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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, October 2, 1991

The House met at 10 a.m.

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

Your boundless love, O God, is suffi-
cient for every person and allows us to
welcome each day as a gift of grace. As
we prepare to give attention to the
concerns that crowd about, we also re-
member those with any special need—
those who face critical decisions con-
cerning the future, those who are ill
and who need Your healing presence,
those who wish direction and purpose
in the essentials of life. May Your ten-
der mercy, O God, that is with us at all
the moments of life, be with us and
those we love, and with all Your cre-
ation, now and evermore. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. The Chair will recog-
nize the gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
ALLARD] to lead us in the Pledge of Al-
legiance.

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

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

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a joint resolution of the
House of the following title:

H.J. Res. 305. Joint resolution to designate
the month of October 1991, as ‘“Country
Music Month."

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill and joint reso-
lutions of the following titles, in which
the concurrence of the House is re-
quested:

8. 533. An act to establish the Department
of the Environment, provide for a Bureau of
Environmental Statistics and a Presidential
Commission on Improving Environmental
Protection, and for other purposes;

S.J. Res. 131. Joint resolution designating
October 1991 as “National Down Syndrome
Awareness Month;"” and

S.J. Res. 208. Joint resolution to designate
October 15, 1991, as *Up With People Day."”

RECOMMENDATION OF MEMBERS
TO JAMES MADISON MEMORIAL
FELLOWSHIP FOUNDATION

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 101(b) of Public Laws
99-500 and 99-591, the Chair rec-
ommends the following Members to the
James Madison Memorial Fellowship
Foundation on the part of the House:
Mr. S1sisKY of Virginia and Mr. AL-
LARD of Colorado.

REAPPOINTMENT AS MEMBER TO
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON STU-
DENT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 491 of the Higher
Education Act, as amended by section
407 of Public Law 99498, the Chair
reappoints on the part of the House the
following Member to the Advisory
Committee on Student Financial As-
sistance: Mr. Joseph L. McCormick of
Austin, TX.

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO AD-
VISORY COMMITTEE ON THE
RECORDS OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from
Hon. BoB MICHEL, the Republican lead-
er:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 27, 1991.
Hon. THOMAS S. FOLEY,
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to Sec.
2702(a)(1)(B)(i1) of 44 U.S.C., I hereby appoint
the following as a member of the Advisory
Committee on the Records of Congress: John
J. Kornacki, Ph.D., Executive Director, The

Dirksen Congressional Center, Pekin,
Ilinois.
Sincerely,
BoB MICHEL,
Republican Leader.

MODIFICATIONS IN APPOINTMENT
OF CONFEREES ON H.R. 2100, NA-
TIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEARS
1992 AND 1993

The SPEAKER. The Chair wishes to
make the following modifications on
the bill (H.R. 2100) to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal years 1992 and 1993
for military activities of the Depart-
ment of Defense, for military construc-
tion, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe
personnel strengths for such fiscal year
for the Armed Forces, and for other
purposes.

Pursuant to the authority granted on
September 16, 1991, the Chair an-
nounces the following modifications in
appointment of conferees on H.R. 2100,
Department of Defense authorization:

The panel from the Committee on
Energy and Commerce is also ap-
pointed for consideration of section 817
of the House bill, and section 826 of the
Senate amendment. Delete section 3134
of the Senate amendment from the
appointment.

The panel from the Committee on
Foreign Affairs is also appointed for
consideration of section 904 of the Sen-
ate amendment.

The panel from the Committee on the
Judiciary is also appointed for consid-
eration of section 3131(e)(5) of the Sen-
ate amendment.

The panel from the Committee on
Public Works and Transportation is
also appointed for consideration of sec-
tion 2801(g) of the Senate amendment.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs, for consideration of sec-
tions 804 and 807 of the Senate amend-
ment, and modifications committed to
conference: Mr. CARPER, Mr. LAFALCE,
Ms. OAKAR, and Messrs. VENTO, KAN-
JORSKI, RIDGE, PAXON, and HANCOCK.

The Clerk will notify the Senate of
the modifications in the appointment
of conferees.

NEW MEANING FOR THE WORD
“CYNICISM™

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

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
George Bush gave new meaning to the
word “cynicism.”

The same day his administration was
leading the charge against extending
unemployment benefits to American
workers he was taking part in a thinly
veiled campaign photo op on education
paid for by American tax dollars.

What is going on here? Does this
President think he can do and say any-
thing, no matter how outrageous, and
that no one is paying attention.

Today’s Washington Post details how
the U.8. Department of Education used
taxpayer dollars to pay a private tele-
vision production firm to orchestrate
his little chat with American school-
children.

Forget that this President has no
educational program. He has to use
Government funds to hire outside help
to stage a television production to
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make him look good for the next cam-
paign. Are we to believe that the White
House and the Department of Edu-
cation do not have enough press aides
already on the Government payroll to
handle the President’s television photo
ops.
Maybe some of these Government
employees should be fired since they
obviously are not needed. Then the
President might be more sympathetic
to unemployment benefits.

TIME TO CLEAR THE AIR

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

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, are we
so arrogant with power and privilege
that we place ourselves above public
scrutiny?

This body is known for its propensity
to investigate—investigate any ques-
tion of ethical or fiduciary propriety in
any governmental agencies—inves-
tigate anything remotely resembling
scandal in the private sector.

Rightly or wrongly, this body loves
to launch an investigation.

So why not investigate the impropri-
eties of the House bank? Are we so
fearful of the bright lights of inquiry
that we cloak ourselves in secrecy, at-
tempting to protect ourselves with
words of assurance?

Mr. Speaker, only you and the Ser-
geant at Arms know what those
records show.

If we fail to judge ourselves as we
judge others, can we ever again be
taken seriously? Do we not condemn
ourselves to being the brunt of every
coffee shop joke—the topic of every
talk show host? Mr. Speaker, release
the full GAO report. Clear the air of
the rumors that now swirl around this

body.

PRESIDENT SHOULD ADDRESS
DOMESTIC NEEDS

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

Mr. NAGLE. Mr. Speaker, last Friday
night President Bush recognized that
the world has changed by announcing a
bold and historic reduction in nuclear

arms.

I appland the President’s action and
earnestly believe history will remem-
ber that moment as one of his finest
moments.

How ironic—and sad—it is then, Mr.
Speaker, that he is so unable to show
the same kind of vision—heck, I think
we would settle for even a little of his
attention at this point—for domestic
issues here at home.

This is not nitpicking, Mr. Speaker.

In the international arena, the Presi-
dent displays boldness, vision, and ac-
tion. Here at home, he displays timid-
ity, shortsightedness, and inaction.
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How can the President who saw
things so clearly Friday night, be the
same President who cannot see real un-
employment reaching record heights;
that we are losing 9,000 jobs a month
under his economic policies; or that
400,000 people a month are exhausting
their unemployment benefits and need
an extension of those benefits—bene-
fits, I might add, they not only earned,
but paid for?

America deserves better than half a
President.

I urge President Bush to join Con-
gress in the effort to address America’s
urgent domestic needs. Signing the un-
employment compensation bill would
be an excellent place to start.

A CALL FOR RELEASE OF NAMES
IN GAO REPORT

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

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Speaker, a New York
Times editorial this morning said it
well. The headline read ‘‘The Bouncing
Bank Clean-Up Lags."

Last weekend I made the fatal mis-
take of shopping with my 3-year-old
son to buy him a book and attempting
to write a check for the purchase. The
clerk looked at me with a snigger and
said, “This isn’t one of those rubber
ones, is it, Scott?”’

Every one of us has one of those sto-
ries from back home these days.

But the important issue is not the
bounced checks for dry cleaning or for
pizza or for a little kid’s book. What we
need to disclose are the 24 Members
identified in the GAO report who regu-
larly bounce checks of $1,000 or more
every month for 6 months. The fact is
the practice could have gone on for
years, but the General Accounting Of-
fice only looked at 6 months. So in
baseball terms, the offenders hit 1,000
percent, 6 for 6.

All of us are guilty of mistakes, but
only two dozen of us are apparently
guilty of blatantly abusing the public
trust.

If the Speaker does not want to re-
lease all the names because most of the
charges facing Members in the House
are trivial, then at the very least iden-
tify those two dozen Members who at
the very least should face an Ethics
Committee probe.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 707, COMMODITY FUTURES
IMPROVEMENTS ACT OF 1991

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. T07) to
amend the Commodity Exchange Act
to improve the regulation of futures
and options traded under rules and reg-
ulations of the Commodity Futures
Trading Commission; to establish reg-
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istration standards for all exchange
floor traders; to restrict practices
which may lead to the abuse of outside
customers of the marketplace; to rein-
force development of exchange audit
trails to better enable the detection
and prevention of such practices; to es-
tablish higher standards for service on
governing boards and disciplinary com-
mittees of self-regulatory organiza-
tions; to enhance the international reg-
ulation of futures trading; to regularize
the process of authorizing appropria-
tions for the Commodity Futures Trad-
ing Commission; and for other pur-
poses, with a Senate amendment there-
to, disagree to the Senate amendment,
and agree to the conference asked by
the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas? The Chair hears none and ap-
points the following conferees and,
without objection, reserves the right to
appoint additional conferees:

From the Committee on Agriculture,
for consideration of the House bill, and
the Senate amendment, and modifica-
tions committed to conference: Messrs.
DE LA GARZA, ENGLISH, STAGGERS,
STALLINGS, NAGLE, SARPALIUS, JOHN-
SON of South Dakota, HUCKABY, GLICK-
MAN, PENNY, and EspPyY, Ms. LONG, and
Messrs. STENHOLM, TALLON, COLEMAN of
Missouri, SMITH of Oregon, GUNDERSON,
COMBEST, ALLARD, BARRETT, NUSSLE,
BOEHNER, and ROBERTS.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs, for consideration of sec-
tion 263 and title III of the Senate
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Messrs. GON-
ZALEZ, ANNUNZIO, NEAL of North Caro-
lina, HUBBARD, and LAFALCE, Ms.
OAKAR, Messrs. WYLIE, LEACH, and
McCoLLUM, and Mrs. ROUKEMA.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Energy and Commerce,
for consideration of section 263 and
title III of the Senate amendment, and
modifications committed to con-
ference: Messrs. DINGELL, MARKEY,
SCHEUER, SYNAR, ECKART, SLATTERY,
LENT, RINALDO, MOORHEAD, and RITTER.

There was no objection.

CIA WIRETAPS OF MEMBERS OF
CONGRESS

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

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, it
goes to the very fabric of our demo-
cratic institutions. It would undermine
the ability of the people's representa-
tives to objectively and fairly conduct
the Nation’s business. The question or
allegations of whether the Central In-
telligence Agency used the wiretaps of
Members of Congress to intimidate
them and undermine their judgment in
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the conduct of the Nation's foreign
policy.

We are reminded, Mr. Speaker, of the
recurring need to maintain control of
the intelligence agencies of this coun-
try and the vigilance that is needed to
protect the independence of this insti-
tution. The repercussions are enor-
mous.

The question of undermining or com-
promising the judgment of Members of
Congress by using wiretaps. Mr. Speak-
er, the silence of protests since these
allegations arose only a week ago has
been deafening.

RUBBERGATE SCANDAL

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

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, from time
to time we call upon colleagues in this
House to be in touch with people back
home, to understand what is going on
in our districts. Yet we have the
Rubbergate scandal that is going on
right now with regard to the House
Bank, and we ask ourselves, are we in
touch with the folks back home?

Let me give my colleagues an exam-
ple. A bank in Dubuque reported this
week that 90 percent of its account-
holders have never bounced a check
and that of the members that have
bounced a check, they only bounce it
less than once a year. Is that being re-
sponsive? Is that being a mirror image
of the people we represent?

I think not. I do believe that there
are Members who have abused this
privilege, and I believe that there are
Members that have, through account-
ing errors and bookkeeping errors, pos-
sibly overlooked some problems. Those
Members should not be held account-
able, but the Members that have been
bouncing checks in a systematic
scheme should be held accountable.

The only way to discover that, Mr.
Speaker, is to release the names of the
Members that have been doing this.

POULTRY CENTER OF
EXCELLENCE

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the
administration, at a cost of $4 million,
has established a Poultry Center of Ex-
cellence.

What is a Poultry Center of Excel-
lence? Does one have to be a dead tur-
key to get in? Does one have to lay a
record number of eggs? Does one have
to be a Member of Congress who
bounced a check, or is it sort of like a
hall of fame for all our feathered
friends who sacrificed their lives for
our low-cholesterol diets?

Listen, Mr. Speaker, 9 million Ameri-
cans unemployed, 37 million Americans
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without health insurance, savings and
loan belly up, people worried about
their next meal, and this administra-
tion is spending $4 million for a high-
technology university for dead
chickens.
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I think that says it all. I think it is
time for the Democrats to bring our
own foul play into focus.

SMALL BUSINESS EXPORTING
MEANS JOBS FOR AMERICANS

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

Mr. IRELAND. Mr. Speaker, con-
tributions by small businesses to our
economy and to job creation are well
documented. And support for small
business exporting efforts will produce
much needed jobs for our Nation’'s
unemployed.

In 1982 Congress established a pro-
gram to set aside some of the Export-
Import Bank funds for small business
export assistance. However, the
Eximbank has apparently failed to
comply with either the letter or the
spirit of this law.

Initially the Eximbank told me that
24 percent of their portfolio is directed
toward small businesses. But closer
scrutiny revealed that the Eximbank is
counting big business loan assistance
in that number, claiming that the re-
sulting subcontracts helped small
business.

The intent of the set-aside program
is not to have assistance trickle down
from big business. It is to directly as-
sist the small businesses with their ex-
porting opportunities. I will make this
point through clarifying legislation, if
necessary, to force the Eximbank to
comply with the spirit of the law as
well as the letter of the law.

America needs growth. We need job
creation as well as growth. We cannot
look to the big Fortune 500 companies
for it either. Small business is the an-
swer to our current economic prob-
lems, and so, my colleagues, as you
consider the flood of regulation, man-
dates, and budget busting legislation
that affects small business, try to re-
member it is easy to say that you are
all for small business, but it is how you
vote that counts.

WAGERING ON THE ATLANTA
BRAVES TO WIN THE PENNANT

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

Mr. JONES of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
this may appear to some of my cynical
colleagues as just a prop, a cheap gim-
mick, a visual aid to enhance my re-
marks. But in Atlanta these days this
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is necessary apparel, for as America
knows, the never-say-die Atlanta
Braves are doing the tomahawk chop,
and the race between the good guys
and the Dodgers is what baseball is all
about.

So today I am wagering my col-
league, Congressman MEL LEVINE of
Los Angeles, a bushel of the finest
Georgia pecans against a crate of Cali-
fornia citrus that the Dodgers are
going to be blue, blue, blue when we
get through.

So take that, Tommy Lasorda, take
that, Darrell Strawberry, take that,
MEL LEVINE.

OUTRAGE AT PRESIDENT'S DECI-
SION TO PROVIDE NEW MILI-
TARY AID TO JORDAN

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

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to express alarm and outrage
at the President’s recent decision to
provide $20 million in new military aid
to Jordan.

I have learned that in late March,
just over a month after formal hos-
tilities ceased between the Allied Coa-
lition and Iraq, the administration
began providing renewed military aid
to Jordan, drawing on unused fiscal
year 1989 and 1990 funds. Previously, all
United States aid to Jordan had been
frozen because Jordan had allied itself
with Saddam Hussein during the war,
defied the economic embargo of Iraq
that the United Nations had forged,
and may have even provided the Iraqis
with weapons.

Despite all that, today, in addition to
an estimated $256 million in pipeline
aid, the administration is seeking yet
more funds to support Jordan's mili-
tary. This, in addition to $31 million in
economic assistance released to Jordan
since the war’s end.

When questioned for reasons behind
the latest obligation of military funds,
Pentagon and State Department offi-
cials said that we are providing a car-
rot to the Jordanians to participate in
the peace talks. A Presidential deter-
mination of September 16, 1991, cer-
tifies that military assistance to Jor-
dan is ‘““beneficial to the peace process'
and ‘‘in the national interest of the
United States.” The President had to
employ the national interest waiver
provided under current law because he
was not able to certify that Jordan is
adhering to the United Nations trade
embargo on Iraq. Most notably, Jordan
is importing oil from Iraq in exchange
for retirement of debt owed by Iraq to
Jordan.

Meanwhile, the administration de-
cries any additional support for Israel,
our reliable Mideast ally of many dec-
ades, which has requested that the
United States guarantee loans to help
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with the resettlement of Jewish refu-
gees from the Soviet Union, Ethiopia,
and Eastern Europe.

What price has Israel paid for her
friendship to the United States? When
asked by the United States to assume a
low profile after Saddam Hussein in-
vaded Kuwait, Israel complied. When
asked by the United States not to
launch a preemptive strike against
Iraq, Israel assented. And then, during
the war, when attacked night after
night by Scud missiles, and asked by
the United States not to retaliate or
respond, Israel consented, despite the
violation this meant to longstanding
Israeli defense policy.

Then, in March, with the war over
and refugees continuing to flow by the
thousands to Israel, the United States
requested that the Israelis delay their
loan guarantee request until Septem-
ber. Again, Israel said OK.

But, when September came, the
President once again admonished Is-
rael to wait. Wait, without assurances
of future support from the administra-
tion. Just wait.

And much of the country, influenced
by the President, wondered, ‘*So why
not wait?"”

Until recently, Jews waited behind
an iron curtain. Now, with a window
open, they deserve freedom. The issue
is clear—the rescue of an oppressed and
endangered people from the Soviet
Union, which the United States has de-
manded and orchestrated for two dec-
ades, cannot be delayed, and should
clearly not be linked to the political
vagaries of the Middle East.

The Soviet Union is in dissolution.
The winter is bound to be desperate
and full of want for most of its citizens.
The Jewish community there, having
lived for decades in institutionalized
anti-Semitism, should not have to
make the wretched choice we are ask-
ing of them. If they leave the Soviet
Union for Israel, they face possible un-
employment and homelessness because
Israel alone cannot absorb the hun-
dreds of thousands of Jews seeking ref-
uge. But if they stay in the Soviet
Union, they face certain anti-Semitism
and religious persecution.

It is outrageous that the United
States has chosen to help Jordan’s
military, while rebuking the Israelis
for their humanitarian request.

What price has Jordan paid for its al-
liance with the dictator Saddam Hus-
sein?

The administration cannot have it
both ways. The President will have to
make his case far better than he has so
far if he wants support for his lopsided
and dangerous Middle East policy.

PAID LEAVE FOR PARENTS TO AT-
TEND PARENT-TEACHER CON-
FERENCES
(Mr. MINETA asked and was given

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

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, today
many working parents do not know
what their children are learning in
school because it is difficult for them
to attend vital parent-teacher
conferences.

But the Congress can help,
Speaker.

Today, I have introduced a bipartisan
resolution to urge employers—in the
Government and private sector alike—
to allow workers to take paid leave to
attend conferences with their kids’
teachers.

My resolution would not mandate
any new employee benefits, but it
would demonstrate the commitment of
the Congress to improving our com-
petitiveness by bettering schooling for
all Americans.

Mr. Speaker, I agsk my colleagues to
join me and Mr. HORTON of New York;
Mr. AuCoIN of Oregon, and Mr. FUSTER
of Puerto Rico as cosponsors of this
important statement about education
in America.

Mr.

STOP THE SPENDING BINGE

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to wish my colleagues a happy fiscal
new year—but I don’'t think there's
much to celebrate because the mood is
anything but festive. Last year, we
made a New Year’s resolution—known
to some as the Budget Deficit Reduc-
tion Act—that was supposed to ring in
a new era of fiscal restraint. But
there's no champagne flowing as we
embark on fiscal year 1992 and reflect
on what was accomplished in 1991. The
only thing flowing around here is red
ink.

The 1991 budget deficit was frighten-
ing—somewhere in the neighborhood of
$200 billion. Add to that the largest tax
increase in history—a grand total of
$163 billion—and some might think we
had our problems solved. But budget
math doesn't work that way, and this
New Year's Day we're nursing a monu-
mental deficit hangover of more than
$350 billion. A few facts: Every 24 hours
we pile a billion new dollars onto our
existing $3.6 trillion total debt. Inter-
est payments on that debt are fast be-
coming our largest single expenditure
at about $80 million a day.

Mr. Speaker, this is not just a groggy
New Year's morning after one night of
excess. The American people feel like
they have been hit over the head with
a ton of bricks—and they are waiting
for this Congress to sober up. Stop the
spending binge.
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H.R. 1414—PASSIVE LOSS
CORRECTION

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

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to express my support for H.R.
1414, the passive loss correction bill. I
am 1 of over 300 cosponsors of this leg-
islation because I believe that we must
do all we can to get our economy back
on track.

Last year, Mr. Speaker, America’s
banks wrote off 7.6 billion dollars’
worth of property loans and classified
$45 billion as problem loans. And the
Resolution Trust Corporation has re-
cently asked for an additional $80 bil-
lion to pay for the already outrageous
bill left by the S&L scandal.

H.R. 1414 will help to keep many of
these troubled properties in private
hands and keep the growing Federal
burden from becoming even more un-
manageable. It will allow rental prop-
erty operators to hold on to their prop-
erties and reduce the growing number
of foreclosures and limited failures
which are crippling our financial insti-
tutions.

I encourage my colleagues to join me
in supporting this important legisla-
tion and hope that it will come before
us for a vote before the year is out.

RESPECTING OUR COLLEAGUES

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

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day a Republican colleague came to
this well and took myself and Con-
gressman ToM CAMPBELL politically to
task and publicly to task for our pro-
choice position on abortion. Clearly
this issue is an emotional issue. This
issue is an overwhelmingly important
issue, and sensitivity and thoughtful-
ness must surround all of our discus-
sions on this issue.

To single out one or two Members of
Congress helps no one and hurts this
cause. And to refer to me in this well
as ‘‘Suzie,” and Congressman CAMP-
BELL as “Tommy,"” I believe demeans
this institution and every one of us
who serves here.

Mr. Speaker, I truly respect every
one of my colleagues who is prolife,
their opinions, and their commitment.
Congressman DORNAN, I believe I de-
serve the same.

A SPECIAL TRIBUTE TO WESTERN
SAMOA'S RUGBY TEAM

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

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
it is most unfortunate that our na-
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tional media will not share with all
America, a world event that takes
place every year around this time in
England—this, of course, is the world
championship playoffs among the
world’s top 15 rugby teams. And I want
to share with my colleagues and our
country—the fact that even America is
represented in this prestigious rugby
tournament. Our national rugby team,
the Eagles, will be among the top 16
teams all vying for the World Cup, and
we should all wish them well.

Mr. Speaker, I also want to share
with my colleagues another unique fea-
ture of this year's World Rugby Tour-
nament competition. And that is, for
the first time ever, a Pacific Island na-
tion, the independent State of Western
Samoa will also be sending its national
rugby team called Manu o Samoa, to
compete in this year’s world event.

Mr. Speaker, this is quite an accom-
plishment for such a small island na-
tion of 170,000 predominantly of the
Polynesian-Samoan population. The
sport of rugby is one of the favorite
games played in Samoa, and it seems
that finally rugby has become of age in
Samoa and I suspect this island nation
will be sending a national team every
year to England in the years to come.

Mr. Speaker, I want to pay a special
tribute to His Highness Tuiatua Tupua
Tamasese who has always been a pa-
tron and leader of Western Samoa’s
rugby union over the years. Also, to
Mr. Allen Grey and to Mr. George Mer-
edith, who are with the union’s leader-
ship organization. I also want to com-
mend Western Samoa’s Prime Min-
ister, the Honorable Tofilau Eti
Alesana, for extending to me a personal
invitation to attend this historical
first game that Manu o Samoa will be
playing next week, October 6, against
one of the great rugby teams of the
world—the national rugby team from
Wales.

Again, Mr. Speaker, it is sad that our
national television networks will not
be sharing with the rest of America—
the sport of rugby, one of the most pop-
ular in the world.

Mr. Speaker, I also want to commend
three other national rugby teams from
the Pacific region that will also be par-
ticipating in this year’s world competi-
tions—the teams from the Republic of
Fiji, Australia, and currently the world
champions, New Zealand's national
rugby team—the ‘‘All Blacks."'

NORTH CAROLINA 2000

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

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, last
week, Gov. Jim Martin announced that
North Carolina had adopted a plan to
make education a priority in every
community in the State. North Caro-
lina 2000, based on America 2000 pro-
posed by the President, focuses local
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efforts to achieve national education
goals,

According to these goals, by the year
2000, North Carolina will have all chil-
dren starting school ready to learn; the
high school graduation rate will in-
crease to at least 90 percent; students
will demonstrate skill in vital subjects
from English to geography; students
will be the first in the world in math
and science; every adult will be lit-
erate; and all schools will be drug and
violence free.

During the August recess, I met with
coalitions of business leaders, edu-
cators, parents, and others to discuss
America 2000 and ways to make this
far-reaching plan a reality in my dis-
trict. I am pleased to report that
many, many folks are excited about
America 2000 and the promise it holds
for educational opportunities. Hope-
fully in the near future, I will be on the
floor announcing America 2000 commu-
nities in my district.

I look forward to working with the
President and the Governor to make
sure that these goals are implemented.

GIVE AMERICAN MIDDLE CLASS A
FAIR SHAKE: SUPPORT H.R. 1414

(Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, among the hundreds of bills
that beg our attention, we need to
move quickly to pass proposals that
enhance economic growth and give the
American middle class a fair shake.

One such proposal that falls into that
category is H.R. 1414—to bring fairness
to property investors.

I am a cosponsor of this legislation
and have strongly supported its pas-
sage. Unfortunately, we have not had
an opportunity to vote or even to de-
bate this bill at this time.

Enactment of this bill would help re-
verse the sharp decline in the real es-
tate market and send an important
message to investors that Congress
supports tax policies that nurture le-
gitimate investment. Enactment of
this bill would also make a difference
to the American taxpayers who are
saddled with bailing out the S&L’s.
Soon, the House will be asked once
again to provide additional funding for
the RTC.

In my opinion, some of the best relief
the House could offer the RTC is pas-
sage of H.R. 1414. Properties now in the
RTC’s hands would move more easily
to private hands, and troubled prop-
erties now in private hands would be
less likely to wind up in the Govern-
ment’s lap.

This bill would bring good results for
the country. The only problem seems
to be getting good results from Con-
gress. We should move forward expedi-
tiously.
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REPAIRING TAX-REFORM DAMAGE

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

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I want to
join this morning the people who have
come to the well of the House and have
asked that we take up the bill, H.R.
1414.

This is an important piece of legisla-
tion. After all, every single recovery
that we have had since the end of the
Second World War has always been
spearheaded by real estate, and if we
address 1414 and take this up, it would
really give a shot in the arm and a
boost to the real estate industry.

H.R. 1414 is budget neutral. It is de-
signed to put an end to the passive-loss
rules which were intended to abolish
real estate shelters, but, as we know,
the effect of it was that it chilled the
real estate investment and plunged the
industry into a downturn.

Under the present passive-loss rules,
real estate investors are taxed on gross
income, not on net income. So let us
all join in working to make the real es-
tate sector the locomotive of our econ-
omy again, the real estate sector that
leads us in the powerful recovery and
productive jobs for all of our people.

I urge the Speaker to bring up H.R.
1414 for a vote as soon as possible.

START SPENDING PEACE
DIVIDEND ON OUR CHILDREN

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

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, here
we are at the beginning of the new fis-
cal year, and I think the one thing we
can say is that the way we could cap-
ture this year is the red ink is rising.

But that is not the only deficit this
country has to deal with. There is the
twin deficit of the attention-deficit dis-
order the President seems to have
when it comes to domestic issues. Even
he admits that we have had a very,
very serious change in the world,
thank goodness for the better, since we
put the budget together, and he has
made this very historic, historic speech
saying we are going to cut back the
number of weapons and so forth out
there.

He is also saying no peace dividend,
and that we cannot start cutting back
defense measures to lower this deficit
and start attacking some of the domes-
tic issues that desperately need to be
dealt with.

I think in this fiscal year, every deci-
sion should be based on whether we are
getting ready to compete with the Eu-
ropeans, the Canadians, and the Japa-
nese for the highly paid, highly skilled,
highly educated jobs, or whether we
are dropping out of that competition
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and just going to pick up whatever we
can.

If we want to compete with them, we
are on the wrong track. We need the
President to overcome his attention
deficit disorder, and we need to look at
this budget that was put together in an
entirely different time. There should
be a peace dividend, and we should
start spending it on our children, their
education, and get ready for the 21st
century and position ourselves where
we want to be.

THE CRIME BILL

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

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, last Sun-
day the Washington Post ran a front
page story on the influence of gangs in
the murder capital of the world, Wash-
ington, DC, and last week, the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary reported out a
crime bill that the media barely men-
tioned, and I think maybe for good rea-
son: The bill was so inadequate in re-
sponding to the violent reality of crime
that it did not deserve coverage.

The vast gap between what is hap-
pening on the mean streets of the cities
and what is not happening in the shel-
tered Halls of Congress is a sad com-
mentary on the majority’s leadership.

The Democrats’ crime bill does not
contain habeas corpus reform, a revised
exclusionary rule, nor more effective
death penalty procedures. It is not the
tough crime bill that the President
sent to the House earlier this session.
It is not even close.

If this weak crime bill passes un-
changed, the President should veto it,
and the House should sustain that veto.

The American people do not need
bold declarations. They need bold ac-
tion to battle crime.

AMERICAN PUBLIC CAN DO
WITHOUT THE LUXURY TAX

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

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
we began the second fiscal year of the
luxury tax enacted last year as part of
the budget agreement that was sup-
posed to finally get the deficit under
control.

Well, surprise, surprise, the fiscal
year we just ended contains the biggest
deficit in America’s history.

It is no small wonder when you con-
sider what the luxury tax is contribut-
ing to it.

CNN recently reported that the Fed-
eral Government will cost out $5 for
every $1 we collect in luxury tax reve-
nues. As every day passes, more work-
ing people lose their jobs, and revenue
losses mount.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Let us not make another mistake by
keeping a bad law on the books any
longer.

Mr. Speaker, every industry covered
by the tax has been hurt. The boat and
airplane industries and the retailing
industry have laid off nearly 20,000
workers. These are working Americans,
craftsmen, mechanics, salespeople. The
automobile industry has laid off 7,500
workers since the imposition of the
tax. These are working Americans.
They were working Americans, parts
personnel, secretaries, body repair
folks.

When the rich choose not to buy the
so-called luxury items, it is the Amer-
ican workers, not the well-to-do, who
feel the pain. Federal and State treas-
uries suffer as well through reduced in-
come tax payments, sales tax receipts,
and cash payments such as unemploy-
ment compensation benefits to the
thousands of workers losing their jobs.

Mr. Speaker, the luxury tax is a tax
that Americans can hardly afford any
longer.
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TYING SECRETARY KEMP'S HANDS
AT HUD

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

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day the distinguished Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development, Jack
Kemp, appeared at a hearing of the
Housing Subcommittee of the Commit-
tee on Banking, Finance and Urban Af-
fairs. He discussed his efforts to reorga-
nize the Department to prevent any re-
occurrence of the mismanagement of
the past. The entire subcommittee has
welcomed Jack Kemp's cooperative
spirit and aggressive approach to ful-
filling his mission; however, a large
roadblock has been thrown in his way.

The VA-HUD appropriations con-
ference report has slashed Mr. Kemp's
executive staff of specialists by almost
40 percent. This at the same time the
Secretary is fighting to clean up the
troubled institution he inherited and
bring innovative programs, such as
HOPE and HOME to provide direct as-
sistance to needy Americans. If anyone
can oversee the successful stabilization
of HUD and move forward progressive
housing programs, it is Jack Kemp.

The conference report appropriates
$150 million new dollars in special pur-
pose housing grants; in other words,
pork. At the same time, it foolishly
cuts staff critical to HUD’s revitaliza-
tion. If Congress is serious about solv-
ing our Nation’s housing problems, it
should work with Secretary Kemp, not
tie his hands as he fights to bring
American families better homes.
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THE SOURCES OF AMERICA'S
WORLD POWER

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

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, as a world
power, the United States has promoted
democracy and peace among nations.
There is no question that our Nation
has achieved this in the past, while
maintaining a domestic agenda. At
question, Mr. Speaker, is our ability
today to retain our role as a force for
international cooperation and domes-
tic reforms, when the American Presi-
dent pursues a policy of domestic
neglect.

Executive negligence, an obstruction
of a domestic agenda in education and
employment opportunity, in health
care and real crime prevention, under-
mines the foundation of our own
democracy.

The difference between President
Bush and us is that we Democrats be-
lieve that the true source of America’s
world power and the strength of our
democratic system is a healthy, secure
work force, and an educated electorate.

We must work for a policy which rec-
ognizes that strength. I believe that is
what we were sent here to do.

BILLIONS IN FOREIGN AID TO
BAIL OUT FOREIGN BANKS

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

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, today the
House will pass overwhelmingly a for-
eign aid authorization bill. This will be
done in spite of the fact that the great
majority of Americans do not want to
keep sending billions of dollars more
overseas.

Included in this bill will be a $12 bil-
lion increase in the United States con-
tribution to the International Mone-
tary Fund, primarily for loans to the
Soviet Union.

B.J. Cutler, foreign affairs columnist
for the Scripps Howard Newspaper
chain, wrote a few days ago:

The plan, which won't be spelled out to the
public, goes like this: for “humanitarian rea-
sons'" the Soviet people must be aided. So
the International Monetary Fund and the
World Bank will make massive loans to Mos-
cow. But most of the money will be recycled
to repay banks in London, Paris, Frankfurt,
Tokyo, et cetera.

He then added:

To be blunt, the scheme consists of shift-
ing the cost of bankers' blunders to Amer-
ican and foreign taxpayers, which they
wouldn't tolerate if they knew about it.

Americans do not want to see anyone
starve, but they do not want to pay bil-
lions of dollars to bail out big banks in
Japan and Germany and other places.

Pat Buchanan wrote last week:

Some day an American Congress will say
to the IMF and World Bank, “We are not
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guaranteeing any higher loan levels than
present.”’ On that day, the game will be over.
One Third World nation after another will
default. The IMF and World Bank will come
to the U.S. Treasury for payment. The Treas-
ury will have to borrow to pay, and pile that
borrowing on top of the U.S. national debt.
And our children will work decades to pay it
off.

Mr. Speaker, this is not the time to
give $12 billion more to the IMF. This
is a very bad investment for the Amer-
ican taxpayers.

THE TELEVISION THING

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

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, we have
a hot new show coming to us from the
studios at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue.
It's called Homefront. Lacking the vi-
sion thing, Mr. Speaker, the President
has turned to the television thing. Epi-
sode one found him in the Grand Can-
yon to talk about clean air to a bank of
network cameras. In reality, his ad-
ministration’s rules are dismantling
the clean air bill.

Episode two found him in Miami to
talk about crime to a bank of network
cameras. The crime bill he sent us will
not put a single extra cop on the street
or ban one assault weapon.

In episode three, he spoke about edu-
cation at a Washington, DC, school
with the private cameras recording the
events—public cameras and reporters
were not allowed in the room—and
they were probably making a dub for
Roger Ailes.

Mr. Speaker, even the children are
not buying this agenda of photo oppor-
tunities. “I'm sure we'll never see this
in a campaign ad,” said a 13-year-old at
the school yesterday.

Can we blame her for being skep-
tical?

Mr. Speaker, it is time the President
stepped out of the cynical glare of the
television lights and matched his sym-
bol with substance.

DEPARTMENT OF THE
ENVIRONMENT

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

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker and my
colleagues, the Department of the En-
vironment is within our grasp. Yester-
day by unanimous consent, the Senate
passed a Department bill that
strengthens the environmental func-
tions of Government. It is a bill that
the President can sign.

My congratulations to Senator
GLENN and Senator ROTH for putting
together 8. 533 and passing it with
overwhelming support, a true biparti-
san effort. We are at our best in this in-
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stitution when we work together for
worthy causes, and enhancing the qual-
ity of our environment is a most wor-
thy cause.

The House can do the same. On July
31, 1991, I introduced legislation that
also creates a Department of the Envi-
ronment and has earned the endorse-
ment of both the administration and
environmentalists, Republicans and
Democrats alike, Members who give a
high priority to environmental issues.

After the President called for a new
Department in January 1989, efforts to
pass legislation failed because of par-
tisan political differences. Let us put
them aside.

Our bill is a consensus bill, a biparti-
san effort took months to put together
in deliberations with the administra-
tion and environmental groups, par-
ticularly the Sierra Club. We have got
everyone agreeing that if we really
want a bill and we want a Cabinet-level
post for the environmental chief, this
is the opportunity.

Mr. Speaker, the window of oppor-
tunity is there. Let us climb through
it.

REPUBLICANS CAN RUN, BUT
CANNOT HIDE BEHIND TRIVIALITY

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

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, we
are taking up too much time on this
check bouncing issue. We know that it
is serious and things have to be
righted. The Speaker of the House got
up out here and came up with a for-
mula that allows that this is not going
to happen again, and the Republicans
know it; but they want to take the
spotlight off a badly declining economy
which they are going to have to run on
next year.

We are losing 10,000 jobs a month in
this country. We have 37 million people
who do not have any health insurance.
Industries and businesses are moving
out of the country, or they are going
bankrupt. We are on the verge of a
banking scandal following the savings
and loan. Millions of our unemployed
are running out of unemployment com-
pensation, and we have a President
who just does not give a damn about it.

Well, I am going to say this. You can
run, but you cannot hide behind triv-
iality. You had better start taking care
of the people now or they are going to
take care of you next year.

WOMEN IN APPRENTICESHIPS AND
NONTRADITIONAL OCCUPATIONS

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

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, Amer-
ican businesses, now and for the re-
mainder of the 20th century, will face a
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dramatically different labor market
than the one to which they have be-
come accustomed. Two in every three
new entrants to the work force are now
women. To meet labor needs, these
women must work in all occupational
areas, including apprenticeships and
nontraditional occupations.

Today, I am introducing a bill to as-
sist business in meeting the challenge
of Workforce 2000 by preparing employ-
ers to successfully recruit, train, and
retain women in apprenticeships and
nontraditional occupations. Presently
only 4 percent of the female labor force
works in nontraditional occupations,
which are significantly higher paying
than traditionally female occupations.

I ask my colleagues to join me in as-
sisting business to prepare for
Workforce 2000 and in improving the
economic self-sufficiency of women.
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WE HAVE DEFENDED EUROPE FOR
50 YEARS; IT IS TIME TO DE-
FEND OUR PEOPLE HERE AT
HOME

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

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, as
this country’s economic crisis contin-
ues, the administration tries to divert
our attention; 20 out of the last 24
years, we have had Republican admin-
istrations, each one of them getting
tougher and tougher on crime. Yet our
city streets and in our rural commu-
nities crime continues to spiral. Maybe
if we spent a little time giving people a
job and a home and an education, we
could stop making speeches about
crime, because we would get at the
root causes of it.

This country subsidizes the defense
of West Germany and Western Europe
from the newly freed Baltic States and
the disintegrating Soviet Union.

The cost to the American taxpayers
is $140 billion. Let us take some of
those dollars that are supposed to de-
fend us and put them in our cities, put
some police on the streets to make the
city streets safe for mothers and chil-
dren and for people who go to work
every day. Take some of those dollars
and bring up the standard of education.
Meetings and conferences on education
in now over a decade of Republican ad-
ministrations has not improved our
educational system.

Let us take some of those dollars and
let people who have worked all their
lives and who are unemployed, give
them those extended benefits and let us
make sure that when the Senate passes
parental leave we join the Germans,
the French, the Belgians, the Scan-
dinavian countries and the rest of the
civilized world with some parental
leave of our own in this country.
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Mr. President, we have defended Eu-
rope for 50 years; it is time to defend
our people here at home.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TORRICELLI). The Chair will remind
Members that, in addressing the House,
they should address their remarks to
the Chair and not to persons outside of
the House.

AIDING AND ABETTING THE
COMMUNISTS IN NICARAGUA

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

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, re-
cent press reports indicate that some
Members of Congress or their aides
may have been in league with the Com-
munist regime in Nicaragua to thwart
the policies of the U.S. Government.
These reports are based upon conversa-
tions taped by United States intel-
ligence agencies, which monitored ac-
tivities of the Nicaraguan Sandinista
government.

This type of conduct would appear to
violate the Logan Act and should be
fully investigated.

As Samuel Francis has observed in a
recent Washington Times column,
‘“This is something that is neither poli-
tics nor diplomacy. It used to be called
treason.”

Mr. Speaker, I call upon the adminis-
tration to make available to the Con-
gress or to the appropriate investiga-
tive agencies the information gathered
by the intelligence agencies in order
that the appropriate investigation may
be commenced.

NATIONAL ENERGY EFFICIENT
LIGHTING EDUCATION ACT OF 1991

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

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Speaker, as
Congress struggles over the creation of
a national energy strategy, we must
not neglect the role that energy effi-
ciency education can play. Although
we have increased our efforts to pro-
mote conservation and recycling, edu-
cational efforts have often lagged far
behind.

Last month, DAVID PRICE and I intro-
duced H.R. 3285, the National Energy
Efficient Lighting Education Act of
1991.

H.R. 3285 will establish 10 regional
lighting centers to provide educational
information, workshop, and displays
about energy efficient lighting. In ad-
dition, this bill will create a partner-
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ship between the lighting centers and
educational institutions to establish
lighting engineering and technical pro-
grams and curricula emphasizing en-
ergy efficiency.

Energy efficiency education can and
should play an important role in na-
tional conservation programs: energy
used to generate electricity accounts
for 36 percent of the energy used in this
country, and lighting equipment ac-
counts for 18 percent of all electric
power generation.

The centers established by this bill
will expand markets for energy effi-
cient products and educate both the
lighting industry and the public about
lighting efficiency.

Real opportunities for gains in con-
servative exist, and I believe it is time
we take advantage of them. I invite my
colleagues to join me in support of this
legislation.

CONGRESS SHOULD PASS A MORE
COMPREHENSIVE CRIME BILL

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

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, in a
few days we are going to consider a
crime bill on the floor of the House.
Unfortunately, the Democrats in the
House Judiciary Committee have gut-
ted the President's crime bill in the
process of producing one that we will
see out here.

I hope that my colleagues will have
the opportunity, when the Committee
on Rules is finished, to vote on some
very key amendments that will restore
the basic thrust of the President’s bill
because surely that is what needs to be
done. We came very close to having
that in the last Congress. This body
passed most of those key provisions,
but the conference with the Senate, in
the last 3 days, it did not work, it did
not happen.

We need a tough habeas corpus provi-
sion that ends the opportunity for
those on death row to continue to
delay and to delay the carrying out of
their sentences. But the bill out of the
Committee on the Judiciary, the
Democrats did not do that. We need to
have a change in the exclusionary rule,
to let evidence in in cases where there
is no search warrant but where the po-
lice acted in a reasonably objective
fashion to comply with the Constitu-
tion. We need to let that evidence in.
The courts in two circuits in this coun-
try have already said that they will es-
tablish that standard on their own. But
we need to legislatively put it in in a
uniform fashion and change that exclu-
sively rule.

And we do not need the kind of thing
that is in this bill coming out of the
Committee on the Judiciary that
would bottle up the death penalties
throughout the States by using some
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kind of a race statistics data to say, “If
you have certain statistics in your par-
ticular court circuit, you are not going
to be able to have the carrying out of
the death penalty.’”” That is an absurd
thing. Race has no part of being a part
of any sentencing process. We need to
look at all of those, and we need to
look at the death penalty procedures
that also are not in conformity with
the President’s wishes.

Let us change the bill on the floor
and send a good product over to the
other body as we did in the last Con-
gress.

I urge my colleagues to do that.

MILES DAVIS, A RARE AND
VALUABLE NATIONAL TREASURE

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, on be-
half of those Members who joined me in
the designation of jazz as a rare and
valuable national American treasure,
House Concurrent Resolution 57 in an-
other Congress, to celebrate the life
and musical contribution of the late
Miles Davis, one of the greatest jazz
trumpet players of all time.

Mr. Speaker, it was 45 years ago that
as a teenager he came to New York,
joined with the late great Charlie
Parker and, on a 78 record, the old
kind, he recorded an immortal tune
called **‘Now is the Time."”

His enormous talent brought him
right to the top and immediately
moved him to the front ranks of jazz
artists. Then he moved to other vistas;
cool jazz, then to hard bop, and later on
to fusion.

Mr. Speaker, he gave millions of
Americans their most pleasant musical
moments and we now realize that Miles
Davis, himself, was a rare and valuable
national American treasure because he,
like jazz itself, served as a unifying
force bridging cultural, ethnic, and age
differences in a very diverse society.

Miles Davis, this Congress remem-
bers you and will hold a special order
to celebrate your life and work next
Wednesday on October 10, 1991.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE RESO-
LUTION 194

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
my name be removed as cosponsor of
House Resolution 194.

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

There was no objection.
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CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2519,
DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS AND HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1992

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I call
up the conference report on the bill
(H.R. 2519) making appropriations for
the Departments of Veterans Affairs
and Housing and Urban Development,
and for sundry independent agencies,
commissions, corporations, and offices
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1992, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the conference report is
considered as having been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
September 27, 1991, at page 24609).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. TRAXLER]
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
GREEN] will be recognized for 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. TRAXLER].
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Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House, we bring to you
today the conference report on the fis-
cal year 1992 VA, HUD, and independ-
ent agencies appropriations bill. This
bill includes funding for the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs, the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment and 22 independent agencies, to-
taling approximately $81 billion. It is
the largest domestic discretionary ap-
propriation bill of the several which
will be considered from the Committee
on Appropriations.

However, Mr. Speaker, before we pro-
ceed to discuss this bill, I would like to
pay special thanks and honor to those
who have been involved in its prepara-
tion and the difficulties that we have
had over these last 8 months in bring-
ing it to fruition and presenting it to
our colleagues in its final form—in this
conference report.

Mr. Speaker and Members, we would
not be here but for the efforts and the
contributions of the ranking Repub-
lican member, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GREEN]. He is a very tal-
ented and dedicated Member of this
body who knows the subject matter of
this bill as none other does, and I call
it a very high honor and a distinct
privilege to have the opportunity to be
associated with him and to work with
him to bring this product to our col-
leagues for their consideration.

Mr. Speaker and Members, I must
also say that no other subcommittee
chairman has the good fortune that I
do in having a subcommittee that has
as many members who are as con-
cerned and dedicated to the agencies
under the jurisdiction of this sub-
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committee, and to the people, and to
this Nation as a whole, as the members
of this subcommittee, and they include
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES],
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
MOLLOHAN], the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. CHAPMAN], the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. ATKINS], the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR], the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CouGHLIN], the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. LOWERY], all very significant
contributors to this process in present-
ing this conference report for our col-
leagues’ consideration.

I might also add that none of this
would be possible without the efforts of
a dedicated and highly professional
staff that serves this subcommittee,
the full Committee on Appropriations,
and the Members of this body and the
Nation as a whole. That includes Dick
Malow, who is the committee clerk,
been there for some 19 or 20 years; Mr.
Paul Thomson, staff assistant to the
committee; Michelle Burkett, staff as-
sistant; and Marissa Smith, a detailee
from the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs. All of these people make possible
the technical aspects of this bill and its
formal presentation to this body. There
is Mr. Jeff Lawrence on the staff of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. GREEN]
and Bill Gilmartin on my staff who
make their personal contributions as
well.

So, Mr. Speaker, we bring to you, as
a group, these recommendations, and,
like in past years, it is a very, very dif-
ficult bill to do. There are tough issues
involved, and basically it is a small pot
of money, a size 9 shoe with a 12 foot to
fit into it. It is not done with any ease
or simplicity. Each year when we come
before the House with this bill we sug-
gest it was one of the most difficult
years, and certainly 1992 is no excep-
tion. I can say without any hesitation
whatsoever that this has been the most
difficult of years.

Obviously, not everyone within the
agencies or within this House, nor out-
side interests, are pleased with every
aspect of this product, and yet we must
tell our colleagues in all candor that it
is the very best we could do under try-
ing financial circumstances. The rea-
son everyone is not going to be happy
is because we do have a budget crisis,
and yet even in times of limited re-
sources we all know that there are es-
sential services that must be performed
by this central government, the Fed-
eral Government of the United States
of America.

There may be those who argue that
we ought to repeal government. But
government provides essential services
that are necessary for the public wel-
fare and for the public good, and, if we,
as a nation, are going to continue to
stand tall in the hall of nations of the
highest technological order, then we
must make certain expenditures to pre-
serve this Nation’s physical and human
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infrastructure, and this is one of those
bills that does exactly that, ranging all
the way from veterans health issues, to
issues concerning the public environ-
ment, concerning NASA, a very high
tech agency, housing for millions of
people, and questions involving the Na-
tional Science Foundation and putting
out almost $2 billion in research grants
to stimulate the minds of America’s re-
search scientists.

So, all in all, it is a significant con-
tribution to the future and the well-
being of millions of Americans, and
there is literally no one in this Nation
that is not touched by this bill in some
fashion and to some degree.

We do not have, unfortunately, un-
limited domestic discretionary moneys
to fund all of the programs at the lev-
els that most of us would like to see.
There were hard choices made in this
bill. We did categorize, and we did
prioritize, and that is always a painful
process, and someone is going to be dis-
satisfied. It means that we had to
make cuts and reductions. They are
very painful to me, to other members
of this committee, and I am certain to
the agencies involved. But we believe
on balance, and that is what is critical
here, that for the most part we have
spread the agony. There is no agency
that has precedent over another agen-
cy. Each of them in a sense is a sub-
committee child, and we love each and
every one of them and treat them as a
parent ought to, with appropriate dis-
cretion and equal affection.

I must say that we have proposed a
bill which involves using nearly $3 bil-
lion in creative scorekeeping. Now this
$3 billion in the scorekeeping will not
be available to this subcommittee next
year under the current budget prac-
tices.

Now what does that mean? Well, it
means, unless the fire walls come down
between domestic expenditures, de-
fense and foreign aid, so that the Com-
mittee on the Budget and the Commit-
tee on Appropriations can reach across
and treat the Federal budget as a uni-
fied one and to move moneys appro-
priately from one function to another,
we are going to be in deep trouble in
this subcommittee next year. Our 1993
money allocation will not be able to
sustain, and let me emphasize this, and
no one disagrees with this; we will not
be able to sustain the program levels
for next year that we are establishing
this year under current budget prac-
tices.

I recognize it is hard to get anyone
interested in 1993. As my colleagues
know, we all behave like Wall Street.
We are only interested in this quarter’s
bottom line. But somehow or another
this Nation has to rethink that concept
of instant gratification. That is what a
child does. Surely, as rational adults
we can foresee the future and predict
what will occur tomorrow based upon
our conduct and actions today.
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Now unless, as I said, these walls
around defense and foreign aid are
breached, and of course the Director of
OMB has said that he intends to do
that when it is to his advantage, fol-
lowing the election of next year, should
he be here. I say to my colleagues that
we, as a Congress, having a responsibil-
ity for providing domestic tranquillity
and the welfare of the people of this
Nation, must consider that ourselves in
next year's budget negotiations. Next
year is certainly going to be tighter
than 1992,

Let us take a look at some of the de-
tails.

We are providing a total of
$13,513,000,000 for the veterans' medical
care. Now that represents nearly a 10
percent increase above 1991. But medi-
cal costs are increasing by at least that
rate, and that is the healthiest in-
crease in funding for the VA medical
care in many years, and each of my
colleagues can take great pride in that
fact. But before we get excited, remem-
ber we still have a ways to go in terms
of staying abreast of the need for ade-
quate funding of veterans medical care
because we have been funding the VA
medical care system at roughly a T-per-
cent increase over the last 10 years. On
the other hand, as I said, medical care
costs have gone up at a somewhat high-
er rate, so we are going to have to play
some kind of catch up here.

While we may be keeping our head
above the water, we do not have
enough critical staff throughout the
VA hospital system in my judgment. I
want to say at this point that no Ap-
propriations Subcommittee chairman
has had a finer or better relationship
than what I have had with the chair-
man of the authorizing committee, the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT-
GOMERY], and it is through his knowl-
edge, and his interests and his commit-
ment to America's veterans that our
subcommittee has been able to do the
things that we have done, and for his
counsel, and his direction and leader-
ship I want to express my personal ap-
preciation and that of the subcommit-
tee’s as well.
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Now, in housing I believe we have
done an incredible job. The total appro-
priation for the Department of Housing
and Urban Development is $23,809 mil-
lion. That compares with about $23,617
million provided in 1991.

Now, get this. Within that total, we
have provided $1,500 million for the
newly authorized program called
HOME. I must say, in all candor, that
is probably a little more money than
what I would have personally liked to
have seen. This is a new program. I
might have preferred a slower startup
than what you see here. But the au-
thorizing committees felt that this was
an appropriate number. The Senate
took the lead on this. We work in a col-
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legial fashion, of course. The gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] and
others on his committee felt strongly
in terms of this issue, and we are
pleased to have honored their requests.

We are going to watch how this pro-
gram gets underway, and we are going
to make some adjustments accordingly
in the year ahead.

Incidentally, of keen interest to
many Members, we have waived the
local matching requirement at the re-
quest of the authorizers and at the in-
sistence of the Senate. That is waived
for only 1 year. It is the understanding
that it will be revisited next year.

I might add we are providing $361
million for the Secretary’s program
HOPE. There is a $10 million increase
above the level provided in the House
bill for HOPE 1.

I must say that there is no stronger
advocate for the issues that he believes
in and no more talented individual, no
one who is as committed to pursuing
the administration policy on housing,
than Secretary Kemp. I count him as a
personal friend. He is a former Member
of this body and in addition was a
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations.

We are also at the same time looking
at the need for an increase of $1,200
million for contract renewals—a prob-
lem that was dumped in our laps at the
last minute by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development. They
underestimated the number of section 8
contracts that will come up for renewal
during fiscal year 1992.

Unless we provide this money, and we
did not know about it, of course, until
the Senate was going to markup, un-
less we provide this money, you lit-
erally could have people thrown out in
the streets. We certainly do not want
that.

Now, what about NASA? The latest
report from the Augustine Commission
to Admiral Truly, the Administrator of
NASA, strongly suggests that NASA
not continue to overload its plate of
projects and programs.

Briefly, from the letter, there was
one sentence in my mind that stuck
out:

The adoption of the content of one space
Program and the budget of another would be
the greatest disservice of all, to this agency.

The problem is that is exactly where
we are at. The budget request for
NASA was $15,721 million. This bill ap-
propriates $13,320 million, a reduction
of $1,400 million.

In regard to NASA, let me say the
distinguished gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BROWN] has been a friend and
an ally of this subcommittee, and has
brought to our attention the needs of
the agency. We have had a close work-
ing relationship with the gentleman
and the Committee on Science, Space,
and Technology. For that, I am very
appreciative.

It does not take a genius to under-
stand that the budget request for
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NASA was based on funding r number
of programs at Y levels. But with a $1.4
billion reduction, and, get this, if you
are going to fund the space station con-
sistent with the direction that this
House gave to the subcommittees in its
amendments of early last summer,
then some programs for NASA have to
be eliminated or reduced or stretched
out. Yes; I said eliminated.

We have attempted to do that. We
are fitting again a size 12 foot into a
size 9 shoe.

We have taken the NASA contribu-
tion to the national aerospace plane
fundamentally to zero. We put in $5
million, in a sense to keep their oar in
the program, a substantial part of
which is funded through the defense
budget.

We have canceled the flight
telerobotic servicer. That was a favor-
ite, I might add, of the subcommittee.
We have terminated the Lifesat Pro-
gram. We have recommended the can-
cellation of one of the advanced turbo
pumps for the space shuttle main en-
gine. We provided no funds for the
space infrared telescope facility,
which, by the way, was the highest sin-
gle recommendation of the National
Academy’s Astronomy Committee for
projects to be funded in the 1990's—a
very painful decision, but a new start.

Let me repeat: We have not provided
a nickel for SIRTF, even though it has
the highest priority. We cut space
shuttle operations by $330 million. We
are not proud of that at all.

We have delayed the advanced x ray
astrophysics facility for more than a
year. That was one of my favorite
projects.

We have salvaged the CRAF and
CASSINI missions, but with a l-year
delay. We have cut the operations of
installations funding under NASA's
salaries and expense account by $175
million.

Mr. Speaker, I have to say it was
very discouraging to sit in our con-
ference and witness how desperately
our friends in the aerospace commu-
nity lobbied individual members to
keep every one of these programs on-
line, and that was their very right,
even if they were going to be funded at
totally inadequate levels, which would
create for the subcommittee an impos-
sible situation next year, in view of
what we anticipate will be our alloca-
tion of money for the subcommittee.

Mr. Speaker, I hope I can bring some
reality to this problem soon. If we are
going to fund the space station NASA
proposes to build as directed by the
House and by the other body, given our
future budget outlook, we are not
going to fund a great deal else in some
other programs.

In the environmental area I sincerely
wish we could have done better. The to-
tals for the EPA include an increase of
$100 million in the agency's operating
programs, and a total increase of about
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$450 million when the Superfund and
construction grant programs are in-
cluded.

For the National Science Foundation
we are providing an increase of 11 per-
cent in the basic research account, and
13 percent in the education and human
resources account, which is essential if
we want our K-12 children to take an
interest in math and sciences in this
Nation.

Mr. Speaker, that is a summary of
the 1992 bill. It was tough, but we did
the best we could under these cir-
cumstances.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to correct
a printing error in the statement of the
managers on H.R. 2519, the 1992 VA,
HUD, and Independent Agencies Appro-
priations Act.

On page 24612 of the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD dated September 27, 1991, under
amendment No. 35, a special purpose
grant provides $575,000 for emergency
construction of water lines in Auburn,
MA, to address presently irreversible
hazardous contamination of the sole
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source of water for certain sections of
the town. The grant is for the town of
Auburn, not Ashburn as printed in the
RECORD. There is no Ashburn in Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. Speaker, I have discussed this
matter with the minority and they
agree that the grant is intended for Au-
burn, MA. Further, I understand that
the Senate concurs that this was a
printing error and will so note when
the conference report is before that
body.

Mr. Speaker, the motion that I will
offer on amendment No. 146 incor-
porates a minor technical change to ac-
commodate the Congressional Budget
Office and the Budget Committees in
connection with the scoring of this bill.
With this adjustment, the language
conforms to the existing budget agree-
ment scoring rules and the VA-HUD-
Independent Agencies appropriations
bill meets all budget authority and
outlay ceilings.

Mr. Speaker, the motion that I will
offer on amendment No. 156 incor-
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porates a minor, technical change to
accommodate the House Science and
Technology Committee in connection
with setting aside transfer authority
among National Science Foundation
appropriation accounts.

The conference agreement repealed
the transfer authority which has been
carried in the legislative bill for some
years. We took this action because of
the very sensitive nature of funding for
the entire Foundation—and particu-
larly the Antarctic programs. In short,
we do not want to leave open-ended
transfer authority on the books in 1992.

The technical change we have made
in the language sets aside the transfer
authority only for the duration of fis-
cal year 1992.

Next year, when the Foundation is
reauthorized, we'll be happy to work
with the Science Committee on this
overall issue.

Mr. Speaker, at this point I would in-
clude a table on the conference agree-
ment.
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H.R. 2519 - Departments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban Development,
and Independent Agencies, 1992

Conference
FY 1881 FY 1882 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senat Conf ctod
TITLE)
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
Compensation and p 16,397,135,000  15841,620,000  15,841,820,000  15,841,620,000  15,841,620,000 555,515,000
Readjusiment benefits 752,500,000 635,400,000 635,400,000 635,400,000 635,400,000 117,100,000
Vi I and indemnities 15,410,000 25,740,000 25,740,000 25,740,000 25,740,000 +10,330,000
Loan iving fund 670,200,000 670,200,000
Guaranty and Indemnity fund. 80,800,000 -80,800,000
Guaranty and indemnity prog t (indefint 367,708,000 367,708,000 367,709,000 367,709,000 +367,708,000
Administrative exp 30,689,000 30,689,000 39,689,000 39,689,000 +30,880,000
Loan guaranty prog nt (indefinite) 128,820,000 128,820,000 128,820,000 128,820,000 +128,820,000
Administrative exp 85,870,000 85,870,000 85,870,000 85,870,000 +85,870,000
Direct loan program account (indefinite) 8,000 8,000 9,000 8,000 +8,000
(Limftation on direct ioans) (1,000,000) (1,000,000) (1,000,000) (1,000,000) (+1,000,000)
Administrative exs 1,368,000 1,368,000 1,388,000 1,368,000 +1,368,000
Education loan fund prog 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000 +8,000
(Umitation on direct loans) (21,000) (21,000) (21,000) (21,000) (+21,000)
Administrative exp 307,000 307,000 307,000 307,000 +307,000
Vocational rehabilitation loans prog 105,000 105,000 105,000 105,000 +105,000
{Limitation on direct loans) (1,688,000) (1,888,000) (1,888,000) (1,688,000) (+1,888,000)
Administrative exp 838,000 838,000 836,000 836,000 +838,000
Direct loan revolving fund (limitation on direct [08NS).....c..uemrense i (1,000,000} (-1,000,000)
Total, Veterans Benefits Admir 17,016,045000  17,127,681,000  17,127,681,000  17,127,681,000  17,127,881,000 -788,364,000
Veterans Health Administration
Medical care. 12,335,480,000  13,287,006,000  13,485,006,000  13,527,620,000  13,512,820,000 +1,177,430,000
Medical equipment 80,000,000 80,000,000 80,000,000 +80,000,000
Copayment saving: -80,000,000 -80,000,000 -80,000,000 -90,000,000
Medical and prostheti h 216,795,000 216,765,000 226,795,000 227,000,000 227,000,000 +10,205,000
Health professional scholarship prog 10,113,000 10,113,000 10,113,000 10,113,000 IIIED00. | i
Medical administration and miscellaneous operating expenses... 41,434,000 40,479,000 40,478,000 40,479,000 40,479,000 955,000
Grants to the Republic of the Philippl 484,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 +16,000
Total, Vet Health Administration 12,604,316,000 13,554,983,000 13,772,983,000 13,808,012,000  13,791,012,000 +1,188,606,000
Deparimental Administration
General operating 860,868,000 760,158,000 787,158,000 805,158,000 798,000,000 84,060,000
National Cemetary Syst 53,545,000 57,045,000 67,045,000 67,045,000 67,045,000 +13,500,000
Desert Shield/Desert Storm | | costs (14,100,000) (14,100,000) (14,100,000) (+14,100,000)
Office of Insp G ] 24,859,000 28,658,000 28,000,000 20,650,000 20,050,000 +5,100,000
Construction, major proj 580,000,000 450,000,000 522,000,000 308,850,000 414,250,000 -185,750,000
Construction, minor project: 130,840,000 185,701,000 189,701,000 180,701,000 180,701,000 460,081,000
(Limitation on administrative (44,420,000) (48,176,000) (45,176,000) (41,178,000) (41,176,000) (-3,244,000)
Parking garage iving fund 28,800,000 8,538,000 18,200,000 8,536,000 18,200,000 -8,700,000
Grants for construction of State extended care facilties................ 70,000,000 85,000,000 85,000,000 85,000,000 85,000,000 +15,000,000
Grants for the construction of State veterans cemetaries .............. 3,848,000 5,104,000 5,104,000 5,104,000 5,104,000 +1,158,000
1,752,858,000 1,621,504,000 1,703,209,000 1,501,354,000 1,607,250,000 145,600,000
32,273,220,000 32,304,168,000 32,603,873,000 32,435,047,000 32,525,652,000 +252,732,000
(1,000,000) (2,708,000 (2,708,000) {2,708,000) (2,708,000) (+1,700,000)
(44,420,000) {48,178,000) (45,178,000) {41,178,000) (41,176,000) (-3,244,000)
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT
Housing Programs
Homeownership and opporiunity for people everywhere grants
(HOPE grants) 865,400,000 381,000,000 215,400,000 138,000,000 +138,000,000
(By transfer) (225,000,000) (225,000,000) (+225,000,000)
HOME nt partnerships prog 1,000,000,000 500,000,000 2,000,000,000 1,500,000,000 +1,500,000,000
Annual ibutions for assisted h g 8,525,000,000 9,085,780,000 9,865,790,000 7,817,000,000 8,070,201,000 -1,454,789,000
Rescission of assisted housing deobligations (budget authority,
Indefinite) 535,180,000 227,000,000 227,000,000 -227,000,000 ~167,000,000 +388,100,000
Total, | contributions for assisted housing (net)........... .  8,886,810,000 8,838,780,000 9,758,790,000 7,600,000,000  7,803,201,000 -1,088,608,000
Assistance for the renewal of expiring sec. 8 subsidy contracts....  7,890,800,400  7,024,589,000 7,024,580,000  7,024,589,000  7,355,128,000 535,872,400
Rental rehabilitation grants, 70,000,000 70,000,000
Rental housing assistance:
Rescission of budget authority, Indefinit -46,000,000 52,641,000 52,641,000 -52,641,000 52,841,000 -8,841,000
(Limitation on annual contract authority, Indefinite) ... (-2,000,000) (-2,383,000) (-2,383,000) (-2,383,000) (-393,000)
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H.R. 2519 - Departments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban Development,
and Independent Agencies, 1992

Conference
FY 1881 FY 1882 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senat Contfi enacted
Rent supplement program:
Rescission of budget authority, | 53,856,000 ~53,856,000 53,858,000 -53,856,000 -53,858,000
(Umitation on | contract authority, indefinite) (-2,448,000) (-2,448,000) (-2,448,000) (-2,448,000) (-2,448,000)
mmmwmw mvﬂh disablities.. ... i 152,810,000
D.000/000 it 26,000,000 17,700,000 +8,200,000
Plyrnlnbhropor-knd“' wwome h g project 2,175,000,000 2,155,844,000 2,188,844,000 2,500,000,000 2,450,000,000 +275,000,000
Housing counseling 8,000,000 3,700,000 8,350,000 3,700,000 6,025,000 1,875,000
Flexible subsidy fund, 203,413,000 52,413,000 50,000,000 50,000,000 +50,000,000
Federal Housing Administration FUNd ... 317,368,000 -317,368,000
(Limitation on guaranteed loans) (75,000,000,000) (-75,000,000,000)
Temporary morigage assistance payments (imitation on
direct loans) (151,125,000) (-151,125,000)
FHA - Mutual mortgage Ir gram account:
(Umitation on g i loans) (53,562,815,000)  (60,000,000,000)  (60,000,000,000) (60,000,000,000)  (+60,000,000,000)
Administrative exp 255,845,000 255,845,000 255,845,000 255,645,000 +255,845,000
ipts -255,645,000 -255,645,000 -255,6845,000 -255,645,000 -255,845,000
-G and special risk prog
(Umitation on guaranteed loans) (6,651,001,000)  (8,651,8001,000) (8,651,001,000) (8,651,801,000) (+8,851,801,000)
Administrative exp 189,000,000 188,000,000 189,000,000 166,000,000 + 188,000,000
Program costs 54,811,000 54,811,000 54,911,000 54,811,000 +54,811,000
Total, Federal Housing Administration Fund 317,386,000 243,911,000 243,911,000 243,811,000 243,811,000 73,455,000
Nonprofit sponsor assistance (limitation on direct loans) = (1,100,000) {+1,100,000)
Drug elimination grants for low-Income housing........ g 150,000,000 165,000,000 165,000,000 165,000,000 185,000,000 415,000,000
Government National Mortgage Association
Guurunhn of mortgage-backed securities locan guarantee
account:
p.mulon ong d loans) (80,000,000,000) (74,760,283,000) (74,760,263,000) (74,768,283,000) (74,769,283,000) (-5,230,707,000)
P 6,585,000 8,585,000 8,565,000 6,585,000 +6,585,000
Total, Housing Programs (net) 19,564,476,400 & 18,408,455,000 10,071,795,000 17,323,588,000  17,811,383,000 -1,753,113,400
Homeless Assistance
Emergency shelter grants prog 73,184,000 71,000,000 71,000,000 73,164,000
Transitional and supportive housing demonstration program....... 150,000,000 150,000,000 150,000,000 150,000,000
Supplemental assistance for facilities to assist the homeless ...... 11,263,000 57,000,000 57,000,000 11,283,000
Section & moderate rehabilitation, single room occupancy ... 105,000,000  ..occiersmssasessarsasasanre 55,000,000 105,000,000
Shelter plus care:
Section 8 moderate rehabllitation. single room pancy...... 53,333,000 50,000,000 73,333,000
Section 202 rental assl 37,200,000 37,200,000 37,200,000
Homeless rental housing assistance prog| 167,200,000 116,000,000
Total, Homeless Assi: 338,427,000 535,733,000 536,200,000 440,660,000 448,860,000 +110,533,000
C ity Planning and Develop it
c ity development grants 3,200,000,000 2,820,000,000 3,285,000,000 3,400,000,000 3,400,000,000 +200,000,000
(Umitation on guaranteed loans) (LT, o R—— (140,000,000)  (140,000,000) (140,000,000  oorrsssessssssesin
Urban homesteading 13,000,000 -13,000,000
Total, Community Planning and D prent 3,213,000,000  2,820,000,000 3,265,000,000  3,400,000,000  3,400,000,000 + 187,000,000
Policy Development and Research
R h and technology. 28,500,000 35,000,000 20,500,000 25,000,000 25,000,000 -3,500,000
Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity
Fair housing activities 12,410,000 13,000,000 13,000,000 13,000,000 13,000,000 +5080,000
Management and Administration
Salaries and expenses (multiple accounts) 429,500,000 444,453,000 438,453,000 444,453,000 438,453,000 48,853,000
{By transfer, limitation on FHA corporate funds)..... (396,000,000)  (435,000,000) (435,000,000)  (435,000,000)  (435,000,000) (+
Office of inspector General 29,283,000 35,020,000 34,000,000 35,020,000 35,020,000 +5,737,000
(By transfer, limitation on FHA corporate funds) (10,000,000) (8,845,000) (8,845,000) {8,845,000) (8,845,000 (-355,000)
Total, title Il, Department of Housing & Urban Development:

New budget (obligational) authority (nef) 23,618,566,400 24,257,081,000 24,248,048,000 23,006,431,000 23,808,796,000 +182,188,600
Appropriations. (24,197,788,400)  (24,560,558,000) (24,582,445,000) (24,230,828,000) (24,082,283,000) (-115,483,400)
Fh!d-bu (-581,180,000) (-333,487,000) (-333,487,000) (-333,487,000) (-273,487,000) (+307,663,000)

By 1 (225,000,000) (225,000,000) (+225,000,000)

(Limitation on annual contract authority, indefinite) .......... {-2,000,000) (-4,841,000) (~4,841,000) (-4,841,000) (-4,841,000) (-2,841,000)

(Umitation on direct loans) (152,225,000) (-152,225,000)

(Uimitation on gUATANSed IOBNS) .......cummsmmsissssssssssssssssss (155,140,000,000) (137,014,009,000) (143,561,184,000) (143,561,194,000) (143,561,184,000)  (-11,578,808,000)

(Umitation on corporate funds 10 b6 expended).....w..  (408,000000)  (444,845000) (444,845,000  (444,845000) (444,845,000  (+38,845,000)
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Conference
FY 1981 FY 1882 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senat Conft enacled
TIMLE W
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
American Battle M ts Commission
Salaries and exg 15,800,000 18,440,000 18,440,000 18,440,000 18,440,000 42,540,000
Commission on National and Community Service
Salarles and exp 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 ooveenissnrnanessanessasen -
Program activities. 55,000,000 73,000,000 73,000,000 + 18,000,000
Total, Commission on National and Community Service ........ 57,000,000 75,000,000 75,000,000 + 18,000,000
Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board
Salaries and exg 5,000,000
Consumer Product Safety Commission
Salarles and exp 37,108,000 36,200,000 40,200,000 38,200,000 40,200,000 +3,001,000
Court of Veterans Appeals
Salaries and exp 7,481,000 8,133,000 8,133,000 9,133,000 9,133,000 +1,852,000
Department of Defense - Civil
Cemelerial Expenses, Army
Salaries and exf 12,238,000 12,587,000 12,587,000 12,587,000 12,587,000 +351,000
Environmental Protection Agency
Salaries and exp 874,700,000 1,080,000,000 1,084,000,000 1,028,000,000 1,040,500,000 +65,800,000
Office of Inspector General 37,000,000 41,200,000 38,681,000 41,200,000 41,200,000 +4,200,000
R h and development 254,800,000 313,000,000 233,875,000 213,000,000 323,000,000 +68,100,000
Abat t, control, and pllance 1,008,525,000 1,018,500,000 1,133,825,000 1,142,500,000 1,133,625,000 +127,100,000
Bulidings and facliities 40,000,000 13,000,000 38,700,000 18,000,000 30,300,000 700,000
Subtotal, operating prog 2,313,125,000 2,4786,700,000 2,830,861,000 2,543,700,000 2,577,625,000 +264,500,000
Hazard: bst perfund, 1,616,228,000 1,750,000,000 1,630,000,000 1,616,228,000 1818 220,000  ..ocoonicissrinicorsion
{Umitation on administrative exp ) ATO00000) i vcstiaiicsizissiti (260,000,000) {180,000,000) (240,000,000) (+7,000,000)
Leaking underg  storage tank trust fund 85,000,000 85,000,000 85,000,000 75,000,000 75,000,000 410,000,000
(Uimitation on administrative exp ) (B,000,000)  .....courrimssmssnsmssisuss (8,400,000) (8,400,000) (8,400,000) (+400,000)
Construction grants 2,100,000,000 1,800,000,000 2,195,000,000 2,400,000,000 2,400,000,000 +300,000,000
Total, Envii | P Agency 6,084,353,000  6,211,700,000  6,540,861,000  6,634828,000  6,888,853,000 +574,500,000
Executive Office of the President
Council on Environmental Quality and Office of Environmental
Quality 1,873,000 2,560,000 2,560,000 2,560,000 2,580,000 +B887,000
National Space Council 1,363,000 1,481,000 1,481,000 1,481,000 1,481,000 +128,000
Office of Sclence and Technology Policy ........simemssmmsisssens 3,560,000 3,880,000 3,880,000 9,410,000 6,010,000 +2,450,000
The Points of Light Foundation 5,000,000 T800,000 ...corrimessssnssrisness 7,500,000 B000,000 ...ocecermseresmrensassrens
Total, Executive Office of the President 11,788,000 15,431,000 7,831,000 20,861,000 15,081,000 +3,265,000
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Disaster relief. 274,450,000 184,458,000 184,458,000 184,450,000 + 184,459,000
Disaster assistance direct loan prog it 541,000 541,000 541,000 541,000 +541,000
(Limitation on direct loans) (6,000,000} {6,000,000) (8,000,000) (6,000,000) (+6,000,000)
Salaries and exp 143,000,000 168,363,000 165,113,000 163,113,000 163,113,000 +20,113,000
Office of Inspector G '} 3,351,000 5,144,000 9,800,000 5,144,000 5,144,000 +1,783,000
Emergency management planning and assistance ... 282,624,000 277,827,000 277,827,000 285,827,000 285,827,000 43,203,000
Emergency food and shelter prog 134,000,000 100,000,000 134,000,000 134,000,000 134,000,000  ooomimiiiimmsssnmimionss
Total, Federal Emergency Management Aency.......uesen 562,675,000 824,334,000 785,540,000 773,084,000 773,084,000 +210,108,000
Consumer Information Center. 1,540,000 1,844,000 1,844,000 1,844,000 1,844,000 +404,000
(Umhation on administrative expenses) (2,172,000) (2,285,000) (2,285,000) (2,285,000) (2,285,000) (+113,000)
Department of Health and Human Senvices
Office of C: Affairs 1,864,000 2,103,000 2,103,000 2,103,000 2,103,000 +138,000
Interagency Council on the Homeless

Salaries and exp 1,083,000 1,300,000 1,083,000 1,083,000 1,083,000  ...ooovcsnrmsmssssmssssssn =
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Conference
FY 1801 FY 1982 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senal Confh enacted
National Asronautics and Space Administration
R h and devek 6,023,600,000  7,198,500000  6,023,600,000  6,548,000,000  6,413,800,000 +380,200,000
Space flight, control and data ications 6,334,132,000  5,808,200,000  5,157,075,000  4,807,000,000  5,157,075,000 -1,177,057,000
Portion applied to debt i -1,208,732,000 -32,675,000 -32,675,000 -32,675,000 -32,675,000 +1,177,057,000
Construction of facilities 497,900,000 480,300,000 497,900,000 525,000,000 525,000,000 +27,100,000
R h and prog ag t 2211,900,000  2,452,300,000 2,211,900,000  2,342,300,000  2,242,300,000 430,400,000
Office of Inspector G I 10,500,000 14,600,000 10,500,000 14,800,000 14,800,000 +4,100,000
Total, National Aeronautics and Space Administration............ 13,868,300,000  15721,325000  13,888,300,000  14,305225,000  14,320,100,000 +451,800,000
National Credit Union Administration
Central liquidity facility:
(Umitation on direct loans) (800,000,000} (600,000,000) {600,000,000)
(Umitation on administrative expenses, corporate funds) ......... (883,000) (864,000) (864,000)
National Commission on Financial institution
Reform, R y, and Enf t
Salaries and exp 1,000,000 1,000,000 41,000,000
National Commission on Native American, Alaska Native,
and Native Hawailan Housing
Salaries and exp 500,000 500,000 +500,000
National institute of Buliding Sclences
Payment to the National Institute of Building Sci 250,000
National Sclence Foundation
Research and related acthvities 1,684,200000  1,963,500,000  1,860,500,000  1,826,000,000  1,878,000,000 +184,800,000
Academ| h facilities DOMTOOO . vismieiissisiissigsess 20,000,000 -20,478,000
Academic research instrumentation 50,000,000
Academic research facllities and instn i 48,000,000 33,000,000 +33,000,000
United States A | h activities 100,000,000 118,000,000 118,000,000 78,000,000 78,000,000 -22,000,000
United States Antarctic logistical support activities 75,000,000 75,000,000 75,000,000 10,000,000 10,000,000 85,000,000
Education and h activities 322,350,000 320,000,000 435,000,000 485,000,000 485,000,000 +142,850,000
Salaries and exp 101,000,000 122,000,000 108,000,000 117,000,000 108,000,000 +8,000,000
Office of Inspector G i 3,000,000 3,500,000 3,300,000 3,500,000 3,500,000 +500,000
Total, National Sci Foundati 2,318,028,000 2,722,000,000 2,720,800,000 2,845,500,000 2,577,500,000 +261,472,000
Neighborhood Reinvestment Oorponiiun
Payment to the Neighborhood R it Corporation 25,554,000 26,800,000 26,900,000 38,800,000 31,900,000 46,348,000
Selective Service System
Salaries and exp 26,835,000 27,480,000 27,480,000 27,480,000 27,480,000 +845,000
Total, title lll, independent Agencies:

New budget (obligational) 8UthOrty (N1).....cwrssmssmssssssssss 23,030,954,000 25638,877,000 24,043,552,000 24,605,088,000  24,575,868,000 +1,538,014,000

(Umhation on administrative exg ) (241,172,000 (2,285,000) (268,685,000) (188,885,000) (248,685,000) (+7,513,000)

{Umitation on direct loans) {600,000,000) (808,000,000) {606,000,000) (806,000,000) (608,000,000) (+6,000,000)

{Limitation on corporate funds to be expended)............... (883,000) (964,000) {984,000) {964,000) (964,000) (#71,000)

TIME V
CORPORATIONS
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation:
FSLIC Resolution Fund 22,000,000,000  3,418,000,000  15,896,000,000  15,867,000,000  15,867,000,000 -8,133,000,000
Portion applied to liquidation of authority to b -22,000,000,000  -3,416,000,000 -15,806,000,000 -15,867,000,000 -15,867,000,000 +6,133,000,000
Resolution Trust Corporation: Office of Inspector General......... 10,785,000 30,328,000 30,328,000 30,328,000 30,328,000 +18,543,000
Total, titie IV, Corporations. 10,785,000 30,328,000 30,328,000 30,328,000 30,328,000 +18,543,000
Grand total:

New budget (obligational) authority (Nef).......wwsscessasess 78,840,555400 82,230,434,000 80,826,701,000 80,678,874,000  80,841,044,000 +2,000,488,800
Appropriati 101,521,745400 (85,682,831,000) (97,150,188,000) (97,177,371,000) (87,081,541,000) (-4,440,204,400)
Resclssions (581,180,000)  (-333,497,000)  (-333,487,000)  (-333,467,000)  (-273,487,000) (+307,683,000)

(By transfer) (225,000,000)  (225000,000)  (+225,000,000)

(Umitation on administrative exp ) (285,582,000) (48,481,000) (313,861,000) (220,881,000) (260,881,000) (+4,269,000)

(Umitation on | contract authority, indefinite) (-2,000,000) (+4,841,000) (~4,841,000) (4,841,000 (-4,841,000) (-2,841,000)

{Umitation on direct loans) (753,225,000) (608,706,000 (608,708,000) {608,708,000) (608,708,000 (-144,516,000)

{Umktation on g 4 loans) (155,140,000,000) (137,014,008,000) (143,561,184,000) (743,581,194,000) (143,561,184,000)  (-11,578,808,000)

(Limitation on corporate funds to be expended)......... (408,883,000) (445,800,000) (445,809,000) (445,809,000) (445,809,000) (+38,7186,000)
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Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I will not cover the
whole gamut of the bill, which has been
so ably done by the distinguished
chairman of our subcommittee, but
rather address certain issues that I
think may be of particular interest to
Members.

First, I have to say at the outset that
I discussed this bill as recently as last
night with the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget, and there
still is no administration decision on
this bill. So I cannot assure Members
that the bill will in fact be signed in its
present form, nor am I suggesting that
it will not be signed. That simply re-
mains an open question at this mo-
ment.

As the chairman indicated, and this
is the second point I wish to address,
the bill involves very significant scor-
ing issues of which the House should be
aware. Perhaps the largest of those is
the issue relating to the section 202
program for nonprofit sponsorship of
housing for the elderly.

As Members may remember, in a re-
cent housing bill we voted to change
that from a loan program to a grant
program. In the past we have provided
an appropriation for loans for the hous-
ing, and then we provided a further ap-
propriation under the section 8 pro-
gram. That section 8 funding largely
enabled the nonprofit sponsors to pay
back the loans which we had given
them under the 202 program.

An issue arose under the credit re-
form legislation that we passed as part
of last year’s budget agreement as to
whether if we now recapture the 202
loan funds and the associated section 8
funds and convert the program into a
grant program as to projects pre-
viously funded, we would be able to get
the full amount of the recaptured loan
program allocated to us for budget pur-
poses. The argument turned on the fact
that starting with fiscal year 1992, loan
programs are being scored quite dif-
ferently from the way they have been
through fiscal year 1991.
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At least tentatively, OMB has ac-
cepted the idea that we can get the full
amount of the recaptured loan author-
ity despite the new credit rules, and
that provides us with roughly $1.756 bil-
lion for this bill. As the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee has
pointed out, that and other accounting
devices in this bill are not going to be
available to us next year, and I think
we all should understand that we may
have to be a leaner bill on some of
these problems next year than we have
been this year.

There are a number of other issues
which simply remain unresolved at this
point.

One is a question of whether some
money for the Antarctic program is
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properly attributable to the defense ac-
count as opposed to the domestic dis-
cretionary account. The bill also does
not provide for over $700 million that
the Federal Emergency Management
Agency needs to pay sums due with re-
spect to past disasters. I think it is
safe to say that there remains a dis-
agreement between the Democratic
leadership of the Committee on Appro-
priations and the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget as to whether that
funding qualifies as emergency fund-
ing. While on its face, of course, any-
thing related to disasters would appear
to be an emergency and fit in the emer-
gency category under the budget agree-
ment. The administration takes the po-
sition that that $700 million gap exists
because in the past the Congress fund-
ed FEMA at lower levels than the ad-
ministration had requested for this ac-
count. The administration therefore
takes the position that while the disas-
ters are acts of God, the underfunding
of that account was an act of men and
therefore does not qualify under the
budget agreement as an emergency.

As I said, that remains to be re-
solved. So there are a lot of loose ends
here, and everyone should understand
that those loose ends are here when
they come to vote on this bill.

I think it is important to point out
to my House colleagues that on the
two issues where they spoke contrary
to the judgment of the Appropriations
Subcommittee and the full Committee
on Appropriations, their views have
been respected. The space station is
funded and not just at the House-
passed $1.9 billion, but at the higher
Senate figure, which the administra-
tion supported. So we have very grace-
fully accepted the mandate that we got
from the House to move ahead with the
space station.

I shall have more to say in a minute
about what the consequences are, how-
ever, of that mandate.

The other area where the full House
reversed our subcommittee was on the
question of funding for the HOPE I pro-
gram. On that, though we did not go to
the full Senate level, we did go to $10
million above the House level. So
again, I think the House should recog-
nize that we have fully responded to
the instruction we got from the full
House and went into the conference
fully trying to achieve all of the goals
that the House had asked of us.

I now come to the part of the bill
that leaves me very unhappy, and that
is the consequence for NASA of the
funding for the space station. Let me
say that in the conference I proposed a
$65 million reduction from the Senate
level in the space station, which would
have left us roughly half way between
the House and the Senate levels, in
order to try to ease, not totally to
solve, but to ease some of the pain in
the science and environmental pro-
grams that I am about to discuss.
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However, a majority of the con-
ference disagreed with my judgment
that we could prudently take that $65
million from the station program, and
I certainly understand their thinking.

They are rightly aware of the past
history at NASA of cost overruns in
major programs. They see the budget
difficulties that lie ahead of us and,
under those circumstances, they
thought it was imprudent to start new
programs or to accelerate other pro-
grams. I certainly respect their feel-
ings on that matter, despite my regrets
at where that leads us in the science
programs and other important pro-
grams at NASA.

Let us see the price that we are pay-
ing for the space station, because I
think everyone in this House ought to
understand just what we did back a
couple of months ago when we voted to
continue the space station program.
Let me start with the national aero-
space plane program. That program is
seen by many, including me, as very
important for the future of America’s
lead in the aviation field.

In essence, NASA is almost totally
out of that program. We did put in $5
million, as the chairman noted, essen-
tially to keep NASA's franchise. But if
this program is going to move ahead, it
is going to move ahead with Defense
Department dollars, not NASA dollars.
Everyone should understand that.

The infrared telescope, which most of
the astronomical community considers
their highest priority for a new start at
NASA, was not started. And when it
will be started, if it ever will be start-
ed, I cannot say.

The orbiting solar/laboratory was not
started, and I think it is highly un-
likely that we will see that anywhere
in the immediate future. If it is any
solace to those interested in that mis-
sion, I am told by an astronomer who
has played a major role in the planning
for it that he and others have been ap-
proached by the Japanese with a sug-
gestion that they turn the program
over to the Japanese and launch on a
Japanese vehicle. So at least the
science may get done, though if so it
will be the Japanese rather than Amer-
icans who will be leading the effort.

The advanced x-ray telescope has
been put off at least for a year, al-
though there is funding in here to keep
the program alive. That postponement
occurs despite the fact that the tests
on the mirror have turned out to be ex-
cellent, and it is clear that from a
technological point of view this pro-
gram could be done and done very suc-
cessfully.

Mission to planet Earth, which is vi-
tally important to us from an environ-
mental point of view, will be delayed a
year. And the synthetic aperture radar,
which most involved in mission to
planet Earth think is a critical ele-
ment of it, was not given a start.

The flight telerobotic servicer, which
some of us had hoped would lead to sig-
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nificant improvements in the country’s
telerobotics capacity, has been termi-
nated. The Lifesat Program, an impor-
tant life sciences program, has been
terminated. CRAF and CASSINI have
been delayed.

Finally, there are significant cuts in
the shuttle program, and I fear that we
may one day pay very heavily for not
providing spare parts and for the cut in
shuttle operations. Those are the reali-
ties of life. This House has spoken and
the Senate has spoken on the space
station. In the conference, we faith-
fully followed the charge that we re-
ceived from the House. I have outlined
the consequences.

One other program we were not able
to fund was the Shelter Plus Care Pro-
gram in the housing field. Again, we
simply ran out of money at the end of
the conference and that is a program
which outlays somewhat more rapidly
than some of the other housing pro-
grams. In the end, we were not able to
start it.

Through its concept of putting more
social services into housing for those
who are in need of services, that pro-
gram could yield some very important
results, and I hope that we shall be
able to move ahead with it at some fu-
ture point.

But the reality is, there is only so
much money in the till and the till is
now empty with what we have in this
bill.

That is the bill that we bring to my
colleagues. It is not the bill that I
should have liked to bring, but it is the
bill that we were asked to bring by
Members' votes last spring.

I certainly must urge my colleagues
under the circumstances to move the
bill forward by passing this conference
report.

Let me conclude by expressing my
thanks to the distinguished chairman
of the subcommittee for his leadership
in this very, very difficult year for the
subcommittee. Without his good cheer
and his great grasp of all of these very
complex programs and, most important
of all, the courtesy that he has shown
not just to me as ranking minority
member but all the members of the
subcommittee, I do not think we could
have reached this point today.

He did follow faithfully what our col-
leagues asked him to do here in this
House and I now urge my colleagues to
support him in this report that he
brings back from the conference and to
pass the conference report, so that we
can get these programs moving rapidly.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield such time as he may
consume to the chairman of the full
committee, the dean of the House and
a dear friend and my mentor, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN].
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Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to commend the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. TRAXLER] and my other
colleagues on the VA-HUD subcommit-
tee for the fine work done in reaching
this conference agreement.

In view of the financial situation fac-
ing the Nation, this is a good agree-
ment and is consistent with the actions
of the conference committee.

This is a very important bill. It pro-
vides funds to meet the needs of our
veterans, for housing, for the National
Science Foundation, and the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration.

Mr. Speaker, if we are to retain our
position in the world, it is more impor-
tant than ever to continue making re-
search investments that will provide
direct, and indirect, benefits to the Na-
tion and to maintain a sound economy.

Mr. Speaker, the bill includes funds
for the advanced solid rocket motor
program needed to increase the amount
of thrust and improve the safety of new
rocket motors. These new motors are
needed for use in our space program for
the shuttle program, and for the heavy
lift-expendable launch vehicles. Facili-
ties to produce this advanced motor
needed for improved safety, and to pro-
vide additional thrust, are located at
Yellow Creek, MI.

Mr. Speaker, this is an excellent
agreement and represents the good
hard work of the members of this sub-
committee, and I urge that it be adopt-

ed.

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield such time as he may
consume to the distringuished ranking
minority member of the full Appropria-
tions Committee, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. MCDADE].

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise in
support of this conference report mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Housing and Urban Development,
veterans, NASA, EPA, the National
Science Foundation, and so many other
agencies. It is a good work product,
and I want to congratulate the distin-
guished gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
TRAXLER], the chairman of the sub-
committee, for the work that he has
done. And I want to express my deep
gratitude to the ranking member, the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
GREEN]. Together they, with the mem-
bers of their subcommittee, have
worked on what is undeniably one of
the most difficult bills that the mem-
bers are forced to face each year. There
are so many areas of dispute in this bill
by the nature of it, and so many sub-
jects of great interest and complexity,
that by definition one could make a ca-
reer in any one title of this bill. So
they have done an enormous job in get-
ting a bill that the members have
signed off on and bringing it to the
floor, and I am very pleased to stand
and recommend to the House that we
pass it.
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At the outset, I do need to reference
back to the statement that my friend
from New York, Mr. GREEN, made
about the FEMA funding that is in con-
troversy back and forth around the
Capitol at the moment. There is a $700
million shortfall in FEMA funding for
the disaster program.

There was a requested supplemental
in fiscal year 1991 which has not as yet
been addressed. The consequence of
that is that we have set the stage for,
what my friend from New York re-
ferred to as, acts of God that are going
to have to be paid for somewhere down
the road. But by failing to come to
grips with it in fiscal year 1991, we are
moving it over into fiscal year 1992,
and it is going to be much more dif-
ficult to get the necessary funding to
cover the needs in areas of the country
where there have been disasters. We
are going to have a hard time working
that out.

I want to express my appreciation to
both my friends, Chairman TRAXLER
and BILL GREEN, again, not just for
working through the problems of the
space station, but also the housing sec-
tions which were also in controversy. I
want to personally thank them for
working out the language that had
been inserted that was offensive to the
Secretary, and my friend, BoB TRAX-
LER, for increasing the level of funding
that was needed to try to get this pro-
gram off and running.

There is, as has been evidenced by
the gentlemen who preceded me, some
difference in the cost estimates from
OMB and CBO—affectionately referred
to around here as the bean counters—
about how this bill ought to be scored.
The bean counters at this point, appar-
ently, although we do not know defini-
tively, might have some differences of
opinion. It is a minor and technical
matter, and in my judgment, can be
taken care of as we move forward, but
there is that difference, and it may
cause us at some point to revisit the
bill. I hope it will not, and I do not
think there is any real justification for
any Member to be concerned about this
bill, which in my view is a fine work
product that the gentlemen on the
committee have worked hard on to
bring to us. And I urge its adoption.

This conference report is of special
significance and importance, because it
addresses a diverse array of essential
programs and services of direct value
and benefit to virtually all Americans.
Programs funded in this conference re-
port make it possible for this Nation’s
veterans, who have contributed so
much to defend our freedom and our
country, to receive pension benefit
payments, health and medical care,
and housing assistance.

FHA loan guarantees, home owner-
ship opportunities for middle-income
families, and rental assistance for the
elderly, disabled, and poor, including
programs to help alleviate homeless-
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ness, are all part of this conference re-
port. Other necessary, and important,
HUD assistance is made available to
help States and local communities
maintain and restore community de-
velopment needs and public facility in-
frastructure.

One of our country's highest prior-
ities, and greatest concerns, is to main-
tain and aggressively attack air, water,
and other forms of pollution problems.
The funds provided for the Environ-
mental Protection Agency make it pos-
gible for our Government, working in
cooperation with States and localities,
to make the environment safe and
clean.

We have always been a Nation of ex-
plorers and our space and science ac-
tivities, carried out by NASA, rep-
resent the hope of the future and even
a visionary way for solving many of
our environmental problems here on
earth today. These NASA exploration
and space sclence efforts are invest-
ments in the future and are main-
tained, but limited by cost consider-
ations in the conference report.

The conference report also provides
money to help people who are hurt by
natural disasters through the response
of the Federal Emergency Management
Agency. In total there are 27 separate
departments and agencies which re-
ceive funding and support in this con-
ference report. Many of these independ-
ent agencies perform vital consumer-
protection functions and protect the
public by regulations of the banking
system.

To say that this conference report,
which we are now considering, is of the
utmost importance to the stability and
welfare of the Nation, is an understate-
ment. All of these programs and serv-
ices, of course, are expensive to main-
tain especially in this era of scarce
Federal resources. The total amount of
new budget authority, which is made
available for fiscal year 1992 by the
conference report, is almost $81 billion
which is about $3 billion more than last
year.

Mr. Speaker, we are all very fortu-
nate and owe a debt of gratitude to the
subcommittee chairman, BoB TRAXLER,
and to our ranking Republican, BILL
GREEN, two of the very best and bright-
est of our leaders and managers who
are responsible for directing this im-
portant bill in the House. This year
once again, Chairman TRAXLER and
Representative GREEN have worked an-
other miracle in steering this very dif-
ficult legislation through rocky and
dangerous waters to a safe harbor.
Both of these fine gentlemen, my good
friends and colleagues in arms on the
Appropriations Committee, have man-
aged this year's VA, HUD, and Inde-
pendent Agencies appropriations bill
and final conference agreements with
great skill, intelligence, and fairness.
And along with our hall of fame and
distinguished chairman of the whole
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committee, Mr. WHITTEN deserves the
respect and appreciation of every Mem-
ber of this House.

Because most of the important and
relevant details contained in the con-
ference report have been described in a
comprehensive and useful manner by
our talented chairman, Congressman
TRAXLER, and Congressman GREEN, I
will take advantage of this opportunity
to comment very briefly on several
specific and important issues of con-
cern to me.

First, I am very concerned that the
FEMA emergency disaster relief fund
has not been adequately funded. This
fund, which provides urgent and emer-
gency relief and assistance to victims
of declared national disasters, has been
seriously underfunded and is now de-
pleted. To date, FEMA needs close to
$700 million to pay for claims in 35
States which have experienced declared
natural disasters. Regrettably the con-
ference report only provides $184.459
million for fiscal year 1992 disaster re-
lief. The President’s fiscal year 1992
budget asked Congress to fund this ac-
count for $274.459 million. In addition
the committee has also unfortunately
rejected the President’s fiscal year 1991
supplemental request submitted in
June for $693 million, which could have
avoided this crisis. Mr. Speaker, it is
my great hope that we will very short-
ly work in a cooperative and less par-
tisan manner to resolve this dispute
and make urgent funds quickly avail-
able to FEMA.

I am both disappointed and con-
cerned that we were not able to re-
spond more positively to the requests
received from our good friend and
former House colleague, HUD Sec-
retary Jack Kemp. Secretary Kemp has
worked tirelessly to revitalize HUD
and he firmly believes that the HOPE
program is a key element for a better
housing policy. The House only ap-
proved $1561 million for HOPE I public
housing homeownership assistance, due
to the good efforts made by a number
of Members on the floor, including Con-
gressman JiM KOLBE. I was also suc-
cessful in getting the conferees to
agree to accept $161 million, which is
quite disappointing to me and Sec-
retary Kemp. I urge my colleagues on
the committee to work with Secretary
Kemp to increase funding for the HOPE
program, which shows great promise in
next year’s bill.

On a more positive note, Mr. Speak-
er, I am very pleased that the con-
ference agreement provides for an in-
crease in veterans medical and health
care funding and for medical and pros-
thetic research. Overall VA funding for
health care will be increased to $13.791
billion for fiscal year 1991, which is
over $1 billion more than was appro-
priated in fiscal year 1991.

I am very supportive of the HOME in-
vestment partnerships program which
was authorized as a new program by
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the National Affordable Housing Act
last year. HOME offers choice and
flexibility to States and local commu-
nities for delivering housing assist-
ance, and will be especially beneficial
to Pennsylvania and counties and
cities located in my district as well as
the entire country. I am pleased that
the conference agreement approves $1.5
billion for HOME.

I strongly support the increase pro-
vided for the highly successful Commu-
nity Development Block Program ad-
ministered by HUD. Fully $3.4 billion is
recommended for CDBG, an increase of
$480 million above 1991. HUD funds
have been increased for the section 202
elderly and disabled capital grant pro-
gram to support a highly needed, and
worthwhile, increase for 11,250 new
housing units. And almost $450 million
more aid is made available for home-
less assistance under the McKinney
Act programs for an increase of $111
million above last year’s level.

Mr. Speaker, in my mind there is no
mission which is more urgent, or vital,
than that which has been charged to
the Environmental Protection Agency.
And I am pleased that the conference
agreement recognizes the urgency of
our commitment for maintaining a
clean and safe environment. An in-
crease of $5674 million above fiscal year
1991 is recommended to support EPA
programs at a level of $6.669 billion. I
am however, opposed to that part of
the conference report which reduces
EPA salaries and expenses $50 million
below the President’s budget request.

I am satisfied that the conference re-
port, despite our very tight budget al-
locations and constraints, preserves
our continued support to maintain
space science and space exploration ac-
tivities carried out by NASA. These
programs offer our best hope and op-
portunity for the future in helping us
to solve many of most perplexing envi-
ronmental and scientific challenges. I
am especially gratified that space sta-
tion Freedom is fully funded at the
President’s request for $2,028,900,000 in
fiscal year 1991. And space research and
development, while reduced below the
budget request, still receives $6.413 bil-
lion, closer to the higher House level.

It is clear to me that NASA can, and
should, carefully select priorities and
seek diligently to achieve better cost
efficiencies in 1993 and beyond.

I am happy to advise that President
Bush's voluntary support program,
which has been so successful known as
The Points of Light Foundation, has
been funded in the conference agree-
ment for $56 million.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, and my
friends and colleagues in the House, in
this time of scarce Federal dollars we
are all forced to make very difficult
choices and set priorities among wor-
thy and competing objectives, and this
creates a situation where it is not pos-
sible to provide for everyone's wants. I
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believe that under the circumstances
the VA, HUD, and Independent Agen-
cies conference report we are consider-
ing is very fair, and balanced, and
strongly recommend its approval.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from California
[Mr. BROWN], chairman of the Commit-
tee on Science, Space, and Technology,
the authorizing committee.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, may I ex-
press my deep appreciation to my dear
friend, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. TRAXLER] for yielding this time
because I known how pressed he is for
time, and I know he is giving me the
time only because I promised him that
I was going to support the bill, and I
reiterate that.

Mr. Speaker, I want to take this op-
portunity to comment on the matters
under the jurisdiction of the Commit-
tee on Science, Space, and Technology
that are funded in H.R. 2519. First, I
want to commend the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. TRAXLER] and the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GREEN]
and all of the other conferees for their
hard work on this bill. Indeed, there
can be no doubt that some very dif-
ficult choices had to be made within
the confines of the budget agreement.

The conference report addresses
many of the same issues the authoriz-
ing committee has dealt with over the
past year, and for the most part, the
funding decisions are reasonable. There
is one disturbing aspect of the process
however that I must call to the atten-
tion of my colleagues since it threatens
to undermine any good work that we
manage to do. That relates to the prac-
tice of adding unauthorized, unre-
quested earmarks for personal interest
items.

This, of course, is in many ways a
time-honored tradition of this body
and could be overlooked if it were not
for the severe budgetary environment
that we have had to operate within this
year and for the foreseeable future.
This year, the budget reductions that
Congress has had to make has made it
entirely inappropriate to indulge in the
earmarking that we are being asked to
approve.

Mr. Speaker, I will include as a part
of my statement a full list of these
projects. I want to take a few moments
to cite a few examples and explain why
I believe this practice has simply gone
too far.

In the NASA area, I am certain that
my colleagues recall the debate earlier
this year over the space station. That
debate was, in many ways, a historic
one. We were asked to make a major
decision on whether we could afford to
continue the space station when so
many other programs were in dire need
of funding. These included space
science programs, housing programs,
environmental programs, and veterans
programs. We voted to continue the
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station and there can be no doubt that
many of these other meritorious pro-
grams have not received the funding
they needed.

Yet the conference report contains
over $100 million in projects that were
never requested by the administration,
never authorized, and never discussed
on the floor. We were never given the
choice between the station and these
projects. These appear in the NASA
portion of the budget but some can
scarcely even be called space projects.

The conferees generously set aside
over $40 million for a vast variety of
brick and mortar projects in West Vir-
ginia. These include $22.5 million in
funding for a National Technology
Transfer Center in Morgantown, WV.
The proponent envisions that persons
inquiring about technological advances
that are taking place through Govern-
ment projects must write to West Vir-
ginia for the answer. It includes $7.56
million in continued funding for the
Wheeling, WV; Jesuit College. I do not
believe anyone in Congress or in NASA
knows what this will be used for.

It includes continued funding for a
consortium of universities and consult-
ants in the Saginaw, MI, area which
somehow has emerged as the center for
environmental research over the past 3
years. Total funding for this project,
called CIESIN, is now over $41 million
all awarded without adequate competi-
tion and virtually no congressional
oversight. NASA itself has little idea
where this funding is going.

It includes $20 million for the Chris-
topher Columbus Center for Marine Re-
search in Baltimore. I stress marine re-
search, not space research.

Mr. Speaker, the Congress and the
American people have entrusted NASA
with managing and carrying out the
Nation’s space program. This as we
know is a challenging task of major
proportion. NASA is now struggling to
come to grips with its responsibilities
within the current budgetary climate.
The conferees reduced the NASA budg-
et by over $1.4 billion and the growth
in the space program will not even
cover inflationary increases. On top of
all of this, the conferees have chosen to
lay additional distractions on NASA
completely unrelated to their purpose.

The conference report terminates a
vast variety of NASA scientific
projects such as the space infrared tele-
scope, our next great observatory, the
orbiting solar observatory that will
provide valuable data on the Sun, and
the flight telerobotic servicer. These
are all projects that scientists have
spent decades planning and developing.
These are all projects that could have
been funded with a little more re-
straint on the part of the conferees.

Elsewhere in the conference report is
funding for the programs of the Na-
tional Science Foundation [NSF]. The
conference agreement is an increase
over the NSF funding for fiscal year
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1991 of about $260 million, an increase
of 11 percent. In these times of budg-
etary restraint, this increase is wel-
come and I commend the Appropria-
tions Committee for their effort on be-
half of the National Science Founda-
tion and the Nation's science and tech-
nology needs.

I note that while the recommended
funding level represents an increase,
the funding for research at NSF in this
agreement is below that passed by ei-
ther the House or the Senate. This is
the only NSF function which is below
the funding level approved by one of
the Houses and is probably the most
critical function at NSF. I will not
quibble with this decision, but would
like to point the situation out.

A point on which I will quibble is the
amendment reported in disagreement
with the Senate dealing with funding
for the Antarctic Research Program.
We anticipate a transfer of $105 million
from the Department of Defense [DOD]
to the NSF for logistical support ac-
tivities in Antarctica. The Senate
sought to allow the transfer of funds
from DOD in its bill and the managers
on the part of the House propose to en-
force that proposal by striking lan-
guage in the NSF, authorization which
permits limited transfers of funds with-
in NSF, leaving the DOD transfer as
the only way to fund the Antarctic Re-
search Program.

1 cannot agree to the proposed
amendment by the House conference
managers. This proposal, while seem-
ing to force the administration to live
up to their promise to transfer funding
for logistical support, violates a prin-
ciple which is central to our commit-
tee. The House Science, Space, and
Technology Committee cannot allow
another committee to repeal provisions
which have been put into law in one of
our authorization bills. We would like
to come to an agreement with our
friends on the House Appropriations
Committee and insure the continuation
of the Antarctic Research Program,
but we cannot simply allow someone
else to amend statutes under our com-
mittee’s jurisdiction.

I must note with some concern that
the conference agreement contains lan-
guage earmarking $2 million for plan-
ning a demonstration for shared super
computer use. While I agree with the
need for this type of a program, I worry
that we are moving dangerously close
to earmarking within the NSF funding,
a threshold which we have not crossed
to date. I will be watching this develop-
ment carefully in future funding pro-
posals.

Moving to another critical science
function funded in this bill, I would
like to commend the Appropriations
Committee for the funding level rec-
ommended for the White House Office
of Science and Technology Policy
[OSTP]. The conference agreement rec-
ommends $6.01 million for OSTP in fis-
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cal year 1992, with specific provision of
$1.6 million for the Critical Tech-
nologies Institute at OSTP. We on the
House Science, Space, and Technology
Committee feel strongly that this In-
stitute needs to move forward without
further delay.

Another function under the jurisdic-
tion of the House Science, Space, and
Technology Committee which is funded
in this bill is the research and develop-
ment activity of the Environmental
Protection Agency [EPA]. The rec-
ommendation contained in the con-
ference agreement would increase the
funding for EPA’s Office of Research
and Development [ORD] by $10 million
over fiscal year 1991, to a total of $323
million. While I ordinarily would be
supportive of this increase, I must take
issue with what this increase rep-
resents.

Contained in the EPA ORD funding
agreement are nearly $28 million in
earmarks. In addition, there are nearly
$18 million in directed cuts to existing
programs, such as the Environmental
Monitoring and Assessment Program.
Together, these actions reduce the real
funding available for the base programs
at ORD. This action begins to com-
promise the integrity of these pro-
grams and reduces the effectiveness of
our efforts to move toward a rational,
scientifically based regulatory ap-
proach. I will be paying close attention
to this type of activity and will have
more to say about it at a future date.

I must also note that major reduc-
tions have been made to the salaries
and expenses account at EPA. Almost
$50 million has been cut from this ac-
count, at a time when EPA is experi-
encing shortages in a number of sci-
entific skills. EPA cannot recruit and
retain skilled toxicologists and other
scientists needed for sound regulatory
decisions, and this cut will serve to
worsen the situation. In addition,
EPA's enforcement capability will suf-
fer as well as a number of other vital
functions.

Mr. Speaker, this conference report
is representative of the problems which
we face in Congress today. Inadequate
funding available means difficult
choices have to be made. The full com-
mittee and the subcommittee have
made those choices and I appreciate
their difficult situation. I hope to work
with them to change the ground rules
under which they work, terms which
were set out in the current budget
agreement. I hope to help my friends
on the VA, HUD, and Independent
Agencies Subcommittee remove the
walls between civilian and defense pro-
gram funding so that these vital pro-
grams can be fully funded.

But my colleagues on the committee
must also respect my position on the
need for prior authorizations, the need
to work cooperatively with the com-
mittee when our statutory language is
a problem, and the need to curb the
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proliferation of location-specific re-
search projects. I do not want to get
into a confrontation with the commit-
tee over these issues, but I will not
simply sit back and let these actions
continue without challenge.

Mr. Speaker, our Founding Fathers
envisioned for the Congress one very
important power that underlies our en-
tire system of Government—the power
to appropriate funds. I cannot help but
see this conference report as a sad ex-
ercise in the abuse of that power.

My comments today are not made
out of anger but sorrow. I will vote for
this conference report because it is im-
portant to the future of our space pro-
gram, the National Science Founda-
tion, and environmental research. Yet I
sincerely hope that we can find a way
to curb this unwarranted appetite for
personal projects that has become such
a burden.

EARMARKS IN H.R. 2519
NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND S8PACE
ADMINISTRATION

$950,000 for a reusable capsule landing site
in New Mexico.

$28,400,000 for the consortium for Inter-
national Earth Science Network in Michi-

an.
. $22,500,000 for the National Technology
Transfer Center in West Virginia.

$2,000,000 for AdaNet Project in West Vir-

nia.
mﬂ.soo.om for Wheeling Jesuit College in
West Virginia.

$760,000 for Delta College learning center in
Michigan.

$20,000,000 for the Christopher Columbus
Center for Marine Research in Maryland.

$10,000,000 for the West Virginia University
Software verification Center.

$10,000,000 for an upgrade of the Poker
Flats Alaska Research Range.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
$3,200,000 for the Center for Environmental
Management at Tufts University.

$3,100,000 for the Neural Science Research

Equipment for the New York University Cen-

ter.

$1,000,000 for the Center for Excellence in
Polymer Research.

$800,000 for the Adirondack Destruction As-
sessment Program.

$1,300,000 for a recycling project at Western
Michigan University.

$2,000,000 for the Great Lakes National Pro-

gram office.

$2,000,000 for the Southwest Environmental
Research Policy Center.

$90,000 Pollution Abatement Demonstra-
tion Program, Hamburg, NY.
$116,000 for the Wetlands Research Project
at the University of Nebraska.

0O 1140

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN], a distin-
guished member of the subcommittee.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of the conference re-
port covering the fiscal year 1992 ap-
propriations for the Department of
Veterans Affairs, the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, and
independent agencies—including EPA,
NASA, and the NSF.
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The pace of the conference commit-
tee meeting should not lead anyone to
question the difficult hours of work
which went into crafting the con-
ference report we bring to the House
today. As a conferee, I can attest to
the conflicting pressures which were
placed on the conferees and take this
opportunity to thank personally my
chairman, Mr. TRAXLER, and my Re-
publican chairman, Mr. GREEN, for
their efforts. Our dedicated sub-
committee staff also deserves the ap-
preciation of the House for their
untiring work.

I will only take a few minutes to dis-
cuss several items in the conference re-
port which the House should adopt
today.

The conference report maintains the
overall appropriations level passed by
the House, $80.9 billion. Hundreds of
differences between the House- and
Senate-passed legislation had to be re-
solved and the differences were settled.
But many hard choices were made.

For example, space station Freedom
is fully funded at the administration’s
requested fiscal year 1992 level of $2.03
billion which represents an increase
over the House appropriation rec-
ommendation of $1.9 billion. In order to
fund fully the station, however, other
programs in NASA which are vital to
the future of our Nation’s future space
presence did not fare as well. This re-
mains an issue of great concern to me
and I cannot be optimistic at this time
that space science activities will have
more success next year in competing
for scarce taxpayer dollars.

The conference committee, despite
the criticism of some, also succeeded in
providing an increase in the House-
passed appropriations for the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. The report
recommends a funding level for EPA in
fiscal year 1992 of more than $6.6 bil-
lion—$600 million over last year’s ap-
propriation and $400 million over the
President’s request. It is clearly impos-
sible to spend all that people would
like on environmental initiatives, but
the House can be proud of the funds we
are recommending on the environment
throughout the entire bill.

Several key community development
and housing programs are also funded
in this legislation as my colleagues
know. I particularly want to point to
the $3.4 billion recommended for com-
munity planning and development
grants which assist our districts, as
well as the $1.5 billion for the HOME
Investment Partnerships Program. My
office received hundreds of letters urg-
ing funds in this range for these pro-
grams and I am pleased we succeeded
in addressing these needs.

There unfortunately were activities
we could not support at levels I would
have preferred as I mentioned earlier. 1
particularly regret we could not rec-
ommend more for HOPE grants in fis-
cal year 1992. HOPE represents a tre-
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mendous opportunity for thousands of
low-income families to become home-
owners. Innovative activities which en-
able low-income individuals who desire
to move out of public housing should
be fostered and my support for Federal
funding in this area is steadfast. I
would also encourage my colleagues on
the authorizing side to work as expedi-
tiously as possible to extend programs
like HOPE, HOME, and to review other
housing initiatives given the funding
crunch which inevitably will confront
our subcommittee next year.

The conference report we discuss
today is the byproduct of months of
work by the administration, the House,
and the Senate. I commend all the par-
ticipants in the process and urge the
House to adopt the report crafted by
our conference committee.

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

Mr. COUGHLIN. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s remarks. He is
totally correct.

I hope every authorizing chairman is
listening to what he says, because we
are not going to have enough money.
The problem is that each one of the au-
thorizing chairmen thinks that their
area of concern is the only one in the
entire U.S. budget, and that is not
true.

We have to balance the equities, and
I think we do it superbly, and I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, I par-
ticularly want to cite two areas where
we need guidance in this committee, in
the area of the whole space program.
We are talking about wholly funding
the space station, but at the expense of
other very critical scientific programs
that we are cutting in this appropria-
tion that we had to because of the vote
in the House, take the money from
some other place, and we are going to
have to have guidance next year as to
what we are going to do with these
very critical scientific programs which
we would like to have funded but which
we could not fund because we are fully
funding the space station.

Let me also cite the area of the hous-
ing programs. We have so many hous-
ing programs authorized that for the
appropriators it is almost like standing
on the top of the stairs and throwing
money down the steps. We have all of
these authorized programs. There is no
attempt to rationalize between the pro-
grams. There is no attempt to try and
set priorities as to what authorized
programs we should be funding.

We are going to face that same prob-
lem next year that we face this year in
terms of what programs we fund in the
housing area.

So I ask my colleagues on the au-
thorizing side to look at these pro-
grams, to look at us as we face this
problem next year.
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I commend the chairman and the Re-
publican Chairman for what they have
done.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
distinguished gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. FRANK].

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, if the chairman of the sub-
committee would allow it, I would like
to engage in a colloquy with him.

I would like to clarify a provision in
the conference report on the location
of a waste disposal site related to the
Boston Harbor. As you know, this pro-
vision makes it clear that construction
of an alternative site for such disposal
would be permissible provided it was
approved under the appropriate NEPA
review process before September 1,
1992,

While I would not ask that the NEPA
review process be violated in any way,
I do think it would make sense for any
review performed under this provision
to be conducted as rapidly as would be
practicable.

Is it your understanding, Mr. Speak-
er, that in the event the Governor of
Massachusetts locates an alternative
site for the landfill or backup landfill,
the EPA and other relevant agencies
will act promptly in performing the
NEPA review so as to minimize the
possibility that the September 1, 1992,
deadline will be missed?

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

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I am
happy to yield to the gentleman from
Michigan.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker,
that is my understanding.

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER].

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

Mr. Speaker, let me say at the outset
that there are a number of, I think,
very good things in this bill.

I think on the front of the space sta-
tion, the committee has done what the
House asked them to do. I think that is
a very positive development.

I think that in the area of Veterans’
Administration funding that there is
really an attempt to move in the right
direction there, and that is certainly
something that this Member is very
thankful for. I am concerned, however,
with some of the language that we
have heard on the floor suggesting that
there was no room in this budget to do
other kinds of priority things, that we
had to cut important science efforts, as
an example, because we simply did not
have budgetary room to do them.

I would suggest that maybe budg-
etary room could have been found by
not funding what I would regard as
lower priority projects. For example,
there are some areas in this appropria-
tion where the authorizing committees

yes,
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have specifically turned down the
money, and yet the appropriators have
gone ahead and funded the programs.

There are other areas where the
money is specifically items that
seemed to have more merit based upon
where they are than what they do, and
I have a list just in the science area. I
did not bother to go into the other
areas, because this is the area that I
look at. I have a list of $137 million of
spending that appears to be in the bill
largely because of where it is, and that
concerns me, because the mnational
aerospace plane, for example, gets only
$5 million of funding in this bill instead
of the $70 million that it needed.

If there are $137 million of lower pri-
ority projects, I would suggest that
maybe the national aerospace plane
might have had a higher priority than
some of the things that are on the list.
You know, for instance, as I go down
through it, I find $6 million to con-
struct, equip, and integrate a class-
room of the future in West Virginia.
You know, the winner is West Virginia.
I look down and find another $1.5 mil-
lion for the same facility in another ac-
count. Guess where; in West Virginia. I
find $750,000 for planning and design ac-
tivities at Delta College Learning Cen-
ter in Michigan. The winner is Michi-
gan. I find $256 million for the consor-
tium of the International Earth
Science Network. Again, the winner is
Michigan. And then in another account
there is another $3.4 million. The win-
ner is Michigan; $9 million for a com-
mercial programs account earmarked
for the National Technology Transfer
Center, and the winner is West Vir-
ginia; $138.5 million to construct, equip,
and integrate facilities related to the
National Technology Transfer Center.
The winner? West Virginia $2 million
for AdaNET. The winner? West Vir-
ginia. Twenty million dollars for the
construction of the Christopher Colum-
bus Center of Marine Research and Ex-
ploration, in Baltimore.

This is money coming out of the
NASA budget despite the fact that the
authorizors specifically turned it down
in the NOAA budget last year, and now
we are going to create a center for ma-
rine research and exploration in NASA
accounts. The only thing I can figure is
that they call it the Christopher Co-
lumbus Center, and maybe we are
going to raise the Santa Maria that
some guy found the other day and fly
it. But I cannot understand why we
have to have $20 million in construc-
tion money for this center put in the
NASA budget.

And $10 million for construction and
equipping and integrating an independ-
ent software validation and verifica-
tion project, and the winner is West
Virginia; $10 million for the Poker Flat
Research Range. The winner? Alaska
and $1 million, or $950,000, for a reus-
able capsule landing site in New Mex-
ico. I do not even know what that does,
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and it is very, very strange. For rural
enterprises, $625,000. The winner? Okla-
homa. And then we get to a series of
projects that have not been contained
in either the House or the Senate au-
thorizing bills. Now, remember we
could not do the national aerospace
plane, remember this, we cannot do the
advance work on national aerospace
plane, but here is one we can do: The
advanced liquid dispensing technology
evaluation. What is that? That sounds
wonderful. That is to supply either
Coke or Pepsi to the shuttle and to the
space station. We cannot do the na-
tional aerospace plane, but we are
going to spend taxpayer money to fig-
ure out how to put Coke and Pepsi in
the shuttle and in the space station.

There is something strange in our set
of priorities there; $6 million for a
reflight of the Astro 2 mission. This is
not a bad idea, but the fact is that it
has a Maryland connection to it, which
seems to be the main reason why it is
there.
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There is $20 million for the tropical
rainful measuring mission. Again, the
winner, Maryland.

Thera is 34 million for the applied re-
search and climate modeling. It is
probably going to yield some pretty
good science. Is it the highest priority
science? We do not know, but the fact
is that it is another Maryland project.
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All I am suggesting is that if you are
really going to do priorities, some of
the priorities here are not exactly what
most people would have picked.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
¥4 minute to the distingumished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. PANETTA].

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the conference report on
H.R. 2519, the Departments of Veterans
Affairs and Housing and Urban Affairs,
and independent agencies appropria-
tions bill for fiscal year 1992.

The bill provides $63.942 billion in dis-
cretionary budget authority and $61.711
billion in discretionary outlays. I am
pleased to note that the bill is $11 mil-
lion below the level of discretionary
budget authority and $3 million below
the discretionary outlays as compared
to the 602(b) spending subdivision for
this subcommittee.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I include the following
material:

COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET,
Washington, DC, October 1, 1991,

DEAR COLLEAGUE: Attached is a fact sheet

on the conference report to accompany H.R.
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2519, the Departments of Veterans Affairs
and Housing and Urban Development, and
Independent Agencies Appropriations Bill for
Fiscal Year 1992. This bill could be consid-
ered this week.

This is the fourth regular Fiscal Year 1992
appropriations bill conference report to be
considered. The bill is below the 602(b) sub-
division.

I hope this information will be helpful to
you.
Sincerely,
LEON E. PANETTA,
Chairman.

[Factsheet]
CONFERENCE REPORT TO ACCOMPANY

H.R. 2519, DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS8 AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP-
MENT AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS BILL, FISCAL YEAR 1992 (H. REPT.
102-226)

The House Appropriations Committee filed
the conference report for the Departments of
Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban De-
velopment, and Independent Agencies Appro-
priations bill for Fiscal Year 1992 on Friday,
September 27, 1991. This conference report
could be considered at any time.

COMPARISON TO THE 302(b) SUBDIVISION

The conference report provides $63.942 mil-
lion of discretionary budget authority, $11
million less than the Appropriations subdivi-
sion for this subcommittee. The bill is $3
million under the subdivision total for esti-
mated discretionary outlays:! A comparison
lor the bill with the funding subdivisions fol-
ows:

COMPARISON TO SPENDING ALLOCATIONS
[in millions of dollars]
VAHUD Com Bi -
L e S )
bill —_— division
BA 0 BA 0 BA 0
Discretionary 63942 61711 63953 61714 -1 -3
Mandatary! 17219 21,251 172719 O I S 3
Total 81,221 82,962 81,232 82,965 -1l -3
1Canforms to the Budget Resolution estimates for existing law.
Note.—BA—New Budget Authority, 0—Estimated Outlays.
The mApmm;ﬁO%;i Sio;innﬂt;e: dr;— PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS—Continued PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS—Continued
ported mmittee's su on of budg- millions millions
et authority and outlays in House Report » S o yo
102-180. These subdivisions are consistent Budget av- L Budget au- o o
with the allocation of spending responsibil- thority S thority il
ity to House committees contained in House hssisted
Report lﬂg-'ﬂé thmnfg]m%? report tg'e ac- i :“::d::zm - ;g;g 5?2 m mtmu. wink compliance .... 1134 453
company on. . 121, Concurrent Reso- expi contracts response
lution on the Budget for Fiscal Year 1992, as AN Dy ApmA DS 240 0o Sl Gopertnd) i 1516 w
adopted by the Congress on May 22, 1991. 3 75 19
e following are the major program high-
lights for the Departments of Veterans Af- g,ﬁ: 33;%
fairs and Housing and Urban Development,
and Independent Agencies Appropriations 2242 1941
conference report for FY 1992, as reported: 525 53
M HI 15,842 14,511
(I milfions of doflars} 13513 11,367
it e st 208
Housing and Urban Development: 277 166
and expanses LI 438 354 414 19
m“h" W...,..._EE_..M T ) T X 191 bE]
HOME Partnerships Program 1,500 k! 215 162

1The outlay estimate on this page and the budget
aunthority figures on the next page assume that lan-
guage relating to transfers and reimbursements for
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PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS—Continued
(In millions of dollars]

Budget au-
thanty

Veterans Guaranty and Indemnity Pro-

2578 1,056

449 305

184 7

Emergency food lad shel 134 129

Commission on National and Community
Service

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. GILLMOR].

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this conference report. I
would like to thank the chairman, the
ranking Republican member and mem-
bers of the subcommittee for bringing
us this excellent compromise.

This conference report addresses
many of the important needs of this
country such as veterans care, environ-
mental protection, cleaner air, emer-
gency assistance for disasters such as
earthquakes and floods and funds to de-
velop our future in space.

This bill guarantees housing pro-
grams, not only for the poor, elderly,
and homeless, but also provides for pro-
grams to develop our neighborhoods
and cities which are in dire need of our
assistance. The committee was particu-
larly sensitive to the needs of my com-
munities and I appreciate their gener-
ous support.

They provide $900,000 for facility de-
velopment in Seneca County of which
$700,000 is for library and classroom de-
velopment at Tiffin University and
$200,000 is for library development at
Heidelberg College. Also $100,000 will be
made available to develop an Old Fort
Community Center.

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH].

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I just
rige to say that I am very perplexed by
this particular bill. In some ways it is
very good. I think we have made real
progress. In some ways there were
some decent things done with the space
station. There is some modest progress
made in terms of housing reform, but it
is my understanding, and I am pre-
pared to be corrected if I am wrong
here, that in this bill in its current
form, Secretary Kemp’s ability to hire
people who are directly responsible to
him and who he is able to use in the
legislative shop and elsewhere drops
from 28 people to 15.

Now, I just want to say this is a De-
partment which I believe has some-
thing like 17,000 employees. If you want
to see how the Congress emasculates
President Bush and emasculates his
Cabinet officers and their ability to get
things done, there is something ter-
ribly petty about the Appropriations
Committee reducing the number of em-
ployees that a Secretary of a Depart-
ment the size of Housing and Urban De-
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velopment can hire who are able to
help him run the Department. If you
want to guarantee that the bureaucrats
dominate everything, and if you want
to guarantee that the bureaucrats
worry more about congressional sub-
committees than they do about the
President and the President’s Cabinet
officers, this is precisely that kind of
extraordinarily petty behavior.

Frankly, my advice to the President
would be to set up a system either to
veto bills like this and protect his Cab-
inet officers, or to tell the Congress
that next year when the legislative ap-
propriations bill comes up that he is
going to veto the legislative appropria-
tions bill, because if Congress is going
to micromanage the ability of Cabinet
officers to hire personnel to help them
manage the Department, then maybe
the President ought to start mic-
romanaging the ability of congres-
sional chairmen to manage their com-
mittees.

Now, it is a total lack of comity and
a total lack of reasonableness to en-
gage in this kind of personnel proce-
dure.

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

Mr. GINGRICH. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, as a
general principle, I agree with the gen-
tleman’s statements, but let me say in
connection with HUD, it is not our in-
tention that we would interfere with
the operation of HUD. As I said, the
Secretary is a dear friend of the sub-
committee, and mine personally; how-
ever, he has about 26 senior executive
service noncareer personnel. Percent-
agewise, most other agencies have less
than half of what HUD has. We are lim-
iting him to 15, which I realize is a re-
duction, but it puts him at twice what
other agencies have.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will permit me for just a
second, how many staff would the gen-
tleman guess the Committee on Energy
and Commerce has? It is over 100.

Mr. TRAXLER. Well, the congres-
sional staffing has stayed quite con-
stant for about 10 years now, in all
honesty, I say to the gentleman.

Mr. GINGRICH. But if you assign
someone of Jack Kemp’s caliber and
you ask him to take over a Department

that has a huge scandal, go into the.

inner cities and help poor people,
rethink the bureaucracy, restructure
everything, it would seem to me that
28 people for the whole country to help
the Secretary of HUD does not sound to
most Americans like it is a gigantic
surplus of human beings.

Mr. TRAXLER. Well, of course, the
gentleman knows these are patronage
positions. They are not dedicated ca-
reer positions.

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield the balance of our time to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
ROHRABACHER].
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
this past Thursday, a terrible thing
happened: The conferees who prepared
the report we are now considering, de-
cided to drastically cut NASA's portion
of the funding for the National Aero-
space Plane Program [NASP], was cut
from the amount this body had appro-
priated, $95 million, to $5 million.

Mr. Speaker, this conference attempt
to kill NASP is absolutely indefensible.
It is a blow to the future of our aero-
space industry and to America’s future
competitiveness worldwide.

Mr. Speaker, the NASP program has
already developed several revolution-
ary new technologies. Isn't the devel-
opment of new technologies one of
NASA’s major missions? The NASP
program is leading to major new meth-
ods of air breathing transportation and
to inexpensive access to space. Is not
doing this also part of NASA's charter?
Are not these missions the very things
that we have been complaining that
NASA does not seem to do?

Mr. Speaker, I submit that by reduc-
ing NASA's participation in the NASP
program this conference is contribut-
ing to the agencywide hardening of the
arteries so evident in NASA.

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, the re-
duction in the NASP budget for NASA
contained in this conference report is a
decision to give up our lead in
hypersonic technology.

Right now, Mr. Speaker, the United
States is 5 years ahead of any other na-
tion in this area. Have we now decided
to simply give the lead away to the
Japanese or to the Europeans?

Mr. Speaker, I will not be voting
‘‘aye' for this conference report. I real-
ize that this will in no way affect the
passage of this legislation. Neverthe-
less, given what has been done to the
NASP program by this report, I cannot
in good conscience support this bill.
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Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from California [Ms.
PELOSI].

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I rise in
strong support of this legislation, com-
mend the chairman and the ranking
member for their hard work on it.

Mr. Speaker, I am particularly
pleased about the funds for AIDS hous-
ing, HOME initiative, and the work
that they did on the prepayment issue.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this legislation.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. ESPY].

Mr. ESPY. Mr. Speaker, in the short
time I have available I would like to
first thank the chairman of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. TRAXLER] for his patience and
his wisdom and his accessibility. We
know that he is pushed, pulled, and
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tugged in all directions. The fact that
he is so quick to listen is very, very
important to all of us.

Mr. Speaker, in the short time I have
remaining, I would like to draw atten-
tion to two areas of this conference re-
port for my State and for our Nation.

Mr. Speaker, for Mississippi, the con-
ferees included some money to fund a
perinatal center to make sure that we
can reduce the high level of infant
mortality in an area of the Nation
where 22 babies out of every 1,000 will
not live to blow out the candle on their
very first birthday cake.

This is very important. It is a small
amount of money, but the impact on
young lives will be huge.

Mr. Speaker, for our Nation, the con-
ference report includes funding for
HOPE I, home ownership for people ev-
erywhere, a Jack Kemp-inspired pro-
gram to allow people, residents of pub-
lic housing, to purchase their own
homes.

Again it is a relatively small amount
of money, but it is a new attitude to-
ward people of public housing who
want to move from dependence into
independence.

I thank the gentleman for his acces-
sibility and his willingness, and urge
my colleagues to support the con-
ference report.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. PRICE], a member of the
full committee and a good friend of the
subcommittee.

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in support of this legislation. I want to
compliment the chairman of this com-
mittee, BOB TRAXLER, Mr. GREEN, and
the other members of the subcommit-
tee, for once again bringing before us a
bill which will help support efforts to
house our Nation’s citizens, deal effec-
tively with environmental hazards,
maintain our Nation’s leadership in
science, and provide for the veterans
that have served so valiantly in armed
services. I want to briefly highlight a
few key items.

I am particularly pleased that $5 mil-
lion is provided in this bill to begin de-
sign work on a new consolidated facil-
ity for the Environmental Protection
Agency in North Carolina’'s Research
Triangle Park. Chairman TRAXLER re-
cently visited this facility, taking time
to discuss its operations and its needs
thoroughly. It was clear from that visit
that a new facility is badly needed,
since current facilities are over-
crowded, inadequate, and in need of re-
pair. A new building will greatly en-
hance the productivity, efficiency, and
effectiveness of EPA research oper-
ations.

I also commend the subcommittee
for taking a strong stand for EPA’s
role in conducting global warming and
stratospheric ozone depletion mitiga-
tion research. Under the bill, EPA is
directed to develop a strong research
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effort to evaluate and demonstrate re-
placements for ozone depleting com-
pounds, develop and demonstrate bio-
mass utilization technologies, charac-
terize sources that contribute to upper
level tropospheric ozone, and develop
emission reduction approaches to those
pollutants. The research is vital to our
Nation's efforts to combat global
warming.

In the housing area, I compliment
the conferees for providing $1.5 billion
for the new HOME Program. Using
these funds, local communities can use
these resources to develop affordable
housing initiatives. These funds will
allow cities to more fully utilize a fi-
nancing technique called soft second
mortgages which will greatly expand
homeownership opportunities in this
country by lowering interest costs and
monthly payments for first-time home
buyers.

In closing, I want to commend Chair-
man TRAXLER for his leadership. Fac-
ing tough budgetary constraints, he
has crafted a bill which does justice to
all these vital areas. I urge my col-
leagues to support this bill.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the remaining time, 2 minutes, to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. ScHU-
MER], a member of the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman not only for yielding the
time to me but for his leadership on
this issue. Mr. Speaker, both he and
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
GREEN], I think, have done a superb
job, a very tough job of allocating
scarce dollars among many important
needs.

I would like to focus on one, the
Family Unification Program which is
in the bill. Mr. Speaker, throughout
the cities of this country, when fami-
lies, intact families, cannot find hous-
ing, the courts often order the children
into foster care. Here we are in Amer-
ica where we have great problems; we
do not have family structure in large
parts of our cities and yet when we do
there is no housing available and away
go the families because of the lack of
housing. Courts order these kids into
foster care.

The Family Unification Program sets
up a priority category so that families
that find themselves caught in this
bind will receive section 8 certificates
s0 that they can afford an apartment
and keep their children. This program
keeps and focuses on the most vital re-
source we have, families, and prevents
them from being torn apart simply be-
cause we cannot find housing for them.

The conference report also provides a
level of funding for the HOME Pro-
gram, which I think is very, very im-
portant. It was authorized by the land-
mark Cranston-Gonzalez Affordable
Housing Act. I want to salute the com-
mittee for doing a good job in that
area.
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Finally, there has been some talk
about Secretary Kemp being dis-
appointed about the level of funding for
the HOPE Program. The HOPE Pro-
gram deserves a chance, but I think it
has to take a back seat to the HOME
Program, which is the meat and pota-
toes of housing rather than the dress-
ing.

I suggest that HOPE did not suffer
because HOME was funded, it suffered
because the space station was funded.
We felt we should fund the space sta-
tion. But it also was funded because
HOME builds new housing whereas
HOPE simply changes the allocation of
housing.

That is why HOME took priority.

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, the com-
mittee has done a superb job under
very difficult circumstances. Mr.
Speaker, I urge support of the bill.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of
the conference report on H.R. 2519 and spe-
cifically for the $25 million included in the bill
for construction of new veterans health care
facilities in Martinez, CA. | also want to com-
mend my colleague, BoB TRAX-
LER, for the outstanding job he has done in
crafting this bill. As chairman of the House Ap-
propriations Subcommittee on VA, HUD and
Independent Agencies, Chairman TRAXLER
has been instrumental in guaranteeing that our
Nation's veterans, our Nation's housing pro-
grams, and our Nation’s environmental pro-
grams receive the support they need.

Of particular interest to my constituents is
the urgency with which the committee has ad-
dressed the imminent closure of the VA medi-
cal center in Martinez, CA. The Veterans Ad-
ministration announced in early August that it
would close the hospital because the facilities
do not meet seismic safety standards. At the
same time, the VA also announced that it
would build a new hospital to replace the ex-
isting Martinez facility as well as construct new
outpatient and nursing home care facilities in
Martinez and the Sacramento area.

In the wake of this announcement, many
veterans in northern California voiced their
concerns that these decisions were being
made at their expense. However, the con-
ference committee included $25 million in this
bill for design, planning, and construction of
the new Martinez facilities. This funding is a
very important step in demonstrating to north-
ern California veterans that Congress, for one,
is serious about ensuring that their health care
services are not only maintained at current
levels, but actually expanded and improved in
the future.

Mr. Speaker, this iations bill is a bal-
anced and responsible bill. | want to commend
and thank Chairman TRAXLER and the sub-
committee staff for their diligence, and particu-
larly for their assistance in addressing the is-
sues surrounding the closure of the VA hos-
pital in Martinez.

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of this conference report. | would like to
thank the chairman and the ranking Repub-
lican members for bringing us this compromise
legisiation.

This bill is the largest domestic appropria-
tions bill Congress will consider. Despite lim-
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ited resources, the bill's far-reaching legisla-
tion addresses many of our Nation's greatest
challenges. Caring for our veterans, housing
our homeless, and protecting our environment
are not easily balanced concerns. Yet, the
conferees have done a fine job of establishing
a balance among all these important needs.

| especially appreciate the conferees under-
standing of the special needs of the commu-
nities in my district.

In the conference report $250,000 is pro-
vided for senior nutrition in the Bay Ridge
Community of Brooklyn, NY. We have some
wonderful organizations active in Bay Ridge
providing essential services to our frail and el-
derly. The St. John's Nutrition Program and
the Bay Ridge Association of Senior Citizens
each provide over 500 meals a day both with-
in their centers and on location. Recent budg-
ets at the city and State level have caused
dramatic and visible difficulties for these es-
sential programs.

Staten Island University Hospital affords
similar senior nutrition programs to senior citi-
zens in Staten Island, NY. The $250,000 will
enable the hospital to continue to provide this
s

rvice.

This legislation also allocates $250,000 for
crime prevention programs in Bay Ridge. The
68th and the 62d precincts in New York have
wonderful records in working with the commu-
nity, particularly our senior population. Project
Safe, initiated by the 68th precinct has pro-
vided free lock checks and lock changes for
seniors. They also teach safety and aware-
ness to our seniors. The program was working
wonderfully until Project Safe ran out of
money. | am hopeful that with this award the
68th and 62d precincts can reinstitute Project
Safe programs which will provide an essential
service in the face of a recent rash of break-
ins and muggings against our senior popu-
lation. These funds for anticrime campaigns
along with the $250,000 for crime prevention
programs on Staten Island will go a long way
to secure the safety for citizens in the commu-
nities.

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, |
am pleased that the House and Senate con-
ferees included language directing the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency to provide $7.3
million for the transportation and storage of
materials in Byers warehouse in St. Joseph,
MO

Since 1986, EPA has allowed banned
dioxin-contaminated chemicals—670,000
pounds of solid and 260,000 gallons of liquid
2,4 5-T/Silvex—to remain in a warehouse lo-
cated in downtown St. Joseph, MO. My rea-
sons for concern about this issue are obvious;
the warehouse is located in downtown St. Jo-
seph—a city with a population of 80,000 that
is situated alongside the Missouri River.

| shared my concemns with the House Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, and asked that, in
view of the significant health implications to
my constituents and the amount of time that
has passed with no solutions forthcoming, the
committee ensure that EPA has the resources
to address this problem as a priority in its fis-
cal year 1992 budget.

Let me again thank the House and Senate
conferees for recognizing the importance of
this situation, and for giving EPA the means
and the direction to properly resolve this issue.
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Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of the conference report on H.R.
2519, the VA-HUD and Independent Agencies
appropriations for fiscal year 1992. | want to
commend my colleague and chair of the sub-
committee on which | serve, Congressman
BoB TRAXLER, for the outstanding leadership
he demonstrated in moving this bill through
the Congress. | want to also acknowledge
Congressman BiLL GREEN, the ranking minor-
ity, whose support was crucial in the passage
of this bill.

Mr. Speaker, the VA-HUD and independent
agencies appropriations bill provides funding
for some very vital programs and services that
benefit our Nation. This bill finances not only
people-oriented initiatives, but it supports the
basic technological and research efforts that
advance America’s competitiveness.

The task for providing adequate resources
to all of these important programs was very
difficult this year. This was due to the lower
than anticipated level of funding allocated for
the VA-HUD appropriations. Nonetheless, we
overcame these constraints and supported
programs that all of the varying sectors of the
public urged us to support.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2519 funds housing pro-
grams for the poor, elderly, and homeless. It
also includes considerable resources to initiate
the new housing programs established in the
National Affordable Housing Act. This bill con-
tinues to provide funds for community devel-
opment in our cities, which nationwide are in
dire need of our support.

Programs for our veterans and their fami-
lies—from those that furnish their medical care
to those that provide them with housing loans
and educational assistance—are included in
H.R. 2519. In addition, NASA and the National
Science Foundation—the two agencies whose
strategies and programs are the backbone for
math and science in this Nation—are ad-
dressed in this bill.

Moreover, funds to support efforts to clean
up our environment, including lead-based
paint abatement; pollution prevention and con-
trol; and research to develop new technologies
to address these environmental concerns. Our
Nation's disaster relief projects are also fund-
ed through this measure.

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to note that sev-
eral initiatives that | formulated are included in
H.R. 2519. There is the grant program to
States for the abatement of lead-based paint
and dust in privately owned low- and mod-
erate-income housing. Knowing the threat that
lead-based paint poses to our Nation, this ef-
fort is essential to our eliminating the dangers
our citizens face.

H.R. 2519 also includes funding for the Na-
tional Science Foundation to support a minor-
ity summer science program, designed to in-
crease minority participation and representa-
tion in the science field through summer
science camps. | am also pleased that funding
that benefits research and development at
some of our Nations minority institutions was

Efforts | have supported to increase minority
participation in government contracting is also
furthered with the inclusion of language direct-
ing the EPA to establish a contractor mentor/
protege program for socially and economically
disadvantaged businesses. Language requir-
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ing that the Resolution Trust Corporation
award at least 10 percent of its prime and
subcontracts to minority and women-owned
businesses was also incorporated.

| am most gratified by the support given to
some special projects back in my district in
Ohio that provide essential services to Cleve-
land citizens and the community-at-large.
These funds will support community develop-
ment and various youth activities.

Mr. Speaker, knowing the difficulties en-
countered since H.R. 2519 was first brought to
the floor in June and since it was marked up
in the Senate makes this conference report
that much more remarkable. The extreme dif-
ferences about the space station and housing
have been fairly and properly dealt with. This
bill addresses the concerns of everyone and
thus, it deserves our support.

Again, | commend Chairman TRAXLER and
my colleagues on the subcommittee for their
fine work on this bill, and urge my colleagues
to support H.R. 2519.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
strong support of the conference report on
H.R. 2519, the VA-HUD appropriations bill for
fiscal year 1992. | would like to express my
thanks to Chairman TRAXLER and ranking
member GREEN for their hard work in putting
together a reasonable and balanced bill. |
would also like to thank the subcommittee
members and staff for their willing assistance
in addressing issues of concern to the city of
San Francisco and to the low-income housing
community as | raised them.

| am particularly pleased that the conferees
included $4 million for a new housing and de-
toxification center for homeless people in San
Francisco. This program is an important part
of Mayor Agnos' comprehensive plan to ad-
dress homelessness in the city. Its inclusion in
this bill is a testimony the mayor’s commitment
and creativity in addressing homelessness. He
personally worked with Chairman TRAXLER
and Chairman MiKULSKI on the senate side to
convince them of the local utility and national
significance of this program.

| am also pleased that the bill appropriates
$50 million for the new AIDS Housing Oppor-
tunities Program, of which San Francisco
will receive approximately $4.1 million. This
program, developed by representatives
McDERMOTT, SCHUMER, and me, will help in
the provision of needed housing and services
to communities and individuals struggling to
address the AIDS epidemic. The funds can be
used for a variety of programs, including
homeless prevention, rehabilitation, and con-
struction of facilities for people with AIDS and
HIV infection, and services The use of the
funds will be determined at the local level, en-
suring that they will have the maximum impact
in communities that are particularly hard hit by
the epidemic.

The bay area still has unmet housing needs
from the Loma Prieta earthquake. The report
contains language urging the Secretary of the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment to release $25 million in discretionary
funding for additional earthquake-related reha-
bilitation and replacement of low-income hous-
ing. | hope that the Secretary will follow the
committee’s direction.

And, the conference report provides $2 mil-
lion for the San Francisco estuary project. This
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money will be instrumental in developing a
final plan to address issues like dredging and
fresh water diversion to protect the vitality and
beauty of San Francisco Bay.

| am pleased that the conferees were able
to provide significant levels of funding for a
number of high priority national programs
which will benefit local communities and low-
income individuals, including $1.5 billion for
the Home Investment Partnership Program,
which will play a significant role in facilitating
the development of local affordable housing
initiatives. Waiving all State and local match-
ing requirements will help local communities
meet serious housing needs.

The bill also provides a total of $10.1 billion
for assisted housing programs for low-income
families, including $618 million for the preser-
vation of properties threatened by prepayment
and the provision of section 8 assistance to
tenants displaced from buildings which opt-out
of participating in low-income programs.

| am also pleased that this conference re-
port contains $3.4 billion for the community
development block grant [CDBG] program,
$200 million more than last year, and $480
million, 16 percent, more than the administra-
tion's request. CDBG funds play a vital role in
meeting local community needs. This increase
in funding comes at a critical time of revenue
shortfalls for many local communities and will
ensure that some vital services are not cut.

While | am grateful that the committee pro-
vided 15-year project-based property disposi-
tion subsidies in this bill, | am concerned that
the limited number of 953 such subsidies may
result in hardship for some communities. |
hope that HUD will be willing to work with us
to identify additional funding for this need.

Again, | would like to commend Chairman
TRAXLER and ranking member GREEN for their
success in developing a funding bill for fiscal
year 1992 which will provide assistance to
many people in this country who are struggling
to meet their basic needs. | urge my col-
leagues to support this conference report.

Mr. ATKINS. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of this important legislation which will
move us forward in the area of veterans medi-
cal care and assisted housing for our most
vulnerable segments of the population. | would
also like to express my personal thanks to
Chairman BoB TRAXLER and the ranking mi-
nority member BiLL GREEN who worked to-
gether in a bipartisan manner to bring the best
bill possible to the floor under severe fiscal
constraints. | don't think anyone in this body
can fully appreciate the difficult decisions that
had to be made by Mr. TRAXLER and Mr.
GREEN concerning the urgent and diverse
needs that our subcommittee faced. With last
year's budget agreement restricting domestic
discretionary spending and the goal of our
subcommittee to fund agencies so that they
deliver the services that the American people
expect and deserve, this year's conference
was very difficult. With the leadership of Chair-
man TRAXLER and Mr. GREEN the difficult was
made possible.

One particular allocation in this bill that | am
most proud of is the $50 million in the HUD
budget to remove lead paint in federally as-
sisted housing. Fifteen years ago, we learned
about the tragedy of lead poisoning through
our television set. Who could forget the ad
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showing a young girl eating paint chips from
her tenement apariment window sill? How-
ever, recent studies have shown that most
lead poisoning comes not from eating paint
chips, but from dust that drifts in the air from
cracked and peeling paint. Toxic lead exists
not only in housmg projects, as the television
ad implied, but in homes ev ere.

A recent report from the Centers for Dis-
ease Control estimates that over 3 million chil-
dren have high levels of lead
toxin in their bloodstream. Today, thousands
upon thousands of children suffer from serious
developmental disabilities and many are af-
flicted with severe physical ailments.

Children under age 6 are particularly sus-
ceptible to lead poisoning as their brains are
in a critical stage of development. Symptoms
of lead poisoning may include hyperactivity,
reduced attention span, and hearing loss. In
some cases, permanent brain damage may
occur and even death.

Like asbestos removal several years ago,
many companies that test, remove, or encap-
sulate lead paint do not have the expertise to
safely alleviate the problem. Often, lead paint
removal by disreputable or incompetent firms
creates an even more hazardous situation by
spewing harmful toxic dust throughout the
home. But a new report by the Environmental
Protection Agency includes guidelines to safe-
ly remove or encapsulate lead paint.

Today, Congress can seize on the EPA re-
port and finally confront the lead paint issue
head on. After years of delay and study, this
bill sets aside $50 million in the housing budg-
et to begin to eliminate lead paint in federally
assisted housing. Contracts will only be
awarded to certified lead paint removal com-
panies meaning that the job will be done right.
The legislation also creates an office for lead
paint within the Department of Housing and
Urban Development to coordinate testing and
removal activities. The new office will ensure
that an industry to safely and effectively re-
move dangerous lead will grow so that all
households will have access to reputable
abatement technology.

Lead paint has been called the No. 1 do-
mestic health hazard in America today. Begin-
ning today, with the passage of this legislation,
the problem is being solved.

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. Speaker, |
want to express my support for the conference
report on the VA-HUD and independent agen-
cies appropriations bill. In addition, | want to
commend Chairman Bos TrRaxLER and Con-
gressman BiLL GREEN, the ranking minority
member, for their management of this legisia-
tion and for the fair treatment given to all
Members interested in the programs covered
by this bill.

As a member of the subcommittee, | partici-
pated directly in the formulation of this bill. As
my colleagues know, this process was ex-
tremely difficult. The budget allocation the sub-
committee received for fiscal year 1992 pre-
sented Chairman TRAXLER and the members
of the subcommittee with very difficult deci-
sions for the many important agencies funded
by this iations bill.

This was especially true for NASA. Because
of budget constraints, the chairman and the
subcommittee originally proposed to terminate
funding for space station Freedom. Chairman
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TRAXLER made this decision without prejudice
and agreed to allow Congressman CHAPMAN
and | to offer an amendment to restore the
space station funding when the bill came to
the full House in June. The House voted to
continue the space station program and Chair-
man TRAXLER and BiLL GREEN accepted that
decision graciously and then sought to formu-
late the fairest bill possible in conference with
the Senate. | believe they accomplished that
goal. While this bill is not perfect, it does pro-
vide funding for every major veteran's pro-
gram, as well as generous funding for most
housing programs. While, | would prefer to
have provided additional funding for Secretary
Kemp's HOPE program for home ownership,
the conference committee did increase funding
for HOPE | from $151 to $161 million.

This legislation does provide full funding for
space station Freedom in fiscal year 1992.
This will enable the redesigned station pro-
gram to make real progress over the next
year. | believe the station is the key to reach-
ing the next level in manned space explo-
ration. It will move us beyond the fine achieve-
ments of the space shuttle program and to-
ward more discoveries in our efforts to explore
and better understand our universe and man’'s
place in it.

| share the chairman’s concern that funding
for NASA programs will be even more difficult
over the next few years. We must strike a
workable balance between the manned pro-
gram and important space science research. |
look forward to working with the chairman and

colleagues to meet this challenge.

m’lrnaddiﬁm.lwanttothanRChgg:anTw-
LER for his cooperation with my efforts to pro-
vide funding for a number of important envi-
ronmental programs th the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. This bill will provide
$49 million to continue development of an
international sewage treatment facility on the
United States-Mexico border between San
Diego and Tijuana. When completed, this facil-
ity will end the flow of thousands of gallons of
raw sewage now flowing from Tijuana that
threaten the health of American citizens and
the environment on the southern California
coast. The bill before the House today will
also provide funds for five coastal cities to up-
grade their water and sewage treatment facili-
ties. H.R. 2519 provides $300 million to en-
able New York, Boston, Seattle, Los Angeles,
and San Diego to improve their sewage ftreat-
ment standards as required by the Clean
Water Act. The President requested these
funds and the committee has cooperated in
the effort to improve the water quality and
sewage treatment in our cities.

Mr. Speaker, while | may not agree with
every program or spending priority in the con-
ference report, this legislation represents a
solid, good-faith effort to forge a compromise
that will provide funding for veterans, housing,
environmental, and science programs. The bill
is under the spending limits required by the
1990 deficit reduction agreement. It funds criti-
cal veterans' health programs and the Presi-
dent's top space exploration priority, space
station Freedom. This bill is not perfect, but
given our current spending limitations and the
many contrasting priorities represented in the
bill, the conference report is a solid, workable
compromise.
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| support passage of this legislation and
urﬁ its by the House.

s. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of the conference committee report on H.R.
2519, the fiscal year 1992 HUD-VA, inde-
pendent agencies appropriations bill. In par-
ticular, | want to express my thanks to Sub-
committee Chairman TRAXLER and Ranking
Minority Member GREEN for the fact that the
conference report includes $23.5 million in
funding for the National Science Foundation's
[NSF] laser interferometer gravitational-wave
observatory [LIGO].

The LIGO project will use the detection of
gravitational waves to provide us with new and
compelling information about the nature of the
universe. The funding of this project rep-
resents an invaluable opportunity for the 102d
Congress to demonstrate its support for the
development of physics research that will en-
sure Americans preeminence in this area well
into the 21st century.

| want my colleagues in the House to know
that the LIGO project has gone through the
peer review process, and has been approved.
The National Science Board approved a LIGO
prototype that the Brinkman Commission sub-

endorsed. This is proof positive that
funding the LIGO project represents good

sics

phzmce this initial funding is approved, the Na-
tional Science Foundation can proceed to se-
lect two sites, from a total of 18 proposals, for
the LIGO project. When the project becomes
operational, the data collected will be available
to use in expanding the study of physics
throughout all of the United States.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, | want to reit-
erate my thanks to the subcommittee chair-
man, Mr. TRAXLER, and ranking minority mem-
ber, Mr. GREEN, for their efforts to include
funding of this valuable project in the final ver-
sion of H.R. 2519.

Funding the LIGO project represents a big
step forward in our efforts to ensure that the
United States is at the cutting edge of physics
research worldwide and | urge my colleagues
in the House to join me in support of this con-

nce regod.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, while | support
their legislation, | want to make clear for the
record my strong opposition to the provision
relating to the use of DVA drug prices for pur-
poses of calculating rebates under the Medic-
aid Program.

This provision will not achieve its intended
objective: To protect the VA from price in-
creases imposed by drug companies. It will in-
crease Federal Medicaid costs—according to
CBO estimates—by $40 million this fiscal
year. It will increase Medicaid costs to the
States by about $30 million.

The only winners will be the drug compa-
nies, who will continue to be able to raise their

to the VA with i »
pﬂ#ﬂi bizarre result mncomoswfrom a provision
which directly amends the Medicaid statute,
and therefore is not in the jurisdiction of the
Committee on Appropriations. This blatant
usurpation of the jurisdictional prerogatives of
this committee violates not only the rules of
the House, but also the comity between this
committee and the Committee on Appropria-

tions.
This provision also breaks an understanding
with the States that the Congress reached just
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1 year ago. States were told that they would
be receiving rebates on all prescription drugs
that they purchased through their Medicaid

Program. These rebates would enable them to

take advantage of the same discount then

being enjoyed by DVA and private purchasers.

In exchange, the States were prevented from

limiting the drug they covered; instead, they

were required to cover virtually all of the drugs
of manufacturers that a%':led to give rebates.

Under the provision ng adopted today,
States will continue to have to offer all drugs
of participating manufacturers, but they will no
longer be able to have the benefit of the deep
discounts on some of those drugs available to
the DVA. The result, as the National Gov-
emor's Association makes clear in the follow-
ing letter, is new and significant cost increases
to already hard-pressed State budgets. The
NGA's case is particularly compelling since
this provision does not protect even the DVA
from drug company price increases.

| want to assure my colleagues that my sub-
committee is monitoring the implementation of
the Medicaid drug rebate provisions very care-
fully. The reason we have not yet acted is a
simple one: We have absolutely no data from
the administration on the operation of the pro-
gram, which was initiated only 9 months ago.
Due to lags in reporting of data, the adminis-
tration tells that we will not get this information
until next month.

When we have better information on how
the rebate program is working and what the
problems are, we will be in a position to come
back to the House with an appropriate legisla-
tive remedy. At this point, we're simply unable
to do that.

| very much regret the precipitous action
taken in the legislation before us. Taking the
discounts now enjoyed by the VA out of the
Medicaid rebate formula will only make mat-
ters worse. As soon as we have enough infor-
mation on which to act, | will be working with
my colleagues on the subcommittee to report
legislation that corrects the mistake we are
making in this bill today.

OCTOBER 2, 1991.

Hon. HENRY A. WAXMAN,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Health and the En-
vironment, Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE WAXMAN: I write on
behalf of the National Governors' Assocla-
tion to express our opposition to a provision
contained in the Veterans' Administration-
Department. of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment (VA-HUD) fiscal 1992 appropriation
conference bill that will have a significant
impact on state Medicaid programs. The pro-
vision would deny Medicaid access to dis-
counts pharmaceutical companies offer to
the Department of Veterans' Affairs until
June 1992. The Congressional Budget Office
estimates the combined federal and state
Medicaid cost of the provision at $72 million.

As you know, last year Congress enacted
legislation, as part of the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act 1990 (OBRA 1990), to give
state Medicaid programs access to prescrip-
tion drug discounts that pharmaceutical
manufacturers offer to other federal health
programs and private health programs and
providers, such as hospitals and health main-
tenance organizations (HMOs). The projected
savings ascribed to the OBRA 1990 legislation
were used to offset most of the $3 billion in
Medicaid expansions also enacted in OBRA
1990.
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Any legislative change that diminishes the
Medicaid prescription drug savings will
cause both state and federal Medicaid budg-
ets to suffer. At a time when Medicaid is the
fastest growing portion of state budgets, in-
creasing 19 percent in fiscal 1990 and more
than 25 percent this year, states simply can-
not assume new significant cost increases.

While the Governors agree it is equally im-
portant to enact legislation to protect the
Department of Veterans' Affairs drug dis-
counts from unjustifiable increases, the pro-
vision contained in the VA-HUD appropria-
tions conference harms Medicaid without
helping the DVA. Simply eliminating the
DVA from Medicaid rebate calculations will
not guarantee that the DVA will regain re-
bates that existed prior to the enactment of
OBRA 1990.

The Governors request your assistance in
stopping the enactment of this provision,
and urge the Energy and Commerce Sub-
committee on Health and the Environment,
in concert with the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs, to work with the states and the De-
partment of Veterans' Affairs to find a solu-
tion to rising prescription drug costs that
protects the interests of the DVA and Medic-
aid.

Sincerely,
RAYMOND C. SCHEPPACH,
Ezrecutive Director.

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, as ranking minor-
ity member of the Veterans' Affairs Commit-
tee, | rise in opposition to the conference
agreement on H.R. 2519, which makes appro-
priations for the Depariments of Veterans Af-
fairs and Housing and Urban Development,
and for the independent agencies. My opposi-
tion remains essentially the same as it was
when | spoke against H.R. 2519 on June 6,
1991.

Though | cannot support the conference
agreement, | want it to be clear that | am in
no way belittling the efforts of the leadership
of the House Appropriations Subcommittee,
Chairman BoB TRAXLER and Ranking Minority
Member BiLL GREEN. The level of appropria-
tions for veterans programs are as much as
could be expected, given the size of the sub-
committee’s allocation. But | believe funding
for veterans programs deserves a higher prior-
ity and dollar level.

Co , the gentleman from New
York, JERRY SOLOMON, and | have introduced
House Resolution 204 to create a separate
subcommittee on veterans affairs. With their
own subcommittee, veterans would not have
to compete with domestic programs such as
housing, science, and environmental protec-
tion. Veterans programs are a cost of war and
national defense, while the others are not. It is
unfair for veterans to be placed in the same
allocation of dollars as the space station, toxic
dump cleanups and low-income housing, re-
gardless of their merits. Veterans have literally
eamed their own allocation, so | invite my col-

ues to cosponsor the resolution.

art of my opposition also stems from cer-
tain provisions of the conference agreement
which seriously encroach on the functions of
the Veterans' Affairs Committee as an author-
izing committee. We all know that appropria-
tions bills are supposed to have corresponding
authorizations, a principle that these days
seems to be honored more and more in its
breach, rather than in its observance.

Mr. Speaker, the conferees direct the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs to submit a plan and
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legislation to restructure and reclassify all but
the most essential health care personnel posi-
tions from title XXXVIIl to title V. The con-
ferees adopt a Senate provision and direct es-
tablishment of a Geriatric Research and Eval-
uation Center at the Baltimore VA Medical
Center without providing additional dollars.
And the conferees direct VA to submit a pro-
posal for a nurse education loan repayment
program to aid in recruitment and retention.
The House Veterans' Affairs Committee has
not authorized any of these, and they clearly
require authorization.

Further, the conference agreement adopts a
Senate provision and calls for an exiremely
unwise reduction in appropriations for the VA
Office of Facilities. This office runs the VA’s
vast construction programs. While improve-
ments can always be made arbitrarily cutting
$5 million will necessitate the loss of almost
100 employees, a reduction of 16 percent.
There is no reason to believe such a step will
improve VA's construction operations. To the
contrary, VA’s construction operations will be

degraded.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this conference agree-
ment still funds excessive public housing sub-
sidies. In fact, the conference agreement
would put even less than the House-passed
bill did into the new and innovative housing
programs that are badly needed to give ten-
ants a stake in their future.

The funding priorities in this conference
agreement are mixed up, and all in all, it is not
as good as the House-passed bill | voted
against last June. | urge my colleagues to op-
pose the conference agreement on H.R. 2519.

Mr. ERDREICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
express my concern for the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency’s budget request
and authorization of appropriations for a flood
risk directory project in conjunction with the
digitization of flood insurance rate maps. The
total program costs are expected to be over
$45 million over the next 10 years.

The Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs’ Subcommittee on Policy Re-
search and Insurance, which | chair, has juris-
diction and oversight responsibility over the
National Flood Insurance Program. The sub-
committee has requested meetings with the
Federal Insurance Administration on two occa-
sions to discuss the and the sub-
committee’s reservations in full detail.

| do not question the appropriateness of the
directory as a Federal product, but rather the
accuracy of the directories which are based on
census data. The directories would only in-
clude 50 to 60 percent of all addresses of
structures located in special flood hazard
areas. Flood risk directories do not provide
communities and homeowners with a full ac-
curate listing of addresses in the flood plain.
Communities and homeowners should not rely
on the limited information provided in these di-
rectories to determine whether their structures
are located in the flood plain. My fear, Mr.
Speaker, is that the flood risk directories may
provide communities and homeowners with a
false sense of security.

Mr. Speaker, the Subcommittee on Policy
Research and Insurance has spent the past
214 years reviewing the National Flood Insur-
ance Program. | introduced H.R. 1236, the
National Flood Insurance, Mitigation, and Ero-
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sion Management Act of 1991, last March and
the legislation passed the House overwhelm-
ingly in May by a vote of 388 to 18. The legis-
lation addresses the need for continuous map
updates and maintenance to determine insur-
ance rates and implement flood hazard reduc-
tion activities.

The digitization of flood insurance maps and
the creation of a flood risk directory are an im-
portant undertaking by the Federal Insurance
Administration. The accuracy of the informa-
tion, however, is the foundation of the insur-
ance and mitigation elements of the program.
| raise my concemns for the flood insurance
policyholders who are funding the flood risk di-
rectory project and for communities and home-
owners who may depend on the flood risk di-
rectories to determine whether their structures
are located in special flood hazard areas.

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of the fiscal year 1992 VA-HUD con-
ference report. | also rise to thank the mem-
bers of the Appropriations Committee and my
good friend, Chairman TRAXLER, for their hard
work in steering this outstanding legislation
through the House-Senate conference. Once
again, Chairman TRAXLER has shown his lead-
ership in gaining consensus on the controver-
sial issues raised by this legislation.

The VA-HUD conference provides for
a broad cross-section of American life. The
legislation funds programs which will benefit
our Nation's veterans, protect our environ-
ment, continue the Space Program, and fur-
ther our mission to increase affordable hous-
ing opportunities. Despite the constraints im-
posed by last fall's budget agreement, this leg-
islation gives each of these programs a fair
shake.

The conference report shines brightest in its
provisions for housing and community devel-
opment programs. For example, the highly-re-
garded Community Development Block Grant
[CDBG] Program will receive almost $3.4 bil-
lion, and the home program will receive $1.5
billion.

The conference report also funds an innova-
tive and much-needed demonstration project
for low-income residents in my district. The
conference report appropriates $4.2 million au-
thorized by The 1990 Cranston-Gonzalez Na-
tional Affordable Housing Act for the develop-
ment, rehabilitation and revitalization of two
vacant structures in a minority Milwaukee
neighborhood. Two successful, nei
based organizations, the United Community
Center and Esperanza Unida, will work with
the redevelopment authority of the city of Mil-
waukee to convert these neglected buildings
into sites for housing, social services, and
community development. | am proud to have
led the effort in the House to gain funding for
this crucial project.

Mr. Speaker, this is vital legislation and | ap-
plaud Chairman TRAXLER and his subcommit-
tee for their efforts on behalf of America’s fu-
ture.

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, | rise to raise an

to the amendment in technical dis-
agreement, number 35, on the VA-HUD ap-
propriations bill (H.R. 2519, House Report
102-226).

| am strongly opposed to the amendment
because it provides $150 million for 133 spe-
cial purpose grants. The House-passed ver-
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sion contained no such grants. The Senate-

passed version contained 58 special purpose

grants, none of which was authorized, subject

to any sort of congressional hearing, or com-
i awarded.

ly

The remaining 75 projects were added in
the conference committee. By definition, these
grants are not authorized, not subject to any
hearing, and not competitively awarded.

To add insult to injury, the funding for these
special purpose grants is coming from the ac-
count for annual assisted housing. This, to
me, is unfathomable. By agreeing to this
amendment, we are taking money from low-in-
come housing to fund projects which have
never been publicly scrutinized in any fashion.
While some of these projects have admittedly
laudable purposes, that is no excuse for not
obtaining funding through the established ap-
propriations process.

Additionally, many of these projects, which
are reducing the amount available to assist
low-income housing, have no relation whatso-
ever to the mission of HUD. Money which
would have been used to ide low-income
housing assistance will instead be spent for
what we must assume are deemed higher pri-
orities by the committee and the conferees.
These include $1 million for the rehabilitation
of a historic building in Ypsilanti, MI; $505,000
for a performing arts cultural center in North
Miami Beach, FL; and $1.5 million for acquisi-
tion and renovation of theatre space in New
York City.

Prior to the HUD Reform Act of 1989, these
special purpose grants were funded under
section 107, the Secretary’s discretionary
fund. When the abuse and mismanagement at
HUD under Secretary Pierce’s watch came to
light, Congress zeroed-out this discretionary
fund, thereby supposedly ending the practice
of gwing special purpose grants.

In his subcomrnitleas November 1, 1990,
report on the HUD Reform Act, my oolleaguas
from the other side of the aisle, TOM LANTOS,
clearly stated that housing projects should be
awarded on the basis of merit and competi-
tion, not power and influence. Quoting from
page 8 of the report, Mr. Lantos states:

There is a need to take politics and discre-
tion out of housing programs. This applies
equally to the executive and legislative
branches. Just as it was wrong for HUD,
under Secretary Plerce, to dole out housing
units and grants to former HUD officials and
the politically well-connected, and just as it
was not right for President Reagan in 1982 to
give housing units to New Jersey to influ-
ence a Senate race, so too Congress should
not earmark funding for housing projects in
appropriations bills. This practice by Con-
gress, which circumvents objective criteria,
competition, and merit, should be ended.

Unfortunately, the Congress did not heed
Mr. LANTOS' wise counsel. The fiscal year
1991 HUD appropriations bill, which was the
first since the HUD Reform Act went into ef-
fect funded 60 special purpose grants, totaling
$53 million, under the section for annual con-
tributions for assisted housing. Rather than
ending the abuse, Congress had become the
abuser. In what may be classified as “Robin
Hood in reverse,” Congress robbed the poor
to pay off the powerful.

This year, the heist is even larger. The num-
ber of projects has more than doubled—from
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60 to 133—and the amount of money has
nearly tripled—from $53 million to $150 mil-
lion. The $150 million spent on this year's spe-
cial purpose grants could have funded 5,000
housing vouchers and certificates.

Earlier this year, | introduced the Spending
Priorities Reform Act—H.R. 2643. This bill
seeks to rescind the unobligated balances for
325 fiscal year 1991 projects, totaling over $1
billion at the time, which received funding in
violation of the budget process. Among the
projects included in the measure were the 60
special purpose grants in last year's HUD ap-
propriations bill. Next year | plan to introduce
a similar rescission package and you can be
sure | will include the money for the 133 spe-
cial purpose grants funded this week.

In a letter to the conferees, Secretary Kemp
made clear his great displeasure with the spe-
cial projects:

The administration strongly objects to
many provisions in both the House and Sen-
ate bills allocating funds directly to specific
recipients and projects without competition.
The Department believes that scarce HUD
resources shonld be allocated through open
and fair competition, consistent with the
HUD Reform Act.

In this time of budget crisis, Congress must

prioritize the needs of the Nation and adhere
to a rigorous process of public scrutiny to en-
sure that our limited resources are doing the
most good. The practice of awarding projects
on the basis of power and influence should no
longer be tolerated and | will continue to fight
such abuses.
Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, may | express
my deep appreciation to my dear friend, Mr.
TRAXLER, for yielding this time because | know
how pressed he is for time, and | know he is
giving me the time only because | promised
him that | was going to support the bill, and |
reiterate that.

| want to take this opportunity to comment
on a few of the matters under the jurisdiction
of the Committee on Science, Space, and
Technology. | want to commend the gen-
tleman from Michigan and the gentleman from
New York and all the conferees for the work
that they did on this bill. Indeed, there can be
no doubt they made some very difficult
choices as they had to within the confines of
the budget agreement.

The conference report addresses many of
the issues that authorizing committee has
dealt with over the past year, and for the most
part the funding decisions are reasonable.
There is one dis aspect of the process,
however, that | must call to the attention of my
colleagues since it threatens to undermine any
good work that we manage to do. This relates
to the practice of adding unauthorized,
unrequested earmarks for personal interest
items. This, of course, is a time-honored tradi-
tion of this body and could be overlooked if it
were not for the severe budgetary environ-
ment that we have had to operate under this
year and will for the foreseeable future. This
year, the budget reductions that Congress has
had to make has made it entirely inappropriate
to indulge in the earmarking that we are being
asked to

Mr. Spaaker.lammtgoingtogointoa
diatribe about this. | am bringing it up because
| think we have a serious problem with regard
to the relationship between the authorizing
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and iations committees, and we'll deal
with this at a later point. In part, it's our re-
sponsibility on the authorizing committee that
this has developed. The NASA bill, for exam-
ple, has just been approved last week in the
Senate. The appropriations bill will go to the
President before the authorizing bill and the
appropriators are under no constraints to be
bound by that bill. In my opinion—as a chair-
man of an authorizing committee—that's intol-
erable but it's our fault not the Appropriation
Committee’s fault. We must seek ways in
which to resolve that problem. | also under-
stand full well how the members of the Appro-
priations Committee carry on in the great tradi-
tion of Winston Churchill who said, “I did not
come to the primeministership of Britain to
preside over the extinction of the British em-
pire.” The members of the Appropriations
Committee, did not become members to pre-
side over the diminution of Federal funds to
their districts, and they continue in that great
statesmanlike tradition to make sure they get
as much as possible of these funds. And | ad-
mire that, but in the interest of equity and
comity | think we are going to have to find
some way to readjust the balance.

In the NASA area, the conference report
contains over $100 million in projects that
were never requested by the administration,
never authorized, and never discussed on this
floor. We were never given the choice be-
tween the space station, for example, and
these projects. These appear in the NASA
portion of the budget but some can scarcely
even be called space projects. | will itemize
these in more detail in the extension of my re-
marks, Mr. Speaker, and | will not belabor
them here.

Mr. Speaker, the Congress and the Amer-
ican people have entrusted NASA with man-
aging and carrying out the Space Program.
This is a challenging task and NASA is now
struggling to come to grips with this respon-
sibility within the current budgetary climate.
The conferees reduced the NASA budget by
over $1.4 billion and the growth in the Space
Program will not even cover inflationary in-
creases. On top of all of this, the conferees
have chosen to lay additional distractions on
NASA completely unrelated to their purpose. |
appreciated the remarks that Mr. GREEN made
about his efforts to bring the station funding
back to some intermediate level between the
House and the Senate and to use those addi-
tional funds for space science. | want to make
it absolutely clear that | supported the action
that we took earlier in funding the space sta-
tion on the assumption and in the hope that
creative ways would be found to fund space
science down the road in the Senate, with the
cooperation of the administration. That has not
happened to the degree that | would like or
anywhere close. | want to make it absolutely
clear that | will not sacrifice space science for
the space station if we are unable to resoive
this conflict. | hope and believe that Mr.
GREEN and Mr. TRAXLER both appreciate the
fact that my deepest commitment in the Space
Program is to the science base, not to the
hardware base. | think we need a properly bal-
anced program, however, and | will seek to
achieva thal way that | possibly can.

oonfarence report is fund-
mg for the programs of the National Science
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Foundation. This is a substantial increase over
the current fiscal year, the increase is wel
come, and | commend the committee for their
efforts on behalf of the National Science Foun-
dation.

This gentleman regrets that his time has ex-
pired. He had many more very
words and will put them in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TORRICELLI). All time has expired.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the con-
ference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the conference report.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Evidentily, a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 390, nays 30,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 2886]
YEAS—390

Abercrombie Chandler Faszio
Ack Ch Feighan
Alexander Clay Fields
Allard Clement Fish
Anderson Clinger Flake
Andrews (ME) Coble Foglietta
Andrews (NJ) Coleman (MO) Ford (MI)
Andrews (TX) Coleman (TX) Frank (MA)
Annunzio Collins (IL) Franks (CT)
Anthony Collins (MI) Frost
Applegate Combest Gallegly
Aspin Condit Gallo
Atkins Conyers Gaydos
AuCoin Cooper Gejdenson
Bacchus Costello Gekas
Baker Coughlin Gephardt
Ballenger Cox (IL)
Barnard Coyne Gibbons
Barrett Cramer Gilchrest
Barton Cunningham Gillmor
Bateman Darden Gilman
Bennett Davis Gingrich
Bentley de la Garza Glickman
Bereuter DeFazio Gonzalez
Berman DeLauro Goodling
Bevill Dellums Gordon
Bilbray Derrick Goss
Bilirakis Dickinson Gradison
Bliley Dicks Grandy

Dingell Green
Boehner Dixon Guarini
Bonior Donnelly Gunderson
Borski Dooley Hall (OH)
Boucher Doolittle Hall (TX)
Boxer Dorgan (ND) Hamilton
Brewster Dornan (CA) Hammerschmidt
Brooks Downey Hansen
Broomfield Durbin Harris
Browder Dwyer Hastert
Brown Dymally Hatcher
Bruce Early Hayes (IL)
Bryant Hayes (LA)
Bunning Edwards (CA) Hefley
Pasad % Edwards (TX) Hefne
Byron Emerson Henry
Callahan Engel Herger
Camp English Hertel
Campbell (CA) Erdreich Hoagland
Campbell (CO) Espy Hobson
Cardin Evans Hochbrueckner
Carper Ewing Horn
Carr Fascell Horton
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Houghton
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hunter
Hutto
Hyde
Inhofe

Cox (CA)

Edwards (OK)
Ford (TN)

Mineta Schumer
Mink Serrano
Moakley Sharp
Molinari Bhaw
Mollohan Shays
Montgomery Shuster
Moody Sikorski
Moran Bisisky
Morella Skaggs
Morrison Skeen
Murtha Skelton
Myers Slattery
Nagle Slaughter (NY)
Natcher Smith (FL)
Neal (MA) Smith (IA)
Nichols Smith (NJ)
Nowak Smith (OR)
Nussle Smith (TX)
Oakar Snowe
Oberstar Bolarz
Olin Bolomon
Olver Spence
Spratt
Owens (NY) Staggers
Owens (UT) Stallings
Oxley Stark
Panetta Stearns
Parker Stenholm
Patterson Stokes
Paxon Studds
Payne (NJ) Sundquist
Payne (VA) Swett
Pelosi Swift
Perkins Synar
Peterson (FL) Tallon
Peterson (MN) Tanner
Pickett Tauzin
Plckle Taylor (M8)
Porter Taylor (NC)
Poshard ‘Thomas (CA)
Price Thomas (GA)
Pursell Thomas (WY)
Quillen Thornton
Rahall ‘Torres
Ramstad Torricelll
Rangel Towns
Ravenal Traficant
Ray Traxler
Reed Unsoeld
Regula Upton
Rhodes Valentine
Richardson Vander Jagt
Riggs Vento
Rinaldo Visclosky
Ritter Volkmer
Roberts Vucanovich
Roe Walker
Walsh
Ros-Leht: Washingt
Rose Waxman
Rostenkowskl Weber
Roth Welss
Roukema Weldon
Rowland Wheat
Royhal Whitten
Russo Williams
Sabo Wilson
Banders Wise
Sangmeister Wolf
Sarpalius Wolpe
Bavage Wyden
Bawyer Wylle
Saxton Yates
Schaefer Yatron
8cheuer Young (AK)
Schiff Young (FL)
Schroeder Zeliff
Schulze Zimmer
NAYS—30
Fawell Orton
Hancock Packard
Hughes Pallone
Jacobs Pease
Eyl Penny
Luken Petri
McEwen Roemer
Moorhead Rohrabacher
Murphy Bensenbrenner
Obey Stump
NOT VOTING—12
Holloway Eaptur
Hopkins LaRoceo
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Mrazek Ridge Blaughter (VA)
Neal (NC) Santorum Waters
0O 1226

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. BE-
REUTER, and Mr. DORNAN of Califor-
nia changed their vote from “nay” to
‘(yea'tl

Mr. LUKEN changed his vote from
uyea'n to “IIB.Y."

So the conference report was agreed
to.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, during the
vote on H.R. 2519, | was unavoidably de-
tained and unable to record my vote. Had |
been present, | would have voted “aye.”

AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the first amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 4: Page 7, line 11,
strike out *'$375,000,000" and insert:
'*$389,550,000"".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 4, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment, insert the following: ‘$413,360,000".

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 5: Page T, line 18,
after “activities™ insert: *‘: Provided further,
That of the funds made available under this
heading, not to exceed $6,000,000 shall be
available for transfer to the Medical Admin-
istration and Miscellaneous Operating Ex-
penses Appropriation for gquality assurance
functions”.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 5, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum named in said amend-
ment, insert the following: **$3,000,000".

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TORRICELLI). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
TRAXLER]. '

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 6: Page 7, line 18,
after “activities” Insert:”’ : Provided further,
That of the funds made avallable under this
heading, $700,000 shall be made available for
a rural mobile clinic in the State of Ver-
mont".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 6, and concur therein.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 9: Page 9, line 5,
strike out  ‘‘$854,204,000" and insert:
$805,159,000"",

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 9, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment, insert the following: *‘$796,000,000".

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

The motion was agreed to.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 10: Page 9, line 18,
after “amended"” insert: “: Provided further,
That the funds appropriated in the preceding
proviso shall be available only after submis-
slon to the Congress of a formal budget re-
quest by the President that deslgnates said
amount as an emergency requirement as de-
fined in section 251(b)(2)(D) of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985".

The
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MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 10, and concur therein.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 14: Page 11, line 24,
after “standpoint” insert: *‘: Provided further,
That $100,000 of the funds made available
under this heading shall be for the purchase
of land adjacent to the Veterans Medical
Center, Beckley, West Virginia''.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 14, and concur therein.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 20: Page 15, after
line 12, insert:

Notwithstanding the funding limitations
contained in section 346 of Public Law 100~
322 (May 20, 1988), appropriations available to
the Department of Veterans Affairs for fiscal
year 1992 for National Cemetery System
shall be available for the operation and
maintenance of the National Memorial Cem-
etery of Arizona (formerly the Arizona Vet-
erans Memorial Cemetery).

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 20, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed in said
amendment, insert the following:

Notwithstanding the funding limitations
contained in section 346 of Public Law 100-
322 (May 20, 1988), appropriations available to
the Department of Veterans Affairs for fiscal
year 1992 for the National Cemetery System
shall be available for the operation and
maintenance of the National Memorial Cem-
etery of Arizona (formerly the Arizona Vet-
erans Memorial Cemetery): Provided, That
the provisions of this paragraph regarding
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the National Memorial Cemetery of Arizona
shall be effective until (a) enactment into
law of legislation concerning funding for the
National Memorial Cemetery of Arizona or
(b) November 30, 1991, whichever first occurs.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will desigante the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 21: Page 15, after
line 12, insert:

The Secretary of the Department of Veter-
ans Affairs is hereby required to comply with
regulations to be issued by the Department
of Health and Human Services pursuant to
the Clinical Laboratory Improvement
Amendments of 1988.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 21, and concur therein.

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
demand that the question be divided.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question will be divided.

The question is, Will the House re-
cede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 21.

The House receded from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate
numbered 21.

PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR.
MONTGOMERY

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
offer a preferential motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MONTGOMERY moves that the House
concur in the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 21 with an amendment as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate amendment, insert the
following:

SEC. 101. (a) REGULATIONS FOR STANDARDS
OF PERFORMANCE IN DEPARTMENT OF VETER-
ANS AFFAIRS LABORATORIES.—(1) Within the
120-day period beginning on the date on
which the Secretary of Health and Human
Services promulgates final regulations to
implement the standards required by section
353 of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.8.C. 263a), the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs, in accordance with the Secretary’s au-
thority under title 38, United States Code,
shall prescribe regulations to assure consist-
ent performance by medical facility labora-
tories under the jurisdiction of the Secretary
of valid and reliable laboratory examina-
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tions and other procedures. Such regulations
shall be prescribed in consultation with the
Secretary of Health and Human Services and
shall establish standards in accordance with
the requirements of section 353(f) of the Pub-
lic Service Act.

(2) Such regulations—

(A) may include appropriate provisions re-
specting walvers described in section 353(d)
of such Act and accreditations described in
section 353(e) of such Act; and

(B) shall include appropriated provisions
respecting compliance with such require-
ments.

(b) REPORT.—Within the 180-day period be-
ginning on the date on which the Secretary
of Veterans Affairs prescribes the regula-
tions required by subsection (a), the Sec-
retary shall submit to the Committees on
Veterans’ Affairs of the Senate and House of
Representatives a report on those regula-
tions.

(c) DEFINITION.—As used in this section,
the term ‘“medical facility laboratories"
means facilities for the biological, micro-
biological, serological, chemical, im-
munohematological, hematological, bio-
physical, cytological, pathological, or other
examination of materials derived from the
human body for the purpose of providing in-
formation for the diagnosis, prevention, or
treatment of any disease or impairment of,
or the assessment of the health of, human
beings.

Mr. MONTGOMERY (during the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. TRAXLER]
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
GREEN] will be recognized for 30 min-
utes.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the distin-
guished gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. MONTGOMERY] be allocated 30 min-
utes, and the other 30 minutes be
equally divided between myself and the
distinguished gentleman from New
York [Mr. GREEN].

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

There was no objection.

The pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY].

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker,
this motion is very simple. The provi-
sion contained in the Senate bill re-
garding the regulation of VA labora-
tories is legislation that is in our ap-
propriations bill.

As we all know, it is common prac-
tice in the Senate to include legislative
provisions in appropriations acts. I
would ordinarily object to that. How-
ever, the motion that I am offering is
identical to the language that passed
the House on June 25, 1991, in section
304 of H.R. 2280. That bill is on the Sen-
ate Calendar and is awaiting further
Senate action.
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Mr. Speaker, as chairman of the com-
mittee with responsibility for authoriz-
ing the activities of the Department of
Veterans Affairs, I have examined the
need for quality standards for the De-
partment’s clinical laboratories. This
amendment requires the VA to estab-
lish standards for clinical laboratories
that are consistent with standards
which the Secretary of Health and
Human Services, Dr. Sullivan, will pre-
scribe for private laboratories.

Mr. Speaker, the problem is the Sec-
retary has not issued any type of regu-
lations pertaining to laboratories and
the HHS does not have any labora-
tories.

We have discussed this language with
the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce and the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. DINGELL], and they agree with
our approach to this subject.

This amendment makes VA respon-
sible for assuring the quality of labora-
tory services it performs. If we start
handing over the responsibilities to
other departments, it could result in
services to veterans being reduced, and
that is the last thing we need to do.

Mr. Speaker, the VA operates 172
hospitals and 339 outpatient clinics. It
has always operated its laboratories at
the highest standards. There has been
no criticism of its activities in that
area.

Mr. Speaker, I might add that this
amendment we are proposing was
added on on the Senate side, as our
House managers will explain them-
selves here.

We have no intention of allowing the
Secretary of another department to de-
termine whether the standards to be
applied in VA laboratories have been
met. That responsibility should rest
with the Secretary of Veterans Affairs.

Mr. Speaker, as I said earlier, HHS
has no laboratories of their own. We
have no problem with the law itself to
regulate private and small labora-
tories.

When the House considered this pro-
vision on June 25, there was no opposi-
tion to the agreement that had been
worked out before our committee and
with the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

Mr. Speaker, I urge Members to sup-
port this amendment. All of the veter-
ans organizations in this country
strongly oppose the Senate appropria-
tion provision.

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

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I would
like to commend the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Veter-
ans' Affairs for offering this amend-
ment. He has stated that the VA needs
to be held to the highest standards pos-
sible, and I think we do that. However,
we should not place VA laboratories
under the control of another Federal
agency.
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Mr. Speaker, I urge Members to sup-
port the previously passed provision in
H.R. 2280 by voting for the Montgomery
amendment.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SOLOMON].

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Let me just say, as the former rank-
ing Republican on the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs, that I want to con-
cur in the statement of the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY]
and the statement of the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. STUMF]. As one of
the major sponsors, along with these
gentlemen, of the bill which created
the Department of Veterans Affairs,
this is the very reason we did it, to
keep the other agencies out of the hair
of the Veterans’ Administration.

Mr. Speaker, we want to hold the
Veterans’ Administration responsible.
They do a good job. These Members and
I have concentrated on this for years.

Mr. Speaker, I certainly hope that
the House supports the motion of the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT-
GOMERY] in this effort. I commend the
gentleman for it.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for his comments.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, certainly no one regrets
this issue coming before this body
more than I do. The relationship that I
have had with the authorizing Commit-
tee on Veterans’' Affairs has been, I
think, one of the most enjoyable in my
congressional career.

Mr. Speaker, to the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY] and the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. STUMP], I
have the highest personal regard.
There are no two Members in this body
that are more committed to America's
veterans and the promotion of their
cause than these two fine gentlemen.

Mr. Speaker, I want to bring before
Members what the position of the Sen-
ate is. In a sense, when we are in con-
ference and are talking about what the
House wants and they talk about what
the other body wants, it is not without
reason. Oftentimes one is moved out of
considerations, often unrelated to the
specific issue in front of us.

One of the things that sometimes
motivates us in a minor way on the
House side in conference on these ap-
propriations bills is that we are some-
times driven by budget matters—budg-
et considerations on outlays. We are
under constraints to get the job done
within the moneys available to us. I
can tell Members that there is a little
known provision in the summit agree-
ment that sort of moved us along to re-
solve matters of difference between the
House and Senate in the conference,
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and we did not perhaps argue as long as
we should have on some issues.
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Of course, this is one of those issues
of great importance to my authorizing
friends and to me as well.

There was created, not by me, but by
the Committee on Appropriations and
by the authorizers in the summit
agreement of last fall, a special set-
aside of money to accommodate
scorekeeping differences between OMB
and CBO. And in this bill alone, there
is a total of some $400 million that
must, as the bill is presently con-
structed, make use of that special set-
aside.

I must say, what we are looking at is
a race, a race between myself and my
other subcommittee chairmen on ap-
propriations to that special set-side.
And we were highly motivated to pro-
ceed as rapidly as possible and as expe-
ditiously as possible because the spe-
cial set-aside is not sufficient to cover
all of the differences in the appropria-
tions bills. So please understand that
this was in the back of my mind.

The Senate felt very, very strongly
on the issue. I think the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY]
very adequately said it for us, and I
certainly do not disagree with his defi-
nition.

The bill provides that the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs is required to
comply with regulations to be issued
by the Department of Health and
Human Services pursuant to the Clini-
cal Laboratory Improvement Amend-
ments of 1988. Those regulations, I am
told, will be out very soon. That will
bring all of America's—if this amend-
ment as proposed by the Senate is con-
curred in—that will bring all of Ameri-
ca’s laboratories, whether it is a hos-
pital laboratory or the clinical labora-
tory in one's hometown, and the VA
laboratories under the same standards.

For some people in the health care
field, that is an important issue. It
happens that the Members on the Sen-
ate side that sit on the Committee on
Appropriations were involved in the
writing of the clinical laboratory im-
provement amendments bill, and so
they have a personal commitment here
to bring everybody under that um-
brella bill.

On the other hand, the history of the
VA is that it stands outside of these
general provisions that relate to, shall
we say, the civilian hospitals. And
rightfully so, my chairman on the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs has in-
sisted that this be the case. I advanced
those arguments in the course of the
conference.

I must say that the Senate felt very
strongly on this. I told them how
strongly the authorizing committee on
the House side felt on this issue, and I
feel very much like a person who is
sort of caught in the center, who wants
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to support my House colleagues and at
the same time wants to get the con-
ference report done so we can utilize
the special set-aside, among other rea-
sons, and to complete action on this
bill which is important to all Members.
And all Members want to do the same
thing.

What I am saying to my colleagues is
that we came down in the conference
on the side of what the Senate was rec-
ommending. I cannot say that that was
absolutely right. What I can say is that
we have presented the issues for Mem-
bers’ consideration and we want the
matter as expeditiously resolved as
possible.

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

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I want
to say to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SoLoMON] that in my asso-
ciation with him over these years and,
of course, he was on the authorizing
committee—the Committee on Veter-
ans' Affairs—and he left that for an-
other position, a very demanding one, I
might add.

Even though he is no longer on the
committee, there is no more loyal a
supporter of the authorizing committee
than the gentleman from New York
[Mr. SoLoMON] is. Certainly his heart
has always remained there.

I yield to the gentleman from New
York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, that is
awfully nice of the gentleman. I do ap-
preciate his remarks. Serving in that
new capacity, as the ranking Repub-
lican on the Committee on Rules, my
heart is still there looking out for help-
ing the gentleman, and my good friend,
the gentleman from New York, BILL
GREEN, for the tremendous job they do
for the veterans.

I just cannot tell them how much I
appreciate it personally. I also know
the spot that they, and other members
of the subcommittee and our full Com-
mittee on Appropriations, are put in
because they do have to compromise.

We discussed this in the debate on
the unemployment insurance yester-
day. We all have to bend a little. And
80 we know that they were put in that
position. And that is why I think the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT-
GOMERY], knowing how vital this is,
and the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
STUMP] and others, really would like to
stick to our point.

The gentleman cannot renege on his
agreement; probably putting all this
pot together, he is right. Maybe he has
to make that concession. But the
House does not.

I just want the gentleman to know, it
is no slap on his face if we oppose him
on this issue, because we know the spot
he is put in.

As a matter of fact, I would like to
put in a plug for one of my bills be-
cause it is this very problem of the
602(b) allocation that lumps the De-
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partment of Veterans Affairs—the sec-
ond largest department in Govern-
ment—lumps them in with HUD, and
EPA, and FAA, and all of the other
AAA’s, or whatever they are. And that
is what is wrong.

My colleagues know, and I know,
that the veterans ought to have their
own subcommittee, so that we do not
fight with these other agencies for that
share of that pot. We ought to be fight-
ing for the agencies within the Veter-
ans Department for their fair share.
Someday, down the line, I would like
to sit down and discuss this with the
gentleman and maybe we will not have
this same problem. In the meantime,
let us not necessarily cave in to some
of the pompous Members of that other
body that just want to get their way
all the time.

I take my hat off to both gentleman.

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

Mr. TRAXLER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me. I just
want him to know that we appreciate
his kind words. It has been a pleasure
to work with him on veterans’ issues in
the past. This is really not a spending
issue. This is an authorization issue,
and we on the authorizing committee
should be able to settle this.

I thank the gentleman and commend
him for this work.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

As I think the members of the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs can under-
stand, as the manager on the minority
side of this conference report, I find
myself in a very difficult position.

The Senate has used the conference
in a way which is disadvantageous to
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs,
and I understand that.

I also have to say, however, that on
this issue the Senate was quite ada-
mant. I have not a lot of hope that, if
this motion is passed, we are going to
have this issue instantly resolved, be-
cause I think the Senate feels just as
strongly as do the members of the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs on
their side of this issue.

What I want to address is not the
issue, which really—as the gentleman
pointed out—is not truly an appropria-
tions issue, but the consequences of
delay.

The gentleman from Michigan, my
good friend, pointed out one con-
sequence of the delay. And that is the
possibility that as the wheel turns, we
shall lose some of the 602(b) authority
that we now have and everyone will be
worse off, including the veterans. That
is one very real risk.

I should like to point out that there
are other problems from delay also.
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One of those deals with the new hous-
ing programs. Our colleagues on the
Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs are naturally very inter-
ested in seeing their new housing pro-
grams go into effect.

The effect of any extensive delay, if
this becomes a matter of intransigence
on the Senate side and the House side,
will therefore mean that we shall be
operating under a continuing resolu-
tion under which the new housing pro-
grams will have to start at the much
lower levels in the House bill.

I think everyone on my side of the
aisle ought to understand that the ad-
ministration in general, and our former
colleague, Secretary Kemp, are very
eager to get on with those new pro-
grams. The Secretary regretted that
they were not included in the supple-
mental, and the effect of delaying get-
ting this bill to the President means
that we are going to start the new pro-
grams not with a bang but a whimper.

Similarly, on the space station. As
everyone knows, that is not my favor-
ite program. But the House voted to go
ahead with the space station.
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And we agreed to go ahead at the
higher level that was in the Senate
bill.

If we are caught in a long delay, we
go back to the lower of the levels in
the House bill and the Senate bill as
part of the continuing resolution, and I
have to tell Members that is devastat-
ing not just to the space station—
which will get some interim reduction
in funding—but because of the way the
space station amendment was crafted
by the space station sponsors here in
the House, it really has a very negative
impact on the whole NASA operation,
which certainly does not need any grief
at this point.

So I do urge my colleagues to con-
sider the consequences of delay as they
decide whether to go back to the Sen-
ate on this one, where our chairman
tried very, very hard to get the Senate
to recede and was not able to do so0. I
ask all of my colleagues simply to con-
sider the costs of delay, in terms of
other programs, if we now get in a
deadlock with the Senate on what is
admittedly an important issue. But
there are other important issues that
this bill also addresses and that should
be addressed promptly.

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
have only one other speaker and then
we can move to other amendments.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HARRIS],
who is a member of our Veterans’ Af-
fairs Committee.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman for yielding time to me.
I am very fortunate to serve on the
Veterans' Affairs Committee with our
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chairman, the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY], and am
also privileged to serve on the Energy
and Commerce Committee with Chair-
man DINGELL.

Before I make my remarks, I would
like to, at this point, personally thank
BoB TRAXLER and BILL GREEN for the
fine job that they have done on this
conference report. I know that they
worked long and hard.

But back in June the House made a
very strong statement on this particu-
lar point, and then we passed H.R. 2280,
as I recall on a voice vote. And it was
a bill that had some very carefully
crafted compromises, not only between
our Committee on Veterans' Affairs
but also the Committee on Energy and
Commerce, and Chairman DINGELL had
written a letter to the committee stat-
ing his position. I would like to share a
portion of it because it goes to the
heart of the agreement.

It says:

It also recognizes the desirability of vest-
ing the Secretary of Veterans Affairs with
authority for applying those requirements to
veterans' laboratories by requiring the Sec-
retary to prescribe regulations in accordance
with the requirements of Section 353(f) and
to establish appropriate compliance meas-
ures.

And this is what the House passed,
and as I said, it was a very strong
statement.

I do not have to tell my colleagues
about the problems of in-fighting be-
tween different agencies. They can
imagine the problems that we would
have if we start putting the operation
of the Department of Veterans Affairs
under the Department of Health and
Human Services. I just do not think
that it is a good situation. It sets a bad
precedent, and I encourage my col-
leagues to support this preferential
motion of Chairman MONTGOMERY.

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I have no further requests for time,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to say that
we have had a wonderful relationship,
and we will continue to have that, be-
tween our committee and the Sub-
committee on Appropriations. Mr.
Speaker, it is really like a good mar-
riage. We are having a little spat right
now, and of course we know we are
right.

On this issue I might also say that
the veterans did not cause this delay.
It was the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee by inserting this authorization
amendment.

I am concerned that we do not want
to delay this legislation. I never really
have quite understood the scoring that
they are talking about today, but I
think it would be very, very unfair if
the Senate and some Members over
there would see fit to delay a question,

such as this, which means so much to
the veterans and is not that burning an
issue.

Let me say that I understand what is
being said here today and I appreciate
the gentleman’s remarks outlining the
Senate's position. But as the gen-
tleman knows, and I am speaking of
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
TRAXLER], that position contained in
the appropriations bill did not come
through the authorization committees
of the Senate. They never saw this lan-
guage. But as I said, the authorization
committees in the House, both the Vet-
erans’ Affairs Committee and the En-
ergy and Commerce Committee, as
pointed out by the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. HARRIS], have stated
their position, and that position is re-
flected in the amendment which I am
offering at this time.

I urge my colleague to support the
amendment.

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

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
say that I want to express my apprecia-
tion to the distinguished gentleman
from Mississippi. He has explained the
issue well.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TORRICELLI). The question is, Will the
House concur in Senate amendment
No. 21 with an amendment?

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

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

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 390, nays 24,
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 28T)]
YEAS—3%0

Abercrombie Bereuter Camp
Ackerman B Campbell (CA)
Alexander Bevill Campbell (CO)
Allard Bilbray Cardin
Anderson Bilirakis Carper
Andrews (ME) Bliley Clay
Andrews (NJ) Boehlert
Andrews (TX) Boehner Coble
Annungio Bonlor Coleman (MO)
Anthony Borski Coleman (TX)
Applegat Bouch Collins (IL)
Archer Boxer Collins (MI)
Armey Brewster Combest
Aspin Brooks Condit
AuCoin Broomfield Cony
Bacchus Browder Cooper
Baker Brown Costello
Ballenger Bruce Coughlin
Barnard Bryant Cox (CA)
Barrett Bunning Cox (IL)
Barton Burton Coyne
Bateman Bust, t Cra
Bennett Byron Crane
Bentley Callahan Cunningham
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Dannemeyer
Darden
Davis

de la Garza
DeFazio
DeLauro

DeLay
Dellums
Derrick
Dickinson
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Donnelly
Dooley
Doolittle
Dorgan (ND)
Dornan (CA)
Downey
Dreler
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Ireland Owens (UT)
Jacobs Oxley
James Packard
Jefferson Pallone
Jenkins Parker
Johnson (CT) Patterson
Johnson (8D) Paxon
Johnson (TX) Payne (NJ)
Johnston Payne (VA)
Jones (GA) Pease
Jones (NC) Pelosi
Jontz
Kanjorski Perkins
Kasich Peterson (FL)
Kennelly Peterson (MN)
Kildee Pickett
Kleczka Pickle
Klug Porter
Kolter Poshard
Kopetski Price
Kostmayer Quillen
Kyl Rahall
LaFalce Ramstad
Lagomarsino Rangel
Lancaster Ravenel
Lantos Ray
LaRocco Reed
Laughlin Regula
Leach Rhodes
Lehman (CA) Richardson
Lent Riggs
Levin (MI) Rinaldo
Lewis (CA) Ritter
Lewis (FL) Roberts
Lewis (GA) Ros
Lipinski Roemer
Livingst R
Lioyd Rohrabacher
Long Ros-Lehtinen
Lowery (CA) Rose
Lowey (NY) Rostenkowski
Luken Roth
Machtley Roukema
Manton Rowland
Markey Roybal
Marlenee Russo
Martin Banders
Martinez Bangmeistar
Matsnl Sarpalius
Mavroules Bavage
Mazzoll Sawyer
McCandless Saxton
McCloskey Schaefer
MeCollum Bchiff
McCrery Bchroeder
McCurdy Bchulze
McDade Schumer
McEwen Sensenbrenner
MeGrath Serrano
McHugh Sharp
McMillan (NC) Shaw
McMillen (MD) Shays
McNulty Shuster
Meyers Sikorski
Michel Sisisky
Miller (CA) Skeen
Miller (OH) Skelton
Miller (WA) Slattery
Mineta Slaughter (NY)
Mink Smith (FL)
Moakley Smith (NJ)
Molinari Smith (OR)
Mollohan Smith (TX)
Montgomery Snowe

Solarz
Moorhead Solomon
Moran Spence
Morella Spratt
Morrison Staggers
Murphy Btallings
Murtha Stark
Myers Stearns
Nagle Stenholm
Natcher Studds
Neal (MA) Stump
Nichols Swett
Nowak Swift
Nussle Synar
Oakar Tallon
Oberstar Tanner
Obey Tauzin
Olin Taylor (MS)
Olver Taylor (NC)
Ortiz Thomas (CA)
Orton Thomas (GA)
Owens (NY) Thornton
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Torres Vucanovich Wise
Torricelli Walker Wolf
Towns Walsh Wolpe
Traficant Washington Wyden
Unsoeld Weber Wylle
Upton Weldon Yatron
Valentine Wheat Young (AK)
Vander Jagt Whitten Young (FL)
Vento Williams Zelifr
Volkmer Wilson Zimmer
NAYS—24
Atkins Lehman (FL) Btokes
Beilenson Lightfoot Thomas (WY)
Carr McDermott Traxler
Chapman Mfume Visclosky
Early Panetta Waters
Gradison Sabo Waxman
Green Scheuer Welss
Kennedy Skaggs Yates
NOT VOTING—18
Chandler Eaptur Pursell
Clement Kolbe Ridge
Ford (TN) Levine (CA) Santorum
Hatcher Mrazek Slaughter (VA)
Holloway Neal (NC) Smith (IA)
Hopkins Petri Sundquist
0O 1318
Messrs. VISCLOSKY, CARR,

STOKES, WAXMAN, and LEHMAN of
Florida changed their vote from ‘‘yea
to SIM'D!

Mr. DINGELL changed his vote from
unwn to uyea-n

So the House concurred in the
amendment of the Senate numbered 21
with an amendment.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ToORRICELLI). The Clerk will designate
the next amendment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

SBenate amendment No. 25: Page 16, line 3,
strike out *'$100,000,000"" and insert:
*$130,000,000".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 25, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment, insert the following: **$95,000,000"".

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TORRICELLI). The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. TRAXLER].

The motion was agreed to.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 26: Page 16, line 8,
strike out ‘'$100,000,000" and insert:
*$$125,000,000"".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 26, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:
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In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment, insert the following: *‘$95,000,000"".

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
amendments numbered 28, 29, 30, 34, 49,
53, 71, 713, 74, 75, 76, 78, 80, 81, 85, 89, 92,
98, 106, 123, 124, 139, 142, 147, 148, 158, 159,
and 173 be considered en bloc and print-
ed in the RECORD.

Mr. Speaker, these are noncontrover-
sial, and I have discussed these amend-
ments with the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GREEN].

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TORRICELLI). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Michi-
gan?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, reserving the right to object, I
would like to ask the gentleman a
question. I did not catch all those num-
bers. Amendments numbered 35 and 131
were not included?

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, the gentleman is
correct.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I withdraw my reservation of objec-
tion.

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

There was no objection.

The texts of the amendments enu-
merated in the foregoing unanimous-
consent request are as follows:

Senate amendment No. 28: Page 16, line 12,
after “‘expended” insert: ‘‘: Provided further,
That, notwithstanding any other provision
of law, a mutual housing association shall
qualify as an applicant under the HOPE for
Homeownership of Multifamily Units Pro-
mu'

Senate amendment No. 29: Page 16, line 12
after “‘expended" insert; ‘: Provided further,
That in selecting eligible families to acquire
vacant units under the HOPE for Home-
ownership of Single Family Homes Program,
the recipient shall give a first preference to
otherwise qualified eligible families who re-
side in public or Indian housing™.

Senate amendment No. 30: Page 16, line 12,
after ‘‘expended” insert; ‘‘: Provided further,
That of the amounts made available by this
paragraph, $225,000,000 shall be derived by
transfer from amounts made available for
nonincremental use under the heading ‘“‘An-
nual contributions for assisted housing™ in
fiscal year 1991 and prior years which re-
n;;.lins unreserved at the end of fiscal year
1991".

Senate amendment No. 34: Page 17, line 8,
after ***'$250,000" " insert; *‘: Provided, That
the Secretary shall not, as a condition of as-
sisting a participating jurisdiction under
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such Act using amounts provided herein for

fiscal year 1992 only, require any contribu-

tions by or in behalf of a participating juris-

fctlon. notwithstanding section 220 of such
ct'.

Senate amendment No. 49: Page 31, line 21,
strike out $3,265,000,000" and insert:
+°$3,400,000,000"",

Senate amendment No. 53: Page 32, line 19,
after ‘“‘note)" insert; ‘‘: Provided further, That
$2,000,000 shall be made available from the
foregoing $3,400,000,000 to carry out a neigh-
borhood development demonstration under
section 915 of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na-
tional Affordable Housing Act (Public Law
101-625)"".

Senate amendment No. 7T1: Page 43, after
line 13, insert:

The Secretary shall cancel the indebted-
ness of the Sale Creek Utility District in
Soddy Daisy, Tennessee, relating to public
facilities loan (Project No. TN 40-PFLO00T1)
issued May 1, 1962. The Sale Creek Utility
District in Soddy Daisy is relieved of all li-
ability to the Government for the outstand-
ing principal balance on such loan, for the
amount of accrued interest on such loan, and
for any other fees and charges payable in
connection with such loan.

Senate amendment No. 73: Page 43, after
line 13, insert:

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, housing assistance payments in the
amount of $896,000 made available under the
Departments of Veterans Affairs and Hous-
ing and Urban Development, and Independ-
ent Agencies Appropriations Act, 1990 (Pub-
lic Law 101-144), for project-based assistance
under the section 8 existing housing certifi-
cate program (42 U.8.C. 1437f) for the Ganado
Acres project, shall be for a term beginning
on December 1, 1989.

Senate amendment No. 74: Page 43, after
line 13, insert:

Hereafter, notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of State or Federal law, regulation or
other requirement, any public housing agen-
¢y or Indian housing authority that pur-
chases any line of insurance from a nonprofit
insurance entity, owned and controlled by
public housing agencies or Indian housing
authorities, and approved by the Secretary,
may purchase such insurance without regard
to competitive procurement.

Senate amendment no. 75: Page 43, after
line 13, insert:

Hereafter, the Secretary shall establish
standards as set forth herein, by regulation,
adopted after notice and comment rule-
making pursuant to the Administrative Pro-
cedures Act, which will become effective not
later than one year from the effective date of
this Act.

Senate amendment No. 76: Page 43, after
line 13, insert:

Hereafter, in establishing standards for ap-
proval of such nonprofit insurance entities,
the Secretary shall be assured that such en-
tities have sufficient surplus capital to meet
reasonably expected losses, reliable account-
ing systems, sound actuarial projections, and
employees experienced in the insurance in-
dustry. The Secretary shall not place restric-
tions on the investment of funds of any such
entity that is regulated by the insurance de-
partment of any State that describes the
types of investments insurance companies 1i-
censed in such State may make. With regard
to such entities that are not so regulated,
the Secretary shall establish investment
guidelines that are comparable to State law
regulating the investments of insurance
companies.

Senate amendment No. 78, Page 43, after
line 18, insert:
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During fiscal year 1992, notwithstanding
any other provision of law, average employ-
ment in the headquarter’s offices of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development
shall not exceed (1) 71 staff years for the Im-
mediate Office of the Secretary/Under Sec-
retary, (2) 13 staff years for the Deputy
Under Secretary for Field Coordination, (3)
19 staff years for the Office of Public Affairs,
(4) 28 staff years for the Office of Legislation
and Congressional Relations, (5) 1,088 staff
years for the Assistant Secretary for Hous-
ing—Federal Housing Commissioner, of
which 25 staff years shall be for data man-
agement reform and preservation activities
only, (6) 207 staff years for the Assistant Sec-
retary for Public and Indian Housing, (7) 275
staff years for the Assistant Becretary for
Community Planning and Development, (8)
137 staff years for the Assistant Secretary
for Policy Development and Research, (9) 170
staff years for the Assistant Secretary for
Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity, and
(10) 219 staff years for the Office of General
Counsel of which not more than 13 staff
years shall be for the Immediate Office of
General Counsel: Provided, That no funds
may be used from amounts provided in this
or any other Act for details of employees
from any organization in the Department of
Housing and Urban Development to any or-
ganization included under the budget activ-
ity “Departmental Management''.

Senate amendment No. 80: Page 43, after
line 13, insert:

Section 606(c) of the Housing and Commu-
nity Development Act of 1987 (12 U.8.C. 17151
note) is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following new sentence: ‘““The Sec-
retary may apply this 25 percent require-
ment to all the homes under Nehemiah hous-
ing opportunity program or to a phase (ap-
proved under subsection (b)) consisting of at
least 16 homes.".

Senate amendment No. 81: Page 43, after
line 13, insert:

For purposes of the United States Housing
Act of 1937, members of the Pascua Yaqui
tribe who reside in Guadalupe, Arizona, shall
be considered (without fiscal year limita-
tion) as residing on an Indian reservation or
other Indian area.

Senate amendment No. 85: Page 45, after
line 2, insert:

COMMISSION ON NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY

SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For use in establishing and paying the sal-
aries and expenses of the Commission on Na-
tional and Community Service under sub-
title G of title I of the National and Commu-
nity Service Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-610),
$2,000,000, to remain available until Septem-
ber 30, 1993.

PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES

For use in carrying out the programs, ac-
tivities and initiatives under subtitles B
through F of title I of the National and Com-
munity Service Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-
610), $73,000,000, to remain available until
September 30, 1993.

Senate amendment No. 89: Page 47, line 8,
after “established" insert: ‘‘: Provided fur-
ther, That $500,000 of the amount provided
under this heading for the Immediate Office
of the Administrator shall not become avail-
able until the Administrator provides to the
Committees on Appropriations the Agency's
Strategic Plan".

Senate amendment No. 92: Page 48, line 1,
after “‘development’ insert: *‘; and construc-
tion, alteration, repair, rehabilitation and
renovation of facilities, not to exceed $75,000
per project'.
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Senate amendment No. 98: Page 49, line 20,
after “‘sites’ insert: ‘“: Provided further, That
of amounts previously appropriated under
this heading, $6,000,000 shall be available as a
grant to the Christopher Columbus Center
Development, Inc. for planning and design of
the Christopher Columbus Center of Marine
Research and Exploration in Baltimore,
Maryland’'.

Senate amendment No. 106: Page 51, line
17, strike out *$2,195,000,000" and insert:
**$2,400,000,000"".

Senate amendment No. 123: Page 54, after
line 7, insert:

LEAD ABATEMENT TRAINING AND CERTIFICATION

Not later than twelve months after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Adminis-
trator of EPA shall, in consultation with the
Secretary of Labor, the Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development and the Secretary of
Health and Human Services (acting through
the Director for the National Institute for
Occupational Safety and Health) promulgate
final regulations governing lead-based paint
abatement activities to ensure that individ-
uals engaged in such activities are properly
trained; that training programs are accred-
ited; that contractors engaged in such activi-
ties are certified; and that laboratories en-
gaged in testing for substances that may
contain lead-based paint are certified.

TRAINING GRANTS

Grants for training and education of work-
ers who are or may directly be engaged in
lead-based paint abatement activities shall
be administered by the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency. Such grants shall be award-
ed to non-profit organizations engaged in
lead-based paint abatement activities with
demonstrated experience in implementing
and operating worker health and safety lead-
based paint abatement training and edu-
cation programs and with a demonstrated
ability to reach and involve in lead-based
paint training programs target populations
of workers who are or will be directly en-
gaged in lead-based paint abatement activi-
ties. Grants shall be awarded only to those
organizations which fund at least 30 percent
of their lead-based paint abatement training
programs from non-Federal sources, exclud-
ing in-kind contributions.

DEFINITION

For purposes of the immediately preceding
two paragraphs, lead-based paint abatement
activities means activities engaged in by
workers, supervisors, contractors, inspec-
tors, and planners who are engaged in the re-
moval, disposal, handling, inspection, and
transportation of lead-based paint and mate-
rials containing lead-based paint from public
and private dwellings, public and commer-
cial buildings, bridges, and other structures
or superstructures where lead-based paint
presents or may present an unreasonable
risk to health or the environment.

Senate amendment No. 124: Page 5, after
line 7, insert:

The Administrator shall maintain a facil-
ity within the Environmental Protection
Agency to conduct biological testing of pes-
ticides.

Senate amendment No. 139: Page 63 line 2,
after “‘activities’ insert:% ‘: Provided fur-
ther, That of the funds appropriated under
this heading, $6,000,000 shall be available to
continue the construction, equipping, and in-
tegration of a Classroom of the Future on
the campus of Wheeling Jesuit College;
$3,400,000 shall be available for planning and
design for facilities in support of the Consor-
tium for International Earth Science Infor-
mation Networks (CIESIN); $10,000,000 shall
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be available to West Virginia University for
an independent software validation and ver-
ification facility; $10,000,000 for construction
and equipping a new space dynamics lab at
Utah State University; $13,500,000 shall be
available for construction of integrated fa-
cilities to support for National Technology
Transfer Center; and $20,000,000 shall be
available for construction and outfitting of
the Christopher Columbus Center of Marine
Research and Exploration”.

Senate amendment No. 142; Page 64, line 7,
after ‘“Act” insert: “with respect to any fis-
cal year.”

Senate amendment No. 147; Page 65, after
line 9, insert:

NATIONAL COMMISSION ON FINANCIAL
INSTITUTION REFORM, RECOVERY,
AND ENFORCEMENT

BALARIES AND EXPENBES
To carry out the provisions of subtitle F,

title XXV, of the Crime Control Act of 1990,

$1,000,000 to remain available until expended.
Senate amendment No. 148: Page 65, after

line 9, insert:

NATIONAL COMMISSION ON AMERICAN
INDIAN, ALASKA NATIVE, AND NATIVE
HAWAIIAN HOUSING

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the National
Commission on American Indian, Alaska Na-
tive, and Native Hawalian Housing, in carry-
ing out their functions under title VI of the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Reform Act of 1989 (Public Law 101-235,
103 Stat. 1987, 2052) $500,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

Senate amendment No. 153: Page 67, line
19, after “‘appropriation’ insert ‘‘: Provided
further, That no funds in this account shall
be used for the purchase of aircraft other
than ones transferred from other Federal
agencies,”

Senate amendment No. 159: Page 69, line
13, after ‘“year” insert ‘Provided further,
That section 14(a)(3) of the National Science
Foundation Act of 1950, as amended (42
U.8.C. 1873(a)(8)), is amended by striking the
words “and when less than.”

Senate amendment No. 173: Page 81, after
line 6, insert:

SEC. 525. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
STUDY OF THE FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRA-
TION'S MUTUAL MORTGAGE INSURANCE FUND.—
The General Accounting Office shall prepare
and submit to Congress no later than April 1,
1992, a study of the actuarial soundness of
the Federal Housing Administration’s single
family mortgage insurance program and the
solvency of the Mutual Mortgage Insurance
Fund. The study, using existing studies (in-
cluding the study entitled “An Actuarial Re-
view of the Federal Housing Administra-
tion’s Mutual Mortgage Insurance Fund')
and employing the latest reliable data avail-
able, shall analyze the actuarial soundness of
the Mutual Mortgage Insurance Fund and
the ability of the Mutual Mortgage Insur-
ance Fund to meet the capital ratio targets
established in the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1990 under various eco-
nomic and policy scenarios. Factors consid-
ered in the analysis shall include, but shall
not be limited to, the following:

(1) The actuarial performance of all co-
horts of loans insured by the Mutual Mort-
gage Insurance Fund, including all available
post-1985 books of business. Specifically, the
overall default rates and claims (loss) experi-
ence of these loans should be considered.

(2) The effect of the Mortgagor Equity rule
issued by the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, which limits the
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amount of closing costs that can be financed
with a Federal Housing Administration
mortgage to 57 percent of the total amount
of allowable closing costs, on the actuarial
status of the Mutual Mortgage Insurance
Fund, default rates of Federal Housing Ad-
ministration borrowers, the relative impact
on purchasers of homes at various price lev-
els, and the ability of potential Federal
Housing Administration borrowers to pur-
chase homes.

(3) The effect of underwriting changes
made by the Federal Housing Administration
since 1986.

(4) The effect of the increase in the insur-
able maximum mortgage amount that was
made permanent in the National Affordable
Housing Act and the effect of further in-
creasing the maximum mortgage amount.

(6) The impact of a policy to allow
“streamlined refinancings’ whereby the bor-
rower would not be required to pay an an-
nual premium.

(6) The Federal Housing Administration’'s
accounting method for deferring and amor-
tizing the Mutual Mortgage Insurance Fund
single-family one-time premium revenue.

(7) The valuation of delinguent loans for
loan loss reserve accounting purposes.

(8) The impact of various assumptions re-
garding the rate of real home price apprecia-
tion and mortgage interest rates.

(9) The effect of various economic condi-
tions, including favorable, moderate, and ad-
verse conditions, on the ability of the Mu-
tual Mortgage Insurance Fund to build ade-
quate capital levels.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendments of
the Senate numbered 28, 29, 30, 34, 49, 53, T1,
73, T4, 75, 76, 78, 80, 81, 85, 89, 92, 98, 106, 123,
124, 139, 142, 147, 148, 153, 159, and 173 and con-
cur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 35;: Page 17, strike
out all after line 9 over to and including line
2, on page 23, and insert:

(INCLUDING RESCISSION AND TRANSFER OF
FUNDS)

For assistance under the United States
Housing Act of 1937, as amended (*‘the Act"
herein) (42 U.S.C. 1437), not otherwise pro-
vided for, $7,917,000,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That to be trans-
ferred to and merged with the foregoing
amounts, there shall be $1,764,747,195, con-
sisting of $216,200,000 of budget authority pre-
viously made available for vouchers and cer-
tificates under section 8(o) and section 8(b)
of the Act (42 U.S.C. 1437f(b)(0)) which re-
mains unreserved at the end of fiscal year
1991; $348,547,1956 of budget authority pre-
viously made available under this head for
nonincremental purposes which remains un-
reserved at the end of fiscal year 1991, and
$1,200,000,000 of recaptured section 8 funds re-
sulting from the conversion of projects pre-
viously reserved under section 202 of the
Housing Act of 1959, as it existed before en-
actment of the Cranston-Gonzalez National
Affordable Housing Act, to the new capital
grants program: Provided further, That, from
the foregoing ‘total of $9,681,747,195,
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$243,396,000 shall be for the development or
acquisition cost of public housing for Indian
families, including amounts for housing
under the mutual help homeownership op-
portunity program under section 202 of the
Act (42 U.8.C. 143Tbb); $573,982,500 shall be for
the development or acquisition cost of public
housing, including $15,719,1568 for a demoli-
tion/disposition demonstration program in
St. Louis, Missouri, pursuant to section 513
of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Afford-
able Housing Act (Public Law 101-625);
$3,000,000,000 shall be for modernization of ex-
isting public housing projects pursuant to
section 14 of the Act (42 U.S.C. 14371), includ-
ing funds for the comprehensive testing,
abatement, and risk assessment of lead, of
which $25,000,000 shall be for the risk assess-
ment of lead and $5,000,000 shall be for tech-
nical assistance and training under section
20 of the Act (42 U.8.C. 143Tr): Provided, That
notwithstanding the 20 per centum limita-
tion under section 5(j)(2) of the Act, of the
$3,000,000,000 made available for moderniza-
tion of existing public housing, $200,000,000
shall be awarded competitively for construc-
tion or major reconstruction of obsolete pub-
lic housing projects, other than for Indian
families, and $7,437,600 shall be for a demoli-
tion/disposition demonstration program in
St. Louis, Missouri, pursuant to section 513
of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Afford-
able Housing Act (Public Law 101-625): Pro-
vided further, That of the $9,681,747,195 total
under this head, $883,750,000 shall be for the
section 8 existing housing certificate pro-
gram (42 U.8.C. 1437{), including $50,000,000
for a Foster Child Care demonstration pro-
gram involving ten States, and $12,840,790 for
a demolition/disposition demonstration pro-
gram in 8t. Louis, Missouri, pursuant to sec-
tion 513 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National
Affordable Housing Act (Public Law 101-625);
$777,500,000 shall be for the housing voucher

program under section 8(o) of the Act (42
U.8.C. 1437f(0)); $1,320,042,895 shall be for
amendments to section 8 contracts other
than contracts for projects developed under
section 202 of the Housing Act of 1959, as
amended, including $70,000,000 which shall be
for rental adjustments resulting from the ap-
plication of an annual adjustment factor in
accordance with section 801 of the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development Re-
form Act of 1988 (Public Law 101-235), and
such amendments to section B8 contracts,
other than amendments to contracts for
projects developed under section 202 of the
Housing Act of 1959, as amended, and other
than amendments for rental adjustments re-
sulting from the application of an annual ad-
justment factor in accordance with section
801 of the Department of Housing and Urban
Development Reform Act of 1989 (Public Law
101-235), shall be for no more than three
years; $718,462,000 shall be for assistance for
State or local units of government, tenant
and nonprofit organizations to purchase
projects where owners have indicated an in-
tent to prepay mortgages and for assistance
to be used as an incentive to prevent prepay-
ment or for vouchers to aid eligible tenants
adversely affected by mortgage prepayment,
as authorized in the Cranston-Gonzalez Na-
tional Affordable Housing Act (Public Law
101-625), and of the $718,462,000 made avail-
able for such assistance, up to $50,000,000
shall be for use by nonprofit organizations,
pursuant to section 212 of the Emergency
Low Income Housing Preservation Act of
1987, as amended by the Cranston-Gonzalez
National Affordable Housing Act (Public
Law 101-625), and for tenant and community-
based nonprofit education, training and ca-
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pacity building and the development of State
and local preservation strategies; $166,900,000
shall be for loan management: Provided, That
any amounts of budget authority provided
herein that are used for loan management
activities under section 8(b)1) (42 U.8.C.
1437{(B)(1)) shall be obligated for a contract
term that is no more than five years, and
$88,883,800 shall be for section 8 assistance for
property disposition: Provided further, That
those portions of the fees for the costs in-
curred in administering incremental units
assisted in the certificate and housing
voucher programs under sections 8(b) and
8(0), respectively, shall be established or in-
creased in accordance with the authorization
for such fees in section 8(q) of the Act: Pro-
vided further, That up to $227,000,000 of
amounts of budget authority (and contract
authority) reserved or obligated for the de-
velopment or acquisition costs of public
housing (including public housing for Indian
families), for modernization of existing pub-
lic housing projects (including such projects
for Indian families), and, except as herein-
after provided, for programs under section 8
of the Act (42 U.S.C. 1437f), which are recap-
tured during fiscal year 1992, shall be re-
scinded: Provided further, That 50 per centum
of the amounts of budget authority, or in
lieu thereof 50 per centum of the cash
amounts associated with such budget au-
thority, that are recaptured from projects
described in section 1012(a) of the Stewart B.
McKinney Homeleas Assistance Amendments
Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-628, 102 Stat. 3224,
3268) shall not be rescinded, or in the case of
cash, shall not be remitted to the Treasury,
and such amounts of budget authority or
cash shall be used by State housing finance
agencies in accordance with such section:
Provided further, That of the $9,681,747,195
total, $50,000,000 shall be for housing opportu-
nities for persons with AIDS under title VIII,
subtitle D of the Cranston-Gonzalez National
Affordable Housing Act (Public Law 101-625)
and $75,000,000 shall be for grants to States
and units of general local government for the
abatement of significant lead-based paint
and lead dust hazards in low- and moderate-
income owner-occupied units and low-income
privately-owned rental units: Provided fur-
ther, That such grant funds shall be available
only for projects conducted by contractors
certified and workers trained through a
federally- or State-accredited program: Pro-
vided further, That, to be eligible for such
grants, States and units of general local gov-
ernment must demonstrate the capability to
identify significant-hazard housing units, to
oversee the safe and effective conduct of the
abatement, and to assure the future avail-
ability of abated units to low- and moderate-
income persons; and $4,200,000 shall be for the
housing demonstration under section
304(e)(1) of the Cranston-Gonzalez National
Affordable Housing Act (Public Law 101-625):
Provided further, That of the $54,250,000 ear-
marked in Public Law 101-507 for special pur-
pose grants (104 Stat. 1351, 1357), $667,000
made available for the city of Chicago to as-
sist the Ashland II Redevelopment Project
shall instead be made available for the city
of Chicago to assist the Marshway Project:
Provided further, That notwithstanding the
language preceding the first proviso of this
paragraph, $72,800,000 shall be used for spe-
cial purpose grants in accordance with the
terms and conditions specified for such
grants in the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee report on 1992 appropriations for the
Departments of Veterans Affairs and Hous-
ing and Urban Development (S. Rept. 102-107)
including $500,000 for the city of Kansas City,
Kansas to operate a social service center.
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Of the $9,681,747,195 total under this head,
$573,200,000 shall be for capital advances for
housing for the elderly as authorized by sec-
tion 202 of the Housing Act of 1959, as amend-
ed by section 801 of the Cranston-Gonzalez
National Affordable Housing Act (Public
Law 101-625); $480,000,000 shall be for the
project rental assistance for supportive hous-
ing for the elderly under such section
202(c)(2) of the Housing Act of 1959;
$248,700,000 shall be for amendments to rental
assistance contracts for projects for the el-
derly that receive capital advances or
projects reserved under section 202 as it ex-
isted before enactment of the Cranston-Gon-
zalez national Affordable Housing Act; and
$16,250,000 shall be for service coordinators
pursuant to section 202(g) of the Housing Act
of 1959, as amended by section 808 of the
Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable
Housing Act (Public Law 101-625).

Of the $9,681,747,195 total under this head,
$111,200,000 shall be for capital advances for
housing for persons with disabilities as au-
thorized by section 811 of the Cranston-Gon-
zalez National Affordable Housing Act (Pub-
lic Law 101-625); $108,280,000 shall be for
project rental assistance for persons with
disabilities under section B811(b)2) of the
Cranston-Gonzalez  National Affordable
Housing Act; $23,300,000 shall be for amend-
ments to rental assistance contracts for
projects for the handicapped that receive
capital advances, including projects pre-
viously reserved under section 202 of the
Housing Act of 1959 as it existed before en-
actment of the Cranston-Gonzalez National
Affordable Housing Act.

In 1992 and thereafter, the amount of as-
sistance payments made with funds provided
under this head for vouchers and certificates
under section 8(o) and section 8(b) of the Act
(42 U.8.C. 1437f(b)(0)) may be adjusted annu-
ally if necessary to assure continued afford-
ability: Provided, That the aggregate amount
of such adjustment may not exceed the
amount of any excess of contributions pro-
vided for in the contract over the amount of
assistance payments actually paid.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 35, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment, insert the following:

(INCLUDING RESCISSION OF FUNDS)

For assistance under the United States
Housing Act of 1937, as amended (‘‘the Act"
herein) (42 U.S.C. 1437), not otherwise pro-
vided for, $8,070,201,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That to be added to
and merged with the foregoing amounts,
there shall be $2,287,000,000, consisting of
$537,000,000 of budget authority previously
made available under this head for
nonincremental purposes which remains un-
reserved at the end of fiscal year 1991; and
$1,750,000,000 of section 8 funds arising from
the conversion to the new capital advance
program of projects previously reserved
under section 202 of the Housing Act of 1958
as it existed before enactment of the Cran-
ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing
Act: Provided further, That, from the fore-
going total of $10,357,201,000, $227,170,000 shall
be for the development or acquisition cost of
public housing for Indian families, including
amounts for housing under the mutual help
homeownership opportunity program under
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section 202 of the Act (42 U.S.C. 1437Tbb);
$573,983,000 shall be for the development or
acquisition cost of public housing, including
$15,719,158 for a demolition/disposition dem-
onstration program in Saint Louis, Missouri,
pursuant to section 513 of the Cranston-Gon-
zalez National Affordable Housing Act (Pub-
lic Law 101-625), and, notwithstanding the 20
per centum limitation under section 5(j)2) of
the Act, of the $573,983,000 for the develop-
ment or acquisition of public housing,
$200,000,000 shall be awarded competitively
for construction or major reconstruction of
obsolete public housing projects, other than
for Indian families: Provided further, That of
the $10,357,201,000 total under this head,
$2,800,975,000 shall be for modernization of ex-
isting public housing projects pursuant to
section 14 of the Act (42 U.S.C. 14371), includ-
ing funds for the comprehensive testing,
abatement, and risk assessment of lead, of
which $25,000,000 shall be for the risk assess-
ment of lead and $5,000,000 shall be for tech-
nical assistance and training under section
20 of the Act (42 U.S.C. 1437r), and $7,437,600
shall be for a demolition/disposition dem-
onstration program in Saint Louis, Missouri,
pursuant to section 513 of the Cranston-Gon-
zalez National Affordable Housing Act (Pub-
lic Law 101-625): Provided further, That of the
$10,357,201,000 total under this head,
$915,750,000 shall be for the section 8 existing
housing certificate program (42 U.S.C. 14370),
including $50,000,000 for a Foster Child Care
demonstration program involving 11 States,
$12,840,790 for a demolition/disposition dem-
onstration program in Saint Louis, Missourt,
pursuant to section 513 of the Cranston-Gon-
zalez National Affordable Housing Act (Pub-
lic Law 101-625), and $20,000,000 for a dem-
onstration involving five cities with popu-
lations exceeding 400,000 in metropolitan
areas with populations exceeding 1,500,000
under which the Secretary shall carry out
metropolitan-wide programs, designed to as-
sist families with children to move out of
areas with high concentrations of persons
living in poverty, through contracts with
nonprofit organizations and through annual
contributions contracts with public housing
agencies for administration of housing as-
sistance payments contracts: Provided fur-
ther, That of the $10,357,201,000 total provided
under this head, $794,167,000 shall be for the
housing voucher program under section 8(o)
of the Act (42 U.S.C. 1437f(0)); $2,300,000,000
shall be for amendments to section 8 con-
tracts other than contracts for projects de-
veloped under section 202 of the Housing Act
of 1959, as amended, including $70,000,000
which shall be for rental adjustments result-
ing from the application of an annual adjust-
ment factor in accordance with section 801 of
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment Reform Act of 1989 (P.L. 101-235);
$618,462,000 shall be for assistance for State
or local units of government, temant and
nonprofit organizations to purchase projects
where owners have indicated an intent to
prepay mortgages and for assistance to be
used as an incentive to prevent prepayment
or for vouchers to aid eligible tenants ad-
versely affected by mortgage prepayment, as
authorized in the Cranston-Gonzalez Na-
tional Affordable Housing Act (Public Law
101-625), and of the $618,462,000 made avail-
able for such assistance, up to $25,000,000
shall be for use by nonprofit organizations,
pursuant to of the Emergency Low Income
Housing Preservation Act of 1987, as amend-
ed by the Cranston-Gonzalez National Af-
fordable Housing Act (Public Law 101-625),
and for tenant and community-based non-
profit education, training and capacity
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building and the development of State and
local preservation strategies; $88,884,0000
shall be for section 8 assistance for property
disposition; and $257,000,000 shall be for loan
management: Provided further, That any
amounts of budget authority provided herein
that are used for loan management activities
under section 8(b)(1) (42 U.8.C. 14371(b)(1))
shall be obligated for a contract term that is
no more than five years: Provided further,
That those portions of the fees for the costs
incurred in administering incremental units
assisted in the certificate and housing
voucher programs under sections 8(b) and
8(0), respectively, shall be established or in-
creased in accordance with the authorization
for such fees in section 8(q) of the Act: Pro-
vided further, That up to $167,000,000 of
amounts of budget authority (and contract
authority) reserved or obligated for the de-
velopment or acquisition costs of public
housing (including public housing for Indian
families), for modernization of existing pub-
lic housing projects (including such projects
for Indian families), and, except as herein
provided, for programs under section 8 of the
Act (42 U.8.C. 1437f), which are recaptured
during fiscal year 1992, shall be rescinded:
Provided further, That 50 per centum of the
amounts of budget authority, or in lieu
thereof 50 per centum of the cash amounts
associated with such budget authority, that
are recaptured from projects described in
section 1012(a) of the Stewart B. McKinney
Homeless Assistance Amendments Act of
1988 (Public Law 100-628, 102 Stat. 3224, 3268)
shall not be rescinded, or in the case of cash,
shall not be remitted to the Treasury, and
such amounts of budget authority or cash
shall be used by State housing finance agen-
cles in accordance with such section: Pro-
vided further, That of the $10,357,201,000 total,
$50,000,000 shall be for housing opportunities
for persons with AIDS under Title VIII, sub-
title D of the Cranston-Gonzalez National
Affordable Housing Act (Public Law 101-625)
and $50,000,000 shall be for grants to States
and units of general local government for the
abatement of significant lead-based paint
and lead dust hazards in low- and moderate-
income owner-occupied units and low-income
privately-owned rental units: Provided fur-
ther, That such grant funds shall be available
only for projects conducted by contractors
certified and workers trained through a
federally- or State-accredited program: Pro-
vided further, That, to be eligible for such
grants, States and units of general local gov-
ernment must demonstrate the capability to
identify significant-hazard housing units, to
oversee the safe and effective conduct of the
abatement, and to assure the future avall-
ability of abated units to low- and moderate-
income persons; and $4,200,000 shall be for the
housing demonstration wunder section
304(e)(1) of the Cranston-Gonzalez National
Affordable Housing Act (Public Law 101-625):
Provided further, That of the $54,250,000 ear-
marked in Public Law 101-507 for special pur-
pose grants (104 Stat. 1351, 1357), $667,000
made available for the city of Chicago to as-
sist the Ashland II Redevelopment Project
shall instead be made available for the city
of Chicago to assist the Marshway Project:
Provided further, That notwithstanding the
language preceding the first proviso of this
paragraph, $160,000,000 shall be used for spe-
cial purpose grants in accordance with the
terms and conditions specified for such
grants in the committee of conference report
and statement of managers (H. Rept. 102-226
accompanying this H.R. 2519, including
$500,000 for the city of Kansas City, Kansas
to operate a social service center.
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Of the $10,357,210,000 total under this head,
$538,808,000 shall be for capital advances for
housing for the elderly as authorized by sec-
tion 202 of the Housing Act of 1959, as amend-
ed by section 801 of the Cranston-Gonzalez
National Affordable Housing Act (P.L. 101-
625); $451,200,000 shall be for project rental as-
sistance for supportive housing for the elder-
1y under such section 202(c)(2) of the Housing
Act of 1959; $148,700,000 shall be for amend-
ments to rental assistance contracts for
projects for the elderly that receive capital
advances or projects reserved under section
202 as it existed before enactment of the
Cranston-Gonzalez  National  Affordable
Housing Act; and $16,250,000 shall be for serv-
ice coordinators pursuant to section 202(g) of
the Housing Act of 1959, as amended by sec-
tion 808 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National
Affordable Housing Act (Public Law 101-625):
Provided, That to the extent that the funding
provided herein for rental assistance con-
tracts for the elderly that receive capital ad-
vances is insufficient to match the units pro-
vided through capital advances, funds
deemed excess in other section 8 programs
may be added to and merged with the rental
assistance funding to ensure that sufficient
rental assistance units are available.

Of the $10,357,201,000 total under this head,
$102,860,000 shall be for capital advances for
housing for persons with disabilities as au-
thorized by section 811 of the Cranston-Gon-
zalez National Affordable Housing Act (P.L.
101-625); $100,159,000 shall be for project rent-
al assistance for persons with disabilities
under section 811(b}2) of the Cranston-Gon-
galez National Affordable Housing Act; and
$23,300,000 shall be for amendments to rental
assistance contracts for projects for the
handicapped that receive capital advances,
ineluding projects previously reserved under
section 202 of the Housing Act of 1959 as it
existed before enactment of the Cranston-
Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act.

The Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment shall make a commitment and pro-
vide capital advance assistance under sec-
tion 202 of the Housing Act of 1959, as amend-
ed by section 801 of the Cranston-Gonzalez
National Affordable Housing Act, or section
811 of such Act if the project is for persons
with disabilities, for any project for which
there is a loan reservation under section 202
of the Housing Act of 1959 as it existed before
enactment of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na-
tional Affordable Housing Act, if the loan
has not been executed and recorded, and if
the project is making satisfactory progress
under 24 CFR section 885.230: Provided, That
the Secretary shall not make such commit-
ments and provide such capital advance as-
sistance before January 1, 1992: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary shall have the dis-
cretion until April 1, 1992 not to terminate a
project and not to convert a project to cap-
ital advance assistance: Provided further,
That upon converting a project to capital ad-
vance assistance, the loan reservation for
such project shall be terminated: Provided
further, That a project not making satisfac-
tory progress under 24 CFR section 885.230
shall not have its loan reservation termi-
nated before January 1, 1992, and the Sec-
retary shall ensure that the processing of all
projects through loan execution and recorda-
tion or the making of the capital advance is
expedited, and that no project being so proc-
essed shall have the order in which it is proc-
essed arbitrarily changed: Provided further,
That an owner of a project that is converted
pursuant to this paragraph shall be per-
mitted voluntarily to provide funds for cap-
ital costs in addition to the capital advance,
from debt or other non-Federal sources.
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With respect to each project that has a
loan reservation terminated pursuant to the
immediately foregoing paragraph, the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
shall convert each funding reservation that
was made under section 8 of the United
States Housing Act of 1937 or section 202(h)
of the Housing Act of 1959, before enactment
of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Afford-
able Housing Act, to a commitment for
project rental assistance under such section
202 as amended by section 801 of the Cran-
ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing
Act or section 811 of the Act.

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I am opposed to this motion, and I
ask for 20 minutes of the time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman from New York [Mr. GREEN]
in favor of or opposed to the motion?

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I am in favor of the motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. TRAXLER]
will be recognized for 20 minutes, the
gentleman from New York [Mr. GREEN]
will be recognized for 20 minutes, and
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BUR-
TON] will be recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I know some of my col-
leagues have seen this poster before. It
is a picture of a hog eating the Capitol
dome. I will not belabor the point.

I would like for all of you to take a
close look at it because that is the pur-
pose of my statement here today.

A couple of years ago this House
eliminated the slush fund commonly
known as the Secretary’s discretionary
fund from HUD, which amounted to
about $70 million.

This amendment I am talking about
right now, amendment No. 35, has 133,
count them, 133 pork barrel projects.
Now, some of these projects that are in
this amendment are very worthy
projects. But I submit that we should
set priorities on our spending and that
many of these projects can and should
be paid for by the States involved or by
the local communities involved.

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to give
you a sampling of some of these
projects that are among these 133, most
of which I consider to be pork: §1.5 mil-
lion for a municipal center in Bloom-
field, NM; $200,000 for the National As-
sociation of the Southern Poor; $4.4
million for the city of Portland, OR, to
establish a northeast Portland revolv-
ing fund to be used for urban economic
development; $500,000 for the Newark
public library to develop literacy train-
ing in reading rooms at 5 public hous-
ing developments in Newark, NJ;
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$900,000 for the renovation of an aban-
doned building to convert into an eco-
nomic development and training center
at Elkins, WV; $1 million to rehabili-
tate the Pease Auditorium, a historic
building in Ypsilanti, MI; $2.9 million
for demolition and park construction
in Tampa, FL; $2 million for construc-
tion of a multiuse facility which will
aid in the revitalization effort in Buf-
falo, NY; $1 million for a parking ga-
rage in Ashland, KY; $§150,000 for a new
Government Center in Warren, RI; and
s0 on and so on.

That is 133 of these projects.

Mr. Speaker, the deficit this year,
which was projected to be under $200
billion because we raised the people’s
taxes in this country by $137 billion
last year to get control of our deficit,
is not going to be under $200 billion, it
is going to be more like $400 billion,
the largest in U.S. history.

Mr. Speaker, 10 years ago, 11 years
ago, in 1980, we had a $1 trillion-plus
national debt. Do you know what the
national debt is now? Four trillion dol-
lars. It has gone up four times in 10
years. All of the debt that we incurred
as a nation in the first 200 years-plus of
our existence was $1 trillion. In the
next 10 years, it has gone up 400 per-
cent to $4 trillion.

This year, instead of the deficit going
down, it is going to be double what
they estimated.

Many of my colleagues, when they
raised everybody’'s taxes by $137 billion
last year, and it is going to be $400 bil-
lion, and that is one-tenth of the total
of the national debt in 1 year, spending
is out of control. My colleagues, I hope
you will pay attention, spending is out
of control.
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In addition, this is a slush fund for
pork barrel projects, this amendment;
133 pork barrel projects.

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, does my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON], support the
B-2 bomber? And the SDI?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes, I do.

Mr. TRAXLER. Could I hear it again?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes, I do.

Well, I am not going to get into a de-
fensive posture on this issue, but let
me tell my colleagues that defense as a
proportion of the budget is about 20
percent and going down. That is way
down from where it was when John F.
Kennedy was President, when it was 50
percent of total spending.

The biggest problem we have is pork
being put in, and the Defense Depart-
ment has to set priorities on spending,
and defense spending is going down,
but the fact of the matter is every sin-
gle Congressman here at one time or
another seems to have some project
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they think is extremely important that
the Federal Government ought to pay
for. We had a $1 million bike path not
too long ago that we put in the trans-
portation bill. If the State of Michigan
wants that $1 million bike path, that is
great, but the people of Indiana and the
people of California should not pay for
it, nor should they pay for most of the
projects in this bill.

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, would
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BUR-
TON] refresh my memory? did the gen-
tleman, a few months ago in this well,
support $150 million for the Punjab, a
foreign country?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. $115 million
for the Punjab?

Mr. TRAXLER. $150 million for the

Punjab.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. No, I do not
recall ever voting for $150 million for
the Punjab.

Mr. TRAXLER. I thank the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] for
the answer. :

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I do not
know where the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. TRAXLER] is getting his infor-
mation, but that is not correct.

But let me just say this: The deficit
this year is going to be approaching
one-tenth of the total national debt,
which is $4 trillion. Ten years ago it
was $§1 trillion, and the pork barrel
projects that are in almost every ap-
propriations bill have to be dealt with.
I think we need a line item veto with a
two-thirds majority necessary to over-
ride any line item veto in order to get
control of this spending.

We have an institutional problem.
Three hundred eighty-five Members of
this House asked for 3,000 projects from
one subcommittee, one subcommittee
of the Committee on Appropriations.
Three hundred eighty-five Members
asked for 3,000 projects, special
projects, from one subcommittee of the
Committee on Appropriations last
year. That is one of the major reasons
that we have this deficit spending out
of control.

So, I would just like to say to my
colleagues that this amendment should
be defeated. Unfortunately the way it
is worded we cannot do much about it
today. We cannot do much about it be-
cause it is in report language. But I
think every one of my colleagues ought
to be aware that in conference commit-
tee we just put in 133 projects, most of
which are pork, which are not
prioritized and which are taking this
country down the road to financial and
fiscal ruin.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to
the gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Will my
colleague, the gentleman from Indiana

Mr.
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[Mr. BURTON] refresh my memory? I be-
lieve it was in June of this year when
the foreign aid authorization bill came
up, and, if I am not mistaken, and we
are researching it at this moment, the
gentleman asked for about $150 million
to help out the Punjabs in India.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. No.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. What is
the difference between helping those
folks with taxpayers’' dollars and try-
ing to help the people who elected us,
and who pay our salaries, and who pay
to run this great Nation?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. May I re-
claim my time?

First of all, the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. TAYLOR] needs to get his
facts straight, and the facts are these:

I asked for a cut in developmental
aid to the country of India because of
human rights in the Punjab, and they
are not called Punjabis. They are
called Sikhs. So, I did not ask for $150
million for the Punjab. The gentleman
is in error.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. What did
the gentleman ask for?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I reserve the balance of my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I think what we should
do is consider this appropriation a
human rights appropriation. It is an
appropriation for the human rights of
Americans, and what we are doing in
these amendments is building Ameri-
ca's infrastructure.

Now there are people who disagree
with that. They would rather spend
money overseas on foreigners. They
would rather spend money on a B-2
bomber, which most of us understand
to be a worthless expenditure and with-
out any necessity. But that is military
pork. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
BuRrTON] thinks this is pork.

We contend that every penny here
stays in America, No. 1; No. 2: It bene-
fits America, and No. 3: This is exactly
in my judgment, at this time, the
things that we ought to be doing, in-
vesting in our country and its people.

Now let me tell my colleagues there
is no one, no one, that has a greater
concern over the deficit than I. The dif-
ference between what the previous
speaker was making in his point is that
he would not spend on this country and
its people. He would spend overseas,
and he would spend in the military.

We do not have an enemy anymore,
folks, and what we do have is a reces-
sion, and most Americans believe that
there is a depression coming.

Now this is an important vote, and
we do not get many of them like this.
It is important because it sends a clear
signal that this Congress; we under-
stand where America is and what it
needs. It is a prioritizing of Federal ex-
penditures, of Federal dollars. Let me
ask my colleagues what is more impor-
tant than building this Nation, phys-
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ically and in our human infrastruc-
ture? We should be doing health, we
should be doing education, and we
should be doing this kind of an infra-
structure. Our major overseas competi-
tors emphasize that. That is how they
succeed. What do we do? We pay for the
defense of those countries that allows
them to build their nations, and we
better get to doing it, or we are going
to be worse than second rate.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TRAXLER. I am delighted to
vield to the distinguished gentleman
from Indiana, the supporter of the B-2.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TRAXLER. Of course. I just said
I am delighted to yield to my good
friend and supporter of the B-2.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes, sir. I
appreciate that.

Mr. TRAXLER. And of course he says
that is not pork.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I appreciate
that.

Mr. TRAXLER. Yes.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Does the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. TRAX-
LER] believe that the people of his
State ought to pay for things such as $1
million for a bicycle path in Michigan?

Mr. TRAXLER. The people that I
represent have a concern over the fu-
ture of America and believe that the
Federal Government ought to direct its
money into those programs that are
going to build our people and our Na-
tion.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Such as a
million dollars for a bicycle path in
Michigan?

Mr. TRAXLER. It is a heck of a lot
better than sending money to Punjab,
India.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. There was
no money sent to Punjab, India. Where
is the gentleman getting that?

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, we are
going to come back to that issue in a
few minutes. I think we can help the
gentleman.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I hope the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. TRAX-
LER] will.

Mr. TRAXLER. Yes, we certainly
will, but I might add from my constitu-
ency that it is a heck of a lot better
than the B-2 which costs $750 million a
copy and will run out to almost $100
billion. Now that is not small change,
and I say to the gentleman, ‘“That’s a
waste.”

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TRAXLER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, did I understand the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. TRAXLER] correctly
just a moment ago when he said that
we do not have any enemies anymore?
I thought he said that in his statement.

Mr. TRAXLER. I am sorry, I could
not hear the gentleman.
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, the gentleman from Michigan indi-
cated in his statement a few moments
ago that we need to cut back dramati-
cally in the military because we do not
have any enemies anymore. In fact, I
am almost sure that is a direct quote.

Mr. TRAXLER. I know this will come
as a surprise to the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. BURTON], but the cold war is
over.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, that
clarifies it a little bit. We still have en-
emies like Saddam Hussein, and
Mu'ammar Qadhafi and others who
might cause problems in the world, or
we might need some kind of a defense.

Mr. TRAXLER. I know in the gentle-
man’s imagination these people cause a
threat to 250 million Americans, one of
the largest economic nations in the
world; I am sure in his mind to justify
the continuing waste in the military
that he would forever find an enemy.

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

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume only for the purpose of point-
ing out that this conference report
being considered today is $1,289,390,000
below the administration's budget re-
quest for this Appropriations Sub-
committee so that we know we have a
very real deficit problem in this coun-
try. It is certainly not this appropria-
tions bill that is causing it.

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, year in and year out the
liberals in this body continue to make
defense the whipping boy, and one can
always find a weapons system with
which they can take issue. I remember
the gentleman, I believe, was one of
those who was pointing out a few years
ago that the M-1 tank was a white ele-
phant. The M-1 tank turned out to
be—

Mr. TRAXLER. No, the gentleman
would not want to make a
misstatement; would he?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. TRAXLER] for re-
buttal.

Mr. TRAXLER. Yes, please, for the
truth.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I believe the
gentleman opposed that at the time,
but I could be incorrect. But most or
many of the people on the gentleman's
side opposed the M-1 tank saying that
the M-1 tank was a white elephant, it
had to use too much gasoline, petrol,
and there were all kinds of problems
with it. Well, during Desert Storm the
M-1 tank was one of the most effective
weapons we had in our arsenal.

Now they beat on the defense of this
Nation year in and year out, but we
have to have a defense, and it is up to
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Dick Cheney, and the President of the
United States and the experts, not the
people who sit over here and specu-
late—the experts to decide which of the
defense programs are best for this
Nation.
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They are making dramatic cuts in
defense and dramatic cuts in personnel.
The defense budget is going to be less
than 20 percent of all total spending in
the not-too-distant future, but they
use defense as a whipping boy to mask
their insatiable desire for pork barrel
spending. There are 133 pork barrel
projects in this amendment. Some of
them are laudable projects, but they
can be paid for by the local community
or by the State. The Federal Govern-
ment should not be paying for all the
programs every Congressman comes up
with for his district, and that is what
happens.

There is an institutional problem
that we have here, and that institu-
tional problem is, if you want some-
thing for your district and you go
along with the appropriations process
and with the Appropriations Commit-
tee, you can get it done. There are 385
Members of this body who asked for
3,000 projects from 1 subcommittee, and
when we propose amendments to try to
cut spending, cut out a pork barrel
project, when the Members come
through the door, they ask what the
vote is all about, I say that this will
save $700 million on the aircraft car-
rier, U.8.8. Kennedy, or somebody will
say it saves a million dollars on a bike
path in Michigan, and somebody on the
Appropriations Committee is standing
right next to me saying, ‘“We really
need your vote against this. Don’t you
have a project that you want?”

The implication is, “If you don’'t go
along, you don't get along" and “If you
don't get along, you don't go along,”
and vice versa. The fact of the matter
is that we have a $400 billion deficit
staring us in the face right now, and
that is a terrible legacy we are leaving
our children.

The national debt has increased from
$1 trillion to $4 trillion in the last 10
years. We are spending 18 to 20 percent
of all the money the taxpayers pay in
interest. That is taking away from im-
portant programs like housing and the
underprivileged and education when we
pay a bigger and bigger percentage of
our total budget on interest, and that
deficit we are creating, increasing
every year, increasing the debt because
of the deficit each year is taking a big-
ger chunk out of the tax dollars that
can go for education and these
projects, and we are mortgaging the fu-
ture of the children of this Nation.

The gentleman nods his head, and he
knows it, but we go right on hell bent
for leather spending this money, com-
ing up with pork barrel project after
pork barrel project in every single ap-
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propriation bill that comes down the
pike. Something has to be done about
it.

I know I am not going to prevail on
this amendment. I know I am going to
lose, but the people of this country and
the Members of this body need to know
what is going on, and that is that
spending is out of control, and adding
more pork to these spending bills is not
the solution. The solution is to get
control of spending, and there is only
one way to do that. That is for us to
start prioritizing spending and cutting
out projects that are not absolutely
necessary.

I think the institutional problem we
have with the appropriations process I
am talking about can only be solved
with a line-item veto, and I would com-
mend to my colleagues that at some
point in the future we ought to pass
something like that so we can get con-
trol of this process.

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

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, may I
inquire as to how much time I have
left?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TORRICELLI). The gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. TRAXLER] yielded his
time back to the Chair. The gentleman
had 16 minutes remaining, and he
yielded his time back.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my balance of
time be restored.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. TRAXLER]
that he be allowed to reclaim his time
despite the fact that it was yielded
back to the Chair?

There was no objection.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
distinguished gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. HEFNER], chairman of a
subcommittee of the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, this is a
very interesting debate. I did not know
we were discussing defense. I am a
strong supporter of national defense. I
am chairman of the Subcommittee on
Military Construction.

I do not know how many Members of
this House come before our committee
to ask for so-called pork barrel
projects, but to me a Member who rep-
resents a district is obligated to get
whatever largesse he can because his
taxpayers pay into the Federal Govern-
ment. They have paid for the deficit we
are putting on our children, so if you
get a project that helps your commu-
nity or your State, then to me that is
not pork, Pork is something that some-
body else gets. If he gets it for you, it
is a good, worthwhile project, and I
know of many, many projects in this
bill that are very, very good.

Let me raise a couple of points. The
gentleman is exactly right. Spending is
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a big problem, and the deficit is a big
problem. Let me mention a couple of
things, since we are talking about de-
fense and foreign affairs and this type
of thing. The President just went
blithely ahead and said to Egypt, ‘‘Hey,
we will forgive $7 billion.” That is
quite a little bundle. And also he said
to some other people that we are going
to lift restrictions and they can just
ship their textiles and things in, which
takes jobs from my particular district.
And he said to the Turkish people,
‘‘Hey, we are going to lift restrictions.
You can ship stuff in.”

We also have fast track with Mexico,
which is going to take some jobs from
our people. We may need a little pork
before this thing is all over.

There are some good projects in all
these appropriation bills, and I would
remind the gentleman of one other
thing. Every subcommittee chairman
has an allocation. He knows what he
can spend, and I am not surprised that
Members come to the Appropriations
Committee and request projects. There
are good projects. There are an awful
lot of jobs made from these so-called
pork barrel projects.

The gentleman talked about spend-
ing. The President just recently for-
gave some $2 billion of loans that were
outstanding to countries all around the
world. So we add the $7 billion we are
forgiving for Egypt, the $7 billion loan
and the $2 billion loan where they can
get in under the fiscal year and where
they can go and apply for some more
money that we will help pay for, and
we are talking about $10 billion that is
gone like that, that does not buy one
thing for one American citizen in this
country. So to call these projects pork
barrel is absolutely totally ridiculous.

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

Mr. HEFNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague for yielding.

When you talk about pork barrel and
giving up $7 billion for Egypt and Tur-
key, one of the things in Desert Storm
that saved lives was our ability to use
our allies, and that is Turkey and
Egypt. That saved lives. When you are
talking about pork, we are talking
about national interests. With your
pork barrel projects, you are talking
about local interests, and there is a big
difference.

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I will re-
claim my time.

I am glad the gentleman brought
that up. I went to Saudi Arabia when
the conflict came about. The Egyptians
came and signed on with us, and they
voted with us. That was the extent of
the contribution from the Egyptian
Government. They got $7 billion for
voting with us and sending a few troops
who never actually participated.

As far as the Turkish Government
goes, we gave them concessions we do
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not even know about at this particular
time. If you want to go on even fur-
ther, if you want to raise this issue,
back when we had the Persian Gulf and
we were keeping the Persian Gulf open
so the oil could flow through, if you re-
member, we were not even able to fuel
our ships at the Saudi ports or the Ku-
waiti ports. So if you want to talk
about what is in the national interest,
there are a lot of things involved here.

I am talking about doing things for
the American people. I do not know
about the gentleman’s district. His
people may not appreciate his getting
projects for his district, and I say to
the gentleman, if you do not want
projects for your district, do not re-
quest projects for your district and we
will not award them to your district if
you do not want them, because we do
not force people to take on any
projects they do not want.

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER].
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Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I just have a couple of
questions. As I understand it, we are on
amendment 35. Amendment 35 contains
133 projects.

Can anyone tell me how much these
projects will cost in total? What is the
total cost of these projects in this
amendment?

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr, Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I am advised it is in the area of $150
million.

Mr. WALKER. One hundred fifty mil-
lion dollars. I thank the gentleman.
The only point that I want to make is
that we do exact costs from society
when we do these projects.

Mr. Speaker, it is fine for people to
talk about the money going into their
districts. I see, for instance, $50,000
going for a feasibility study on the cre-
ation of a business park in Wildwood,
NJ. I spend time around Wildwood, NJ
in the summertime. It is where I go to
the beach. It is not necessarily a case
where we could not find some other
kind of money, rather than $50,000 from
the taxpayers, to do a feasibility study.
In fact, the tourists bring a lot of
money into Wildwood, NJ, every sum-
mer.

Mr. Speaker, let me just suggest that
there are costs that come out of this. If
we are going to spend $150 million, that
means that we are going to kill a total
of about 5,000 jobs with that $150 mil-
lion. Let me tell you how I get to that.

Each family in this country gets
about $35,000 a year in income. If you
take $150 million, that means that all

25111

of the family income of all of those
5,000 families is going to go to just pay
the cost of this amendment.

Now, it is true some people will say
there are jobs created here as well. I
hope there are at least 5,000, because
the fact is that we are killing 5,000 jobs
somewhere on the premise that some of
this is going to make it up.

That is the problem in this Congress.
With our tax policies, with our spend-
ing policies, with our deficit policies,
and all the rest of it, what we do day
after day is kill off American jobs.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
TRAXLER] was quite eloquent a moment
ago about the recession and the prob-
lems that people are facing out in the
country. Yes, the reason why we have a
recession and the reason why there are
problems in the country is because
there are not enough people working.
We have to provide unemployment ben-
efits because people are jobless.

What we need are more jobs, and the
problem is that Congress is not in the
job of creating business these days; it
is in the job of killing business.

This one amendment will kill 5,000
jobs of American families. This one
amendment is going to kill off jobs,
and that is a shame. I think that we
had better have a pretty good account-
ing for how many jobs might be created
for the jobs that will surely be killed
because this amendment is in this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I am not certain how
much longer we can go down the road
of creating deficits and killing jobs.

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

Mr. Speaker, I am a Member of this
body that believes that now is the time
to do a public works bill for America.
What we need to be doing is precisely
the things I recommended earlier on.
This country ought to be looking after
its own, and this country ought to be
building those public facilities that are
necessary to support a strong and via-
ble nation.

Mr. Speaker, I urge people to visit
our economic competitors. I would like
you to go to Germany. I would like you
to see their public buildings. I would
like you to see their parks. I would like
you to see the infrastructure that they
support there, including their edu-
cation and their health care systems.

They believe, as the Japanese do,
that in order to be strong economi-
cally, you must be strong in health and
education and the things that phys-
ically support a country: Good roads,
good railroad systems, and good trans-
port with airlines. They believe in pub-
lic faecilities and buildings. They have
wonderful museums. They have grand,
grand zoos.

We are spending our money, let me
tell you, to defend them, to defend
them while our infrastructure, human
and physical, is deteriorating before
our very eyes.

People oppose these kinds of public
purpose projects, where people will be



25112

put to work and will work in them
after they are done. I must confess, I
do not know if there are 5,000 or 20,000
jobs that will be created here, but I be-
lieve that is what our Nation is about
and what we ought to do. I believe this
with all of my heart and fervor that I
can muster. If the Nation would dis-
agree with me on that, I would not
change, because in my heart of hearts,
I know it is right.

Mr. Speaker, I oppose this rec-
ommendation. I urge us to get on with
building America.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would just rise to say
in closing that the previous speaker,
my good friend and gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. TRAXLER], just made a
case for public service jobs, the Gov-
ernment paying for jobs rather than
the private sector, more Government
largesse being spent to create jobs. The
gentleman said that we should be look-
ing after our own.

Well, I would submit to the gen-
tleman, if you talk to most American
taxpayers, they would think that it
would be in their interest not to have
their taxes go up any more. Last year,
we had the second largest tax increase
in history when we had the budget
summit agreement, $137 billion taken
out of the pockets of taxpayers.

That was supposed to reduce the defi-
cit. The deficit has more than doubled,
because that tax increase was one of
the major factors in putting us into a
recession and creating more unemploy-
ment. For each 1 percent of unemploy-
ment, it cost the taxpayers $42 billion.

So we have exacerbated the economic
problems of this country by raising
taxes last year. We should be looking
after our own, and our own are the peo-
ple who pay taxes in this country, not
taking from somebody to give to some-
body else when we do not have to.

Mr. Speaker, I think this is where we
diverge. I think the more liberal Mem-
bers of this body believe we ought to
take from one segment of society to
create jobs and give to others, where
on this side of this aisle the more con-
servative Members believe we ought to
stimulate the private sector to create
jobs through free enterprise and not
more Government regulation and con-
trol.

Let us get back to the case at point.
The case at point now is we have got
133 pork barrel projects in this one
amendment that is going to cost $150
million. We have got a $400 billion defi-
cit and a $4 trillion national debt,
which has quadrupled in just 10 years.

The legacy we are leaving our chil-
dren is a very poor one, because they
are going to have to pay these bills.
They are going to have to pay the in-
terest on the debt, which is about 18 to
20 percent a year now and going up.
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We must get control of our appetite
for spending. It should start here, and
it should start now.

In addition to that, if we cannot get
control of our appetite for spending, it
is imperative that we give somebody
some way to constrain these bodies,
the House and the Senate. I would sug-
gest the President needs and this coun-
try deserves a line item veto so we do
not have all these pork barrel projects
going through here lickety split, week
after week.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, obviously for some peo-
ple the glass is half full; for others it is
half empty. Previous speakers in oppo-
sition to what the committee has done
in designating this money for America
have supported projects in the military
budget wholeheartedly. In fact, I think
it would be rare, we would be hard
pressed to find one military expendi-
ture they have opposed.

Mr. Speaker, let me give an illustra-
tion of waste. If the gentleman wants
to talk about $150 million a year, re-
member that the B-1 bomber, that was
the father of the B-2, the B-1 cost us
billions and billions of dollars. Where
was it during the gulf war, this new
marvel of technology? Billions and bil-
lions of dollars? Where was it? Sitting
on the ground. It was sitting on the
ground, because it could not fly. It is

e.

The gentleman from Indiana [MR.
BURTON] never raised an issue on that
point. He is not disturbed by it. He does
not get excited about it. Indeed, it is
fair to say there are many in this body
who never saw a defense dollar that
they did not think ought to be doubled.

But when those of us who put domes-
tic concerns and the people of America
ahead of foreign concerns and being the
policeman of the world and setting up
pork barrel projects in the defense bill,
when we rise to do something on health
and education, on physical infrastruc-
ture, they say that is waste.
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I say to them ‘‘Shame, shame on you
for attempting to mislead the Amer-
ican public as to what your true inten-
tions and purposes are. How can you
possibly relegate this Nation to second
rate in health, education, public facili-
ties, and buildings? Why do you want
to do that? Why do you place con-
stantly overseas interests and foreign-
ers ahead of the American public?”’

I do not understand it and neither
does the American public. And there
will be a day of reckoning. I can assure
my colleagues.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Boy, can you demagog an issue?

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman tell me, did he or did he not
support the B-1?7

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I did. I did.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, has
he ever met a weapons system he did
not love?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I have.

Let me just end up that the issue at
hand here is not the defense of this Na-
tion, even though we are cutting the
defense budget dramatically right now.
The issue at hand is 133 projects in this
amendment that are going to cost the
taxpayers $150 billion, many of whom,
most of whom could be taken care of at
the State or local level and should be.
These are pork-barrel projects, and the
pork is getting out of control in this
body. That is the problem.

The deficit is $400 billion. The gen-
tleman has to realize that we are
spending way more than we take in. We
have to prioritize spending. So he can
demagog this issue all he wants to on
defense and everything else. The fact
remains: pork, pork, pork, pork.

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

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time.

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

Again, beauty is in the eyes of the
beholder. Let the gentleman and I be
very clear about where we are on this.
In his world, in his definition there can
never be enough money for projects
that most of us, many of us, consider
to be an utter and total waste of tax-
payer dollars. I will tell my colleagues
the B-1 was a classic illustration. It
could not get off the ground. Hundreds
of billions of dollars squandered. Was
anybody down in that well from the
gentleman’s side denouncing that? Not
at all.

Did the gentleman ask where was the
B-1 in the gulf war? Not at all. Does he
believe that was a worthwhile expendi-
ture of public funds? Absolutely.

Mr. Speaker, to the average Amer-
ican, it was pork, military, corporate
pork. We do not like it, and I am going
to tell my colleagues, if we want a
strong Nation, build it on its people,
not on weapons systems that do not
work or, in the alternative, are unnec-
essary.

I urge my colleagues to support this
Nation and its people and to support
this subcommittee.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TORRICELLI). All time having been
yielded back, the Chair will remind the
Members that the question is whether
to support the motion offered by the
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gentleman from Michigan [Mr. TRAX-
LER] that the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the
Senate numbered 35 and concur therein
with an amendment. An affirmative
vote would support that position; a
negative vote would oppose it.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
TRAXLER].

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 36: Page 23, strike
out lines 5 to 16, and insert:

For assistance under the United States
Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.8.C. 143T) not other-
wise provided for, for use in connection with
expiring section 8 subsidy contracts,
$7,024,589,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That funds provided under
this paragraph may not be obligated for a
contract term that is less than five years:
Provided further, That the Secretary may
maintain consolidated accounting data for
funds disbursed at the Public Housing Agen-
¢y or Indian Housing Authority or project
level for subsidy assistance regardless of the
source of the disbursement so as to minimize
the administrative burden of multiple ac-
counts.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 36, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment, insert the following:

For assistance under the United States
Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.8.C. 1437) not other-
wise provided for, for use in connection with
expiring section 8 subsidy contracts,
$7,355,128,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That funds provided under
this paragraph may not be obligated for a
contract term that is less than five years:
Provided further, That the Secretary may
maintain consolidated accounting data for
funds disbursed at the Public Housing Agen-
cy or Indian Housing Authority or project
level for subsidy assistance regardless of the
source of the disbursement so as to minimize
the administrative burden of multiple ac-
counts.

Further, for the forgoing purposes,
$850,000,000, to become avallable for obliga-
tion on October 1, 1992, and to remain avail-
able for obligation until expended.

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 37: Page 23, line 16,
after “‘accounts’ insert ‘‘: Provided further,
That, for those projects in the State of
Maine, the owners of which have converted
their section 23 leased housing contracts
(former section 23 of the Act, as added by
section 103(a), Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Act of 1965, Public Law 89-117, 79 Stat.
451, 455) to section 8, the subsidy provided for
five-year project-based certificates (42 U.8.C.
14371(b))."".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 37, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert the following:

For those projects in the State of Maine,
the owners of which have converted their
section 23 leased housing contracts (former
section 23 of the Act, as amended by section
103(a), Housing and Urban Development Act
of 1965, Public Law 89-117, 79 Stat. 451, 455) to
section 8, the subsidy provided shall be for a
five-year extension of such projects' current
housing assistance payments contracts.

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading) Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

The pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
TRAXLER].

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 40: Page 24, line 22,
after *$2,188,844,000” insert’’: Provided, That
of the funds provided under this heading,
$344,156,000 shall not become available for ob-
ligation until September 20, 1992".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 40, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert the following: *‘: Provided,
That of the funds provided under this head-
ing, $294,156,000 shall not become available
for obligation until September 20, 1992".

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 58: Page 85, line 2,
after “‘Administration™ insert: ‘: Provided,
That there shall be established, in the Office
of the Secretary, an Office of Lead Based
Paint Abatement and Poisoning Prevention
to be headed by a career Senior Executive
Service employee who shall be responsible
for all lead-based paint abatement and poi-
soning prevention activities (including, but
not limited to, research, abatement, training
regulations and policy development): Pro-
vided further, That such office shall be allo-
cated a staffing level of 20 staff years: Pro-
vided further, That a qualified industrial hy-
gienist shall be designated for each Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development
field office administering assisted housing
programs to oversee and coordinate lead
paint abatement and poisoning prevention
activities of that office: Provided further,
That such appointments are to occur within
12 months of enactment of this Act for any
office that serves any of the 25 largest public
housing agencies and within 18 months for
all other field offices of the Department”.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 58, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert the following: **: Provided,
That there shall be established, in the Office
of the Secretary, an Office of Lead Based
Paint Abatement and Poisoning Prevention
to be headed by a career Senior Executive
Service employee who shall be responsible
for all lead-based paint abatement and poi-
soning prevention activities (including, but
not limited to, research, abatement, training
regulations and policy development): Pro-
vided further, That such office shall be allo-
cated a staffing level of 20 staff years'.

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Michigan [MR.
TRAXLER].

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:
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Senate amendment No. 67: Page 38, strike
out all after line 21, over to and including
line 7 on page 39.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 67, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

Restore the matter stricken by said
amendment, amended to read as follows:

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law or other requirement, the city of Vallejo,
California, is authorized to retain any land
disposition proceeds or urban renewal grant
funds that remain after the financial close-
out of the Marina Vista Urban Renewal
Project, and to use such funds in accordance
with the requirements of the community de-
velopment block grant program specified in
title I of the Housing and Community Devel-
opment Act of 1974. The city of Vallejo shall
retain such funds in a lump sum and shall be
entitled to retain and use, in accordance
with this paragraph, all past and future
earnings from such funds, including any in-
terest.

Notwithstanding any provision of law or
other requirement, the Urban Renewal Au-
thority of the City of Oklahoma City, in the
State of Oklahoma, is authorized to retain
any land disposition proceeds and other in-
come from the financially closed-out Central
Business District Number 1A Urban Renewal
Project (OKLA. R-30) and John F. Kennedy
Urban Renewal Project (OKLA. R-35) in ac-
cordance with the Close-out Agreements exe-
cuted pursuant to 24 CFR 570.804(b)(5) Octo-
ber 16, 1979, and concurred in by the Sec-
retary which agreements obligated such pro-
ceeds to completion of project activities in
consideration for the reduction of an ap-
proved categorical settlement grant in satis-
faction of the repayment requirements of 24
CFR 570.486. The Urban Renewal Authority
of the City of Oklahoma City shall retain
such proceeds and other income in a lump
sum and shall be entitled to retain and use,
subject only to the provisions of 24 CFR
570.504(b)(5), such past and future proceeds,
including any interest, for the completion of
such project activities.

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Michigan [MR.
TRAXLER].

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:
Senate amendment No. 70: Page 42, strike
out all after line 10, over to and including
line 13 on page 43.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 70, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

Restore the matter stricken by said
amendment, amended to read as follows:

Section 6 of the United States Housing Act
of 1937 (42 U.8.C. 1437d) is amended by adding
at the end the following new subsection:

*(p) With respect to amounts available for
obligation on or after October 1, 1991, the cri-
teria established under section 213(d)(5)(B) of
the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1974 for any competition for assist-
ance for new construction, acquisition, or ac-
guisition and rehabilitation of public hous-
ing shall give preference to applications for
housing to be located in a local market area
that has an inadequate supply of housing
available for use by very low-income fami-
les. The Secretary shall establish criteria
for determining that the housing supply of a
local market area is inadequate, which ghall
require—

(1)(A) information regarding housing mar-
ket conditions showing that the supply of
rental housing affordable by wvery low-in-
come families is inadequate, taking into ac-
count vacancy rates in such housing and
other market indicators; and

‘(B) evidence that significant numbers of
families in the local market area holding
certificates and vouchers under section 8 are
experiencing significant difficulty in leasing
housing meeting program and family-size re-
quirements; or

“(2) evidence that the proposed develop-
ment would provide increased housing oppor-
tunities for minorities or address special
housing needs.".

Section 14(k)(5)(A) of the Housing Act of
1937, as amended, is hereby amended as fol-
lows: by striking in the first sentence there-
of the word “‘initial”; in subsection (i) there-
of by substituting the phrase ‘‘for each of the
preceding three fiscal years” for the phrase
“for each of fiscal years of 1989, 1990 and
1991""; adding & new subsection (iii) which
provides: *(iii) In determining whether an
agency is ‘troubled with respect to the mod-
ernization program', the Department shall
consider only the agency's ability to carry
out that program effectively based upon the
agency’s capacity to accomplish the physical
work: (a) with decent quality; (b) in a timely
manner; (¢) under competent contract ad-
ministration; and (d) with adequate budget
controls. No other criteria shall be applied in
the determination.”

Section 14(k)}(5)(E) of said Act is repealed.

No appropriated funds may be used to im-
plement the rule proposed in 56 Federal Reg-
ister 45814, September 6, 1991 relating to
“Low-income Public and Indian Housing—
Vacancy Rule"” or any revision thereof or
any other rule related or similar thereto.

Section 6(j)(1) of the Housing Act of 1937, 42
U.8.C. 1487 d(j)(1), [section 502(a) of the Na-
tional Affordable Housing Act] is amended as
follows:

(1) by adding at the end of subparagraph
(H) the following language: “which shall not
exceed the seven factors in the statute, plus
an additional five”; and

(2) by adding as subparagraph (I) the fol-
lowing:

(I) **The Secretary shall: (1) administer the
system of evaluating public housing agencies
flexibly to ensure that such agencies are not
penalized as result of circumstances beyond
their control; (2) reflect in the weights as-
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signed to the various indicators the dif-
ferences in the difficulty of managing indi-
vidual projects that results from their phys-
ical condition and their neighborhood envi-
ronment; and (3) determine a public housing
agency's status as ‘‘troubled with respect to
the program under section 14" based upon
factors solely related to its ability to carry
out that program.

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 72: Page 43, after
line 13, insert:

The Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment shall transfer title to the re
property known as the Roosevelt Homes
Project (No. 074-84006) located in Davenport,
Iowa, to a nonprofit organization selected by
the city of Davenport. Such property shall be
used only for the provision of an integrated
program of shelter and social services to the
homeless, or for other nonprofit uses, for a
period of not less than 20 years following the
date of the transfer. Use of the transferred
property before the expiration of the 20-year
period following the date of the transfer for
any purpose other than those described here-
in shall cause title to revert back to the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 72, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert the following:

The Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment shall transfer title to the repossessed
property known as the Roosevelt Homes
Project (No. 074-84006) located in Davenport,
Towa, to a nonprofit organization. Such prop-
erty shall be used only for the provision of
an integrated program of shelter and social
services to the homeless, or for other non-
profit uses, for a period of not less than 20
years following the date of the transfer. Use
of the transferred property before the expira-
tion of the 20-year period following the date
of the transfer for any purpose other than
those described herein shall cause title to re-
vert back to the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development. The nonprofit organiza-
tion selected by the Department shall have
the right to use or not use the section 8 cer-
tificates attached to the property.

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. T7: (TT)Page 43,
after line 13, insert:

Hereafter, the Secretary shall not approve
additional nonprofit insurance entities until
such standards have become final, nor shall
the Becretary revoke the approval of any
nonprofit insurance entity previously ap-
proved by the Department unless for cause
and after a due process hearing.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 77, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

At the end of the matter inserted by said
amendment, insert the following:

Hereafter, until the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development has adopted reg-
ulations specifying the nature and quality of
insurance covering the potential personal in-
jury lability exposure of public housing au-
thorities and Indian housing authorities (and
their contractors, including architectural
and engineering services) as a result of test-
ing and abatement of lead-based paint in fed-
erally subsidized public and Indian housing
units, said authorities shall be permitted to
purchase insurance for such risk, as an al-
lowable expense against amounts available
for capital improvements (modernization):
Provided, That such insurance is competi-
tively selected and that coverage provided
under such policies, as certified by the au-
thority, provides reasonable coverage for the
risk of liability exposure, taking into consid-
eration the potential liability concerns in-
herent in the testing and abatement of lead-
based paint, and the managerial and quality
assurance responsibilities associated with
the conduct of such activities.

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 79: Page 43, after
line 13, insert:
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The Secretary shall establish competitive
procedures for the disbursement of the
amounts made available under this Act for a
scientifically-based risk assessment of lead
in public and Indian housing. Such proce-
dures shall not require that applications for
financial assistance for the risk assessment
of lead be made in connection with the provi-
sion of other assistance under section 14 of
the United States Housing Act of 1937.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 79, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert the following:

Section 14(a) of the Housing Act of 1937, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 14371(a)), is amended by:

(1) striking “and" at the end of clause
™ ;

(2) adding clauses (3), (4), and (5) as follows:

*(3) to assess the risks of lead-based paint
poisoning through the use of professional
risk assessments that include dust and soil
sampling and laboratory analysis in all
projects constructed before 1980 that are, or
will be, occupied by families;

“(4) to take effective interim measures to
reduce and contain the risks of lead-based
paint poisoning recommended in such profes-
sional risk assessments;

**(5) the costs of testing, interim contain-
ment, professional risk assessments and
abatement of lead are eligible modernization
expenses. The costs of professional risk as-
sessment are eligible modernization expenses
whether or not they are incurred in connec-
tion with insurance and costs for such as-
sessments that were incurred or disbursed in
fiscal year 1891 from other accounts shall be
paid or reimbursed from modernization funds
in fiscal year 1992."

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agree to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 95: Page 49, line 6,
after ‘'6949)" insert *‘: Provided further, That
of the amount provided under this heading,
up to $1,000,000 shall be available for the
Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation
Board, as authorized by the Clean Afr Act
Amendments of 1980".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:
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Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 85, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter inserted by said
amendment, insert the following: ‘‘: Provided
further, That of the amount provided under
this heading, up to $1,000,000 shall be avail-
able for the Chemical Safety and Hazard In-
vestigation Board, as authorized by the
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 and up to
the sum of $17,000,000 shall be for subsidizing
loans under the Asbestos School Hazard
Abatement Act, and 52,400,000 shall be for ad-
ministrative expenses to carry out the loan
and grant program''.

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: !

Senate amendment No. 107: Page 51, line
18, strike out ‘‘$1,783,500,000" and insert:
1'$2,383,500,000"".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 107, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment, insert the following: '‘$1,848,500,000"",

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 111: Page 51, strike
out all after line 23 over to and including
“indicated’ in line 2 on page 52.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of



25116

the Senate numbered 111, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

Restore the matter stricken by said
amendment, amended to read as follows:
*$340,000,000 shall be for making grants under
title II of the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act, as amended, to the appropriate in-
strumentality for the purpose of construct-
ing secondary sewage treatment facilities to
serve the following localities, and in the
amounts indicated:”

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
TRAXLER).

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 112: Page 52, lines 2
and 3, strike out “Boston, Massachusetts,
$100,000,000;"".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 112, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

Restore the matter stricken by said
amendment, amended to read as follows:
“Back River Wastewater Treatment Plant,
Maryland, $40,000,000; Boston, Masachusetts,
$100,000,000;".

Mr. GREEN OF New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
a8 read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 119: Page 52, line
16, strike out all after ‘““Flows” over to and
including “ments” in line 19 on page 53.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
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the Senate numbered 119, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lleu of the matter striken by said
amendment, insert the following: *‘: Provided
Jurther, That the U.S. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency shall not prohibit the Massachu-
setts Water Resources Authority (MWRA)
from utilizing the most appropriate tech-
nology for the treatment, disposal, and or
beneficial re-use of sludge, unsold fertilizer
pellets, and grit and screenings outside the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts through
lease, contract, or by other legal means. The
EPA may require sufficient backup capacity
for the disposal or treatment of sludge in the
Commonwealth through ownership, lease,
contract, or by other legal means. The
MWRA shall not be required to construct a
backup landful or facility if other alter-
natives approved through EPA NEPA review
of MWRA long-term residuals management,
are or become available through ownership,
lease, contract, or other legal means prior to
September 1, 1992, and as long as such alter-
natives remain available. Any facility or
technology used by the MWRA shall meet all
applicable federal and state environmental
requirements. Any facility or technology
must be on-line when a contract between the
MWRA and NEFCO, which is responsible for
the marketing and disposal of sludge, expires
in 1995".

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 121: Page 53, strike
out all after line 20 over to and including
line 7 on page 54, and insert:

During fiscal year 1992, notwithstanding
any other provision of law, average employ-
ment in the headquarter's offices of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency shall not ex-
ceed: (1) 72 workyears for the Immediate Of-
fice of the Administrator, (2) 50 workyears
for the Office of Congressional and Legisla-
tive Affairs, (3) 77 workyears for the Office of
Communications and Public Affairs, (4) 187
workyears for the Office of General Counsel,
(6) 32 workyears for the Office of Federal Ac-
tivities, (6) 269 workyears for the Office of
Policy, Planning, and Evaluation, and (7)
1,386 workyears for the Office of Administra-
tion and Resources Management.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 121, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by sald amendment, insert the following:
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During fiscal year 1992, notwithstanding
any other provision of law, average employ-
ment in the headquarter’s offices of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency shall not ex-
ceed: (1) 51 workyears for the Immediate Of-
fice of the Administrator, (2) 46 workyears
for the Office of Congressional and Legisla-
tive Affairs, (3) T7 workyears for the Office of
Communications and Public Affairs, (4) 187
workyears for the Office of General Counsel,
(5) 61 workyears for the Office of Inter-
national Activities, (6) 32 workyears for the
Office of Federal Activities, (7) 269
workyears for the Office of Policy, Planning,
and Evaluation, and (8) 1,386 workyears for
the Office of Administration and Resources
Management.

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 122: Page 54, after
line 7, insert:

The Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency shall move, within sixty
days of enactment of this Act, the pollution
prevention activities and workyears associ-
ated with the Office of Pollution Prevention
from the Office of Policy, Planning, and
Evaluation to the Office of the Adminis-
trator.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 122, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In leu of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert the following:

The Administrator shall establish, within
60 days of enactment of this Act, a new staff
of 5 workyears within the Immediate Office
of the Administrator, which shall be respon-
sible for guiding, directing, and mediating
all policy activities associated with Pollu-
tion Prevention. The Pollution Prevention
Policy Council shall be chaired by the Dep-
uty Administrator.

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 131: Page 57, line
15, after *‘‘$277,827,000", insert:! ‘‘, notwith-
standing section 201 of Public Law 100-707,
including $1,155,000 to install new sirens in
Kansas with a twenty-five percent local
match in towns under 5,000 and a fifty per-
cent local match in towns over 5,000".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 131, and concur there-
in.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 133: Page 60, line 5,
after **$2,103,000" insert **: Provided, That the
appropriations, revenues, and collections de-
posited into the fund shall be available for
necessary expenses of United States Office of
Consumer Affairs activities in the aggregate
amount of $3,203,000. Administrative ex-
penses of the United States Office of
Consumer Affairs in fiscal year 1992 shall not
exceed $1,100,000. Appropriations, revenues,
and collections accruing to this fund during
fiscal year 1992 in excess of $3,203,000 shall re-
main in the fund and shall not be available
for expenditure except as authorized in ap-
propriations Acta’.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report: the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 133, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lien of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert the following ‘‘: Provided,
That notwithstanding any other provision of
law, that Office may accept and deposit to
this account, during fiscal year 1992, gifts for
the purpose of defraying its costs of printing,
publishing, and distributing consumer infor-
mation and education materials; may expend
up to $1,100,000 of those gifts for those pur-
poses, in addition to amounts otherwise ap-
propriated; and the balance shall remain
available for expenditure for such purposes
to the extent authorized in subsequent ap-
propriation Acts".

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?
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There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 146: Page 65, after
line 9 insert:

During fiscal year 1992, notwithstanding
any other provision of law, average employ-
ment in the headquarter’s offices of the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion shall not exceed: (1) 50 staff years for
the Office of the Administrator; (2) 201 staff
years for the Headquarters Operations; (3) 50
staff years for the Office of Commercial Pro-
grams; (4) 42 staff years for the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel; (5) 195 staff years for Agency
Management; (6) 82 staff years for the Office
of External Relations; (7) 33 staff years for
the Office of Legislative Affairs; (8) 259 staffl
years for the Office of Space Science and Ap-
plications; (9) 160 staff years for the Office of
Aeronautics, Explorations, and Space Tech-
nology; (10) 272 staff years for the Office of
Space Flight, including Level I activity for
the Space Station; (11) 62 staff years for the
Office of Space Operations: Provided, That no
funds may be used from amounts provided in
this or any other Act for details of employ-
ees from any organization in the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration to
any organization included under the budget
activity ‘“‘Research and Program Manage-
ment".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr, TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 146, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter inserted by said
amendment, insert the following:

During fiscal year 1992, notwithstanding
any other provision of law, average employ-
ment in the headquarter’s offices of the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion shall not exceed: (1) 51 staff years for
the Office of the Administrator; (2) 117 staff
years for the Office of the Comptroller; (3) 56
staff years for the Office of Commercial Pro-
grams; (4) 191 staff years for the Office of
Headquarters Operations; (5) 30 staff years
for the Office of Equal Opportunity Pro-
grams; (6) 43 staff years for the Office of the
General Counsel; (T) 132 staff years for the
Office of Procurement; (8) 4 staff years for
the Office of Small and Disadvantaged Busi-
ness Utilization; (9) 33 staff years for the Of-
fice of Legislative Affairs; (10) 520 staff years
for the Office of Space Flight, including
Level I and Level II Activities for the Space
Station; (11) 210 staff years for the Office of
Management; (12) 62 staff years for the Office
of Space Operations; (13) 64 staff years for
the Office of Public Affairs; (14) 183 staff
years for the Office of Safety and Mission
Quality; (15) 172 staff years for the Office of
Aeronautics, Exploration and Technology;
(16) 288 staff years for the Office of Space
Science and Applications; and (17) 77 staff
years for the Office of External Relations:
Provided, That the Administrator may reor-
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ganize these offices and reallocate the staff
years among these offices as long as the ag-
gregate number of staff years at NASA Head-
quarters does not exceed 2,220 staff years:
Provided further, That no funds may be used
from amounts provided in this or any other
Act for details of employees from any orga-
nization in the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration to any organization
included under the budget activity ‘Re-
search and Management,’’ except
those details which involve developmental or
critical staffing assignments: Provided fur-
ther, That, of the amount provided for “Re-
search and Program Management,” up to
$675,722,000 may be transferred to ‘‘Research
and Development” and “‘Space Flight, Con-
trol and Data Communications,” and of this
amount such sums as may be necessary are
provided for the lease, hire, maintenance and
operation of mission management aircraft:
Provided further, That the funds made avail-
able in the preceding proviso may only be
used for the purpose of operations of facili-
ties: Provided further, That, notwithstanding
any provision of this or any other Act, not to
exceed an additional $100,000,000 may be
transferred or otherwise made available,
using existing or future authority, to the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion in fiscal year 1992 from any funds appro-
priated to the Department of Defense and
such funds may only be provided to the
“Space flight, co.trol and data communica-
tions" appropriation: Frovided further, That
the limitation in the immediately preceding
proviso shall not apply to funds transferred
or otherwise made available under existing
reimbursement arrangements.

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 150: Page 66, line 9,
strike out ‘$1,960,500,000" and insert:
*'$1,926,000,000".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 150, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment, insert the following: *‘$1,879,000,000",

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?
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There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 1561: Page 66, strike
out all after line 20, over to and including
line 3 on page 67, and insert:

ACADEMIC REBEARCH FACILITIES AND
INSTRUMENTATION

For necessary expenses in carrying out an
academic research facilities and instrumen-
tation program pursuant to the purposes of
the National Science Foundation Act of 1850,
as amended (42 U.8.C. 1861-1875), including
services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109 and
rental of conference rooms in the District of
Columbia, $46,000,000, to remain available
until September 30, 1993.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 151, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment, insert the following:

ACADEMIC RESEARCH FACILITIES AND
INSTRUMENTATION

For necessary expenses in carrying out an
academic research facilities and instrumen-
tation program pursuant to the purposes of
the National Science Foundation Act of 1950,
as amended (42 U.S.C. 1861-1875), including
services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109 and
rental of conference rooms in the District of
Columbia, $33,000,000, to remain available
until September 30, 1993.

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 156: Page 68, line 9,
after “appropriation’ insert: ‘“: Provided fur-
ther, That up to $9,000,000 may be transferred
to and merged with funds made available
under ‘United States Antarctic Research Ac-
tivities'.”

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a

motion.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 156, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert the following: *‘: Provided
further, That up to $9,000,000 may be trans-
ferred to and merged with funds made avail-
able under ‘United States Antarctic Re-
search Activities': Provided further, That not-
withstanding section 104 of the National
Science Foundation Authorization Act of
1988 (Public Law 100-570), no funds appro-
priated to the National Science Foundation
under this Act may be transferred among ap-
propriations accounts."”

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 162: Page 69, line
24, after ''$26,900,000"" Iinsert: ‘“: Provided,
That of the new budget authority provided
herein, $10,000,000 shall be for the purpose of
providing local neighborhood revitalization
organizations revolving homeownership
lending capital, and equity capital for afford-
able lower-income rental and mutual hous-
ing association projects, to remain available
until September 30, 1996: Provided further,
That the $10,000,000 shall be available for ob-
ligation to Neighborhood Reinvestment Cor-
poration in quarterly payments of $625,000
beginning with September 1 of fiscal year
1992",

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 162, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter inserted by said
amendment, insert the following:

**: Provided, That of the new budget author-
ity provided herein, $5,000,000 shall be for the
purpose of providing local neighborhood revi-
talization organizations revolving home-
ownership lending capital, and equity capital
for affordable lower-income rental and mu-
tual housing association projects, to remain
available until September 30, 1994: Provided
further, That the $5,000,000 shall be available
for obligation to Neighborhood Reinvest-
ment Corporation in quarterly payments of
$625,000 beginning with September 1 of fiscal
year 1992".

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
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consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 164: Page 72, after
line 5, insert:

The Office of Inspector General of the Res-
olution Trust Corporation shall review by
September 30, 1993, each of the agreements
described in section 21A(b)(11)(B) of the Fed-
eral Home Loan Bank Act and determine
whether there is any legal basis sufficient for
rescission of the agreement, including but
not limited to, fraud, misrepresentation,
failure to disclose a material fact, fallure to
perform under the terms of the agreement,
improprieties in the bidding process, failure
to comply with any law, rule or regulation
regarding the validity of the agreement, or
any other legal basis sufficient for rescission
of the agreement. After such review has been
completed, and based upon the information
available to the Inspector General, the In-
spector General shall certify its findings to
the Resolution Trust Corporation and to the
Congress.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 164, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter Inserted by said
amendment, insert the following:

The Office of Inspector General of the Res-
olution Trust Corporation shall review by
September 30, 1993, each of the agreements
described in section 21(AXb)(11XB) of the
Federal Home Loan Bank Act and determine
whether there is any legal basis sufficient for
a rescission of the agreement, including but
not limited to, fraud, misrepresentation,
failure to disclose a material fact, failure to
perform under the terms of the agreement,
improprieties in the bidding process, failure
to comply with any law, rule or regulation
regarding the validity of the agreement, or
any other legal basis sufficient for rescission
of the agreement. After such review has been
completed, and based upon the information
available to the Inspector General, the In-
spector General shall certify its findings to
the Resolution Trust Corporation and to the
Congress: Provided, That any agreement
which has been renegotiated and certified
pursuant to section 518(b) of this Act may be
excluded from further review under this pro-
vision based upon a review by the Inspector
General of the appropriate evidence, and a
determination that the government has
achieved significant and substantial savings
as a result of the renegotiation: Provided fur-
ther, That the Inspector General report the
basis for the exclusion in writing to Congress
prior to any exclusion of further review
under this provision.

The
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Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 168: Page 81, after
line 6, insert:

SEC. 520. Notwithstanding any other provi-
gion of law—

(a) prices for drugs and biologicals paid by
the Department of Veterans Affairs and
prices for drugs and biologicals on contracts
administered by the Department of Veterans
Affairs, shall not be used to calculate Medic-
aid rebates paid by drug and biological man-
ufacturers; and

(b) the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall
attempt to negotiate new contracts, or re-
negotiate current contracts, for drugs and
biologicals, including those contracts for
drugs and biologicals utilized or adminis-
tered by the Department of Veterans Affairs
which are listed in Federal Supply Classi-
fication (FSC) Group 65 of the Federal Sup-
ply Schedule, with the view toward achiev-
ing a price comparable to, or lower than, the
price charged the Department of Veterans
Affairs by the manufacturer on September 1,
1990, increased by the fiscal year 1991 medical
consumer price index, as determined by the
Secretary; and

(c) the Secretary shall provide a report by
June 30, 1992, to the House and Senate Veter-
ans' Affairs Committees, the House and Sen-
ate Appropriations Committees, the House
Energy and Commerce Committee and the
Senate Finance Committee, on the percent-
age of price increase to the Department from
September 1, 1990, to a date 60 days prior to
the date of the report, for each drug and bio-
logical listed in FSC Group 65.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 168, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

At the end of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert the following:

(d) The provisions of this section shall be
effective until (1) enactment into law of leg-
islation concerning the price of drugs and
biologicals paid by the Department of Veter-
ans Affairs or (2) June 30, 1992, whichever
first occurs.

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
TRAXLER].

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 172: Page 81, after
line 6, insert:

SEC. 524. Notwithstanding any provision of
this Act, none of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by the Act or by
any other act may be used to move Federal
Housing and Urban Development offices from
downtown Jacksonville, Florida, (as defined
by the Downtown Development Authority of
Jacksonville) or to finance the operation of
Federal Housing and Urban Development of-
fices in any area of Jacksonville, Florida,
other than the downtown area (as defined by
the Downtown Development Authority of
Jacksonville).

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate Numbered 172, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In leu of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert the following:

SEC. 521. Notwithstanding any provision of
this Act, none of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act or by
any other Act may be used to move Federal
Housing and Urban Development offices from
downtown Jacksonville, Florida, (as defined
by the Downtown Development Authority of
Jacksonville) or to finance the operation of
such Federal Housing and Urban Develop-
ment offices in any area of Florida other
than the downtown area of Jacksonville,
Florida (as defined by the Downtown Devel-
opment Authority of Jacksonville),

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment No. 174: Page 81, after
line 6, insert:

SEC. 526. ESTABLISHMENT OF REGIONAL OF-
FICE.—The Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency shall establish
within the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy an eleventh region, which will be com-
prised solely of the State of Alaska, and a re-
glonal office located therein.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a

motion.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 174, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter inserted by sald
amendment, insert the following:

SEC. 526. ESTABLISHMENT OF REGIONAL OF-
FICE.—The President may establish within
the Environmental Protection Agency an
eleventh region, which will be comprised
solely of the State of Alaska, and a regional
office located therein.

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the last amend-
ment in disagreement.

The text of tre amoendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate amendmeat No. 175:

SEc. 527. EXTENSION OF PERIOD APPLICABLE
TO SBINGLE FAMILY HousiNG.—(a) IN GEN-
ERAL.—Section 21A(c)2)B) of the Federal
Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.B.C.
1441a(c)(2)(B)) is amended by striking *3-
month' each place it appears and inserting
“5-month"'.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re-
spect to eligible single family properties ac-
quired by the Resolution Trust Corporation
on or after the date of enactment of this Act.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TRAXLER moves that the House recede
from its disagareement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 175, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter inserted by said
amendment, insert the following:

SEC. 527. EXTENSION OF PERIOD APPLICABLE
TO SINGLE FAMILY HOUSING.—(a) IN GEN-
ERAL.—Section 21A(c)2)B) of the Federal
Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C.
1441a(c)(2)(B)) is amended by striking “3-
month" each place it appears and inserting
*3-month and one week".

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re-
spect to eligible single family properties ac-
quired by the Resolution Trust Corporation
on or after the date of enactment of this Act.

Mr. GREEN of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

The pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
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the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
TRAXLER].

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider the votes by
which action was taken on the several
motions was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
conference report on H.R. 2519 as well
as the Senate amendments reported in
disagreement, and that I may include
tables, charts, and other extraneous
material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TORRICELLI). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Michi-
gan?

There was no objection.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 3039, DEFENSE PRODUC-
TION ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1991

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 231 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RESs. 231

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXITI, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union for
the consideration of the bill (H.R. 3039) to re-
authorize the Defense Production Act of 1950,
and for other purposes, and the first reading
of the bill shall be dispensed with. After gen-
eral debate, which shall be confined to the
bill and which shall not exceed one hour, to
be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs, the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule. It
shall be in order to consider the amendment
in the nature of a substitute recommended
by the Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs now printed in the bill as an
original bill for the purpose of amendment
under the five-minute rule, said substitute
shall be considered by title instead of by sec-
tion, and each title shall be considered as
having been read. In lien of the amendments
recommended by the Committee on Armed
Services now printed in the bill, it shall be in
order to consider amendments en bloc print-
ed in the report of the Committee on Rules
accompanying this resolution, if offered by
Representative Gonzalez of Texas or his des-
ignee. At the conclusion of the consideration
of the bill for amendment, the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House,
and any Member may demand a separate
vote in the House on any amendment adopt-
ed in the Committee of the Whole to the bill
or to the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion to
recommit with or without instructions.
After passage of H.R. 3039, it shall be in order
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to take from the Speaker's table the bill 8.
347 and to consider said bill in the bill in the
House. It shall then be in order to move to
strike out after all the enacting clause of
said Senate bill and to insert in lieu thereof
the provisions of H.R. 3039 as passed by the
House. It shall then be in order to move that
the House insist on its amendment to 8. 347
and request a conference with the Senate
thereon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN-
SON] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER],
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 231 is
the rule providing for consideration of
H.R. 3039, the Defense Production Act
Amendments of 1991.

This is an open rule providing 1 hour
of general debate to be equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs.

The rule makes in order the Banking
Committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute now printed in the bill
as an original bill for purpose of
amendment. That substitute will be
considered by title, instead of by sec-
tion, and each title will be considered
as having been read.

In addition, the rule provides that, in
lieu of amendments reported by the
Armed Services Committee when it
considered H.R. 3039, it will be in order
to consider amendments en bloc, print-
ed in the report to accompany the rule,
if offered by Representative GONZALEZ
or his designee. The en bloc amend-
ment reflects compromises on provi-
sions negotiated by several commit-
tees. The rule also provides one motion
to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the rule makes
it in order to take S. 347, the Senate
version of the Defense Production Act
reauthorization, from the Speaker’s
table and consider it in the House; to
move to strike all after the enacting
clause; and to substitute the text of
the House-passed H.R. 3039.

Further, it will be in order to move
to insist on the House amendment and
request a conference with the Senate
on this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3039 extends the
Defense Production Act of 1950 for 3
years. The primary purpose of the act
is to ensure that the United States
maintains an industrial capacity suffi-
cient to manufacture and supply prod-
ucts which are essential for our Na-
tion's defense. The act enables the Gov-
ernment to mandate that commercial
companies give priority to Government
for weapons and military equipment.

Mr. Speaker, to repeat, House Reso-
lution 231 is an open rule. I urge the
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adoption of the resolution so that we
may proceed to the consideration of
H.R. 3039.

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
House Resolution 231 which provides
for the consideration of H.R. 3039, the
Defense Production Act Amendments
of 1991.

As the gentleman from California has
just said, this is an open rule and I urge
its adoption.

I also want to congratulate the chair-
man of the full Committee on Banking,
Finance and Urban Affairs, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ];
and the ranking minority member, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. WYLIE]; as
well as the chairman of the Economic
Stabilization Subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Delaware [Mr. CARPER];
and our ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RIDGE],
for their outstanding work in bringing
this legislation to the floor.

Previous efforts to reauthorize the
Defense Production Act have been sty-
mied by major controversies involving
attempts to remake the legislation
into an industrial policy program. Al-
though a clean 3-year reauthorization
would be preferable, H.R. 3039 is about
as close as we can get to that, and that
is a credit to the leadership of the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ], the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. WYLIE], the
gentleman from Delaware [Mr. CAR-
PER], and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. RIDGE].

Mr. Speaker, I want to stress how im-
portant it is that we move to reauthor-
ize the Defense Production Act. It is
the Government's primary source of
authority for maintaining our defense
industrial mobilization during a crisis.
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The DPA gives the Departments of
Defense and Commerce, FEMA, and
others the authority for mobilization
responsibility such as keeping produc-
tion on schedule and monitoring indus-
trial resources.

It is estimated that the Department
of Defense utilizes the authority of the
Defense Production Act about 350
times a year during peacetime. Con-
gress allowed that authority to lapse
during a 10-month period during Oper-
ation Desert Shield and Desert Storm.
Although the President was able to uti-
lize other constitutional powers to
meet our mobilization needs, that proc-
ess could have been much more dif-
ficult had the crisis been more serious.

Mr. Speaker, the Defense Production
Act helps to ensure that our Armed
Forces are well-equipped and well-pre-
pared during a time of crisis. For this
reason, I urge adoption of both House
Resolution 231 and H.R. 3039.

Mr. Speaker, I am including for the
RECORD a copy of the statement of ad-
ministration policy in this matter.
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STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY

The Administration opposes H.R. 3039 and
urges the House to enact a simple extension
of the existing authorities of the Defense
Production Act of 1950 (DPA) until Septem-
ber 30, 1994, in lieu of H.R. 3039.

Specifically, the Administration opposes
the following provisions of H.R. 3039:

Section 111, which would include the Sec-
retary of Commerce and the Administrator
of the 8mall Business Administration in de-
termining which contractor may receive
loans, loan guarantees, and purchase agree-
ments for defense contracts. The Secretary
of Defense can best determine which contrac-
tors should receive such assistance.

Section 122, which would establish a cap of
$400 million for the Defense Production Act
Fund. The $400 million cap is excessive; a
$250 million cap has long been recognized as
sufficient.

Section 123, which would statutorily estab-
lish a policy concerning ‘‘offset’” arrange-
ments in military exports. (U.S. exporters
may enter into reciprocal agreements to pur-
chase certain goods and services from or pro-
vide other services for the country purchas-
ing U.S. military goods and services, thereby
“offsetting” the cost of the original export.)
The section would also mandate specific dip-
lomatic initiatives to reduce the effects of
offsets. These requirements would inadvis-
ably restrict Federal policy and interfere
with the President's exercise of his constitu-
tional authority to conduct foreign affairs.

Section 124, which would require (1) U.8.
industry to report immediately offset agree-
ments with foreign entities and (2) the Sec-
retary of Commerce, rather than the Presi-
dent, to prepare an annual offset report for
Congress. Section 124 would also require the
Secretary to disclose alternative findings or
recommendations, made within the govern-
ment, on offsets. The real-time reporting by
U.8. industry would be burdensome and un-
necessary. A statutory requirement to dis-
close internal Executive branch findings and
recommendations would infringe upon the
President's constitutional authority to
maintain the confidentiality of Executive
branch deliberations.

Section 126, which would require the utili-
zation of certain materials in existing and
future weapon systems. This requirement
may require the redesign of, or lowered spec-
ifications for, existing or future weapon sys-
tems to accommodate these materials. This
would raise the costs and lower the perform-
ance of the weapon systems or make weapon
systems procurement and support more vul-
nerable to particular suppliers.

Section 134, which would require the estab-
lishment and maintenance of a defense in-
dustrial base information system. Such an
information system would beé an enormous
undertaking and impose a considerable re-
porting burden on the government and the
companies involved.

Section 163, which would require a report
on the review of the foreign acquisition of
U.8. companies involved in critical tech-
nologies that would be burdensome and of
questionable value.

Sections 201 and 202, which would require
the Department of Defense to consider pro-
viding full reimbursement of defense con-
tractors’ independent research and develop-
ment/bid and proposal costs. Such reimburse-
ment would unnecessarily increase Defense
Department contract costs by up to $1 bil-
lion annually by 1996.

Section 211, which would amend the Code
of Federal Regulations to specify the cir-
cumstances under which a contractor may be
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suspended or debarred. Such an amendment
would duplicate existing procedures and
would result in a misplaced emphasis on vio-
lations rather than contractor responsibil-
ities.

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

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

EXPRESSING SENSE OF THE
HOUSE IN SUPPORT OF DEMOC-
RACY IN HAITI

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs be discharged
from further consideration of the reso-
lution (H. Res. 235) expressing the sense
of the House of Representatives in sup-
port of democracy in Haiti, and ask for
its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

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

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object. I do so to
afford our chairman of the Committee
on Foreign Affairs, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. FASCELL], the opportunity
to explain this resolution.

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

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Further reserv-
ing the right to object, I yield to the
gentleman from Florida.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution ex-
presses the sense of outrage of this
House at the Haitian Army’s ouster of
President Jean-Bertrand Aristide.

The resolution supports the policy of
the United States as expressed by
President Bush that we support fully
the restoration of the democratically
elected Government of President
Aristide. It also backs the decision an-
nounced by the State Department that
all aid to the Haitian Government be
cut off. The resolution commends the
Organization of American States for its
prompt condemnation of the Haitian
coup; calls on the Haitian military to
respect the rights of its people; and fi-
nally calls on the international com-
munity to take all appropriate action
to restore democratic government in
Haiti.

Mr. Speaker, in a few hours the For-
eign Ministers of the OAS will convene
here in Washington to hear President
Aristide. The OAS in June of this year
adopted new policies for reacting to
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military coups. Its reaction to this
coup is the first test of the new policy
agreed to by the nations of this hemi-
sphere. I am convinced that the OAS
can play a critical role in bringing this
seizure of power to an end. Speaking
with one voice, the OAS membership
will bring significant diplomatic pres-
sure to bear on Haiti’'s junta.

Mr. Speaker, earlier this week we sa-
luted the 2,500th anniversary of the
birth of democracy in ancient Athens.
Today we speak out in defense of a be-
leaguered people not far from our own
shores. The principles of democracy
have survived and flourished after 25
centuries. The day will come when we
can say that they have come once and
for all to Haiti.

Mr. Speaker, this action is prompted
now because the OAS itself goes into
session in just a short time. We felt it
would be extremely important to re-
flect officially the position of the Con-
gress of the United States, and that is
what this resolution does.

Mr. Speaker, I would be delighted to
change places with the chairman of the
Subcommittee on the Western Hemi-
sphere so that he could express himself
on this resolution, and I think we
ought to take time for him to make a
statement on the matter.

I thank the gentleman from Michi-
gan, the ranking Republican, for giving
me the opportunity to explain this
matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TORRICELLI). If the distinguished gen-
tleman from Michigan would permit
the Chair, the Chair wants to thank
the distinguished chairman. He has so
well made the case in the Chair’'s stead
while he is in the chair, and he thanks
the gentleman.

Does the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. BROOMFIELD] continue to insist
upon his reservation of objection?

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, fur-
ther reserving the right to object, I
would like to make a short statement.

Mr. Speaker, it is a sad day for our
hemisphere. At a time when democracy
is moving forward throughout the
world, the dark cloud of tyranny has
once again descended upon Haiti. I
commend Chairman FASCELL for his
leadership in bringing this issue
promptly before the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Last Sunday night, elements of the
Haitian military overthrew the demo-
cratically elected President Aristide.
Many were killed and hundreds were
wounded. Haiti has now joined Cuba as
one of the last outposts of dictatorship
in the Americas.

It is important for the Congress to
speak out against this military coup in
the strongest possible terms. The Bush
administration has also responded
forcefully and has suspended all Amer-
ican assistance.

Just last week, President Aristide
spoke at the United Nations about the



25122

new horizons of democracy for a coun-
try that has suffered so much for so
long. Unfortunately, the U.N. Security
Council has refused to take up the coup
in Haiti, despite the fact that the elec-
tion of President Aristide was judged
free and fair by an official U.N. delega-
tion.

The response to the coup in Haiti is
also an important test for the Organi-
zation of American States and its re-
cently created mechanism to respond
to antidemocratic actions in the hemi-
sphere. The OAS did not react well to
Noriega's 1989 rejection of democracy
in Panama. It now has a chance to ex-
press concrete support for the restora-
tion of constitutional government in
Haiti.

I congratulate President Aristide for
his continuing courage and commit-
ment to democracy. I also urge my col-
leagues to support this resolution and
join in the intermational chorus of op-
position to this illegal action in Haiti.

Mr. Speaker, further reserving the
right to object, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the
Committee on Foreign Affairs on the
prompt movement on this issue. I
think it is most appropriate that you
are bringing this resolution before us
and that we are acting as we are.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HALL],
chairman of the Select Committee on
Hunger, and the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. WHEAT], and I, as the rank-
ing Republican on the Hunger Commit-
tee, went as the congressional delega-
tion following the democratic elections
in Haiti. We went there this spring and
spent a great deal of time with Presi-
dent Aristide, members of the Chamber
of Deputies, one member of which came
to visit me yesterday, and we were
very impressed with the tremendous
stride that was being made there pro-
democracy.

To see this reversion to doing things
the old way down there is very dis-
heartening, and the Haitians, President
Aristide, need all of the moral support
that we can give them at this time.

I want to commend the distinguished
chairman and ranking member for
their leadership in moving this issue so
promptly to the House. It is important
we speak as we do today.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, fur-
ther reserving the right to object, I
yield to the gentleman from California
[Mr. LAGOMARSINO], the ranking mem-
ber on our Subcommittee on the West-
ern Hemisphere.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, as
an original cosponsor of this resolution
condemning the overthrow of the
democratically elected President of
Haiti, I wish to commend the chairman
of the Foreign Affairs Committee,
DANTE FASCELL; ranking member
BROOMFIELD; and Western Hemisphere
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Chairman TORRICELLI for their leader-
ship in expediting consideration of this
resolution. It is imperative this body
go on the record immediately to con-
demn in the strongest possible terms
the military coup which has deprived
the Haitian people of their democratic
government and their President, Jean
Bertrand Aristide.

I also wish to commend the Bush ad-
ministration for its prompt action in
terminating all assistance to Haiti
until democratic government is re-
stored. Other nations who have cut off
aid to Haiti, like France and Canada,
deserve our praise for their support for
restoring democracy to Haiti.

As affirmed by this resolution, the
Organization of American States mer-
its our commendation for taking before
it today the ouster of President
Aristide under the newly established
mechanism to respond promptly to an
interruption of a legitimately elected
government.

The Haitian people, against great
odds, had finally succeeded in securing
for themselves a democratic govern-
ment and the promise of protection of
human rights and the prospects for
more equitable economic development.
They have had that promise brutally
taken from them by a military force
that ignores the will of the people and
tramples on the spirit of democracy.

In the outrage that accompanies the
Haitian military’s defiance of justice, I
want to make a special commendation
in expressing to the Bush administra-
tion and our Ambassador Al Adams in
Haiti the tremendous gratitude of the
Congress in making clear to the leaders
of the coup the necessity of sparing the
life of President Aristide.

As we condemn the actions of the
Haitian military, we must also give no-
tice that we will join the OAS and
other nations of the world in seeking
the prompt and complete return of
democratic government to Haiti.

I urge my colleagues to give their
unanimous approval to the resolution.
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Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker,
under my reservation, finally I would
like to thank the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ], the chairman of
the Committee on Banking, Finance
and Urban Affairs, for letting the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. FASCELL] and
I to move this bill so expeditiously.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TORRICELLI). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Florida?

Mr. DYMALLY. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, and I shall not
obviously object.

First, Mr. Speaker, I want to com-
mend the chairman of the Committee
on Foreign Affairs and the minority
leader, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. BROOMFIELD] for the expeditious
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manner in which they have brought
this very important resolution to the
House.

Freedom-loving people all over the
world are shocked and outraged at the
behavior of the military junta in Haiti.
Just at a time when we were beginning
to say that we have democratic gov-
ernments in the Western Hemisphere—
and certainly in the Caribbean—
unprovoked, the military junta has
again overthrown a democratic govern-
ment.

I believe that the President was cor-
rect in taking this swift action and he
must be commended for that.

I hope that the Organization of
American States will proceed with
some form of sanctions against this re-
gime. It may be necessary to call upon
the U.N. peacekeeping forces to protect
the democratic rights of the people and
to restore the President back to his
rightful position.

Mr. Speaker, I join with my col-
leagues in condemning the junta and
wishing very deeply that we could re-
store democratic government there by
taking President Aristide back to Haiti
to continue his democratic rule.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

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

Mr. WEISS. Further reserving the
right to object, Mr. Speaker, and of
course I, too, will not object.

I simply want to take this occasion
to express my commendation and ap-
preciation to our distinguished chair-
man, the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
FAsSCELL] and to the distinguished mi-
nority leader of the committee, the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. BROOM-
FIELD], for their very quick and prompt
action in bringing this resolution for-
ward.

I also want to express my apprecia-
tion to President Bush and the Bush
administration and Ambassador
Adams, who from the very beginning
reacted positively, expressing Ameri-
ca's concern about the shunting aside
and the overthrow of a hard-fought,
hard-earned democracy, by the people
of Haiti.

At a time in the world’'s history when
peoples after peoples are overthrowing
the yokes of oppression, for the mili-
tary junta in Haiti not to be watching
and learning from that, but instead to
be reverting to the age-old brutality
which has kept the people of Haiti in
the worst kind of conditions in this
hemisphere and perhaps in the world of
any people is just really incredible and
unbelievable.

I certainly urge the Organization of
American States to take heed of the
international reaction to this and do
everything within their power to re-
store democracy to Haiti. That is the
only real remedy to what has taken
place.
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Mr. GILMAN. Mr, Speaker, I rise to
express my strong support for House
Resolution 235, and I commend the dis-
tinguished chairman of our Foreign Af-
fairs Committee, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. FASCELL], as well as our
distinguished ranking Republican
member, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. BROOMFIELD], for their outstand-
ing and expeditious consideration and
support of this measure.

The people of Haiti have long suf-
fered under the brutal and arbitrary
rule of dictatorship. In 1986, the Hai-
tian people demonstrated incredible
courage when they ousted then-Presi-
dent-for-life Claude Duvalier. In 1987 an
overwhelming majority of Haitians de-
clared themselves in support of demo-
cratic rule by approving a constitution,
which established a legal framework
for the election of a civilian govern-
ment.

In 1987, the presidential election was
canceled due to widespread violence in
Haiti on the day of the election. On De-
cember 16, 1990, in a free and fair elec-
tion Jean-Bertrain Aristide was elected
president, by almost 70 percent of the
vote

Mr. Speaker, with the democratiza-
tion of Eastern Europe before us, I was
willing to believe the way of the dic-
tator was almost over—but on Septem-
ber 30, 1991, elements of the Armed
Forces launched an attack against
President Aristide and the people of
Haiti, forcing the President to leave
Haiti with the Haitian Government in
the hands of a military junta.

I believe we must make it unequivo-
cally clear that the United States sup-
ports President Aristide and his demo-
cratically elected government. Accord-
ingly, I urge the President to cease all
security assistance to the Haitian Gov-
ernment, until democracy is restored.
We must also urge the OAS, as well as
the international community at large
to do everything possible to restore de-
mocracy to Haiti and respect for the
human rights of its people. This meas-
ure makes the U.S. Congress’' position
clear on this matter and I strongly
urge its adoption.

Mr. YATRON. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of the resolution by the gentleman
from Florida. | want to commend Chairman
FASCELL for his outstanding and unsurpassed
leadership over the years in promoting democ-
racy and respect for human rights in Haiti. Let
me also commend Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr.
TORRICELLI, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, and Mr. BEREU-
TER, for all their efforts in facilitating the con-
sideration of this resolution.

This is an extremely timely and important
resolution. It condemns the coup in Haiti, and
calls for the restoration of the democratically
elected government. It further urges that all
United States assistance to Haiti remain sus-
pended untii democratic government is re-
stored. It demands that the Haitian military re-
spect human rights and calls on the inter-
national community and the OAS to work for
the return of democracy in Haiti.
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The Haitian people have long suffered
under brutal and undemocratic regimes. Last
year, a freely elected government ushered in
a new era of promise and hope in Haiti. It is
imperative that the coup constitute only a tem-
porary setback, and that the United States do
whatever it can to work toward the restoration
of the elected government.

This resolution sends a powerful message
not only to the Haitian military leaders, but
also to the people of Haiti. The United States
will continue to oppose oppression and military
dictatorships and help the people of Haiti in
their struggle for democracy, human rights,
economic prosperity, and rule of law.

| urge my colleagues to support this meas-

ure.

Mr. COX of lllinois. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to speak in support of House Resolution 235,
which addresses the recent tragedy in Haiti. |
commend my colleagues on the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee for their action, and am
pleased to join as an original cosponsor to this
resolution.

The morning papers brought us more news
from Hait—news of a continued coup charac-
terized by patrolling military troops and ran-
dom machinegun fire—news of young democ-
racy in distress.

Last December, the citizens of Haiti cast
their votes in the first free and fair election of
their country's history. Jean-Bertrand Aristide
became Haiti's first popularly elected leader. A
history marred by poverty and political vio-
lence gave way to the hope and promise of
democracy.

Today, less than a year later, President
Aristide has been forced to flee the country,
members of his government have been jailed,
and more than 100 civilians have died. The
hopes of democracy have been diminished by
fears of violence and terror, fears all too famil-
iar to the people of Haiti.

Today's resolution calls for a response from
the United States and the international com-
munity to the illegal and intolerable actions of
the coup leaders. We must make it clear that
the consequences of these actions will be se-
vere. We must work to ensure the restoration
of democracy.
| urge the adoption of this important resolu-
tion.

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 235

Whereas the people of Haiti have long suf-
fered under the brutal and arbitrary rule of
dictatorship rather than the democratic rule
of law;

Whereas in 1986 Haitians from all sectors of
society showed great courage in joining to-
gether to oust President-For-Life Jean
Claude Duvalier;

Whereas an overwhelming majority of Hai-
tians have declared themselves in support of
democratic rule by approving a constitution
in 1987 establishing a legal framework for the
election of a civilian government,;

Whereas the 1987 presidential election was
cancelled due to widespread violence on the
day of election;
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Whereas the Haitian people participated in
a second, internationally supervised election
on December 16, 1990, and elected President
Jean-Bertrand Aristide by almost 70 percent
of the vote in an election that was recog-
nized by international observations as free,
fair, and open;

Whereas elements of the military on Sep-
tember 30, 1991, launched an armed attack
against President Aristide and the people of
Haiti; and

Whereas President Aristide was forced to
leave Haiti and a military junta has seized
power; Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House
of Representatives that—

(1) the President should make clear that
the United States supports the restoration of
the democratically elected government of
President Aristide;

(2) all United States assistance to the Hai-
tian Government, economic and military,
should remain suspended until democratic
government is restored;

(3) the Haitian military should respect the
human rights of the Haitian people;

(4) the Organization of American States
should be commended for vigorously con-
demning the coup and for its Bantiago com-
mitment of June 1991 creating a mew auto-
matic mechanism to respond to the interrup-
tion of legitimate elected government; and

(5) the international community, particu-
larly the Organization of American States,
should take all appropriate action to restore
democratic government in Haitd.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1991

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 231 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 3039.
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Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3039) to
reauthorize the Defense Production
Act of 1950, and for other purposes,
with Mr. MURTHA in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Delaware [Mr. CARPER] will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. PAXON]
will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Delaware [Mr. CARPER].

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

Mr. Chairman, it seems there are now
three things we can depend on in life—
death, taxes, and the need to extend
the Defense Production Act. Legisla-
tion dealing with the Defense Produc-
tion Act has become a common feature
of our floor calendar, and with this bill,
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we hope to put an end to those appear-
ances—at least for the next 3 years.

Chairman and my colleagues,
H.R. 3039 is the product of efforts over
the past two Congresses to craft sub-
stantive reforms to the Defense Pro-
duction Act. The original act—passed
in 1950—was a reaction to concerns dur-
ing the Korean war that this Nation's
industrial capacity was unable to meet
military needs, either in times of con-
flict or peace. The resulting act pro-
vided the means to ensure that the in-
dustrial capacity to meet defense needs
could be developed and to ensure that
defense contracts—in times of need—
would take precedence over any com-
mercial contracts a particular pro-
ducer might have. The most important
features of the current act are: First,
the authority to prioritize defense con-
tracts where the need exists; second,
the mandate to provide financial as-
sistance through loan and purchase
guarantees to promote defense produc-
tive capacity, third, the ability to mo-
bilize executive reserves from U.S. in-
dustry to assist the Nation in emer-
gencies, and fourth, the responsibil-
ity—under the so-called Exon-Florio
provisions—to review proposed foreign
takeovers, mergers and acquisitions of
domestic firms that could adversely af-
fect the national security.

This legislation before us today has a
long history. It is a reflection of a bill
which passed the House last year, went
to conference with the other body, was
agreed to by House-Senate negotiators,
and passed the House again—only to be
delayed in the other body until the
101st Congress had expired. At one time
or another, a number of House commit-
tees have been involved in the evo-
lution of this bill, including the Bank-
ing, Energy and Commerce, Armed
Services, Government Operations, the
Judiciary, and Ways and Means Com-
mittees. If I have forgotten anyone, my
sincerest apologies. The implication is
that this bill reflects the interests and
efforts of many Members and commit-
tees of the House, and is a better bill
for those contributions. In fact, at the
appropriate time, I will offer an en bloc
amendment making changes to im-
prove the bill as suggested by many of
those committees.

H.R. 3039 will begin to move the De-
fense Production Act into the modern,
post cold-war era. Ironically, as our
military posture is reduced, our need
to maintain a vibrant defense produc-
tion base which can respond quickly
and effectively to potential conflicts
will increase. To assist in meeting that
challenge, this legislation makes sev-
eral improvements to the act.

First, the bill would require the Sec-
retary of Defense to identify critical
components of weapon systems, to
identify their suppliers, and to deter-
mine where vulnerabilities in the sup-
ply of those components exist—for ex-
ample, sources located in unstable for-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

eign countries, or sole sources in this
country. When those wvulnerabilities
are identified, the bill requires that a
reliable source be found or created.
Furthermore, the bill requires the de-
velopment of an information base capa-
ble of highlighting foreign sources and
production vulnerabilities to assist in
meeting the mandate to rectify identi-
fied weaknesses in the production base.

To assist in the development of do-
mestic production capability, H.R. 3039
would increase the authorization of
title III assistance programs to $200
million per year. These funds can be
used to provide loans and purchase
guarantees necessary to support ex-
panded production capability for criti-
cal materials and other items.

The bill would also modify language
in title III to enhance the ability of
title III assistance programs to encour-
age the development of dual-use indus-
trial resources and technology items
which might be useful in both the de-
fense and commercial sectors. By al-
lowing this civil-military integration,
the bill would improve U.S. competi-
tiveness by permitting a more efficient
use of domestic industrial resources.

H.R. 3039 also states congressional
policy that the Federal Government
not be in the business of promoting the
use of offset arrangements on export
sales of military goods to foreign na-
tions. And the bill requires the Com-
merce Department to prepare annual
reports analyzing the impact of offset
agreements on the U.S. defense indus-
trial base.

And finally, H.R. 3039 establishes a
congressional commission to review
whether agency policies are consistent
with our goal of maintaining a strong
domestic production base, and to rec-
ommend to Congress what changes
need to be made.

Mr. Chairman, with the assistance of
many of our colleagues in the House
and administration officials, we have
been able to craft a sound bill to reau-
thorize and amend the Defense Produc-
tion Act. I would particularly like to
thank chairman GONZALEZ and his staff
for their tremendous support in getting
this legislation to the floor. Thanks
also to Mr. WYLIE, ranking member of
the Banking Committee for his assist-
ance and constructive additions to the
bill. And a special thanks to my col-
leagues and ranking member of the
Economic Stabilization Subcommittee,
Mr. RIDGE, whose leadership in the sub-
committee and strong support for a
competitive domestic production base
are much appreciated. And to Ms.
OAKAR, my predecessor on the sub-
committee, many thanks for doing the
hard part in paving the way for this
bill.

Mr. Chairman, I commend this bill to
the House and urge its adoption.

0 1440

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. PAXON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this act is the prin-
cipal statute for the development and
maintenance of a defense industrial
base capable of producing goods and
services necessary for the national de-
fense. This bill is the result of efforts
going all the way back to the 100th
Congress to reauthorize and update the
act. I think this year we will succeed in
passing the bill. The bill is solidly bi-
partisan, and I compliment Mr. CARPER
and his aide, Mr. Tulou, for handling
the bill in a commonsense, no nonsense
manner.

Mr. Chairman, title I amendments
will rectify many concerns about pro-
duction base vulnerabilities, erosion of
the production base, and the growing
reliance on foreign producers. The bill
requires the President to identify criti-
cal components, determine where
vulnerabilities exist in the supply sys-
tem, and rectify those vulnerabilities
either by domestic sourcing or switch-
ing to a more reliable foreign producer.
While previous versions of this legisla-
tion unecessarily restricted procure-
ment of critical components to domes-
tic producers only, this bill recognizes
that allies and other countries are effi-
cient and reliable producers, and
should be allowed to help maintain our
first-rate military capability.

This bill also increases the authoriza-
tion of title III assistance programs to
$200 million per year, funds that will
provide loans and purchase guarantees
needed to support expanded production
capability for critical components. The
bill modifies language to encourage the
production of material that will have
both military and civilian uses, ending
wherever possible the artificial separa-
tion of use. The bill also emphasizes
that this assistance be used for mate-
rial that will remain economically via-
ble long after the assistance has ex-
pired. It is our intent that scarce Fed-
eral resources be used as wisely as pos-
sible.

Our colleagues on the Armed Serv-
ices Committee expressed reservations
about parts of the bill that were in
their jurisdiction. I am told now that
their most pressing concerns have been
negotiated in a satisfactory manner.

The administration has published a
statement opposing the bill. Some of
their concerns have also been addressed
in the leadership amendment. I under-
stand that the administration would
like a clean DPA reauthorization; I
must say, though, that the bill before
us now is quite clean compared to last
year’s product—it really has come a
long way. We have listened to the ad-
ministration during the process and ad-
dressed their most fundamental points.
The differences remaining are disagree-
ments between honorable persons, and
are not related to budgetary concerns.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. CARPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
distinguished chairman of the full com-
mittee, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
GONZALEZ].

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairman for yielding to me,
and I rise briefly in support of this bill
and fundamentally to point out three
things.

First, the Defense Production Act
was born in 1950 as a result of the Ko-
rean war and the Committee on Bank-
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs has ex-
ercised its jurisdiction very diligently
throughout the years, the fundamental
purpose being that there should be in
our country a defense base to foment,
encourage and stimulate those produc-
tions of materials that our defense ef-
forts would necessitate.

The main, the important thing about
this bill I can summarize by saying,
one, the full committee approved it
unanimously, so to speak, on July 30 of
this year. The only difficulties that
have stemmed in getting a permanent
or semipermanent amendment to this
act since the last Congress was the fact
that the Senate appended nongermane
amendments. I believe there was some
reference to that made by the distin-
guished minority member of the sub-
committee.

The other thing is that there is no
budgetary impact from this bill. It is a
pay-as-you-go. There is no budgetary
impact at all. It is within the budget
limitations and agreements.

The fact is that this would extend
the act, and it represents a very, very
diligent and careful, able leadership of
the subcommittee chairman, the gen-
tleman from Delaware [Mr. CARPER],
and the ranking minority member of
the subcommittee, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. RIDGE].

Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment
them. It is certainly worthy of our sup-
port, my colleagues, and I urge that
support.

Mr. Chairman, I want to finish by
saying that I am very proud of the
work of the subcommittee in this re-
spect.

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

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, I very
much appreciate the opportunity to
speak to this legislation. Of course, I
have no problem with the reauthoriza-
tion. I simply take the time to indicate
that although I will not be offering an
amendment today, the Economic Con-
version Act, that is, the Defense Eco-
nomic Adjustment Act of 1991 is still
pending and it is still alive and is
under active consideration, and we will
in fact be pursuing it.

Mr. Chairman, it is essential, I think,
that at a time when the budget of the
defense industry is being cut, the De-
fense Department is being cut back,
and tens of thousands, if not hundreds
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of thousands of Americans who were
persuaded, induced to work for the de-
fense sector are being thrown out of
work, that in fact the Federal Govern-
ment undertake to make their plight
bearable by providing them an oppor-
tunity to continue to use their talents
and skills and facilities of the plants in
which they worked and to continue to
contribute to the rebuilding of Amer-
ica. That is really what the Defense
Economic Adjustment Act that I have
authored—and we have a great many
cosponsors at this point—seeks to do.

Mr. Chairman, it is the second half to
this piece of legislation, although it
will, of necessity, have to be offered
separately. But I think it is high time;
there are places in my home State of
New York, in Connecticut, Missouri,
California, where huge areas are being
hurt because of the layoffs. I just think
that it is improper for the Congress
and the administration not to take
note of that.

Mr. CARPER. I thank the gentleman
from New York for his comments.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as
she may consume to the gentlewoman
from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS].

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man I rise in support of H.R. 3039, the
Defense Production Act Amendments
of 1991,

Mr. Chairman, this bill contains mat-
ters which also fall under the jurisdic-
tion of the Committee on Energy and
Commerce. These include a change to
the so-called Exon-Florio amendment
to the Defense Production Act having
to do with reviews to determine the na-
tional security impact of foreign take-
overs of American firms. In addition,
this bill establishes an offset policy for
the United States and requires the Sec-
retary of Commerce to do an annual re-
port on the impact of offset require-
ments imposed on American manufac-
turers that sell defense systems to for-
eign governments.

I want to add my support for the way
the bill addresses these issues. Offsets,
such as requirements that American
manufacturers license their technology
to foreign firms in order to sell defense
systems abroad, can undermine the
competitiveness of U.S. firms. By iden-
tifying the extent to which this prac-
tice is occurring, the bill will help our
Government oppose this practice where
it is inappropriate.

I also support the report the bill re-
quires to be submitted to the Congress
every 4 years under the authority of
the Exon-Florio amendment. This re-
port requires Treasury to identify co-
ordinated strategies of foreignm coun-
tries or companies to gain control of
U.S. firms or industries that are in-
volved in research, development or pro-
duction of critical technologies for
which the United States is a leading
producer.

For example, it is no secret that Jap-
anese firms have targeted the Amer-
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ican electronics industry for heavy in-
vestment. In just the last 3 years since
the Exon-Florio amendment was en-
acted, more than 80 American firms
that provide equipment and materials
for the semiconductor industry have
been brought by foreign firms; more
than 60 of these were bought by Japa-
nese companies.

The dangers of foreign control of our
country’s leading technologies are be-
coming more and more obvious. Last
week, the General Accounting Office
issued a report in which they identified
a large number of American companies
that claim foreign suppliers have in-
tentionally withheld state-of-the-art
technology, putting these American
companies at a serious competitive dis-
advantage compared to their foreign
counterparts.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the bill we
are considering will help thwart for-
eign efforts to dominate American high
technology and American industry. I
commend my colleagues on the Bank-
ing Committee for the work they have
done. I look forward to working with
them in the future on legislation to en-
sure that careful consideration under
Exon-Florio is given to all foreign ac-
quisitions involving critical American
technologies.

0O 1450

Mr. CARPER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman from Illinois [Mrs.
CoLLINS] for her remarks. Let me just
say, as she suggested, the Committee
on Energy and Commerce has a keen
interest in her subcommittee, and a
particularly keen interest in some of
the provisions she has just discussed,
particularly as they related to the ac-
quisition by foreign firms of American
companies as it may relate to our na-
tional security, and we appreciate very
much the chance of work with her in
the context of this bill.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, let me thank the gentleman from
Delaware specifically for the support
he has given toward the full working
cooperation that we have had together
on this, and again we are deeply grate-
ful for it.

Mr. CARPER. I suggest we do it
again in 3 years from now. I am not
sure we will both be here.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Let us
hope so.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
MAVROULES] with whom we have
worked diligently to try to address
these concerns.

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Delaware
[Mr. CARPER], and I will be very, very
brief.

There were about four or five areas of
disagreement. We were able to work it
out with the Committee on Banking,
Finance and Urban Affairs. I do want
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to take this opportunity to commend
and thank the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ], the
gentleman from Delaware [Mr. CAR-
PER], and also the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. VENTO] who cooperated
right before the ballgame on Monday
evening. We were able to work out an
agreement.

Just very briefly, the five areas that
we had a concern, that being the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, dealt with
the best value methodology, the feder-
ally funded research and development
centers, the offset policies, the FAR
amendments and the defense manage-
ment review. I am delighted to report
that we have reached agreement with
the Committee on Banking, Finance
and Urban Affairs. In my prepared
statement, Mr. Chairman, I am a little
critical with regard to the turf that I
am trying to protect for the Commit-
tee on Armed Services, but we will sub-
mit that for the RECORD.

I do want to make my position very
clear, however, on probably one of the
amendments that might be offered, and
I think I can speak for the Committee
on Armed Services, and I am sure my
colleague, the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SPENCE], will support me,
that, if indeed the gentleman from
North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN] were to
offer the second amendment requiring
that in the industrial base policy com-
mission created by the bill’s study the
extent to which the geographical dis-
persement with defense industrial base,
and so on, and so on, and so on; if that
is offered, then I would stand in opposi-
tion to that at the proper time.

Let me thank the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs for
a job well done. I thank them for their
cooperation, and hopefully we can get
on with our work.

Mr. Chairman, | rise representing the Com-
mittee on Armed Services and in support of an
amendment to the bill reported by the Commit-
tee on Armed Services. The amendment
would amend several sections of the bill as re-
ported by the Banking Committee.

Mr. Chairman, earlier this year the House
Committee on Armed Services sought sequen-
tial referral of the Defense Production Act. We
received sequential referral on Friday, Sep-
tember 20. But we were only given until the
next Wednesday to act on this legislation.
That's 5 days—2 of which were weekend
days.

This forced the committee to deal with the
bill very quickly—too quickly. We had no time
for hearings or subcommittee consideration.
We moved straight to the full committee.

At the same time we opened negotiations
with the Banking Committee. Mr. Chairman,
pemonaﬂylﬁndabouladozenprovvsnonsof

the Banking Committee bill objectionable.
whittled that down to the five most objochon—
able segments and took those to the Banking
Committee. My colleagues on the Armed
Services Committee gave me unanimous sup-
port in this approach. | am happy to report that
the Armed Services Committee and the Bank-
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ing Committee were able to work this out ami-
cably. The Banking Committee has agreed to
changes in all five provisions. The amendment
before you frames that agreement. With these
changes, | will be able to support the bill in
conference.

This process has left some ill feelings
among members of the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee and | feel obligated to air
them.

The first problem is the 5-day limit on se-
quential referral. It is simply inadequate to
deal properly with any intricate piece of legis-
lation, and to keep Members fully informed,
and to give them a real opportunity for full par-
ticipation. This time pressure was aggravated
by the fact that the 5-day window fell in the
middle of our annual conference with the Sen-
ate on the National Defense Authorization Act,
the fatest piece of legislation to come before
this body on an annual basis. There was no
need for this rush. The Banking Committee ar-
gued that a short period of sequential referral
was warranted by the fact that the Defense
Production Act was about to expire September
30, at the end of the fiscal year. Mr. Chair-
man, the DPA expired last year on October
20, in the middle of Operation Desert Shield.
We saw Desert Shield and Desert Storm to a
successful conclusion without any Defense
Production Act on the books. The President
invoked section 18 of the Military Selective
Service Act of 1940 in order to require private
business firms to deliver needed supplies for
Desert Storm. The DPA was not renewed until
August 17 of this year—more than 6 months
after the fighting in the Persian Gulf ended.
There was no pressing need to act before
September 30 of this year—and indeed we
are not acting before September 30.

Now let me turn to the bill itself. The De-
fense Production Act was first enacted in 1950
at the start of the Korean conflict. The Govern-
ment had the power to order businesses to
turn their production over to the military. As |
just mentioned, that was contained in the 1940
Selective Service Act. But that left businesses
with a potential problem. Let's say a steel firm
diverted all its steel plate to the Army under
orders. Another manufacturing firm with a con-
tract to receive that steel could sue the steel
firm for nonfulfiliment of the contract. The DPA
was written by the Banking Committee to pro-
tect firms from such suits during the Korean

war.

The Committee on Armed Services never
had any dispute over that. Such an issue is
appropriately within the bounds of the Banking
Committee—although | suppose the Energy
and Commerce Committee could lay claim to
part of that turf.

In recent years, however, the Banking Com-
mittee has progressively extended the De-
fense Production Act into other policy realms.
Chiefly, the bill has been used as a vehicle for
buy American legislation. Last year, however,
the Banking Committee moved even further
and sought to enter the realm of defense in-
dustrial base issues—an area the Committee
on Armed Services has been involved with for
decades. At that point, the Committee on
Armed Services objected. This led directly to
the decision last month to refer the DPA se-
quentially to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices for the first time in its 41-year history.
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This year's DPA amendments involve buy
America issues, defense industrial base issues
and even defense contracting laws and regu-
lations.

There are several provisions of the Banking
Committee bill with which the Committee on
Armed Services has major problems. They fall
roughly into two categories—one process and
the other substance. Let me summarize them
without listing each and every individual point.
A description and explanation of each point in
contention will be found in the report of the
Armed Services Committee on this bill.

First, with regard to process, there are pro-
visions that amount to an outright raid on the
jurisdiction of the Armed Services Committee.
For example, there is a provision that relates
to the use of so-called offsets in foreign mili-
tary sales. A few years ago, the Defense Au-
thorization Act directed the President to formu-
late offset policies within some guidelines laid
out in the law. The Committee on Armed Serv-
ices has been following those policies and has
been satisfied to date. The Banking Commit-
tee bill would codify the existing policies.
There's no change in the policy, but the policy
would become part of the Defense Production
Act—thus deftly shifting jurisdiction away from
the Armed Services Committee and into the
Banking Committee since any change to those
policies would require an amendment to the
Defense Production Act.

The second problem relates to substance.
While the bill would make no substantive
change in offset policies, it does change long-
established practices in other areas. For ex-
ample, take the Competition in Contracting
Act, known as CICA. That act emerged in
1984 from the work of several committees.
The lead committee was Government Oper-
ations. Armed Services and Small Business
and others participated in the process—and
have participated in the updates and refine-
ments since then. One provision of
CICA that the concept of best value
should be the key element in contracting. The
Banking Committee was not involved in these
deliberations for the simple reason that acqui-
sition policy does not fall within its jurisdiction.
Suddenly, this year a bill emerges from Bank-
ing that specifies a particular methodology for
calculating best value. This
new. Anduusmeﬂmolwyoonﬂmw’rmCICA
as drafted and reviewed by several other com-
mittees over the last decade. Mr. Chairman,
the Armed Services Committee does not
agree with these proposed changes and op-
poses them.

Mr. Chairman, that outlines the problems
the Committee on Armed Services finds with
this bill and the way it has been referred to us.
They are major complaints. Needless to say,
the Armed Services Committee now plans to
watch the progress of the Defense Production
Act each year with a hawkeye. | certainly hope
that this dispute over referral time, over juris-
diction, and over the substance of legislation
will not be repeated.

Certainly, | am happy to report that once we
went to the Banking Committee last week, we
received a fair hearing. As | mentioned, given
the time, we reduced our list of objections
from a dozen to five key provisions. The Bank-
ing Committee understood our concermns and
listened to our complaints. | would like to
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thank Chairman GONzALEZ, as well as ToMm
CARPER, the chairman of the subcommittee,
and the members and staff of the Banking
Committee for dealing expeditiously with the
concerns of the Armed Services Committee
and being generous with their time. For exam-
ple, BaUCE VENTO and | worked out some

| urge the House to support.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. TRAFICANT].

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman,
there are a couple of sections of the bill
to which I am offering amendments.
The first amendment deals with the
language in the bill in title I, section
108, where the President shall give pref-
erence to small businesses for contrac-
tors and subcontractors under the bill.
I think that is very good language. I
commend the committee.

My first amendment would modify
that a bit, however, and it would say in
addition to that that the President
shall also give preference to those
small business contractors and sub-
contractors in areas of high unemploy-
ment and continuing economic decline.
So, the President would have that
right and option if he would prefer to
give preference to those companies lo-
cated in those high-unemployment and
high-impacted areas where they have
continued to see unemployment figures
for years.

The second one deals with the new
defense procurement fund, and it sim-
ply states that any employee or indi-
vidual involved in the oversight of that
fund would be subject to disclosure of
personal finances consistent with fi-
nancial disclosure laws for every other
Federal employee. In addition to that,
it goes also a step further, that an em-
ployee having oversight, or manage-
ment, or responsibility of that fund
would also have to certify each year
that they have no conflict of interest
with that particular assignment, and,
if there is a situation that is perceived
to be a conflict, that they give details
of that subject according to Federal
conflict of interest laws.

Mr. C , I am glad to have the
support of the chainm.n of the Com-
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs, and I would hope that the com-
mittees would find favor with those
two amendments.

The last amendment is simply a buy-
American amendment insofar as it re-
minds everybody that we do have a
Buy-American Act of 1933 and that this
bill is subject to such Act, except for
one other thing it has: a fraudulent la-
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beling provision to it which states
that, if anybody has a contract subject
to the buy-American law that has been
in existence, and if they are going to
put “*Made in America” on it, it should
be made in America or they can lose
their production rights as a contractor
under this particular bill.

Mr. Chairman, these amendments are
not earth shaking. I think they are
reasonable policies of, not only pro-
curement, but the granting of con-
tracts to those areas that have faced
this unemployment, and the President
can give them preference. And let me
say this: Those high-unemployment
areas will be defined by the Secretary
of Labor consistent with past formulas
and definitions that have been made in
the Congress.

So, with that I appreciate and would
appreciate my colleagues’ support. I
appreciate this time, and I am hoping
that the Defense Subcommittee will
also find favor with the amendments.

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

Mr. Chairman, we have examined the
amendments, and we are pleased to ac-
cept the amendments, all three offered
by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
TRAFICANT].

Mr. CARPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. LE-
VINE] for a colloquy.

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Dela-
ware [Mr. CARPER], my friend, for
yielding. I would like to congratulate
my colleagues and friends, the gentle-
men from Delaware [Mr. CARPER], and
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
RIDGE] who is not here at the moment,
but who has played such a key role in
the crafting of this legislation, for
their efforts in putting together an
outstanding piece of legislation. The
Defense Production Act is one of the
linchpins in our national security sys-
tem. As we all saw in the gulf war, with
military technology becoming ever
more sophisticated, we must have con-
fidence in our domestic production ca-
pacity and industrial based strength.
This preparedness can save many pre-
cious American lives and did so in the
gulf.

Mr. Chairman, a few months ago I in-
troduce legislation to strengthen the
Exon-Florio provisions of the Defense
Production Act which are a key part of
protecting our industrial base.

0 1500

While today's Defense Production
Act will not be the vehicle for any
broader changes to Exon-Florio, I
would urge the House to take this issue
up soon. Our economic and national se-
curity is too often threatened by for-
eign takeovers of American firms criti-
cal to our future.

I have, however, discussed with the
gentleman from Delaware [Mr. CARPER]
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the possibility of working in con-
ference on this act to carve out a small
loan program, perhaps in the neighbor-
hood of some $10 million, to give tem-
porary assistance to companies whose
foreign acquisition has been blocked by
CFIUS, or to provide purchasing incen-
tives to other U.8. firms to maintain
U.S. ownership.

Such loans were endorsed, as the gen-
tleman knows, by a prestigious panel
of policy, finance, and manufacturing
experts in a June 1990 Defense Science
Board report. In their eyes, and in
mine, helping to maintain the eco-
nomic viability and U.S. ownership of
firms which have a clear national secu-
rity value is a logical extension of the
$200 million loan program for domestic
production capacity already authorized
in today’s bill.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Delaware [Mr. CARPER] for his efforts
on today’s legislation, and I look for-
ward to working with him and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RIDGE]
on the development of this important
loan initiative.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, let me just say to
my friend, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. LEVINE] that I think he has
put his finger on an issue that is im-
portant and that is germane to the leg-
islation. Although we are not consider-
ing an amendment that relates to it at
this time, once we do get to the con-
ference with the Senate, which I hope
will begin as early as next week, we
will be fully willing to set down, at
least on our side, and find out fully
what the gentleman has in mind, and
we will try to do our best to work with
him and to address his concerns.

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I look forward to working with
the gentleman from Delaware on it, I
appreciate his leadership, and I thank
him for his help.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support
of H.R. 3039, the Defense Production Act
Amendments of 1991. | want to commend the
chairman of the Banking Subcommitiee on
Economic Stabilization, Mr. CARPER, and his
staff and subcommittee chairman NiCk MAv-
ROULES and his good staff for their hard work
in moving this legislation forward in spite of
the numerous jurisdictional claims over the
past weeks which threatened to further delay
the consideration of this anoﬂnnt legislation.

H.R. 3039 reauthorizes the Defense Produc-
tion Act for 3 years and amends the act to
strengthen domestic defense production capa-
biliuesa!ﬂtowadainlormahononﬂ'leﬂa-
tion's defense production base. The bill also
requires the President to identify critical com-
ponents of weapon systems to determine
where any wulnerabilities in the supply of
these components exists H.R. 3039 also re-
quires the development of an information base
which will highlight foreign sources and pro-
duction vulnerabilities to assist us in strength-
ening the domestic defense production base.

The bill increases the authorization for title
Il assistance programs to $200 million per
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year over each of the next 3 years to assist
in the development of domestic production ca-
pabilities. While | applaud this additional as-
sistance, I'm sure that my colleagues would
agree that we should be doing more to pre-
vent the further erosion and loss of our de-
fense industrial base so that we don't have to
spend money making up for what we have
lost. Offsets in military salas have contributed,
in my view and many others, to the erosion
and loss of our defense industrial base.

Section 123 of the bill includes an important
declaration of offset policy by the Congress.
This provision, which is identical to the offset
policy was required of the administration by
virtue of law, President Bush of April 16, 1990,
states that “certain offsets for military exports
are economically inefficient and market distort-
ing.” Because of this fact, the policy declares
that “no agency of the U.S. Government shall
encourage, enter directly into, or commit U.S.
firms to any offset arrangement in connection
with the sale of defense goods or services to
foreign governments.”

It has been established in recent years that
while some offset agreements work to the ad-
vantage of the prime contractors, those same
agreements often work to the disadvantage of
the all important subcontractors who see that
work go to foreign countries rather than to
American business and American workers.
Section 123 expresses Congress’ preference
that agencies of the U.S. Government should
not be directly involved in promoting offset
agreements with foreign governments.

On some rare occasion, if there is a legiti-
mate national security interest at stake which
must be addressed through direct Federal in-
volvement in an offset arrangement, the bill
provides for an exception to the policy based
upon the recommendation of the National Se-
curity Council.

Mr. Chairman, | am also concerned about
offsets in military sales because these agree-
ments hasten technology transfers from the
United States to foreign nations, including
some of our staunchest competitors in the
international marketplace. The FSX deal be-
tween the United States and Japan was a
prime example of the United States Govern-

important access to United States aerospace
technology involving resins and composites.
Such technology transfers may hasten the day
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supporting this important legislation.

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Chairman, | urge my
colleagues to support this extension of De-
fense Production Act authority for another 3
years. This law is the primary tool for promot-
ing the development and availability of strate-
gic materials and technologies, ﬂieatodcpllmg
of key goods not necessarily available from
domestic suppliers, and ensuring supplies by

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

giving the military primary access to strategic
goods during times of national emergency.

The Defense Production Act contains what
are known as the Exon-Florio provisions which
give the President the authority to review the
national security implications of proposed for-
eign acquisitions, mergers, and takeovers of
U.S. companies, and if necessary, stop the
merger or takeover. | believe that the national
security review process is too important to be
allowed to lapse periodically. It creates confu-
sion in the business community, if they feel an
acquisition may be retroactively reviewed and
potentially undone. Allowing the takeover pro-
visions to expire leaves the business commu-
nity questioning what the rules are.

During the Banking Committee markup of
H.R. 3039 this past July, | successfully offered
an amendment exempting from termination the
so-called Exon-Florio provisions, which are in
section 721 of the Defense Production Act.
The following week the House passed H.R.
991, the short term DPA extension, which con-
tained an identical amendment that had been
offered by the subcommittee chairman, Tom
CARPER, exempting Exon-Florio from termi-
nation. | am pleased that the committee has
recognized the need for a permanent exten-
sion in both bills.

| want to commend Congressmen CARPER
and RIDGE for their efforts to preserve and ex-
tend this important law. As stated before, |
would like to commend our senior Senator
from Nebraska, Mr. EXON, for having the lead-
ership and foresight to have drafted and had
enacted the original Exon-Florio provisions.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
support of the Banking Committee's bill (H.R.
3039), to extend and revise the Defense Pro-
duction Act [DPA].

The record should reflect that the gentleman
from Delaware [Mr. CARPER] has done a very
able job in crafting the pending bill and in rec-
onciling the interests of the various commit-
tees having an interest in the defense indus-
trial base so that H.R. 3039 can be considered
on the floor. Likewise, the record should re-
flect the active interest of the membership of
the Subcommittee on Economic Stabilization
and the support and contributions made by the
ranking minority Member Mr. RIDGE.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

As the House is aware, DPA is familiar ter-
rain. Last year, we passed three extensions of
DPA, the subcommittee’s 1990 reauthorization
bill, the conference report, and two amend-
atory concurrent resolutions on the bill. As
chairman of the subcommittee from 1986 to
1990, | am proud to recall that House consid-
eration last year was a solid bipartisan effort
to strengthen the Nation’s defense industrial
base to support our Armed Forces, which
were then in the field in the Middle East. The
vote to report the bill from the Banking Com-
mittee was 38 to 9 and the vote on passage
of H.R. 486 was 295 to 119. The conference
report passed by voice vote.

Unfortunately, a small group of Republican
Senators and the Defense Department
blocked consideration of the conference report
on DPA in the Senate on the last night of the
101st Congress.

As a result, the war with Iraq,

Desert Storm, was fought while the DPA was
not in effect. To attempt to fill the GAP, an Ex-
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ecutive order was promulgated that purported
to create some of the key authorities of the
DPA. It is important to note that information
reaching the Subcommittee on Economic Sta-
bilization during the period when DPA had
lapsed was that its various authorities were
sorely missed.

During peacetime, DPA authorities for prior-
ity production, essential research, and man-
agement of mobilization are used an average
of once every working day. During wartime,
these authorities are even more important.
THE PROBLEM CONCEALED BY THE SUCCESS OF DESERT

STORM

Mr. Chairman, our judgment about the im-
portance of DPA was confirmed this week by
another in the useful series of reports by the
Air Force Association on the defense industrial
base entitled “Lifeline Adrift.” The Air Force
Association observes that Desert Storm was
fought with a stock of weapons and munitions
that had been built up in the context of super-
power tensions. However, even with this
strong provision, the Air Force Association
found that: “thin spots were beginning to ap-
pear before—hostilities—ended 2 months
later.”

Corroborating this condition were press re-
ports that: “On nearly 30 occasions, the Bush
administration needed help from foreign gov-
ernments to get delivery of crucial parts for the
war effort"—"U.S. relied on foreign-made
parts for weapons,” Washington Post, March
25, 1991,

The Air Force Association report further
notes that the defense industrial base that pro-
duced the materiel for Operation Desert Storm
“no longer exists.” The September report finds
that many defense contractors, particularly
subcontractors and suppliers of components
are moving from defense production to the
more profitable and less adversarial commer-
cial market—report, loc. cit., summary, page .

The report also tabulates that the six
defense contractors will, by the end of 1991,

scheduled, this attrition will be compounded.
The bottom line for the association and the
country is that “serious questions exist about
how well the defense industrial base—reduced
toa | that cannot yet be predicted, its pro-
duction lines cold, its work force dispersed,
and its talents diversified into other pursuits—
will be able to mobilize and respond.”
problem of future national security is
matnorﬂymkesatewvﬁw"wmorhm
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NECESSITY FOR STRONG ACTION ON DPA

Accordingly, this House and the Congress
must provide for strong and clear-headed
management of the defense industrial base in
the years ahead.

| agree with the Air Force Association, that
we cannot let our defense capabilities drift
with market forces. This country is the anchor
of world stability and it has responsibilities that
transcend drifting with the market in matters of
national security.

For these reasons, | believe we need to as-
sure integration of defense doctrine with de-
fense production; we need to assure the avail-
ability of qualified contractors and subcontrac-
tors; we must make sure that our worker skill
base is maintained and enhanced; we must
make sure that research is supported and
linked to our outstanding military and civilian
needs; and we should develop the very best
information systems to help us find production
bottlenecks and manage mobilization capabili-
ties.

We must also make provision for adequate
energy sources for the defense industrial base
in times of emergency. The military gets all
the energy it needs under DPA, but there is
no comparable provision for civilian facilities
that supply the military. It is wise for Congress
to address this situation, so industry could be
scrambling around at the next crisis, paying
the price for not addressing it. In H.R. 486, we
included a provision for assessing the pros-
pects of utilizing renewable and alternative
sources of fuel to maintain industrial capabili-
ties in times of threat. The amendment by the
gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN]
goes part way toward achieving the result of
the Oakar provision that was deleted for the
bill, and | favor moving toward achieving the
potential of such energy sources. | urge that
all of the committees concerned cooperate so
that, together, we “provide for the common
defense” of this country.

SUMMARY

For all of these reasons, | strongly support
the pending bill to reauthorize the Defense
Production Act, and urge all of my colleagues
to do likewise.

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. Chair-
man, the purpose of the Defense Production
Act Amendments (H.R. 3039) is to undergird
and shape the Nation’s defense industrial
base. The purpose of the amendment | will
offer is to advance that same goal by provid-
ing additional policy guidance on three goals
of the bill itself: First, increasing energy inde-
pendence; second, dispersing the defense in-
dustrial base; and third, improving the reliabil-
ity of contracting for critical production.

These amendments have been cleared by
the Parliamentarian as being germane to the
bill and have been accepted by Chairman ToMm
CARPER, the chairman of the Banking Sub-
committee with jurisdiction over the bill. | also
understand that the ranking minority member,
Mr. RIDGE, has no objections. All three subject
areas in each amendment are part of current
law and have enjoyed bipartisan and Dbi-
cameral support. | believe they should be non-
controversial.

Let me also state that all three provisions
are permissive. They do not bind the Defense
Department or its contractors. The language in
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each case is that the goal should be met “to
the maximum extent possible."”
I. INCREASE ENERGY INDEPENDENCE THROUGH
CONSERVATION AND RENEWABLE FUELS USE

The recent war in the Persian Gulf again il-
lustrated our overdependence on imported
fuels. Our net trade deficit on oil and oil prod-
ucts has increased from $38 billion in 1987 to
$55 billion in 1990. In recent years, we have
been asleep at the switch and comforted by
low energy prices. This has created a false
sense of security and devastated our own do-
mestic energy industry.

| simply make the point that the goal of this
bill to strengthen energy independence should
include conservation measures and the use of
renewable fuels such as ethanol. | also be-
lieve that expanded use of conservation and
renewable fuels should be adopted as part of
our overall energy policy—not just as meas-
ures in this bill.

Current law already requires the Defense
Department to purchase ethanol when avail-
able at competitive prices. A pending amend-
ment to the Defense authorization bill from
both bodies would also require that DOD in-
crease its purchases of ethanol as the pur-
chasing agent for other Federal agencies and
justify exemptions to its own purchase of etha-
nol. (House section 815 and Senate amend-
ment 961 do this.)

This proposal represents a sound way to
save energy and to reduce our dependence
on foreign oil. It thereby strengthens our de-
fense industrial base and properly falls within
the purview of this bill. Concomitant benefits
will also flow to family farmers in the form of
increased incomes from the sale of commod-
ities for ethanol production.

Il. ENCOURAGE THE DISPERSAL OF THE DEFENSE
INDUSTRIAL BASE

The Defense Production Act of 1950 has
mandated for over 40 years that our defense
production base should be spread out. The act
further specifies that procurement of goods
and services should also be dispersed.

However, our defense base has become
more concentrated—not less. A few areas of
the country dominate defense production—de-
spite the law's mandate. Economically de-
pressed rural areas like North Dakota have
garnered few benefits from the big defense
buildup of the 1980’s. | think all depressed
areas should be able to benefit from defense
production.

Consistent with the bill, my amendment
seeks only to recommend how this dispersal
should occur. Instead of helping the already
prosperous regions, it directs that to the maxi-
mum extent possible dispersal should seek to
include economically depressed areas. This
does not preclude other measures to deal with
distressed areas such as technical assistance
centers authorized by the Defense authoriza-
tion bill, although this is a very modest pro-
gram. It only sets a policy framework for this
bill.

My amendment would assist any depressed
area, although it points to the obvious ones:
cities with high unemployment and poverty
rates, rural counties with population and job
loss, and Indian reservations with severe
health and employment problems. It seems
fair to me that the Federal Government has a
responsibility to help the areas suffering from
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the recession or chronic economic problems,
rather than to enrich those already prospering.

Again, amendments to the 1 and 1987
Defense Authorization Act have sought to en-
courage geographic dispersal. For example,
section 963 of Public Law 99-661 required a
report on efforts to disperse defense contracts.
The same law in section 962 endorsed a
memorandum of understanding between DOD
and SBA to increase contracts with Indian
businesses. Public Law 101-189 also gives
special credit for subcontracting with Indian
firms on reservations.

| might mention that this makes good sense
for the defense base. One of the Indian firms
in North Dakota, Turtle Mountain Manufactur-
ing Corp., for example, received an outstand-
ing performance award for its manufacture of
water carriers for Desert Storm. A rural firm,
Lucas Western, is one of few in the Nation to
produce parts which are shipped to another
plant for assembly without having to undergo
further quality control at the assembly point.

Ill. AWARD CONTRACTS UNDER DPA TO FIRMS NOT

CONVICTED OF FRAUD

This is another commonsense effort to say
we should avoid doing business with crooks.
Firms with criminal records are not as reliable
and dependable as those with ethical business
practices. When court actions disrupt manage-
ment and producton it means that the supply
of critical materials can also become uncer-
tain. So my amendment seeks to make this
principle our policy under the DPA.

Again, there is a major problem with con-
tract fraud. Many defense firms have been
convicted of criminal activity and DOD has
seen fit to award some of these firms with new
contracts. Unless national security is imper-
iled, we simply shouldn't do business like that.

As with the other provisions, the language is
permissive: “To the maximum extent possible
* * %" So there is some flexibility here for
DOD and contractors.

Current law already prevents DOD from
doing business with individuals convicted of
defense fraud. This results from provisions in
the Defense Authorization Act for 1986—sec-
tions 954 and 932 of Public Law 99-145. Sec-
tion 932 was later modified in section 941 of
Public Law 99-591. The General Accounting
Office has confirmed to me that this provision
works.

In summary, | urge support for the three
provisions in the Dorgan amendment which
will help to strengthen our defense prepared-
ness by increasing domestic energy supplies,
by dispersing the defense industrial base, and
by improving the reliability and performance of
defense contractors. Each provision pertains
specifically to this bill, although | have shown
that there are parallel provisions in other bills.
Each part of the amendment spells out a new
policy provision, but also allows sufficient flexi-
bility to meet our national defense production
needs.

These are commonsense measures that
should enjoy unanimous support. | urge the
adoption of the Dorgan policy amendment.

Mr. PAXON. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further requests for time.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time, and 1
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the amendment in the nature of a
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substitute recommended by the Com-

mittee on Banking, Finance, and Urban

Affairs, now printed in the reported bill

is considered as an original bill for the

purpose of amendment and each title is
considered as read.

In lieu of the amendments rec-
ommended by the Committee on
Armed Services now printed in the re-
ported bill, it shall be in order to con-
sider amendments en bloc printed in
House Report 102-230, if offered by the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ]
or his designee.

The Clerk will designate section 1.

The text of section 1 is as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Defense Production Act Amendments of
1991".

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO THE DEFENSE
PRODUCTION ACT OF 1950
PART A—DECLARATION OF POLICY
Sec. 101. Declaration of policy.
PART B—AMENDMENTS TO TITLE | OF THE
DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT
Sec. 111. Strengthening of domestic capability
and assistance for small busi-
nesses.

Sec. 112. Limitation on actions without congres-

sional authorization.

PART C—AMENDMENTS TO TITLE IIl OF THE

DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT

Erpanding the reach of eristing au-
thorities under title II1.

Defense Production Act Fund.

Offset policy.

Annual report on impact of offsets.

Civil-military integration.

Testing, qualification, and incorpora-
tion of materials for use for weap-
on systems and development pro-
grams.

PART D—AMENDMENTS TO TITLE VII OF THE

DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT

131. Small business.

132. Definitions.

133. Regulations and orders.

134. .’nfomﬁon on the defense industrial

Sec. 121.

Sec. 122.
Sec. 123.
Sec. 124.
Sec. 125.
Sec. 126.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

135. Public participation in rulemaking.
PART E—TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS

141. Technical correction.
142. Investigations; records; reports; sub-

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

poenas.
143. Employment of personnel.
144. Technical correction.
PART F—REPEALERS AND CONFORMING
AMENDMENTS

151. Synthetic fuel action.

152. Repeal of interest payment provisions.

153. Joint Committee on Defense Produc-
tion.

154. Persons disqualified for employment.

155. Feasibility study on uniform cost ac-
counting standards; report sub-
mitted.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 156. National Commission on Supplies and
Shortages.
PART G—REAUTHORIZATION OF SELECTED
PROVISIONS
Sec. 161. Authorization of appropriations.
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Sec. 162. Extension of program.
Sec. 163. Quadrennial report.

TITLE II—ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS TO

IMPROVE INDUSTRIAL PREPAREDNESS

PART A—ENCOURAGING IMPROVEMENT OF THE

DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL BASE
Sec. 201. Recognition of modernized production
systems and equipment in con-
tract award and administration.
Sec. 202. Sustaining investment.
PART B—MISCELLANEOUS
Sec. 211. Discouraging unfair trade practices.
Sec. 212. Evaluation of domestic defense indus-
trial base policy.
TITLE III—AMENDMENT TO RELATED
LAWS
Sec. 301. Energy security.
TITLE IV—EFFECTIVE DATES
Sec. 401. Effective dates.
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. CARPER. I have a parliamentary
inguiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. Chairman, I do
have en bloc amendments that I want
to offer at some time so that we will be
able to discuss them and vote on them.
Is this the appropriate time to make
that request?

The CHAIRMAN. This is the appro-
priate time.

AMENDMENTS EN BLOC OFFERED BY MR. CARPER

Mr. CARPER. Mr. Chairman, pursu-
ant to the rule, I offer amendments en
bloc.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments en bloc offered by Mr. CAR-
PER: In section 2 of the Defense Production
Act of 1950, as proposed to be amended by
section 101, strike subsection (d).

In section 107(b)(1) of the Defense Produc-
tion Act of 1950, as proposed to be amended
by section 111—

(1) strike “or authorities’ and insert “‘and
authorities’; and

(2) strike “provision of law" and insert
“provision of statute".

In section 107(b)(4) of the Defense Produc-
tion Act of 1950, as proposed to be amended
by section 111, insert “similar” after
“‘other'. Amend section 123 to read as fol-
lows:

SEC. 128. DECLARATION OF OFFSET POLICY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Recognizing that certain
offsets for military exports are economically
inefficient and market distorting, and mind-
ful of the need to minimize the adverse ef-
fects of offsets in military exports while en-
suring that the ability of United States
firms to compete for military export sales is
not undermined, it is the policy of the Con-
gress that—

(1) no agency of the United States Govern-
ment shall encourage, enter directly into, or
commit United States firms to any offset ar-
rangement in connection with the sale of de-
fense goods or services to foreign govern-
ments;

(2) United States Government funds shall
not be used to finance offsets in security as-
sistance transactions except in accordance
with policies and procedures that were in ex-
istence as of September 30, 1991.

(3) nothing in this section shall prevent
agencies of the United States Government
from fulfilling obligations incurred through
international agreements entered into before
September 30, 1991; and
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(4) the decision whether to engage in off-
sets, and the responsibility for negotiating
and implementing offset arrangements, re-
sides with the companies involved.

(b) PRESIDENTIAL APPROVAL OF EXCEP-
TIONS.—It is the policy of the Congress that
the President may approve an exception to
the policy stated by subsection (a) after re-
celving the recommendation of the National
Security Council.

(c) CONSULTATION.—It is the policy of the
Congress that the President shall designate
the Secretary of Defense, in coordination
with the Secretary of State, to lead an inter-
agency team to consult with foreign nations
on limiting the adverse effects of offsets in
defense procurement. The President shall
transmit an annual report on the results of
these consultations to the Congress as part
of the report required under section 30%a) of
the Defense Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C.
App. 2099(a)).

Amend section 133 to read as follows:

SEC. 133. REGULATIONS AND ORDERS.

Section 704 of the Defense Production Act
of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2154) is amended to
read as follows:

“SEC. 704. REGULATIONS AND ORDERS,

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to section 709
and subsection (b), the President may pre-
scribe such regulations and issue such orders
as the President may determine to be appro-
priate to carry out the provisions of this Act.

“(b) LIMITATIONS.—The President may not
prescribe any regulation, or issue any order,
to carry out the provisions of this Act that
is inconsistent with or conflicts with the
Federal Acquisition Regulation issued pursu-
ant to section 25 of the Office of Federal Pro-
curement Policy Act.".

Strike section 201.

Strike section 202.

Redesignate section 211 as section 201.

Redesignate section 212 as section 202 and
in subsection (b)(3) of this section strike the
second sentence.

Strike the headings for parts A and B of
title II.

In section 301, strike subsections (a) and
(b) and strike “(c) GEOTHERMAL ENERGY PRO-
GRAM.—".

Amend title IV to read as follows:

TITLE IV—EFFECTIVE DATE
SEC. 401. EFFECTIVE DATE.
sg;his Act shall take effect on September 30,
1991.

Conform the table of contents in section
1(b).

Mr. CARPER (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment en bloc be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment represents the culmination
of many hours work with members and
staff of the Energy and Commerce,
Armed Services, and Government Oper-
ation Committees. It is an amendment
which encompasses several suggested
improvements in this legislation, and I
would would like to thank the mem-
bers of those three committees and
their staff for their cooperation.

Though some of these changes are
not really technical in nature, I know
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of no controversy with them and know
of no opposition. They are the product
of considerable negotiations, and rep-
resent the shared consensus of the
Banking Committee and the other
committees involved.

This en bloc amendment would, very
briefly, do the following:

First, strike provisions in the dec-
laration of purpose dealing with ‘‘best
value” procurement and defense-relat-
ed professional and technical services;

Second, strike sections in the bill
which would require amendments to
the Federal acquisition regulations and
which relate directly to acquisition
and procurement policy;

Third, clarify that measures taken
by the Secretary of Defense to ensure
that the availability of reliable sources
of critical weapon system components
are similar to measures authorized by
the new DPA section 107 created the
bill, and that such actions be taken in
conjunction with existing authorities
in title 10 of the United States Code;

Fourth, drop reporting requirements
dealing with projected capacity and po-
tential prospects for the use of alter-
native and renewable sources of energy
for defense mobilization and industrial
preparedness;

Fifth, clarify that any regulations
developed to carry out the provisions
of this act be consistent with the Fed-
eral acquisition regulation;

Sixth, strike a provision of the bill
which would require that acquisition
policies mandated by this act be incor-
porated as part of the Federal acquisi-
tion regulation within 270 days, Given
other changes made in this amend-
ment, this provision is no longer nec-
essary; and,

Seventh, modify the offset policy
provision of the bill to make it a free-
standing statement of congressional
policy that the Federal Government
should not engage directly in offset ar-
rangement made in connection with
sale of defense goods or services to for-
eign governments.

Mr. Chairman, this is a amendment
crafted in cooperation with the various
House committees that share an inter-
est in maintaining a strong defense
production base. I encourage its adop-
tion.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendments en bloc.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to express the
support of the House Armed Services
Committee minority for the commit-
tee-endorsed amendment being offered
by the gentleman from Delaware.

This amendment incorporates the
amendments to the Defense production
bill that the Armed Services Commit-
tee reported out unanimously last
week making corrections in a number
of important policy areas.

I also would point out that, although
this amendment has our support, it
only addresses a handful of the items
in H.R. 3039 that the Armed Services
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Committee objects to. We hope that
these remaining issues can be revisited
in conference and that our concerns in
areas of our legitimate jurisdiction can
be better accommodated in the future.
Both the administration and the De-
partment of Defense have expressed
their concern and opposition to certain
provisions of H.R. 3039, some of which
are addressed by this amendment, but
some which are not, and will require
another close look down the road.

Mr. Chairman, during general leave I
will ask unanimous consent to have
the statement of administration policy
on H.R. 3039 and a letter from the De-
partment of Defense General Counsel
Terrence O'Donnell inserted into the
RECORD at the end of my statement
outlining the wvarious provisions to
which they object.

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY

The Administration opposes H.R. 3039 and
urges the House to enact a simple extension
of the existing authorities of the Defense
Production Act of 1950 (DPA) until Septem-
ber 30, 1994, in lieu of H.R. 3039.

Bpecifically, the Administration opposes
the following provisions of H.R. 3039:

Section 111, which would include the Sec-
retary of Commerce and the Administrator
of the Small Business Administration in de-
termining which contractor may receive
loans, loan guarantees, and purchase agree-
ments for defense contracts. The Secretary
of Defense can best determine which contrac-
tors should receive such assistance.

Section 122, which would establish a cap of
$400 million for the Defense Production Act
Fund. The $400 million cap is excessive; a
$250 million cap has long been recognized as
sufficient.

Section 123, which would statutorily estab-
lish a policy concerning ‘“‘offset’ arrange-
ments in military exports. (U.S. exporters
may enter into reciprocal agreements to pur-
chase certain goods and services from or pro-
vide other services for the country purchas-
ing U.8. military goods and services, thereby
“offsetting” the cost of the original export.)
The section would also mandate specific dip-
lomatic initiatives to reduce the effects of
offsets. These requirements would inadvis-
ably restrict Federal policy and interfere
with the President's exercise of his constitu-
tional authority to conduct foreign affairs.

Section 124, which would require (1) U.S.
industry to report immediately offset agree-
ments with foreign entities and (2) the Sec-
retary of Commerce, rather than the Presi-
dent, to prepare an annual offset report for
Congress. Section 124 would also require the
Secretary to disclose alternative findings or
recommendations, made within the govern-
ment, on offsets. The real-time reporting by
U.8. industry would be burdensome and un-
necessary. A statutory requirement to dis-
close internal Executive branch findings and
recommendations would infringe upon the
President’s constitutional authority to
maintain the confidentiality of Executive
branch deliberations.

Section 126, which would require the utili-
zation of certain materials in existing and
future weapon systems. This requirement
may require the redesign of, or lowered spec-
ifications for, existing or future weapon sys-
tems to accommodate these materials. This
would raise the costs and lower the perform-
ance of the weapon systems or make weapon
systems procurement and support more vul-
nerable to particular suppliers.
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Section 134, which would require the estab-
lishment and maintenance of a defense in-
dustrial base information system. Such an
information system would be an enormous
undertaking and impose a considerable re-
porting burden on the government and the
companies involved.

Section 163, which would require a report
on the review of the foreign acquisition of
U.8. companies involved in critical tech-
nologies that would be burdensome and of
questionable value.

Sections 201 and 202, which would require
the Department of Defense to consider pro-
viding full reimbursement of defense con-
tractors’ independent research and develop-
ment/bid and proposal costs. Such reimburse-
ment would unnecessarily increase Defense
Department. contract costs by up to $1 bil-
lion annually by 1996.

Section 211, which would amend the Code
of Federal Regulations to specify the cir-
cumstances under which a contractor may be
suspended or debarred. Such an amendment
would duplicate existing procedures and
would result in a misplaced emphasis on vio-
lations rather than contractor responsibil-
ities.

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE,
Washington, DC, September 25, 1991,
Hon. LES ASPIN,
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, House
of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This responds to your
request to provide our position on H.R. 3039,
“Defense Production Act (DPA) Amend-
ments of 1991.”

Enclosed is a listing of the objectionable
provisions in this bill,

Sincerely,
TERRENCE O'DONNELL.

LISTING OF OBJECTIONABLE PROVISIONS Now

IN H.R. 3039

Section 108, which would include the Sec-
retary of Commerce and the Administrator
of the Small Business Administration in de-
termining which contractor may receive
loans, loan guarantees, and purchase agree-
ments for defense contracts. The Secretary
of Defense can best determine which contrac-
tors should receive such assistance.

Section 122, which would establish a cap of
$400 million for the Defense Production Act
Fund. The $400 million cap is excessive; a
$250 million cap has long been recognized as
sufficient.

Section 123, which would statutorily estab-
lish a policy concerning ‘“‘offset’” arrange-
ments in military exports. (U.S. exporters
may enter into reciprocal agreements to pur-
chase certain goods and services from or pro-
vide other services for the country purchas-
ing U.8. military goods and services, thereby
‘“‘offsetting’’ the cost of the original export.)
The section would also mandate specific dip-
lomatic initiatives to reduce the effects of
offsets. These requirements would inadvis-
ably restrict Federal policy and interfere
with the President’s exercise of his constitu-
tional authority to conduct foreign affairs.

Section 124, which would require (1) U.S.
industry to report immediately offset agree-
ments with foreign entities and (2) the Sec-
retary of Commerce rather than the Presi-
dent, to prepare an annual offset report for
Congress. Section 124 would also require the
Secretary to disclose alternative findings or
recommendations, made within the govern-
ment, on offseta. The real-time reporting by
U.8. industry would be burdensome and un-
necessary. A statutory requirement to dis-



25132

close internal Executive branch findings and
recommendations would infringe upon the
President's constitutional authority to
maintain the confidentiality of Executive
branch deliberations.

Section 125, which would require the utili-
zation of certain materials in existing and
future weapon systems. This requirement
may require the redesign of, or lowered spec-
ifications for, existing or future weapon sys-
tems to accommodate these materials. This
would raise the costs and lower the perform-
ance of the weapon systems or make weap-
ons systems procurement and support more
vulnerable to particular suppliers.

Section 135, which would require the estab-
lishment and maintenance of a defense in-
dustrial base information system. Such an
information system would be an enormous
undertaking an impose a considerable re-
porting burden on the government and the
companies involved.

Section 201 and 202, which would require
the Department of Defense to consider pro-
viding full reimbursement of defense con-
tractors’ independent research and develop-
ment/bid and proposal costs. Such reimburse-
ment would unnecessarily increase Defense
Department contract costs by up to $1 bil-
lion annually by 1996.

Section 211, which would amend the Code
of Federal Regulations to specify the cir-
cumstances under which a contractor may be
suspended or debarred. Such an amendment
would duplicate existing procedures and
would result in a misplaced emphasis on vio-
lations rather than contractor responsibil-
ities.

Section 402, which would require a report
on the review of the foreign acquisition of
U.S. companies involved in critical tech-
nologies that would be burdensome and of
questionable value.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments en block offered by
the gentleman from Delaware [Mr.
CARPER].

The amendments en bloc were agreed
to.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate title I.

The text of title I is as follows:

TITLE [I-AMENDMENTS TO THE DEFENSE
PRODUCTION ACT OF 1950
PART A—DECLARATION OF POLICY
SEC. 101. DECLARATION OF POLICY.

Section 2 of the Defense Production Act of
1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2062) is amended to read as
follows:

“SEC. 3. DECLARATION OF POLICY.

“(a)(1) The vitality of the industrial and tech-
nology base of the United States is a foundation
of national security. It provides the industrial
and technological capabilities employed to meet
national defense requirements, in peacetime and
in time of national emergency. In peacetime, the
health of the industrial and technological base
contributes to the technological superiority of
our defense equipment, which is a cornerstone
of our national security strategy, and the effi-
ciency with which defense equipment is devel-
oped and produced. In times of crisis, a healthy
industrial base will be able to effectively provide
the graduated response needed to effectively
meet the demands of the emergency.

“(2) To meet these requirements, this Act af-
fords to the President an array of authorities to
shape defense preparedness programs and to
take appropriate steps to maintain and enhance
the defense industrial and technological base.

“(b)(1) In view of continuing international
problems, the Nation’s demonstrated reliance on
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imports of materials and components, and the
need for measures to reduce defense production
lead times and bottlenecks, and in order to pro-
vide for the national defense and national secu-
rity, our defense mobilization preparedness ef-
fort continues to require the development of pre-
paredness programs, domestic defense industrial
base improvement measures, as well as provision
for a graduated response to any threatening
international or military situation, and the ex-
pansion of domestic productive capacity beyond
the levels needed to meet the civilian demand.
Also reguired is some diversion of certain mate-
rials and facilities from civilian use to military
and related purposes.

‘“‘(2) These activities are needed in order to im-
prove domestic defense industrial base efficiency
and responsiveness, to reduce the time required
Jor industrial mobilization in the event of an at-
tack on the United States or to respond to ac-
tions occurring outside the United States which
could result in the termination or reduction of
the availability of strategic and critical mate-
rials, including energy, and which could ad-
versely affect national defense preparedness of
the United States. In order to ensure national
defense preparedness, which is essential to na-
tional security, it is also necessary and appro-
priate to assure the availability of domestic en-
ergy supplies for national defense needs.

“fe)(1) In order to ensure productive capacity
in the event of an attack on the United States,
it is the policy of the Congress to encourage the
geographical dispersal of industrial facilities in
the United States to discourage the concentra-
tion of such productive facilities within limited
geographical areas which are vulnerable to at-
tack by an enemy of the United States. To en-
sure that essential mobilization requirements are
met, consideration should also be given to stock-
piling strategic materials to the extent that such
stockpiling is economical and feasible.

“(2) In the construction of any Government-
owned industrial facility, in the rendition of
any Government financial assistance for the
construction, exrpansion, or improvement of any
industrial facility, and in the production of
goods and services, under this or any other Act,
each department and agency of the erecutive
branch shall apply, under the coordination of
the Federal Emergency Management Agency,
when practicable and consistent with eristing
law and the desirability for maintaining a
sound economy, the principle of the geographi-
cal dispersal of such facilities in the interest of
national defense. However, nothing in this
paragraph shall preclude the use of existing in-
dustrial facilities.

“(3) To ensure the adequacy of productive ca-
pacity and supply, erecutive agencies and de-
partments responsible for defense acguisition
shall continuously assess the capability of the
domestic defense industrial base to satisfy
peacetime requirements as well as increased mo-
bilization production requirements. Such assess-
ments shall specifically evaluate the availability
of adequate production sources, including sub-
contractors and suppliers, materials, skilled
labor, and professional and technical personnel.
In this context, every effort should be made to
Joster cooperation between the defense and com-
mercial sectors for research and development
and for acquisition of materials, components,
and eguipment. In furtherance of this policy
and to ensure the capability of the domestic de-
fense industrial base, defense contractors should
be allowed full recovery of the costs of inde-
pendent research and development and the
preparation of bids and proposals.

‘'(4) It is the policy of the Congress that plans
and programs to carry out this declaration of
policy shall be undertaken with due consider-
ation for promoting efficiency and competition.

“'(5) It is also necessary to recognize that—
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“'(A) the domestic defense industrial base is a
component part of the core industrial capacity
of the Nation; and

*'(B) much of the industrial capacity which is
relied upon by the Federal Government for mili-
tary production and other defense-related pur-
poses is deeply and directly influenced by—

‘(1) the overall competitiveness of the United
States industrial economy; and

**(ii) the ability of United States industry, in
general, to produce internationally competitive
products and operate profitably while maintain-
ing adegquate research and development to pre-
serve that competitive edge in the future, with
respect to military and civilian production.

*(6)(A) The domestic defense industrial base is
developing a growing dependency on foreign
sources for critical components and materials
used in manufacturing and assembling major
weapons systems for our national defense.

“(B) This dependence is threatening the capa-
bility of many critical industries to respond rap-
idly to defense production needs in the event of
:;mr or other hostilities or diplomatic confronta-

on.

“(C) The inability of United States industry,
especially smaller subcontractors and suppliers,
to provide vital parts and components and other
materials would impair our ability to sustain
our Armed Forces in combat for more than a few
months.

“(D) In the event our Armed Forces must face
an adversary with a numerical advantage, in
the contert of a conventional war, it is impera-
tive to preserve and strengthen the industrial
and technological capabilities of the United

States.

“(d)(1) The domestic defense industrial base
includes a significant and dynamic industry
that comprises those companies providing mis-
sion critical professional and technical services
to the Federal Government. In order to preserve
the continuing vitality of this industry, it is the
policy of the Congress that erecutive agencies
and departments responsible for the acgquisition
of these services should utilize a streamlined
‘best value' procurement methodology that—

"‘(A) emphasizes technical quality at a reason-
able price,

“(B) employs flexibly priced contracts, and

*(C) provides incentives for this industry to
achieve optimal levels of creativity and innova-
tion in program performance.

“(2) It is further the policy of the Congress
that the trend toward placing increasing levels
of defense-related professional and technical
services in the public and quasi-public sectors
(such as Federal Government laboratories, de-
pots, arsenals, and federally funded research
and development centers) be reversed. In the
face of limited defense budgets, it is unrealistic
to believe that private and public defense sectors
both can be sustained at viable levels. It is es-
sential that one healthy, efficient, and tech-
nically innovative services sector be maintained.
The Congress recognizes that the private com-
mercial sector generates jobs and tar revenues,
whereas the public sector consumes tar re-
sources. In order to maintain the productive
technological capacity of the United States, it is
essential that the erecutive agencies and depart-
ments responsible for the acguisition of profes-
sional and technical services place the utmost
emphasis on the procurement of such services
from the tar-paying private sector and reduce
reliance on the public and quasi-public sec-
tors.".

PART B—AMENDMENTS TO TITLE I OF THE
DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT
SEC. 111. STRENGTHENING OF DOMESTIC CAPA-
BILITY AND ASSISTANCE FOR SMALL
BUSINESSES.

Title I of the Defense Production Act of 1950
(50 U.S.C. App. 2071, et seq.) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new sections:
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“SEC. 107. STRENGTHENING OF DOMESTIC CAPA-
BILITY.

“fa) IN GENERAL—The President, acting
through the Secretary of Defense, shall identify
critical components essential for the execution
of the national security strategy of the United
States in peacetime and during graduated mobi-
lization, and take appropriate actions to protect
against unreliable sources for critical compo-
nents.

“/(b) APPROPRIATE ACTIONS.—For purposes of
subsection (a), appropriate action may include—

(1) restricting solicitation for procurement of
a critical component to domestic and reliable
Joreign sources only or to domestic sources only
(pursuant to this section or authorities in sec-
tion 2304(b)(1)(B) or 2304(c)(3) of title 10, United
States Code, or any other applicable provision of
law);

**(2) stockpiling critical components;

‘(3) developing substitutes for critical compo-
nents; or

“‘(4) other appropriate measures.

‘‘(c) IDENTIFICATION OF CRITICAL COMPO-
NENTS.—At a minimum, critical components
shall be identified for all items on the CINC
Critical Items List. Additionally, the Depart-
ment of Defense shall take into account those
components identified as critical by a National
Security Assessment or Presidential determina-
tion as a result of a petition filed under section
232 of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 when
identifying critical components.

“SEC. 108. ASSISTANCE FOR SMALL BUSINESSES.

‘“ta) IN GENERAL—In providing any assist-
ance authorized for defense contractors and
subcontractors under this Act, the President
shall provide a strong preference for contractors
and subcontractors which are small businesses,
as defined by the Administrator of the Small
Business Administration.

‘“‘fb) MODERNIZATION OF EQUIPMENT.—

“(1) In general.—Funds authorized under title
III may be set aside to guarantee the purchase
or lease of advance manufacturing equipment,
and any related services with respect to any
such equipment for purposes of this Act.

*'(2) SMALL BUSINESS SUBCONTRACTORS.—In
considering applications under paragraph (1),
the President shall provide a strong preference
Sfor smaller subcontractors that—

*'(A) have obtained the recommendation—

“(i) of an agency of the Department of De-
fense; or

“‘(ii) pursuant to the efforts of an agency de-
scribed in clause (i), of the Secretary of Com-
merce or the Administrator of the Small Busi-
ness Administration; and

‘““¢B) have arranged to obtain management as-
sistance services in connection with the installa-
tion of the advance manufacturing equipment.”'.
SEC. 112, LIMITATION ON ACTIONS WITHOUT

CONGRESSIONAL AUTHORIZATION.

Section 104 of the Defense Production Act of
1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2074) is amended to read as
follows:

“SEC. 104. LIMITATION ON ACTIONS WITHOUT
CONGRESSIONAL AUTHORIZATION.

“"(a) WAGE OR PRICE CONTROLS.—No provision
of this Act shall be interpreted as providing for
the imposition of wage or price controls without
the prior authorization of such action by a joint
resolution of Congress.

“'(b) CHEMICAL OR BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS.—No
provision of title I of this Act shall be exercised
or interpreted to require action or compliance by
any private person to assist in any way in the
production of or other involvement in chemical
or biological warfare capabilities unless author-
ized by the President.”’.
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PART C—AMENDMENTS TO TITLE III OF
THE DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT
SEC. 121. EXPANDING THE REACH OF EXISTING
AUTHORITIES UNDER TITLE III.

(a) GUARANTEE AUTHORITY—Section 301 of
the Defense Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C.
App. 2091) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking “to expe-
dite production and deliveries or services under
Government contracts for the procurement of
materials or the performance of services for the
national defense’’ and inserting ‘‘to expedite or
erpand production and deliveries or services
under Government contracts for the procure-
ment of industrial resources or critical tech-
nology items essential for the national defense'’;

(2) by amending subsection (a)(3)(A) to read
as follows:

‘“(A) the guaranteed contract or operation is
Jor industrial resources or a critical technology
item which is essential to the national de-

fense;"’;

(3) in subsection (a)(3)(B)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘Without” and inserting
“without”; and

(B) by striking '‘the capability for the needed
material or service”” and inserting “‘the needed
industrial resources or critical technology item'’;

(4) by amending subsection (a)(3)(D) to read
as follows:

“(D) the combination of the United States na-
tional defense demand and foreseeable
nondefense demand is equal to, or greater than,
the output of domestic industrial capability
which the President reasonably determines to be
available for national defense, including the
output to be established through the guaran-
tee."';

(5) in subsection (e)(1)(A), by striking *'Except
during periods of national emergency declared
by the Congress or the President' and inserting
“'Ezcept as provided in subparagraph (D)";

(6) in subsection (e)(1)(C), by striking
“'$25,000,000" and inserting “'$50,000,000''; and

(7) by adding at the end of subsection (e)(1)
the following new subparagraph:

(D) The requirements of subparagraphs (A),
(B), and (C) may be waived—

(i) during periods of national emergency de-
clared by the Congress or the President, or

“(ii) upon a determination by the President,
on a nondelegable basis, that a specific guaran-
tee is necessary to avert an industrial resource
or critical technology shortfall that would se-
verely impair national defense capability.’'.

(b) LOANS TO PRIVATE BUSINESS ENTER-
PRISES.—Section 302 of the Defense Production
Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2092) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking *'for the pro-
curement of materials or the performance of
services for the national defense' and inserting
“for the procurement of industrial resources or
a critical technology item for the national de-
fense'’;

(2) by amending subsection (b)(2)(D) to read
as follows:

‘(D) the combination of the United States na-
tional defense demand and foreseeable
nondefense demand is equal to, or greater than,
the output of domestic industrial capability
which the President reasonably determines to be
available for national defense, including the
output to be established through the loan.'’;

(3) in subsection (c)(1), by striking “No such
loan may be made under this section, ercept
during periods of national emergency declared
by the Congress or the President' and inserting
“Ezcept as provided in paragraph (4), no loans
may be made under this section'’;

(4) in subsection (c)(3), by striking
$25,000,000"" and inserting **$50,000,000"'; and

(5) in subsection (c), by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

“'(4) The requirements of paragraphs (1), (2),
and (3) of this subsection may be waived during
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periods of national emergency declared by Con-
gress or the President.”".

(c) PURCHASES AND PURCHASE COMMIT-
MENTS.—

(1) Section 303(a) of the Defense Production
Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2093(a)) is amended
to read as follows:

“fa)(1) To assist in carrying out the objectives
of this Act, the President may make provision—

“‘(A) for purchases of or commitments to pur-
chase an industrial resource or a critical tech-
nology item, for Government use or resale; and

“(B) for the encouragement of erploration, de-
velopment, and mining of critical and strategic
materials, and other materials.

““(2) Purchases for resale under this sub-
section shall not include that part of the supply
of an agricultural commodity which is domesti-
cally produced except insofar as such domesti-
cally produced supply may be purchased for re-
sale for industrial use or stockpiling.

“(3) No commodity purchased under this sub-
section shall be sold at less than—

“(A) the established ceiling price for such
commodity, except that minerals, metals, and
materials shall not be sold at less than the es-
tablished ceiling price, or the current domestic
market price, whichever is lower, or

‘“(B) if no ceiling price has been established,
the higher of—

*“(i) the current domestic market price for such
commodity; or

*“(ii) the minimum sale price established for
agricultural commodities owned or controlled by
the Commodity Credit Corporation as provided
in section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949.

‘(4) No purchase or commitment to purchase
any imported agricultural commodity shall
specify a delivery date which is more than one
year after the expiration of this section.

*'(5) Ezcept as provided in paragraph (7), the
President may not erecute a contract under this
subsection wunless the President determines
that—

"(4) the industrial resource or critical tech-
nology item is essential to the national defense;

“(B) without Presidential action under au-
thority of this section, United States industry
cannot reasonably be expected to provide the ca-
pability for the needed industrial resource or
critical technology item in a timely manner;

‘“(C) purchases, purchase commitments, or
other action pursuant to this section are the
most cost-effective, expedient, and practical al-
ternative method for meeting the need; and

‘(D) the combination of the United States na-
tional defense demand and foreseeable
nondefense demand for the industrial resource
or critical technology item is equal to, or greater
than, the output of domestic industrial capabil-
ity which the President reasonably determines
to be available for national defense, including
the output to be established through the pur-
chase, purchase commitment, or other action.

‘‘(6) Except as provided in paragraph (7), the
President shall take no action under this section
unless the industrial resource shortfall which
such action is intended to correct has been iden-
tified in the Budget of the United States or
amendments thereto, submitted to the Congress
and accompanied by a statement from the Presi-
dent demonstrating that the budget submission
is in accordance with the provisions of the pre-
ceding sentence. Any such action may be taken
only after 60 days have elapsed after such in-
dustrial resource shortfall has been identified
pursuant to the preceding sentence. If the tak-
ing of any action or actions under this section
to correct an industrial resource shortfall would
cause the aggregate cutstanding amount of all
such actions for such industrial resource short-
Jall to exceed 850,000,000, any such action or ac-
tions may be taken only if specifically author-
ized by law.
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“(7) The requirements of paragraphs (1)
through (6) may be waived—

“‘{A) during periods of national emergency de-
clared by Congress or the President; or

“(B) upon a determination by the President,
on a nondelegable basis, that a specific guaran-
tee is necessary to avert an industrial resource
or critical technology shortfall that would se-
verely impair national defense capability."’.

(2) Section 303(b) of the Defense Production
Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. 2093(b)) is amended by
striking ‘‘September 30, 1995" and inserting “‘a
date that is not more than 10 years from the
date such purchase, purchase commitment, or
sale was initially made’.

(d) DEVELOPING SUBSTITUTES.—Section 303(g)
of the Defense Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C.
App. 2093(g)) is amended by inserting before the
period the following: “‘and for the production
readiness of critical technology products and
processes’.

SEC. 122. DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT FUND.

Section 304 of the Defense Production Act of
1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2094) is amended to read as
Jollows:

“SEC, 304, DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT FUND.

‘“(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF FUND.—There is es-
tablished in the Treasury of the United States a
separate fund to be known as the Defense Pro-
duction Act Fund (hereafter in this section re-
Jerred to as ‘the Fund').

“(b) MONEYS IN FUND.—The following moneys
shall be credited to the Fund:

‘(1) All moneys appropriated after September
30, 1991, for the Fund, as authorized by section
711(c).

“*(2) All moneys received after September 30,
1991, on transactions entered into pursuant to
section 303.

‘“(c) USE oF FUND.—The Fund shall be avail-
able to carry out the provisions and purposes of
this title, subject to the limitations set forth in
this Act and in appropriations Acts.

‘'(d) DURATION OF FUND.—Moneys in the
Fund shall remain available until expended.

‘“(e) FUND BALANCE.—The Fund balance at
the close of each fiscal year shall not exceed
$400,000,000, excluding any moneys appropriated
to the Fund during that fiscal year or obligated
funds. If at the close of any fiscal year the
Fund balance exceeds such amount, the amount
in excess of $400,000,000 shall be paid into the
general fund of the Treasury.

“(f) FUND MANAGER.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall designate a Fund manager. The du-
ties of the Fund manager shall include—

‘(1) determining the liability of the Fund in
accordance with subsection (g);

(2) ensuring the visibility and accountability
of transactions engaged in through the Fund to
the Secretaries of Defense, Treasury, and Com-
merce, and to the Congress; and

*'(3) reporting to Congress each year regarding
fund activities during the previous fiscal year.

‘"(g) LIABILITIES AGAINST FUND.—When any
agreement entered into pursuant to this title
after December 31, 1991, imposes contingent li-
abilities upon the United States, such liability
shall be considered an obligation against the
Fund.".

SEC. 123. OFFSET POLICY.

Section 309 of the Defense Production Act of
1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2099) is

(1) by redesignating subsections (a) and (b) as
subsections (b) and (c), respectively; and

(2) by adding a new subsection (a) as follows:

‘“'(a) OFFSET POLICY —

(1) IN GENERAL.—Recognizing that certain
offsets for military exports are economically in-
efficient and market distorting, and mindful of
the need to minimize the adverse effects of off-
sets in military erports while ensuring that the
ability of United States firms to compete for
military export sales is not undermined, it shall
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b; the policy of the United States Government
that—

“(A) no agency of the United States Govern-
ment shall encourage, enter directly into, or
commit United States firms to any offset ar-
rangement in connection with the sale of de-
fense goods or services to foreign governments;

“(B) United States Government funds shall
not be used to finance offsets in security assist-
ance transactions ercept in accordance with
policies and procedures that were in existence as
of September 30, 1991;

““C) nothing in this section shall prevent
agencies of the United States Government from
fulfilling obligations incurred through inter-
national agreements entered into before Septem-
ber 30, 1991; and

(D) the decision whether to engage in offsets,
and the responsibility for negotiating and imple-
menting offset arrangements, resides with the
companies involved.

“(2) PRESIDENTIAL APPROVAL OF EXCEP-
TIONS.—The President may approve an ercep-
tion to the policy stated by paragraph (1) after
receiving the recommendation of the National
Security Council.

''(3) CONSULTATION.—The President shall des-
ignate the Secretary of Defense, in coordination
with the Secretary of State, to lead an inter-
agency team to consult with foreign nations on
limiting the adverse effects of offsets in defense
procurement. The President shall transmit an
annual report on the results of these consulta-
tions to the Congress as part of the report re-
quired under subsection (b).".

SEC. 124. ANNUAL REPORT ON IMPACT OF OFF-

Section 309 of the Defense Production Act of
1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2099) (as amended by sec-
tion 123 of this Act) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b) (as so redesignated by
section 123(1) of this part)

(A) by striking *'(b) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not
later"” and inserting:

‘‘(b) ANNUAL REPORT ON IMPACT OF OFF-
SETS.—

“‘(1) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later"’;

(B) by striking the second sentence; and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

“(2) DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY OF COM-
MERCE.—The Secretary of Commerce shall—
“‘(A) prepare the report required by paragraph
(1);
"'(B) consult with the Secretary of Defense,
the Secretary of the Treasury, the Secretary of
State, and the United States Trade Representa-
tive in connection with the preparation of such
report; and

‘(C) function as the President's Erecutive
Agent for carrying out the requirements of this
section."’;

(2) by amending subsection (c) (as so redesig-
nated by section 123(1) of this part) to read as
follows:

‘"(c) INTERAGENCY STUDIES AND RELATED
DATA—

‘(1) PURPOSE OF REPORT.—Each report re-
quired under subsection (b) shall identify the
cumulative effects (indirect as well as direct) of
offset agreements on—

‘'{A) the full range of domestic defense pro-
ductive capability (with special attention to the
firms serving as lower-tier subcontractors or
suppliers); and

*'(B) the domestic defense technology base as
a consequence of the technology transfers asso-
ciated with such offset agreements.

*'(2) USE OF DATA.—Data developed or com-
piled by any agency while conducting any inter-
agency study or other independent study or
analysis shall be made available to the Sec-
retary of Commerce to facilitate the Secretary in
erecuting the Secretary’s responsibilities with
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respect to trade offset and countertrade policy
development.’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subsections:

‘*(d) NOTICE OF OFFSET AGREEMENTS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If a United States firm en-
ters into a contract for the sale of a weapon sys-
tem or defense-related item to a foreign country
or foreign firm and such contract is subject to
an offset agreement exceeding $5,000,000 in
value, such firm shall furnish to the official des-
ignated in the regulations promulgated pursu-
ant to paragraph (2) information concerning
such sale.

*(2) REGULATIONS.—The information to be
furnished shall be prescribed in regulations pro-
mulgated by the Secretary of Commerce. Such
regulations shall provide protection from public
disclosure for such information, unless public
disclosure is subsequently specifically author-
ized by the firm furnishing the information.

‘“(e) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each report under sub-
section (b) shall include—

““(A) a net assessment of the elements of the
industrial base and technology base covered by
the report;

“(B) recommendations for appropriate reme-
dial action under the authorities provided by
this Act, or other law or regulations;

(C) a summary of the findings and rec-
ommendations of any interagency studies con-
ducted during the reporting period under sub-
section (c);

“(D) a summary of offset arrangements con-
cluded during the reporting period for which in-
formation has been furnished pursuant to sub-
section (d); and

“(E) a summary and analysis of any bilateral
and multilateral negotiations relating to use of
offsets completed during the reporting period.

‘'(2) ALTERNATIVE FINDINGS OR RECOMMENDA-
TIONS.—Each report shall include any alter-
native findings or recommendations offered by
any departmental Secretary, agency head, or
the United States Trade Representative to the
Secretary of Commerce.

‘“(f) UTILIZATION OF ANNUAL REPORT IN NEGO-
TIATIONS.—The findings and recommendations
of the reports required by subsection (b) , and
any interagency reports and analyses shall be
considered by representatives of the United
States during bilateral and multilateral negotia-
tions to minimize the adverse effects of offsets."””.
SEC. 125. CIVIL-MILITARY INTEGRATION.

Title III of the Defense Production Act of 1950
is amended by adding at the end the following
new section.

“SEC. 310. CIVIL-MILITARY INTEGRATION.

“An important purpose of this title is the cre-
ation of production capacity that will remain
economically viable after guarantees and other
assistance provided under this title have ex-
pired.".

SEC, 126. TESTING, QUALIFICATION, AND INCOR-
PO TERIALS

RATION OF MA FOR USE
FOR WEAPON SYSTEMS AND DEVEL-
OPMENT PROGRAMS.

Title III of the Defense Production Act of 1950
(50 U.S.C. App. 2091 et seq.) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new section:

“SEC. 311. TESTING, QUALIFICATION, AND INCOR-
PORATION OF MATERIALS FOR USE

“The President shall, within 12 months after
the date of the enactment of the Defense Pro-
duction Act Amendments of 1950, take those
measures necessary to ensure—

‘(1) that all materials manufactured with as-
sistance provided under sections 301, 302, or 303
are tested for qualification for use in the pro-
duction of eristing and future weapon systems
and eristing and future development programs,
and
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**(2) that all materials manufactured with as-
sistance provided under sections 301, 302, or 303
and qualified under paragraph (1) are used and
incorporated into the production of existing and
Sfuture weapon systems and existing and future
development programs.”'.

PART D—AMENDMENTS TO TITLE VII OF
THE DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT
SEC. 131. SMALL BUSINESS.

Section 701 of the Defense Production Act of
1950 (50 U.S8.C. App. 2151) is amended to read as
follows:

“SEC. 701. SMALL BUSINESS.

‘“fa) PARTICIPATION.—Small business con-
cerns, including businesses owned by women
and business owned by minorities, shall be given
the marimum practicable opportunity to partici-
pate as contractors, and subcontractors at var-
ious tiers, in all programs to maintain and
strengthen the Nation's industrial base and
technology base undertaken pursuant to this
Act.

‘'(b) ADMINISTRATION OF ACT.—In administer-
ing the programs, implementing regulations,
policies, and procedures under this Act, re-
quests, applications, or appeals from small busi-
ness concerns, including business concerns
ouwned by women and minorities, shall, to the
mazimum exrtent practicable, be erpeditiously
handled.

‘'(c) ADVISORY COMMITTEE PARTICIPATION.—
Representatives of small business concerns, in-
cluding business concerns owned by women and
minorities, shall be afforded the marimum op-
portunity to participate in such advisory com-
mittees as may be established pursuant to the
provisions of this Act.

‘“(d) INFORMATION.—Information about the
Act and activities under the Act shall be made
available to small business concerns, including
business concerns owned by women and minori-
ties

‘'fe) ALLOCATIONS UNDER SECTION 101.—
Whenever the President makes a determination
to exercise any authority to allocate any mate-
rial pursuant to section 101 of this Act, small
business concerns, including business concerns
owned by women and minorities, shall be ac-
corded, so far as practicable, a fair share of
such material, in proportion to the share re-
ceived by such business concerns under normal
conditions, giving such special consideration as
may be possible to new small business concerns,
including business concerns owned by women
and minorities, or individual firms facing undue
hardship.'".

SEC. 132. DEFINITIONS.

Section 702 of the Defense Production Act of
1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2152) is amended to read as
follows:

“SEC. 702. DEFINITIONS.

“"As used in this Act—

““(1) CRITICAL COMPONENT.—The term ‘critical
component' includes such components, sub-
systems, systems, and related special tooling and
test equipment essential to the production, re-
pair, maintenance, or operation of weapon sys-
tems or other items of military equipment as are
identified by the Secretary of Defense as being
essential to the erecution of the national secu-
rity strategy of the United States. Additionally,
the Secretary shall take into account those com-
ponents identified as critical by a National Se-
curity Assessment or Presidential determination
as a result of a petition filed under section 232
of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 when identi-
Jying critical components.

*(2) CRITICAL INDUSTRY FOR NATIONAL SECU-
RITY.—The term ‘critical industry for national
security' means any industry (or industry sec-
tor) identified pursuant to section 2503(6) of title
10, United States Code, and such other indus-
tries or industry sectors as may be designated by
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the President as essential to provide industrial
resources required for the erecution of the na-
tional security strategy of the United States.

*"(3) CRITICAL TECHNOLOGY.—The term ‘criti-
cal technology’ includes any technology that is
included in 1 or more of the plans submitted
pursuant to section 2508 of title 10, United
States Code (unless subsequently deleted), or
such other emerging or dual use technology as
may be designated by the President.

‘(d) CRITICAL TECHNOLOGY ITEM.—The term
‘critical technology item’ shall mean materials
directly employing, derived from, or utilizing a
critical technology.

‘*‘(5) DEFENSE CONTRACTOR.—The term ‘de-
fense contractor’ means any person who enters
into a contract with the United States to furnish
materials, industrial resources, or a critical
technology, or to perform services for the na-
tional defense.

**(6) DOMESTIC DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL BASE.—
The term ‘domestic defense industrial base’
means domestic sources which are providing, or
which would be reasonably erpected to provide,
materials or services to meet national defense re-
quirements during war or national emergency.

‘(7)) DOMESTIC SOURCE.—The term ‘domestic
source' means a business entity—

“(A) that performs in the United States or
Canada substantially all of the research and de-
velopment, engineering, manufacturing, and
production activities required of such firm under
a contract with the United States relating to a
critical component or a critical technology item,
and

“(B) that procures from entities described in
subparagraph (A) substantially all of the com-
ponents and assemblies required under a con-
tract with the United States relating to a critical
component or critical technology item.

'"(8) ESSENTIAL WEAPON SYSTEM.—The term
‘essential weapon system' shall mean a major
weapon system and other items of military
equipment identified by the Secretary of Defense
as being essential to the erecution of the na-
tional security strategy of the United States.

‘'(9) FACILITIES.—The term ‘facilities’ includes
all types of buildings, structures, or other im-
provements to real property (but excluding
farms, churches or other places of worship, and
private dwelling houses), and services relating
to the use of any such building, structure, or
other improvement.

‘(10) FOREIGN SOURCE.—The term ‘foreign
source’ means a business entity other than a
‘domestic source’.

*(11) INDUSTRIAL RESOURCES.—The term ‘in-
dustrial resources’ means materials, services,
processes, or manufacturing equipment (includ-
ing the processes, technologies, and ancillary
services for the use of such equipment) needed
to establish or maintain an efficient and modern
national defense industrial capacity.

'"(12) MATERIALS.—The term ‘materials’ in-
cludes—

‘“(A) any raw materials (including minerals,
metals, and advanced processed materials), com-
modities, articles, components (including critical
components), products, and items of supply; and

“(B) any technical information or services an-
cillary to the use of any such materials, com-
modities, articles, components, products, or
items.

**(13) NATIONAL DEFENSE.—The term ‘national
defense’ means programs for military and en-
ergy production or construction, military assist-
ance to any foreign nation, stockpiling, space,
and any directly related activity.

‘'‘(14) PERSON.—The term 'person’ includes an
individual, corporation, partnership, associa-
tion, or any other organized group of persons,
or legal successor or representative thereof, or
any State or local government or agency there-
of.

25135

“(15) SERVICES.—The term ‘services’ includes
any effort that is needed or incidental to—

“'(A) the development, production, processing,
distribution, delivery, or use of an industrial re-
source or a critical technology item, or

‘(B) the construction of facilities."".

SEC. 133. REGULATIONS AND ORDERS.

Section 704 of the Defense Production Act of
1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2154) is amended to read as
follows:

“SEC. 704. REGULATIONS AND ORDERS.

“‘Subject to section 709, the President may pre-
scribe such regulations and issue such orders as
the President may determine to be appropriate
to carry out the provisions of this Act.””.

SEC. 134. INFORMATION ON THE DEFENSE INDUS-
TRIAL BASE.

The Defense Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C.
App. 2061 et seq.) is amended by adding at the
end the following new section:

“SEC. 722. DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL BASE INFORMA-
TION SYSTEM.

‘(@) ESTABLISHMENT REQUIRED.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The President, acting
through the Secretary of Defense and the heads
of such other Federal agencies as the President
may determine to be appropriate, shall provide
JSor the establishment of an information system
on the domestic defense indusirial base which—

“‘(A) meets the regquirements of this section;
and

“(B) includes a systematic continuous proce-
dure to collect and analyze information nec-
essary to evaluate—

(i) the adegquacy of domestic industrial ca-
pacity and capability in critical components,
technologies, and technology items essential to
the national security of the United States;

‘'(ii) dependence on foreign sources for indus-
trial parts, components, and technologies essen-
tial to defense production; and

““fiii) the reliability of foreign source supply of
critical components and technologies.

‘“{2) INCORPORATION OF DINET.—The defense
information network (DINET), as established
and maintained by the Secretary of Defense on
the date of the enactment of the Defense Pro-
duction Act Amendments of 1991, shall be incor-
porated into the system established pursuant to
paragraph (1).

“(3) USE OF INFORMATION.—Information col-
lected and analyzed under the procedure estab-
lished pursuant to paragraph (1) shall con-
stitute a basis for making any determination to
erercise any authority under this Act and a pro-
cedure for using such information shall be inte-
grated into the decisionmaking process with re-
gard to the exercise of any such authority.

‘'(b) SOURCES OF INFORMATION.—

/(1) FOREIGN DEPENDENCE.—

‘““A) SCOPE OF INFORMATION REVIEW.—The
procedure established to meet the requirement of
subsection (a)(1)(B)(ii) shall address defense
production with respect to the operations of
prime contractors and at least the first 2 tiers of
subcontractors, or when a critical component
{as that term is defined by section 702(1)) is
identified at a lower tier.

““(B) USE OF EXISTING DATA COLLECTION AND
REVIEW CAPABILITIES—To the extent feasible
and appropriate, the President shall build upon
eristing methods of data collection and analysis
and shall integrate information available from
intelligence agencies with respect to industrial
and technological conditions in foreign coun-
tries.

“(C) INITIAL EMPHASIS ON PRIORITY LISTS.—In
establishing the procedure referred to in sub-
paragraph (A), the Secretary may place initial
emphasis on the production of parts and compo-
nents relating to priority lists such as the Com-
manders' in Chief Critical Items List, those com-
ponents identified as critical by a National Se-
curity Assessment or Presidential determination
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as a result of a petition filed under section 232
of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962, and the
technologies identified as critical in the annual
defense critical technologies plan submitted pur-
suant to section 2508 of title 10, United States
Code.

**(2) PRODUCTION BASE ANALYSIS.—

‘'(4) TOP-TO-BOTTOM REVIEW.—Effective on or
after October 1, 1991, the analysis of the produc-
tion base for any major procurement project
which is included in the information system
maintained pursuant to subsection (a) shall, in
addition to any information and analyses the
President may require—

‘(i) include a review of all levels of acquisi-
tion and production, beginning with any row
material, special alloy, or composite material in-
volved in the production and ending with the
completed product;

*‘(ii) identify each contractor and subcontrac-
tor at each level of acguisition and production
with respect to such project which represents a
potential for delaying or preventing the produc-
tion and acquisition, including the identity of
each contractor or subcontractor whose contract
gqualifies as a foreign source or sole source con-
tract and any supplier which is a foreign or sole
source for any item reguired in the production,
including critical components (as that term is
defined by section 702(1)); and

““(iil) include information to permit appro-
priate management of accelerated or surge pro-
duction.

“'(B) INITIAL REQUIREMENT FOR STUDY OF PRO-
DUCTION BASES FOR NOT MORE THAN 6 MAJOR
WEAPON SYSTEMS.—In establishing the informa-
tion system under subsection (a), the President,
acting through the Secretary of Defense, shall
require an analysis of the production base for
not more than 2 weapons of each military de-
partment which are major systems (as defined in
section 2302(5) of title 10, United States Code).
Each major system study shall include in the
analysis a determination of critical components
of that system.

‘*'(3) CONSULTATION REGARDING THE CENSUS OF
MANUFACTURERS.—

‘“C{A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Com-
merce, acting through the Bureau of the Cen-
sus, shall consult with the Secretary of Defense
and the Director of the Federal Emergency
Management Agency with a view to improving
the application of information derived from the
Census of Manufacturers to the purposes of this
section.

‘'(B) ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED.—Such con-
sultations shall address improvements in the
level of detail, timeliness, and availability of
input and output analyses derived from the
Census of Manufacturers necessary to facilitate
the purposes of this section.

“(c) STRATEGIC PLAN FOR DEVELOPING COM-
PREHENSIVE SYSTEM.—

‘(1) PLAN REQUIRED.—Not later than Decem-
ber 31, 1992, the President shall provide for the
establishment of and report to Congress on a
strategic plan for developing a cost-effective,
comprehensive information system capable of
identifying on a timely, ongoing basis vulner-
ability in critical components, technologies, and
technology items.

‘'(2) ASSESSMENT OF CERTAIN PROCEDURES.—In
establishing plan under paragraph (1), the
President shall assess the performance and cost-
effectiveness of procedures implemented under
subsection (b) and shall seek to build upon such
procedures as appropriate.

‘"(d) CAPABILITIES OF SYSTEM.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In connection with the es-
tablishment of the information system under
subsection (a), the President shall direct the
Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of Com-
merce, and the heads of such other Federal
agencies as the President may determine to be
appropriate to—
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“(A) consult with each other and provide such
information, assistance, and cooperation as may
be necessary to establish and maintain the in-
formation system in a manner which allows the
coordinated and efficient entry of information
on the domestic defense industrial base into,
and the withdrawal, subject to the protection of
proprietary data, of information on the domestic
defense industrial base from the system on an
on-line interactive basis by the Department of
Defense;

“(B) assure access to the information on the
system, as appropriate, by all participating Fed-
eral agencies, including each military depart-
ment;
“C) coordinate standards, definitions, and
specifications for information on defense pro-
duction which is collected by the Department of
Defense and the military departments so that
such information can be used by any Federal
agency or department which the President de-
termines to be appropriate; and

(D) assure that the information in the system
is updated, as appropriate, with the active as-
sistance of the private sector.

“‘(2) TASK FORCE ON MILITARY-CIVILIAN PAR-
TICIPATION.—Upon the establishment of the in-
formation system wunder subsection (a), the
President shall convene a task force consisting
of the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of
Commerce, the Secretary of each military de-
partment, and the heads of such other Federal
agencies and departments as the President may
determine to be appropriate to establish guide-
lines and procedures to ensure that all Federal
agencies and departments which acguire infor-
mation with respect to the domestic defense in-
dustrial base are fully participating in the sys-
tem, unless the President determines that all ap-
propriate Federal agencies and departments, in-
cluding each military department, are volun-
tarily providing information which is necessary
for the system to carry out the purposes of this
Act and chapter 148 of title 10, United States
Code.

‘‘fe) REPORT ON SUBCONTRACTOR AND SUP-
PLIER BASE.—

**(1) REPORT REQUIRED.—AL the times required
under paragraph (4), the President shall issue a
report which includes—

‘““(A) a list of critical components, tech-
nologies, and technology items for which there
is found to be inadegquate domestic industrial
capacity or capability; and

“/(B) an assessment of those subsectors of the
economy of the United States which—

“'(i) support production of any component,
technology, or technology item listed pursuant
to paragraph (1); or

“/(ii) have been identified as being critical to
the development and production of components
required for the production of weapons, weapon
systems, and other military equipment essential
to the national defense.

**(2) MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED.—The assess-
ment made under paragraph (1)(B) shall con-
sider—

‘“(A) the capacity of domestic sources, espe-
cially commercial firms, to fulfill peacetime re-
gquirements and graduated mobilization require-
ments for various items of supply and services;

‘““(B) any trend relating to the capabilities of
domestic sources to meet such peacetime and mo-
bilization requirements;

‘“(C) the extent to which the production or ac-
quisition of various items of military material is
dependent on foreign sources; and

‘(D) any reason for the decline of the capa-
bilities of selected sectors of the United States
economy necessary to meet peacetime and mobi-
lization regquirements, including stability of de-
fense requirements, acquisition policies, vertical
integration of various segments of the industrial
base, superiority of foreign technology and pro-
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duction efficiencies, foreign government support
of nondomestic sources, and offset arrange-
ments.

“/(3) POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS.—The report
may provide specific policy recommendations to
correct deficiencies identified in the assessment,
which would help to strengthen domestic
sources.

‘'(4) TIME FOR ISSUANCE.—The report required
by paragraph (1) shall be issued not later than
July 1 of each odd-numbered year which begins
after 1991, based upon data from the prior fiscal
year and such prior fiscal years as may be ap-
propriate. =

*“(5) RELEASE OF UNCLASSIFIED REPORT.—The
report required by this subsection may be classi-
fied. An unclass