes a
formal request to Congress. The
amendment also increases the funds
available for obligation beginning on
October 1 of this year by $239 million.
The bottom line is that more money
will be available to the program over-
all and more will be available imme-
diately to help needy families through
the coming winter months.

Last year, as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Children, Family, Drugs,
and Alcoholism, which oversees
LIHEAP, I sponsored the Human Serv-
ices Reauthorization Act of 1990 to ex-
tend LIHEAP's authorization. I can as-
sure my colleagues that when we talk
about LIHEAP, we are talking not
about a luxury item, but about a basic
necessity of life. All too often, the very
poor must make a choice between put-
ting food on the table and heating their
homes. To make ends meet, many go
without heat for a time or resort to al-
ternatives—such as space heaters or
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using the stove for heat—that place
their families at risk.

Last year, LIHEAP helped over 6 mil-
lion households—including 86,000 in
Connecticut—heat or cool their homes.
LIHEAP recipients include many poor
children living in households headed by
single mothers. Roughly 37 percent of
recipients are elderly and 15 percent
are disabled persons. Overall, LIHEAP
households are among the poorest of
the poor—three-fifths have incomes
below $6,000 a year. Yet many of the
families who benefit have members
who are working, but are unable to
quite make ends meet.

But let's not fool ourselves that
these are the only households in need
and that we have some cushion to cut.
LIHEAP funding has been under siege
for several years and currently is half a
billion dollars below its 1985 level. Last
year, LIHEAP served only between 25
and 35 percent of eligible households.
Those lucky enough to receive assist-
ance were still in need. On average,
LIHEAP covered only about 22 percent
of the household’s energy costs. For
the poorest households in my own
State of Connecticut, those energy
costs can equal as much as 25 percent
of total household income.

I believe the case for restoring
LIHEAP funds is compelling. Last
year, at a hearing I chaired on the re-
authorization of LIHEAP, several
LIHEAP recipients put an all too
human face on the need for energy as-
sistance. There was Mr. Carlos
Dominguez, whose family narrowly
avoided homelessness with LIHEAP's
assistance. There was Mrs. Ruth
Kavanagh, an elderly widow on a fixed
income, for whom LIHEAP assistance
freed up a little more cash to be spent
on food and transportation. Finally,
and most tragically, there was Mrs.
Ethel Peacock, who only 2 months be-
fore had lost three small sons in a
house fire caused by a frayed space
heater cord. She had never heard of
LIHEAP. In her courageous testimony,
she said, **You must put more funds
into energy assistance. My children
should not have to live without heat,
lights and water. My three boys did not
deserve to die.”

I can think of no better justification,
Mr. President, for this amendment.
Like the cord on Mrs. Peacock’s space
heater, our so-called social safety net
is becoming tattered and frayed. The
LIHEAP provisions in this amendment
mend it only a little, but they are an
important step. Clearly, the task of
preserving the safety net will only
grow more difficult as we search for so-
lutions to our budget deficit problems.
But I remind my colleagues that pro-
grams such as LIHEAP—which pro-
vides for a basic human need—define
our Nation’s social conscience. This
amendment helps prevent that defini-
tion from blurring and is an important
statement about our commitment to
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preserving this lifeline for needy fami-
lies.

HEALTH CARE FINANCING ADMINISTRATION

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I am
deeply concerned about the omission of
certain funding in the pending bill H.R.
2707. Specifically, I have noted that the
bill includes no funds for the survey
and certification of health care facili-
ties serving Medicare beneficiaries, and
provides drastically reduced adminis-
trative funding for the Health Care Fi-
nancing Administration, which over-
sees the Medicare and Medicaid pro-
grams.

The survey and certification of hos-
pitals, nursing facilities, and other
health care providers is necessary to
ensure that Medicare and Medicaid
beneficiaries receive quality care. A fa-
cility that does not meet the certifi-
cation standards will not be reim-
bursed for providing care to these bene-
ficiaries. Moreover, the survey process
is at the heart of implementing new
standards for nursing home care that
were established in the Omnibus Budg-
et Reconciliation Act of 1987.

Mr. President, I fully recognize the
prerogative of the Appropriations Com-
mittee to make judgments regarding
funding levels for the administrative
expenses of entitlement programs such
as Medicare and Medicaid. Neverthe-
less, as chairman of the authorizing
committee responsible for the Medi-
care and Medicaid programs, I feel I
must express my concern about the im-
pact of the decision to eliminate fund-
ing for these critical functions.

The committee report clearly states
that the bill does not include the $300
million in funding that normally would
be applied to survey and certification
activities. Under the Senate appropria-
tions bill, funds for survey and certifi-
cation would be available only if the
President requests congressional des-
ignation of a budget emergency and a
user fee is not collected. I am not will-
ing to let these guality assurance ac-
tivities depend on the President’s will-
ingness to seek the declaration of a
budget emergency, especially when the
emergency could have been prevented.
Moreover, the ‘‘emergency’” designa-
tion under the Budget Act was not in-
tended to be used for ongoing govern-
mental functions such as survey and
certification.

The alternative suggested by the Ap-
propriations Committee is for the au-
thorizing committees to consider a tax
increase in the form of a fee levied
against nursing homes, hospitals, and
other health care facilities providing
care to Medicare and Medicaid bene-
ficiaries.

Mr. President, the report accompany-
ing the Senate bill indicates that a
technical scorekeeping issue required
the committee to reduce HCFA admin-
istrative expenses so drastically, and
that the committee really intended to
cut these funds from the Medicaid Pro-
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gram to reflect the Federal portion of
survey and certification expenses. The
House bill includes the full $300 million
needed for Medicare and Medicaid ex-
penses associated with survey and cer-
tification activities. Thus, the Senate
conferees will be able to restore fund-
ing necessary for these essential activi-
ties to ensure quality care for Medicare
and Medicaid beneficiaries. I would
hope that my colleague from Iowa [Mr.
HARKIN], chairman of the Labor/Health
and Human Services Appropriations
Subcommittee, is as concerned as I am
about the quality of care provided to
our nation’s elderly, disabled, and low-
income citizens. I speak today to urge
him and other Senate conferees to
work toward a reasonable compromise
in the conference to protect Medicare
and Medicaid beneficiaries by ensuring
that the quality of their health care is
not jeopardized by a shortfall in fund-
ing for survey and certification. Thank
you, Mr. President.

FUNDING FOR NIDRR RANDOLFPH-SHEPPARD
BLIND VENDING FACILITY PROJECT AT HONO-
LULU INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
Mr. AKAKA, Mr. President, I ask the

chairman’s help, on behalf of the Ha-

wail delegation, in clarifying and
elaborating upon language contained in
the report of the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee on the pending bill.

Specifically, the report refers to fund-

ing for a project of great interest to

the State of Hawaii: establishment of a

national model cluster of blind vending

facilities under the Randolph-Sheppard

Act at the Honolulu International Air-

port.

Mr, HARKIN. I will be pleased to do
80.
Mr. AKAKA. It is my understanding
that the committee expects funds to be
expended for this demonstration
project out of money appropriated to
the National Institute of Disability and
Rehabilitation Research in the Depart-
ment of Education, that the amount of
such funds is to be $250,000 to be pro-
vided to the state to do whatever is
necessary to defray the cost of plan-
ning, developing, and establishing a
number of blind vending facilities at
the Honolulu International Airport,
and that such funds are to be provided
to the Hawaii Department of Human
Services directly, or through a supple-
mental grant or cooperative agreement
with the Pacific Basin Rehabilitation
Research and Training Center.

Mr. HARKIN. The committee enthu-
siastically supports the provision of
funds to the State of Hawaii for this
very important demonstration project.

Mr. AKAKA. I thank the Senator. I
wish to commend the senior Senator
from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] for promot-
ing this project in committee, and to
thank the Senator from Iowa for his
strong support. The project will bring
new employment opportunities for
blind Hawaii residents, and will serve
as a national model under the Ran-
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dolph-Sheppard blind vending facility
program.

S0CIAL BECURITY ADMINISTRATION EXPENSES

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, would
the chairman yield?

Mr. HARKIN. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. As the chairman
knows, the Social Security Adminis-
tration is having increasing difficulty
administering its programs.

The number of people making initial
claims for disability has grown so
much that even the agency admits its
own budget request will be insufficient
to meet the need. The budget request
stipulates that even if it gets the $4.532
billion it has requested, pending initial
claims for disability will rise by 80 per-
cent to over 700,000 by the end of fiscal
year 1992, In better times, unaddressed
requests for disability coverage hov-
ered around 175,000 per year.

Mr. President, that means that
700,000 Americans will have asked for
assistance and will not have their
needs addressed promptly. And it may
be that this backlog of pending re-
quests will be even higher than pre-
dicted.

This means disabled Americans may
have to wait for as much as six months
before they get the assistance they are
entitled to from the Social Security
Program. This is simply unacceptable.
The agency, in documents submitted to
the Ways and Means Social Security
Subcommittee, specifically says that it
needs $5.1 billion to properly admin-
ister its programs.

I urge the distinguished chairman of
the Labor-HHS Subcommittee to do all
that he can in conference to at least
meet the House level for the Social Se-
curity Administration funding. I would
like to work closely with him and oth-
ers in the upcoming fiscal year to see
what we can do to raise additional re-
sources available to the agency so that
it can reasonably and efficiently carry
out its responsibilities to the American
people.

Mr. HARKIN. I agree with the Sen-
ator from Maryland that the needs of
the Social Security Administration are
great and will do my best to provide a
more sufficient level of funding in con-
ference. I would also be happy to work
with my colleague on this problem in
the coming months to see what can be
done to improve this situation.

JOB CORPS

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I want
to take a moment to recognize Chair-
man HARKIN and my colleagues on the
subcommittee for the tremendous job
they have done regarding the fiscal
year 1992 Labor, HHS, and Education
appropriations bill. Each year I am ex-
tremely proud of the professionalism
that accompanies this bill.

I would also like to point out an item
in this legislation which I find to be
very important. This bill includes
funds needed to initiate the Job Corps
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50-50 plan. This plan would strengthen
and expand our Government's most
successful residential employment and
training program for poverty youth.

For the past 28 years, Job Corps has
proven it effectively turns young lives
around through education and training
provided on centers. The citizens of
North Dakota will soon have a new Job
Corps center in the community of
Minot to serve poverty youth across
our State. We look forward to the re-
sults.

Chairman HARKIN, I cannot stress
enough the importance of strengthen-
ing and expanding Job Corps through
the 50-50 plan. This is an initiative
that our country needs now more than
ever and I look forward to working
with you to complete the 50-50 plan in
the coming years.

RESEARCH ON CHILD DEVELOPMENT AND SOCIAL
POLICY

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, there is an
issue which I would like to clarify with
the distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee related to language con-
tained in the report urging the Na-
tional Institute of Child Health and
Human Development to give priority to
funding the Bush Center in Child De-
velopment and Social Policy located at
Yale University.

The Bush Centers in Child Develop-
ment and Social Policy have operated
for more than a decade at a number of
sites nationally, including Yale Univer-
sity. While the work of these centers is
indeed meritorious, I understand that
they lack the basic biomedical re-
search component that would qualify
them for the mission of the Child
Health Research Centers program. Fur-
thermore, I understand that the fine
work of the Bush Centers falls more di-
rectly under section 1110 of the Social
Security Act, authority for which is
traditionally granted to the service
agencies of the Department of Health
and Human Services.

Mr. HARKIN. As the Senator from
Connecticut knows we, with the leader-
ship of Senator INOUYE, have encour-
aged NIH and all the Institutes to do
more behavorial research and NICHD is
no exception. Nevertheless I would be
pleased to work with the Senator from
Connecticut to explore additional fund-
ing options such as those under section
1110 of the Social Security Act, prior-
ity be given to funding the Bush Center
at Yale University.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I concur
with the recommendation of my friend
and colleague from Iowa and join him
in urging that the Assistant Secretary
for Children and Families give priority
to providing section 1110 moneys to the
Bush Center at Yale University. I want
to thank the distinguished chairman
for clarifying this matter and for his
continuing commitment to quality re-
search on issues affecting children and
families.
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AMENDMENT NO. 1084

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise in
strong support of the Labor-HHS-Edu-
cation appropriations bill, especially as
amended by the committee to expand
funding for vital programs including
LIHEAP, certain education programs,
and childhood immunization. I strong-
ly supported the amendment yesterday
to shift greater funding into chapter 1,
vocational education, foreign language
assistance, and Federal student aid
programs. Those increases reflect my
belief that education must be a No. 1
priority for this Nation.

I want to commend Senator HARKIN
for his outstanding leadership in devel-
oping a final bill that responds to the
most pressing social needs across the
Nation. It is always difficult to deter-
mine how best to stretch thin dollars
to cover the many unmet needs of
American children and families. But
this year, that challenge has been more
formidable than at any time I can re-
member. Yet, despite the unprece-
dented budget constraints, Senator
HARKIN and other members of the sub-
committee have found creative ways to
prioritize and to target funding where
it will make the most difference for
millions of American families.

As chairman of the Senate Sub-
committee on Children, Family, Drugs
and Alcoholism and a member of the
Education Subcommittee, I have been
directly involved in the growth and de-
velopment of many of the programs
funded by this bill—Head Start, the
Child Care and Development Block
Grant, the Child Abuse Prevention and
Treatment Act, and the Low-Income
Home Energy Assistance Program
[LIHEAP)]. Every time we conduct a
hearing on one of these programs, the
stories pour out. The witnesses sound
the same themes, time and time again.
They describe the outstanding and
proven records of these programs. They
also tell the other part of the story: Of
the two-thirds of eligible children who
cannot participate in Head Start, of
the children who fill the child care
waiting lists unable to find space with
safe providers, of the teenagers whose
parents piece together college tuition,
of the families who cannot afford to
heat their homes when LIHEAP runs
out of funds to assist them. So many of
our social programs could be described
in exactly the same words—they bring
direct and immediate improvement in
people’s lives, they result in long-term
societal savings far exceeding their
costs, and they serve only a small por-
tion of those in need.

Mr. President, faced with these unde-
niable facts, I believe our responsibil-
ity is to roll up our sleeves and figure
out how to reach more families
through programs that work. Regret-
tably, our job is made more difficult by
an administration that continues to
focus its attention and resources on
world problems at the expense of any
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real domestic agenda. Too much of our
attention in Labor-HHS-Education ap-
propriations is drained by battles sim-
ply to protect effective programs from
administration-proposed slashing.

Throughout our history, we as Amer-
icans have shared a common goal—to
make life better for our children than
it was for us in our own time. Today—
for the first time in our history—Amer-
ica’s working families can no longer
count on a better life for their chil-
dren. Caught in a squeeze between
changing family demographics, stag-
nant income, and rising basic costs,
families now question whether the
American dream is beyond reach.

The 1980's were great for the wealthy,
but working people were left far, far
behind. I see the ravages of the 1980's
throughout my State of Connecticut,
and I know my colleagues see the dam-
age across this country. But this Na-
tion needs a President—a leader—who
sees it as well. We need a President
whose interest in the people of Bridge-
port, New Haven, Hartford, Naugatuck,
and Windham is as great as his interest
in most-favored-nation status for
China. As yet another company in Con-
necticut shuts down and the unemploy-
ment lines grow longer, I look with
hope to President Bush for recognition
of the concerns and needs of families
right here at home.

In the meantime, I am pleased with
the steps taken by this appropriations
bill. Let me take a moment on a few
programs of top priority for me and for
my State of Connecticut.

The Child Care and Development
Block Grant would be funded at $825
million, which is its full authorization
level and an increase of $93 million
over fiscal year 1991. The Head Start
Program would be funded at $2.2 bil-
lion, an increase of $250 million over
fiscal year 1991 and $150 million more
than the administration request.

Because of the amendment adopted
yesterday, originally submitted by
Senator WIRTH. funding levels for chap-
ter 1, vocational education, foreign lan-
guage assistance, and federal student
aid programs has been increased sig-
nificantly. I applaud this change from
the bill reported by the committee.
The children of our Nation deserve a
seamless garment of programs and op-
portunities as they grow up, from safe
child care to an affordable college edu-
cation. The final appropriations bill
helps to weave that seamless garment.

The Low-Income Home Energy As-
sistance Program—or LIHEAP—has
been the subject of much debate. This
program provides home heating and
weatherization assistance to low-in-
come families. The administration pro-
posed cutting LIHEAP by $600 million.
The final Senate Labor-HHS-Education
appropriations bill, as amended, re-
stores funding. On behalf of the people
of Connecticut, I would have liked to
see an even greater increase in funds
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for this program, but given the budget
constraints and the extreme adminis-
tration proposal, I appreciate the re-
sponsiveness of Senator HARKIN and
others and believe the final bill is fair.

The bill also includes $80.5 million for
construction and rehabilitation of job
corps centers. This will cover the high-
er than anticipated costs of opening
four centers, including the one in New
Haven. I am very pleased that we will
be able to bring this new program into
the state. The New Haven center will
provide disadvantaged youth with con-
centrated training and other services
to help them become employed.

Finally, there are many, many ways
in which this bill would improve serv-
ices to children and families. This long
list reflects the thoughtful attention of
the subcommittee whose members rec-
ognized that a multitude of often small
programs make a tremendous dif-
ference in people’s lives,

For example, the bill doubles funding
for critical programs to prevent and
address domestic violence. Similarly,
the states will welcome the $2 million
in additional funding for grants for
child abuse prevention and treatment
activities. and the $3 million for out-
reach to homeless children through
mobile medical units—pediatric vans—
will reach children otherwise lost to
our health care systems.

In addition, the subcommittee's bill
significantly strengthens key health
programs such as the community
health centers and the maternal and
child health block grant. In commu-
nities like New Haven—where we face
very high infant mortality rates—these
funds are desperately needed and can
be put to immediate use.

Mr. President, when we look back on
1991, the picture will be a mixed one.
The people of Eastern Europe have
made strides toward freedom and de-
mocracy, fulfilling their dreams. But
the people of America have faced a
growing economic squeeze and often
crumbling social services. This appro-
priations bill has been an important
opportunity to address the needs of
American children and families di-
rectly and to give remewed hope to
their dreams. Under tough cir-
cumstances, this bill does a good job,
and I am pleased to support it.

CHILDHOOD LEAD POISONING

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise today to offer my strong support
for the childhood lead poisoning pre-
vention provisions that are included in
the Department of Labor and Health
and Human Services appropriations
bill. For decades we have known of the
devastating effects of lead poisoning on
children. Exposure to even low levels of
lead may cause irreversible neuro-
logical damage, decreased intelligence,
learning disabilities, and disruptive be-
havior in unsuspecting children. Lead
is a stealth disease. The effects of lead
poisoning can exist long before any
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overt symptoms appear. There are,
however, actions the government can
and must take to protect our children
from the scourge of this stealth dis-
ease.

On February 7, 1991, I cosponsored
the Lead Exposure Reduction Act of
1991, along with Senators REID, BRAD-
LEY, and JEFFORDS, which would enable
us to begin to wage a war against this
disease. It provides for a ban on lead in
certain consumer products such as
paint, food cans and packaging, toys,
curtain weights, and foils for wine bot-
tles. The bill also includes a com-
prehensive program to promote lead
exposure abatement by developing bet-
ter standards for detection of lead lev-
els in blood, studying the sources of
lead exposure in children who have ele-
vated blood lead levels, and studying
the contribution to blood lead levels
from water, air, soil, and paint. This
bill was reported out of the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee on
August 1, 1991. At the markup, I was
pleased to support amendments that
would require the disclosure of any
known lead hazard in a home at the
time of sale or lease, the distribution
of information describing the risk
posed by lead, and a recommendation
that home inspections be conducted at
the time of sale or lease. When this bill
comes to the Senate floor, I plan to
offer an amendment requiring inspec-
tion of elementary schools, nursery
schools and day care centers for the
presence of lead in paint and lead in
soil.

The childhood lead poisoning preven-
tion provisions in the Labor-HHS ap-
propriations bill are a critical com-
plement to the Lead Exposure Reduc-
tion Act. These provisions expand the
number and scope of grants from the
Centers for Disease Control so that
more States will have the ability to in-
crease the number of children screened
and to refer affected children for appro-
priate treatment. Without a national
screening program we will not be able
to identify those children being ex-
posed to potentially dangerous levels of
lead and remove them from their lead-
contaminated environment as early as
possible.

In order for national screening to be
effective, the public must be educated
on the sources of lead in their homes
and their environment and the vast
benefits of and the means for reducing
lead in their environment. Health care
providers must be made aware of the
importance and benefits of doing rou-
tine blood lead screening of the chil-
dren they care for. The childhood lead
poisoning prevention provisions will
allow the establishment of a national
education program to provide public
and professional education on the
sources and routes of exposure, the
value of screening, and preventive
measures to decrease exposure.
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The childhood lead poisoning preven-
tion provisions also will provide for a
research program to develop improved
testing measures that are simple, accu-
rate, and inexpensive to detect lead
poisoning in children. In addition, the
provisions will support the conduct of a
much needed long-term study that will
assess the occurrence and prevalence of
lead poisoning. Currently it is esti-
mated that between 3 and 4 million
children suffer from lead poisoning.
However, the studies called for in the
provisions and in the Lead Reduction
Exposure Act will identify where the
greatest prevalence of lead poisoning
can be found and to what it is attrib-
uted.

The nationwide screening, education,
and research programs that are pro-
vided in the childhood lead poisoning
prevention provisions of the Labor-
HHS appropriations bill and in the
Lead Reduction Exposure Act are the
means to begin to wage a war against
the No. 1 environmental disease of
young children. Unfortunately, since
lead has contaminated our environ-
ment for hundreds of years it is ubig-
uitous and, therefore, the war against
lead poisoning will not be a quick and
decisive one. Nonetheless, it must
begin before we lose even more of our
precious resources—our children—to
this stealth disease.

CONGRESS MUST BE FISCALLY RESPONSBIBLE

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, today we
are taking action on the Labor, Health
and Human Services, and Education
appropriations for fiscal year 1992—a
bill that provides funding for some of
our Nation's most important pro-
grams—and, unfortunately, a bill that
contains some of Congress' most exces-
sive spending.

While this bill may meet targets set
by last year’s budget agreement, exces-
sive spending in the out years will
greatly contribute to the Nation's
budget deficit. The fiscal irresponsibil-
ity of this bill does not demonstrate
any ability to face the reality of our
national debt. This bill is over $21 bil-
lion more than last year’s adjusted ap-
propriations, which is an increase of
more than 10 percent—a level well over
the rate of inflation. How can we get
our budget deficit under control when
the Congress continues to appropriate
at these fiscally irresponsible levels?

There are some excellent Federal
programs that promote the welfare of
our Nation—for example, the National
Institutes for Health, Medicare and
Medicaid, Impact Aid, Head Start, Vo-
cational Education, TRIO programs,
and employment training. I do not op-
pose adequate funding for these sorts of
programs. However, adequate funding
does not mean double-digit percentage
increases.

I am very pleased to see the funding
levels maintained for Medicare con-
tractors, which covers toll free infor-
mation lines for beneficiaries and pro-
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viders. My colleague Senator BROWN
and I worked to get that funding main-
tained, and language included in the
report to require the Health Care Fi-
nancing Administration to maintain
those lines. There are other areas such
as increases in funding for medical re-
search in the areas of Alzheimer's dis-
ease, cancer, and AIDS. I also strongly
support the funding for community and
migrant health centers, which are such
a vital part of my State of Idaho’s
health care delivery system.

On April 16 of this year, I testified
before the Senate Appropriations Sub-
committee on the importance of ade-
quate funding for educational programs
critical to the State of Idaho. Any sig-
nificant increase in existing programs
is difficult to justify in light of our
large Federal budget deficit. However,
existing programs of proven worth
must be funded equitably with existing
resources. Among the programs I sup-
port which have been provided for in-
clude Impact Aid, Vocational Edu-
cation, Head Start, Dislocated Worker
Assistance, and TRIO. The track record
of these programs is well-established.
They have shown their worth over time
and deserve adequate funding. In addi-
tion, funding has been provided for
President Bush’s ‘‘America 2000’ pro-
posal, contingent upon congressional
authorization before December 31, 1991.
I support these bold new education ini-
tiatives, crafted by the President and
Secretary of Education Lamar Alexan-
der, and believe they should be given a
chance to work.

Some will argue that the funding lev-
els in this bill, especially for edu-
cation, are too low. I perceive them to
be more than adequate—far outpacing
inflation. To illustrate this point, the
Department of Education’s appropria-
tion for fiscal year 1991 was about $27
billion. This bill would boost that to
more than $30 billion, an increase of
greater than 10 percent.

Mr. President, Congress continues to
go beyond this Nation’s financial capa-
bility. If we are going to continue to
enjoy the kind of economic growth and
stability that allows us to provide
these important services to Americans,
then we must work toward solving our
budget problems. There are a number
of rural friendly programs being funded
in this bill, which I support. However,
Mr. President, the overall excessive
spending in this bill compels me to op-
pose it. Congress must be fiscally re-
sponsible.

LABOR DEPARTMENT TEST DEVELOPMENT
ACTIVITIES

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I
would like to clarify with the manager
of the bill the intent regarding use of
employment service national activities
funds for contracts with non-State en-
tities for test development research.
The Labor Department has undertaken
a research program intended to address
a number of important issues surround-
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ing the use of the general aptitude test
battery. These issues were raised in a
National Academy of Sciences study
and elsewhere. These efforts should be
continued and, where feasible, State
agencies should be utilized. However,
where expertise is not available
through the States the Department has
flexibility to procure services else-
where.

Mr. HARKIN. It is indeed our intent
that funds may be obligated by the De-
partment of Labor in contracts with
non-State entities for test development
activities which benefit the Federal-
State employment service system.

MEDICAID REGULATIONS

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I wonder if
the distinguished chairman of the Sen-
ate Finance Committee might be will-
ing to enter into a colloquy with me
about this subject of Medicaid regula-
tions.

Mr. BENTSEN. I would be delighted
to discuss this issue with my colleague
from Kentucky.

Mr. FORD. Does the chairman share
my concerns that these regulations
may have a devastating impact on our
States and their ability to fund Medic-
aid services for our neediest families?

Mr. BENTSEN. As the Senator
knows, these regulations were just is-
sued today, and the committee has not
had time to fully assess their impact
on the States. However, it is clear that
many States believe that these regula-
tions will require either significant
changes or elimination of their Medic-
aid voluntary contribution or provider-
paid tax programs. The doubt arises
from the ambiguity of the regulatory
language—which you alluded to—and I
believe that the Department of Health
and Human Services owes it to the
States and Congress to clarify the
meaning of the regulations. I intend to
obtain such clarification from the De-
partment.

For some States, including Texas,
the impact of these regulations could
be significant. The Committee on Fi-
nance has already held one hearing on
this issue, and I encourage the States
to advise us of the impact of these reg-
ulations on their programs a soon as
possible. I can assure the Senator that
my staff and I will be closely reviewing
these regulations and the comments of
the States to ensure that congressional
intent is followed.

However, I am concerned that OMB
will score a cost for an extension of the
current moratorium, which would lead
to a sequester of many equally vital
programs. I do not believe we can risk
such a sequester at this point. But I
can assure the Senator that we will be
listening to the States in the coming
weeks to assess the full impact of these
regulations on their programs and will
take whatever action is appropriate to
resolve this issue.

Mr. FORD. I appreciate the com-
ments of my good friend and distin-
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guished colleague, the chairman of the
Finance Committee, and look forward
to working with him to address this
issue before the end of the year. In
light of the chairman’s comments, I
will not be offering this amendment at
this time.

The Congressional Budget Office ad-
vises me that no costs would be scored
for this amendment. However, under
the Budget Enforcement Act enacted
last year, OMB has the final say on the
cost estimate for this amendment. I
recognize the concerns of some that
OMB will score a cost, which would
trigger a sequester in domestic pro-
grams, and I clearly would not want to
be responsible for that. But the fact is,
if HCFA is arguing that these regula-
tions merely implement current law
and go no further, then extending the
moratorium through the end of this fis-
cal year should have no cost impact.
On the other hand, if these regulations
do go farther than Congress intended,
as I suspect, OMB will certainly be able
to come up with a cost.

Mr. President, we need to send a sig-
nal to HCFA, today, that Congress in-
tends to deal with these regulations
and we will reserve time for our au-
thorizing committee to do so before the
interim rules become effective on Jan-
uary 1. We need to send a signal, today,
to our States, that they will not have
to convene their legislatures between
now and the end of the year in order to
avoid busting their budgets next Janu-
ary in the middle of their fiscal year.
And we need to send a signal, today to
the poor families who depend upon
these programs to pay for much needed
Medicaid benefits, that we will work to
ensure that they have access to basic
health care.

While I believe that my amendment
would have sent such a signal, there is
simply not enough time to achieve that
result. But HCFA and OMB should not
take my decision to mean that I either
sanction these regulations or will sit
by and let them be implemented, there-
by robbing the poorest families in Ken-
tucky of basic health care. I am serv-
ing notice to HCFA, and OMB, that I
will fight to allow my State to con-
tinue to find innovative ways to take
care of our people.

Mr. President, I will ask unanimous
consent that an article by Gov. Wallace
Williamson of Kentucky be printed in
the RECORD following my statement.

Mr. President, I had intended to offer
an amendment to this bill which would
have extended through the end of this
fiscal year the moratorium enacted in
OBRA 90 on final regulations by the
Department of Health and Human
Services on State Medicaid matching
payments through voluntary contribu-
tions and provider-paid taxes.

Without this extension, my State,
and approximately 30 others, stand to
lose millions of dollars next year under
interim final regulations issued by the
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Health Care Financing Administration
today. Under the current moratorium,
these regulations will become effective
on January 1, 1992, right in the middle
of most States' fiscal year. These
States simply do not have enough time
to adjust their budget to comply with
the regulations.

Those States affected by these regu-
lations met earlier today with officials
from the Department of Health and
Human Services. According to Ken-
tucky officials who attended the meet-
ing, HCFA admitted that the regula-
tions do not necessarily reflect what
was intended, but that the Department
wants to work with the States on an
individual basis to revise these pro-
grams. Regrettably, Kentucky's poor-
est families simply cannot take the
gamble of losing $500 million in Medic-
aid benefits through such negotiations.

The moratorium we enacted in OBRA
90 was actually an extension, in part,
of a moratorium enacted first in 1988,
and extended in 1989, on regulations af-
fecting voluntary contribution pro-
grams used by the States to generate
Federal matching payments under
Medicaid to pay for escalating Medic-
aid costs. Last year, however, we also
made it clear that States could use
provide-paid tax programs to raise rev-
enues for Medicaid, with an exception
to exclude taxes for a provider’'s cost
base for purposes of Medicaid reim-
bursement. The Department claims
that the regulations issued today mere-
ly conform and interpret that excep-
tion. Based upon the meeting today,
my State believes that these regula-
tions go far further.

I ask that the article to which I re-
ferred be printed in the RECORD.

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

CHANGES IN RULES ON MEDICAID FUNDING
CouLD LEAD TO TAX HIKE, CUTS IN BENEFITS
(By Wallace G. Wilkinson)

This year Kentuckians are celebrating an
historic event, the 200th anniversary of our
statehood. Two hundred years in partnership
with our sister states and the federal govern-
ment.

This year also marks another anniversary,
one that will not be observed with parades,
picnics or other festivities. It is the silver
amn&varmw of the implementation of Medic-
aid—an extension of the state/federal part-
nership to ensure that the least able of our
fellow citizens have access to health care.

Unfortunately, there are efforts underway
in Washington right now that threaten to
tear apart the very fragile fabric of the 25-
year-old Medicald partnership between
states and the federal government.

In 1985, the federal Health Care Financing
Administration (HCFA) sanctioned the use of
private funds as part of the states’ share of
Medicaid costs. The concept of using such
“provider"” fees or ‘““donations” was subse-
quently included in the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1990 passed by Con-
gress and signed into law by President Bush.

Kentucky has led the way in the use of
these legitimate, innovative methods of fi-
nancing health care costs of our citizens. As
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a result of legislation proposed by my admin-
istration and passed by the General Assem-
bly in the 1991 Special Session, Kentucky has
been able to preserve benefits for some
425,000 Kentuckians and extend in-patient
hospital coverage to 350,000 more of Ken-
tucky's so-called working poor without addi-
tional costs to Kentucky taxpayers.

This fiscal year alone, Kentucky's share of
federally mandated Medicaid expansions will
cost an additional $56 million. That figure
will rise to §71 million next fiscal year and
surpass $85 million the year after that. That
is how much more it costs Kentucky just to
meet our share of Medicaid expenses under
existing federal mandates. That is in addi-
tion to the $353 million the Commonwealth
already is spending in this fiscal year to
match federal dollars.

Provider fees and donations have provided
the states with a practical and feasible alter-
native to meeting the costs of federal man-
dates. Without them the states would have
no choice but to raise taxes on the general
public or cut services.

Had Kentucky not used the vehicle of pro-

vider fees to match federal dollars, our Com-
monwealth would have been forced to reduce
payments, eliminate coverage or move
money from some other needed government
program to pay our Medicaid bill.
In this fiscal year alone, Kentucky's pro-
vider assessment program will produce $533
million in Medicaid funds. It is important to
note that of the 5156 million being produced
by Kentucky’s provider assessment program
matched with $377 million federal dollars,
not one penny will go anywhere other than
to fund Medicaid services for Kentuckians.

Nevertheless, because Kentucky and 38
other states, playing by Washington's rules,
are providing additional services through a
federally authorized option, there is now a
move afoot to squelch these programs, leav-
ing the 50 statehouses with the unpaid bills
and a shrug of the shoulders from the White
House.

Interim regulations are being rushed
through by HCFA to nullify provider assess-
ment and donation programs such as the one
passed by Kentucky. If these regulations
take effect, this important option for meet-
ing the federal government's mandated ex-
pansion of Medicaid will end. HCFA will pe-
nalize states for not meeting deadlines for
expanded services, while simultaneously
turning a deaf ear to governors and legisla-
tors who will be forced to raise taxes or cut

Programs.

These regulations must not take effect. We
must speak firmly and loudly against this
“reneging’ by the White House on a law that
gave states a much needed funding avenue.
More importantly, neither HCFA nor any
other federal agency should be allowed to
presume that it has any authority to dictate
to a sovereign state government which taxes
it may impose and upon whom it may impose
them.

In simple terms, Washington established
the rules of the game and now wants to
change them. We cannot let that happen.

Let your voice be heard. We cannot allow
the federal government to force states into
the same deficit-spending way of doing busi-
ness that is the norm in Washington. If we do
not prevail, thousands of our fellow Ken-
tuckians, indeed millions of Americans, will
suffer.

COMMENDING THE SUBCOMMITTEE

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
rise in support of the Labor, Health
and Human Services, and Education
appropriations bill for fiscal year 1992.
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I commend Senator HARKIN, the sub-
committee chairman, for putting to-
gether this bill. Many worthy programs
compete for limited funds in this ap-
propriations bill and the Senator from
Iowa had to make some very difficult
choices in crafting this bill.

I appreciate the willingness of the
subcommittee chairman to include
funding for a number of important pro-
grams which I requested that are de-
signed to address critical domestic
needs.

One of the biggest health challenges
of the last decade has been the AIDS
epidemic. The AIDS epidemic now af-
fects young and old, men and women,
black and white, urban and rural, and
has already taken over 150,000 lives.
This epidemic, which is now growing at
approximately 35 percent per year, has
been crippling our public health system
for the past few years.

In response to this epidemic and the
tragic death of Ryan White, the Con-
gress passed the Ryan White CARE Act
in 1990. I was a cosponsor of this legis-
lation that was designed to provide
emergency funding for AIDS care, pre-
vention, and education. The bulk of the
funding was designed to go to 16 target
areas, including Hudson County, NJ,
and the Newark, NJ, metro area, and
the 50 States.

Recognizing the great need for Ryan
White CARE Act funding, I urged Sen-
ator HARKIN to include $440 million for
this act in fiscal year 1992. This would
have doubled the funding from fiscal
year 1991. Given the nature of this epi-
demic, I believed that this response
was appropriate. While this bill in-
cludes $289 million for the Ryan White
CARE Act, which is less than my re-
quest, it is an increase of $68 million
over last year’s level and $47 million
more than the House fiscal year 1992
level. I commend the chairman of this
subcommittee for including this in-
crease even though the Labor and
Health and Human Services allocation
was below last year’s level plus infla-
tion and hope that we can work to-
gether in the future to provide the
highest possible funding for this pro-

gram.

The $289 million total for Ryan White
programs will provide about a 40 per-
cent increase in funding for AIDS care
and education programs in Newark,
NJ, and Hudson County, NJ, as well as
other hard-hit areas across the United
States.

This bill also provides funding for the
National Institute of Allergy and Infec-
tious Diseases [NIAID]. The committee
report recognizes that minorities have
been underrepresented in NIAID's
AIDS clinical trials research groups.
Recognizing that New Jersey has one
of the highest per capita rates of HIV
infection and pediatric AIDS, the com-
mittee report encourages NIAID to cre-
ate more clinical trials at the Univer-
sity of Medicine and Dentistry of New
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Jersey [UMDNJ] in Newark for re-
search purposes that will benefit
women and minorities in New Jersey
and nationwide.

This bill also restores a House cut in
the domestic refugee and entrant as-
sistance program and provides the full
funding of $410.2 million. The House cut
$117 million from the Refugee Cash and
Medical Assistance Program [RCMA]
and the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee restored these funds but delayed
their obligation until the end of fiscal
year 1992, I am pleased to see that the
committee amendments to this bill in-
cludes a provision dropping this de-
layed obligation, thereby making all of
the funds available for regular quar-
terly reimbursement to States. I com-
mend the chairman of the subcommit-
tee for recognizing how critical the do-
mestic refugee and entrant assistance
program is to successful resettlement
of refugees fleeing desperate situations
in their home countries.

Mr. President, I have also been con-
cerned about meeting the need for in-
novative elementary and secondary
education programs to improve our Na-
tion's schools. This bill includes $9.5
million for the model community edu-
cation employment centers [CEEC] au-
thorized in the Carl D. Perkins Voca-
tional and Applied Technology Act of
1890. I secured the authorization for
this new program because there is a
great need for innovative school-based
programs to help low-income, dis-
advantaged children to graduate from
high school and secure meaningful em-
ployment. I am pleased that the com-
mittee report which accompanies the
bill encourages the Department of Edu-
cation to test the success of this model
program in an urban school district in
New Jersey.

This bill also includes $5.25 million
for computer-based instruction pro-
grams funded through the Secretary’s
Fund for Education Innovation. I se-
cured authorization for this program in
1988 and it has received appropriations
since fiscal year 1989. The computer
education program provides funds for
special projects that expand and
strengthen computer education re-
sources in elementary and secondary
schools. It is designed to increase op-
portunities for our young people to re-
ceive hands-on experience with com-
puters and technology.

This bill also includes a provision
that overturns the administration’s
gag rule on health professionals giving
women who visit family planning clin-
ics advice and information about repro-
ductive choices, including abortion.
Several other Senators and I urged
Chairman HARKIN to include this lan-
guage. I hope the administration sees
the handwriting on the wall and re-
verses this policy which intrudes on
the confidentiality of the doctor-pa-
tient relationship.
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I am also pleased that the Senate
adopted an amendment that restored
much of the funding for the Low-In-
come Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram [LIHEAP]. The new total of $1.5
billion for LIHEAP in the Senate-
passed bill will provide essential assist-
ance to low-income families that must
struggle to pay heating bills each win-
ter. Without adequate funding, many
current LIHEAP recipients are so poor
that they must choose between heating
their homes and buying food.

I am also extremely concerned about
the growing problem of trauma-related
injuries. For this reason, I asked Sen-
ator HARKIN to include special funding
for injury control and head and spinal
cord injury research and treatment.
The Centers for Disease Control [CDC]
received a total appropriation of
$28,066,000 for injury control which is
$4,030,000 over last year and $2 million
above the House passed level. Out of
the $28,066,000 total, $1 million was set
aside for a new injury control and dem-
onstration center. The University of
Medicine and Dentistry of New Jersey
[UMDNJ] meets most of the criteria
described in the report and I expect
them to compete for these funds that I
requested that Senator HARKIN set
aside. In terms of head and spinal cord
injuries, I also urged Senator HARKIN
to include funds in the National Insti-
tute of Neurological Disorders and
Stroke [NINDS] for regional trauma
care and research centers that combine
injury science with basic science and
are integrated with a health-care deliv-
ery system and a Level I trauma-care
center. I also believe that UMDNJ is
well qualified to host such a center.

Once again, I commend the distin-
guished chairman of the Labor-HHS ap-
propriations subcommittee for accom-
modating my requests and I will work
closely with him to ensure that all of
these items are satisfactorily included
in the fiscal year 1992 conference report
accompanying this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment of the
amendments and the third reading of
the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read for a
third time.

The bill was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall the bill, as amended,
pass? On this question, the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk called the
roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 78,
nays 22, as follows:
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[Rollcall Vote No. 189 Leg.]

YEAS—T8

Adams Ford Mitchell
Akaka Fowler Moynthan
Baucus Glenn Murkowski
Bentsen Gore Nunn
Biden Gorton Packwood
Bingaman Graham Pell
Boren Grassley Pressler
Bradley Harkin Pryor
Breaux Hatfleld Reid
Bryan Hollings Riegle
Bumpers Incuye Robb
Burdick Jeffords Rockefeller
Burns Johnston Rudman
Byrd Kasseb Banli
Chafee Kennedy Barbanes
Cochran Kerrey Basser
Cohen Kerry
Cranston Kohl Shelby
D'Amato Lautenberg Simon
Danforth Leahy Bimpson
Daschle Levin Specter
DeConcini Lieberman Stevens
Dodd Lott Warner
Dole MeConnell Wellstone
Domenict Metzenbaum Wirth

Wofford

NAYB—22
Bond Gramm Nickles
Brown Hatch Roth
Coats Heflin Smith
Conrad Helms Symms
mxmon mem Thurmond
Exon Mack il
Garn MeCain
So, the bill (H.R. 2707), as amended,

was passed.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. SPECTER. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate insist on its
amendments, request a conference with
the House of Representatives on the
disagreeing votes thereon, and that the
Chair be authorized to appoint con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Presiding Officer [Mr. GLENN] ap-
pointed Mr. HARKIN, Mr. BYRD, Mr.
HOLLINGS, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. INOUYE,
Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. REID, Mr. ADAMS,
Mr. SPECTER, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. STE-
VENS, Mr. RUDMAN, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr.
GRAMM of Texas, and Mr. GORTON con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, FISCAL YEAR
1992

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to the previous order, the Senate will
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2686, the Interior
appropriations bill, which the clerk
will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (H.R. 2686) making appropriations
for the Department of the Interior and relat-
ed agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1992, and for other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill, which had been reported from the
Committee on Appropriations, with
amendments; as follows:
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(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 italic.)

H.R. 2686

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
Department of the Interior and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1992, and for other purposes, namely:

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES

For expenses necessary for protection, use,
improvement, development, disposal, cadas-
tral surveying, classification, and perform-
ance of other functions, including mainte-
nance of facilities, as authorized by law, in
the management of lands and their resources
under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land
Management, including the general adminis-
tration of the Bureau of Land Management,
[$516,865,000] $537,049,000 of which the follow-
ing amounts shall remain available until ex-
pended: not to exceed $1,400,000 to be derived
from the special receipt account established
by section 4 of the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund Act of 1965, as amended (16 U.S.C.
4601-6a(1)), and [$27,000,000] $20,000,000 for the
Automated Land and Mineral Record System
Project: Provided, That appropriations herein
made shall not be avallable for the destruc-
tion of healthy, unadopted, wild horses and
burros in the care of the Bureau of Land
Management or its contractors[;-and in ad-
dition, $12,300,000 for Mining Law Adminis-
tration program operations: Provided further,
That the sum herein appropriated shall be
reduced as mining claim holding fees are re-
ceived during fiscal year 1992 so as to result
in a final fiscal year 1992 appropriation esti-
mated at not more than $516,865,000: Provided
further, That in addition to funds otherwise
available, not to exceed $5,000,000 from an-
nual mining claim holding fees shall be cred-
ited to this account for the costs of admin-
istering the mining claim holding fee pro-
gram, and shall remain available until ex-
pended: Provided further, That none of the
funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able pursuant to this Act shall be obligated
or expended to accept or process applications
for a patent for any mining or mill site claim
located under the general mining laws or to
issue a patent for any mining or mill site
claim located under the general mining laws
unless the Secretary of the Interior deter-
mines that, for the claim concerned: (1) a
patent application was filed with the Sec-
retary on or before the date of enactment of
this Act, and (2) all requirements established
under sections 23256 and 2326 of the Revised
Statutes (30 U.8.C. 29 and 30) for vein or lode
claims and sections 2329, 2330, 2331, and
of the Revised Statutes (30 U.8.C. 35, 36, and
37) for placer claims, and section 2337 of the
Revised Statutes (30 U.S.C. 42) for mill site
claims, as the case may be, were fully com-
plied with by that date.]

FIREFIGHTING

For necessary expenses for fire manage-
ment, emergency rehabilitation, firefighting,
fire presuppression, and other related emer-
gency actions by the Department of the Inte-
rior, [$122,010,000] $222,879,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That such
funds also are to be available for repayment
of advances to other appropriation accounts
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from which funds were previously trans-
ferred for such purposes: Provided further,
That any funds needed for emergency firefight-
ing above the amount of $100,869,000 shall be
designated to be “‘emergency requirements’ pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D) of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of
1985.

[EMERGENCY DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FIREFIGHTING FUND

[For the purpose of establishing an **Emer-
gency Department of the Interior Firefight-
ing Fund" in the Treasury of the United
States to be available only for emergency re-
habilitation and wildfire suppression activi-
ties of the Department of the Interior,
$100,869,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That all funds available
under this head are hereby designated by
Congress to be ‘‘emergency requirements"
pursuant to section 251(b)}(2)(D) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985: Provided further, That funds ap-
propriated under this head shall be made
available only after submission to Congress
of a formal budget request by the President
that includes a designation of the entire
amount of the request as an “‘emergency re-
quirement" for all purposes of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985: Provided further, That all funds in-
cluded in any budget request made pursuant
to this paragraph shall be made available
one day after submission to Congress: Pro-
vided further, That notwithstanding any
other provision of law, enactment of this sec-
tion shall not constitute a change in concept
or definition under section 251(b)(1)(A) of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 and shall not cause a neg-
ative budget authority or outlay adjustment
to be made to any discretionary spending
limit for the domestic category established
by Public Law 101-508.1

CONSTRUCTION AND ACCESS

For acquisition of lands and interests
therein, and construction of buildings, recre-
ation facilities, roads, trails, and appur-
tenant facilities, [$12,503,000] $15,518,000, to
remain available until expended.

PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES

For expenses necessary to implement the
Act of October 20, 1976 (31 U.S.C. 6901-07),
$105,000,000, of which not to exceed $400,000
shall be available for administrative ex-
penses.

LAND ACQUISITION

For expenses necessary to carry out the
provisions of sections 205, 206, and 318(d) of
Public Law 94-579 including administrative
expenses and acquisition of lands or waters,
or interests therein, [$33,640,0001 316,660,000
to be derived from the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund, to remain available until ex-
pended.

OREGON AND CALIFORNIA GRANT LANDS

For expenses necessary for management,
protection, and development of resources and
for construction, operation, and mainte-
nance of access roads, reforestation, and
other improvements on the revested Oregon
and California Railroad grant lands, on other
Federal lands in the Oregon and California
land-grant counties of Oregon, and on adja-
cent rights-of-way; and acquisition of lands
or interests therein including existing con-
necting roads on or adjacent to such grant
lands; [$93,074,000] $96,994,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That 25
per centum of the aggregate of all receipts
during the current fiscal year from the
revested Oregon and California Railroad
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grant lands is hereby made a charge against
the Oregon and California land grant fund
and shall be transferred to the General Fund
in the Treasury in accordance with the pro-
visions of the second paragraph of subsection
(b) of title IT of the Act of August 28, 1937 (50
Stat. 876).

RANGE IMPROVEMENTS

For rehabilitation, protection, and acquisi-
tion of lands and interests therein, and im-
provement of Federal rangelands pursuant to
section 401 of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701), not-
withstanding any other Act, sums equal to 50
per centum of all moneys received during the
prior fiscal year under sections 3 and 15 of
the Taylor Grazing Act (43 U.8.C. 315 et seq.)
and the amount designated for range im-
provements from grazing fees and mineral
leasing receipts from Bankhead-Jones lands
transferred to the Department of the Inte-
rior pursuant to law, but not less than
$10,687,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That not to exceed $600,000
shall be available for administrative ex-
penses.

SERVICE CHARGES, DEPOSITS, AND FORFEITURES

For administrative expenses and other
costs related to processing application docu-
ments and other authorizations for use and
disposal of public lands and resources, for
costs of providing copies of official public
land documents, for monitoring construc-
tion, operation, and termination of facilities
in conjunction with use authorizations, and
for rehabilitation of damaged property, such
amounts as may be collected under sections
209(b), 304(a), 304(b), 305(a), and 504(g) of the
Act approved October 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701),
and sections 101 and 203 of Public Law 93-153,
to be immediately available until expended:
Provided, That notwithstanding any provi-
sion to the contrary of section 305(a) of the
Act of October 21, 1976 (43 U.8.C. 1735(a)), any
moneys that have been or will be received
pursuant to that section, whether as a result
of forfeiture, compromise, or settlement, if
not appropriate for refund pursuant to sec-
tion 305(c) of that Act (43 U.S.C. 1735(c)),
shall be available and may be expended
under the authority of this or subsequent ap-
propriations Acts by the Secretary to im-
prove, protect, or rehabilitate any public
lands administered through the Bureau of
Land Management which have been damaged
by the action of a resource developer, pur-
chaser, permittee, or any unauthorized per-
son, without regard to whether all moneys
collected from each such forfeiture, com-
promise, or settlement are used on the exact
lands damage to which led to the forfeiture,
compromise, or settlement: Provided further,
That such moneys are in excess of amounts
needed to repair damage to the exact land
for which collected.

MISCELLANEOUS TRUST FUNDS

In addition to amounts authorized to be
expended under existing law, there is hereby
appropriated such amounts as may be con-
tributed under section 307 of the Act of Octo-
ber 21, 1976 (43 U.8.C. 1701), and such amounts
as may be advanced for administrative costs,
surveys, appraisals, and costs of making con-
veyances of omitted lands under section
211(b) of that Act, to remain available until
expended.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Appropriations for the Bureau of Land
Management shall be available for purchase,
erection, and dismantlement of temporary
structures, and alteration and maintenance
of necessary buildings and appurtenant fa-
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cilities to which the United States has title;
up to $25,000 for payments, at the discretion
of the Secretary, for information or evidence
concerning violations of laws administered
by the Bureau of Land Management; mis-
cellaneous and emergency expenses of en-
forcement activities authorized or approved
by the Secretary and to be accounted for
solely on his certificate, not to exceed
$10,000: Provided, That appropriations herein
made for Bureau of Land Management ex-
penditures in connection with the revested
Oregon and California Railroad and
reconveyed Coos Bay Wagon Road grant
lands (other than expenditures made under
the appropriation “Oregon and California
grant lands") shall be reimbursed to the
General Fund of the Treasury from the 25 per
centum referred to in subsection (¢), title II,
of the Act approved August 28, 1937 (50 Stat.
876), of the special fund designated the “‘Or-
egon and California land grant fund" and
section 4 of the Act approved May 24, 1939 (53
Stat. 754), of the special fund designated the
*‘Coos Bay Wagon Road grant fund'': Provided
further, That appropriations herein made
may be expended for surveys of Federal lands
and on a reimbursable basis for surveys of
Federal lands and for protection of lands for
the State of Alaska: Provided further, That
an appeal of any reductions in grazing allot-
ments on public rangelands must be taken
within thirty days after receipt of a final
grazing allotment decision. Reductions of up
to 10 per centum in grazing allotments shall
become effective when so designated by the
Secretary of the Interior. Upon appeal any
proposed reduction in excess of 10 per cen-
tum shall be suspended pending final action
on the appeal, which shall be completed
within two years after the appeal is filed:
Provided further, That [notwithstanding 44
U.8.C. 501,] the Bureau may, under coopera-
tive cost-sharing and partnership arrange-
ments authorized by law, procure printing
services from cooperators in connection with
jointly-produced publications for which the
cooperators share the cost of printing either
in cash or in services, and the Bureau deter-
mines the cooperator is capable of meeting
accepted quality standards.

UNITED STATES FI18H AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

For expenses necessary for scientific and
economic studies, conservation, manage-
ment, investigations, protection, and utiliza-
tion of sport fishery and wildlife resources,
except whales, seals, and sea lions, and for
the performance of other authorized func-
tions related to such resources; for the gen-
eral administration of the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service; and for mainte-
nance of the herd of long-horned cattle on
the Wichita Mountains Wildlife Refuge; and
not less than $1,000,000 for high priority
projects within the scope of the approved
budget which shall be carried out by Youth
Conservation Corps as if authorized by the
Act of August 13, 1970, as amended by Public
Law 93-408, [$509,891,000] $526,327,000 of which
[$10,306,000] $10,806,000 shall be for operation
and maintenance of fishery mitigation facili-
ties constructed by the Corps of Engineers
under the Lower Snake River Compensation
Plan, authorized by the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1976 (90 Stat. 2921), to com-
pensate for loss of fishery resources from
water development projects on the Lower
Snake River, and which shall remain avail-
able until expended; and of which $1,000,000
shall be for contaminant sample analysis,
and shall remain available until expended.
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CONSTRUCTION [AND ANADROMOUS FISH]

For construction and acquisition of build-
ings and other facilities required in the con-
servation, management, investigation, pro-
tection, and utilization of sport fishery and
wildlife resources, and the acquisition of
lands and interests therein; [$71,102,000]
895,465,000 to remain available until
expended[,-of which $300,000 shall be avail-
able for expenses to carry out the Anad-
romous Fish Conservation Act (16 U.S.C.
T57a-15Tg):1 Provided, That hereinafter not-
withstanding any other provision of law, pro-
curements for the Paturent Wildlife Research
Center, the National Education and Training
Center, and the replacement laboratory for the
National Fisheries Research Center—Seattle,
Washington, may be issued which include the
full scope of the facility: Provided further, That
the solicitation and contract shall contain the
clause ‘‘availability of funds” found at 48 CFR
52.323.18.

NATURAL RESOURCE DAMAGE ASSESSMENT AND
RESTORATION FUND

To conduct natural resource damage as-
sessments and restoration activities by the De-
partment of the Interior necessary to carry
out the provisions of the Comprehensive En-
vironmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act, as amended (42 U.S.C, 9601, et
seq.), Federal Water Pollution Control Act,
as amended (33 U.S.C. 1251, et seq.), the Oil
Pollution Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-380),
and the Act of July 27, 1990 (Public Law 101-
337); [$3,740,000] $5,000,000 to remain available
until expended: Provided, That not with-
standing any other provision of law, in fiscal
year 1991 and thereafter, sums provided by
any party, including sums provided in ad-
vance or as a reimbursement for natural re-
source damage assessments, may be credited
to this appropriation and shall remain avail-
able until expended.

LAND ACQUISITION

For expenses necessary to carry out the
provisions of the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund Act of 1965, as amended (16 U.S.C.
4601-4-11), including administrative expenses,
and for acquisition of land or waters, or in-
terest therein, in accordance with statutory
authority applicable to the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service, [$87,722,000]
885,530,000, to be derived from the Land and
Water Conservation Fund, to remain avail-
able until expended.

COOPERATIVE ENDANGERED SPECIES
CONSERVATION FUND

For expenses necessary to carry out the
provisions of the Endangered Species Act of
1973 (16 U.8.C. 1531-1543), as amended by Pub-
lic Law 100-478, $6,705,000 for Grants to
States, to remain available until expended.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE FUND

For expenses necessary to implement the
Act of October 17, 1978 (16 U.S.C. Tlbs),
[$11,000,000] $14,000,000.

REWARDS AND OPERATIONS

For expenses necessary to carry out the
provisions of the African Elephant Conserva-
tion Act (16 U.S.C. 4201-4203, 4211-4213, 4221-
4225, 4241-4245, and 1538), $1,201,000, to remain
available until expended.

NORTH AMERICAN WETLANDS CONSERVATION FUND

For expenses necessary to carry out the provi-
sions of the North American Wetlands Conserva-
tion Act, Public Law 101-233, 38,500,000, to re-
main available until expended.

[SPORT FISH RESTORATION ACCOUNT]
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS)

[None of the funds in this Act shall be
available for the implementation or execu-
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tion of programs the obligations for which
are in excess of $190,000,000 for the Sport Fish
Restoration Account, Payments to States,
for fiscal year 1992.]

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Appropriations and funds available to the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service shall
be available for purchase of not to exceed 145
passenger motor vehicles, of which 129 are
for replacement only (including 43 for police-
type use); not to exceed $400,000 for payment,
at the discretion of the Secretary, for infor-
mation, rewards, or evidence concerning vio-
lations of laws administered by the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service, and mis-
cellaneous and emergency expenses of en-
forcement activities, authorized or approved
by the Secretary and to be accounted for
solely on his certificate; repair of damage to
public roads within and adjacent to reserva-
tion areas caused by operations of the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service; options for
the purchase of land at not to exceed $1 for
each option; facilities incident to such public
recreational uses on conservation areas as
are consistent with their primary purpose;
and the maintenance and improvement of
aguaria, buildings, and other facilities under
the jurisdiction of the United States Fish
and Wildlife Service and to which the United
States has title, and which are utilized pur-
suant to law in connection with management
and investigation of fish and wildlife re-
sources: Provided, That the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service may accept do-
nated aircraft as replacements for existing
aircraft: Provided further, That hereafter the
Tinicum National Environmental Center in
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, shall be known
as the John Heinz National Wildlife Refuge
at Tinicum.

Notwithstanding the provisions of the Federal
Grant and Cooperative Agreements Act of 1977
(31 U.S.C. 6301-6308), the Fish and Wildlife
Service is hereafter authorized to negotiate and
enter into cooperative arrangements and grants
with public and private agencies, organizations,
institutions, and individuals to implement on a
public-private cost sharing basis, the North
American Wetlands Conservation Act and the
North American Waterfowl Management Plan:
Provided, That the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation may continue to draw down Fed-
eral funds when matching reguirements have
been met: Provided further, That interest earned
by the Foundation and its subgrantees on funds
drawn down to date but not immediately dis-
bursed shall be used to fund direct projects and
programs as approved by the Foundation's
Board of Directors.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
OPERATION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM
For expenses necessary for the manage-

ment, operation, and maintenance of areas
and facilities administered by the National
Park Service (including special road mainte-
nance service to trucking permittees on a re-
imbursable basis), and for the general admin-
istration of the National Park Service, in-
cluding not to exceed $566,000 for the Roo-
sevelt Campobello International Park Com-
mission, and not less than $1,000,000 for high
priority projects within the scope of the ap-
proved budget which shall be carried out by
Youth Conservation Corps as if authorized
by the Act of August 13, 1970, as amended by
Public Law 93-408, [$969,047,000] $949,724,000
without regard to the Act of August 24, 1912,
as amended (16 U.8.C. 451), of which not to
exceed $59,500,000 to remain available until
expended is to be derived from the special fee
account established pursuant to title V, sec-
tion 5201, of Public Law 100-203: Provided,
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That the National Park Service shall not
enter into future concessionaire contracts,
including renewals, that do not include a ter-
mination for cause clause that provides for
possible extinguishment of possessory inter-
ests excluding depreciated book value of con-
cessionaire investments without
compensationl: Provided further, That of the
funds provided herein, $700,000 is available
for the National Institute for the
Conservation of Cultural Property: Provided
further, That hereafter appropriations for
maintenance and improvement of roads
within the boundary of the Cuyahoga Valley
National Recreation Area shall be available
for such purposes without regard to whether
title to such road rights-of-way is in the
United States): Provided further, That none
of the funds appropriated to the National
Park Service in this Act may be used to con-
struct horse stables or any other facilities
for the housing of horses at the Manassas
National Battlefield Park.

NATIONAL RECREATION AND PRESERVATION

For expenses necessary to carry out recre-
ation programs, natural programs, cultural
programs, environmental compliance and re-
view, and grant administration, not other-
wise provided for, [$23,420,000] $25,269,000, of
which $7,500,000, including acquisition by non-
Federal entities under cooperative agreements
entered into pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 462(e), shall
remain available until erpended. Provided,
That no funds appropriated under this head
for the Calumet Historic District may be ob-
ligated until funds provided for the Calumet
Historic District under construction plan-
ning are specifically authorized.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION FUND

For expenses necessary in carrying out the
provisions of the Historic Preservation Act
of 1966 (B0 Stat. 915), as amended (16 U.8.C.
470), $35,931,000 to be derived from the His-
toric Preservation Fund, established by sec-
tion 108 of that Act, as amended, to remain
available for obligation until Beptember 30,
1993: Provided, That the Trust Territory of
the Pacific Islands is a State eligible for His-
toric Preservation Fund matching grant as-
sistance as authorized under 16 U.S.C.
470w (2): Provided further, That pursuant to
section 105(1) of the Compact of Free Asso-
ciation, Public Law 99-239, the Federated
States of Micronesia and the Republic of the
Marshall Islands shall also be considered
States for purposes of this appropriation.

CONSTRUCTION

For construction, improvements, repair or
replacement of physical facilities, without
regard to the Act of August 24, 1912, as
amended (16 U.8.C. 451), [$237,506,000]
$194,797,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That not to exceed
$11,200,000 shall be paid to the Army Corps of
Engineers for modifications authorized by
section 104 of the Everglades National Park
Protection and Expansion Act of 1889: Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds under
this head may be expended for the Calumet
Historic District unless specifically
authorized[: Provided further, That of the
funds provided under this heading, $1,500,000
shall be available for site acquisition for the
Lincoln Center in Springfield, Illinois: Pro-
vided further, That of the funds provided
under this heading, $2,000,000 shall be avail-
able for a grant to restore the Chicago Pub-
lic Library, Central Building as if authorized
by the Historic Sites Act of 1935 (16 U.S.C.
462(e))): Provided further, That notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law, $1,000,000
shall be made available for renovation of Tad
Gormley Stadium: Provided further, That of
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the funds provided under this heading, up to
$100,000 shall be available to assist the Town
of Provincetown, Massachusetts with plan-
ning and construction of a solid waste trans-
fer station on town-owned land provided that
the Town and the National Park Service
enter into an agreement for shared use of the
facility for its lifetime at a rate based on ac-
tual operating costs and percentages of total
contribution of solid waste by the National
Park Servicel: Provided further, That of the
funds provided under this heading, $3,650,000
shall be available for construction of a Gate-
way Park associated with the Illinois and
Michigan Canal National Heritage Corridor]:
Provided further, That [until March 1, 1992,]
none of the funds appropriated under this
[head] Act or any subsequent Act may be ex-
pended for the Steamtown National Historic
Site unless specifically authorized.

[URBAN PARK AND RECREATION FUND]

[For expenses necessary to carry out the
provisions of the Urban Park and Recreation
Recovery Act of 1978 (title 10 of Public Law
95-625) $10,000,000, to remain available until
expended.]

LAND ACQUISITION AND STATE ASSISTANCE

For expenses necessary to carry out the
provisions of the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund Act of 1965, as amended (16 U.8.C.
4601-4-11), including administrative expenses,
and for acquisition of land or waters, or in-
terest therein, in accordance with statutory
authority applicable to the National Park
Service, [$108,365,000] $£84,750,000, to be de-
rived from the Land and Water Conservation
Fund, to remain available until expended, of
which [$23,500,000] £15,500,000 is for the State
assistance program including $3,500,000 to ad-
minister the State assistance program: Pro-
vided, That of the amounts previously appro-
priated to the Secretary’'s contingency fund
for grants to States $14,000 shall be available
in 1992 for administrative expenses of the
State grant program.

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND
(RESCISSION)

The contract authority provided for fiscal
year 1992 by 16 U.S.C. 4601-10a is rescinded.
JOHN F. KENNEDY CENTER FOR THE PERFORMING

ARTS

For expenses necessary for operating and
maintaining the nonperforming arts func-
tions of the John F. Kennedy Center for the
Performing Arts, $22,945000, of which
$16,000,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended.

ILLINOIS AND MICHIGAN CANAL NATIONAL
HERITAGE CORRIDOR COMMISSION

For operation of the Illinois and Michigan
Canal National Heritage Corridor Commis-
sion, $250,000.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Appropriations for the National Park Serv-
ice shall be available for the purchase of not
to exceed 465 passenger motor vehicles, of
which 322 shall be for replacement only, in-
cluding not to exceed 355 for police-type use,
11 buses, and 5 ambulances; to provide, not-
withstanding any other provision of law, at a
cost not exceeding $100,000, transportation
for children in nearby communities to and
from any unit of the National Park System
used in connection with organized recreation
and interpretive programs of the National
Park Service; options for the purchase of
land at not to exceed $1 for each option; and
for the procurement and delivery of medical
services within the jurisdiction of units of
the National Park System: Provided, That
any funds available to the National Park
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Service may be used, with the approval of
the Secretary, to maintain law and order in
emergency and other unforeseen law enforce-
ment situations and conduct emergency
search and rescue operations in the National
Park System: Provided further, That none of
the funds appropriated to the National Park
Service may be used to process any grant or
contract documents which do not include the
text of 18 U.S.C. 1913: Provided further, That
the National Park Service may use heli-
copters and motorized equipment at Death
Valley National Monument for removal of
feral burros and horses: Provided further,
That notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the National Park Service may recover
all costs of providing necessary services as-
sociated with special use permits, such reim-
bursements to be credited to the appropria-
tion current at that time: Provided further,
That none of the funds appropriated to the
National Park Service may be used to imple-
ment an agreement for the redevelopment of
the southern end of Ellis Island until such
agreement has been submitted to the Con-
gress and shall not be implemented prior to
the expiration of 30 calendar days (not in-
cluding any day in which either House of
Congress is not in session because of ad-
journment of more than three calendar days
to a day certain) from the receipt by the
Speaker of the House of Representatives and
the President of the Senate of a full and
comprehensive report on the development of
the southern end of Ellis Island, including
the facts and circumstances relied upon in
support of the proposed project: Provided fur-
ther, That section 323 of Public Law 101-512 is
amended by striking out “'B12NWI/A section 9"
and inserting in lieu thereof “E12NWI1/M section
9'': Provided further, That the Secretary of the
Interior, acting through the Director of the Na-
tional Park Service, may enter into a coopera-
tive agreement with the William O. Douglas
Outdoor Classroom under which the Secretary
may expend Federal funds on non-Federal prop-
erty for environmental education purposes.

Notwithstanding any Master Plan, Develop-
ment Concept Plan or policy of the Olympic Na-
tional Park, nor any federal regulation, to the
contrary, the Superintendent of the Olympic
National Park, located in the State of Washing-
ton, is authorized and directed to issue a ten-
year, special use permit for the continued oper-
ation of Kamp Kiwanis by the Hogquiam Kiwanis
Club and the Hoguiam Y.M.C.A. at the location
described below within the boundary of the
Olympic National Park:

A plot of land in Section 13, Township 23 N.,
Range 10 W., W.M. described as follows:

Beginning at an iron pipe which is on the sec-
tion line and south 860 feet from the south Yis
corner of Sections 14 and 13 in Township 23
north, Range 10 W, W.M.; thence north 132 de-
grees east 572 feet to an iron pipe; thence south
55 degrees east 319 feet to an iron pipe; thence
south 16 degrees west 458 feet to an iron pipe;
thence north 75' degrees west 277 feet to point
of beginning, containing 3.43 acres, more or less;
also a right-of-way for a pipeline from Higley
Creek to the above area about 2,000 feet along
the section line between Sections 13 and 14, T.
23N., Range 10 W., W.M.

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

SURVEYS, INVESTIGATIONS, AND RESEARCH

For expenses necessary for the Geological
Survey to perform surveys, investigations,
and research covering topography, geology,
hydrology, and the mineral and water re-
sources of the United States, its Territories
and possessions, and other areas as author-
ized by law (43 U.S.C. 31, 1332 and 1340); clas-
sify lands as to their mineral and water re-
sources; give engineering supervision to
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power permittees and Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission licensees; administer the
minerals exploration program (30 U.S.C. 641);
and publish and disseminate data relative to
the foregoing activities; [$589,499,000]
$569,457,000, of which $62,058,000 shall be
available only for cooperation with States or
municipalities for water resources investiga-
tions: Provided, That no part of this appro-
priation shall be used to pay more than one-
half the cost of any topographic mapping or
water resources investigations carried on in
cooperation with any State or municipality.
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

The amount appropriated for the Geologi-
cal Survey shall be available for purchase of
not to exceed 26 passenger motor vehicles,
for replacement only; reimbursement to the
General Services Administration for security
guard services; contracting for the furnish-
ing of topographic maps and for the making
of geophysical or other specialized surveys
when it i{s administratively determined that
such procedures are in the public interest;
construction and maintenance of necessary
buildings and appurtenant facilities; acquisi-
tion of lands for gauging stations and obser-
vation wells; expenses of the United States
National Committee on Geology; and pay-
ment of compensation and expenses of per-
sons on the rolls of the Geological Survey
appointed, as authorized by law, to represent
the United States in the negotiation and ad-
ministration of interstate compacts: Pro-
vided, That activities funded by appropria-
tions hereln made may be accomplished
through the use of contracts, grants, or coop-
erative agreements as defined in Public Law
95-224: Provided further, That the Geological
Survey (43 U.S.C. 31(a)) shall hereafter be des-
ignated the United States Geological Survey.

MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE
LEASING AND ROYALTY MANAGEMENT

For expenses necessary for minerals leas-
ing and environmental studies, regulation of
industry operations, and collection of royal-
ties, as authorized by law; for enforcing laws
and regulations applicable to oil, gas, and
other minerals leases, permits, licenses and
operating contracts; and for matching grants
or cooperative agreements; including the
purchase of not to exceed eight passenger
motor vehicles for replacement only;
[5208,090,000] $199,614,000, of which not less
than [$66,784,000] $66,574,000 shall be avail-
able for royalty management activities: Pro-
vided, That $1,500,000 for computer acquisi-
tions shall remain available until September
30, 1993: Provided further, That funds appro-
priated under this Act shall be available for
the payment of interest in accordance with
30 U.S.C. 1721 (b) and (d): Provided further,
That not to exceed $3,000 shall be available
for reasonable expenses related to promoting
volunteer beach and marine cleanup
activities[: Provided further, That notwith-
standing any other provision of law, $10,000
under this head shall be available for refunds
of overpayments in connection with certain
Indian leases in which the Director of the
Minerals Management Service concurred
with the claimed refund due): Provided fur-
ther, That notwithstanding any other provision
of law, $136,400,000 shall be deducted from Fed-
eral onshore mineral leasing receipts prior to the
division and distribution of such receipts be-
tween the States and the Treasury and shall be
credited to miscellaneous receipts of the Treas-
ury.

BUREAU OF MINES
MINES AND MINERALS

For expenses necessary for conducting in-

quiries, technological investigations, and re-
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search concerning the extraction, processing,
use, and disposal of mineral substances with-
out objectionable social and environmental
costs; to foster and encourage private enter-
prise in the development of mineral re-
sources and the prevention of waste in the
mining, minerals, metal, and mineral rec-
lamation industries; to inquire into the eco-
nomic conditions affecting those industries;
to promote health and safety in mines and
the mineral industry through research; and
for other related purposes as authorized by
law, [$175,890,0001 $172,349,000, of which
[$101,382,000] $99,523,000 shall remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That none of
the funds in this or any other Act may be
used for the closure or consolidation of any
research centers or the sale of any of the he-
lium facilities currently in operation.
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

The Secretary is authorized to accept
lands, buildings, equipment, other contribu-
tions and, heretofore and hereafter, fees to
be deposited in the contributed funds ac-
count from public and private sources, and
to prosecute projects using such contribu-
tions and fees in cooperation with other Fed-
eral, State or private agencies. Provided,
That the Bureau of Mines is authorized, dur-
ing the current fiscal year, to sell directly or
through any Government agency, including
corporations, any metal or mineral product
that may be manufactured in pilot plants op-
erated by the Bureau of Mines, and the pro-
ceeds of such sales shall be covered into the
Treasury as miscellaneous receipts.
OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING RECLAMATION AND

ENFORCEMENT
REGULATION AND TECHNOLOGY

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of the Surface Mining Control and
Reclamation Act of 1977, Public Law 95-87, as
amended, including the purchase of not to
exceed 15 passenger motor vehicles, of which
11 shall be for replacement only;
[5110,250,000] $£110,065,000 and notwithstand-
ing 31 U.S.C. 3302, an additional amount, to
remain available until expended, from per-
formance bond forfeitures in fiscal year 1992:
Provided, That notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the Secretary of the Inte-
rior, pursuant to regulations, may utilize di-
rectly or through grants to States, moneys
collected in fiscal year 1992 pursuant to the
assessment of civil penalties under section
518 of the SBurface Mining Control and Rec-
lamation Act of 1977 (30 U.S.C. 1268), to re-
claim lands adversely affected by coal min-
ing practices after August 3, 1977, to remain
available until expended: Provided further,
That notwithstanding any other provisions
of law, appropriations for the Office of Sur-
face Mining Reclamation and Enforcement
may provide for the travel and per diem ex-
penses of State and tribal personnel attend-
ing Office of Surface Mining Reclamation
and Enforcement sponsored training: Pro-
vided further, That notwithstanding the re-
gquirements of section 705 of Public Law 95-87 (30
U.5.C. 1295) appropriations herein shall be
available to fund the full costs to the States to
implement the Applicant Violator System in
compliance with the January 24, 1990 Settlement
Agreement between Save Our Cumberland
Mountains, Inc. and Manuel Lujan, Jr., Sec-
retary, United States Depariment of the Inte-
rior, et al.

ABANDONED MINE RECLAMATION FUND

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of title IV of the Surface Mining
Control and Reclamation Act of 1977, Public
Law 9587, as amended, including the pur-
chase of not more than 22 passenger motor
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vehicles, of which 16 shall be for replacement
only, [$190,200,000] $188,404,000 to be derived
from receipts of the Abandoned Mine Rec-
lamation Fund and to remain available until
expended of which, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the following
amounts shall be available to carry out the
various provisions of section 402(g) of Public
Law 9587, as amended (30 U.S.C. 1232 (g)):
[$130,000,000 to carry out section 402(g)(1) and
402(g)(5),] $12,000,000 to carry out section
402(g)(2) [and $48,200,000 to carry out sections
402(g) (8) and (4)): Provided, That 23 full-time
equivalent positions are to be maintained in the
Anthracite Reclamation Program at the Wilkes-
Barre Field Office]: Provided, That pursuant to
Public Law 97-365, the Department of the Inte-
rior is authorized to utilize up to 20 per centum
from the recovery of the delinquent debt owed to
the United States Government to pay for con-
tracts to collect these debts: Provided further,
That of the funds made available to the States
to contract for reclamation projects authorized
in section 406(a) of Public Law 95-87, adminis-
trative expenses may not exceed 15 per centum:
Provided further, That the Secretary of the In-
terior may deny 50 per centum of an Abandoned
Mine Reclamation Fund grant, available to a
State pursuant to title IV of Public Law 95-87,
in accordance with the procedures set forth in
section 521(b) of the Act, when the Secretary de-
termines that a State is systematically failing to
administer adequately the enforcement provi-
sions of the approved State regulatory program.
Funds will be denied until such time as the
State and Office of Surface Mining Reclamation
and Enforcement have agreed upon an explicit
plan of action for correcting the enforcement de-
ficiency. A State may enter into such agreement
without admission of culpability. If a State en-
ters into such agreement, the Secretary shall
take no action pursuant to section 521(b) of the
Act as long as the State is complying with the
terms of the agreement. ;
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
OPERATION OF INDIAN PROGRAMS

For operation of Indian programs by direct
expenditure, contracts, cooperative agree-
ments, and grants including expenses nec-
essary to provide [education and] welfare
services for Indians, either directly or in co-
operation with States and other organiza-
tions, including payment of care, tuition, as-
sistance, and other expenses of Indians in
boarding homes, or institutions[, or
schools); grants and other assistance to
needy Indians; maintenance of law and order;
management, development, improvement,
and protection of resources and appurtenant
facilities under the jurisdiction of the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs, including payment of
irrigation assessments and charges; acquisi-
tion of water rights; advances for Indian in-
dustrial and business enterprises; operation
of Indian arts and crafts shops and museums;
development of Indian arts and crafts, as au-
thorized by law; for the general administra-
tion of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, includ-
ing expenses in field offices, [$1,283,630,000]
$801,089,000, [including $302,025,000 for school
operations costs of Bureau funded schools
and other education programs which shall
become available for obligation on July 1,
1992, and shall remain available for obliga-
tion until June 30, 1993, and of which funds
obligated as grants to schools pursuant to
Public Law 100-297 shall be made on July 1
and December 1 in lieu of the payments au-
thorized to be made on October 1 and Janu-
ary 1 of each calendar year, and] of which
not to exceed [$74,912,000] 818,392,000 for
[higher education scholarships,] adult voca-
tional training, [and assistance to public
schools under the Act of April 16, 1934 (48
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Stat. 596), as amended (256 U.8.C. 452 et seq.),]
shall remain available for obligation until
September 30, 1993; and the funds made avail-
able to tribes and tribal organizations
through contracts or grants obligated during
fiscal year 1992 as authorized by the Indian
Self-Determination Act of 1975 (88 Stat. 2203;
25 U.8.C. 450 et seq.) [, or grants authorized
by the Indian Education Amendments of 1988
(26 U.S.C. 2001 and 2008A)] shall remain
available until expended by the contractor or
grantee; and of which [$2,021,000] $3,021,000
for litigation support shall remain available
until expended, [$5,000,000] $3,000,000 for self-
governance tribal compacts shall be made
available on completion and submission of
such compacts to the Congress, and shall re-
main available until expended; and of which
$1,139,000 for expenses necessary to carry out
the provisions of section 18(a) of Public Law
93-631 (256 U.S.C. 640d-18(a)), shall remain
available until expended: Provided, That
none of the funds appropriated to the Bureau
of Indian Affairs shall be expended as match-
ing funds for programs funded under section
103(b)(2) of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational
Education Act: Provided further, That $200,000
of the funds made available in this Act shall
be available for cyclical maintenance of trib-
ally owned fish hatcheries and related facili-
ties: Provided further, That none of the funds
in this Act shall be used by the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs to transfer funds under a con-
tract with any third party for the manage-
ment of tribal or individual Indian trust
funds until the funds held in trust for all
such tribes or individuals have been audited
and reconciled to the earliest possible date,
the results of such reconciliation have been
certified by an independent party as the
most complete reconciliation of such funds
possible, and the affected tribe or individual
has been provided with an accounting of such
funds: Provided further, That notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law, the statute of
limitations shall not commence to run on
any clalm concerning losses to or mis-
management of trust funds, until the af-
fected tribe or individual Indian has been
furnished with the accounting of such funds
from which the beneficiary can determine
whether there has been a loss [: Provided fur-
ther, That $300,000 of the amounts provided
for education program management shall be
available for a grant to the Close Up Founda-
tion: Provided further, That not more than
$3,218,000 shall be made available for the Fed-
eral Financial System in fiscal year 1992:
Provided further, That none of the funds pro-
vided in this Act may be used to prepare a
reprogramming proposal to reorganize the
Bureau of Indian Affairs until a task force
consisting of tribal, Bureau and depart-
mental representatives reviews any proposal
to reorganize the Bureau and provides a final
report to the Committees on Appropriations
regarding consultation and a review of the
proposal: Provided further, That none of the
funds provided in this Act may be used to
undertake a reorganization pursuant to 64
Stat. 1262 or any other provision of law: Pro-
vided further, That income received by the
Bureau of Indian Affairs as a deduction from
timber sale receipts shall remain available
until expendedl: Provided further, That funds
intended for the United Keetoowah Band of the
Cherokee Indians shall be held in abeyance
until such time as legislation is enacted address-
ing the status of the United Keetoowah Band:
Provided further, That funds provided in this
Act shall be used to continue the activities of
the Task Force on Bureau of Indian Affairs Re-
organization under its charter as adopted and
amended on April 17, 1991: Provided further,
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That any reorganization proposal shall not be

implemented until the Task Force has reviewed

and recommended its implementation to the Sec-

retary and such proposal has been reported

upon to the Committees on Appropriations.
INDIAN EDUCATION PROGRAMS

For the operation of Indian Education pro-
grams by direct expenditure, contracts, coopera-
tive agreements, and grants including erpenses
necessary to provide education for Indians, ei-
ther directly or in cooperation with States and
other organizations, including payment of care,
tuition, assistance, and other erpenses of Indi-
ans in boarding schools, day schools, or institu-
tions; maintenance of law and order, manage-
ment, development, improvement, and protection
of resources and appurtenant facilities under
the jurisdiction of the Office of Indian Edu-
cation Programs (OIEP) 431,741,000, including
$302,025,000 for school operations costs of Bu-
reau-funded schools which shall become avail-
able for obligation on July 1, 1992, and shall re-
main available for obligation until June 30,
1993, and of which, funds obligated as grants to
schools pursuant to Public Law 100-297 shall be
made on August 1 and December I in lieu of the
payments authorized to be made on October 1
and January 1 of each calender year; of which
not to erceed $56,520,000 for higher education
scholarships and assistance to public schools the
Act of April 16, 1934 (48 Stat. 596), as amended
(25 U.8.C. 452 et seq.), shall remain available
until September 30, 1993; and the funds made
available to tribes and tribal organizations
through contracts or grants obligated during fis-
cal year 1992 as authorized by the Indian Self-
Determination Act of 1975 (88 Stat. 2203; 25
U.S.C. 450 et seq.) or grants authorized by the
Indian Education Amendments of 1988 (25
U.8.C. 2001 and 2008A) shall remain available
until expended by the contractor or grantee:
Provided further, That none of the funds appro-
priated to the Bureau of Indian Affairs shall be
erpended as matching funds for programs fund-
ed under section 103(b)(2) of the Carl D. Perkins
Vocational Education Act: Provided further,
That $300,000 of the amounts provided for edu-
cation program management shall be available
for a grant to the Close Up Foundation.

CONSTRUCTION
(INCLUDING RESCISSION)

For construction, major repair, and im-
provement of irrigation and power systems,
buildings, utilities, and other facilities, in-
cluding architectural and engineering serv-
ices by contract; acquisition of lands and in-
terests in lands; preparation of lands for
farming; maintenance of Indian reservation
roads as defined in section 101 of title 23,
United States Code; and construction, repair,
and improvement of Indian housing,
[5$219,856,000] $107,010,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That of the funds
previously provided under this head for con-
struction contract support, [$7,000,000]
$3,000,000 is hereby rescinded: Provided fur-
ther, That $1,000,000 of the funds made avail-
able in this Act shall be available for reha-
bilitation of tribally owned fish hatcheries
and related facilities: Provided further, That
such amounts as may be available for the
construction of the Navajo Indian Irrigation
Project may be transferred to the Bureau of
Reclamation: Provided further, That not to
exceed 6 per centum of contract authority
available to the Bureau of Indian Affairs
from the Federal Highway Trust Fund may
be used to cover the road program manage-
ment costs of the Bureau of Indian Affairs:
Provided further, That none of the funds
available to the Bureau of Indian Affairs in
this or any other Act shall be used to trans-
fer, through agreement, memorandum of un-
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derstanding, demonstration project or other
method, the Safety of Dams program of the
Bureau of Indian Affairs to the Bureau of
Reclamation: Provided further, That nothing
herein shall prevent the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs or tribes from using, on a case-by-case
basis, the technical expertise of the Bureau
of Reclamation: Provided further, That none
of the funds provided for the Safety of Dams
program are available for transfer pursuant
to sections 101 and 102 of this Act: Provided
further, That funds appropriated for construc-
tion of the Wind River Indian Irrigation Project
in fiscal year 1990 (Public Law 101-121), fiscal
year 1991 (Public Law 101-512) and hereafter
shall be made available on a non-reimbursable
basis.
EDUCATION CONSTRUCTION

For construction, rehabilitation and repair of
educational facilities, including acguisition of
land, advance planning and design, and pro-
gram management $92,798,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

MISCELLANEOUS PAYMENTS TO INDIANS

For miscellaneous payments to Indian
tribes and individuals pursuant to Public
Laws 88-500, 99-264, 100-580, 101-618, 101-602,
101-628, 101486, and 100-585, including funds
for necessary administrative expenses,
387,617,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That income earned on
funds appropriated by Public Law 101-121,
October 23, 1989, 103 Stat. 701, 715 for the pur-
poses of section 6(b) of the Puyallup Tribe of
Indians Settlement Act of 1989, Public Law
101-41, June 21, 1989, 103 Stat, 83, may be uti-
lized by the Permanent Trust Fund Board of
Trustees to secure necessary and appropriate
financial, auditing, accounting, insurance
and other administrative services to fulfill
the Board of Trustees’ fiduciary and admin-
istrative responsibilities: Provided further,
That no more than 5 per centum of the in-
come in any year may be utilized for such
purposesl: Provided further, That of the funds
included for Public Law 101-602, $12,000,000
shall be made available on September 30,
1992; of the funds included for Public Law
101-628, $23,000,000 shall be made available on
September 30, 1992; and of the funds included
for Public Law 101-618, $12,500,000 shall be
made available on September 30, 1992].

NAVAJO REHABILITATION TRUST FUND

For Navajo tribal rehabilitation and im-
provement activities in accordance with the
provisions of section 32(d) of Public Law 93—
531, as amended (25 U.S.C. 6404-30), including
necessary administrative expenses, $4,000,000,
to remain available until expended.
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE OF INDIAN ENTERPRISES

For payment of management and technical
assistance requests associated with loans
and grants approved under the Indian Fi-
nancing Act of 1974, as amended, $1,000,000.

INDIAN DIRECT LOAN 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 expert as-
sistance loans authorized by the Act of No-
vember 4, 1963, as amended, and the cost of
direct loans authorized by the Indian Fi-
nancing Act of 1974, as amended, $3,039,000:
Provided, That these funds are available to
subsidize gross obligations for the principal
amount of direct loans not to exceed
$15,735,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct loan pro-
gram, $1,020,000, which may be transferred to
and merged with the appropriations for Oper-
ation of Indian Programs to cover the com-
mon overhead expenses associated with im-
plementing the Credit Reform Act of 19980.
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INDIAN GUARANTEED LOAN PROGRAM ACCOUNT
For the cost, as defined in section 13201 of
the Budget Enforcement Act of 1890, includ-
ing the cost of modifying loans, of guaran-
teed loans authorized by the Indian Financ-
ing Act of 1974, as amended, $8,512,000: Pro-
vided, That these funds are available to sub-
sidize total loan principal any part of which
is to be guaranteed not to exceed $56,432,000.
In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the guaranteed loan
program, $1,020,000, which may be transferred
to and merged with the appropriations for
Operation of Indian Programs to cover the
common overhead expenses associated with
implementing the Credit Reform Act of 1990.
MISCELLANEOUS PERMANENT APPROPRIATIONS
Beginning October 1, 1991, and thereafter,
amounts collected by the Secretary in connec-
tion with the Alaska Resupply Program (Public
Law 77-457) shall be deposited into a special
fund to be established in the Treasury, to be
available to carry out the provisions of the Alas-
ka Resupply Program, such amounts to remain
available until exrpended: Provided, That unob-
ligated balances of amounts collected in fiscal
vear 1991 and credited to the Operation of In-
dian Programs account as offsetting collections,
shall be transferred and credited to this ac-
count.
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS
Appropriations for the Bureau of Indian
Affairs (except the revolving fund for loans,
the Indian loan guarantee and insurance
fund, the Technical Assistance of Indian En-
terprises account, the Indian Direct Loan
Program account, and the Indian Guaranteed
Loan Program account) shall be available for
expenses of exhibits, and purchase of not to
exceed 188 passenger carrying motor vehi-
cles, of which not to exceed 147 shall be for
replacement only.
TERRITORIAL AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS
ADMINISTRATION OF TERRITORIES

For expenses necessary for the administra-
tion of territories under the jurisdiction of
the Department of the Interior, [108,177,000]
$74,150,000, of which (1) [$99,194,000] $69,847,000
shall be available until expended for tech-
nical assistance, including maintenance as-
sistance, drug interdiction and abuse preven-
tion [and brown tree snake control and re-
search;] late charges and payments of the
annual interest rate differential required by
the Federal Financing Bank, under terms of
the second refinancing of an existing loan to
the Guam Power Authority, as authorized by
law (Public Law 98-454; 98 Stat. 1732); grants
to the judiciary in American Samoa for com-
pensation and expenses, as authorized by law
(48 U.8.C. 1661(c)); grants to the Government
of American Samoa, in addition to current
local revenues, for construction and support
of governmental functions; grants to the
Government of the Virgin Islands as author-
ized by law; grants to the Government of
Guam, as authorized by law; grants to the
Government of the Northern Mariana Islands
as authorized by law (Public Law 94-241; 90
Stat. 272); and (2) [$3,983,000] $4,303,000 shall
be available for salaries and expenses of the
Office of Territorial and International Af-
fairs: Provided, That the territorial and local
governments herein provided for are author-
ized to make purchases through the General
Services Administration: Provided further,
That all financial transactions of the terri-
torial and local governments herein provided
for, including such transactions of all agen-
cies or instrumentalities established or uti-
lized by such governments, shall be audited
by the General Accounting Office, in accord-
ance with chapter 35 of title 31, United
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States Code: Provided further, That Northern
Mariana Islands Covenant grant funding
shall be provided according to those terms of
the Agreement of the Special Representa-
tives on Future United States Financial As-
sistance for the Northern Mariana Islands
approved by Public Law 99-396, except that
should the Becretary of the Interior believe
that the perfprmance standards of such
agreement are not being met, operations
funds may be withheld, but only by Act of
Congress as required by Public Law 99-396:
Provided further, That $1,025,000 of the
amounts provided for technical assistance
shall be available for a grant to the Close Up
Foundation: Provided further, That the funds
for the program of operations and mainte-
nance improvement are appropriated to in-
stitutionalize routine operations and main-
tenance of capital infrastructure in Amer-
ican Samoa, Guam, the Virgin Islands, the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, the Republic of Palau, the Republic of
the Marshall Islands, and the Federated
States of Micronesia through assessments of
long-range operations and maintenance
needs, improved capability of local oper-
ations and maintenance institutions and
agencies (including management and voca-
tional education training), and project-spe-
cific maintenance (with territorial participa-
tion and cost sharing to be determined by
the Secretary based on the individual terri-
tory’'s commitment to timely maintenance
of its capital assets).

TRUST TERRITORY OF THE PACIFIC ISLANDS

For expenses necessary for the Department
of the Interior in administration of the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands pursuant to
the Trusteeship Agreement approved by
joint resolution of July 18, 1947 (61 Stat. 397),
and the Act of June 30, 1954 (68 Stat. 330), as
amended (90 Stat. 299; 91 Stat. 1159; 92 Stat.
495), and grants to the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands, in addition to local revenues,
for support of governmental functions;
[$27,951,000] $22,451,000 to remain available
until expended including $17,651,000 for oper-
ations of the Government of Palau [to be ex-
pended as determined by the Government of
Palaul: Provided, That all financial trans-
actions of the Trust Territory, including
such transactions of all agencies or instru-
mentalities established or utilized by such
Trust Territory, shall be audited by the Gen-
eral Accounting Office in accordance with
chapter 35 of title 31, United States Code:
Provided further, That the government of the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands is au-
thorized to make purchases through the Gen-
eral Services Administration: Provided fur-
ther, That all Government operations funds
appropriated and obligated for the Republic
of Palau under this account for fiscal year
1992, shall be credited as an offset against fis-
cal year 1992 payments made pursuant to the
legislation approving the Palau Compact of
Free Association (Public Law 99-658), if such
Compact is implemented before October 1,
1992: Provided further, That not less than
$300,000 of the grants to the Republic of
Palau, for support of governmental func-
tions, shall be dedicated to the College of Mi-
cronesia in accordance with the agreement
between the Micronesian entities.

COMPACT OF FREE ASSOCIATION

For economic assistance and necessary ex-
penses for the Federated States of Microne-
sia and the Republic of the Marshall Islands
as provided for in sections 122, 221, 223, 232,
and 233 of the Compacts of Free Association,
[5$26,010,000] $25,010,000, to remain available
until expended, as authorized by Public Law

September 12, 1991

99-239: Provided, That the effective date of
the Palau Compact for purposes of economic
assistance pursuant to the Palau Compact of
Free Association, Public Law 99-658, shall be
the effective date of the Palau Compact as
determined pursuant to section 101 of Public
Law 101-219: Provided further, That the lan-
guage in the third proviso under this head in
Public Law 100446 is amended by striking
the word “Ejit"” and inserting the word
“Majuro” [: Provided further, That of the
amount appropriated, $2,000,000 shall be
available ex gratia for the relocation and re-
settlement of the people of Rongelap on
Rongelap Atoll: Provided further, That such
sum shall be paid to a trustee selected by the
Rongelap Atoll Local Government Council
subject only to the disapproval of the Sec-
retary of the Interior to be held in trust pur-
suant to the provisions of a trust agreement
approved by the Rongelap Atoll Local Gov-
ernment Council subject only to the dis-
approval of the Secretary: Provided further,
That such fund and the earnings and dis-
tribution therefrom shall not be subject to
any form of Federal, State, or local taxation:
Provided further, That the Secretary may ap-
prove expenditures of up to $500,000 in fiscal
year 1992 for projects on Mejatto: Provided
Surther, That the Government of the United
States shall not be liable in any cause of ac-
tion in law or equity from the administra-
tion and distribution of the trust funds: Pro-
vided further, That of the amount appro-
priated, $1,000,000 shall be available for stud-
ies on Rongelap Atoll): Provided further,
That $2,000,000 shall be available on an ex
gratia basis for the relocation and resettle-
ment of the people of Rongelap on Rongelap
Atoll: Provided further, That such funds shall
remain avallable for deposit into a Rongelap
Resettlement Trust Fund to be used by the
people of Rongelap under the terms and con-
ditions as set forth in a trust agreement or
amendment thereto approved by the
Rongelap Local Government Council subject
only to the disapproval of the Secretary of
the Interior: Provided further, That the Gov-
ernment of the Marshall Islands and the
Rongelap Local Government Council shall
provide for the creation of the Rongelap Re-
settlement Trust Fund to assist in the reset-
tlement of Rongelap Atoll by the people of
Rongelap, and the employment of the man-
ager of the Rongelap fund established pursu-
ant to the Section 177 Agreement (pursuant
to section 177 of Public Law 99-239) as trustee
and manager of the Rongelap Resettlement
Trust Fund, or, should the manager of the
Rongelap Trust not be acceptable to the peo-
ple of Rongelap, another United States in-
vestment manager with substantial experi-
ence in the administration of trusts and with
funds under management in excess of
$250,000,000: Provided further, That such funds
shall be available only for costs directly as-
sociated with the resettlement of Rongelap
by the people of Rongelap: Provided further,
That such fund and the earnings and dis-
tribution therefrom shall not be subject to
any form of Federal, State or local taxation:
Provided further, That the Governments of
the United States and the Trust Territory of
the Pacific Islands shall not be liable in any
cause of action in law or equity from the ad-
ministration and distribution of the trust
funds.

DEPARTMENTAL OFFICES
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Secretary of the Interior, [$66,414,000]
358,428,000, of which not to exceed $7,500 may
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be for official reception and representation
expenses.

OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR

BALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Solicitor, [$30,525,000] $31,902,000.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General, [$24,244,000] $25,518,000.
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Office of
Construction Management, $2,243,000.

NATIONAL INDIAN GAMING COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the National In-
dian Gaming Commission, pursuant to Pub-
lic Law 100-497, [$1,890,000, subject to author-
ization] $2,490,000.

[OILSPILL EMERGENCY FUND

[For necessary expenses for contingency
planning, response, natural resource damage
assessment and restoration activities related
to any discharge of oil in waters of the Unit-
ed States upon a determination by the Sec-
retary of the Interior that such funds are
necesasary for the protection or restoration of
natural resources under his jurisdiction;
$3,900,000, which shall remain available until
expended.]

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

There is hereby authorized for acquisition
from available resources within the Working
Capital Fund, 11 aircraft, 7 of which shall be
for replacement and which may be obtained
by donation, purchase or through available
excess surplus property: Provided, That no
programs funded with appropriated funds in
the ‘“Office of the Secretary’, “Office of the
Solicitor”, and ‘‘Office of Inspector General’’
may be augmented through the Working
Capital Fund or the Consolidated Working
Fund.

GENERAL PROVISIONS, DEPARTMENT OF
THE INTERIOR

SEC. 101. Appropriations made in this title
shall be available for expenditure or transfer
(within each bureau or office), with the ap-
proval of the Secretary, for the emergency
reconstruction, replacement, or repair of air-
craft, buildings, utilities, or other facilities
or equipment damaged or destroyed by fire,
flood, storm, or other unavoidable causes:
Provided, That no funds shall be made avail-
able under this authority until funds specifi-
cally made available to the Department of
the Interior for emergencies shall have been
exhausted: Provided further, That all funds
used pursuant to this section are hereby des-
ignated by Congress to be “‘emergency reguire-
ments" pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D) of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con-
trol Act of 1985 and must be replenished by a
supplemental appropriation which must be
requested as promptly as possible.

SEC. 102. The Secretary may authorize the
expenditure or transfer of any no year appro-
priation in this title, in addition to the
amounts included in the budget programs of
the several agencies, for the suppression or
emergency prevention of forest or range fires
on or threatening lands under the jurisdic-
tion of the Department of the Interior; for
the emergency rehabilitation of burned-over
lands under its jurisdiction; for emergency
actions related to potential or actual earth-
quakes, floods, volcanoes, storms, or other
unavoidable causes; for contingency plan-
ning subsequent to actual oilspills; response
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and natural resource damage assessment ac-
tivities related to actual oilspills; for the
prevention, suppression, and control of ac-
tual or potential grasshopper and Mormon
cricket outbreaks on lands under the juris-
diction of the Secretary, pursuant to the au-
thority in section 1773(b) of Public Law 99—
198 (99 Stat. 1658); for emergency reclamation
projects under section 410 of Public Law 95-
8T; and shall transfer, from any no year funds
available to the Office of Surface Mining
Reclamation and Enforcement, such funds as
may be necessary to permit assumption of
regulatory authority in the event a primacy
State is not carrying out the regulatory pro-
visions of the Surface Mining Act: Provided,
That appropriations made in this title for
fire suppression purposes shall be available
for the payment of obligations incurred dur-
ing the preceding fiscal year, and for reim-
bursement to other Federal agencies for de-
struction of wvehicles, aircraft, or other
equipment in connection with their use for
fire suppression purposes, such reimburse-
ment to be credited to appropriations cur-
rently available at the time of receipt
thereof[: Provided further, That for emer-
gency rehabilitation and wildfire suppression
activities, no funds shall be made available
under this authority until funds appro-
priated to the “Emergency Department of
the Interior Firefighting Fund™ shall have
been exhausted): Provided further, That all
funds used pursuant to this section are here-
by designated by Congress to be ‘‘emergency re-
quirements' pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 and must be replenished
by a supplemental appropriation which must
be requested as promptly as possible: Pro-
vided further, That such replenishment funds
shall be used to reimburse, on a pro rata
basis, accounts from which emergency funds
were transferred.

SEc. 103. Appropriations made in this title
shall be available for operation of ware-
houses, garages, shops, and similar facilities,
wherever consolidation of activities will con-
tribute to efficiency or economy, and said
appropriations shall be reimbursed for serv-
ices rendered to any other activity in the
same manner as authorized by sections 1535
and 1536 of title 31, U.S.C.: Provided, That re-
imbursements for costs and supplies, mate-
rials, equipment, and for services rendered
may be credited to the appropriation current
at the time such reimbursements are re-
celved.

SEeC. 104, Appropriations made to the De-
partment of the Interior in this title shall be
available for services as authorized by 6
U.8.C. 3109, when authorized by the Sec-
retary, in total amount not to exceed
$500,000; hire, maintenance, and operation of
aircraft; hire of passenger motor vehicles;
purchase of reprints; payment for telephone
service in private residences in the field,
when authorized under regulations approved
by the Secretary; and the payment of dues,
when authorized by the Secretary, for li-
brary membership in societies or associa-
tions which issue publications to members
only or at a price to members lower than to
subscribers who are not members.

SEc. 105. Appropriations available to the
Department of the Interior for salaries and
expenses shall be available for uniforms or
allowances therefor, as authorized by law (6
U.8.C. 5901-5902 and D.C. Code 4-204).

SEC. 106. Appropriations made in this title
shall be available for obligation in connec-
tion with contracts issued by the General
Services Administration for services or rent-
als for periods not in excess of twelve
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months beginning at any time during the fis-
cal year.

[Smc 107. None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available pursuant to this
Act shall be obligated or expended to finance
changing the name of the mountain located
63 degrees, 04 minutes, 15 seconds west, pres-
ently na.mad and referred to as Mount
McKinley.

SEC. [ma] 107. Notwithstanding any other
provisions of law, in fiscal year 1992 and
thereafter, appropriations in this title shall
be available to provide insurance on official
motor vehicles, aircraft, and boats operated
by the Department of the Interior in Canada
and Mexico.

Sec. [109] 108. No funds provided in this
title may be used to detail any employee to
an organization unless such detail is in ac-
cordance with Office of Personnel Manage-
ment regulations.

SEc. [110] 109. No funds provided in this
title may be expended by the Department of
the Interior for the conduct of offshore leas-
ing and related activities placed under re-
striction in the President's moratorium
statement of June 26, 1990, in the areas of
Northern, Central, and Southern California;
the North Atlantic; Washington and Oregon;
and the Eastern Gulf of Mexico south of 26
degrees north latitude and east of 86 degrees
west longitude.

SEc. [111] 110. No funds provided in this
title may be expended by the Department of
the Interior for the conduct of leasing, or the
approval or permitting of any drilling or
other exploration activity, on lands within
the North Aleutian Basin planning area.

SEec. [112] 111. No funds provided in this
title may be expended by the Department of
the Interior for the conduct of preleasing and
leasing activities in the Eastern Gulf of Mex-
ico for Outer Continental Shelf Lease Sale
137 or for Sale 151 in the February 1891 draft
proposal for the Outer Continental Shelf
Natural Gas and Ofl Resource Management

Comprehensive Program, 1992-1997.
Sec. [113] 112. No funds provided in this

title may be expended by the Department of
the Interior for the conduct of preleasing and
leasing activities in the Atlantic for Outer
Continental Shelf Lease Sale 145 in the Feb-
ruary 1991 draft proposal for the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf Natural Gas and Oil Resource
hg'?agement Comprehensive Program, 1992-

SEc. [114] 113. None of the funds made
available by this Act may be used for the im-
plementation or financing of agreements or
arrangements with entities for the manage-
ment of all lands, waters, and interests
therein on Matagorda Island, Texas, which
were purchased by the Department of the In-
terior with federally appropriated amounts
gon:l the Land and Water Conservation

und.

Sec. [115] 114. The provision of section
[114] 113 shall not apply if the transfer of
management or control is ratified by law.

Sec. [116] 115. Notwithstanding any other
provigion of law, in fiscal year 1992 and
thereafter, any appropriations or funds
available to the Department of the Interior
in this Act may be used to provide
nonmonetary awards of nominal value to pri-
vate individuals and organizations that
make contributions to Department of the In-
terior programs.

SEc. [117] 116. Appropriations under this
title in fiscal year 1992 and thereafter, may
be made available for paying costs incidental
to the utilization of services contributed by
individuals who serve without compensation
as volunteers in aid of work for units of the
Department of the Interior.
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TITLE I—RELATED AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOREST SERVICE
FOREST RESEARCH

For necessary expenses of forest research
as authorized by law, [$183,572,000]
$176,850,000 to remain available until Septem-
ber 30, 1993.

STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY

For necessary expenses of cooperating
with, and providing technical and financial
assistance to States, Territories, posses-
slons, and others; and for forest pest man-
agement activities, [$205,041,000] $193,332,000,
to remain avallable until expended, as au-
thorized by law: Provided, That a grant of
$4,500,000 shall be available to Mercer County,
West Virginia for the construction and eguip-
ping of a hardwood training and a flerible man-
ufacturing center: Provided further, That
$250,000 is available for the Center for Snow
Science at Alta, Utah: Provided further, That
$5,000,000 shall be available for the Morris K.
Udall Scholarship and Excellence in National
Environmental Policy Foundation, subject to
the passage of authorizing legislation: Provided
further, That outlays for the Foundation shall
not exceed $1,000,000 in fiscal year 1992.

NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM

For necesgary expenses of the Forest Serv-
ice, not otherwise provided for, for manage-
ment, protection, improvement, and utiliza-
tion of the National Forest System, and for
administrative expenses associated with the
management of funds provided under the
heads ‘‘Forest Research”, “State and Private
Forestry", ‘‘National Forest System", *“‘Con-
struction', “Forest Service Firefighting”,
and “Land Acquisition', [$1,280,947,000]
$1,379,205,000 to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1993[, including
$30,968,000 for wilderness management], and
including 65 per centum of all monies re-
ceived during the prior fiscal year as fees
collected under the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund Act of 1965, as amended, in
accordance with section 4 of the Act (16
U.8.C. 4601-8a(i)): Provided, That unobligated
and unexpended balances in the National Forest
System account at the end of fiscal year 1991,
shall be merged with and made a part of the fis-
cal year 1992 National Forest System appropria-
tion, and shall remain available for obligation
until September 30, 1993: Provided, That timber
volume authorized or scheduled for sale during
fiscal year 1991, but which remains unsold at
the end of fiscal year 1991 shall be offered for
sale during fiscal year 1992 in addition to the
fiscal year 1992 timber sale volume directed by
this Act: Provided further, That up to $5,000,000
of the funds provided herein for road mainte-
nance shall be available for the planned obliter-
ation of roads which are no longer needed: Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds provided
in this or any other Act shall be used to estab-
lish a timber sales offer volume different from
that stated in the Committee report accompany-
ing this legislation, without the advance ap-
proval of the Committee.

FOREST SERVICE FIREFIGHTING

For necessary expenses for firefighting on
or adjacent to National Forest System lands
or other lands under fire protection agree-
ment, and for forest fire management and
presuppression, and emergency operations
on, and the emergency rehabilitation of, Na-
tional Forest System lands, [$189,803,000]
$302,203,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That such funds are also to
be avallable for repayment of advances to
other appropriation accounts from which
funds were previously transferred for such
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purposes: Provided further, That any funds
needed for emergency firefighting above the
amount of $112,000,000 shall be designated to be
“‘emergency requirements’ pursuant to section
251(b){2)(D) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985.

[EMERGENCY FOREST SERVICE FIREFIGHTING

FUND

[For the purpose of establishing an **Emer-
gency Forest Service Firefighting Fund" in
the Treasury of the United States to be
available only for emergency rehabilitation
and wildfire suppression activities of the
Forest Service, $112,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That all funds
available under this head are hereby des-
ignated by Congress to be “emergency re-
quirements” pursuant to section 251(b)}2)(D)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi-
cit Control Act of 1985: Provided further, That
funds appropriated under this head shall be
made available only after submission to Con-
gress of a formal budget request by the
President that includes a designation of the
entire amount of the request as an “‘emer-
gency requirement” for all purposes of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985: Provided further, That all
funds included in any budget request made
pursuant to this paragraph shall be made
available one day after submission to Con-
gress: Provided further, That notwithstanding
any other provision of law, enactment of this
section shall not constitute a change in con-
cept or definition under section 251(b)}1)(A)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi-
cit Control Act of 1985 and shall not cause a
negative budget authority or outlay adjust-
ment to be made to any discretionary spend-
ing limit for the domestic category estab-
lished by Public Law 101-508.]1

CONSTRUCTION

For necessary expenses of the Forest Serv-
ice, not otherwise provided for, for construc-
tion, [$350,420,0001 $265,545,000, to remain
avallable until expended, of which
[$78,607,000] $78,272,000 is for comstruction
and acquisition of buildings and other facili-
ties; and [$271,813,000] $187,273,000 ie for con-
struction and repair of forest roads and
trails by the Forest Service as authorized by
16 U.S.C. 532-538 and 23 U.S.C. 101 and 205:
Provided, That funds becoming available in
fiscal year 1992 under the Act of March 4, 1913
(16 U.8.C. 501) shall be transferred to the
General Fund of the Treasury of the United
States: Provided further, That not to exceed
[$113,000,000] $120,000,000, to remain available
until expended, may be obligated for the con-
struction of forest roads by timber
purchasers[: Provided further, That $5,000,000
of the funds provided herein for road repairs
shall be available for the planned oblitera-
tion of roads which are no longer needed.]

LAND ACQUISITION

For expenses necessary to carry out the
provisions of the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund Act of 1965, as amended (16 U.8.C.
4601-4-11), including administrative expenses,
and for acquisition of land or waters, or in-
terest therein, in accordance with statutory
authority applicable to the Forest Service,
[$90,735,000) 284,210,000, to be derived from
the Land and Water Conservation Fund, to
remain available until expended: Provided,
That $6,000,000 shall be available for necessary
erpenses of the Forest Legacy Program, as au-
thorized by section 1217 of Public Law 101-624,
the Food, Agriculture, Conservation and Trade
Act of 1990: Provided further, That the Forest
Service shall not, under authority provided by
this section, enter into any commitment to fund
the purchase of interests in lands, the purchase
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of which would exceed the level of appropria-
tions provided by this section: Provided further,
That the Forest Service shall make a grant of
$633,000 to the City of Missoula, Montana, from
Junds appropriated by Public Law 101-512 for
direct acquisition of property known as Rattle-
snake Greenway and currently under option to
the City of Missoula, Montana: Provided fur-
ther, That no funds shall be available to pur-
chase Special Improvement District permits and
any remaining funds shall be available to ac-
quire additional properties for recreation and
open space in the same vicinity.

ACQUISITION OF LANDS FOR NATIONAL FORESTS

BPECIAL ACTS

For acquisition of lands within the exte-
rior boundaries of the Cache, Uinta, and
Wasatch National Forests, Utah; the Toiyabe
National Forest, Nevada; and the Angeles,
San Bernardino, Sequoia, and Cleveland Na-
tional Forests, California, as authorized by
law, $1,148,000, to be derived from forest re-
ceipts.

ACQUISITION OF LANDS TO COMPLETE LAND
EXCHANGES

For acquisition of lands, to be derived from
funds deposited by State, county, or munici-
pal governments, public school districts, or
other public school authorities pursuant to
the Act of December 4, 1967, as amended (16
U.8.C. 484a), to remain available until ex-
pended.

RANGE BETTERMENT FUND

For necessary expenses of range rehabilita-
tion, protection, and improvement, 50 per
centum of all moneys received during the
prior fiscal year, as fees for grazing domestic
livestock on lands in National Forests in the
sixteen Western States, pursuant to section
401(b)(1) of Public Law 94-579, as amended, to
remain available until expended, of which
not to exceed 6 per centum shall be available
for administrative expenses associated with
on-the-ground range rehabilitation, protec-
tion, and improvements.

GIFTS, DONATIONS AND BEQUESTS FOR FOREST

AND RANGELAND RESEARCH

For expenses authorized by 16 U.S8.C.
1643(b), $97,000 to remain available until ex-
pended, to be derived from the fund estab-
lished pursuant to the above Act.
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS, FOREST SERVICE

Appropriations to the Forest Service for
the current fiscal year shall be available for:
(a) purchase of not to exceed 207 passenger
motor vehicles of which 17 will be used pri-
marily for law enforcement purposes and of
which 176 shall be for replacement only, of
which acquisition of 137 passenger motor ve-
hicles shall be from excess sources, and hire
of such vehicles; operation and maintenance
of aircraft, the purchase of not to exceed two
for replacement only, and acquisition of 68
aircraft from excess sources; notwithstand-
ing other provisions of law, existing aircraft
being replaced may be sold, with proceeds
derived or trade-in value used to offset the
purchase price for the replacement aircraft;
(b) services pursuant to the second sentence
of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.8.C. 2225), and not to exceed $100,000 for
employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109; (c) pur-
chase, erection, and alteration of buildings
and other public improvements (7 U.8.C.
2250); (d) acquisition of land, waters, and in-
terests therein, pursuant to the Act of Au-
gust 3, 1956 (7 U.S8.C. 428a); (e) for expenses
pursuant to the Volunteers in the National
Forest Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 558a, 558d, 558a
note); and (f) for debt collection contracts in
accordance with 31 U.8.C. 3718(c).

None of the funds made available under
this Act shall be obligated or expended to
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change the boundaries of any region, to abol-
ish any region, to move or close any regional
office for research, State and private for-
estry, or National Forest System adminis-
tration of the Forest Service, Department of
Agriculture, without the consent of the
House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry in the United States
Senate and the Committee on Agriculture in
the United States House of Representatives.

Any appropriations or funds available to
the Forest Service may be advanced to the
Forest Service Firefighting appropriation
and may be used for forest firefighting and
the emergency rehabilitation of burned-over
lands under its jurisdictionl: Provided, That
no funds shall be made available under this
authority until funds appropriated to the
“Emergency Forest Service Firefighting
Fund" shall have been exhausted.]

The appropriation structure for the Forest
Service may not be altered without advance
approval of the House and Senate Commit-
tees on Appropriations.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, any appropriations or funds available to
the Forest Service may be used to reimburse
employees for the cost of State licenses and
certification fees pursuant to their Forest
Service position and that are necessary to
comply with State laws, regulations, and re-
quirements.

Funds appropriated to the Forest Service
shall be available for assistance to or
through the Agency for International Devel-
opment and the Office of International Co-
operation and Development in connection
with forest and rangeland research, technical
information, and assistance in foreign coun-
tries, and shall be available to support for-
estry and related natural resource activities
outside the United States and its territories
and possessions, including technical assist-
ance, education and training, and coopera-
tion with United States and international
organizations.

All funds received for timber salvage sales
may be credited to the Forest Service Per-
manent Appropriations to be expended for
timber salvage sales from any national for-
est, and for timber sales preparation to replace
sales lost to fire or other causes, and sales prep-
aration to replace sales inventory on the shelf
Jor any national forest to a level sufficient to
maintain new sales availability egual to a roll-
ing five-year average of the total sales offerings,
and for design, engineering, and supervision of
construction of roads lost to fire or other causes
associated with the timber sales programs de-
scribed above: Provided, That notwithstanding
any other provision of law, moneys received
from the timber salvage sales program in fiscal
year 1992 shall be considered as money received
for purposes of computing and distributing 25
per centum payments to local governments
under 16 U.S.C. 500, as amended.

None of the funds made available to the
Forest Service under this Act shall be sub-
ject to transfer under the provisions of sec-
tion 702(b) of the Department of Agriculture
Organic Act of 1944 (T U.8.C. 2257) or 7 U.8.C.
14Tb unless the proposed transfer is approved
in advance by the House and Senate Commit-
tees on Appropriations in compliance with
the reprogramming procedures contained in
House Report 98-T14.

No funds appropriated to the Forest Serv-
ice shall be transferred to the Working Cap-
ital Fund of the Department of Agriculture
without the approval of the Chief of the For-
est Service.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, any appropriations or funds available to
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the Forest Service may be used to dissemi-
nate program information to private and
public individuals and organizations through
the use of nonmonetary items of nominal
value and to provide nonmonetary awards of
nominal value and to incur necessary ex-
penses for the nonmonetary recognition of
private individuals and organizations that
make contributions to Forest Service pro-

grams.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, money collected, in advance or other-
wise, by the Forest Service under authority
of section 101 of Public Law 93-153 (30 U.S.C.
185(1)) as reimbursement of administrative
and other costs incurred in processing pipe-
line right-of-way or permit applications and
for costs incurred in monitoring the con-
struction, operation, maintenance, and ter-
mination of any pipeline and related facili-
ties, may be used to reimburse the applicable
appropriation to which such costs were origi-
nally charged.

Funds available to the Forest Service shall
be available to conduct a program of not less
than $1,000,000 for high priority projects
within the scope of the approved budget
which shall be carried out by the Youth Con-
servation Corps as if authorized by the Act
of August 13, 1970, as amended by Public Law
93-408.

Notwithstanding the provisions of the Fed-
eral Grant and Cooperative Agreements Act
of 1977 (31 U.8.C. 6301-6308), the Forest Serv-
ice is authorized hereafter to negotiate and
enter into cooperative arrangements with
public and private agencies, organizations,
institutions, and individuals to print edu-
cational materials and to continue the Chal-
lenge Cost-Share Program.

[None of the funds available in this Act
shall be used for timber sale preparation
using clearcutting or other forms of even-age
management in hardwood stands in the
Shawnee National Forest, Illinois: Provided,
That none of the funds available in this Act
shall be used to administer timber sales, in-
cluding timber sales under contracts entered
into prior to fiscal year 1992, which involve
clear cutting or other forms of even-age
management.

[None of the funds available in this Act
shall be used for timber sale preparation
using clearcutting in hardwood stands in ex-
cess of 26 percent of the fiscal year 1989 har-
vested volume in the Wayne National Forest,
Ohio: Provided, That this limitation shall not
apply to hardwood stands damaged by natu-
ral disaster: Provided further, That landscape
architects shall be used to maintain a vis-
ually pleasing forest.]

None of the funds made available to the
Forest Service in this Act shall be expended
for the purpose of issuing a special use au-
thorization permitting land use and occu-
pancy and surface disturbing activities for
any project to be constructed on Lewis Fork
Creek in Madera County, California, at the
site above, and adjacent to, Corlien Falls
bordering the Lewis Fork Creek National
Recreation Trail until the studies required
in Public Law 100-202 have been submitted to
the Congress: Provided, That any special use
authorization shall not be executed prior to
the expiration of thirty calendar days (not
including any day in which either House of
Congress is not in session because of ad-
journment of more than three calendar days
to a day certain) from the receipt of the re-
quired studies by the Speaker of the House of
Representatives and the President of the
Senate.

[None of the funds made available to the
Forest Service in this Act shall be expended
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for the purpose of issuing a special use au-
thorization permitting land use and occu-
pancy and surface disturbing activities for
any project to be constructed on Rock Creek,
Madera County, California.]

Any money collected from the States for
fire suppression assistance rendered by the
Forest Service on non-Federal lands not in
the vicinity of National Forest System lands
shall be used to reimburse the applicable ap-
propriation and shall remain available until
expended as the Secretary may direct in con-
ducting activities authorized by 16 U.8.C.
2101 (note), 2101-2110, 1606, and 2111.

Of the funds available to the Forest Serv-
ice, $1,500 is available to the Chief of the For-
est Service for official reception and rep-
resentation expenses.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Forest Service is authorized to em-
ploy or otherwise contract with persons at
regular rates of pay, as determined by the
Service, to perform work occasioned by
emergencies such as fires, storms, floods,
earthquakes or any other unavoidable cause
without regard to Sundays, Federal holidays,
and the regular workweek.

[The Forest Service shall conduct a below
cost timber sales test on the Shawnee Na-
tional Forest in Illinois in fiscal year 1992.]

In fiscal year 1992, the Forest Service is di-
rected to offer for sale new timber volumes in
the following regions—Region 1, 940 million
board feet; Region 2, 340 million board feet; Re-
gion 3, 375 million board feet; Region 4, 345 mil-
lion board feet; Region 5, 1.3 billion board feet;
Region 6, 3 billion board feet; Region 8, 1.1 bil-
lion board feet; Region 9, 800 million board feet;
and Region 10, 450 million board feet.

In fiscal year 1992, the Forest Service shall
prepare timber sales for offering in future years
by conducting the necessary environmental doc-
umentation (Gate 2) and by conducting field ac-
tivities and appraisal activities so that the sale
is ready for advertisement: Provided, That in
fiscal year 1992 the Forest Service is directed to
prepare sales volume through Gate 2 totaling
8.42 billion board feet, distributed as follows—
Region, 1, 800 million board feet; Region 2, 375
million board feet; Region 3, 410 million board
feet; Region 4, 410 million board feet; Region 5,
1.2 billion board feet; Region 6, 2.275 billion
board feet; Region 8, 1.1 billion board feet; Re-
gion 9, 850 million board feet; Region 10, 1 bil-
lion board feet: Provided further, That in fiscal
year 1992 the Forest Service is directed to pre-
pare sales volume through Gate 3 totaling 5.965
billion board feet, distributed as follows—Region
1, 740 million board feet; Region 2, 320 million
board feet; Region 3, 300 million board feet; Re-
gion 4, 345 million board feet; Region 5, 1 billion
board feet; Region 6, 1.27 billion board feet; Re-
gion 8, 900 million board feet; Region 9, 690 mil-
lion board feet; Region 10, 400 million board
Jeet.

Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
Sfunds allocated by the Forest Service to a spe-
cific national forest in fiscal year 1993 for Na-
tional Forest System trail construction; trail
maintenance; wildlife and fish habitat manage-
ment; soil, water, and air management; cultural
resource management, wilderness management;
reforestation and timber stand improvement;
timber sale administration and management in-
cluding all timber support costs shall be in-
creased by 10 per centum on October 1, 1992 if
the specific national forest attains the timber
sale offer volume and timber pipeline prepara-
tion volume directed in fiscal year 1992: Pro-
vided, That these funds shall be made available
in fiscal year 1993 from fiscal year 1992 timber
receipts returned to the Federal Treasury and
shall be available until expended: Provided fur-
ther, That these funds are in addition to any
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other funds appropriated for these activities and
can be merged into regular appropriated ac-
counts.

Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
the payment, from fiscal year 1992 receipts, to
the State of South Caroling pursuant to the Act
of May 23, 1908 (35 Stat. 260, chapter 192; 16
U.S8.C. 500) and section 13 of the Act of March
1, 1911 (36 Stat. 963, chapter 186; 16 U.S.C. 500)
for the Francis Marion National Forest, which
was affected by Hurricane Hugo in September
1989, shall be not less than 90 per centum of the
average annual payment made to the State,
based on receipts collected on the Forest during
the 4-year baseline period of fiscal years 1986
through 1989.

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
CLEAN COAL TECHNOLOGY

[Projects selected pursuant to the fifth
general request for proposals to be issued not
later than March 1, 1992,] Notwithstanding the
issuance date for the fifth general request for
proposals under this head in Public Law 101-
512, such request for proposals shall be issued
on August 10, 1992: Provided, that a sirth gen-
eral request for proposals shall be issued not
later than February 1, 1994: Provided further,
That funding for the sizth general request for
proposals shall be provided from unobligated
balances from prior appropriations under this
head: Provided further, That the Secretary
shall, not later than November 1, 1993, report to
the President of the Senate and the Speaker of
the House of Representatives on the amount of
such funds which are available for the sizth
general request for proposals: Provided further,
That such general requests for proposals shall
be subject to all provisos contained under
this head in previous appropriations Acts un-
less amended by this Act.

Notwithstanding the provisos under this
head in previous appropriations Acts,
projects selected pursuant to the fifth [gen-
eral request] and sirth general requests for
proposals shall advance significantly the ef-
ficiency and environmental performance of
coal-using technologies and be applicable to
either new or existing facilities: Provided,
That budget periods may be used in lieu of
design, construction, and operating phases
for cost-sharing calculations: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary shall not finance
more than 50 per centum of the total costs of
any budget period: Provided further, That
project specific development activities for
process performance definition, component
design verification, materials selection, and
evaluation of alternative designs may be
funded on a cost-shared basis up to a limit of
10 per centum of the Government’s share of
project cost: Provided further, That develop-
ment activities eligible for cost-sharing may
include limited modifications to existing fa-
cilities for project related testing but do not
include construction of new facilities.

With regard to funds made available under
this head in this and previous appropriations
Acts, unobligated balances excess to the
needs of the procurement for which they
originally were made available may be ap-
plied to other procurements[; (1)] for use on
projects for which cooperative agreements
are in place, within the limitations and pro-
portions of Government financing increases
currently allowed by law [, or (2) for which
requests for proposals have not yet been is-
sued): Provided, That hereafter, the Depart-
ment of Energy, for a period of up to five
years after completion of the operations
phase of a cooperative agreement may pro-
vide appropriate protections, including ex-
emptions from subchapter II of chapter 5 of
title 5, United States Code, against the dis-
semination of information that results from
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demonstration activities conducted under
the Clean Coal Technology Program and that
would be a trade secret or commercial or fi-
nancial information that is privileged or
confidential if the information had been ob-
tained from and first produced by a non-Fed-
eral party participating in a Clean Coal
Technology project: Provided further, That
hereafter, in addition to the full-time perma-
nent Federal employees specified in section
303 of Public Law 97-257, as amended, no less
than 90 full-time Federal employees shall be
assigned to the Assistant Secretary for Fos-
sil Energy for carrying out the

under this head using funds available undar
this head in this and any other appropria-
tions Act and of which not less than 35 shall
be for PETC and not less than 20 shall be for
METC: Provided further, That hereafter re-
ports on projects selected by the Secretary
of Energy pursuant to authority granted
under this heading which are received by the
Speaker of the House of Representatives and
the President of the Senate less than 30 leg-
islative days prior to the end of each session
of Congress shall be deemed to have met the
criteria in the third proviso of the fourth
paragraph under the heading ‘‘Administra-
tive provisions, Department of Energy™ in
the Department of the Interior and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1986, as con-
tained in Public Law 99-190, upon expiration
of 30 calendar days from receipt of the report
by the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives and the President of the Senate or at
the end of the session, whichever occurs
later.

FOSSIL ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
(INCLUDING RESCISSION)

For necessary expenses in carrying out fos-
sil energy research and development activi-
ties, under the authority of the Department
of Energy Organization Act (Public Law 95-
91), including the acquisition of interest, in-
cluding defeasible and equitable interests in
any real property or any facility or for plant
or facility acquisition or expansion,
[$453,989,000] £454,015,000, to remain available
until expended, of which [$438,000] $278,000 is
for the functions of the Office of the Federal
Inspector for the Alaska Natural Gas Trans-
portation System established pursuant to
the authority of Public Law 94-586 (90 Stat.
2908-2909) and of which $3,100,000 is available
for the fuels program: Provided further, That
none of the funds made available under this
head may be managed by any individual who is
not subject to the “employ t floor™" pr
in Public Law 97-257 as amended or, in the al-
ternate, who is not the Acting Assistant Sec-
retary for Fossil Energy: Provided further, That
no part of the sum herein made available
shall be used for the field testing of nuclear
explosives in the recovery of oil and gas.

Of the funds provided herein, $2,000,000 shall
be available for a grant for the National Re-
search Center for Coal and Energy, and
31,500,000 shall be for a grant to be matched on
an equal basis from other sources for the Uni-
versity of North Dakota Energy and Environ-
mental Research Center.

Of the funds herein provided [, $40,800,000]
is for implementation of the June 1984
multiyear, cost-shared magnetohydro-
dynamics program targeted on proof-of-con-
cept testing: Provided, That [35] 40 per cen-
tum private sector cash or in-kind contribu-
tions shall be required for obligations in fis-
cal year 1992, and for each subsequent fiscal
year's obligations private sector contribu-
tions shall increase by 5 per centum over the
life of the proof-of-concept plan: Provided fur-
ther, That existing facilities, equipment, and
supplies, or previously expended research or
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development funds are not cost-sharing for
the purposes of this appropriation, except as
amortized, depreciated, or expended in nor-
mal business practice: Provided further, That
cost-sharing shall not be required for the
costs of constructing or operating Govern-
ment-owned facilities or for the costs of Gov-
ernment organizations, National Labora-
tories, or universities and such costs shall
not be used in calculating the required per-
centage for private sector contributions: Pro-
vided further, That private sector contribu-
tion percentages need not be met on each
contract but must be met in total for each
fiscal year.

Funds in the amount of $8,000,000 provided
under this head in Public Law 101-5612 to ini-
tiate a ten-year industry/government cooper-
ative agreement to design, construct, and op-
erate a proof-of-concept oil shale facility em-
ploying modified in-situ retorting and sur-
face processing of mined shale and waste at
Federal Prototype Oil Shale Lease Tract Cb
near Meeker, Colorado, are rescinded.

ALTERNATIVE FUELS PRODUCTION
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Monies received as investment income on
the principal amount in the Great Plains
Project Trust at the Norwest Bank of North
Dakota, in such sums as are earned as of Oc-
tober 1, 1891, shall be deposited in this ac-
count and immediately transferred to the
General Fund of the Treasury. Monies re-
ceived as revenue sharing from the operation
of the Great Plains Gasification Plant shall
be immediately transferred to the General
Fund of the Treasury: Provided, That the De-
partment of Energy may not agree to modi-
fications to the Great Plains Project Trust
Agreement, dated October 31, 1988, that are
not consistent with the following criteria: (1)
for the purpose of financing a sulfur control
technology project using Government con-
tributions from the Trust, the cost of such
project shall not include costs of plant down-
time or outages; (2) the Government con-
tribution to such project shall not exceed 50
per centum of the amount of remaining
project costs after the disbursement of funds
from the Environmental Account established
in section 2(b) of the Trust Agreement, shall
be in the form of a loan, and shall not exceed
$30,000,000; (3) [no disbursements from either
the Reserve Account established in section
2(b) of the Trust Agreement or the Environ-
mental Account shall be made without writ-
ten assurance from the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency that the project technology
is proper and that more restrictive emissions
constraints over those in current permits
will not be imposed] a report shall have been
submitted by the Secretary of Energy not later
than March 1, 1992 commenting on the ade-
quacy and cost effectiveness of the proposed en-
vironmental control measures in satisfying such
environmental emissions regquirements as may
erist and commenting on what further assist-
ance, if any, is to be provided to the project;
and (4) repayment of any loan shall be from
revenues not already due the Government as
part of the Asset Purchase Agreement, dated
October 7, 1988, and at least in proportion to
the Government contribution to the costs of
the project net of the disbursement from the
Environmental Account for any increased
revenues or profits realized as a result of the
sulfur control project.

NAVAL PETROLEUM AND OIL SHALE RESERVES
For necessary expenses in carrying out
naval petroleum and oil shale reserve activi-

ties, [$238,200,000] $222,300,000, to remain
available until expended.
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ENERGY CONSERVATION

For necessary expenses in carrying out en-
ergy conservation activities, [$559,661,000]
$526,084,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, including, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the excess amount for
fiscal year 1992 determined under the provi-
sions of section 3003(d) of Public Law 99-509
(15 U.8.C. 4502): Provided, That [$247,893,000]
$220,150,000 shall be for use in energy con-
servation programs as defined in section
3008(3) of Public Law 99-509 (15 U.S.C. 4507)
and shall not be available until excess
amounts are determined under the provi-
slons of section 3003(d) of Public Law 99-509
(15 U.8.C. 4502): Provided further, That not-
withstanding section 3003(d)(2) of Public Law
99-509 such sums shall be allocated to the eli-
gible programs in the same proportion for
each program as in fiscal year 1991: Provided
further, That of the sums for weatherization
asgistance for low-income persons, $3,000,000
shall be for the incentive program authorized
by section 415d of the Energy Conservation
and Production Act, as amended by Public
Law 101-440: Provided further, ‘That
[$3,000,000] $1,500,000 of the amount under
this heading shall be for metal casting re-
search consistent with the provisions of Pub-
lic Law 101-425: Provided further, That
$1,500,000 of the amount provided under this
head shall be available for a grant to the Na-
tional Center for Alternate Transportation
Fuels: Provided further, That £5,000,000 of the
amount provided under this head, and such
amounts as may be provided hereafter in appro-
priations Acts, shall be available to continue a
contract funded in Public Law 101-512 for the
development of an Integrated Management In-
Sormation System for the steel industry, and the
government's share of the cost of such project
shall not exceed 50 per centum using the same
criteria for acceptance of contributions as for
steel and aluminum research below: Provided
Sfurther, That [$17,968,000] $17,967,000 of the
amount provided under this heading shall be
available for continuing research and devel-
opment efforts begun under title IT of the In-
terior and Related Agencies portion of the
joint resolution entitled ‘‘Joint Resolution
making further continuing appropriations
for the fiscal year 1886, and for other pur-
poses’’, approved December 19, 1985 (Public
Law 99-190), and implementation of steel and
aluminum research authorized by Public
Law 100-680: Provided further, That existing
facilities, equipment, and supplies, or pre-
viously expended research or development
funds are not accepted as contributions for
the purposes of this appropriation, except as
amortized, depreciated, or expensed in nor-
mal business practice: Provided further, That
the total Federal expenditure under this pro-
viso shall be repaid up to one and one-half
times from the proceeds of the commercial
sale, lease, manufacture, or use of tech-
nologies developed under this proviso, at a
rate of one-fourth of all net proceeds: Pro-
vided further, That up to $27,000,000 of the
amount provided under this head is for elec-
tric and hybrid vehicle battery research to
be conducted on a cooperative basis with
non-Federal entities, such amounts to be
available only as matched on an equal basis
by such entities: Provided further, That sec-
tion 303 of Public Law 97-257 is further
amended by changing the number for the Of-
fice of the Assistant Secretary for Conserva-
tion and Renewables from *‘352" to “‘397"".

ECONOMIC REGULATION

For necessary expenses in carrying out the
activities of the Economic Regulatory Ad-
ministration and the Office of Hearings and
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Appeals, [$15,114,000] $14,428,000, to remain
available until expended.
EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS

For necessary expenses in carrying out
emergency preparedness activities, $8,300,000,
to remain available until expended.

STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses for Strategic Pe-
troleurn Reserve facility development and
operations and program management activi-
ties pursuant to the Energy Policy and Con-
servation Act of 1975, as amended (42 U.S.C.
6201 et seq.), $185,858,000, to remain available
until expended, including $122,685,000 to be
derived by transfer from funds deposited in
the “SPR petroleum account” as a result of
the test sale of the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve begun on September 26, 1990, as author-
ized under 42 U.S.C. 6241(g)(1): Provided, That
the provisions of 42 U.S.C. 6241(g)(6)(B) shall
not apply to the use of these funds: Provided
further, That appropriations herein made
shall not be available for leasing of facilities
for the storage of crude oil for the Strategic
Petroleum Reserve unless the quantity of oil
stored in or deliverable to Government-
owned storage facilities by virtue of contrac-
tnal obligations is equal to [750,000,0001
700,000,000 barrels.

SPR PETROLEUM ACCOUNT

For the acquisition and transportation of
petroleum and for other necessary expenses
as authorized under 42 TU.8.C. 6247,
[5203,000,000] $243,000,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That notwithstand-
ing 42 U.8.C. 6240(d) the United States share
of crude oil in Nawval Petroleum Reserve
Numbered 1 (Elk Hills) may be sold or other-
wise disposed of to other than the Strategic
Petroleum Reserve: : Provided further, That
no funds made available by this or any other
Act may be used for leasing, exchanging, or
otherwise acquiring except by direct pur-
chase crude oil from a foreign government, a
foreign State-owned oil company, or an
agent of either, except pursuant to the pro-
cedures of section 174, part C, title I of the
Energy Policy and Conservation Act (42
U.8.C. 6211 et seq.), as contained in section 6
of Public Law 101-383:] Provided further, That
the Secretary of Energy may contract, without
regard to sections 171(b)(2)(B) and 173 of the
Energy Policy and Conservation Act (42 U.S.C.
6249(b)(2)(B) and 6249b), or to the restrictions
which title II of Public Law 101-512 imposes on
the leasing of crude oil, for storage in the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve of crude oil owned by
one or more foreign governments, or their state-
owned oil companies, or agenis of either: Pro-
vided further, That the running of the 12
month period described in section 161(g)}6XB)
of the Energy Policy and Conservation Act
of 1975, as amended (42 U.S.C. 6241(g)X6)(B)),
shall be suspended during fiscal year 1992:
Provided further, That outlays in fiscal year
1992 resulting from the use of funds in this
account other than those deposited as a re-
sult of a test sale or drawdown of the Re-
serve shall not exceed [$139,000,000]
$144,000,000.

ENERGY INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses in carrying out the
activities of the Energy Information Admin-
istration, [$77,908,000] $77,073,000, to remain
available until expended.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS, DEPARTMENT OF
ENERGY

Appropriations under this Act for the cur-
rent fiscal year shall be available for hire of
passenger motor vehicles; hire, maintenance,
and operation of aircraft; purchase, repair,
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and cleaning of uniforms; and reimburse-
ment to the General Services Administration
for security guard services.

From appropriations under this Act, trans-
fers of sums may be made to other agencies
of the Government for the performance of
work for which the appropriation is made.

None of the funds made available to the
Department of Energy under this Act shall
be used to implement or finance authorized
price support or loan guarantee programs
unless specific provision is made for such
programs in an appropriations Act.

The Secretary is authorized to accept
lands, buildings, equipment, and other con-
tributions from public and private sources
and to prosecute projects in cooperation
with other agencies, Federal, State, private,
or foreign: Provided, That revenues and other
moneys received by or for the account of the
Department of Energy or otherwise gen-
erated by sale of products in connection with
projects of the Department appropriated
under this Act may be retained by the Sec-
retary of Energy, to be available until ex-
pended, and used only for plant construction,
operation, costs, and payments to cost-shar-
ing entities as provided in appropriate cost-
sharing contracts or agreements: Provided
further, That the remainder of revenues after
the making of such payments shall be cov-
ered into the Treasury as miscellaneous re-
ceipts: Provided further, That any contract,
agreement, or provision thereof entered into
by the Secretary pursuant to this authority
shall not be executed prior to the expiration
of 30 calendar days (not including any day in
which either House of Congress is not in ses-
slon because of adjournment of more than
three calendar days to a day certain) from
the receipt by the Speaker of the House of
Representatives and the President of the
Senate of a full comprehensive report on
such project, including the facts and cir-
cumstances relied upon in support of the pro-
posed project.

The Secretary of Energy may transfer to
the Emergency Preparedness appropriation
such funds as are necessary to meet any un-
foreseen emergency needs from any funds
available to the Department of Energy from
this Act.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Secretary of Energy may enter into
a contract, agreement, or arrangement, in-
cluding, but not limited to, a Management
and Operating Contract as defined in the
Federal Acquisition Regulations (17.601),
with a profit-making or non-profit entity to
conduct activities at the Department of En-
ergy's research facilities at Bartleaville,
Oklahoma.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE

For expenses necessary to carry out the
Act of August 5, 1954 (68 Stat. 674), the Indian
Self-Determination Act, the Indian Health
Care Improvement Act, and titles III and
XXVI and section 208 of the Public Health
Service Act with respect to the Indian
Health Service, including hire of passenger
motor vehicles and aircraft; purchase of re-
prints; purchase and erection of portable
buildings; payments for telephone service in
private residences in the field, when author-
ized under regulations approved by the Sec-
retary; [$1,432,712,000] $1,489,091,000, together
with payments received during the fiscal
year pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 300aaa-2 for serv-
ices furnished by the Indian Health Service:
Provided, That notwithstanding any other
law or regulation, funds transferred from the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
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ment to the Indian Health Service shall be
administered under Public Law 86-121 (the
Indian Sanitation Facilities Act): Provided
further, That funds made available to tribes
and tribal organizations through grants and
contracts authorized by the Indian Self-De-
termination and Education Assistance Act of
1975 (88 Stat. 2203; 25 U.S.C. 450), shall be
deemed to be obligated at the time of the
grant or contract award and thereafter shall
remain available to the tribe or tribal orga-
nization without fiscal year limitation: Pro-
vided further, That $12,000,000 shall remain
available until expended, for the Indian Cat-
astrophic Health Emergency Fund: Provided
further, That [$2094,5561,000] $296,311,000 for
contract medical care shall remain available
for expenditure until September 30, 1983: Pro-
vided further, That of the funds provided, not
less than $5,990,000 shall be used to carry out
a loan repayment program under which Fed-
eral, State, and commercial-type edu-
cational loans for physicians and other
health professionals will be repaid at a rate
not to exceed $35,000 per year of obligated
service in return for full-time clinical serv-
ice: Provided further, That funds provided in
this Act may be used for one-year contracts
and grants which are to be performed in two
fiscal years, so long as the total obligation is
recorded in the year for which the funds are
appropriated: Provided further, That the
amounts collected by the Secretary of
Health and Human Services under the au-
thority of title IV of the Indian Health Care
Improvement Act shall be available for two
fiscal years after the fiscal year in which
they were collected, for the purpose of
achieving compliance with the applicable
conditions and requirements of titles XVIII
and XIX of the Social Security Act (exclu-
sive of planning, design, or construction of
new facilities): Provided further, That of the
funds provided, $2,500,000 shall remain avail-
able until expended, for the Indian Self-De-
termination Fund, which shall be available
for the transitional costs of initial or ex-
panded tribal contracts, grants or coopera-
tive agreements with the Indian Health
Service under the provisions of the Indian
Self-Determination Act: Provided further,
That funding contained herein, and in any
earlier appropriations Acts for scholarship
programs under the Indian Health Care Im-
provement Act (256 U.S.C. 1613) shall remain
available for expenditure until September 30,
1993: Provided further, That amounts received
by tribes and tribal organizations under title
IV of the Indian Health Care Improvement
Act and Public Law 100-T13 shall be reported
and accounted for and available to the re-
celving tribes and tribal organizations until
expended.
INDIAN HEALTH FACILITIES

For construction, major repair, improve-
ment, and equipment of health and related
auxiliary facilities, including quarters for
personnel; preparation of plans, specifica-
tions, and drawings; acquisition of sites, pur-
chase and erection of portable buildings, and
purchases of trallers; and for provision of do-
mestic and community sanitation facilities
for Indians, as authorized by section 7 of the
Act of August 5, 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2004a), the In-
dian Self-Determination Act and the Indian
Health Care Improvement Act, [$295,211,000]
$202,068,000 to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That notwithstanding any
other provision of law, funds appropriated
for the planning, design, construction or ren-
ovation of health facilities for the benefit of
an Indian tribe or tribes may be used to pur-
chase land for sites to construct, improve, or
enlarge health or related facilities: Provided
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further, That the Secretary of Health and
Human Services may accept ownership of the
buildings offered at no cost by the Standing
Rock Sioux Tribe for use solely as the Aber-
deen Area's Youth Regional Treatment Cen-
ter, and may use funds appropriated to the
Indian Health Service to renovate the build-
ings for that purpose.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS, INDIAN HEALTH

SERVICE

Appropriations in this Act to the Indian
Health Service shall be available for services
as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109 but at rates
not to exceed the per diem rate equivalent to
the maximum rate payable for senior-level
positions under 5 U.S.C. 5376, and for uni-
forms or allowances therefor as authorized
by law (6 U.S.C. 5901-5902), and for expenses
of attendance at meetings which are con-
cerned with the functions or activities for
which the appropriation is made or which
will contribute to improved conduct, super-
vision, or management of those functions or
activities: Provided, That no later than 30 days
after the end of each guarter of the fiscal year,
the Indian Health Service is to report to the
Committees on Appropriations of the United
States House of Representatives and the United
States Senate on any proposed adjustments to
eristing leases involving additional space or pro-
posed additional leases for permanent structures
to be used in the delivery of Indian health care
services: Provided further, That in accordance
with the provisions of the Indian Health Care
Improvement Act, non-Indian patients may
be extended health care at all tribally ad-
ministered or Indian Health Services facili-
ties, subject to charges, and the proceeds
along with funds recovered under the Federal
Medical Care Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. 2651-53)
shall be credited to the account of the facil-
ity providing the service and shall be avail-
able without fiscal year limitation: Provided
Surther, That funds appropriated to the In-
dian Health Service in this Act, except those
used for administrative and program direc-
tion purposes, shall not be subject to limita-
tions directed at curtailing Federal travel
and transportation: Provided further, That
with the exception of Indian Health Service
units which currently have a billing policy,
the Indian Health Service shall not initiate
any further action to bill Indians in order to
collect from third-party payers nor to charge
those Indians who may have the economic
means to pay unless and until such time as
Congress has agreed upon a specific policy to
do so and has directed the Indian Health
Service to implement such a policy: Provided
Jurther, That personnel ceilings may not be
imposed on the Indian Health Service nor
may any action be taken to reduce the full-
time equivalent level of the Indian Health
Service by the elimination of temporary em-
ployees by reduction in force, hiring freeze
or any other means without the review and
approval of the Committees on Appropria-
tions: Provided further, That none of the
funds made available to the Indian Health
Service in this Act shall be used to imple-
ment the final rule published in the Federal
Register on September 16, 1987, by the De-
partment of Health and Human Services, re-
lating to eligibility for the health care serv-
ices of the Indian Health Service until the
Indian Health Service has submitted a budg-
et request reflecting the increased costs as-
sociated with the proposed final rule, and
such request has been included in an appro-
priations Act and enacted into law: Provided
Sfurther, That funds made available in this
Act are to be apportioned to the Indian
Health Service as appropriated in this Act,
and accounted for in the appropriation struc-
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ture set forth in this Act: Provided further,
That the appropriation structure for the In-
dian Health Service may not be altered with-
out the advance approval of the House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations.
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION
INDIAN EDUCATION

For necessary expenses to carry out, to the
extent not otherwise provided, the Indian
Education Act of 1988, [$77,547,000]
877,400,000, of which $57,692,000 shall be for
subpart 1 and $16,596,000 shall be for subparts
2 and 3: Provided, That $1,570,000 available
pursuant to section 5323 of the Act shall re-
main available for obligation until Septem-
ber 30, 1993.

OTHER RELATED AGENCIES

OFFICE OF NAVAJO AND HOPI INDIAN
RELOCATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Office of
Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation as au-
thorized by Public Law 93-531, [$31,634,000]
$30,572,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That funds provided in this
or any other appropriations Act are to be
used to relocate eligible individuals and
groups including evictees from District 6,
Hopi-partitioned lands residents, those in
significantly substandard housing, and all
others certified as eligible and not included
in the preceding categories: Provided further,
That none of the funds contained in this or
any other Act may be used to evict any sin-
gle Navajo or Navajo family who, as of No-
vember 30, 1885, was physically domiciled on
the lands partitioned to the Hopi Tribe un-
less a new or replacement home is provided
for such household: Provided further, That no
relocatee will be provided with more than
one new or replacement home: Provided fur-
ther, That the Office shall relocate any cer-
tified eligible relocatees who have selected
and received an approved homesite on the
Navajo reservation or selected a replacement
residence off the Navajo reservation or on
the land acquired pursuant to 25 U.S.C. 640d-
10.

INSTITUTE OF AMERICAN INDIAN AND ALASKA
NATIVE
CULTURE AND ARTS DEVELOPMENT
PAYMENT TO THE INSTITUTE

For payment to the Institute of American
Indian and Alaska Native Culture and Arts
Development, as authorized by Public Law
99498, as amended (20 U.S.C. 56, part A),
[$8,187,000] $6,087,000, of which not to exceed
[$350,000] $300,000 for Federal matching con-
tributions, to remain available until ex-
pended, shall be paid to the Institute endow-
ment fund: Provided, That notwithstanding
any other provision of law, the annual budg-
et proposal and justification for the Institute
shall be submitted to the Congress concur-
rently with the submission of the President's
Budget to the Congress: Provided further,
That the Institute shall act as its own cer-
tifying officer.

SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Smithsonian
Institution, as authorized by law, including
research in the fields of art, science, and his-
tory; development, preservation, and docu-
mentation of the National Collections; pres-
entation of public exhibits and perform-
ances; collection, preparation, dissemina-
tion, and exchange of information and publi-
cations; conduct of education, training, and
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museum assistance programs; maintenance,
alteration, operation, lease (for terms not to
exceed thirty years), and protection of build-
ings, facilities, and approaches; not to exceed
$100,000 for services as authorized by 5 U.S8.C.
3109; up to 5 replacement passenger vehicles;
purchase, rental, repair, and cleaning of uni-
forms for employees; [$286,269,000]
$281,074,000, of which not to exceed
[$26,679,000] $25,229,000 for the instrumenta-
tion program, collections acquisition, Mu-
seum Support Center equipment and move,
exhibition reinstallation, the National Mu-
seum of the American Indian, and the repa-
triation of skeletal remains program shall
remain available until expended and, includ-
ing such funds as may be necessary to sup-
port American overseas research centers and
a total of $125,000 for the Council of Amer-
ican Overseas Research Centers: Provided,
That funds appropriated herein are available
for advance payments to independent con-
tractors performing research services or par-
ticipating in official Smithsonian presen-
tations: Provided further, That none of the
funds appropriated herein shall be made
available for acquisition of land at the
Smithsonian Environmental Research Cen-
ter before the date of the enactment of an
Aot authorizing the use of funds for that pur-
pose.
MUSEUM PROGRAMS AND RELATED RESEARCH
(SPECIAL FOREIGN CURRENCY PROGRAM)

Funds previously appropriated in this ac-
count for the American Institute of Indian
Studies Forward Funded Reserve may be in-
vested in India by the United States Em-
bassy in India in interest bearing accounts
with the interest to be used along with other
funds in the account to support the ongoing
programs of the American Institute of Indian
Studies.

CONSTRUCTION AND IMPROVEMENTS, NATIONAL
ZOOLOGICAL PARK

For necessary expenses of planning, con-
struction, remodeling, and equipping of
buildings and facilities at the National Zoo-
logical Park, by contract or otherwise,
$8,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

REPAIR AND RESTORATION OF BUILDINGS

For necessary expenses of repair and res-
toration of buildings owned or occupied by
the Smithsonian Institution, by contract or
otherwise, as authorized by section 2 of the
Act of August 22, 1949 (63 Stat. , including
not to exceed $10,000 for services as author-
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, [$27,710,000] $24,700,000,
to remain available until expended: Provided,
That contracts awarded for environmental
systems, protection systems, and exterior re-
pair or restoration of buildings of the Smith-
sonian Institution may be negotiated with
selected contractors and awarded on the
basis of contractor qualifications as well as
price.

CONSTRUCTION

For n expenses for comstruction,
[$20,100,000] $19,350,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That none of the
funds appropriated herein shall be made
available for construction of the East Court
Building project, National Museum of Natu-
ral History before the date of the enactment
of an Act aunthorizing the use of funds for
that purpose.

NATIONAL GALLERY OF ART
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For the upkeep and operations of the Na-
tional Gallery of Art, the protection and
care of the works of art therein, and admin-
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istrative expenses incident thereto, as au-
thorized by the Act of March 24, 1937 (50 Stat.
51), as amended by the public resolution of
April 13, 1939 (Public Resolution 9, Seventy-
sixth Congress), including services as author-
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109; payment in advance
when authorized by the treasurer of the Gal-
lery for membership in library, museum, and
art associations or societies whose publica-
tions or services are available to members
only, or to members at a price lower than to
the general public; purchase, repair, and
cleaning of uniforms for guards, and uni-
forms, or allowances therefor, for other em-
ployees as authorized by law (5 U.S8.C. 5901-
50802); purchase or rental of devices and serv-
ices for protecting buildings and contents
thereof, and maintenance, alteration, im-
provement, and repair of buildings, ap-
proaches, and grounds; purchase of one pas-
senger motor vehicle for replacement only;
and purchase of services for restoration and
repair of works of art for the National Gal-
lery of Art by contracts made, without ad-
vertising, with individuals, firms, or organi-
zations at such rates or prices and under
such terms and conditions as the Gallery
may deem proper, [$48,236,000] $49,900,000, of
which not to exceed [$2,870,000] $3,370,000, for
the special exhibition program shall remain
available until expended.
REPAIR, RESTORATION AND RENOVATION OF
BUILDINGS
For necessary expenses of repair, restora-
tion and removation of buildings, grounds
and facilities owned or occupied by the Na-
tional Gallery of Art, by contract or other-
wise, as authorized [$6,850,000] $3,600,000, to
remain available until expended: Provided,
That contracts awarded for environmental
systems, protection systems, and exterior re-
pair or renovation of buildings of the Na-
tional Gallery of Art may be negotiated with
selected contractors and awarded on the
basis of contractor qualifications as well as
price.
WOODROW WILSON INTERNATIONAL CENTER FOR
SCHOLARS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For expenses necessary in carrying out the
provisions of the Woodrow Wilson Memorial
Act of 1968 (82 Stat. 1356) including hire of
passenger vehicles and services as authorized
by 5 U.8.C. 8109, [$5,819,000] $5,744,000.
NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE ARTS AND THE
HUMANITIES
NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE ARTS
GRANTS AND ADMINISTRATION
For necessary expenses to carry out the
National Foundation on the Arts and Hu-
manities Act of 1965, as amended,
[$147,700,000] $143,563,000 shall be available to
the National Endowment for the Arts for the
support of projects and productions in the
arts through assistance to groups and indi-
viduals pursuant to section 5(c) of the Act,
and for administering the functions of the
Act.
MATCHING GRANTS
To carry out the provisions of section
10(a)(2) of the National Foundation on the
Arts and the Humanities Act of 1965, as
amended, $30,500,000, to remain available
until September 30, 1993 to the National En-
dowment for the Arts, of which $13,000,000
shall be available for purposes of section 5(1):
Provided, That this appropriation shall be
available for obligation only in such
amounts as may be equal to the total
amounts of gifts, bequests, and devises of
money, and other property accepted by the
Chairman or by grantees of the Endowment
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under the provisions of section 10(a)(2), sub-
sections 11(a)(2)(A) and 11(a)(3)(A) during the
current and preceding fiscal years for which
equal amounts have not previously been ap-
propriated.
NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE HUMANITIES
GRANTS AND ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses to carry out the
National Foundation on the Arts and the Hu-
manities Act of 1965, as amended,
[$153,150,000] $144,550,000 shall be available to
the National Endowment for the Humanities
for support of activities in the humanities,
pursuant to section T(c) of the Act, and for
administering the functions of the Act, of
which [$8,200,000] $1,600,000 for the Office of
Preservation shall remain available until
September 30, 1993,

MATCHING GRANTS

To carry out the provisions of section
10(a)(2) of the National Foundation on the
Arts and the Humanities Act of 1965, as
amended, [$25,050,000] $30,450,000, to remain
available until September 30, 1993, of which
[$12,050,000] £16,050,000 shall be avallable to
the National Endowment for the Humanities
for the purposes of section T(h): Provided,
That this appropriation shall be available for
obligation only in such amounts as may be
equal to the total amounts of gifts, bequests,
and devises of money, and other property ac-
cepted by the Chairman or by grantees of the
Endowment under the provisions of sub-
sections 11(a)(2)(B) and 11(a)(3)(B) during the
current and preceding fiscal years for which
equal amounts have not previously been ap-
propriated.

INSTITUTE OF MUBEUM SERVICES
GRANTS AND ADMINISTRATION

For carrying out title II of the Arts, Hu-
manities, and Cultural Affairs Act of 1976, as
amended, $27,344,000, including not to exceed
$250,000 as authorized by 20 U.8.C. 985(b).

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

None of the funds appropriated to the Na-
tional Foundation on the Arts and the Hu-
manities may be used to process any grant
or contract documents which do not include
the text of 18 U.8.C. 1913: Provided, That none
of the funds appropriated to the National
Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities
may be used for official reception and rep-
resentation expenses.

COMMIBEION OF FINE ARTS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses made necessary by the Act
establishing a Commission of Fine Arts (40
U.8.C. 104), $722,000.

NATIONAL CAPITAL ARTS AND CULTURAL
AFFAIRS

For necessary expenses as authorized by
Public Law 99-190 (99 Stat. 1261; 20 U.S.C.
956a), as amended, $7,000,000.

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC
PRESERVATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses made necessary by the Act
establishing an Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation, Public Law 89-665, as amended,
$2,623,000: Provided, That none of these funds
shall be available for the compensation of
Executive Level V or higher positions.

NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION

BALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses, a8 authorized by
the National Capital Planning Act of 1952 (40
U.8.C. T1-T1), including services as author-
ized by 5 U.8.C. 3109, [$4,500,000] $5,000,000.
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FRANKLIN DELANO ROOSEVELT MEMORIAL
COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Franklin
Delano Roosevelt Memorial Commission, es-
tablished by the Act of August 11, 1955 (69
Stat. 694), as amended by Public Law 92-332
(86 Stat. 401), $33,000, to remain available
until September 30, 1993.

PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION

BALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses, as authorized by
section 17(a) of Public Law 92-578, as amend-
ed, $2,807,000, for operating and administra-
tive expenses of the Corporation.

PUBLIC DEVELOPMENT

For public development activities and
projects in accordance with the development
plan as authorized by section 17(b) of Public
Law 92-578, as amended, [$4,491,000]
85,026,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

UNITED STATES HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL
COUNCIL

HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL COUNCIL

For expenses of the Holocaust Memorial
Council, as authorized by Public Law 96-388,
as amended, [$10,605,000] $7,300,000: Provided,
That none of these funds shall be available
for the compensation of Executive Level V or
higher positions.

TITLE II—-GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 301. 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.

SECc. 302. No part of any appropriation
under this Act shall be available to the Sec-
retary of the Interior or the Secretary of Ag-
riculture for the leasing of oil and natural
gas by noncompetitive bidding on publicly
owned lands within the boundaries of the
Shawnee National Forest, Illinois: Provided,
That nothing herein is intended to inhibit or
otherwise affect the sale, lease, or right to
access to minerals owned by private individ-
uals,

SEC. 303. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall be available for any
activity or the publication or distribution of
literature that in any way tends to promote
public support or opposition to any legisla-
tive proposal on which congressional action
is not complete.

SEC. 304. 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. 305. None of the funds provided in this
Act to any department or agency shall be ob-
ligated or expended to provide a personal
cook, chauffeur, or other personal servants
to any officer or employee of such depart-
ment or agency except as otherwise provided
by law.

SEC, 306. None of the funds provided in this
Act shall be used to evaluate, consider, proc-
ess, or award oil, gas, or geothermal leases
on Federal lands in the Mount Baker-
Snoqualmie National Forest, State of Wash-
ington, within the hydrographic boundaries
of the Cedar River municipal watershed up-
stream of river mile 21.6, the Green River
municipal watershed upstream of river mile
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61.0, the North Fork of the Tolt River pro-
posed municipal watershed upstream of river
mile 11.7, and the South Fork Tolt River mu-
nicipal watershed upstream of river mile 8.4.

SEec. 307. No assessments may be levied
against any program, budget activity, sub-
activity, or project funded by this Act unless
such assessments and the basis therefor are
presented to the Committees on Appropria-
tions and are approved by such Committees.

Sec. 308. Employment funded by this Act
shall not be subject to any personnel ceiling
or other personnel restriction for permanent
or other than permanent employment except
as provided by law.

SEC. 309. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, in fiscal year 1992 and thereafter,
the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary
of Agriculture, the Secretary of Energy, and
the Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution
are authorized to enter into contracts with
State and local governmental entities, in-
cluding local fire districts, for procurement
of services in the presuppression, detection,
and suppression of fires on any units within
their jurisdiction.

SEc. 310. None of the funds provided by this
Act to the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service may be obligated or expended to plan
for, conduct, or supervise deer hunting on
the Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge.

SEC. 311. None of the funds in this Act may
be used to plan, prepare, or offer for sale tim-
ber from trees classified as giant sequoia
(sequoiadendron giganteum) which are lo-
cated on National Forest System or Bureau
of Land Management lands until an environ-
mental assessment has been completed and
the giant sequoia management implementa-
tion plan is approved. In any event, timber
harvest within the identified groves will be
done only to enhance and perpetuate giant
sequoia. There will be no harvesting of giant
sequoia specimen trees. Removal of hazard,
insect, disease and fire killed giant sequoia
other than specimen trees is permitted.

SEC. 312. 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. 313. None of the funds made available
by this or any other Act with respect to any
fiscal year may be used by the Department
of the Interior or the Forest Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture to make any reimburse-
ments to any other Federal department for
litigation costs associated with the Prince
William Sound oilspill.

SEC. 314. None of the funds provided in this
Act may be expended by the Forest Service
or the Bureau of Land Management to in-
crease fees charged for communication site
use of lands administered by the Forest
Service or Bureau of Land Management [by
more than 22 per centum per user in fiscal
year 1992] over the levels in effect on Janu-
ary 1, 1989.

SEc. 315. None of the funds appropriated by
this Act may be used to ensure that hard-
wood saw timber harvested from Federal
lands east of the 100th meridian is marked in
such a manner as to make it readily identifi-
able at all times before its manufacture.

SEc. 316. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, payments to States pursuant to
16 U.S.C. 500 for National Forests affected by
decisions relating to the Northern Spotted
Owl from fiscal year 1992 receipts shall not
be less than 90 per centum of the average an-
nual payments to States, based on receipts
collected on those National Forests during
the five-year baseline period of fiscal years
1986 through 1990: Provided, That in no event
shall these payments exceed the total
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amount of receipts collected from the af-
fected National Forests during fiscal year
1992.

SEc. 317. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the payment to be made by the
United States Government pursuant to the
provision of subsection (a) of title II of the
Act of August 28, 1937 (50 Stat. 876) to the Or-
egon and California land-grant counties in
the State of Oregon from fiscal year 1992 re-
ceipts derived from the Oregon and Califor-
nia grant lands shall not be less than 90 per
centum of the average annual payment made
to those counties of their share of the Or-
egon and California land-grant receipts col-
lected during the five-year baseline period of
fiscal years 1986 through 1990: Provided, That
in no event shall this payment exceed the
total amount of receipts collected from the
Oregon and California grant lands during fis-
cal year 1992,

[SEC. 318. None of the funds appropriated
or made available in this Act shall be used to
purchase or acquire items from a foreign
country if the Secretary of the Interior,
after consultation with the United States
Trade Representative, determines that a for-
eign country which is party to a reciprocal
trade agreement has violated the terms of
the agreement by discriminating against
certain types of products produced in the
United States that are covered by the agree-
ment: Provided, That a reciprocal trade
agreement is any agreement between the
United States and a foreign country pursu-
ant to which the Secretary of the Interior
has prospectively waived title IIT of the Act
of March 3, 1933 (43 Stat. 1520; 41 U.S.C. 10a~
10c) as amended by the Buy American Act of
1988 (Public Law 100-418; 102 Stat. 1545): Pro-
vided further, That the Secretary of the Inte-
rior responsible for the procurement may
waive this restriction on a case-by-case basis
by certifying in writing to the Committees
on Appropriations of the House of Represent-
atives and the Senate that adequate domes-
tic supplies are not available to meet De-
partment of the Interior requirements on a
timely basis or the cost of compliance would
be unreasonable compared to the costs of
purchase from a foreign manufacturer.

[SEC. 319. GRAZING ON THE PUBLIC RANGE-
LANDS.—(a) FEE STRUCTURE.—(1) Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture with respect to public
domain lands (except for the National Grass-
lands) administered by the United States
Forest Service where domestic livestock
grazing is permitted under applicable law,
and the Secretary of the Interior with re-
spect to public lands administered by the Bu-
reau of Land Management where domestic
livestock grazing is permitted under applica-
ble law, shall establish the following domes-
tic livestock grazing fee structure for such
grazing:

[(A) For fiscal year 1992, the grazing fee on
such lands shall not be less than $4.35 per
animal unit month.

[(B) For fiscal year 1993, the grazing fee on
such lands shall not be less than $5.80 per
animal unit month.

[(C) For fiscal year 1994, the grazing fee on
such lands shall not be less than $7.25 per
animal unit month.

[(D) For fiscal year 1995, and each fiscal
year thereafter, the grazing fee on such lands
shall not be less than $8.70 per animal unit
month or fair market value, whichever is
higher.

[(2)(A) For purposes of this subsection, the
term ‘“‘fair market value" is defined as fol-
lows:
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Appesised Base Valoe x Forage Value index
100

Falr Market Valve =

[(B) For the purposes of subparagraph
(A)—

[(i) the term “Forage Value Index’ means
the Forage Value Index computed annually
by the Economic Research Service, United
States Department of Agriculture; and

[(ii) the term ‘'Appraised Base Value"
means the 1983 Appraisal Value conclusions
by animal class (expressed in dollars per
head or pair month) for the pricing area con-
cerned, as determined in the 1986 report pre-
pared jointly by the Secretary of Agriculture
and the Secretary of the Interior entitled
“Grazing Fee Review and Evaluation, dated
February 1986.

[(3) Executive Order No. 12548, dated Feb-
ruary 14, 1986, shall not apply to grazing fees
established pursuant to this Act.

[(b) GRAZING REFORMS.—(1) Section 309(d)
of the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1739(d)) is amended by
adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: “The grazing advisory boards estab-
lished pursuant to Secretarial action, notice
of which was published in the Federal Reg-
ister of May 14, 1986 (51 Fed. Reg. 17874), are
hereby abolished, and the advisory functions
exercised by such boards shall, after the date
of enactment of this sentence, be exercised
only by the appropriate councils established
under this section.".

[(2) Section 5(c) of the Public Rangelands
Improvement Act of 1978 (43 U.8.C. 1904(¢)) is
amended to read as follows:

[‘‘(c) Funds appropriated pursuant to this
section or any other provision of law related
to disposition of the Federal share of re-
ceipts from fees for grazing on public lands
or National Forest lands in the 16 contiguous
western States shall be used for the restora-
tion and enhancement of fish and wildlife
habitat, for restoration and improved man-
agement of riparian areas, and for implemen-
tation and enforcement of applicable land
management plans, allotment management
plans, and regulations regarding use of such
lands for domestic livestock grazing. Such
funds shall be distributed as the Secretary
concerned deems advisable after consulta-
tion and coordination with the advisory
councils established pursuant to section 309
of the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1739) and other inter-
ested parties.”.]

SEC. 318. Notwithstanding any other provision
in this Act, each item of appropriation in this
Act shall be reduced by an amount equal to the
sum of the President’s Budget request for fiscal
year 1992 for personnel compensation, personnel
benefits, travel, transportation of things, print-
ing and reproduction, supplies and materials,
and eguipment for that account times the Con-
gressional Budget Office's January, 1991 esti-
mate of the rate of the growth of the fired-
weight GNP price indezx for fiscal year 1992.

SEC. 319. The Forest Service is directed to con-
tinue the preparation of all environmental docu-
ments necessary to implement the management
goals, policies, standards, and guidelines con-
tained in the land and resource management
plans in Region 6, Oregon and Washington.
SEC. 320. LAND TRANSFER AND CONVEYANCE,

PEASE AIR FORCE BASE, NEW HAMP-

(a) TRANSFER BY THE AIR FORCE.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Sec-
retary of the Air Force shall transfer to Depart-
ment of the Interior a parcel of real property lo-
cated west of McIntyre Road at the site of
Jormer Pease Air Force Base, New Hampshire.
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(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIONAL WILDLIFE
REFUGE.—Ezcept as provided in subsection (c),
the Secretary of Interior shall designate the par-
cel of land transferred under subsection (a) as
an area in the National Wildlife Refuge System
under the authority of section 4 of the Act of
October 15, 1966 (16 U.S.C. 688dd).

(c) CONVEYANCE TO STATE OF NEW HAMP-
SHIRE.—

(1) CONVEYANCE.—Subject to paragraphs (2)
through (5), the Secretary of the Interior shall
convey to the State of New Hampshire, without
consideration, all right, title, and interest of the
United States in and to a parcel of real property
consisting of not more than 100 acres that is a
part of the real property transferred to the Sec-
retary under subsection (a) and that the Sec-
retary determines to be suitable for use as a
cemetery.

(2) CONDITION OF CONVEYANCE.—The convey-
ance under paragraph (1) shall be subject to the
condition that the State of New Hampshire use
the property conveyed under that paragraph
only for the purpose of establishing and operat-
ing a state cemetery for veterans.

(3) REVERSION.—If the Secretary determines at
any time that the State of New Hampshire is not
complying with the coalition specified in para-
graph (2), all right, title, and interest in and to
the property conveyed pursuant to paragraph
(1), including any improvements thereon, shall
revert to the United States and the United Stats
shall have the right of immediate entry thereon.

(4) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The ezxact
acreage and legal description of the parcel of
real property to be conveyed under paragraph
(1) shall be determined by a survey that is satis-
factory to the Secretary.

(5) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The
Secretary may require any additional terms or
conditions in connection with the conveyance
under this subsection that the Secretary deter-
mines appropriate to protect the interests of the
United States.

This Act may be cited as the “‘Department
of the Interior and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1992"".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, under
a prior agreement, the Senate is now
proceeding to consider the Department
of the Interior appropriations bill. I
previously indicated there will be no
more rollcall votes this evening. I am
grateful to the distinguished chairman
of the Appropriations Committee who
will be here to open debate on the bill
and get the consideration of it under
way. It is my hope we can complete ac-
tion on that bill tomorrow. That means
we will have a day of debating and vot-
ing.
I am grateful that we are able to
complete action on the Labor-HHS ap-
propriations bill this week. I discussed
it earlier with the distinguished Repub-
lican leader and, understandably, we
view it from a different perspective. It
was an important bill. The actual
amount of work on the bill, I believe,
could have been completed in about a
day. It took 3 days, in part because we
were able to accommodate the con-
cerns of several individual Senators
who were occupied with other business;
in each case an entirely valid and le-
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gitimate concern about proceeding,
having to do with a personal medical
situation and participation in the
Thomas hearings and other matters.
There was no delay caused by any lack
of attention or other activity. It mere-
ly was a sequence of events which in
each individual instance was valid but
the cumulative effect of which is it
took longer than I had anticipated it
would take on the bill.

I hope that we can proceed with some
dispatch tomorrow on the Interior ap-
propriations bill. We still have a num-
ber of appropriations bills to handle
and much other important business. It
remains my hope that during this fall
session we can conduct our business so
as not to require the late evening ses-
sions that were unfortunately a regular
feature during the July legislative pe-
riod and that we can adjourn sine die
at a reasonable time this fall so that
Senators can return to their States to
meet with their constituents to the ex-
tent possible.

I simply say that whether we are able
to do either or both of those things will
depend upon Senators themselves. We
have a certain amount of business that
must be completed—we are all gen-
erally cognizant of what that is—and a
certain amount of time within which it
must be completed. The sooner we can
do that, the better for all concerned, I
believe. And I hope that we can move
expeditiously on the next few appro-
priations bills that we will be dealing
with to enable us to accomplish the ob-
jectives which I have set forth.

I yield to the distinguished Repub-
lican leader and to the chairman of the
Appropriations Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority leader is recognized.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I say to the
majority leader I certainly do not dis-
agree with him. I think in this case it
was a very important bill. They all are.
This was about a $200 billion bill. I
think it is almost record time. I look
back at some of the other times when
we spent a week or 10 days on this par-
ticular bill. And, then, the first day
was consumed by a very important
amendment, I will not say the most
important, but the most controversial
amendment on gutting defense. That
did take most of 1 day. And I think, as
the majority leader indicated today, he
accommodated one of our Members,
which we appreciate very much.

But I also say we would like to get
out early this fall if we can. I do not
know of any Member who does not.
Certainly on this side of the aisle,
where we can, we will be happy to co-
operate with the majority leader, as we
have in the past.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.

Mr. MITCHELL. I yield to the distin-
guished chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee.
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HOW MUCH IS A BILLION DOLLARS

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I merely
take the floor, now that has been yield-
ed to me by the distinguished majority
leader, to thank the manager and the
ranking manager, Senator HARKIN and
Senator SPECTER, for their good work
on this most difficult, very complex
Labor, HHS appropriation bill.

As the distinguished Republican lead-
er has already pointed out, it is a bill
that amounts to over $200 billion. Of
course, the greater part of that is man-
datory. But if one wants to understand
how much a billion dollars is, I put it
like this. There have only been 1 bil-
lion minutes since Jesus Christ was
born. That is a dollar for very minute.
Another way of thinking of it would be
this: Cyrus the Great became the king
of Anshan in 559 B.C., and became the
king of all Persia in 550 B.C. But let us
just for the moment take 559 B.C.

If the distinguished Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER] owned a
corporation at that point or if he had a
billion dollars—let us say he had a bil-
lion dollars in 559 B.C. and decided to
give away a thousand dollars a day,
every day from 559 years before Christ
to today. He would still be in business
today. He would still be giving a thou-
sand dollars a day and could do that for
the next 181 years. That is how far a
billion dollars would go at $1,000 a day.

Now, the Labor-HHS appropriations
bill is over $200 billion. It is the second,
largest bill among the 13, second only
to the Department of Defense and fast
gaining on the Department of Defense
bill. So those two Senators worked to-
gether, cooperated and conducted
lengthy hearings. It is a most difficult
task and lots of witnesses had to be
heard, and then the markup of the bill,
the managing of it on the floor—it is a
very difficult, contentious at times,
piece of work and I congratulate them
both. As chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee, I commend them be-
cause out of it all, they came in with a
bill and they completed action on a bill
here in the Senate that is still below
the allocations ceilings. I yield the
floor.

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. ’

COMMENDING MEMBERS AND
STAFF OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished chairman of
the Appropriations Committee, Sen-
ator BYRD, for those very kind com-
ments. I compliment him on the out-
standing job he is doing as chairman at
a very difficult time. He is trying to
make ends meet with very little funds
available and many, many demands.
That is the situation in which we found
ourselves on the bill which was just en-
acted, Labor, Health and Human Serv-
ices and Education.
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I commend my distinguished col-
league, Senator HARKIN, for the work
he has done as chairman of the sub-
committee. I want to thank especially
Senator HATFIELD, the ranking Repub-
lican on the full committee who took
over the floor management in my ab-
sence due to my obligations on the Ju-
diciary Committee, where we have
been sitting full days on the nomina-
tion of Judge Clarence Thomas for the
Supreme Court. I thank Senator HAT-
FIELD for that.

I want to pay tribute to a very distin-
guished staff, to Craig Higgins and
Bettilou Taylor and Robin Rosencrantz
and Janet Lamos on our side of the
aisle, and on the majority side, Mike
Hall, Jim Sourwide, Carol Mitchell,
Margaret Stuart, Amy Shultz, Gladys
Clearwater, and Susan McGovern. I had
not realized until I asked for a list of
the staffers how many more the major-
ity has than the minority side has.

It is an enormous bill. It has been
completed within our allocation. I
think it is a step in the right direction,
balancing as we best could the many
competing demands with limited funds.
I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, FISCAL YEAR
1992

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I believe
the ranking member, Mr. NICKLES, is
on the floor. I bring before the Senate
today the fiscal year 1992 Department
of Interior and Related Agencies appro-
priations bill. As compared with the
bill that the Senate just passed, this is
a rather small bill. The allocation to-
tals $13 billion as compared, as I was
saying a little earlier, to something
over $200 billion in the Labor-HHS ap-
propriations bill.

The allocations here total $13 billion
in budget authority and $12 billion in
outlays.

This bill is directly on target with re-
spect to outlays as scored by the Con-
gressional Budget Office, and is §1 mil-
lion under the allocation of budget au-
thority. So that is cutting it pretty
thin.

The Interior bill is essentially at its
spending limit. Any further amend-
ments that add money to the bill's
total or which increases the spending
rate for items already in the bill must
be accompanied by an offsetting
amendment to reduce spending else-
where in the bill. If not, the amend-
ment would be subject to a 60-vote
point of order under the Budget Act.

This bill, although it is not as large
as some of the other bills that we have
passed making appropriations, was dif-
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ficult to fashion, given the very tight
budgetary restraints. The 602(b) outlay
allocation for the subcommittee is $213
million less than the amount proposed
by the President and $79 million less
than the outlays associated with the
Interior bill that was passed by the
House. Furthermore, new outlays in
this bill are down some 8.6 percent
bggw the CBO baseline for fiscal year
1992,

I have had the splendid cooperation
of Senator NICKLES in developing these
recommendations which I bring before
the Senate today. This is our first year
in working together as a team on the
bill, and I appreciate the insights and
the help and the splendid cooperation
that Senator NICKLES has offered as the
ranking member. We have had a fine
working relationship. It could not have
been better.

I believe that the bill represents a bi-
partisan package. There is not enough
money available to satisfy the virtual
flood of requests which the subcommit-
tee has received. Over 3,000 requests
have been submitted for projects of in-
terest to Members of the U.S. Senate.
Over 3,000 requests. There are only 100
Members in this body, so that is an av-
erage of over 30 per Member.

Every Member of the Senate has ex-

pressed an interest in at least one pro-
vision or another in this bill. Some of
the items of interest in the bill are as
follows: Total funding in the bill for
land acquisition and State assistance is
$271,210,000. This amount is $70,465,000
below the fiscal year 1991 appropria-
tions and $79,064,000 below the Presi-
dent’s request for the coming fiscal
year.
Total funding for construction in the
Bureau of Land Management, Fish and
Wildlife Service, the Park Service, and
Forest Service amounts to $571,325,000.
This total is $84,184,000 below the fiscal
year 1991 appropriations for these same
construction accounts and $110,600,000
above the President’s request for fiscal
year 1992,

Within the construction and land ac-
quisition accounts, the committee has
recommended a total of $14,409,000 for
emergency projects that were not in-
cluded in the President's budget re-
quest and for other projects which the
President proposed to fund in different
accounts.

In total, then, the non-Indian land
acquisition and construction accounts
are $17,127,000 or 2 percent above the
President’s request. Elsewhere, for In-
dian construction related to education,
health clinics and basic services, the
committee has recommended a total of
$398,876,000 which is an increase of
$255,6565,000 over the budget request. I
emphasize that this additional funding
is for basic services. Truly for basic
services. It is not for recreation
projects or the like.

The committee has funded firefight-
ing within the domestic discretionary
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totals in the same amounts and man-
ner as requested by the President.

This means that any subsequent re-
quirement for firefighting will be
treated as an emergency expense for
purposes of the Budget Enforcement
Act.

The committee faced extreme dif-
ficulty in formulating a bill that com-
plied with the subcommittee’'s 602(b)
allocations. Consequently, the bill con-
tains a provision in section 318 which
would deduct funds budgeted for infla-
tionary increases for salaries and cer-
tain other items such as travel and
supplies. This provision would not deny
the pay raises which are due Federal
employees next January, but rather
would require agencies to absorb pay
raises and other inflationary costs by
filling vacant positions more slowly
than planned, and doing less travel, for
example.

In summary, then, I believe that this
is a fiscally responsible bill.

With respect to specific program and
policy issues in the bill, I offer the fol-
lowing notations:

The bill contains none of the mining-
claim patent moratoria language
which was in the House bill.

The bill contains no increase in graz-
ing fees which the House has proposed
to raise.

The bill does contain a provision
within the Minerals Management Serv-
ice which would deduct the cost of the
mineral royalty collection program
from the total receipts prior to distrib-
uting those receipts to the State and
the Treasury. This ‘‘net receipts' pro-
posal means that the States would
share equally in the program cost and
the program revenues.

While this provision may not be pop-
ular with all Senators, it strikes a bal-
ance between receipt sharing and pro-
gram cost sharing with the States.
Also, this is a very necessary provision
that raises $68 million to keep the bill's
outlays in compliance with the 602(b)
allocation. Any change in this provi-
sion would require a substantial off set
elsewhere in the bill.

Senator NICKLES and I, and Senator
HATFIELD, the ranking member on the
full committee, Senator STEVENS and
others have been working with other
interested Senators in an effort to
make some modifications here, and I
hope and believe that we have arrived
at a resolution of the matter.

The bill does retain all House bill
language related to Outer Continental
Shelf oil and gas leasing moratoria.

The bill contains significant operat-
ing increases and facility construction
funds to address the most critical
health and safety needs of our native
American population.

The bill before you contains a reduc-
tion of nearly $40 million in the timber
road construction program. This is
about 20 percent below the similarly
funded programs last year.
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The bill includes no specific legisla-
tive protection regarding timber har-
vest and the spotted owl in the Pacific
Northwest.

Before I yield the floor to Senator
NICKLES for any remarks which he may
have, I would like to take this oppor-
tunity to extend a special acknowl-
edgement and a heaping word of thanks
to the Appropriations Committee sup-
port staff which have made possible
this and all the other appropriation
bills which have been considered by the
Senate this year. In the editorial office
I would like to thank: Richard Larson,
Bernie Babik, Robert Swartz, Clarence
Erney, and Patrick Joe Thomas. Ever
at the ready on the committee's
switchboard have been Nancy Brandel
and Rheda Freeman. And, lastly, I
would like to thank in our computer
services and liaison office Bob Putnam,
Jodi Capps, and Jack Conway.

On the Interior Subcommittee staff I
would also like to thank Sara Masica,
Rusty Mathews, Ellen Donaldson, and
Carla Burzyk on the majority staff and
Ginny James on the minority staff.

Beyond these, I also thank Mary Os-
wald and Anita Skadden on the full Ap-
propriations Committee staff.

I want to thank Charlie Estes, who is
the staff director for the subcommit-
tee, and I thank Jim English, the staff
director for the full committee; Keith
Kennedy, ranking member on the full
committee, and Sherry Cooper, who is
the ranking member on the Interior
Subcommittee.

Mr. President, I yield to Senator
NickLES if he wishes to address the
Senate at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BREAUX). The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I thank
my friend and colleague, the chairman
of the full Appropriations Committee
and also the chairman of the Interior
Subcommittee, Senator BYRD, for his
leadership in putting together not only
this bill but also managing to put all of
our bills together in a way that is ac-
ceptable to the budget agreement that
was made last year.

I compliment, as he did, the staff.
The staff has worked tirelessly. He
mentioned Jim English and Charlie
Estes on his side who have done such a
great job. And I would also like to com-
pliment Sherry Cooper, who has
worked tirelessly on our side to put to-
gether a package to present to the Sen-
ate today.

I might mention, Mr. President, in
looking at all the appropriations bills,
with the exception of defense, the bill
has a lower rate of growth in spending
than any other bill that we take up be-
fore the Senate.

Defense has actual real reductions.
Defense spending—and I am talking
about discretionary budget authority
and outlays—declined by 2.43 percent.
Budget authority goes up one-half of 1
percent. In all other appropriations
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bills, we see real increases. In the Inte-
rior bill that we are taking up tonight,
we have an increase in budget author-
ity of 2 percent and an increase in out-
lays of actually less than 1 percent. Ag-
riculture outlays actually increased by
12 percent, Energy and Water increased
by 5.5 percent; Commerce, Justice,
State, increased outlays by 9.5 percent;
District of Columbia was 25 percent;
Foreign Operations, 2.7 percent; Labor-
HHS, which we just passed—I am talk-
ing about discretionary—6.5 percent,
Legis Branch was 7 percent; Milcon
about 7 percent; Transportation, 7.5
percent; Treasury, Postal, T percent;
VA-HUD, 5 percent.

So we saw all Appropriations sub-
committees in the nondefense amounts
increasing by various amounts from 2
to 25 percent. Interior increased by less
than 1 percent.

Again, I compliment the chairman
for his willingness to somewhat set the
example of trying to contain the
growth of spending.

So in the bill that we have before us,
we have budget authority increasing by
2 percent and outlays increasing by
less than 1 percent.

That is difficult because we probably
have more requests by our colleagues
than any other committee, maybe all
of the other committees combined.
Chairman BYRD mentioned that we
have had over 3,000 requests by our col-
leagues to try to help them in areas
that are important to them. I under-
stand that. I think many of those re-
quests are quite legitimate. Not all of
them are.

We could not fund them all. We could
not come close to funding all of them.
But many of them are quite serious
and quite important to some Members
because the Government owns two-
thirds of the land in their State, and so
they have to be involved in land man-
agement and mineral management.
They have to be involved in grazing.
They have to be involved in the Fed-
eral Government because the Federal
Government happens to own the major-
ity of the land in many of the Western
States.

So I appreciate the interest of our
colleagues. We tried to accommodate
the desires when they made sense, and
when we could afford it. That was not
always the case. We tried to do it as
many times as we possibly could.

As Senator BYRD mentioned, the
budget authority for the committee is
$13 billion. Outlays are $12.05 billion—
again, a 2-percent increase in budget
authority and less than a 1-percent in-
crease in outlays.

There are a lot of controversial is-
sues I expect will come up in the next
couple days. I expect that we will have
an amendment dealing with grazing
fees. I know that is very sensitive to
many Senators from Western States.
We expect that we may have an amend-
ment dealing with mining holding fees,
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a moratorium on mining patterns,
grazing fees, mineral receipts.

We want to be fair. We want to pass
a good bill. It is not this Senator's in-
terest to try to legislate all items that
deal with Western land management on
the appropriations bill. It would be my
preference to have that done in the au-
thorizing committee and hopefully
that will be the case.

We cannot prohibit Senators from of-
fering amendments, and we know some
of those amendments are going to come
up. It might be in my interest to say
let us let the authorizing committees
handle those functions and maybe the
Senate will agree, maybe it will not.
We will have to wrestle with those. We
know the House has dealt with those
issues and likewise we will as well. It is
my hope we will move expeditiously on
this bill.

I would like to finish the bill in the
next couple of days. I have already had
colleagues tell me they do not want to
vote on Friday or Monday. I guess we
will have to wrestle with that. It is my
hope we will take up the amendments,
approve the amendments that we can
approve, and the ones that require ex-
tended debate or discussion, we will
begin those and, hopefully, be able to
proceed rather rapidly.

I do not think it is in anybody’s in-
terest to prolong debate on these is-
sues. We have a lot of work to be done
between now and the end of September.
This is just one of nine appropriations
bills that the chairman said we have
left. It happens to be one that has a lot
of controversy in it. Hopefully, we will
be able to finish it.

Again, I thank the chairman of the
full committee and the subcommittee
for his leadership. It has been a pleas-
ure to work with Chairman BYRD and
also his staff, Charles Estes and Jim
English, as well as with Cherie Cooper.
I think we have done a good job. Hope-
fully, we will be able to complete the
bill in the next couple of days.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, let me
express my gratitude to both Senator
BYRD and Senator NICKLES, and to
Charlie and Cherie for working with us.

I heard one thing in there that I wish
strongly to encourage the managers of
this bill to do; that is, to try to keep us
away from legislation on this appro-
priations bill. It is an appropriate
thing for the authorizing committees
to deal with the very prickly issues
that are coming up. It would be my
hope that all of us can gather around
the appropriations rule, and try to
stick to it through this legislation.
Otherwise, it is almost certain we will
be bogged down in considerable periods
of time over things that have nothing
to do with how moneys are expended
but everything to do with how the var-
ious functions of Interior are adminis-
tered.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I rise to
recognize the chairman of the Interior
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Appropriations Committee and its
ranking member for the work they
have done in assembling the Interior
appropriations bill and related agency
legislation that is so critical that has
been mentioned by my colleague from
Oklahoma to States like mine and
other Western States that are well over
50 percent owned by the citizens of this
country and managed by the agencies
of the Federal Government. It is a
piece of legislation that the chairman
worked diligently on to address just
the necessary moneys needed to appro-
priately manage the agencies and the
responsibilities of those agencies.

Throughout that process, Mr. Presi-
dent, Chairman BYRD worked ex-
tremely hard to keep what is known as
a clean bill, that we would not find leg-
islative efforts tied within it. As our
colleague from Oklahoma mentioned,
there could be contentious-type
amendments come up. My colleague
from Wyoming has mentioned the same
thing.

Is it appropriate on an appropriations
bill to legislate? No. It is not. It is sup-
posed to be against the rules of this
body and the other body. And it has
not been the normal procedure for a
good long while. Yet we are told that
in the course of the debate on this leg-
islation some of our colleagues may
offer a patent moratorium to mining.
Why would they do that?

There are some who believe that the
1872 mining law ought to be amended. I
suggest to them that they come to the
appropriate committee to have the
hearings not only in that committee
but out in the field of the States that
would be most affected by it and not
attempt on an appropriations bill to
find that as an avenue for legislation.

What would it mean, that type of leg-
islation, a moratorium on patents for
mining?

It is the beginning of a process to
have greater control over the surface of
the land on which a mining operation
would sit. That kind of control would
ultimately be dictated probably by the
Bureau of Land Management and it
would take away the kind of flexibility
that a mining company has to operate
for the purpose of providing minerals
and metals for the industries of this
country for our national defense and
for our economic well-being.

I think you know, Mr. President,
that is not something you debate light-
ly on the floor and attempt to shove
through an appropriations bill. It is
something you have extensive hearings
on in the appropriate committee and
out in the field of the States most af-
fected before you arrive at that type of
legislation.

Another issue, as mentioned by my
colleague from Oklahoma, could well
be an attempt to raise the grazing fee
that is charged for Western public
lands, the right to graze on those lands
by the ranchers of many of our Western
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States. If it were a conscious effort to
raise the price because there was some
concern that it was not equitable to
what is being charged in the private
sector—and there are many of us who
will demonstrate in the course of the
debate on that Ilegislation if that
amendment comes up that it is equi-
table—if it were that and that alone, I
would say the appropriate place to de-
bate it is in the committee, not on the
floor. But there is an ulterior motive.
It has been played out in the public on
television and in the press, across the
media of this country, suggesting that
grazing land, Western public grazing
land, ought not be grazed anymore;
that for some reason it is damaging the
environment; that for some reason it is
no longer a public policy in this coun-
try—or should not be—that we should
utilize those public grazes for the pur-
pose of grazing to provide red meat and
protein to the citizens of this country.

I believe it is an appropriate use,
within reason, properly managed, and
properly priced. Western States like
mine and others depend greatly upon
the livestock industry and those that
graze on public lands for their very vi-
tality. That will be another issue that
we are told will be on the floor, an-
other issue to attempt to legislate a
change in a formula that took an ex-
tensive study and several years of de-
bate in the appropriate committees to
arrive at.

Here, in a few moments, we will at-
tempt to legislate an appropriations
bill and change it.

I hope that the chairman of the com-
mittee and our ranking member of that
committee will make every effort to
oppose this kind of activity on the
floor of the Senate. It is not that the
authorizing committees have avoided
these issues. It is that those commit-
tees have not allowed these kinds of is-
sues to come forth because they did not
believe them appropriate, because they
could not get a majority vote of the
necessary committees to be brought to
the floor in a proper fashion.

That appears to be the ground, the
nature in which we will debate a most
important piece of legislation, this leg-
islation, the appropriations for the In-
terior Department and related agencies
so critical to the running and the man-
agement of the public lands and the
public resources of this Nation.

I hope that my colleagues will join
with me and other Western legislators
to assure that we do not come to the
floor with mischievous pieces of legis-
lation that have some form of ulterior
motive than just change the law appro-
priate to reasonable and responsible
management of these resources.

So I hope we can move expeditiously
on a piece of legislation that in fact
stays within the kind of economic
growth that our country is experienc-
ing. It is not an extravagant appropria-
tions bill as has been mentioned by our
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colleagues, a lower growth rate in ac-
tual expenditure than any other bill
except the Department of Defense leg-
islation. For that reason, it is worthy
of all of our consideration and our sup-
port as presented by the Interior Ap-
propriations Subcommittee to the full
Appropriations Committee, without
the kind of legislative activity that
may well be attempted in the coming
hours as we work the will of the Senate
on this issue.

I yield the remainder of my time.

Mr. BYRD. 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. BYRD. 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.

RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL OF
THE CHAIR

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate stand in
recess awaiting the call of the Chair.

There being no objection, at 8:26
p.m., the Senate recessed subject to the
call of the Chair.

Whereupon, the Senate reassembled
at 8:52 p.m., when called to order by
the Presiding Officer (Mr. BREAUX).

UNANIMOUB-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have cer-
tain amendments that make technical
corrections and other amendments
that have been agreed to between the
two managers and.other Senators.

I ask unanimous consent that the
committee amendments be agreed to
en bloc; that the bill as thus amended
be regarded for the purpose of amend-
ment as original text, provided that no
point of order shall have been consid-
ered to have been waived by agreeing
to the request; that the following com-
mittee amendments be excepted from
this en bloc adoption request; namely,
BLM minerals language, page 2, line 21,
beginning with the semicolon, through
page 3, line 22; Park Service adminis-
trative provisions, page 23, line 5
through page 24, line 12; grazing fee,
line typing, page 110, line 11 through
page 113, line 8; territories, page 46,
line 4, through page 48, line 4; and that
the following technical corrections and
other substantive amendments be con-
sidered en bloc, agreed to en bloc, (sub-
sequently designated amendment No.
1123) and that the motion to reconsider
be laid on the table. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest? Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I have
not objected. I have reviewed these
amendments with my colleague, Sen-
ator BYRD, and agree with his unani-
mous consent request.
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The amendment (No. 1123) is as fol-
lows:

AMENDMENT NoO. 1123

On page 2, line 11, strike ‘'$537,049,000"" and
insert in lieu thereof *‘$537,199,000".

On page 11, line 22, strike *'$95, 465000“ and
insert in lieu thereof ‘*$96,275,000",

On page 13, line 8, strike ‘‘$85,530,000"" and
insert in lieu thereof *‘$84,720,000".

On page 16, line 19, strike ‘*$949,724,000"" and
insert in lieu thereof **$950,274,000".

On page 17, line 16, before the period, insert
the following **: Provided further, That of the
funds provided herein, $65,000 available for a
cooperative agreement with the Susan
LaFlesche Picotte Center.

On page 18, line 22, strike ‘'$194,797,000"" and
insert in lieu thereof *'$199,397,000".

On page 20, line 23, before the period insert
the following ‘‘: Provided further, That of the
funds available under this head for emer-
gency, hardship, and holdings, $850,000 shall
be avallable for the acquisition of the Ship-
ley and Granview Schools in Harpers Ferry,
West Virginia®.

On page 27, line 3, delete '‘$136,400,000"" and
insert in lieu thereof a new italic number of
**$68,200,000".

On page 27, line 7, before the period insert
the following ‘*: Provided further, That in ac-
cordance with Section 6004(c) of Public Law
101-380, the ©Oil Pollution Act of 1990,
$21,000,000 shall be made available as com-
pensation in full, including interest, to the
State of Louisiana and its lessees for net
drainage of oil and gas resources by the
United States and its lessees occurring as of
September 1, 1988 in the West Delta Field of
the Outer Continental Shelf, as determined
in the Third Party Factfinder Louisiana
Boundary Study dated March 21, 1989,

On page 35, line 12, before the period, insert
the following *‘: Provided further, That to pro-
vide funding uniformity within a Self-Gov-
ernance Compact, any funds provided in this
Act with availability for more than one year
may be reprogrammed to one year availabil-
ity but shall remain available within the
Compact until expended.

On page 35, line 24, strike ‘‘$431,741,000"" and
insert in lieu thereof ‘'$431,541,000"".

On page 36, line 22, before the period, insert
the following ‘‘: Provided further, That funds
for Self-Governance Compact tribes may be
transferred to the Operation of Indian Pro-
grams appropriation without further action
by Congress''.

On page 38, line 16, strike ‘‘$92,798,000" and
insert in lieu thereof *'$93,308,000".

Also on page 38, line 16, before the period
insert the following *‘: Provided further, That
funds for Self-Governance Compact tribes
may be transferred to the construction ap-
propriation without further action by Con-
gress'.

On page 76, line 25, before the period insert
the following *‘: Provided further, That the
funds provided under this head in fiscal year
1991 for the purchase of supercomputer time
needed for Fossil Energy programmatic pur-
poses shall be provided as a grant to the Uni-
versity of Nevada—Las Vegas™.

On page 84, line 1, strike *‘$243,000,000"" and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$179,000,000".

On page 85, line 4, strike *‘$144,000,000"" and
insert in lieu thereof ‘'$141,000.000".

The following technical corrections:

On page 18, line 23, line type ‘‘$11,200,000"
and insert new italic number of *‘$9,340,000".

On page 19, line 10, after the parenthesis—
should be italic print through line 12 before
the ‘4",

On page 35, line 24, insert the italic “$" be-
fore the *‘431,741,000".
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On page 61, line 7, the italic number should
read: *'$84,270,000".

On page 66, line 19, line type “'99-714" and
insert new italic reference of ““102-116".

On page 76, line 12, the italic number
should read: ‘‘$462,015,000".

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the en bloc
amendments which I am offering have
been cleared on both sides. These are
noncontroversial amendments to re-
solve small deficiencies in the bill as it
presently stands.

The en bloc package begins with a se-
ries of technical corrections. These
technical corrections conform the bill
to the numbers indicated in the com-
mittee report and in no case do these
changes modify the outlay and budget
authority scoring of the Bill.

After that, the first substantive
amendment adds $150,000 to the Bureau
of Land Management’'s Management of
Lands and Resources account to permit
the Bureau to implement the Pre-
historic Trackway Act of 1990 and to
protect these irreplaceable resources.

The next two amendments shift
$810,000 from the Fish and Wildlife
Service land acquisition allowance for
refuge water rights to the Fish and
Wildlife Service construction account
to accomplish the planning and design
of the Wichita National Environmental
Education Center. The committee ini-
tiated this project last year by provid-
ing $450,000 for land acquisition and the
city of Wichita and the Kansas Wildlife
and Parks Department are contribut-
ing an additional $1,500,000 in cost shar-
ing for this Fish and Wildlife Service
project. The funding for refuge water
rights is already covered within the
Department’s operating budget; and,
consequently, the committee’'s rec-
ommendation of $810,000 in the land ac-
quisition account is not needed for that

purpose.

The fourth amendment adds $550,000
to the operation of the National Park
System account for the Mimbres Na-
tive American archaeological sites in
the Southwest.

The fifth amendment clarifies the
availability of $65,000 for a cooperative
agreement with the Susan LaFlesche
Picotte Center to commemorate the
life and works of the first female Na-
tive American doctor in America.

The sixth amendment adds $4,600,000
to the National Park Service construc-
tion account for four purposes. First,
$3,600,000 of this amount would be
added to funds already included for the
New Jersey Urban History initiative.
This additional funding will permit a
total of $1,808,000 for Perth Amboy
$1,892,000 for Trenton and $4,700,000 for
Newark, in addition to $4,200,000 which
has been included previously for
Paterson. Second, this amendment al-
locates $500,000 for the Darwin Martin
House in Buffalo which likely will be
matched with an equal amount of non-
federal funding. These moneys are
made available under the authorities of
the Historic Sites Act of 1935 and will
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be used to preserve important struc-
tures from our national heritage and
which are listed on the National Reg-
ister of Historic Places. The third item
under Park Service Construction adds
$400,000 for planning and design of a
boat shelter at Vicksburg National
Military Park. The Park Service
should use these funds to develop a
cost assessment for the Committee re-
garding the construction of a shelter
which would be suitable to protect the
U.8.8. Cairo. The fourth and final ele-
ment under the Park Service construc-
tion amendment is $100,000 to continue
the Coal Heritage Study which the
Park Service conducted in fiscal year
1991.

The seventh amendment provides
that $850,000 within available funds for
National Park Service land acquisition
shall be available for the acquisition of
the Shipley and Grandview Schools for
use by the National Park Service's In-
terpretative Design Center.

The eighth amendment modifies the
committee amendment on net receipts
in the Minerals Management Service so
that States will pay only 25 percent of
the program administration cost rath-
er than 50 percent as proposed in the
committee amendment.

The ninth amendment would provide
$21 million for the settlement of drain-
age claims against the Federal Govern-
ment in the West Delta field, as au-
thorized by section 6004 of Public Law
101-380.

The 10th, 12th and 14th, amendments
are designed to provide reprogramming
flexibility for the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs in its efforts to implement the
self-governance compacts with tribal
organizations. the flexibility provided
herein will not change the total fund-
ing allowances for the Bureau in any
way.

The 11th and 13th amendments ad-
dress the Indian education accounts.
Education construction is increased by
$510,000 and operational programs are
decreased by $200,000. An increase of
$310,000 is recommended for repairs to
the Navajo Academy, located in Farm-
ington, NM. This school is a pre-
paratory school for Native Americans
and the current facilities are in need of
some basic safety repairs—fire alarms
and functional sewer lines. The second
element involves a transfer of $200,000
from education program management
to construction to allow the Bureau of
Indian Affairs to conduct the necessary
planning, design, and oversight of the
new school construction and existing
school repairs recommended in the
committee Bill. The $200,000 decrease
in the Indian Education Programs ac-
count is taken from the funding re-
guested for volunteer services in the
Indian schools. The Department has in-
formed the committee that it will be
unable to conduct the volunteers pro-
gram since the costs of required back-
ground investigations might well ex-
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ceed the benefits to be gained. As a re-
sult, the funds requested in the budget
for this purpose are no longer nec-
essary.

The 15th amendment clarifies the in-
tent of the Congress last year when it
provided funds for the acquisition of
computer by the Office of Fossil En-
ergy in the fiscal year 1991 Department
of the Interior and Related Agencies
appropriation bill.

The last two amendments provide the
necessary offsets in budget authority
and outlays to make the amendments
noted above budget neutral.

Mr. President, I would like to note
that the committee reported bill con-
tains $250,000 for the Park Service or a
third party, using the authorities of
the Historic Sites Act of 1935, to sta-
bilize an existing railroad engine house
in the National Register—Historic Dis-
trict of Thurmond, WV. Funds avail-
able in the current fiscal year may also
be used for this purpose should the Sec-
retary determine that would be an ap-
propriate expenditure. The committee
has also included $376,000 in the Na-
tional Park Service Construction ac-
count to be made available under the
same 1935 authority for the emergency
stabilization of the Kennicott site in
Alaska, and these funds may also be
made as a private grant for stabiliza-
tion purposes if the Secretary of the
Interior determines that approach is
appropriate. However, should the Sec-
retary subsequently decide to acquire
either of these properties in the future,
the grants should be made under the
condition that the appraised value of
either property be reduced by the
amount of the Federal grant for sta-
bilization.

Mr. President, this reduction in the
appraised value is appropriate because
the National Park Service should not
be in the position of providing a grant
to a private owner to stabilize one of
these historic structures and then sub-
sequently have to pay a price for that
property which is enhanced by the very
grant made earlier by the Secretary.

NET RECEIPTS

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, it is my under-
standing that one of the en bloc
amendments reduces the amount of ad-
ministrative costs payable by the
States for Federal mineral leasing pro-
grams from 50 percent to 25 percent.
While I am not happy with this amend-
ment, it is moving in the right direc-
tion. It is my understanding that it is
the chairman’s intent to base these
costs on the basis of actual costs for
each State rather than the current pro
rata basis. Am I correct?

Mr. BYRD. I am in sympathy with
the Senator’s position on a cost-based
system. However, the Department of
the Interior has not been able to per-
suade the committee that it has accu-
rate information to make cost-based
charges to the States. If accurate infor-
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mation can be provided to the Congress
prior to the completion of the con-
ference with the House on this bill,
then it would be my intent to support
bill language in the conference that
implements a cost-based system for
State charges.

Mr. WALLOP. It is my further under-
standing that the chairman will be
working with the Department of the
Interior and the ranking member and
this Senator to determine the precise
formula for this cost-based approach in
conference. Is that correct?

Mr. BYRD. The Senator is correct.

Mr. WALLOP. Is this also the under-
standing of the Senator from Okla-
homa?

Mr. NICKLES. Yes.

Mr. WALLOP. With those assurances,
I withdraw my reservation.

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

The committee amendments were
agreed to en bloc with the exception of
the following excepted committee
amendments:

BLM minerals language, page 2, line
21, beginning with the semicolon,
through page 3, line 22;

Park Service Administrative provi-
sions, page 23, line 5 through page 24,
line 12;

Grazing fee, line typing, page 110,
line 11 through page 113, line 8;

Territories, page 46, line 4, through
page 48, line 4.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the en
bloc amendments were agreed to.

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the committee
amendment on page 1 on page 100, line
14, be excepted.

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

Mr. NICKLES. If the chairman will
vield, it is my thought that Senator
McCAIN has an amendment dealing
with the Grand Canyon and that he
will be prepared to bring that amend-
ment up early in the morning. We do
not have it ready to lay down at this
point. Hopefully he and his staff will be
ready and when we convene in the
morning that will be our first amend-
ment up.

Mr. BYRD. Very well. If Senator
McCAIN will be here, I wonder if we
could begin by say 9:30 a.m. on the bill.
Does the Senator from Oklahoma know
whether or not the distinguished Sen-
ator from Arizona [Mr. McCAIN] will be
here at 9:30 to offer his amendment?

Mr. NICKLES. I am sure. I will en-
courage him, and also other Senators,
if they have amendments. I hope they
will be ready. I know the Senator from
West Virginia is ready and we would
like to finish as much of this bill as
possible tomorrow. So if Senators have
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amendments, including the amendment
from the Senator from Arizona, but
other amendments, I hope they will
bring them forward so we can dispose
of them before too long a time period.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I share
that hope. I, too, urge all Senators to
be prepared to call up their amend-
ments. I will be here and, Lord willing,
and Senator NICKLES will be here, the
Lord willing, at 9:30 a.m. ready to dis-
cuss amendments with Senators. As far
as I am concerned that is all we can do

today.

Mr. NICKLES. If the chairman will
yield one moment further, I believe the
Senate is scheduled to convene at 9:15
for morning business.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that there now be a pe-
riod for the transaction of routine
morning business for not to exceed 5
minutes, and that Senators may speak
therein.

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

———

THE IMPORTANCE OF BUSINESS
INCUBATORS

Mr. KASTEN. Mr, President, I rise
today to bring to the attention of the
Senate a successful, proven tool for
creating jobs and starting new small
businesses in local communities. This
tool is a small business incubator. Dur-
ing August recess, I had a chance to see
firsthand the important role that incu-
bators are playing in local entre-
preneurial development.

Incubators are business assistance
programs for startup and fledgling
firms. They can be sponsored by edu-
cational institutions, private busi-
nesses, economic development organi-
zations, not-for-profit organizations,
and city, county, and State govern-
ments.

A small business incubators goals are
quite broad and include: economic di-
versification, neighborhood revitaliza-
tion, technology transfer, and job cre-
ation, They are unique economic devel-
opment tools that can be tailored by
local sponsors to meet the special
needs of their communities, whether
rural, urban, or suburban. In Wiscon-
sin, for example, we have manufactur-
ing incubators, service-business incu-
bators, inner city and women’s busi-
ness incubators.

Let me give you a few examples of in-
cubators. In 1984, an old shoe factory in
a blighted area of north Milwaukee was
closed and 700 local residents were laid
off. The building was donated to a coa-
lition of enterprising people who
worked with private corporations, the
Economic Development Administra-
tion, the city of Milwaukee, the State
of Wisconsin, and the Milwaukee Area
Technical College to form the Milwau-
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kee Enterprise Center. Celebrating its
fifth anniversary in August, the MEC
currently holds 61 companies employ-
ing 220 people full time and 88 people
part time. MEC’s growth has lead to
the creation of the Milwaukee Enter-
prise Center South, which will be open-
ing soon.

I'm hearing similar incubator success
stories all over Wisconsin from places
like north Milwaukee's Metroworks,
the Business Incubation Center of Su-
perior, the Sheboygan County Enter-
prise Center, the Madison Enterprise
Center, and the Advance Business De-
velopment Center in Green Bay to
name a few. But no matter whether the
incubator is urban or rural, their mis-
sion is all the same—to give hard-
working, energetic individuals the op-
portunity to start their own small
firms and create local jobs.

A typical incubator provides entre-
preneurs with flexible space at below-
market rents in a building where start-
up and fledgling firms are housed to-
gether, to encourage networking and
sharing. Incubators also provide basic
business services such as clerical, re-
ceptionist, and bookkeeping assist-
ance, access to equipment such as fax
and copy machines, and to janitorial,
security, and mail services.

Most incubators also offer their ten-
ants access to a network of business
and technical advisers through a com-
bination of in-house management ex-
pertise and local resources. Included in
this network are experts in marketing,
legal, accounting, engineering, busi-
ness management, prototype develop-
ment, and others.

Finally, and perhaps most impor-
tantly, many small business incubators
provide tenants with financing assist-
ance. Incubator management will often
help entrepreneurs obtain conventional
loans through banks or venture cap-
ital. But more and more incubators are
establishing their own small business
microloan funds. As ranking member of
the Small Business Committee, I am
proud to join the chairman, Mr. BUMP-
ERS, as a sponsor of S. 1426, the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Enhancement Act,
which will establish a Federal
Microloans Program to boost many in-
cubators’' lending efforts.

I have taken an active role in support
of business incubators in my home
State of Wisconsin and nationally. As a
matter of fact, at my request, the Na-
tional Incubator Association will be
holding its fall meeting in Washington.
I've asked some of our Nation’s incuba-
tor experts to deliver a briefing on Fri-
day, September 20, for interested Mem-
bers and their staffs.

The growth of small business incuba-
tors is nothing less than phenomenal.
As recently as 1980, only 10 to 15 incu-
bators were in operation in the United
States. The most recent count shows
that there are nearly 450 today, more
than 22 in Wisconsin alone. Incubators
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have been opening at the rate of more
than one a week since 1986.

Mr. President, currently there are
several small sources of Federal funds
located in many agencies that can ben-
efit incubators. Among other things,
we ought to work to better coordinate
those resources, perhaps through the
Small Business Administration, to en-
courage incubator growth.

I also believe we need to provide as-
sistance to help assess the feasibility of
an incubator. Any Federal role, how-
ever, should encourage State and local
matching participation.

Mr. President, I hope my statement
today has sparked some interest in this
worthy small business project. It is my
hope that this body will be hearing
more from me and my colleagues on
the importance of business incubation
to job creation and economic develop-
ment.

TERRY ANDERSON

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise
to inform my colleagues that today
marks the 2,371st day that Terry An-
derson has been held captive in Leb-
anon.

I also note that today marks the fifth
anniversary of Joseph Cicippio’s cap-
tivity in Lebanon. According to an As-
sociated Press report, his family ob-
served the anniversary in a solemn—
but hopeful—ceremony, heartened by
recent news from Beirut.

Mr. President, I take this oppor-
tunity to express my own hope that all
the remaining hostages be released and
ask unanimous consent that the Asso-
ciated Press article I mentioned be
printed in the RECORD at this time.

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

HOSTAGE'S FAMILY MARKS FIFTH YEAR OF

CAPTIVITY
(By A.J. Hostetler)

NORRISTOWN, PA.—Joseph Cicippio's family
marked the beginning of his sixth year in
captivity in a solemn ceremony Thursday
brightened by news that his kidnappers ex-
pressed hopes for a “happy ending” to the
hostage ordeal.

“‘Never, never did I dream that Joseph
would be held for such a long time,"
Cicippio’s brother Tom said.

The 10-minute ceremony with Carmella
LaSpada, founder of the support group No
Greater Love, marked the first time all six
surviving Cicippio siblings have appeared to-
gether in public since their brother's kidnap-
ping Sept. 12, 1986.

Their sister, Helen Fazio, who is growing
weak from cancer, sat at a table while her
five brothers one by one set up small plac-
ards bearing the names of all Western hos-
tages.

Tom Cicippio, 67, and Mrs, Fazio, 71, then
held hands as they lit a candle and watched
it burn against the breeze. One of Joseph's
children, David, read a prayer.

Ms. LaSpada read a message to Mrs. Fazio
from Cardinal Anthony Bevilacqua telling
her that he was “praying that you will soon
see your brother, Joe.”
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The ceremony ended with a guitarist play-
ing *‘Let There Be Peace On Earth."

Family members had expected a quiet oc-
casion to observe the fifth anniversary of
Cicippio’s kidnapping. But news from Beirut
changed that.

Early Thursday, the groups holding
Cicippio, former British pilot Jack Mann and
American hostage Terry Anderson released
photos of Mann and Anderson.

“It's good news because it's the same peo-
ple holding Joseph,’ said Tom Cicippio. “We
thought Joseph was left by himself once (Ed-
ward) Tracy was released, because Tracy was
held with Joseph all that time."”

Tracy, an American, was released Aug. 11.

Knowing Joseph Cicippio may not be alone,
{ns brother said, ‘‘gives us a very nice feel-
ng."

Cicippio, the acting comptroller at the
American University of Beirut, became the
fourth American hostage when he was kid-
napped on the campus. He turns 61 on Fri-

The last communication about him was a
photograph authenticating an Aug. 10 state-
ment by his Shiite Muslim kidnappers, the
Revolutionary Justice Organization. The
statement promised the release of an Amer-
ican hostage.

But the man who walked to freedom was
Tracy.

——————

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to executive session to consider all
nominations reported today from the
Committee on the Judiciary, and that
the nominations be confirmed en bloc;
that any statements appear in the
RECORD as if read; that the motions to
reconsider be laid on the table; that
the President be immediately notified
of the confirmation of nominees; and
the Senate return to legislative ses-
sion.

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

The nominations reported today,
considered and confirmed en bloc, are
as follows:

Andrew J. Kleinfeld, of Alaska, to be U.S.
circuit judge for the ninth circuit;

Eugene E. 8iler, Jr., of Kentucky, to be
U.8. circuit judge for the sixth circuit;

Benson Everett Legg, of Maryland, to be
U.S. District Judge for the District of Mary-
land;

Harvey Bartle III, of Pennsylvania, to be
U.8. District Judge for the Eastern District
of Pennsylvania;

Dee V. Benson, of Utah, to be U.S. District
Judge for the District of Utah;

William G. Bassler, of New York, to be U.S.
District Judge for the District of New Jer-

sey;

William H. Yohn, Jr., of Pennsylvania, to
be U.8. District Judge for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Pennsylvania;

Donald L. Graham, of Florida, to be U.S.
District Judge for the Southern District of
Florida;

Jorge A. Solis, of Texas, to be U.8. District
Judge for the Northern District of Texas;

Michael R. Hogan, of Oregon, to be U.S.
District Judge for the District of Oregon;
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James T. Trimble, Jr., of Louisiana, to be
U.8. District Judge for the Western District
of Louisiana;

Shelby Highsmith, of Florida, to be U.S.
District Judge for the Southern District of
Florida;

Stewart R. Dalzell, of Pennsylvania, to be
U.S. District Judge for the Eastern District
of Pennyslvania;

J. Williams Roberts, of Illinois, to be U.S.
Attorney for the Central District of Illinois
for the term of 4 years;

Karen K. Caldwell, of Kentucky, to be U.8.
Attorney for the Eastern District of Ken-
tucky for the term of 4 years;

John F. Hoehner, of Indiana, to be U.S. At-
torney for the Northern District of Indiana
for the term of 4 years; and

Thomas B. Heffelfinger, of Minnesota, to
be U.S. Attorney for the District of Min-
nesota for the term of 4 years.

ON THE NOMINATION OF JUDGE
WILLIAM BASSLER TO SERVE ON
THE U.S. DISTRICT COURT, DIS-
TRICT OF NEW JERSEY

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
rise to support the nomination of New
Jersey Superior Court Judge William
Bassgler to serve on the U.S. District
Court for the District of New Jersey.

Judge Bassler was an accomplished
attorney in New Jersey, and has served
since 1988 as a Judge of the Superior
Court of New Jersey, the general trial
court in our State.

Judge Bassler is a graduate of St.
Charles College Seminary and Ford-
ham University. He received his J.D.
from Georgetown University Law Cen-
ter in 1963 and an LL.M. from New
York University in 1969.

He served as a clerk to then appellate
division Judge Mark Sullivan, and then
entered the private practice of law in
Monmouth County, NJ.

He was an associate and then a part-
ner in the law firm of Parsons,
Canzona, Blair & Warren until 1970,
when he became a partner in the law
firm of Labrecque, Parsons & Bassler.
In 1983, he joined as a partner of Evans,
Koelzer, Osborne, Kreizman & Bassler.
And in 1984 until his ascension to the
bench, he was a partner in Carton,
Nary, Witt & Arvanitis.

Judge Bassler's practice was pri-
marily in civil law, before the State
courts. His areas of expertise were in
the areas of local governmental law;
real estate; trusts and estates; and in-
surance law, which he practiced as gen-
eral counsel for a local insurance com-
pany. He served as borough counsel to
Red Bank, NJ, and to local zoning
boards.

After briefly serving in the law divi-
sion of superior court, Judge Bassler
has served since September 1988 in the
chancery division, family part in Mon-
mouth County.

Mr. President, the family court
brings out the human side of judging—
a side we sometimes lose sight of. In
tragic cases of child and spousal abuse,
the court is often asked to separate a
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child from a parent, or a spouse from a
family. In those cases, a judge is called
upon to make some of the most dif-
ficult decisions one person can be
asked to make. The answers are often
of the sort that are found not in the
law book, but in one's judgment of
character, review of the facts, and
sense of justice. And the public’s per-
ception of the fairness of our judicial
system is shaped by how our system
handles such cases.

People whom I respect have told me
that Judge Bassler has performed well
in the family court. He has approached
his cases with a sense of humanity, and
with a dedication to finding the just re-
sult.

The ABA panel that reviewed his
nomination unanimously rated him
qualified.

Judge Bassler recognizes that despite
his accomplished career as a local at-
torney, and a State judge, he will, if
confirmed, confront a range of new and
complex legal issues.

Those familiar with his work say he
has the will and the intellect to learn
what he needs to know, to be the kind
of judge the public deserves and ex-
pects. In my own meeting with Judge
Bassler, I was impressed with his sin-
cerity, and his commitment to the task
ahead of him.

I urge my colleagues to support his
confirmation.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now return to legislative ses-
sion.

AUTHORIZING THE PRODUCTION
OF RECORDS BY THE PERMA-
NENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVES-
TIGATIONS

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, on behalf
of the majority leader and the distin-
guished Republican leader, I send to
the desk a resolution on authorization
of the production of Senate records,
and I ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso-
lution will be stated by title.

The assistant legislation clerk read
as follows:

A resolution (8. Res. 179) to authorize the
production of records by the Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations of the Commit-
tee on Governmental Affairs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, a
number of regulatory and law enforce-
ment entities have requested access to
documents obtained by the Permanent
Subcommittee on Investigations dur-
ing its recent investigation into fraud
in the insurance and reinsurance indus-
tries.
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In keeping with the Senate’'s cus-
tomary practice with regard to similar
requests, this resolution would author-
ize the Chairman and Ranking Minor-
ity Member of the Subcommittee to
provide to these entities, and other
regulatory and law enforcement enti-
ties that may make similar requests,
Subcommittee records of its investiga-
tion into the insurance and reinsurance
industries.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the resolu-
tion.

The resolution was agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble, is
as follows:

8. REs. 179

Whereas, the Permanent Subcommittee on
Investigations of the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs has conducted an investiga-
tion of allegations of fraud in the insurance
and reinsurance industries;

Whereas, regulatory and law enforcement
entities have requested access to records of
the Subcommittee’s investigation;

Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of
the United States and Rule XI of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, no evidence under
the control or in the possession of the Senate
can, by administrative or judicial process, be
taken from such control or possession but by
permission of the Senate;

Whereas, when it appears that evidence
under the control or in the possession of the
Senate is needed for the promotion of jus-
tice, the Senate will take such action as will
promote the ends of justice consistent with
the privileges of the Senate: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That the Chairman and Ranking
Minority Member of the Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations of the Commit-
tee on Governmental Affairs, acting jointly,
are authorized to provide, to regulatory and
law enforcement entities requesting access,
records of the Subcommittee's investigation
of allegations of fraud in the insurance and
reinsurance industries.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

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 sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)
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MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 12:15 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Goetz, announced that the House
has passed the following bills, in which
it requests the concurrence of the Sen-
ate:

H.R. 3034. An act to amend the Temporary
Child Care for Children With Disabilities and
Crisis Nurseries Act of 1986 to extend the
programs of such Act, and for other pur-
poses; and

H.R. 3057. An act to amend the Drug-Free
Schools and Communities Act of 1986 to re-
vise the authorities of such Act relating to
the National Diffusion Network.

The message also announced that
pursuant to section 2702(a)(1)(B)(vi) of
Public Law 101-509, that the Clerk of
the House appoints as a member of the
Advisory Committee on the Records of
Congress Ms. Charlene N. Bickford of
Arlington, Virginia from private life on
the part of the House.

At 2140 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
bill (8. 1106) to amend the Individuals
With Disabilities Education Act to
strengthen such Act, and for other pur-
poses; with an amendment, in which it
requests the concurrence of the Senate.

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bills were read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

H.R. 3034. An act to amend the Temporary
Child Care for Children With Disabilities and
Crisis Nurseries Act of 1986 to extend the
programs of such Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

e ——————

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. SASSER, from the Committee on
Appropriations, with amendments:

H.R. 2426. A bill making appropriations for
military construction for the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1992, and for other purposes (Rept. No.
102-147).

By Mr. LAUTENBERG, from the Commit-
tee on Appropriations, with amendments:

H.R. 2942. A bill making appropriations for
the Department of Transportation and relat-
ed agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1992, and for other purposes (Rept.
No. 102-148).

By Mr. SASSER, from the Committee on
the Budget, unfavorably without amend-
ment:

S.J. Res. 186. A joint resolution suspending
certain provisions of law pursuant to section
258(a)(2) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985.

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A COM-
MITTEE DURING ADJOURNMENT

_ The following executive report of a
nomination was filed on August 29,
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1991, during the adjournment of the
Senate:

By Mr. RIEGLE, Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs, with a printed
report (Ex. Rept. 102-14):

Lawrence B. Lindsey, of Virginia, to be a
Member of the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System for the unexpired
term of 14 years from February 1, 1986.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
committees were submitted:

By Mr. BIDEN, from the Committee on the
Judiciary:

Andrew J. Kleinfeld, of Alaska, to be Unit-
ed States Circuit Judge for the Ninth Cir-
cuit;

Eugene E. Siler, Jr., of Kentucky, to be
United States Circult Judge for the Sixth
Circuit;

Benson Everett Legg, of Maryland, to be
United States District Judge for the District
of Maryland;

Harvey Bartle, III, of Pennsylvania, to be
United States District Judge for the Eastern
District of Pennsylvania;

Dee V. Benson, of Utah, to be United
States District Judge for the District of
Utah;

William G. Bassler, of New Jersey, to be
United States District Judge for the District
of New Jersey,

William H. Yohn, Jr., of Pennsylvania, to
be United States District Judge for the East-
ern District of Pennsylvania;

Donald L. Graham, of Florida, to be United
States District Judge for the Southern Dis-
trict of Florida;

Jorge A. Solis, of Texas, to be United
States District Judge for the Northern Dis-
trict of Texas,

Michael R. Hogan, of Oregon, to be United
States District Judge for the District of Or-
egon;

James T. Trimble, Jr., of Louisiana, to be
United States District Judge for the Western
District of Louisiana;

Shelby Highsmith, of Florida, to be United
States District Judge for the Southern Dis-
trict of Florida;

Stewart R. Dalzell, of Pennsylvania, to be
United States District Judge for the Eastern
District of Pennsylvania;

J. Williams Roberts, of I1linois, to be Unit-
ed States Attorney for the Central District
of Illinois for the term of four years;

Karen K. Caldwell, of Kentucky, to be
United States Attorney for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Kentucky for the term of four years;

John F. Hoehner, of Indiana, to be United
States Attorney for the Northern District of
Indiana for the term of four years; and

Thomas B. Heffelfinger, of Minnesota, to
be United States Attorney for the District of
Minnesota for the term of four years;

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. DASCHLE:

8. 1705. A bill to resolve claims of the
Sisseton-Wahpeton Sioux Tribe of South Da-
kota, the Devils Lake Sioux Tribe of North
Dakota, and the Sisseton-Wahpeton Sioux
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Council of the Assiniboine and S8ioux Tribes
of Montana arising out of a judgment fund
distribution; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. FOWLER:

S. 1706. A bill to suspend temporarily the
duty on pyrmethyl alcohol, metmercazole,
and TAC; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. CONRAD (for himself and Mr.
BURDICK):

S. 1707. A bill to authorize the establish-
ment of the Fort Totten National Historic
Site; to the Committee on Energy and Natu-
ral Resources.

By Mr. SANFORD (for himself, Mr.
MITCHELL, Mr. PELL, Mr. NUNN, Mr.
RoBB, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. METZEN-
BAUM, Mr. Apams, Mr. Dopp, Mr.
SARBANES, Mr. SmMON, Mr. SHELBY,
Mr. AKAKA, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. FORD,
Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. REID,
Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. KERRY, Mr.
WELLSTONE, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. WOFFORD,
Mr. FOWLER, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KOHL,
Mr. BRYAN, Mr. BAaucUs, Mr. BINGA-
MAN, Mr. BOREN, Mr. BURDICK, Mr.
CRANSTON, Mr. DIXON, Mr. RIEGLE,
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. INOUYE,
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. DASCHLE and Mr.
LAUTENBERG):

8.J. Res. 193. A joint resolution to estab-
lish a commission to commemorate the bi-
centennial of the establishment of the Demo-
cratic Party of the United States; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

Mr. MITCHELL (for himself, Mr. DOLE,
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. WOFFORD, and Mr.
SANFORD):

S. Res. 177. A resolution to honor accom-
plishments and express appreciation for a
dedicated career in public service of the Hon-
orable William H. Gray III, on the occasion
of his resignation; considered and agreed to.

Mr. LUGAR (for himself and Mr. KEN-
NEDY):

S. Res. 178. A resolution expressing the
sense of the Senate on Chinese political pris-
oners and Chinese prisons; to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

Mr. BYRD (for Mr. MITCHELL, for him-
self and Mr. DOLE):

S. Res. 179. A resolution to authorize the
production of records by the Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations of the Commit-
tee on Governmental Affairs; considered and
agreed to.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. CONRAD (for himself and
Mr. BURDICK):

8. 1707. A bill to authorize the estab-
lishment of the Fort Totten National
Historic Site; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources.

FORT TOTTEN NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE ACT
® Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation that
would designate Fort Totten, a former
military post and Indian school near
Devils Lake, ND, as a national historic
site. I am pleased that my colleague,
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Senator BURDICK, has cosponsored this
bill.

The legislation is similar to a bill we
introduced last year, S. 2802. The Sen-
ate Energy and Natural Resources
Committee held hearings on that bill
in October 1990, and the full Senate ap-
proved the bill that month.

Fort Totten State Historic Site on
the shores of Devils Lake stands as a
monument to the relationship between
the United States Government and the
American Indians. From the policy of
pacification practiced during the mid-
nineteenth century, to the attempt to
assimilate Indians into the society’s
mainstream, to the mid-twentieth cen-
tury effort to terminate reservations,
Fort Totten reflected the Federal re-
sponses to the “Indian question.”

The Park Service testified last year
that there are no units of the National
Park System like Fort Totten that
represent the attempts by the Federal
Government to assimilate Native
Americans into our culture. The site is
unique and nationally significant, and
deserves the support of my colleagues,

Fort Totten was founded as a mili-
tary installation in 1867 and closed as a
reservation community school in 1959.
It is one of the best preserved military
posts surviving from the Indian wars in
the trans-Mississippi west. Fort Totten
played a significant role in American
Indian history, first as an Indian agen-
cy for Indians coming to the area and
then, from 1890 through 1960, as an In-
dian industrial school.

To the Army during the nineteenth
century, the Devils Lake area appeared
as an oasis. As a result of the constant
water supply of Devils Lake, the region
had rich vegetation, wild game, and
fish. Because it was remote from the
civilized centers of nineteenth century
America, however, the Devils Lake re-
gion drew few white explorers in its
early history. The Indian that sought
the game and shelter of the Devils
Lake region generally belonged to the
great Sioux or Dakota nation, a tribe
that traced its relations with white
settlers back into the seventeenth cen-

tury.

The initial spark for military activ-
ity was struck with the Great Sioux
Uprising of 1862 in Minnesota. The up-
rising was the culmination of genera-
tions of white harassment, broken
treaties, and the noticeable absence of
the military due to the drain of the
Civil War. Gen. Harry Hastings Sibley
was sent in to quash the rebellion, and
after Congress abrogated all existing
treaties early in 1863, many Sioux
bands migrated to areas of refuge and
security and so the forest and waters of
the Devils Lake area became a haven.

The War Department found that kill-
ing of whites and depredations to prop-
erty posed a major threat to the ex-
panding agricultural frontier and thus
demanded a positive and forceful reac-
tion. By the spring of 1867, the major-
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ity of hostile attacks had been limited
to main travel routes, mail carriers,
and inter-fort communication routes.
Nevertheless, the sporadic harassment
of the growing and vital lines of com-
munication and travel became an in-
creasing concern for the military.
What had been mostly incident-reprisal
warfare between the whites and the In-
dians became a constant Sioux guer-
rilla war on early trade, supply, and
travel routes.

In the summer of 1867, 323 soldiers of
the 31st Infantry under the command
of Capt. Samuel A. Wainwright built
Fort Totten about 900 feet from the
shore of Devils Lake. From 1867 to 1880,
the post served as an important link to
a chain of posts that included forts
throughout the Dakotas and Montana.
The last hurrah of real military action
for the fort came in 1866 when the
northern border regions became inse-
cure as a result of the Riel Rebellion in
Canada.

When Secretary of War Redfield
Proctor submitted his Annual Report
of 1890-1891, he recommended that the
fort be closed due to relative calm in
the region. The final military unit at
Fort Totten, ten men under the direc-
tion of the last post commander, Maj.
S.8. Conrad, left the post for Fort
Abraham Lincoln near Mandan, ND on
December 21, 1890. On the same day all
post buildings were turned over to the
superintendent of the Indian School at
Devils Lake, and the Devils Lake Sioux
opened their first school session at the
abandoned post on January 19, 1891.

Fort Totten's original function had
been the protection of the routes of
travel and communication that grew
through its jurisdiction. The men who
struggled with the harsh earlier life of
the prairies went about their duties
protecting the first mail and travel
routes and escorting the varied map-
ping, survey, and telegraph and rail
crews. In turn, this growth provided an
umbrella of protection for new commu-
nities. The garrison was a market for
the new farms, a store for manufac-
tured foods for the area’s population,
and a source of new settlers.

The military years of the fort, how-
ever, were only a part of the colorful
history of the site. The military stage
represented only 23 of the 92 years of
operation. The Dawes Act of 1887 at-
tempted to make Indians self-sufficient
citizens rather than wards of the U.S.
Government and emphasized the need
for a system of industrial schools to be
developed to speed up the process of as-
similation. Fort Totten became one of
those schools, and its subsequent his-
tory is a microcosm of the successes
and failures of the Federal relationship
with the American Indian.

Fort Totten remains significant, in
part, for its magnificent physical sur-
vival. It is also significant as a result
of the soldiers who lived and survived
there and the Indians who struggled
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with Federal policies toward Native
Americans. It is significant for the life
Fort Totten brought—the towns and
farms that now inhabit the region. The
legislation that Senator BURDICK and I
are introducing today would recognize
that significance by establishing Fort
Totten as a National Historic Site.e

By Mr. SANFORD (for himself,
Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. PELL, Mr.
NUNN, Mr. ROBB, Mr. BRADLEY,
Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. ADAMS,
Mr. DoDD, Mr. SARBANES, Mr.
SIMON, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. AKAKA,
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. FORD, Mr.
DECONCINI, Mr. BIDEN, Mr.
REID, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr.
KERRY, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. WOFFORD, Mr. FOWL-
ER, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KOHL, Mr.
BRYAN, Mr. BAucus, Mr. BINGA-
MAN, Mr. BOREN, Mr. BURDICK,
Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. DIXON, Mr.
RIEGLE, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. HEF-
LIN, Mr. INOUYE, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mr. DASCHLE, and
Mr. LAUTENBERG):

S.J. Res. 193. A joint resolution to es-
tablish a commission to commemorate
the bicentennial of the establishment
of the Democratic Party of the United
States; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

BICENTENNIAL OF THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce a joint resolution
which would establish a commission to
commemorate the bicentennial of the
Democratic Party of the United States.

On May 13, 1792, the Democratic
Party (first known as the Republican
Party) was born, under the leadership
of Thomas Jefferson, a man whose life
was built around the American prin-
ciples of freedom and democracy. Thus
began the legacy of the oldest party in
the history of the United States, and
indeed, in the history of the world, to
be devoted to free government *‘by the
people and for the people.” I believe
that it is only fitting that we trace the
roots of a party whose historical devel-
opment has been so intricately bound
to the history of the United States as a
democratic Nation.

Our forefathers had written the Con-
stitution, and had successfuly created
a skeleton for what a democratic gov-
ernment should stand for and should
be. However, it was not until the
Democratic party evolved, paving the
way for a political party system, that
flesh was put on this skeleton and life
breathed into our Constitution. The
birth of the Jeffersonian Party should
not be looked upon as a historical
event to be celebrated exclusively by
today’s Democrats; it has much greater
significance than that. The original
Democratic Party blazed the trail for
future Democrats and Republicans
alike. One can see their influence on
each party that has been created since
1792, and no one could or should deny
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the debt our current national political
system owes to the Democratic Party
of 1792 for the new ground it so bravely
broke for our Nation.

I am sure that there will be similar
historical celebrations taking place in
the future, recognizing other crucial
building blocks in the creation of our
national party system. I will certainly
welcome the acknowledgment of these
historical events when they come
about. I surely do not question the va-
lidity of a celebration of the Repub-
lican Party's history, when each and
every milestone anniversary arrives.

In the early 1790’s, Thomas Jefferson
and James Madison emerged as the
leaders of what would eventually be-
come the first ‘‘popular party' in his-
tory. They fought the ideas of the Fed-
eralists, whose focus was on a strong,
aristocratic Federal Government, yet
they dissociated themselves from the
antiFederalists, whose members were
opposed to any general government.
Jefferson and Madison were searching
for an organized form of government,
but one which balanced power between
the leaders and the general populace,
allowing the States to exercise as
much authority as possible without the
interference of the Federal Govern-
ment.

Jefferson described the goals of his
new party as focusing on ‘‘the increase
in direct popular control over the gov-
ernment, the widening of the right of
suffrage, the limitation of the power of
the Federal Government and the con-
servation of the powers reserved to the
States by the Constitution.” There is
no question that Jefferson and the
other founding members of the Demo-
cratic Party in America had a major
impact on our country’s struggle for a
free government, and I would like to
ensure that their role is not forgotten.

For this reason, I propose that we es-
tablish a commission to celebrate this
anniversary and to educate the Amer-
ican public on this national heritage. It
is my hope that this commission will
organize events all around the country
to remember and renew our Nation's
dedication to the goals and purposes
which Jefferson, Madison, and others
had in mind when they formed the
Democratic Party.

An awareness of the history of the
Democratic Party is essential to a true
knowledge of the history of our coun-
try. This 200th anniversary presents a
rare opportunity for initiating a na-
tionwide, year-long “history lesson,
through which all Americans may be-
come better acquainted with their Na-
tion's past.

This commission will organize
celebratory events all around the coun-
try to commemorate this bicentennial
and tell the story of the Democratic
Party. Throughout 1992, there will be
festivities at Hyde Park, Independence,
Nashville, and other shrines, as well as
at the Jefferson Memorial, Monticello
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and numerous other sites of signifi-
cance to the Democratic Party.

The commission will include up to 20
members, to be appointed by the Ma-
jority Leader of the Senate, the Speak-
er of the House of Representatives, the
Chairman of the Democratic Gov-
ernors’ Conference, and the Chairman
of the Democratic National Commit-
tee. It will be privately funded, and
will work to coordinate and oversee all
of the bicentennial activities and
events for 1992.

Mr. President, I believe that it is ap-
propriate and worthwhile to establish a
commission to commemorate the 200th
anniversary of the Democratic Party.
The birth of this party on May 13, 1792,
which emphasized the ‘‘power of the
people’ to run their own government,
is of profound importance to our coun-
try’s development as a free and just na-
tion. I believe that the Democratic
Party, its founders, and those who have
carried on its policies, purposes and
traditions, deserve to be remembered
and honored during the bicentennial
celebration year of 1992.

——

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

B. 68
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the
name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
AKAKA] was added as a cosponsor of S.
68, a bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to authorize the appoint-
ment of chiropractors as commissioned
officers in the Armed Forces to provide
chiropractic care, and to amend title
37, United States Code, to provide spe-
cial pay for chiropractic officers in the
Armed Forces.
8. 98
At the request of Mr. WOFFORD, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S, 98,
a bill to amend the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration Au-
thorization Act, Fiscal Year 1989.
8. 301
At the request of Mr. WOFFORD, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
301, a bill to amend the Trade Act of
1974 to strengthen and expand the au-
thority of the United States Trade
Representative to identify trade liber-
alization priorities, and for other pur-
poses.
8. 47
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the
names of the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
GRASSLEY], and the Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. EXON] were added as co-
sponsors of S. 447, a bill to recognize
the organization known as The Retired
Enlisted Association, Incorporated.
8. 493
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
names of the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. LEAHY], the Senator from Maine
[Mr. CoHEN], and the Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. COCHRAN] were added as
cosponsors of S. 493, a bill to amend the
Public Health Service Act to improve
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the health of pregnant women, infants
and children through the provision of
comprehensive primary and preventive
care, and for other purposes.
B. M2
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
names of the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. BROWN], the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. SMITH], the Senator
from Utah [Mr. HATCH], and the Sen-
ator from Idaho [Mr. CRAIG] were added
as cosponsors of 8. 542, a bill to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to re-
store the deduction for interest on edu-
cational loans.
B. 508
At the request of Mr. MITCHELL, the
name of the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. PRYOR] was added as a cosponsor
of 8. 596, a bill to provide that Federal
facilities meet Federal and State envi-
ronmental laws and requirements and
to clarify that such facilities must
comply with such environmental laws
and requirements.
8. 765
At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the
names of the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. NICKLES], the Senator from Utah
[Mr. HATCH], the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. SMITH], and the Sen-
ator from South Carolina [Mr. HOL-
LINGS] were added as cosponsors of S.
765, a bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to exclude the imposi-
tion of employer social security taxes
on cash tips.
B. b6
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the
name of the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
DECONCINI] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 846, a bill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to establish Fed-
eral standards for long-term care insur-
ance policies.
8. 866
At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the
names of the Senator from Utah [Mr.
GARN], and the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. LUGAR] were added as cosponsors
of 8. 866, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to clarify that
certain activities of a charitable orga-
nization in operating an amateur ath-
letic event do not constitute unrelated
trade or business activities.
B. 1226
At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
STEVENS] was added as a cosponsor of
8. 1226, a bill to direct the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency to establish a small commu-
nity environmental compliance plan-
ning program.
8. 1318
At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. LEVIN] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1318, a bill to amend the Solid Waste
Disposal Act so as to protect the envi-
ronment from discarded beverage con-
tainers; to reduce solid waste and the
cost in connection with the disposal of
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such waste through recycling; and for
other purposes.
8. 1357
At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the
name of the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
LUGAR] was added as a cosponsor of S.
1357, a bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to permanently extend
the treatment of certain qualified
small issue bonds.
B. 1398
At the request of Mr. REID, the
names of the Senator from Montana
[Mr. BURNS], the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. DANFORTH], the Senator from
Florida [Mr. MAcCK], the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR], and the Senator
from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY] were added
as cosponsors of S. 1398, a bill to amend
section 118 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to provide for certain ex-
ceptions from certain rules for deter-
mining contributions in aid of con-
struction.
8. 141
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the
name of the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
DIXON] was added as a cosponsor of S.
1441, a bill to provide disaster assist-
ance to agricultural producers, and for
other purposes.
5. 1466
At the request of Mr. ROTH, the name
of the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CoATS] was added as a cosponsor of S.
1466, a bill to amend the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 to ensure the neu-
trality of the Congressional Budget Of-
fice.
8. 1505
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG,
his name was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1505, a bill to amend the law relating
to the Martin Luther King, Jr. Federal
Holiday Commission.
8. 1562
At the request of Mr. BRADLEY, the
names of the Senator from South Da-
kota [Mr. DASCHLE], the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. CONRAD], the Sen-
ator from North Carolina [Mr. SAN-
FORD], the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
RoBB], the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
REID], and the Senator from California
[Mr. CRANSTON] were added as cospon-
sors of S. 1562, a bill to amend the
Higher Education Act of 1965 to estab-
lish a higher education loan program in
which the amount of a student’s loan
repayment is contingent upon such
student's income, and for other pur-
poses.
8. 16572
At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the
name of the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SHELBY] was added as a cosponsor
of 8. 1572, a bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to eliminate
the requirement that extended care
services be provided not later than 30
days after a period of hospitalization of
not fewer than 3 consecutive days in
order to be covered under part A of the
medicare program, and to expand home
health services under such program.
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8. 1578
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the
names of the Senator from Florida [Mr.
GRAHAM], the Senator from Florida
[Mr. MACK], the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. HoLLINGS], the Senator
from Maine [Mr. COHEN], and the Sen-
ator from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY] were
added as cosponsors of S. 1578, a bill to
recognize and grant a Federal charter
to the Military Order of World Wars.
8. 1700
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the
name of the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CRAIG] was added as a cosponsor of S.
1700, a bill to amend the Food Stamp
Act of 1977 to modify the application of
such act to disabled railroad annu-
itants, and for other purposes.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 18
At the request of Mr. SIMON, the
names of the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. BREAUX], the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DIxon], and the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. SEYMOUR] were added as co-
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 18,
a joint resolution proposing an amend-
ment to the Constitution relating to a
Federal balanced budget.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 38
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the
name of the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. NICKLES] was added as a cosponsor
of Senate Joint Resolution 38, a joint
resolution to recognize the *“Bill of Re-
sponsibilities’ of the Freedoms Foun-
dation at Valley Forge.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 39
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the
names of the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. BURDICK], the Senator from
California [Mr. CRANSTON], and the
Senator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN]
were added as cosponsors of Senate
Joint Resolution 39, a joint resolution
to designate the month of September
1991, as “National Awareness Month for
Children with Cancer.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 151
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the
names of the Senator from Florida [Mr.
GRAHAM], and the Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. BOND] were added as cospon-
sors of Senate Joint Resolution 131, a
joint resolution designating October
1991 as ‘‘National Down Syndrome
Awareness Month"'.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 136
At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
DoOLE) was added as a cosponsor of Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 136, a joint resolu-
tion to authorize the display of the
POW-MIA flag on flagstaffs at the na-
tional cemeteries of the United States,
and for other purposes.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 139
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the
names of the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. DURENBERGER], the Senator from
Montana [Mr. BURNS], and the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG]
were added as cosponsors of Senate
Joint Resolution 139, a joint resolution
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to designate October 1991, as ““National
Lock-In-Safety Month."
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 176

At the request of Mr. DIXON, the
names of the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. LEVIN], and the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. JEFFORDS], were added as co-
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution
176, a joint resolution to designate
March 19, 1992, as ‘“National Women in
Agriculture Day.”

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 188

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG,
the name of the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. RIEGLE] was added as a cosponsor
of Senate Joint Resolution 188, a joint
resolution designating November 1991,
as ‘““National Red Ribbon Month."

SENATE RESOLUTION 166

At the request of Mr. CoATS, the
names of the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. KASTEN], the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. HELMS], the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. BoND], the Senator
from Montana [Mr. BURNS], and the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP]
were added as cosponsors of Senate
Resolution 166, a resolution expressing
the sense of the Senate that, in light of
current economic conditions, the Fed-
eral excise taxes on gasoline and diesel
fuel should not be increased.

BENATE REBOLUTION 175

At the request of Mr. PRESSLER, the
name of the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
DoLE] was added as a cosponsor of Sen-
ate Resolution 175, a resolution to sup-
port the activities of the Peace Corps
in Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania.

AMENDMENT NO. 1112

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the
name of the Senator from California
[Mr. CRANSTON] was added as a cospon-
sor of Amendment No. 1112 proposed to
H.R. 2707, a bill making appropriations
for the Departments of Labor, Health
and Human Services, and Education,
and related agencies, for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1992, and for
other purposes.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, please
let the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD reflect
that, as of August 2, 1991, my name has
been removed from the list of cospon-
sors to S. 1192,

e —

SENATE RESOLUTION 177—REL-
ATIVE TO THE RESIGNATION OF
THE HONORABLE WILLIAM H.
GRAY I

Mr. MITCHELL (for himself, Mr.
DoOLE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. WOFFORD, and
Mr. SANFORD) submitted the following
resolution; which was considered and
agreed to:

S. RE8. 1T7

Whereas, Willlam H. Gray III was elected
to serve in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives in 1979 as the Representative of
the people of the 2nd Congressional District
in Pennsylvania.

Whereas, Willlam H. Gray has served the
people of his Congressional District with en-
thusiasm, distinction and compassion.
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Whereas, during his tenure in the House of
Representatives, William H. Gray has served
with noted excellence on Congressional Com-
mittees including the Committee on Appro-
priations, Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia and the Committee on House Admin-
istration.

Whereas, Mr. Gray's service as Chairman
of the Committee on the Budget and as a Ma-
jority Whip was especially distinguished.

Whereas, Mr. Gray's legislative acumen
and personal affability have rendered him
greatly admired and well prepared by his col-
leagues in the House of Representatives and
in other circles throughout the United
States and abroad.

Whereas, William H. Gray's participation,
presence and leadership will be missed in the
Congress: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that the outstanding legislative and personal
achievements of William H. Gray III should
be duly recognized.

SENATE RESOLUTION 178—REL-
ATIVE TO CHINESE POLITICAL
PRISONERS AND CHINESE PRIS-
ONS

Mr. LUGAR (for himself and Mr.
KENNEDY) submitted the following res-
olution; which was referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations:

S. REs. 178

Whereas, in February 1991, the Government
of the People's Republic of China sentenced
the co-founders of the Beijing Bocial and
Economic Science Research Institute, Wang
Juntao and Chen Ziming, to 13 years in pris-
on on charges of sedition for “mastermind-
ing"” the 1989 pro-democracy movement;

Whereas Wang Juntao and Chen Ziming
had peacefully engaged in the exercise of
their internationally recognized human
rights of free expression and association;

Whereas, since April 1991, these two coura-
geous men have been held in punitive soli-
tary confinement in Beijing Prison No. 2 in
squalid, inhumane, and unsanitary condi-
tions;

Whereas the Government of China has de-
nied Wang Juntao's many requests for im-
proved diet and living conditions and access
to adequate medical care, in disregard of his
serious liver disease and declining health,
and it has been impossible to verify Govern-
ment claims that he is receiving improved
treatment;

Whereas the Government of China has de-
nied to Members of Congress, the United
States State Department, human rights
groups, and others that Wang Juntao and
Chen Ziming are in poor health;

Whereas the Government of China has re-
fused regular access to Wang or Chen by
their relatives since both men began a hun-
ger strike on August 14 to protest their soli-
tary confinement and to demand proper med-
ical care;

Whereas Wang Juntao's life is in danger
unless he is granted immediate medical pa-
role, as allowed under Chinese law;

Whereas Chen Ziming is also ill due to the
poor conditions of his confinement;

Whereas the United States Government
has denounced Wang's trial and protested
the harsh treatment suffered by Wang and
Chen, but the Government of China has thus
far not responded to low-level United States
appeals; and

Whereas the Government of China has an
international responsibility to respect and
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uphold the rights of all of its citizens: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate hereby urges the
President—

(1) to communicate directly to the leader-
ship of the Government of the People's Re-
public of China the urgent concern of the
Congress and American people for the life
and welfare of Wang Juntao and Chen
Ziming and to call for their immediate re-
lease from prison on medical parole so that
they may receive treatment by independent
physicians of their choosing; and

(2) to request the Secretary General of the
United Nations to use his good offices to
urge Beijing officials to provide quality med-
ical care for all political prisoners, including
Wang Juntao and Chen Ziming, and to dis-
patch representatives of the United Nations
Human Rights Commission to China to as-
sess and report on the treatment of political
prisoners and the general condition of Chi-
nese prisons.

® Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, today I
am happy to be joined by my colleague,
Senator KENNEDY, in introducing a
Senate resolution expressing our deep
concern for the plight and well-being of
Wang Juntao and Chen Ziming, two
leaders of the democracy movement in
China who are now imprisoned in
China.

Both Wang and Chen are incarcerated
as political prisoners in China and have
been subjected to excessively harsh
treatment by Chinese prison officials.
These two individuals, along with
thousands of other brave Chinese citi-
zens, were leading organizers of the
historic demonstrations for democracy
in Tiananman Square culminating in
the brutal violence in June 1989.

There have been numerous reports,
including opinion editorials, from var-
ious credible sources describing the
prolonged hunger strike by both Wang
and Chen to protest their shabby treat-
ment by Chinese prison authorities in
Beijing Number 2 Prison, These reports
have been confirmed by the Depart-
ment of State. All describe the deplor-
able record: the denial of adequate
medical treatment for both Wang and
Chen who have been in poor health, the
refusal of regular family visits, soli-
tary confinement, and conditions of
poor sanitation and other substandard
treatment.

Both Wang and Chen have been treat-
ed badly because they were principal
organizers of the Chinese pro-democ-
racy movement in spring of 1989. A
third leader, Mr. Li Lu, a young coura-
geous man, is now a graduate student
here in the United States. His hunger
strike here in Washington, DC in re-
cent weeks dramatized the extent to
which the pro-democratic forces are
still active inside and outside China.

It is unconscionable that Wang and
Chen were sentenced to long periods of
confinement solely because of their po-
litical convictions and their willing-
ness to act them out in a peaceful man-
ner. It is even more deplorable that
Chinese officials have resorted to cruel
and inhuman treatment in contraven-
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tion of normally acceptable standards
of human rights and decency. It is ex-
cessive punishment being meted out on
top of excessive sentences which, them-
selves, were not justified.

This resolution urges the President
of the United States to directly raise
with the relevant Chinese officials the
status and treatment of Wang and
Chen and to seek improvements in pris-
on treatment of all political prisoners.
The resolution further urges the Presi-
dent to seek the assistance of the good
offices of the Secretary General of the
United Nations to help remedy the
abuse of individual rights of political
prisoners in China. It also urges the
Secretary General to dispatch rep-
resentatives of the United Nations
Human Rights Commission to assess
and report on the conditions and treat-
ment of all political prisoners in the
Chinese prison system.

No one can deny the courage and con-
viction of these pro-democracy leaders.
I am encouraged in recent days by
signs that Chinese officials may be re-
thinking the harsh treatment given to
political prisoners, specifically Wang
Juntao and Chen Ziming. I urge the
Chinese leadership to respond to the
worldwide please for more humane
treatment of political prisoners.

Human rights remains a very serious
irritant in U.8.-Sino relations that can
be eased by removing official prison
practices which are in clear violation
of generally accepted international
standards. Chinese steps to improve
prison conditions would be a very good
place to start.

Mr. President, I have been someone
who has sought to maintain working
relations with China and to forestall
any sudden deterioration in relations
between our two countries because our
ties are so fundamental to peace and
stability in the world. For this reason
and for the sake of fundamental hu-
manitarianism, I urge the Chinese
leadership to seriously consider easing
up on its harsh treatment of political
prisoners, to end the punitive treat-
ment of Wang and Chen, and to grant
amnesty to Wang, Chen, and other po-
litical prisoners now in prison. If the
Chinese leadership takes such steps,
the potential positive effects of im-
proved relations between our country
and China could be significant.

Mr. President, I am honored to be
joined in introducing this resolution by
Senator KENNEDY whose record on
human rights around the world has few
parallels. We introduce this resolution
with the hope that all members of this
body will join me as cosponsors.e

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
imprisonment, torture, and execution
of members of the pro-democracy
movement in China make it more im-
portant than ever for Americans to
take a strong stand with the forces of
freedom in that country.

The resolution that Senator LUGAR
and I are introducing today emphasizes
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America's deep concern over the mis-
treatment of democratic leaders Wang
Juntao and Chen Ziming and other po-
litical prisoners now languishing in
Chinese prisons.

In February, 1991, the Government of
China sentenced Mr. Wang and Mr.
Chen, co-founders of the Beijing Social
and Economic Science Research Insti-
tute, to 13 years in prison for master-
minding the 1989 pro-democracy move-
ment in Tiananmen Square—punishing
them for exercising their internation-
ally-recognized human rights of free-
dom of expression and association.

The Chinese Government has sub-
jected both men to prolonged periods of
solitary confinement in inhumane and
unsanitary conditions, denied them ac-
cess to adequate medical care, and pro-
hibited family visits. Both are in poor
health, and Mr. Wang is suffering from
a life-threatening liver disease.

Since August, Mr. Wang and Mr.
Chen have been on a hunger strike to
protest their treatment, and their
cause has received considerable inter-
national attention. The Department of
State recently requested the Govern-
ment of China to grant an amnesty for
Mr. Wang, Mr. Chen, and all other po-
litical prisoners, and to end the trials
of remaining political detainees.

Under China's penal code, Mr. Wang
and Mr. Chen could be granted medical
parole in order to receive better medi-
cal care. Their requests for such parole,
however, have been turned down.

Our Senate resolution urges Presi-
dent Bush to raise the issue of political
prisoners and the status of Mr. Wang
and Mr. Chen with Chinese officials. In
addition, it asks the President to en-
courage the Secretary General of the
United States to urge the Chinese Gov-
ernment to provide decent medical
care to all prisoners, and to send rep-
resentatives of the United Nations
Human Rights Commission to China to
report on the treatment of political
prisoners and the condition of Chinese
prisons.

Congress must continue to take a
strong stand against the repression of
democratic forces and the denial of
human rights in China. If America is to
retain its role as the leader of the free
world, we should be in the forefront of
supporting the Chinese people in their
continuing struggle to achieve the
ideals of freedom and democracy upon
which our own country is founded.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this important legislation.

SENATE RESOLUTION 179—AU-
THORIZING THE PRODUCTION OF
RECORDS BY THE PERMANENT
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGA-
TIONS
Mr. BYRD (for Mr. MITCHELL, for

himself and Mr. DOLE) submitted the

following resolution; which was consid-
ered and agreed to:
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Whereas, the Permanent Subcommittee on
Investigations of the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs has conducted an investiga-
tion of allegations of frand in the insurance
and reinsurance industries;

Whereas, regulatory and law enforcement
entities have requested access to records of
the Subcommittee’s investigation;

Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of
the United States and Rule XI of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, no evidence under
the control or in the possession of the Senate
can, by administrative or judicial process, be
taken from such control or possession but by
permission of the Senate;

Whereas, when it appears that evidence
under the control or in the possession of the
Senate is needed for the promotion of jus-
tice, the Senate will take such action as will
promote the ends of justice consistent with
the privileges of the Senate: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That the Chairman and Ranking
Minority Member of the Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations of the Commit-
tee on Governmental Affairs, acting jointly,
are authorized to provide, to regulatory and
law enforcement entities requesting access,
records of the Subcommittee’s investigation
of allegations of fraud in the insurance and
reinsurance industries.

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

DEPARTMENTS OoF LABOR,
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, FISCAL YEAR 1992

HATCH (AND KASTEN)
AMENDMENT NO. 1109

Mr. HARKIN (for Mr. HATCH, for him-
self and Mr. KASTEN) proposed an
amendment to the bill (H.R. 2707) mak-
ing appropriations for the Departments
of Labor, Health and Human Services,
and Education, and related agencies for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
1992, and for other purposes, as follows:

On page 29, line 21, insert before the period
the following: “: Provided, That $2,000,000 of
the funds available under this heading,
which would otherwise have been made ex-
clusively available for carrying out pro-
grams through the Office of Substance Abuse
Prevention, shall be transferred for the pur-
pose of providing technical assistance to
small and medium-sized business on the es-
tablishment of workplace substance abuse
programs which shall be administered coop-
eratively between the Office of Substance
Abuse Prevention and the Department of
Labor",

DOLE AMENDMENTS NO. 1110 AND
1111

Mr. HARKIN (for Mr. DOLE) proposed
two amendments to the bill H.R. 2707,
supra, as follows:

AMENDMENT No. 1110

On page 43, line 6, after the colon insert the
following: *“: Provided further, That of the
amounts made available under this heading,
$450,000 shall be used for making grants and
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entering into contracts under section 411 of
the Older Americans Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C.
3031) to establish a program under which pro-
fessional and service providers (including
family physicians and clergy) will receive
training—

“(1) comprised of—

“(A) intensive training regarding normal
aging, recognition of problems of aging per-
sons, and communication with the mental
health network; and

“(B) advanced clinical training regarding
means of assessing and treating the problems
described in paragraph (1);

*(2) provided by—

‘'(A) faculty and graduate students in pro-
grams of human development and family
studies at a major university;

‘(B) mental health professionals; and

‘Y(C) nationally recognized consultants in
the area of rural mental health; and

**(3) held in county hospital sites through-
out the State in which the program is based:
Provided further, That $500,000 of the funds
available under this heading shall be used for
making grants and entering into contracts
under section 162 of the Developmental Dis-
abilities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act (42
U.8.C. 6082) to establish innovative ap-
proaches to consumer-responsive personal
assistance service, which shall enhance op-
portunities for individuals with disabilities
to live independent and productive lives with
full inclusion in their community"'.

AMENDMENT No. 1111

On page 57, line 3, insert before the period:
‘s Provided, That, until October 1, 1992, the
funds appropriated to carry out section 711 of
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (20 U.8.C. 796e)
shall be used to support persons currently re-
celving grants under the section”.

STEVENS (AND INOUYE)
AMENDMENT NO. 1112

Mr. HARKIN (for Mr. STEVENS, for
himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mr. CRAN-
STON) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 2707, supra, as follows:

On page 23, line 4, before the period, insert
the following: **: Provided further, That with-
in the funds provided under this heading the
Institute shall establish a Matsunaga-Conte
Prostate Cancer Research Center".

SIMON (AND HARKIN) AMENDMENT
NO. 1113

Mr. HARKIN (for Mr. SIMON, for him-
self, and Mr. HARKIN) proposed an
amendment, which was subsequently
modified, to the bill H.R. 2707, supra, as
follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:
SEC. . (a)The Senate finds that—

(1) Since the 1990 budget summit agree-
ment, extraordinary events in the world,
particularly in Central Europe and the
former Soviet Union, may provide our coun-
try with an opportunity to reexamine the
broad spending priorities embodied in the
1990 budget summit agreement.

(b) It is the sense of the Senate that the
President of the United States and the
Democratic and Republican leadership of the
Congress should consider establishing new
priorities. If it is so determined, based on
current and changing world events, the de-
fense spending path negotiated in the 1990
summit could be reduced in the future, then
any such reduction should be made available
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for reducing Federal budget deficits, reduc-
ing Federal tax burdens, increasing domestic
spending, or any combination thereof.

HELMS (AND NICKLES)
AMENDMENT NO. 1114

Mr. HELMS (for himself and Mr.
NICKLES) proposed an amendment,
which was subsequently modified, to
the bill H.R. 2707, supra, as follows:

On page 25, line 8, strike the figure before
the period and insert the following:
*4$523,826,000: Provided, however, That funds
made available under this heading to con-
duct the SHARP survey of adult sexual be-
havior and the American Teenage Survey of
adolescent sexual behavior shall instead be
expended, at the same outlay rate, to carry
out title XX of the Public Health Service
Act.”.

ADAMS AMENDMENT NO. 1115

Mr. ADAMS proposed an amendment
to the bill H.R. 2707, supra, as follows:

On page 57, line 3, before the period, insert
the following: ‘‘: Provided, That of the funds
made available under this heading, no less
than $1,400,000 shall be for the full funding of
orthotics and prosthetics training pro-
grams’'.

COCHRAN (AND HELMS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1116

Mr. COCHRAN (for himself, Mr.
HELMS, Mr. KASTEN, and Mr. BUMPERS)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 2707, supra, as follows:

On page 9, line 10, strike out ‘‘$231,326,000,"
and insert in lieu thereof the following:
*4$231,326,000, none of which shall be expended
by the Secretary of Labor to implement or
enforce model garment regulations or model
garment enforcement policy promulgated
under the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938
(20 U.S.C. 201 et seq.), provided that the
model garment program comply with the fol-
lowing:

(1) The employee’s work is voluntary.

(2) The patterns, fabrics, and notions are
provided by the employers at no cost to the
employees.

(3) The employees retain ownership of the
model garments after the display period.

(4) The model garments are in fabrics,
styles and sizes determined by the employees
to be appropriate for the employees’ use.

DOLE (AND KASSEBAUM)
AMENDMENT NO. 1117

Mr. COCHRAN (for Mr. DoLE, for
himself and Mrs. KASSEBAUM) proposed
an amendment to the bill H.R. 2707,
supra, as follows:

On page 54, line 4, insert before the period
the following: *““: Provided further, That the
Secretary of Education shall treat States as
being in compliance with the regulations
under section 5(d)(2) of the Act of September
30, 1950 (Public Law 81-874), if such States
utilize equalization formulas, based upon the
wealth-neutrality standard as contained in
section 222.64 of title 34, Code of Federal Reg-
ulations, that the Secretary has not pre-
viously determined to be in noncompliance
with such regulations.
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HATCH (AND HELMS) AMENDMENT
NO. 1118

Mr. COCHRAN (for Mr. HATCH, for
himself and Mr. HELMS) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 2707, supra,
as follows:

On page 19, line 5, after the number 3302
add the following: ‘*: Provided further, That of
the amounts made available under this para-
graph to the Health Resources and Services
Administration, the Secretary of Health and
Human Services shall, after consultation
with the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Appropriations of the Senate, transfer
$2,900,000 to carry out section 339 of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act".

SMITH AMENDMENT NO. 1119

Mr. HARKIN (for Mr. SMITH) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R.
2707, supra, as follows:

On page 22, line 19, insert before the period
a colon and the following: ‘‘Provided further,
That it is the sense of the Senate that none
of the funds appropriated pursuant to this
paragraph for ‘‘counseling, testing, and part-
ner notification grants" in connection with
the human immunodeficiency virus shall be
distributed pursuant to title IIIA of the
Ryan White Comprehensive AIDS Resources
Emergency Act of 1990".

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 1120

Mr. HELMS proposed an amendment
to the bill H.R. 2707, supra, as follows:

On page 61, line 7, insert after the word
“gtudent” a colon and the following: “‘Pro-
vided further, no person incarcerated in a fed-
eral or state penal institution shall receive
any funds appropriated to carry out subpart
1 of part A of title IV of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965".

KERREY AMENDMENT NO. 1121

Mr. KERREY proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 2707, supra, as fol-
lows:

On page 54, in line 4, insert before the pe-
riod the following: **, except that any per-
centage increase or decrease in the cost of an
equivalent level of education described in
section 3(d)2)(B)1) shall be multiplied by
two in making such determinations under
section 3(d)(2)(B)".

SEYMOUR AMENDMENT NO. 1122

Mr. SEYMOUR proposed an amend-
ment, which was subsequently modi-
fied, to the bill H.R. 2707, supra, as fol-
lows:

On page 29, line 21 before the period, insert
the following: **: Provided further, That with-
in the funds made available under this head-
ing the Secretary shall, after consultation
with the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Appropriations of the Senate, allocate no
less than $60,000,000 to be spent for competi-
tive demonstration projects serving pregnant
and postpartum addicts and their infants".
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, FISCAL YEAR
1992

BYRD (AND NICKLES) AMENDMENT
NO. 1123

Mr. BYRD (for himself and Mr. NICK-
LES) proposed an amendment to the bill
(H.R. 1123) making appropriations for
the Department of the Interior and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1992, and for other
purposes, as follows:

On page 2, line 11, strike **$537,049,000"" and
insert in lieu thereof **$537,199,000".

On page 11, line 22, strike *‘$95,465,000"" and
insert in lieu thereof ‘*$96,275,000".

On page 13, line 8, strike ‘‘$85,530,000"" and
ingert in lieu thereof ‘‘$84,720,000".

On page 16, line 19, strike **$949,724,000"" and
insert in lieu thereof **$950,274,000".

On page 17, line 16, before the period, insert
the following: ‘*: Provided further, That of the
funds provided herein, $65,000 available for a
cooperative agreement with the Susan
Le1esche Picotte Center".

On page 18, line 22, strike *‘$194,797,000"" and
insert in lieu thereof ‘$199,397,000"".

On page 20, line 23, before the period, insert
the following: **: Provided further, That of the
funds available under this head for emer-
gency, hardship, and inholdings, $850,000
shall be available for the acquisition of the
Shipley and Grandview Schools in Harpers
Ferry, West Virginia’.

On page 27, line 3, delete *‘$136,400,000"" and
insert in lieu thereof a new italic number of
'4$68,200,000"".

On page 2’-‘ line 7, before the period, insert
the following: **: Provided further, That in ac-
cordance with section 6004(c) of Public Law
101-380, the Oil Pollution Act of 1990,
$21,000,000 shall be made available as com-
pensation in full, including interest, to the
State of Louisiana and its lessees for net
drainage of oil and gas resources by the
United States and its lessees occurring as of
September 1, 1988 in the West Delta Field of
the Outer Continental Shelf, as determined
in the Third Party Factfinder Louisiana
Boundary Study dated March 21, 1989,

On page 35, line 12, before the period, insert
the following: ‘‘: Provided further, That to
provide funding uniformity within a Self-
Governance Compact, any funds provided in
this Act with availability for more than one
year may be reprogrammed to one year
availability but shall remain available with-
in the Compact until expended'’.

On page 35, line 24, strike ‘‘$431,741,00'" and
insert in lieu thereof ''$431,541,000".

On page 36, line 22, before the period, insert
the following: *‘: Provided further, That funds
for Self-Governance Compact tribes may be
transferred to the Operation of Indian Pro-
grams appropriation without further action
by Congress’'.

On page 38, line 16, strike *'$92,798,000"" and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$93,308,000".

Also on page 38, line 16, before the period,
insert the following: ‘‘: Provided further, That
funds for Self-Governance Compact tribes
may be transferred to the construction ap-
propriation without further action by Con-

On page 76, line 25, before the period, insert
the following: ‘‘: Provided further, That the
funds provided under this head in fiscal year
1991 for the purchase of supercomputer time
needed for Fossil Energy programmatic pur-
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poses shall be provided as a mnt to the Uni-
versity of Nevada-Las Ve

On page 84, line 1, strike *$243,000,000" and
insert in lieu thereof *'$179,000,000",

On page 85, line 4, strike “Slﬂ.m,tm“ and
insert in lieu thereof “‘$141,000,000".

The following technical corrections:

On page 18, line 23, line type *‘11,200,000"
and insert new italic number of ‘*$9,340,000"".

On page 19, line 10, after the parenthesis,
should be italic print through line 12 before
the *:".

On page 35, line 24, insert in italic *‘$" be-
fore the ‘*431,741,000".

On page 61, line 7T, the italic number should
read: ‘'$84,270,000".

On page 66, line 19, line type ‘'‘99-714" and
insert new italic reference of *‘102-116"".

On page 76, line 12, the italic number
should read: **$462,015,000".

——————

NOTICE OF HEARING
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I
would like to announce for my col-
leagues and the public that a field
hearing has been scheduled before the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

The purpose of the hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on S. 1671, the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant Land Withdrawal
Act of 1991.

The hearing will take place on Satur-
day, September 21 from 1 p.m. to 5 p.m.
at the APS/TVI Board Room, 717 Uni-
versity Boulevard SE, Albuquerque,
NM.

Because of the limited time available
for the hearing, witnesses may testify
by invitation only. However, those
wishing to submit written testimony
for the printed hearing record should
send their comments to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources, U.S.
Senate, Washington, DC 20510, Atten-
tion: Mary Louise Wagner.

For further information, please con-
tact Mary Louise Wagner of the com-
mittee staff at 202/224-7569.

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Subcommittee
on Environmental Protection, Commit-
tee on Environment and Public Works,
be authorized to meet during the ses-
sion of the Senate on Thursday, Sep-
tember 12, beginning at 10 a.m., to con-
duct a hearing on the waste manage-
ment provisions of S. 976, the Re-
sources Conservation and Recovery Act
Amendments of 1991—including special
wastes, municipal waste and ash dis-
posal, native American Indian waste is-
sues, industrial waste, and hazardous
waste recycling issues.

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

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Com-

mittee on Veterans’ Affairs would like
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to request unanimous consent to hold a
markup on legislation authorizing
marriage and family counseling for
veterans of the Persian Gulf War (S.
1563), on Thursday, September 12, 1991,
at 9:30 a.m. in SR-418.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CONSUMER
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Subcommittee
on Consumer, of the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation, be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on September
12, 1991, at 10 a.m. on S. 640, the Prod-
uct Liability Fairness Act.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Armed Services be authorized to meet
on Thursday, September 12, 1991, at 10
a.m. to receive testimony on the base
closure recommendation process:
Loring Air Force Base, ME.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
the Judiciary be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Thursday, September 12, at 10 a.m. to
hold an executive business meeting.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SBECURITIES
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Subcommittee
on Securities of the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
be allowed to meet during the session
of the Senate, Thursday, September 12,
1991, at 9:30 a.m. to conduct a hearing
on the activities of Salomon Brothers,
Inc. in Treasury bond auctions.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
the Judiciary be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Thursday, September 12, at 10 a.m. to
hold a hearing on the nomination of
Judge Clarence Thomas.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
BUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER AND POWER
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Subcommittee
on Water and Power of the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources be
authorized to meet during the session
of the Senate, 2 p.m., September 12,
1991, to receive testimony on title XVII
of H.R. 429, the Reclamation Projects
Authorization and Adjustment Act of
1991, and S. 1501, the Reclamation Re-
form Act of 1991.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Small Business
Committee be authorized to meet dur-
ing the session of the Senate on Thurs-
day, September 12, 1991, at 10:30 a.m.
The committee will hold a full commit-
tee hearing to examine the issue of
pension expansion and simplification.

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

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Finance be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on September
12, 1991, at 11 a.m. to hold a hearing on
the President’s trade agreement pro-
posing most-favored-nation trade sta-
tus for the Soviet Union.

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

BUBCOMMITTEE ON TAXATION

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Subcommittee
on Taxation of the Committee on Fi-
nance be authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate on September 12,
1991, at 2 p.m. to hold a hearing on tax
simplification proposals, including S.
1394, H.R. 2777, and S. 1364.

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

B-2 BOMBER TERMINATION

e Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, on Au-
gust 1, 1991, I offered an amendment to
terminate production of the B-2 bomb-
er program. Unfortunately, Senator
ALAN CRANSTON, a consistent opponent
of the Stealth bomber, was not listed
as an original cosponsor to my amend-
ment. I would like all Senators and
their staffs to know that Senator
CRANSTON has been a leader in the ef-
fort to halt the B-2 and his name
should have been included on the list of
original cosponsors.e
TRIBUTE TO ALBANY

e Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise today to highlight the small town
of Albany, situated in the Appalachian
foothills of southern Kentucky.

Albany is often overlooked by travel-
ers even though it is a town rich in the
beauty of its natural surroundings. Not
only is this a town abounding in beau-
ty. but also one vibrant in history. Two
Kentucky Governors, Thomas
Bramlette and Preston Leslie, were
born in Clinton County, along with the
notorious Civil War guerrilla ‘‘Champ"’
Ferguson, who historians have claimed
was “an excellent fighter who was also
quite fond of liquor and women.”

Recently, Albany was been experienc-
ing a miniboom in its economy due to
the recent discovery of the State’s
largest oil well on Jack Ferguson’s
farm. The discovery has sparked a
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growing amount of economic invest-
ment in the town and its residents.
Farmers who once staggered under eco-
nomic strain are now able to lease
their land for more than it would sell.

An improving economy in Albany is
coupled with education reform under
way in the county’s public schools. In
the past 6 years, the schools have risen
from last out of 183 schools to 123d out
of 177, and they continue to improve.

Although the economy may stagnate
from time to time, most residents
would not have it any other way.
‘“Look at what happened to Somerset,”
says Eva Conner, a local historian.
“It’s a nightmare going in there. Liv-
ing here is great, but if you bring all
this industry and all this traffic, it be-
comes a less desirable place to live.”
This sums up a common view among
Albany’s 2,062 residents.

Many people take pride in being from
Albany. They enjoy the distance from a
metropolitan town, and the lack of
outside business gives the town an old-
fashioned look. These factors and traf-
fic patterns allow for the town to re-
main just the way the residents like
it—quiet and undisturbed.

I ask that an article pertaining to Al-
bany be printed in the RECORD.

The article follows:

O1L BooM8 GIVE A NEEDED LIFT T0 PLACE
WITH HIGH JOBLESS RATE AND Low WAGES
(By Kirsten Haukebo)

On a still day, especially if the price is $20
a barrel or more, you can catch a whiff of
crude oil pumping as fast as machines and
Mother Nature will allow.

“It does have a tremendously good smell to
it,"” said Jack Ferguson, a farmer whose land
just south of Albany contains the biggest oil
well in state history. Struck last September,
the well spewed an average of 1,800 barrels a
day for 100 days even without a pump.

Since then, and especially when the price
of oil doubled during the Persian Gulf War,
Albany has experienced a mini-boom in ofl
exploration. Oil wells dot the surrounding
fields and farms.

The activity is confined to a smaller area
than in the oil heydays of the 1940s, 1960s and
early 1980s, but residents are seeing effects.
Farmers, able to lease their land now for
more than it’s worth to buy, are driving new
cars. Ferguson used some of his money to
put high-quality fencing around his prop-
erty.

Syndicated Options Ltd., which struck the
Ferguson well, apparently got caught up in
the oil fever. The Austrian company placed a
sign at the end of Ferguson's road: Biggest
0il Well in the U.S.A.

“If they would have said the largest oil
well at 1,087 feet, they would have been
right, Ferguson's son Gary, noted dryly.
Most big oil wells go much deeper, he said.

Call it Little Texas in the Appalachian
foothills: Albany’s spirits—and fortunes—
seem to rise and fall with the price of oil.

‘“The economy i8 just absolutely horrible
here and the oil gives it such a boost,” said
Charlene King Smith, who opened a pipe and
supply company after the Ferguson well hit.

Smith vividly recalls the early 1980s oil
boom. *“There was so much money here it
was incredible. People would drive in and ask
to invest in your well. You couldn’t get a
hotel room. You couldn't get housing. People
were renting rooms in their homes."
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Those are fond memories in a county that
consistently has one of the highest unem-
ployment rates in the state. Although sev-
eral clothing factories—including one of the
biggest employers, Oshkosh B'Gosh—have
moved to town in recent years, few other in-
dustries have expressed much interest in Al-
bany, according to Mayor Lanny Bowlin.

“We have all the garment factories that
keep the ladies who want to work employed,
but we don’t have much for the men. And it
hurts,” he said. “A lot of people would like
to see more businesses, more things happen-
lnx.”

Residents mention the closing of a
Kingsford charcoal plant as a blow to the
town, although the loss was malinly sym-
bolic. In 1988, the company employed only
seven people.

For men who don't work on farms, there
are few options. Many travel to other towns
for work. As a result, wages are low by state
standards."8ix dollars an hour here is real
good money," Bowlin said.

That Clinton County is still heavily agri-
cultural is clear to anyone driving through
town on a weekday afternoon: The briskest
business is done at the feed stores. Bowlin
himself runs a mill that makes cattle feed.
Local farmers raise beef and dairy cattle, to-
bacco and hogs.

Not everyone agrees with Bowlin that the
town needs more businesses.

“Look at what happened to Somerset,"
says local historian Eva Conner. “It's a
nightmare going in there. Living here is
great, but if you bring all this industry and
all this traffic, it becomes a less desirable
place to live."

Bowlin said he ran up against opposition
when he tried to bring a Wal-Mart to town
during his firat term about five years ago.
“In 10 days, I had 1,700 signatures in favor of
a Wal-Mart store." But local stores worked
against it, he saild. For whatever reason,
Wal-Mart eventually decided to open a store
about 20 miles away, in Monticello.

Bowlin said he's tried to lure factories,
too, without success,

Residents cite several reasons for the lack
of industrial development. Although the two-
lane U.B. 127 cuts through town, Albany has
been avoided or forgotten when it has come
time for improvements or other road
projects. Gov. Wallace Wilkinson's plan to
widen and improve Highway 127 stops just
north of Clinton County.

Also, residents are reluctant to sell land
for development, and the Fiscal Court is
loath to condemn land. Frustrated residents
often mention the lingering poor reputation
of the county's schools as a barrier to indus-
trial development.

Clinton County was catapulted into the na-
tional spotlight seven years ago when the
CBS program "‘60 Minutes' aired a report on
one man’s stranglehold on the local school
system.

As an earlier Courier-Journal series had
found, a wealthy businessman named Robert
Polston had exercised tremendous power dur-
ing his more than 30 years as school super-
intendent. With only political cronies on the
school board, Polston hired unqualified ad-
ministrators and liberally handed out jobs as
cooks and custodians, At least six of his rel-
atives also worked in the county's schools.

The year before the series was published,
Clinton County’s students ended up last out
of 183 school districts on achievement tests.

Polston retired after a wave of investiga-
tions by the state, the FBI and the U.S. De-
partment of Education. Many changes have
been made since then and test scores have
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improved some. In 1990, Clinton County stu-
dents scored 123rd out of 177 school districts
on achievement tests,

The lack of new businesses—only two na-
tional fast-food chains have outlets here, for
example—gives the town a remarkably old-
fashioned look.

Except for an elegant new courthouse, the
town square looks as though it hasn't
changed in forty years. The courthouse was
completed in 1983, three years after the ear-
lier courthouse was destroyed by fire.

It was the second time the county's court-
house burned. In 1864, Civil War guerrillas
set fire to the building, but it was repaired
and used until it could be rebuilt 30 years
later. The area was subject to many raids
from both sides during the Civil War, mainly
because of its location on the Tennessee line.

One unusual feature of the new courthouse
is its two identical entrances—each one fac-
ing a side road rather than any of the offices
on the square. Local wags joke that this is
because each business person on the square
wanted the courthouse entrance to face his
or her office. That presumably would have
been good advertising for one of the many
lawyers on the square—or, for that matter,
for J.C. Guns and Knives across the street
from the courthouse.

Albany police occupy a tiny storefront of-
fice just off the square, sort of like Andy
Griffith's in the 1950s TV show. A large blue
and white sign says, “Albany Police/Tourist
Information.”

Clinton County, wedged between Lake
Cumberland and Dale Hollow Lake, drew
nearly $23 million in travel-related expendi-
tures in 1990, making it third among coun-
ties in the Lake Cumberland region.

With two lakes, though, you might expect
Clinton County to be No. 1. Traffic patterns
may explain why it's not. Many visitors to
Dale Hollow Lake come from Nashville,
Tenn., and stop when they get to the south-
ern end of the lake, which lies in Tennessee.

Visitors to Lake Cumberland come mainly
from Louisville, Indiana and Ohio, stopping
when they reach the northern end of that
lake.

However, the quieter area between the
lakes has attracted numerous retirees, who
also bring dollars to Albany, Mayor Bowlin
said.

Tourists like to spend time in the rolling
green hills of Dale Hollow Lake State Resort
Park. One of the most popular local attrac-
tions is 76 Falls.

The falls was the state’s highest continu-
ously flowing waterfall until the impound-
ment of Lake Cumberland. A dangerous tra-
dition of diving from the falls—about 38 feet
at normal pool—continues today.

Another source of income for local retail-
ers is lottery tickets. Tennesseans, who lack
a state lottery, flock across the border to
snap them up. Albany is only five miles from
the state line.

Money also flows in the other direction.
Since Clinton County is dry, the nearest beer
is at one of the six package stores in tiny
Static, which straddles the border. (Appro-
priately, there is also a radio station in the
town).

Perhaps Albany's greatest asset is the nat-
ural beauty of its surroundings, I think this
is the garden spot of the world," Bowlin pro-
claimed.

Ten-year-old Jeremiah Cummings, who
spends his summers here with his aunt and
uncle, put it more modestly. ‘‘It's real nice
and green and doesn't have too much seedy
stuff,” he said, soaking up the sun outside
Albany’s Wishy Washy Coln Laundry.
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After some thought, Jeremiah, of nearby
Byrdstown, Tenn., added that one of the best
things about Albany is his Aunt Bercie's
apple pie.

“Ooooh," he said, *‘Is she a good cook!"

ALBANY

Population, 1990: Albany, 2,062; Clinton
County, 9,135.

Per capita income: Clinton County, 198T:
$7,035, or $4,962 below state average.

Media: Newspapers: Clinton County News
(weekly), Radio: WANY (country); WSBI
(country and adult contemporary), Cable TV
offers 23 basic channels, including
“superstations" in Atlanta and Chicago.

Jobs in county, 1988: Manufacturing, 871;
wholesale/retail, 346; services, 279; govern-
ment, 402; construction, 83.

City's big employers, July, 1991: Sutton
Shirt Corp., 320 employees; Oshkosh B Gosh
(clothing), 170; Ann Rashel Sportawear, 150.

Education: Clinton County Public Schools,
1,632 students, Clinton County Area Voca-
tional School, 300 students.

Transportation: Air: Spring Creek Airport,
four miles south of Albany, has one 2,400-foot
runway, Nashville Metropolitan Airport, 133
miles southwest of Albany, has the closest
nearest airline service, Trucking: Seven
Trucking companies serve Albany.

Topography: Foothills of the Appalachian
Mountains.

Famous facts and figures

Two Kentucky governors and a governor of
Montana were born in Clinton County, Gov.
Thomas Bramletee, a major general in the
Union Army, was elected in 1863 and served
one term during the tumultuous last years of
the Civil War. Preston Leslie succeeded to
the position in February 1871 after Gov. John
Stevenson resigned. Leslie was re-elected
later that year. In 1887, President Grover
Cleveland appointed him territorial governor
of Montana. Samuel Ford, a grandnephew of
Leslie, joined him in Montana and later be-
came & two-term governor of the state from
1940 to 1948.

Notorious Civil War guerrilla “Champ"
Ferguson was born near Albany. In 1865, he
was captured and tried in a military court in
Nashville, Tenn., on 53 counts of murder.
Ferguson responded individually to each
charge, with remarks such as: “He ought to
have been killed sooner,” ‘“‘He richly merited
his fate’ and “I killed John Crabtree. . . and
stabbed him and did a good job when I did it.
He was a murderous villian. Ferguson, one of
the most feared men in the Confederacy, is
portrayed by historians as an excellent fight-
er who was also quite fond of liquor and
women.

Locals pronounce it “ALL-benny," Legend
has it that after the county was formed in
1836, an election was held to determine the
site of the county seat. The winner was the
site of Benny Dowell's store, Supporters of
Benny's place shouted ‘‘All for Benny,"” and
later ““All Benny." This may have given the
city fathers the idea to name the town after
Albany, N.Y.e

FIGHTING TO END THE DECLINE
OF A CITY

e Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, many of
my colleagues are familiar with the
economic devastation that has oc-
curred in East St. Louis, IL, over the
past several decades. Between 1960 and
1990, population was cut in half. Over 50
percent of the residents of East St.
Louis receive some form of government
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assistance. Two years ago, because of a
lack of funds, the city stopped trash
collection. This is a far cry from the
city that, in 1960, was given the Cham-
ber of Commerce's “All American City
Award."”

Three months ago, voters elected a
new mayor—Gordon Bush. Mayor Bush
is a lifelong resident of East St. Louis.
He is bringing hope, creativity and co-
operation to residents of his hometown
and the surrounding area. The Chris-
tian Science Monitor recently pub-
lished an article on Mayor Bush and
what his administration has been able
to accomplish in a few short months. I
join my colleagues in the Illinois dele-
gation in a salute to Mayor Bush and
asked the article be printed in full in
the RECORD.

The article follows:

[From the Christian Science Monitor, July
25, 1991]
EAsT 8T. LoOUIs MAYOR FIGHTS DECLINE
(By Elizabeth Levitan Spaid)

Three young paperboys sit patiently out-
side the East St. Louils mayor’'s office, their
legs dangling from chairs, paper sacks near
their feet. They're here to give a message to
Gordon Bush, the city’s new mayor.

Ushered into his office, they crowd around
him. “There’s prostitutes standing right
down there,” pipes up one boy, referring to
one of the city's main streets. Another boy
complains the police aren't taking care of
the problem. “Police officers got to do right,
t00,” he says.

For Mayor Bush, a large man with a gentle
voice and easy smile, such visits are com-
mon. In the nearly three months he’s been in
office, citizens young and old have called or
come in to voice concerns or offer support.

That support is badly needed. As mayor of
one of the poorest and most troubled cities
in the United States, he has what many con-
sider the most difficult and challenging job
of any city leader in the U.S. and is seen as
the last hope for reversing the city's three-
decade economic decline.

"I don’t envy him his task,” says Thomas
Fitzsimmons, executive director of the Illi-
nois Municipal League of Cities. “I hope
something can be done, because right now
it's a blight.”

Across the Mississippi River from the
Gateway Arch and modern high rises of St.
Louis, East St. Louis resembles a scarred
ghost town in areas, with blocks and blocks
of empty and burned-out houses. Unemploy-
ment hovers around 50 percent, the crime
rate is one of the highest in the state, the
city’s debt is estimated at $50 million, and it
has almost no tax base,

East St. Louis hasn’'t always been regarded
as an urban wasteland. In 1960 the US Cham-
ber of Commerce honored it with an All-
American city award, Stockyards and meat-
packing plants were the main industry. Well-
kept homes housed the mostly white, blue-
collar workers. But after 1960 the plants
began to close, some moving to the South,
where labor was cheaper. Residents either
migrated with them or remained here, unem-
ployed. Between 1960 and 1990 the population
plummeted from about 82,000 to a little
under 41,000.

Mayor Bush, a lifelong resident of East St.
Louis with a master's degree in urban plan-
ning, is seen as a considerable improvement
over Carl Officer, a funeral director who ran
the city for the last 12 years. Under Mr. Offi-
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cer, the city, already debilitated by mainly
corrupt, white-led administrations, slid into
further decline. The city’s population now is
about 90 percent black.

With few resources, Bush has begun efforts
to restore basic services other US cities take
for granted. One such service is trash pickup.
Several years ago, the fiscally strapped city
stopped collecting trash. Unable to afford
paying for private collection services, many
residents either burn garbage in their yards
or dump it where they can.

City, county, and state officials are finaliz-
ing an estimated year-long trash cleanup
plan that Bush says will begin in the next
few weeks. Part of the money to finance the
several-million-dollar project will come out
of a $7 million community fund set up in
January with fines from a fraudulent
riverfront development project.

“Making the town clean and safe are two
things we must do and are in the process of
doing,”” Bush says. A new police chief and
five new police cars the state provided for an
anti-drug unit have already helped eliminate
some of the crime and crack-cocaine selling
on the street.

Another crisis the new mayor has tempo-
rarily resolved is firregular employee pay-
days. Often over the past two years, empty
city coffers have meant sporadic paychecks.
Bush has obtained a $3.75 million bailout
loan from the state which will help pay em-
ployees through 1992.

“That really caused a tremendous increase
in the morale of employees,” he says. “You
can't expect a police and fire department and
other municipal employees to go out and do
a dynamic and inspired job when they're not
getting paid.”

Bush's ajdes have been cleaning house and
gifting through the last administration’s
sloppy record-keeping. The mayor estimates
the city will retrieve nearly $1 million in un-
collected fees from such sources as demoli-
tion of buildings, speeding tickets, and bill-
board advertising. Meanwhile, he is trying to
attract industry to the area and says nego-
tiations are under way with a number of
businesses. He expects the city will have
funds next year to start a riverboat gam-
bling enterprise on the East St. Louis side of
the river, a venture expected to generate $3
million to $4 million in revenue.

Plans to further develop what many con-
sider prime land along the weed-filled
riverfront include proposals for a golf course,
& mall, apartments, and a hotel. But some
people say it will take more than determina-
tion and good management to turn the city
around.

“If you look to larger issues like how will
they provide really adequate services and
achieve some kind of economic development
it becomes a much bigger question mark,"”
says Charles Leven, a professor of economics
at Washington University in St. Louis. “I
can see real Improvements going on through
Gordon Bush in the sense that an impover-
ished population is probably going to be
somewhat more comfortable than before.
[But] it's not realistic to expect them to do
very much without massive amounts of as-
sistance from the outside.”

Unlike Mayor Officer, who often shunned
outside help, Bush is actively seeking it from
county, state, and federal sources. So far,
this is paying off. Housing and Urban Devel-
opment funds which were taken away from
the city under Officer because of poor man-
agement will be reinstated. Companies from
around the area have offered trucks to help
pick up trash. The United Way donated
$20,000 to help reopen the city's swimming
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pools, and people in towns across the river
sent checks.

U.S. Rep. Jerry Costello (D) of Illinois says
Bush's willingness to cooperate with all lev-
els of government is key to the city’s suc-
cess.

“I think Mayor Bush is off to an excellent
start. There are major differences between
the previous administration and every indi-
cation as to how he will conduct his adminis-
tration,” he says.

Bush says turning the city around will ul-
timately depend on the people. But he re-
mains optimistic and determined: “I know
how the city used to be, and I believe within
my heart it can be equal to what it used to
be and even greater. If I did not feel within
myself that it were possible I wouldn't be
here."e

SALUTE TO DADE COUNTY DE-
PARTMENT OF HUMAN RE-
SOURCES EMPLOYEES

e Mr. GRAHAM. I rise, Mr. President,
to commend the employees of Metro-
politan Dade County Department of
Human Resources for their commit-
ment and progress to being the corner-
stones of effective human services.

The Department of Human Resources
is a vital part of Dade County’s health
and human services delivery system
with programs relating to the commu-
nity, health care, social services, and
substance abuse/mental health care. It
reaches out to those in greatest need
with a continuum of care. Services
range from prevention to treatment to
rehabilitation, relieving suffering and
assisting our residents in becoming
more self-reliant, productive, and inde-
pendent. Over a quarter of a million
residents from the Broward County
line to Homestead receive these criti-
cal services annually.

Mr. President, the Metropolitan Dade
County Department of Human Services
has been the recipient of over 117 Na-
tional Association of Counties awards
for its innovative and high standard
programs.

These special individuals will be hon-
ored at the Employees Recognition
Banquet during the Ninth Annual De-
partment of Human Resources Week in
Miami.

Mr. President, I along with the peo-
ple of Dade County commend the em-
ployees of the Dade County Depart-
ment Human Resources for a job well
done.e

DISTRUSTING GOVERNMENT

e Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, during
the August recess, I wrote two news-
paper columns that I think might be of
interest to our colleagues, one about
our Nation's transportation policy and
the other about the American public’s
growing cynicism about Congress and
government in general. I ask that they
be printed in the RECORD.
The articles follow:
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SOUND TRANSPORTATION MEANS LIFEBLOOD TO
NATION

Back in 1966, Senator Claiborne Pell of
Rhode Island wrote a book with the awkward
title, Megalopolis Unbound.

It did not become a beat seller, but its
basic message is as timely today as then—
that the United States needs a more bal-
anced transportation policy.

We assume that if we simply let the free
market system operate, with certain mini-
mum constraints, the net result will be good
for the traveling public.

To a great degree that is true.

But we have also learned that we went too
far in airline deregulation. We should not go
back as far as we were before deregulation,
but we should not continue to let the fate of
airline service for a community be at the
whim of some financial baron or dictated by
monopoly control of air hubs. We should not
let the economics of an airline deteriorate to
the point that corners are cut on safety.

Another example: There {8 some talk and
research on electric automobiles, but
progress is slow. It is not a high priority. I've
introduced legislation to permit anyone who
buys an electric car after January 1, 1994, to
be able to deduct on his or her income taxes
one-fourth of the cost of the purchase. Elec-
tric cars would not only improve air quality;
they would conserve energy too. If only 1
percent of the cars sold were electric cars, it
would save 60,000 barrels of imported oil a
day. If my bill should pass, consumer inter-
est in electric cars will grow, and car manu-
facturers will increase research dramati-
cally.

Part of the imbalance of transportation
policy is that we do far too little to encour-
age mass transit in metropolitan areas and
too little to encourage passenger train serv-
ice between cities.

Of the 11.5 cents of federal gasoline tax
that goes to transportation, only 1.5 cents
goes to address transit needs, the remainder
for highways. No assured source of funding
yet exists to address the nation's passenger
railroad needs.

Japan has had high-speed rail service since
1964—twenty-seven years ago! In a few years,
the United States will have it in the Dallas-
Fort Worth area, but we should be planning
for Chicago to 8t. Louis, New York to Wash-
ington, Los Angeles to San Francisco, and
many other regions.

Even the present method of rail passenger
service came close to disappearing, and
might have, if not for vigilant railroad pas-
senger advocates who lobbied Congress hard
to preserve Amtrak. And now Amtrak not
only survives, it is growing healthier, and
more and more Americans are learning the
pleasures and the efficiency of railroad trav-
el.

But why should someone in a rural area,
far from any railroad service and far from
big city mass transit, support these?

First, because we are an interdependent so-
ciety. Just as city people should support
farm programs, rural people should support
urban programs. Eventually the improved
status of either helps the other.

Second, if people in metropolitan areas do
not have the good mass transit systems they
need to go to work, they take their cars, and
more cars, and more cars. More highways
will have to be built, taking money that
might otherwise be used for rural roads and
bridges.

Third, the more we use mass transit and
railroads, the less air pollution our nation
and our planet will have. That helps all of
us.
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The nation cannot drift into a healthy,
balanced transportation policy any more
than we can drift into a healthy, balanced
education policy.

Aimless drifting will satisfy our current
appetites, but it will not satisfy our long-
range needs.

STYMIED LEADERSHIP AND A CYNICAL PUBLIC

Two recent books and innumerable com-
mentaries suggest that the American public
is getting more cynical about our govern-
ment and both political parties.

You don't need to read books or newspaper
columns to know that. You can feel it as you
walk the streets of Illinois or any other
state.

I believe it is caused in large measure by
three things: First, the public knows that
the President and Congress are not facing
many of our basic problems, such as the defi-
cit. They are right.

Second, the public has a deep suspicion
that those who make the decisions in gov-
ernment are not making them for the benefit
of the average citizen, but for the wealthy
and powerful. They may not know the statis-
tics about the income gap between rich and
poor widening in the 1980s. (Average incomes
in today's dollars rose 122 percent after taxes
for the top 1 percent of households but fell 10
percent for the bottom fifth.) But without
knowing the figures, they sense the reality
and they properly blame government policy,
and they scatter the blame widely on both
political parties.

Third, the public sees government as less
and less responsive to their personal con-
cerns. Mayor David Pierce of Aurora, Illi-
nois, put it to me from the government offi-
cial's perspective: ‘‘Leading in government is
less enjoyable than it used to be. We used to
be able to do more to help people with their
problems.” The reality is that much of the
federal money that formerly went to help
people with their immediate needs now goes
into elaborate, expensive weapons systems,
and even more, to pay interest on the huge
and growing federal debt.

In inflation-adjusted percentages, during
the last 10 years, federal government spend-
ing for discretionary non-defense matters,
such as health care and education, has
dropped 11 percent, defense spending has
grown 30 percent, and the gross interest ex-
penditure has increased 105 percent.

All these problems are related, of course.

One reason is that we elect too many offi-
cials who simply follow the public opinion
polls rather than provide real leadership.

A second reason is our system of financing
political campaigns, that makes government
respond too much to the big contributors.

A third, and less visible reason, is that we
have taken away political muscle from the
congressional leaders.

I read the stories about congressional lead-
ers not leading, and there is validity to the
criticiam. What the stories do not say is that
the congressional leadership has been sub-
stantially weakened in the last three dec-
ades.

I recall visiting with a thoughtful former
Republican member of the House, Charles
Whalen of Ohio, who said, “I voted for every
reform that came along. And individually I
can defend each of my votes. But the net ef-
fect of all these reforms is a weaker legisla-
tive body."”

He is correct.

At one time, a recorded vote could not
take place in the Senate, for all practical
purposes, without the approval of the major-
ity or minority leader. Now any senator can
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demand a roll call. At one point, the two
Senate leaders decided on what committees
members served. Now we have almost half
the Senate involved in the decision-making,
diminishing the muscle of leadership.

I can defend each of those changes—and
many more—but they also weaken leader-
ship. We cannot both complain about weak
leadership and maintain the causes of weak
leadership.

One senator can completely tie up the en-
tire body with parliamentary maneuvers. Oc-
casionally, that is good, but if a leader has
to constantly worry about pampering every
senator, it becomes difficult to provide effec-
tive leadership.

I do not want to return to the days when a
Lyndon Johnson had a huge amount of power
in his hands.

But if we are to respond to the public
clamor for tackling the nation's difficult
problems, we must permit congressional
leaders to force us to make difficult, unpopu-
lar choices.

Giving congressional leaders more author-
ity is not going to significantly reduce pub-
lic cynicism. But it is one piece of the puzzle.
The President generally has the courage to
lead on the domestic agenda is his decision.
But for those who head Congress, we have
taken away some of the tools of leadership.
If we deprive them of the means to be strong-
er leaders, we cannot complain when they do
not lead with strength.e

TRIBUTE TO CARLOS ARBOLEYA

® Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
today in tribute to an outstanding hu-
manitarian and civic activist, Carlos
Arboleya.

This gentleman’s good deeds, commu-
nity contributions, and special awards
for his accomplishments are numerous.
This Cuban-American has truly given
generously of himself to his chosen
country.

Mr. Arboleya came to Miami from
Cuba in 1960 with his wife, son, and $40
in his pocket. He left a comfortable life
in Cuba for freedom in America.

In his chosen home he began working
in a shoe factory, forsaking 16 previous
yvears of banking experience. He quick-
ly rose through the ranks of the com-
pany until he returned to the banking
profession. His ascent in the banking
field was quick and noteworthy, with
success following him every step of the
way.

In addition to a wide range of profes-
sional and community activities, Mr.
Arboleya has maintained interests
with youth, scouting, the arts, regional
schools of higher education, religious
and charitable organizations. The
depth and diversity of his endeavors
truly represents a person who has com-
mitted his work to his community.

In acknowledgment of his efforts,
Southeast 8th Street and Brickell Ave-
nue will be dedicated to Carlos
Arboleya.

Mr. President, I, along with the peo-
ple of Miami, applaud Carlos for his ef-
forts. May his shining examples of
service and dedication continue to be
an inspiration to all immigrants who
strive to fulfill the American dream.e
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TRIBUTE TO DAVE WINFIELD

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,
today I rise to commend St. Paul na-
tive and University of Minnesota alum-
ni Dave Winfield. While he plays base-
ball for the California Angels, he exhib-
its an outlook on life to which all
Americans can adhere.

Wednesday, August 14, 1991, Dave hit
his 400th career homerun while playing
in Minneapolis. Ironically, this mile-
stone was reached against the Min-
nesota Twins as he became only the 23d
player in major league history to ac-
complish such a feat. Although his
deeds on the playing field have often
resulted in rave reviews, it is what
Dave Winfield does off the diamond
which deserves a closer look.

In the May-June 1991 issue of Min-
nesota: The Magazine of the University
of Minnesota Alumni Association, Dave
gives us a good example of how to ap-
proach and enjoy life when he states,
“I like to be positive, upbeat. From
nurturing young people to reinforcing
older people, that’'s the way I would op-
erate. And if you can’'t operate under
those circumstances, then you're gone;
you're history. But you don’'t threaten
people to succeed.” He continued, ‘‘If
you make yourself better every day
and improve yourself and your knowl-
edge, it's exciting. Every day is excit-
ing. You get up and there’'s something
to do. The way I look at it is not how
can I waste time, but how can I take
advantage of it? How can I get every-
thing into a day? It's a fast, ever-
changing world, so I just try to stay up
on it.” As Dave said during his inter-
view, “Discipline and hard work will
get you what you want, where you
want to be. If you're challenging your-
self, it hurts. But overcoming that hurt
just makes you better.”

Behind this philosophy lies a caring
and generous individual. Dave's chari-
table work and volunteer spirit was
best exemplified in his recent trip to
the Twin Cities. Prior to the game in
which he hit his 400th homerun, Dave
shared his know-how with area youth
during a histing clinic at the Inside
Sports training center in St. Paul. This
is but one way he has continued to
maintain ties with his mnative
Minnesota.

The work which Dave Winfield is
proudest of concerns the Winfield
Foundation, established in 1973 shortly
after signing with the San Diego Pa-
dres. Minnesota magazine says the
Foundation was originally established
to provide scholarships for minority
student athletes. He also sponsored
after-game lunches, and medical clinics
for children who did not get regular
physical exams.

Since its inception, the Winfield
Foundation’s focus has shifted toward
the Nation’s growing substance-abuse
problem. Included in this focus is a pro-
gram called “‘Turn It Around,” which
allows the Foundation to work with ex-
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isting drug-prevention programs at the
elementary-school level. Dave feels
that organizations such as his must
work with the community in order to
curb substance abuse. “Individuals and
individual groups can't do it. Whole
cross-sections of communities, every-
body working together, same cause,
same wavelength, can make progress,
can grab it and turn it around,” he
said. The positive influence of the Win-
field Foundation is a reflection of Dave
Winfield’s spirit. “My career has been
important,” he said. ‘“‘But my life has
been important, and that's what it's all
about.”

This philosophy and uplifting out-
look on life makes Winfield a success-
ful individual and team player. As we
take up our work, Dave Winfield re-
minds us of how to successfully ap-
proach the challenges that America
faces. Dave is a man of charity and his
approach to life is contagious. I am
proud of the work he has accomplished
in my home State of Minnesota as well
as for the citizens of this Nation. Dave
Winfield is a true champion.

ORDERS FOR TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate
completes its business tonight, it stand
in recess until 9:15 a.m. Friday, Sep-
tember 13; that following the prayer,
the Journal of the proceedings be
deemed approved to date; that the time
for the two leaders be reserved for their
use later in the day; that there then be
a period for morning business not to
extend beyond 9:30 a.m. with Senators
permitted to speak therein for up to 5
minutes each; and that upon the con-
clusion of morning business, the Sen-
ate resume consideration of the Inte-
rior appropriations bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. BYRD, Mr. President, does my
colleague wish to say anything fur-
ther?

Mr. NICKLES. No. Mr. President, I
look forward to taking up the Interior
bill, and look forward to its progress.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator for
his cooperation today, and I thank the
other Senators for the cooperation in
developing the en bloc amendments.

RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW AT 9:15
A

Mr. BYRD. If there be no further
business to come before the Senate, in
accordance with the order previously
entered, I ask that the Senate stand in
recess until the hour of 9:156 a.m.

There being no objection, the Senate
recessed at 9:03 p.m. until Friday, Sep-
tember 13, 1991, at 9:15 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate September 12, 1991:
THE JUDICIARY

FREDERICK J. SCULLIN, JR., OF NEW YORK, TO BE U.8.
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW
YORK, VICE A NEW POSITION CREAT!D BY PUBLIC LAW
101-850, APPROVED DECEMBER 1, 1890,

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

A. PETER BURLEIGH, OF CALIFORNIA, A CAREER MEM-
BER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MIN-
ISTER-COUNSELOR, FOR THE RANK OF AMBASSADOR
DURING HIS TENURE OF S8ERVICE A8 COORDINATOR FOR
COUNTERTERRORISM.

ROBERT STEPHEN PASTORINO, OF CALIFORNIA, A CA-
REER MEMBER OF THE BENIOR FOREIGN BERVICE,
CLASS OF MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR
EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNIT-
ED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE DOMINICAN REPUBLIC.

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED

OF THE GENERAL F THE INTERNATIONAL
ATOMIC EN!RBY AGENCY:
REPREBENTATIVE:

JAMES D. WATBNB OF C&LMRNIA.

IVAN SELIN, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.
U.8. INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
COOPERATION AGENCY
REGINALD J. BROWN, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ABBIST-

ANT ADMINISTRATOR OF THE AGENCY FOR INTER-
NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT, (REAPPOINTMENT)

22907

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

JAMES ASHLEY ENDICOTT, JR., OF TEXAS, TO BE GEN-
ERAL COUNSBEL, DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS,
VICE RAOUL LORD CARROLL, RESIGNED.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

JOHN A. SHAW, OF MARYLAND, TO BE AN ABSBISTANT
SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, VICE QUINCY MELLON
KROSBY.

U.8. INSTITUTE OF PEACE

THE FOLLOWING NAMED PERSONS TO BE MEMBERS OF
‘THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE U.8. INSTITUTE OF
FEACE FOR TERMB EXPIRING JANUARY 18, 1995:

THEODORE M. HESBURGH, OF INDIANA, VICE RICHARD
JOHN NEUHAUS, TERM EXPIRED.

ELSPETH DAVIES ROSTOW, OF TEXAS. (REAPPOINT-

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate September 12, 1991:

THE JUDICIARY

ANDREW J. KLEINFELD, OF ALASKA, TO BE U.8. CIR-
CUIT JUDGE FOR THE NINTH

BENSON EVERETT YLAND, TO BE U.S.
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND.
HARVEY BARTLE III, OF PENNSYLVANIA, TO BE U.8.
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENN-
SYLVANIA.

DEE V. BENESON, OF UTAH, TO BE U.8. DISTRICT JUDGE
FOR THE DISTRICT OF UTAH.

WILLIAM G. BABSLER, OF NEW JERSEY, TO BE U.8. DIS-
‘TRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY.

WILLIAM H. YOHN, JR., OF PENNSYLVANIA, TO BE U.8.
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENN-
SYLVANIA,

DONALD L. GRAHAM, OF FLORIDA, TO BE U.8. DISTRICT
JUDGE FOR THE BOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA.

OREGON.

JAMES T. TRIMBLE, JR., OF LOUIBIANA, TO BE U.8. DI8-

A’Tl!:l:c"l' JUDGE FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF LOUIBI-
A.

BHELBY HIGHEMITH, OF FLORIDA, TO BE U.8. DISTRICT
JUDGE FOR THE S80UTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA.

BTEWART R. DALZELL, OF PENNSYLVANIA, TO BE U.8.
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENN-
BYLVANIA.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

J. WILLIAM ROBERTS, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE U.B. ATTOR-
mmnmmnmwormmm

, TO BE U.B. AT-
KENTUCKY FOR
JOHN F. mmm.ormnm.\ TO BE U.B. ATTORNEY
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA FOR THE

FELFINGER, OF MINNESOTA, TO BE U.8,
mmmsmm'ormm FOR THE
YEARS.
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