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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
The House met at 12 noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray
er: 

With great appreciation and earnest 
praise we remember, 0 loving God, 
those women and men whose lives have 
been a witness to righteousness and 
whose testimony continues through 
the ages. On this particular day we re
call the sacrifice and heroism of Raoul 
Wallenberg who, during the dark days 
of tyranny, rose to champion the cause 
of those people whose lives were in 
jeopardy. We remember how his per
sistence and courage saved tens of 
thousands of people and how his ac
tions spoke for the virtues of truth and 
righteousness, of sacrifice and honor. 
As our Nation has honored him in sig
nificant ways, may we give him the 
highest honor by living our lives in 
ways that reflect his decency and his 
goodness. In Your name, we pray. 
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. Will the gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO] please 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. DEFAZIO 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. 
Ballen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed a bill of the 
following title, in which the concur
rence of the House is requested: 

S. 1583. An act to amend the Natural Gas 
Pipeline Safety Act of 1968 and the Hazard
ous L1Q.uid Pipeline Safety Act of 1979 to au
thorize appropriations and to improve pipe
line safety, and for other purposes. 

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER AND 
APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF 
CIVIL WAR SITES ADVISORY 
COMMISSION 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following communication from the 
Honorable D. FRENCH SLAUGHTER, JR., 
Member of Congress. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, July 16, 1991. 

Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY, 
Speaker, The Capitol, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: It is with great per
sonal regret that I must inform you of my 
decision to resign from the Civil War Sites 
Advisory Commission effective immediately. 
While I had hoped to fulfill the responsibil
ities set forth by my appointment to the 
Commission, I believe it would be in the best 
interest of the Congressionally stated goals 
of the Commission that I excuse myself from 
the panel. 

This has been a difficult decision for me to 
reach, but I believe it would be inappropriate 
for me to remain on the Civil War Sites Ad
visory Commission in light of my approach
ing resignation from the U.S. House of Rep
resentatives for health reasons. The Congres
sional mandated goals of the Commission are 
formidable, and deserve the full attention 
and abilities of every appointed Member. 

The appointment you bestowed upon me is 
truly appreciated, and I will long remember 
your support in this matter. I hope that my 
resignation from the Commission will not 
cause discord, as it is my understanding that 
vacancies on the Commission will not affect 
the authority of the remaining Members 
until a new appointment is made. 

My personal interest in Civil War history, 
and the preservation of appropriate sites 
through means which respect the property 
rights of landowners remains firm. I cer
tainly intend to follow the progress of dis
cussions by the Commission, and I will no 
doubt lend my comments from time to time. 

With kindest personal regards. 
Sincerely, 

D. FRENCH SLAUGHTER, Jr., 
Member of Congress. 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro
visions of section 1205(a)(4) of Public 
Law 101-628, the Chair appoints on the 
part of the House the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] to the 
Civil War Sites Advisory Commission 
to fill the existing vacancy thereon. 

JOB LOSS 
(Mr. VISCLOSKY asked and was 

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, when 
George Bush became President of the 
United States, 3,038,000 Americans were 
unemployed. 

Last month, 4,801,000 Americans had 
lost their jobs. 

In other words, one American has 
lost their job every minute George 
Bush has been President. 

Every minute the President delays in 
signing unemployment compensation 
legislation, not only do those without 
work continue to suffer, but another 
American joins their ranks. 

THE POLITICS OF AN EMERGENCY 
(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, the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD for October 1, 1991, 
states that the conference report on S. 
1722, dealing with unemployment com
pensation, was agreed to, "clearing the 
measure for the President." 

Seven days have passed, but the ma
jority has not sent the bill to the 
President. 

The delay means that, given the Sen
ate's schedule, the earliest the bill can 
come back from the President is next 
week. 

At this point the majority is enroll
ing S. 1722 at a record six pages a day, 
the legislative equivalent of a sit-down 
strike. 

This is the same majority whose 
Members come to the floor raging 
about the emergency nature of the bill. 

Hurry, hurry, hurry. This is of the es
sence. Every minute counts? 

We did not even have an opportunity 
to offer a substitute in the normal le
gitimate sort of way. If the majority 
had cooperated with us, the unem
ployed would be getting their extended 
benefit checks now. 

Why, after all the rhetoric about 
compassion, all the cries of "emer
gency," is the majority exploiting the 
plight of the unemployed by sitting on 
this measure. 

Mr. Speaker, I hesitate to ask-but 
could it be politics? 

THE ENDLESS SAVINGS AND LOAN 
SCANDAL 

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, a pall of 
odor and privilege hangs heavy over 
Washington, DC, today. More checks? 
Lunch bills unpaid? Free parking at 
the airport? No. I'm talking about a 
real scandal. 

A secretly negotiated deal, Federal 
employees threatened and their criti-
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cal memos shredded, hundreds of mil
lions in interest free loans, below mar
ket discounts on prime real estate-all 
at taxpayer expense. 

It's another sweet deal in the sorry, 
seemingly endless savings and loan 
scandal. 

It's the patriot deal. Four wealthy 
developers represented by a Bush ad
ministration insider have negotiated a 
deal to "buy a $500 million package of 
buildings at 60 percent of appraised 
value-with $400 million in taxpayer fi
nancing with no interest for 7 years." 

To quote my Republican colleague 
from Iowa, "a Government sponsored 
leveraged buyout that would make Mi
chael Milken drool." 

In 1989 the Bush administration 
asked for $50 billion to bail out the sav
ings and loans, $30 billion last March, 
and now they are going to come in for 
another $90 billion this month. 

Maybe this scandal is too big, the 
perpetrators too powerful to expose
whatever the reason-while the bull
dogs of the press are scouring Capitol 
Hill looking for the mythical free hair
cuts and free taxi rides; the bandits 
downtown have robbed the U.S. Treas
ury again. 

HULK HEAVEN FOR THE GHOST 
FLEET 

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

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to tell the American tax
payer that much of the ghost fleet, a 
flotilla that each year does nothing but 
soak up rust-and millions of taxpayer 
dollars, will soon be headed for hulk 
heaven. 

A bill I am introducing today will set 
up a long-term policy to scrap much of 
this mothballed armada of rusting 
steel. 

From now on, it's up or out. Make 
them seaworthy, or they're history. 

Last year, not one ship from the 
ghost fleet ever made it to the Persian 
Gulf. A comprehensive GAO study 
shows why. These ships are too old, 
they're too small, they're too slow, and 
it would take forever to reactivate 
them. 

I am pleased that Congressmen RON 
WYDEN, WALTER JONES, BOB DAVIS, and 
NORM LENT have joined me as cospon
sors of the National Defense Reserve 
Fleet Ship Disposal Act. 

These ships deserve a final rest. 
Their first act, in World War II, was a 
great victory for the Western democ
racies. Their final act will be a great 
victory for the American taxpayer. 

ANNOUNCING THE DEATH OF OUR 
FRIEND, GEORGE LEWIS RUS
SELL, JR. 
(Mr. MFUME asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
tremendous sadness and a heavy heart 
that I call attention this morning to 
the untimely passing of our friend, 
George Lewis Russell. As many of our 
colleagues will remember, George suf
fered a heart attack while driving 
home to Baltimore from his job here in 
the House. 

George had been in a coma and at
tached to a respirator for almost 2 
weeks. On Friday, October 5, 1991, 
George was removed from the res
pirator and died peacefully that 
evening. 

All of us who knew George Russell 
realized that he was a man of great 
character and a wonderful person to be 
around. George sat in this very well for 
17 years and witnessed the great de
bates of the day and helped to compile 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for the use 
of Members, staff, and the general pub
lic. 

George is survived by his wife, Rev. 
Helen D. Russell, his two children, 
George Jr. and Diane Russell Tolbert 
who is a staffer for our colleague Rep
resentative TIM VALENTINE, two grand
children, three brothers, and two sis
ters. 

Mr. Speaker, this House has lost a 
great friend. And our prayers go out to 
George's loving family as we cherish 
the memory of his years of dedication 
and service to this House. George 
Lewis Russell, we shall all dearly miss 
you. 

NATURAL GAS 
(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, suppose 
someone told us that after years of de
pending on foreign oil to meet our en
ergy needs, the United States could 
rely upon an energy source that is 
abundantly available here. Would that 
get our attention? 

And suppose that source was also 
clean burning so that its generation 
and usage would be environmentally 
sound. Better yet, suppose it cost less 
than foreign oil so that consumers end 
up paying less. Would you not think we 
would be vigorously pursuing that as 
an option and a real solution to our 
Nation's energy problems? 

You might think so, but you would 
be wrong. 

We do have a domestically abundant, 
clean-burning, low-cost energy source 
that we could put in our cars, our fac
tories, our utilities, and our homes. It 
is called natural gas. But right now 
much natural gas is being burned up as 
a byproduct of oil production and wast
ed because there is no transport mech
anism in place to distribute it to the 
American people. 

Mr. Speaker, some people are already 
using natural gas; it was about 24 per
cent of our Nation's total energy con
sumption in 1989, in fact. 

Why then are we proposing to drill 
for more oil in environmentally sen
sitive areas rather than utilize avail
able natural gas? People want to know 
the answer to that question, Mr. 
Speaker. 

THE RECESSION IS NOT OVER 
(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, 
economists are saying the recession is 
over. If that is true, Mr. Speaker, tell 
me why are dairy farmers shooting 
their cattle? Why are truckers burning 
their trucks? Why did Westinghouse 
lose Sl.5 billion last quarter? Why did 
the State of Maryland lay off 1,800 
workers last week? 

If it is true, Mr. Speaker, why are 
more Americans reading the bank
ruptcy laws than Reader's Digest? 

I do not buy this propaganda. I say 
the recession is not only not over, but 
if we take away food stamps, welfare 
and Social Security, this Nation would 
be in a state of depression. The unem
ployment lines are beginning to look 
just like the soup lines of the 1930's. 

Think about it. 

CENSUS BUREAU POVERTY 
FIGURES 

(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, on Septem
ber 26, the U.S. Census Bureau released 
its official report on poverty and fam
ily income for 1990. Robert Rector, 
from the Heritage Foundation, raises 
grave concerns about these figures be
cause once again, this report presents a 
very misleading picture. 

According to Bureau figures, over 30 
million Americans still live in poverty. 
And last week a group of European and 
Canadian social scientists published a 
report claiming that the United States 
is the poverty capital of the Western 
World. Considering that the average 
poor American lives in a larger house 
or apartment than does tbe average 
West European of any income group, 
this claim is preposterous. Not only 
that, unpublicized Census Bureau sur
veys show that 38 percent of those who 
the Bureau defines as poor own their 
own homes, 62 percent of poor house
holds own a car, and 31 percent of all 
poor households have microwave ovens. 
If we are the poverty capital of the 
Western World, then the Western World 
is not doing too badly. 

The point here, Mr. Speaker, is not 
to be indifferent to those who are in 
genuine need. The purpose of my 
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speaking today is to point out that the 
way the Census Bureau reaches it con
clusions is fundamentally flawed, and 
to try to stave off the wave of unjusti
fied liberal outrage that these inac
curate numbers are bound to ignite. Its 
report ignores facts such as the ones I 
just mentioned which demonstrate 
that most poor Americans today are 
better housed, better fed, and own 
more personal property than average 
U.S. citizens did throughout most of 
this century. 

The problem lies in the way the Cen
sus Bureau determines a household's 
income. It ignores all assets owned by 
households and nearly all Government 
welfare benefits they receive, dis
regarding billions of dollars in noncash 
assistance. Thus it seems that poverty 
is running rampant, causing people to 
cry out for more welfare. Studies re
veal, however, that the largest effect of 
welfare spending is not to raise income 
but merely to replace self-sufficiency 
with dependence. Creating more wel
fare programs is not the answer. Let's 
not take this Census Bureau report at 
face value, or risk being tricked into 
backing programs that are based on 
lies. 

ATLANTA BRAVES GOING TO CHOP 
RIGHT TO THE TOP 

(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, 
last week my colleague and friend, 
Congressman MEL LEVINE, bet me a 
crate of California oranges that the 
Los Angeles Dodgers were going to de
feat the Atlanta Braves for the West
ern Division title. 

Mr. Speaker, I won that bet. Now 
comes Pittsburgh, and my good friend 
and colleague, Mr. BILL COYNE, has wa
gered me a basket of the finest Pitts
burgh foods that the Pirates are going 
to defeat the Braves for the National 
League championship. 

Mr. Speaker, I accept that wager. I 
think that the Atlanta Braves are 
going to chop-chop-chop, right to the 
top. I am not sure what I am going to 
bet Mr. COYNE, however. But I think I 
might bet him a crate of California or
anges. 

AIDS RESEARCH MONEY OVER
SHADOWING OTHER IMPORTANT 
DISEASES 
(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, during 
this fiscal year the Federal Govern
ment will spend almost $2 billion on 
AIDS-related programs. This will be 
$140 million more than will be spent on 
cancer research and prevention. Cancer 

is a disease which touches many mil
lions more than does AIDS. This year 
518,000 people will die from cancer, 13 
or 14 times the number who will die 
from AIDS. 

Even more people are affected by 
heart disease. Some 760,000 people will 
die from heart problems this year. Yet 
we will spend more than 2¥.a times on 
AIDS what we will spend on heart dis
ease research and prevention during 
this fiscal year which just started. 

AIDS is a very serious problem. But 
we should not take scarce Federal 
funds from programs dealing with can
cer, heart disease, diabetes, Alz
heimer's and other similar programs 
because AIDS is a popular cause with 
the media, the Hollywood crowd and 
the liberal establishment. 

D 1220 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
TO IMPOSE SANCTIONS AGAINST 
THE COMMUNIST LEADERSHIP IN 
BELGRADE 
(Mr. LANTOS asked and was given 

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

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, the out
rageous and brutal attack against the 
Croatian Presidential complex in Za
greb yesterday which was ordered by 
the Communist leadership in Belgrade 
calls for a serious and substantive re
sponse by those who wish to prevent a 
Balkan explosion that could undermine 
the stability of Europe. 

Today, with my distinguished Repub
lican and Democratic colleagues, the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. BROOM
FIELD] and the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BONIOR], I am introducing leg
islation that will impose sweeping eco
nomic sanctions against the Com
munist regime in Belgrade. We hope 
this legislation will bring some reason 
to the expansionist clique currently in 
control there. They must know that we 
do not condone violence and military 
action against democratically elected 
governments. 

Mr. Speaker, our legislation is iden
tical to the bipartisan bill just intro
duced in the other body with the sup
port of the Republican leader, Senator 
DOLE, and the Democratic chairman of 
the Senate Foreign Relations Com.mi t
tee, Senator PELL. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
acting to preserve the peace of Europe. 

SMALL BUSINESSES PROVIDE 
QUALITY CHILD CARE 

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

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, the 
need for family friendly workplace 
policies has emerged as a major issue 

facing our country. I would like to per
sonally recognize and salute the many 
small businesses across the United 
States that care enough to offer child 
care services to their employees. These 
employers are pioneers, and their ex
ample can and should inspire other em
ployers to follow their lead. 

The Wall Street Journal, in its Sep
tember 5 edition, spotlighted individ
ual small businesses which offer child 
care benefits. To prove that their em
ployees are truly their most valuable 
assets, several businesses with fewer 
than 20 employees offer on-site child 
care centers. I applaud this kind of un
selfish caring. 

Neuville Industries, in Hildebran, NC, 
is a great example of a company dedi
cated to providing its employees with 
quality child care. In 1979, it created an 
on-site center, which is open to both 
children and grandchildren of employ
ees. The child care facility has a capac
ity of 108, and strives to maintain en
rollment at approximately 80 percent 
of that figure. Currently 70 children 
participate at Hildebran. Neuville In
dustries subsidizes 50 percent of the 
child care program for its employees. 
This is truly a company who cares. 

These employers' efforts, when com
bined with increased investment by 
State and Federal governments to im
prove child care programs, can go a 
long way toward ensuring that parents 
have appropriate choices of care for 
their children. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE COM
BINED SEWER OVERFLOW ACT 

(Mr. OLIN asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. OLIN. Mr. Speaker, last week I 
introduced a bill that will help 1,200 
cities and towns across the Nation 
avoid violating clean water laws and 
facing stiff fines. 

I am talking about the cities in 220 
congressional districts that, because 
they are old, have storm water systems 
that run into their sanitary sewers. In 
heavy rains the sewers overflow into 
public streams and rivers. 

The cost of repiping these towns is 
generally very high and has to be done 
over a period of years, many years in 
most cases. 

My bill would require cities to come 
up with a plan to eliminate their cross
connected sewers. It would allow each 
city to determine how much it could 
afford to pay each year and it author
izes Federal and State grants to help. 

Cities that follow this plan will not 
be subject to fines or harassment as 
they work to get this problem behind 
them. 

I urge Members to cosponsor the 
Combined Sewer Overflow Act, H.R. 
3477. 
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ENACT CONGRESSIONAL REFORMS 

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

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, the Sergeant at Arms' Dis
bursement Office flap has been a colos
sal embarrassment to all of us. 

Whether you have written a hot 
check or not, and I have not, we all 
have reason to be embarrassed. The 
real issue here is the credibility of the 
Congress, and that is something that 
must be corrected. We must do it our
selves, not leaving it to the feeding 
frenzy of talk-show hosts and news
paper columnists to use these kinds of 
issues to increase the cynicism of our 
representative system. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to examine our
selves. We need to change those things 
that are not reasonable. We need to re
move the exceptions that Congress has 
provided for itself. We need to remove 
the privileges that go beyond those ex
tended to all citizens of this country, 
and we must do it ourselves. 

We need a workman-like examina
tion of these procedures. If we have 
procedures that are not defensible, we 
need to change them. If we want to 
really make a change in Congress, we 
ought to do some of the reforms that 
have been here. We ought to limit 
terms, do something with the budget 
reform such as line-item veto, bal
anced-budget amendment, and limit 
growth of government. We need some 
campaign reform such as full disclo
sure, and 50 percent of the funds com
ing from the district. Finally, we need 
a work schedule based on need and not 
on the holidays that are coming up. 

SUPREME COURT NOMINATION 
CAN WAIT A FEW DAYS FOR THE 
TRUTH 
(Mrs. KENNELLY asked and was 

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

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, the 
compelling case for the nominee to the 
Supreme Court was not legal expertise, 
and it was not race. It was character, 
that out of the crucible of life experi
ence, a man emerges with vision and a 
viewpoint that cannot be duplicated on 
the Supreme Court. 

Whatever you may think of that 
thinking, this case had been winning 
the day since the nominee's nomina
tion. That case now has been chal
lenged by charges that the nominee 
used indecent words to sexually harass 
a woman. 

Mr. Speaker, these are serious 
charges, and they deserve a serious 
hearing. If confirmed, the nominee 
would serve on the Supreme Court for 
the rest of his life most likely. Surely 
consideration of the nominee can wait 

a few days so that the truth can be INTRODUCTION OF THE ALL 
learned. AMERICANS SAVINGS AND IN

VESTMENT INCENTIVE ACT OF 
1991 

FULL DISCLOSURE OF HOUSE 
BANKING OVERDRAFTS 

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
resolution of the House banking matter 
is dependent upon full disclosure of 
Members' overdrafts. 

For this reason, I am urging the 
chairman of the Ethics Committee to 
provide full disclosure, beginning with 
the members of that committee. 

Some committee members may be 
among the reported 134 House Members 
who had overdrafts of $1,000 or more. 

So the possibility exists that such a 
committee member may be in the posi
tion of recommending action on an
other Member who has had overdrafts 
of $1,000 or more. 

That is unacceptable to my constitu
ents because representative govern
ment begins with accountability. 

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

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Speaker, we have 
been hearing a lot of talk about the 
need for a fair tax cut and the need to 
stimulate economic growth. I believe 
the time has come for action to replace 
talk. That is why I have introduced a 
bill that will give important tax relief 
to lower and middle income Americans, 
will stimulate growth, and will not 
bust the budget. 

My bill, H.R. 3128, the All Americans 
Savings and Investment Incentive Act 
of 1991, will give more than $10 billion 
of tax relief to the 137 million Ameri
cans earning up to $50,000. 

We pay for this $10 billion tax cut by 
enacting the President's capital gains 
proposal. The revenue it generates will 
virtually pay for the much needed tax 
relief for average Americans proposed 
in my bill. What could be more fair 
than that? 

I urge my colleagues to join the bi
partisan list of 79 Members who have 
already cosponsored H.R. 3128. 

ENACT H.R. 1414: CORRECT PAS- MAKE CERTAIN SEXUAL HARASS-
SIVE-LOSS RULES OF 1986 TAX MENT CHARGES CHECKED THOR-
ACT OUGHLY 

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

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, the 
House has an opportunity to do some
thing which I think is good for Amer
ica. 

By enacting H.R. 1414, which would 
correct the passive-loss rules of the 
1986 tax law, the Congress can ensure 
that people in the real estate industry 
are treated the same as people in every 
other business. 

This is a tax-fairness issue, impor
tant to small-business owners and 
working families alike. This is an issue 
that has drawn the support of 313 Mem
bers of the House, and it deserves to be 
acted on. 

H.R. 1414 is not a return to the tax
shel ter days of the early 1980's. It is a 
reasonable response with safeguards. 
H.R. 1414 will apply only to certifiable 
property professionals and not to mil
lionaires or billionaires who are look
ing for tax shelters. 

H.R. 1414 is an opportunity to pro
mote tax fairness; it is an opportunity 
to promote small businesses which will 
lead to better housing opportunities 
and jobs. H.R. 1414 has the support it 
needs in the House of Representatives, 
and now what is needed is an oppor
tunity to vote. 

(Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York 
asked and was given permission to ad
dress the House for 1 minute and to re
vise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, we vest enormous power in 
judges in this country. A judge can 
take away your family, your children, 
your business, your liberty, and that is 
why we take great care in choosing 
people who serve in the judiciary, no 
less than those who serve in the Su
preme Court of the United States, a 
lifetime appointment. 

D 1230 
A young woman, a woman with a 

good background, took the courage and 
the time to try to say that there were 
some allegations about the present 
nominee that should be investigated, 
and the usual cry goes up from men all 
over the country, "Too late, too late, 
should have told us about it earlier. 
Why did she wait around? It couldn't 
have been much. We're going on with 
the dance." 

Mr. Speaker, that is the reason why 
women in this country are so afraid to 
come forward with allegations of sex
ual harassment. That is why Congress 
has written laws making it possible for 
them to come forward in cases of sex
ual harassment. That is why the Con
gress should make certain that allega
tions are checked thoroughly. 
If this nominee is confirmed, he has 

the possibility of serving 40 years with 
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this allegation hanging over him. For 
the rest of her life, Professor Hill will 
be faced with the fact that she came 
forward to this committee and made 
these allegations. 

Surely, for the sake of both of them, 
for their reputations and for their fu
ture, time must be taken to look at 
these thoroughly and dispose of them 
properly. 

A 20TH CENTURY TORQUEMADA 
(Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was 

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

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, his
tory repeats itself and constantly re
minds us of how the more things 
change, the more they remain the 
same. 

Take for example a man called 
Torquemada of 16th century Spain, 
whose job it was to don a black ho0d 
and cloak, seize worthy citizens falsely 
accused by rumor and ·innuendo, and 
threaten them with death by torture 
until they confessed to imaginary sins 
of witchcraft or heresy. 

And then there is a man called 
Walsh, of 20th century America, who 
under cloak of law conducts his own in
quisition, again taking worthy citi
zens, trusted and loyal Americans, 
threatening them with drowning in a 
sea of legal entanglement, of felony in
dictments and irreparable expense, 
until they confess to meaningless mis
demeanors. 

Yes, Judge Walsh, the modern day in
quisitor, with the limitless resources of 
the U.S. Treasury, is in all respects no 
different from Torquemada, the in
quisitor. Alan Fiers, Elliott Abrams, 
and Claire George are his most recent 
victims. Who is next in the star cham
ber, Mr. Speaker? Certainly not the 
Democrats who negotiated behind 
closed doors with the Communist San
dinistas in Nicaragua. 

TAKE TIME FOR JUSTICE 
(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, this 
is a nation that has prided itself in al
ways having time for justice. Think 
about our symbol of justice, a scale, a 
scale where the woman is blindfolded 
and cannot see who says what and ev
eryone's words weigh equally. It does 
not say someone is empowered to say, 
"Well, a Supreme Court nominee's 
words weigh heavier than someone 
else's, or someone else's words weigh 
heavier." No. It is equal. 

Nor is there a plot behind that scale 
of justice saying, "Oh, time ran out. 
Take the scales away. That's it." 

Nor does it say we can defer to an 
FBI official or someone else an elected 

representative's responsibility to take 
the time to be fair. 

Mr. Speaker, we are at a very critical 
time in which a woman has come for
ward and made very serious allega
tions, and there is an attempt to brush 
them under the rug in the speed to 
have an adjournment for the Columbus 
Day recess. Columbus, I think, would 
even be appalled that we would be 
hurrying home to celebrate this great 
Nation and also tainting this great Na
tion's reputation for justice. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope justice prevails. I 
hope we can take time to listen to ev
eryone and weigh their words. 

LIBERALS, HA VE YOU NO SENSE 
OF DECENCY? 

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

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
the last minute personal attack on 
Judge Thomas is another example of 
the rotten gutter level politics which is 
now the standard operating procedure 
for liberals in America. 

Liberalism has been rejected by the 
people, with its reliance on high taxes, 
large bureaucracy, and social nonsense 
that is contrary to fundamental Amer
ican values. 

So not having the support of the peo
ple for their views, liberals now rely on 
personal attacks-vicious, mean-spir
i ted, often untruthful abuse of people 
who disagree with them. Liberals are 
making Joe McCarthy look like a nice 
guy. 

Someday the public is going to real
ize that the personal attacks on any
one who disagrees with liberals are 
part of a pattern-a pattern that is 
contrary to our national spirit. Has lib
eralism really sunk to this nasty, de
stroy your opponent style of politics? 

Liberals. Have you no sense of de
cency? 

Confirm Judge · Thomas. Reject gut
ter politics. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The Chair would remind 
Members that it is not within the rules 
to urge specific action by the Senate, 
and Members should refrain from doing 
so. 

CONGRESS MUST PROTECT THE 
VULNERABLE 

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

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, imagine 
yourself dependent on another human 
being for your livelihood. Imagine the 

power that person holds over you. 
Imagine that person making suggestive 
comments to you and beyond that tell
ing you in detail about pornographic 
materials he had seen. Would you be 
intimidated? 

Yes, especially if you are in your 
twenties and you are a woman in a 
man's field. Intimidation like that is 
against the law. Indeed, our law pro
tects women in the workplace from 
that type of harassment. 

And which court is that final protec
tor of women from this kind of harass
ment? Which court has that most awe
some responsibility to protect society 
from those who would harm its most 
vulnerable citizens? The Supreme 
Court of the United States of America. 

Where are those in Congress who talk 
about pornography every other day? 
Why are they not leading the charge 
for a delay? 

This is not pleasant. It is not happy 
and it is not pretty. Neither is sexual 
harassment, whether you are touched 
or verbally demeaned. 

To respect women in this society 
means you give these charges your at
tention, and when you are confident 
about the truth, however long it takes 
beyond a reasonable doubt, it will be 
time to vote. 

WOMEN BUSINESS OWNERS WILL 
LEAD SMALL BUSINESS 

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

Mr. ffiELAND. Mr. Speaker, today's 
women are turning in ever-increasing 
numbers toward business ownership. 
From 1982 to 1987, the number of 
women-owned businesses increased by 
58 percent. Many of these women turn 
to self-employment out of necessity all 
do so with the strong desire to achieve 
self-sufficiency. 

It is no secret here on Capitol Hill or 
around the country that these new 
women-owned businesses and the jobs 
they will create are essential to our 
economic well-being. Clearly, it is in 
the country's best interest to encour
age and promote women business own
ership. 

And yet, all too often, we in Congress 
seem to be intent on putting up bar
riers to opportunity, rather than tear
ing them down. Heayy-handed laws and 
regulations are blocking the path to 
economic independence for many 
would-be, female entrepreneurs. 

Today we can remove at least some 
of those barriers by voting for the 
Women's Business Opportunity Act. 

And so, as we cast our votes today I 
would urge my colleagues to remem
ber: it is easy to say that you are in 
business. But it is how you vote that 
really counts. 
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The gentleman will state 
his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, 
the Chair stated that the rules of the 
House prevent individual Members 
from urging action by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is 
correct. 

Mr. COX of California. It has been 
the observation of this Member, Mr. 
Speaker, that a parade of speakers 
have come to speak for 1 minute under 
unanimous consent and have urged 
that the Senate delay consideration of 
Judge Thomas. 

It is the opinion of the Chair, Mr. 
Speaker, that these Members are vio
lating the rules of the House? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is the 
opinion of the Chair that several Mem
bers have expressed in general terms 
their desire to see a delay, but in only 
one instance so far has someone spe
cifically requested the Senate to take a 
specific action on confirmation. 

The Chair has been trying to be scru
pulously fair about this and the Chair 
has no intention of singling out any in
dividual, but one individual did say, 
"Let's confirm Judge Thomas," and 
that the Chair believes is a specific ex
hortation to the Senate. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COX of California. I yield to the 
gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I would just 
like to ask a question, Mr. Speaker. 

Is not asking for a delay of action in 
the other body infringing on the rights 
of the other body, and is that not a vio
lation of the rules of the House? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair did not yet hear anybody specifi
cally ask for a delay by the Senate. If 
the Chair missed that, the Chair apolo
gizes, but the Chair heard some Mem
bers express the view that more time 
should be taken, and so on. 

D 1240 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If the gen

tleman will yield further, I would like 
to have the words of the gentlewoman 
from Colorado read because I believe 
she did ask for a delay. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The Chair believes it is too 
late to make that request. 

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a further parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman will state it. 

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, 
if a Member were to ask for such a 
delay, it is the opinion of the Chair 
that that would be out of order? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Yes, it 
is, if it is a reference to the Senate con
firmation process. 

Mr. COX of California. I appreciate 
the Chair's response. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. And the 
Chair will so rule. 

[Mrs. MINK addressed the House. Her 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.] 

SHE DOES NOT SOUND LIKE SOME
BODY WHO WAS SEXUALLY HAR
ASSED 
(Mr. BURTON of Indiana asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, nobody likes sexual harassment. 
But let us get the record straight. I 
would like to read to my liberal col
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
what was in the Wall Street Journal 
today, and I hope you will pay particu
lar attention to this: 

The FBI report on Ms. Hill's charges, filed 
with the Judiciary Committee before its 
vote, found no evidence to support harass
ment. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, a 
point of personal privilege. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A point 
of personal privilege is not in order at 
this time. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Unless 
the gentleman yields, the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] may pro
ceed in order. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I hope I have my full 60 seconds. 

The FBI report on Ms. Hill's charges, filed 
with the Judiciary Committee before its 
vote, found no evidence to support harass
ment. Indeed, it was after the supposed har
assment that Ms. Hill transferred to the 
EEOC to work with Chairman Thomas. She 
did not say anything during his three pre
vious nomination hearings. When she became 
a law professor, she asked Judge Thomas for 
help collecting information about equal op
portunity employment cases. She also in
vited him to make a trip to Norman, OK, to 
speak to her law students, which he did this 
past spring. 

Mr. Speaker, this woman's credibil
ity is really in question. She has fol
lowed the man from job to job, she 
even called him to congratulate him on 
his marriage. Then she asked him to 
come out to speak to her law students. 
That does not sound like somebody 
that was sexually harassed~ to me. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUffiY 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 

have a parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tlewoman will state her parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, 
under the rules of the House is it ap
propriate to label other colleagues as 
liberals or conservatives or whatever? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is 
not necessarily a violation of the rules 
of the House. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Thank you. But I 
would say it is poor manners. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, may I be heard? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. For 
what purpose does the gentleman from 
Indiana rise? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Just to 
make a brief comment. Mr. Speaker, if 
it is inaccurate to label her as a lib
eral, I stand convicted. 

PENDING CONFffiMATION OF 
JUDGE THOMAS 

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, the Sen
ate is about to embark on a misguided 
journey. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The gentlewoman will re
frain from direct reference to the other 
body. 

Ms. DELAURO. How can there be a 
vote to place Judge Thomas in a life
time appointment to the Supreme 
Court under this cloud? To be sure, a 
person is innocent until proven guilty, 
but without a full and public hearing 
about the veracity of these very seri
ous charges of sexual harassment, a de
cision this evening to elevate Judge 
Thomas to the Supreme Court casts 
doubt on the entire process. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, I demand the gentlewoman's words 
be taken down. 

Ms. DELAURO. The actions of the 
Committee on the Judiciary say loud 
and clear--

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, I demand the words of the gentle
woman be taken down. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tlewoman will suspend. 

The Chair has repeatedly asked Mem
bers to refrain from specific reference 
to the other body and would admonish 
the gentlewoman to do so. 

Does the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. SENSENBRENNER] insist on his re
quest? 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Yes, Mr. 
Speaker, I do. I think the precedent 
ought to be set and put in the prece
dents of the House on what the extent 
of the prohibition against discussing 
the proceedings in the other body are. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The Chair's rulings pre
viously today are consistent with and 
constitute the precedents of the House. 
The Chair will insist upon compliance 
with those precedents. 

Under those circumstances, does the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SEN
SENBRENNER] still insist? 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER . . Yes, Mr. 
Speaker, I do. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the words that are ob
jected to. 



25758 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 8, 1991 
D 1250 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The gentlewoman will state 
it. 

Ms. WATERS. Will the Speaker
Mr. WALKER. Regular order, Mr. 

Speaker. You cannot entertain a par
liamentary inquiry at this time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The reg
ular order is that the words will be 
read. The Chair will await that. 

Mr. WALKER. Right. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the words. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
* * * to be sure a person is innocent until 

proven guilty, but without a full and public 
hearing about these very serious charges a 
decision this evening to elevate Judge Thom
as to the Supreme Court casts doubt on the 
entire process. 

The SPEAKER. It is the Chair's opin
ion that the words inevitably relate to 
an action to be taken by the Senate 
with respect to a nomination by the 
President subject to the confirmation 
of the Senate and, accordingly, are not 
in order, and the words, accordingly 
without objection, will be stricken 
from the RECORD. 

There was no objection. 
Without objection the gentlewoman 

from Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO] may 
proceed in order. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, I object. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 
The question is: Shall the gentle

woman from Connecticut [Ms. 
DELAURO] be permitted to proceed in 
order? 

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. 
SENSENBRENNER 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, I offer a preferential motion. 

Mr. SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the preferential motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER moves to table the 

motion. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] 
to lay on the table the motion to pro
ceed in order. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, 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. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were- yeas 142, nays 
257, answered "present" l, not voting 
33, as follows: 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Calla.ha.n 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Combest 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
De Lay 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Duncan 
Emerson 
Fawell 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Geka.s 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Goss 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Aucoin 
Bacchus 
Barna.rd 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 

[Roll No. 295) 

YEAS-142 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Gunderson 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hefley 
Henry 
Harger 
Hobson 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Johnson (TX) 
Kasi ch 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lent 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lowery (CA) 
Ma.rlenee 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mc Dade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Moorhead 
Morrison 
Myers 
Nichols 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 

NAYS-257 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Dwyer 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford(TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gepba.rdt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 

Porter 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stea.ms 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas(CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Upton 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young(AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes(LA) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczk& 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
La.ntos 
La.Rocco 

Leach 
Lehman(CA) 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowey(NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloakey 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHugh 
McMillan (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mine ta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Obersta.r 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 

Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Reed 
Richardson 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rose 
Roatenkowaki 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Sisiaky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 

Slattery 
Slaughter {NY) 
Smith{IA) 
Sn owe 
Solan 
Spratt 
St.aaera 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swtf't 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor{MS) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Towns 
Trancant 
Traxler 
UDBOeld 
Valentine 
Vento 
Viscloaky 
Volkmer 
Waahington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weisa 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williama 
Wilson 
Wiae 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-1 

Bilirakis 
Bruce 
Collins (IL) 
Dreier 
Durbin 
Dymally 
Engel 
Ewing 
Ford (MI) 
Hastert 
Holloway 

Edwards (OK) 

NOT VOTING-33 
Hopkins 
Hunter 
Lancaster 
Laughlin 
Lehman (FL) 
Levine (CA) 
Lloyd 
Martin 
Moody 
Morella 
Mrazek 

D 1319 

Oaka.r 
OWens(NY) 
Pelosi 
Po shard 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Roa-Lehtinen 
Savage 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(FL) 
Torrice111 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska and Mr. Miller 
of Washington changed their votes 
from "nay" to "yea." 

So the motion to table was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

D 1320 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. WALKER. This is my parliamen
tary inquiry, Mr. Speaker: Is the mo
tion now before the House a motion 
which is debatable? 

The SPEAKER. The motion now be
fore the House is subject to debate, the 
gentleman is correct, within the nar
row limits of the motion. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, who 
would control the time? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair intends to 
recognize the majority leader, Mr. GEP-
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HARDT, to control the time, since the 
Chair put the question sue sponte on 
the motion when objection was heard. 

Mr. WALKER. And the subject mat
ter would be strictly--

The SPEAKER. The question is 
whether the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Ms. DELAURO] should be per
mitted to proceed in order. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the Chair. 
If the gentlewoman was permitted to 

proceed in order, would she be allowed 
to continue the remarks that she was 
engaged in at the time that she was 
called to order by the Chair? 

The SPEAKER. The gentlewoman 
from Connecticut will be permitted to 
proceed in order as long as her remarks 
are in order. Members are allowed to 
proceed as long as their remarks are in 
order. 

The Chair has stated a number of 
times and will repeat one additional 
time that references to the confirma
tion process in the other body are not 
in order. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the Chair. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 

Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT] is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, obviously, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the Mem
bers that the resolution we have before 
us makes it clear that the gentle
woman's words are to be taken down. 
The resolution calls for her being al
lowed to proceed with her statement. 

As the Speaker has said, we have 
clear House precedents that we are op
erating under. We intend to abide by 
that precedent and try to finish the 
work of the House through 1-minute 
speeches and through the rest of the 
day. 

I would ask Members to allow us to 
move to a vote on this resolution as 
quickly as possible so that we can 
move through our business. 

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. For purposes of de
bate only, I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, our concern I think is 
that we are developing a pattern where 
the taking down of words carries with 
it no penalty. I think the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is correct in stating 
that taking down of words is supposed 
to carry with it the penalty that the 
Member of Congress who utters the un
parliamentary words is to be taken off 
their feet for the rest of that legisla
tive day. What we see happening is 
that there is the pattern developing 
here where the majority is using their 
voting power as a majority to assure 
that any Member of the majority who 
utters unparliamentary words can pro
ceed as though no harm has been done, 
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and we move forward. And I have got 
to tell you from the standpoint of the 
minority we are concerned about that 
because we have seen in the past that 
such privileges then are not always 
granted to the minority. If our words 
are taken down, the chances are the 
majority will then vote to discipline 
the Member on the majority and use 
their power of that direction. 

If we are not going to have any pen
alty for uttering unparliamentary 
words, the fact is that we will create a 
situation where we will constantly 
have this battle on the floor, and where 
Members will come to the floor and do 
things which are not within the rules. 
And I think at least I have a concern, 
and I think a number of other Members 
should have a concern that we are cre
ating a situation in this House that 
will be I think both unparliamentary 
and ultimately unmanageable, and I 
thank the gentleman for yielding, but I 
would hope that we would vote in the 
case of this motion to make certain 
that the discipline of the House which 
was adopted under the rules, and I did 
not vote for those rules, the Members 
of the majority voted for those rules, 
and those rules explicitly state that if 
you take action on the floor which is 
not warranted with regard to your 
words, you are supposed to have the 
discipline of being taken off your feet 
for a day. 

I do not understand why that dis
cipline then would not be effective, and 
again I thank the gentleman for yield
ing. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. If the gentleman 
will yield back, for the purpose of de
bate, obviously, I would say to the gen
tleman that the practice that we have 
been trying to follow, and I think 
Members have followed pretty care
fully, is that the admonishment of the 
Chair has been sufficient to solve the 
problem. And we have not felt, and I do 
not think most Members feel that 
added penalties and added actions need 
to be taken in order to solve the prob
lem. 

And as the gentleman knows, in 
many cases Members are not fully 
aware ·that some words they may be 
using may not be proper under our 
precedents, and once they are told that 
by the Speaker they have been most 
willing to not go forward. 

Mr. WALKER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. For purposes of de
bate only, I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding, because in this particular 
case the Chair had said on about three 
occasions prior to the gentlewoman ut
tering the words that such words would 
not be permitted on the floor and so, 
therefore, there was a clear indication 
from the Chair that the words were not 
acceptable. And yet, the proceedings 
went ahead. 

That is when the disciplinary action 
came into place, and so in this particu
lar case there was no doubt about that. 

Also, typically under this kind of sit
uation the person who is in violation 
asks unanimous consent that their 
words be withdrawn. In this case the 
gentlewoman had no such action on the 
floor. She did not ask that her words be 
withdrawn and so, therefore, it is not 
clear to the Members on this side that 
she even understands at this point that 
she uttered unparliamentary words, 
other than the fact that the Chair 
ruled in that manner. 

So I think the situation is somewhat 
different than where a Member inad
vertently let it slip into that particu
lar matter. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. If the gentleman 
will yield back again, for the purpose 
of debate, I do not share his interpreta
tion of what happened. I believe that in 
this case, as in many other cases in the 
past, the bringing up of the objection 
and the ruling of the Chair served to 
solve the problem. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. For the purpose of 
debate only, I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, I was present on the floor, and not 
only did the acting Speaker, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. MCNULTY] 
admonish the gentlewoman from Con
necticut not to speak out of order, but 
he admonished a number of the preced
ing speakers not to speak out of order. 
And the impression that I had before I 
asked that the gentlewoman from Con
necticut's words be taken down is that 
those admonishments were falling upon 
deaf ears, and that the speeches would 
continue out of order and out of the 
rules. And that is the concern that I 
share with the gentleman from Penn
sylvania. The rules do set forth certain 
parameters of debate, and I would hope 
that this would be sufficient admonish
ment, with a penalty, that we would 
fall within those parameters. And I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. For purposes of de
bate only, I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I would just like to say that the 
rules were passed by the majority, and 
if the rules are very explicit on the per
son who has violated the rules of the 
House being sat down for the day, then 
the rules should be followed. Other
wise, why did the majority pass them 
in the first place? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. If the gentleman 
will yield back for the purpose of de
bate, I would simply say that I think 
the rules are working. The gentle
woman's words were taken down. The 
resolution that is in front of us now 
states that her words are taken down, 
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and that I think will achieve the re
sults that the rules were intended to 
achieve. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. For the purposes of 
debate only, I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, does the rule to which we are refer
ring right now give that kind of lati
tude? I did not know that it was that 
flexible. I thought it said that if the 
person's words were taken down that 
they were to sit down that day, period. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. The motion that is 
in front of us is to take words down and 
to proceed, obviously with the admoni
tion that the precedents which are now 
clear will be followed. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question on the motion. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is, Will 

the gentlewoman from Connecticut 
[Ms. DELAURO] be allowed to proceed in 
order? 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 260, noes 145, 
answered "present" 2, not voting 26, as 
follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerma.n 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
Aapin 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Beilenaon 
Bennett 
Berma.n 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
C&mpbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Conyers 

[Roll No. 296] 
YEAS-260 

Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Faacell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford(TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gejdenaon 
Gephardt 

Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jaco be 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones(GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Ka.njorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 

Kolter 
Kopetski 
Koatmayer 
L&Falce 
Lan toe 
L&Rocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman(CA) 
Levin (Ml) 
Lewis(GA) 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowey(NY) 
Luken 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloakey 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHugh 
McMillan (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
M111er (CA) 
Mine ta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murpby 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Nu88le 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
BlUey 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Combest 
Coughlin 
Cox(CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
DeL&y 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Emerson 
Fawell 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 

Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Reed 
Richardson 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rose 
Roatenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeiater 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
8elT&JlO 
Sharp 

NAYS-145 
Go SB 

Gr&dison 
Grandy 
Gunderson 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Hobson 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Johnson (TX) 
Kaai ch 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lent 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lowery (CA) 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandle88 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McD&de 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan (NC) 
Michel 
M111er(OH) 
M111er (WA) 
Moorhead 
MolTiBon 
Myers 
Nichols 
Oxley 

Shays 
Sikorski 
Sisiaky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith(IA) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Towns 
Tra.ficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waahlllgton 
Waters 
Waxman 
Wei88 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 

Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Porter 
Pursell 
Qu111en 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas(CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Upton 
VanderJagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Williama 

Wolf Young (AK) Zeliff 
Wylie Young (FL) Zimmer 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-2 
Edwards (OK) Riggs 

NOT VOTING-~ 
Anthony 
Bilirakis 
Bruce 
Collins (IL) 
Durbin 
Ewing 
Hastert 
Holloway 
Hopkins 

Hunter 
Lancaster 
Lehman(FL) 
Levine (CA) 
Lloyd 
Moody 
Mrazek 
Owens (NY) 
Pelosi 

D 1350 

Po shard 
Roa-Lehtinen 
Savage 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(FL) 
Stark 
Torricelli 
Valentine 

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

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 

MCNULTY). The gentlewoman from 
Connecticut is recognized for the bal
ance of her 1 minute, which shall con
stitute 28 seconds. 

CONTINUATION OF 1 MINUTE BY MS. DELAURO 

Ms. DELAURO. I thank the Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, allegations of sexual 

harassment are serious charges which 
deserve serious consideration. The Jus
tices of the Supreme Court must dem
onstrate respect for law and for indi
vidual rights. To impugn the integrity 
of Professor Hill, to elevate that of 
Judge Thomas, is not appropriate nor 
is it a credible tactic. The American 
people deserve more than a dismissal of 
Professor Hill's charges. They deserve 
to know the truth. 

Mr. Speaker, let us take the time to 
uncover the truth. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Ms. DELAURO] has expired. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. BRUCE. Mr. Speaker, I was un

able to record votes because my pres
ence was necessary in Illinois to help 
maintain the strong tradition of south
ern Illinois representation in Congress. 
Had I been present for the procedural 
votes before the House of Representa
tives, I would have cast the following 
votes: 

On rollcall No. 295, the motion to 
table the motion to proceed with 1-
minute speeches, I would have voted 
"no." 

On rollcall No. 296, the motion to 
proceed in order, I would have voted 
"yea." 

GIANNA JENSEN, A SURVIVOR OF 
ABORTION 

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

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, on Friday I hosted a Capitol 
Hill press conference, and our special 
guest, Gianna Jensen, a spunky 14-
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year-old girl who survived a salt-poi
soning abortion, is now going public 
with her story. 

The medical records which I have 
seen show that as an unborn baby of 
about 24 weeks' gestation, Gianna was 
injected with high-concentrated saline 
solution with the intent to kill her. Of 
course, under Roe versus Wade, such 
violence against children is perfectly 
legal. Unborn children have no rights. 
Although the poisonous salt solution 
worked on Gianna's fragile body for 5 
hours, she nevertheless survived. She 
was injured and today bears some of 
the scars and a mild case of cerebral 
palsy. But she is alive, she is well and 
full of life. 

Mr. Speaker, how do the 
proabortionists react to a survivor like 
Gianna? 

Mr. Speaker, they respond by devis
ing more efficient means of killing. 

In the Washington Times, on Satur
day, their story about Gianna, Susan 
Shermer of the National Abortion Fed
eration, said, "The way most abortions 
are performed today, most physicians 
make sure there is fetal demise." 

"Ensuring fetal demise," what an an
tiseptic, euphemistic way of saying, 
"Make sure that the baby is dead." 

Mr. Speaker, it is a national scandal 
that each day over 4,000 babies are 
killed by chemical abortion or by dis
memberment. Every child killed, every 
child killed by abortion and those who 
will die today are exactly like Gianna 
Jensen. This Congress should rise to 
their defense. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1330 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name be 
removed as a cosponsor to the bill, 
H.R. 1330, the Comprehensive Wetlands 
Conservation and Management Act. My 
name was added as a cosponsor without 
my knowledge. 

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

There was no objection. 

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE-FAIL
URE TO COMPLETE ACTION ON 
ENROLLED BILL 
Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 

a question of privilege and offer a priv
ileged resolution (H. Res. 239) and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 239 
Whereas the House of Representatives and 

the Senate both acted on and adopted on Oc
tober l, 1991 the Conference Report to accom
pany the bill, S. 1722, a bill to provide emer
gency unemployment compensation; 

Whereas as of this morning, October 8, 
1991, the Senate Enrolling Clerk hasn't com
pleted action on the final enrollment of the 

bill, S. 1722, even though the bill was only 48 
pages in length; 

Whereas the final enrollment of the bill, S. 
1722, has not been signed by the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives or by the Presi
dent of the Senate, or by any presiding offi
cer empowered by either House by written 
designation to sign enrolled bills; 

Whereas the failure to complete action on 
an enrolled bill delays its presentation to the 
President of the United States; 

Whereas an unreasonable delay in the 
transmission of an enrolled bill to the Presi
dent affects the integrity of the proceedings 
of the House of Representatives: now there
fore be it 

Resolved, That the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives shall appoint a committee 
of two Members of the House, one from each 
major party, to determine whether there has 
been unreasonable delay in transmitting the 
enrolled bill of S. 1722 to the President and 
such committee shall promptly inform the 
Senate of the concern of the House of Rep
resentatives over the delay in the bill's pres
entation to the President. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MCNULTY). This resolution constitutes 
a question of privileges of the House. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT]. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to table the resolution. 

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 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 253, nays 
156, not voting 24, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexa.nder 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
As pin 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 

[Roll No. 297] 
YEAS-253 

Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 

Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford(MI) 
Ford(TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes(LA) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 

Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jaco be 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Ka.njorski 
K&ptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman(CA) 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowey(NY) 
Luken 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazmli 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHugh 
McMlllen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mine ta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Combest 
Coughlin 
Cox(CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
De Lay 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
Fawell 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 

Moran 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens(UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Reed 
Richardson 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpa.lius 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 

NAYS-156 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Heney 
Henry 
Harger 
Hobson 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (TX) 
Kasi ch 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Leach 
Lent 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Light.root 
Livingston 
Lowery (CA) 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
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Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skana 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith(IA) 
Solarz 
Si;ratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Trancant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 

Martin 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Mlller(WA) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Morrison 
Myers 
Nichols 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Porter 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
R1ns 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberta 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Roukema 
Bantorum 
Saxton 
Sch&efer 
Schiff 
Schulr.e 
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Sensenbrenner 
Sha.w 
Sha.ya 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 

BilirakiB 
Bruce 
Collins (IL) 
Durbin 
Eckart 
Ewing 
Hastert 
Holloway 

Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomaa(CA) 
Thomaa(WY) 
Upton 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 

Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young(AK) 
Young(FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-24 
Hopkins 
Hunter 
Lehman(FL) 
Levine (CA) 
Lloyd 
Miller(OH) 
Moody 
Mruek 

D 1419 

NU88le 
Owens (NY) 
Posha.rd 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Savage 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(FL) 
Wilson 

So, the motion to table was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall 

vote numbers 295, 296, and 297, I was ab
sent. Had I been present, I would have voted 
on number 295, "nay"; on 296 "yea"; and on 
297, "yea." 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. BRUCE. Mr. Speaker, I was unable to 

record votes because my presence was nec
essary in Illinois to help maintain the strong 
tradition of southern Illinois representation in 
Congress. Had I been present for the proce
dural votes before the House of Representa
tives, I would have cast the following votes: 

On rollcall No. 297, the Gephardt motion to 
table the resolution, I would have voted "yea.'' 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Speaker, I was unable 

to be present during recorded votes due to 
pressing concerns regarding the elimination of 
the congressional district which has historically 
represented southern Illinois and is now in 
danger of being eliminated. 

Had I been present, I would have voted in 
the following manner: On rollcall No. 295, 
"nay," on rollcall No. 296 "aye", and on rollcall 
No. 297, "aye." 

POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE-
ALLEGED IMPUGNING OF CHAR
ACTER OR MOTIVES OF MINOR
ITY WlilP 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
question of personal privilege at the 
desk which I am going to ask the Par
liamentarian to rule on. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The gentleman will state 
his question. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to frankly rise to a question of per
sonal privilege. I have talked with the 
Parliamentarian, and I simply want to 
make the following point. I will, of 
course, respect whatever ruling the 
Parliamentarian feels he must make. 

At a time when the Democratic lead
ership has held the unemployment bill 

at the desk in the Senate, the Demo
cratic Congressional Campaign Com
mittee, as I understand it, which is 
controlled by the Democratic leader
ship through an officer of the Demo
cratic leadership, has been running a 
commercial which holds both the 
President and myself up to ridicule. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me, under 
the standards of the House, to have a 
Member of the other side's leadership 
authorizing an action which clearly 
holds a Member up to ridicule would be 
a question of personal privilege, and, 
therefore, responsive. 

Since it involves the unemployment 
question, which has just come up and 
which has just been tabled, it seems to 
me very timely and appropriate to 
raise this question about the Demo
cratic Congressional Campaign Com
mittee's behavior, and whether or not 
we could in fact discuss on the floor of 
the House the Democratic leadership 
running this commercial while refusing 
to send the bill down to the White 
House. 

Mr. Speaker, I would be glad to have 
the Parliamentarians' ruling on wheth
er or not we have in fact standing, and 
I would, of course, respect the ruling of 
the Parliamentarian. 

I would note that in the Rules of the 
House of Representatives, in the man
ual for the 102d Congress, on page 348, 
it says, "A Member may raise a ques
tion of personal privilege based upon 
press accounts of another Member's re
marks, in debate or off the floor, which 
impugned his character or motives." 

Mr. Speaker, in this case it is clear 
that the gentleman from California 
[Mr. FAZIO] had to have been the au
thorizing agent, and these are in effect 
his remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If the 
gentleman states that his character 
and motives were impugned by the 
commercial, then the gentleman states 
a point of personal privilege. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] for 1 hour. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let me 
explain to Members why I have sought 
this hour and why I do so at this point. 

The majority leader just tabled a mo
tion which we did not get to discuss or 
debate because of the fact the Demo
cratic leadership was very embarrassed 
to discuss or debate the motion. The 
motion refers to unemployment. 

The fact is, and I think most Mem
bers probably do not know this, the un
employment bill which was passed in 
this House last Wednesday with great 
statements about how urgent, how 
vital, how necessary it was on the part 
of the Democrats, is, in fact, being held 
in the other body and has not been sent 
to the White House. 

Now, we said last week, as we said in 
previous weeks, the Republicans are 
prepared to send to the White House a 
10-week extension of unemployment, 
which the President will sign. Had we 

sent that bill last week, it would, in 
fact, have been signed into law and 
checks would be going out this week in 
every State. It would have extended 
unemployment 6 weeks in every State, 
and by 10 weeks in the hardest hit 
States. 

Instead, what do we have? We have a 
situation in which the Democratic 
leadership of the Congress has refused 
to send the unemployment bill to the 
White House, but is, through its arm, 
the Democratic Congressional Cam
paign Committee, running commer
cials attacking the President and at
tacking this Member. 

Now, I just want to suggest to every 
Member in this body who cares seri
ously about the unemployed, there is 
something outrageous, absolutely out
rageous, about the idea that on the one 
hand your leadership would claim to 
care about the poor and the unem
ployed; on the other hand, your leader
ship would fail to send down a bill, and 
then, while failing to send the bill 
down to the President, your leadership 
would approve running commercials at
tacking the President for not acting on 
a bill which your leadership has failed 
to send him. 

Mr. Speaker, let me suggest further 
that as I understand it, the other body 
will be leaving this evening. So we will 
have the spectacle of the Democratic 
leadership of Congress sending an un
employment bill to the President while 
the other body leaves town, so if the 
President does veto it, the unemployed 
will have another week without having 
any kind of opportunity to be dealt 
with. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to finally say I 
believe that this entire episode is a 
very sad commentary on why the 
American people are cynical and why 
there is so much call for term limita
tion in this country. 

The American people are not stupid. 
They do after a while pick up on the 
details of how this city is being run 
and how Capitol Hill is being run. 
When they watch us play these kinds of 
games, when they watch us say we care 
about the unemployed, but not enough 
to get the bill to the White House, we 
care about the unemployed, but only 
enough to write a commercial on tele
vision, I think one more wave of peo
ple, as George Will did last week, will 
say, "Well, I guess we do need term 
limitations." 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to suggest 
to the Democratic leadership, which is 
probably the most antiterm limitation 
group in this city, every time this body 
acts in a way which increases public 
cynicism, we increase the national 
pressure for a term limitation amend
ment. Every time we fail to act in a 
manner in which people can be proud of 
their Congress, we increase the public 
sense that it is time for term limita
tion. 

Let me say also to any Democrat 
who has a chance to see the Demo-
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cratic Congressional Campaign Com
mittee commercial, the President I be
lieve will veto the unemployment bill 
you sent down, because it breaks the 
budget agreement, it is not paid for, 
and it increases the deficit. He will 
then ask the Congress to pass the 10-
week extension of unemployment 
which he will sign. 

We will challenge the Democratic 
leadership, if you really care about the 
unemployed, having failed in the con
stitutional process to send your bill 
down in a way which could make it 
law, it seems to me you will have an 
obligation at that point, if you care 
about the unemployed, to quit running 
commercials, and instead to schedule 
within 48 hours the passage of a sign
able unemployment bill. 

Mr. Speaker, let me make this point: 
Nobody in the House or the other body 
is affected by this. Nobody here is not 
going to have a check next week. No
body here is not going to be able to 
meet their mortgage payments. But 
this kind of use of the schedule, to fail 
to send the bill through to the White 
House, to fail to have the President be 
able to act on it, to fail to be able to 
keep faith with the unemployed of 
America, the people being hurt by the 
Democratic Congressional Campaign 
Committee and the Democratic leader
ship scheduling are in fact precisely 
the unemployed, on whose behalf so 
many Democrats rose just a week ago 
to speak out. 

Mr. Speaker, I find it appalling that 
almost virtually every Democrat voted 
to table a motion to instruct that the 
bill be sent to the White House in order 
to get it signed. 

Now, if you truly care about the un
employed, how are you going to go 
home and explain that you care about 
the unemployed enough for a speech, 
you care about the unemployed enough 
for a press release, you care about the 
unemployed enough for a commercial, 
but you did not care about the unem
ployed enough to request the other 
body to send the bill to the White 
House so the President could act on it. 

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

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, do I un
derstand the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. GINGRICH] correctly that the bill 
that has passed both houses of the Con
gress on unemployment has not yet 
been sent to the White House for action 
by the White House? 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman is exactly correct. The 
House and Senate acted on and adopted 
on October 1 the conference report 
which would have accompanied the bill 
on October 1. 

As of the morning, October 8, the 
Senate Enrolling Clerk has not com
pleted action on the final enrollment of 
the bill. The bill, by the way, is 48 

pages long. This is not a technical 
problem. This bill could have gone 
down on October 1 if they wanted to. 

Let me make an additional point. I 
have asked the White House and I am 
informed that the White House has 
been calling the Senate Enrolling 
Clerk twice a day to find out when the 
bill which passed the House a week ago 
will get to the White House. But twice 
a day the President's staff has been 
calling and saying, "Where is the bill? 
Where is the bill to help the unem
ployed? How can we keep the process 
moving?" 

I think it is a tragedy that the Demo
cratic leadership scheduling decisions 
add at a minimum 2 additional weeks 
to our being able to help the unem
ployed. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield further, let me 
ask a question about the timing here. 

Now, if the bill should go down at 
some point today, it is a bill, as I re
call, that has a Senate number on it, 
which means that when the bill comes 
back up, having been vetoed, it would 
have to go first to the Senate for ac
tion. 

So the Senate, as I am led to believe, 
is going out on recess for a 1-week to 
10-day period, so that even when the 
bill comes back up here, there will be 
no one capable of acting on the veto. 
So we will have another period of time 
now where this will roll out and the 
unemployed will not have an appro
priate bill that might pay them some 
checks. 
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Is that the gentleman's understand

ing of what is happening here is that 
literally they are holding the bill until 
the day they leave town so that there 
cannot be any action on the veto for at 
least 10 days to a week? 

Mr. GINGRICH. My understanding is 
that based on the schedule of the 
Democratic congressional leadership, 
those who are unemployed who are ea
gerly awaiting an unemployment check 
from an extension, people, for example 
in a State like Michigan, which has 
just had its unemployment go up to 
over 9 percent, those folks will see that 
for 2 more weeks nothing can be done 
to pass a signable bill. 

I think for 2 more weeks because of 
the failure to act, the Congress will 
have blocked people from getting the 
unemployment checks. 

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

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I would 
just say to the gentleman, when we 
went through this debate over a 4-week 
period, we know that the Democrats 
refused to allow an open rule, to allow 
this issue to be fully debated on the 
floor. 

As a matter of fact, we were told that 
it was the intention of the Democrats 

that they would drag this out week 
after week after week, thereby stop
ping the unemployment checks from 
reaching these people. 

I just want to put the House on no
tice with regard to the Dole unemploy
ment measure, which is a temporary 
measure which would extend benefits 
for up to 10 weeks, that I will file a mo
tion to discharge on the first appro
priate day which will discharge the 
Committee on Rules and bring that bill 
to the floor so that we can have an 
open and fair debate on this issue. I 
would so notify the membership. 

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

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, a mo
ment ago the House voted down a reso
lution or at least tabled a resolution 
and did not even allow the debate of it 
to look into this question. 

As I understand it, looking at this 
resolution, what the resolution said 
was that there has been an unreason
able delay in transmitting the bill to 
the White House. The Members who 
voted to table that motion evidently do 
not believe that it is an unreasonable 
delay to hold the bill for weeks at a 
time and not allow it to move forward. 

What it did was set up a process to 
appoint a committee to find out wheth
er or not we could not get the bill mov
ing. 

Does the gentleman have any expla
nation at all why someone would vote 
to table such a resolution and not even 
allow such a resolution to be debated 
on the House floor? 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, no 
Member of the Democratic leadership 
has yet explained why they kept the 
bill for 6 days, almost 7 days now in the 
Senate. Nobody from the Democratic 
leadership has explained why they 
would not want to pass a resolution to 
get the bill down to the White House. 

I find it sort of fascinating that the 
Democratic leadership feels great ur
gency to speak about the bill, to run a 
commercial about the bill, but they 
have no sense of urgency about getting 
the bill to go to the White House to go 
through the process, knowing, as they 
do, that we are going to have to come 
back, go through a veto process, get 
the veto sustained, and then bring up a 
bill the President will sign. 

Each of these steps widens the gap 
between the unemployed getting a 
check. I would have thought that the 
Democratic leadership would have been 
eager last Wednesday to rush the bill 
to the White House. 

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

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
know the gentleman wants to be fair. I 
am happy to see that after sometime 
the President now is for extended un-
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employment benefits, although it took 
the gentleman's party some time to get 
here. I am very happy to see him sup
porting even some small amount. 

Could the gentleman explain to me, 
out of the 50 States, what percentage of 
those States would be eligible for un
employment for the 10 weeks instead of 
the 20 weeks? Is it all 50 States that 
would be eligible under the President's 
proposal or is it only 4 or 5 States or is 
it 15 States? Could the gentleman tell 
me? 

One of the questions out there in the 
public is that the President's proposal, 
while it seems to be half the length of 
the Democratic proposal, it is nice that 
he has a proposal and that the gentle
man's party has a proposal at this 
point. But the understanding was, of 
the way it is crafted, is that a lot of 
people might not be able to take ad
vantage of it. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let me 
say to my friend from Connecticut, he 
needs to understand the distinction 
here for a second. The President has a 
proposal which the gentleman from Il
linois [Mr. MICHEL] and Mr. DOLE 
would introduce, which would get for a 
lot of States in New England, which 
have a lot of problems, extended bene
fits. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. If the gentleman 
will continue to yield, which States in 
New England? How many States is 
that? 

Mr. GINGRICH. We are getting the 
exact amount, the information. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Every State in the 
Nation would be applicable, so every 
unemployed worker would be applica
ble for 10 additional weeks under the 
President's proposal? 

Mr. GINGRICH. It is our understand
ing, we are trying to get somebody 
from the Committee on Ways and 
Means to come over. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would continue to yield, we 
have the chairman of the Committee 
on Ways and Means here. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
do not know what the President's pro
posal is. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Is there anybody 
who knows, the President's proposal? 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me say, I will 
come back in a few minutes and give 
the gentleman that detail, but let me 
make this point to him. 

There is a difference. This is not just 
our party's proposal. The gentleman's 
party is going to attempt to pass a law 
it believes in. They have every right to 
do that. They are going to fail to do 
that in the other body, when they get 
back from their break. 

At that point, he is faced with a choice. If 
he truly wants to get extended help for un
employed in every State, there would at 
least 6 weeks. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Six weeks of cov
erage for those whose benefits have run 
out. That makes sense to give them 6 
weeks of coverage, but not 20? They 
should lose their homes? 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, if I may 
reclaim my time, I just want to sug
gest the difference. The President, 
under the Constitution, can stop a bill 
unless we have two-thirds plus one. 

We have two choices. We can decide 
that we do not want to help the poor at 
all. We do not want to cooperate with 
George Bush, and we would rather not 
cooperate with the President of the 
United States and, therefore, have the 
unemployed not get checks. 

Or after we get done with the dance 
of legislation, we can decide we want to 
pass a bill the President will sign. We 
are not going to get it overridden. 

All I am saying today is whatever the 
gentleman's position is on this, it does 
seem to me very strange that we would 
slow down the process of getting what 
was described as an emergency bill 
from October 1. We are standing here 
on October 8, and it still has not gotten 
through. 

The reason I rose to a point of per
sonal privilege, to have the Democratic 
congressional leadership hold the bill, 
not allow the President to act on it and 
then run commercials attacking the 
President over what is described on the 
floor as an emergency, and attack me, 
by the way, which is why I am standing 
in this debate, over a bill which has, in 
fact, been deliberately withheld from 
the President strikes me as something 
where there is such a large gap that it 
does not make sense. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I just checked with the Committee 
on Ways and Means and found that all 
States will get something from a mini
mum of 6 to 7 weeks with some States 
getting a maximum of 10. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Do we know what the 
formula is? 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, every 
State would get 6 weeks. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. A minimum 
of 6 to 7. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Let me just ex
plain to the gentleman then in 1 sec
ond, and then I will give him back his 
time. He has been very generous. 

The reason we persisted in this is, 
had we quit at the beginning, the 
President would have no unemploy
ment compensation proposal. Now we 
have got him to 6, maybe we can get 
him to where he ought to be so that 
every American gets decent coverage 
in this. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let me 
say to my colleague, first of all, having 
persisted it is very strange to stop per
sisting when they have the vote last 
October 1 and then keep the bill on 
Capitol Hill. They cannot move the bill 
any further unless the President gets 
it, and for the other body, for the 
Democratic leadership to only send it 

down to the White House, as they leave 
town, further extends the length of 
time. 

If they truly care about the emer
gency, I do not understand exactly how 
they can argue. 

The States which would count under 
the 5 percent trigger, as of October 1, 
would be Alaska, Connecticut, Maine, 
Massachusetts, New Jersey, Puerto 
Rico, and Rhode Island. 

So New England-Connecticut, 
Maine, Massachusetts, and Rhode Is
land-would get 10 weeks. 

I would suggest to the gentleman, 
getting them 10 weeks is better than 
getting them a Democratic Congres
sional Campaign Committee commer
cial. It is better than getting them a 
press release. Ten weeks is real money 
and real checks. 
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Mr. GEJDENSON. And they are there 
because there was a Democratic bill to 
force your side to come up with a pro
posal, and now maybe if we give the 
President a little more time, he will 
come to his senses and sign a 20-week 
bill. 

Mr. GINGRICH. No, no. Let me just 
ask you, are you prepared to stonewall 
all winter; or do you want to get the 
checks to the people who are unem
ployed? 

Mr. GEJDENSON. I would have 
hoped that a year ago the President 
would have signed a 20-week extension 
for the people in pain around this coun
try. And I am just tickled pink that he 
has finally gotten it up to 5 or 6 weeks 
in some instances, but people need 
more. 

Mr. GINGRICH. But you are not pre
pared today and did not vote today to 
instruct the Senate to send that bill 
downtown. In fact, you voted not to 
tell the Senate to send the bill down. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Well, frankly, we 
are hoping to get the votes to override 
or to get the President to sign it. 

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

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, because 
the question has been asked, in other 
words, by my good friend from Con
necticut, which States would qualify 
right now, today, let me read you those 
States, and those of you who are sit
ting out here today and in your offices, 
the checks would flow tomorrow to 
these States for 10 weeks: Arkansas, 
Alaska, California, Connecticut. Where 
is the gentleman from Connecticut? 
Connecticut would start tomorrow. 
Idaho, Maine, Massachusetts, Michi
gan, Montana, Nevada, New Jersey, 
New York, my State, Oregon, Puerto 
Rico, Rhode Island, Tennessee, Ver
mont, Washington, West Virginia, and 
Wisconsin. 

That should answer your question. 
You allow this bill on the floor and the 
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President will sign it tomorrow. The 
checks flow tomorrow to all of these 
States. 

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

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, I come 
over here today as someone, a Repub
lican who voted for the bi11, consist
ently, throughout the entire process, 
and who is absolutely disgusted with 
what the majority party is doing in 
fa111ng to allow a compromise to be 
brought forth. I supported the bi11. I 
voted for it. I spoke in favor of it and 
I tried to convince my colleagues of 
that position. 

We won the vote on the floor. We do 
not have the votes to override a veto. 
The people in my district want to see 
unemployment extended, and the 
Democratic Party wm not allow that 
to happen. That is an absolute trav
esty. 

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

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from California on my point of 
personal privilege. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, we have 
really ranged far from the point of per
sonal privilege. But I am really opti
mistic listening here to this quartet bf 
the Republican leaders here on the 
floor today arguing vociferously that 
we need some type of unemployment 
insurance extension bill. I mean we 
have come a long way. 

Mr. GINGRICH. If I can reclaim my 
time for a second--

Mr. FAZIO. I am happy to let you re
claim your time. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I will yield again, 
but let me just say that we went to the 
Rules Committee and said very early in 
this process we could support a bill. We 
went to the Rules Committee 2 weeks 
ago and said we could not only support 
a bill, we thought we could get a ma
jority of Republicans, a large majority 
to vote for it, and we thought we could 
guarantee the President would sign it. 

We have had several weeks, I would 
suggest, of the gentleman's party re
fusing to make in order a bill which 
could be signed by the President. 

Mr. FAZIO. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. FAZIO. I am happy to have the 
gentleman yield to me again. The point 
that I was simply trying to make is 
that we went for months here in the 
middle of a recession that seemed to 
ha.ve no end without any real interest 
being expressed on the part of the mi
nority here about these very individ
uals who we now say we are w111ing to 
help to some extent, in some states, as 
long as we do not use the trust fund 
that was created for this purpose. I 
mean, we really have made progress. 
We do have some more distance to 

travel before we can come to a consen
sus. But I am convinced that we are 
getting somewhere. I think we are now 
beginning to see that the most conserv
ative members of the Republican con
ference are here today on the floor 
clamoring for some sort of extended 
benefits. We are getting somewhere, 
and I think we know why we are get
ting somewhere, and that is because 
the heat is beginning to be generated 
from at home where it really hurts. 

Mr. GINGRICH. If I can reclaim my 
time, let me say to the gentleman from 
California, it is fascinating that as we 
are getting somewhere it is the Demo
cratic leadership which for a week has 
held the bill on Capitol Hill and refused 
to send it to the White House, knowing 
that given the schedule of the next 2 
weeks that the unemployed of America 
will not get any unemployment checks 
for at least 3 weeks, given the Demo
cratic leadership's decision. 

Mr. FAZIO. If the gentleman will 
yield, you know, I do not know what 
the hurry is. Is the rush so that the 
President can veto the bill again? Is 
that what the rush is all about? 

Mr. GINGRICH. No, the rush is to 
convince your side in order to get a 
signable bill that you are in fact going 
to have to agree to keep the budget 
agreement, you are going to have to 
agree to pay for it, and then he will 
sign it. 

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

Mr. GINGRICH. Reclaiming my time, 
I yield to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Regular order, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, the rush 
is to help unemployed men and women 
in America receive an extension of 
their benefits. We have gone on the 
record in favor of that. A number of us 
supported the bill when it came to the 
floor on this side, a number of us want 
to put aside the political rhetoric and 
gamesmanship that is being played by 
the majority party, and a number of us 
want to see these benefits extended, 
and we challenge you to allow that to 
happen. 

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

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the distin
guished chairman of the Appropria
tions Committee. 

Mr. WHl'J.'TEN. Mr. Speaker, may I 
point out that everyone is operating 
within the rules, but our Committee on 
Appropriations was scheduled today to 
bring up the conference report on the 
Agriculture bill at 12:30. We have the 
appropriation bill here which has all of 
the food programs, WIC and school 
lunch, and all of this, and we are trying 
to get it over to the Senate so that 
they can accept it today. Listen, if we 
cannot get it to the Senate in time for 
them to accept it, all of these programs 
will be operating on much less money 

than they require. They will have to 
operate at the 1991 level rather than 
the level provided in the conference 
agreement. I am just urging my friends 
to cooperate with us and conclude so 
we can get our bill over to the Senate 
before they recess. 

May I say again, you are operating 
within the rules, there is no question 
about it, but we are waiting with pa
tience, and if we do not get this to the 
Senate side, you wm be responsible for 
reducing these programs so vital to the 
American people. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me simply say to 
the distinguished chairman that he is 
one of the most influential members of 
the Democratic leadership, and of 
course if you could get some kind of a 
commitment out of the Democratic 
leadership to send the unemployment 
bill down, we would be delighted to 
stop right this minute. But the fact is 
we want to drive home the message 
that the Democratic leadership has si
multaneously refused to send the bill 
to the President, and run commercials 
attacking the President and myself in 
a process which strikes me as being to 
some extent lacking in authenticity. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I would like to put this into some 
historical perspective. When Jimmy 
Carter was President we had 14 percent 
unemployment, and the Democrat ma
jority did not ask for an extension of 
unemployment benefits. Today it is 6.7 
percent unemployment, but because 
there is a Republican President who is 
very popular in the White House, and 
you do not have any issues to defeat 
him with next year, you are trying to 
use this. 

Mr. FAZIO. If I could say to the his
torian in the well, if he would yield-

Mr. WALKER. Regular order. 
Mr. FAZIO. We had unemployment 

benefits in place which were repealed 
by the Reagan administration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MCNULTY). Regular order is debate on 
the question of personal privilege. The 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] 
has the time. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let me 
say, and I am quoting from my friend, 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON], on Wednesday, September 
25, who said: 

I will therefore today* * *make an initial 
attempt to defeat the previous question to 
make in order the so-called * * * Dole al
ternative which was introduced last night by 
the distinguished Republican leader and my
self as H.R. 3400. This is a bill the President 
can and will sign. It provides a two-tier sys
tem of Federally funded benefits that pro
vides 6 weeks of benefits to all States and an 
additional 4 weeks in States whose insured 
unemployment rate, adjusted to include 
exhaustees, is at 5 percent or greater. 

Moreover, the bill provides mechanisms to 
finance these additional 10 weeks of benefits 



25766 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 8, 1991 
by auctioning frequencies of the electro
magnetic spectrum for new communications 
use. 

Let me just say this, I think the 
point I find so outrageous is that we 
were prepared to pass a signable bill 
but you did not want to pass it, and 
that is fine. We then, frankly, expected 
on our side that a bill would go down 
last week, the White House would, in 
fact, veto it, it would come back up, it 
would be sustained, and in prompt 
order, and at that point we would have 
a chance to vote and pass a signable 
bill so that people in places like Massa
chusetts and Connecticut could get 10 
weeks of extended unemployment. In
stead, what we have discovered is that 
for the last 7 days the Democratic lead
ership is blocked the bill from going 
down. Now the other body will adjourn 
this evening for I think a week to 10 
days, and in effect what this particular 
strategy on the part of the Democratic 
leadership does is it extends the period 
without unemployment compensation 
for those folks for 3 more weeks, and at 
a minimum, and in the process you 
have the gall to run a commercial at
tacking the President and the Repub
lican whip for not doing something 
which we want to do. 

Now I would just suggest to you that 
there is something outrageous even by 
the standards of American politics to 
have this kind of a dual strategy of de
liberately and callously not moving the 
bill, making sure no one gets the 
check, and then running a commercial 
attacking us from them not getting the 
check when you stopped the bill. 

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

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

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, it is in
teresting to look at the wording of the 
commercial too, because the commer
cial is loaded with just outright distor
tions if not lies. 

It says, "George Bush and the Repub
licans in Congress think that extending 
unemployment benefits, helping unem
ployed workers is 'garbage.' " 

Whose quote? We made the point on 
the floor the other week that the Presi
dent said no such thing, despite the 
representations on the floor to the con
trary. And I know of no Republican in 
the Congress who has made that kind 
of a quote. And so, therefore, the com
mercial that they are running is in it
self garbage. It has absolutely no iden
tification with the truth whatsoever. 

0 1450 
Mr. FAZIO. If the gentleman will 

yield further, it really does need to be 
clarified. 

It says in the September 25, 1991, AP 
story out of New Jersey where the 
President was speaking to a $1,000-a
plate dinner for people from the Far 
Hills area, "The jobless benefits pro
gram that the Democrats are offering 

was for 20 weeks. The Republicans were 
endorsing a plan for 10 weeks. Bush de
fended his domestic policy calling 
Democratic legislation on unemploy
ment benefits garbage." So we are 
esentially using the language that was 
reported by the Associated Press in the 
aftermath of that event. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Reclaiming my time, 
the gentleman may not have been on 
the floor that day, but we attempted, 
and I certainly would want to give you 
the benefit of the doubt for not having 
the factual information at hand, al
though the gentleman might inquire of 
the DCCC staff why they did not check 
this out. 

Let me yield to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will 
yield to me, it was brought to the 
floor, somebody from the DCCC cer
tainly knew about it, that the tran
script of the President's speech is 
available, regardless of what the AP 
story said, and the AP story was abso-
1 utely wrong in suggesting the Presi
dent in any way referred to unemploy
ment benefits in terms of garbage. 

The fact is the only thing President 
referred to as garbage were Democratic 
domestic programs that he would not 
sign. 

Mr. FAZIO. Was this one of them? 
Was the unemployment insurance bill 
one of those domestic programs? 

Mr. WALKER. No. There was no men
tion of the unemployment anywhere to 
the use of the term, and so, therefore, 
what the gentleman, it seems, is doing 
is taking the remarks out of context. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Reclaiming my time, 
would the gentleman clarify, read the 
paragraph, read the exact paragraph in 
which the President asked the Con
gress to pass an unemployment bill? 

Mr. WALKER. What he said was that, 
I am tired of hearing Democrats say we 

have no domestic agenda. The problem is 
that their domestic agenda is to crush our 
domestic agenda. They are doing nothing but 
griping in refusing to consider new ideas and 
send me a bunch of garbage I will not sign. 
I will continue to veto the bad stuff until we 
get good bills. 

Mr. GINGRICH. New read the part on 
unemployment. 

Mr. WALKER. He said he would sign 
good bills, which is exactly the point 
the gentleman has been making. Now, 
you get down four more paragraphs, 
get down four more paragraphs, and 
this is what the President says about 
unemployment: 

And right now in Congress, there is some 
debate upon how to help the unemployed 
whose benefits have run out. The Democrats 
want us to pass a b111 and simply not pay for 
it, push it on over to future generations, and 
our approach, the Dole substitute it is 
called, helps the unemployed. They get the 
extended benefits, but it pays for the pro
grams, and this approach, their approach, 
adds to an already humongous deficit, and 
ours does not. Ours pays as you go and takes 
care of those who are in need, and that is the 
fundamental difference between Republicans 
and Democrats. 

Now, there is no mention whatsoever 
of any word that says anything about 
garbage there. In fact, he says specifi
cally he will sign that kind of a good 
bill. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me reclaim my 
time for a minute to explain, and then 
I will yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia. • 

But I want to explain this a little 
slower, because it seems to elude some 
people on your side. The fact is the 
President said in that speech, and the 
President has said on a number of occa
sions recently, the President said as re
cently as Friday he would like to pass 
and sign 10 weeks of extended unem
ployment, and that 10 weeks would 
allow us to send checks to a wide range 
of States including at least four of the 
New England States for 10 weeks. It 
would send 6 weeks to every State. We 
are prepared, and we would be pre
pared, to meet this evening and pass 
the President's bill. I think we have 
got virtually unanimous or close to 
unanimous support on our side. We 
could have the bill signed this week, 
and we could have it going down to the 
White House. We could have checks 
going out by Friday, but our point is 
that is not what is going to happen. 
What is going to happen is precisely as 
the President suggested in that par
ticular passage, the Democratic leader
ship is going to wait until the last 
minute. They are going to hold the bill 
up for a full week. Then they are going 
to send their bill down knowing it will 
be vetoed and leave town. 

When they leave town, they guaran
tee another week without the unem
ployed getting any help and in that 
kind of a setting, I think it is tragic to 
have this kind of dance of desperation 
going on when, in fact, what we need is 
to work together to legislate signable 
legislation that would allow the Presi
dent to actually help the unemployed. 

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

Mr. GINGRICH. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
been in this debate since July. 

Let me just go back, in August before 
Congress recessed for the August work 
period, the Democrat majority in both 
the House and the Senate decided there 
was a national emergency that would 
require extended unemployment bene
fits despite the fact that there is no 
money in the unemployment trust fund 
because it has been spent by Congress 
for other purposes, despite the fact 
that the level of unemployment, the 
duration of unemployment did not, by 
any historical standard of comparison, 
constitute an emergency. 

In fact, the conditions were less se
vere than they were at the time we lift
ed extended benefits, the last time they 
were put into place by a Republican 
President. They were not then, they 
are still not today, severe enough to 
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have triggered the mechanism that fi
nally triggered under the Carter ad
ministration. 

So there is no historical basis by 
which you can say this is an emer
gency. Yet, they passed the bill before 
they went for their recess, declaring it 
an emergency, and asking the Presi
dent to sign the bill, declare an emer
gency, and break the budget deal, fund
ing the bill to deficit spending. 

Now then, the President did not take 
that bait. They have come back now 
and they have passed a bill where they 
declare it is an emergency and ask the 
President to sign it. 

It has been passed by both Houses as 
the gentleman has indicated. It has not 
been sent by the Senate to the Presi
dent for his signature or veto, and in 
the meantime, they are running politi
cal ads and sending out, and inciden
tally I must say I share the umbrage of 
the gentleman from Georgia, because 
the Democrat Congressional Campaign 
Committee sent a press release into my 
district saying that I had abandoned 
the unemployed. 

The fact is what I had suggested is, 
and do suggest now, is that if it is an 
emergency, first we should pass a bill 
the President would sign. If you believe 
it to be an emergency. They have cho
sen not even to allow such a bill to be 
debated on the floor of the House. 

Second, find a way to pay for it so as 
to not bust the budget deal, the fact of 
the matter is this is now, has been 
since July, and will continue to be on 
the part of the Democrat, the Demo
crat majority in both the House and 
Senate nothing, nothing other than a 
shameful political exercise, and we 
ought to at least in this body be em
barrassed on their behalf, and I am. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Reclaiming my time 
just for a second, I have two very dis
tinguished Members from California to 
whom I wish to yield. 

Mr. FAZIO. If the gentleman would 
yield for just one point, the gentleman 
has mentioned my name in his earlier 
comments. 

I could possibly ask for an hour on a 
point of personal privilege, but I would 
rather not, because I agree with the 
chairman of the Committee on Appro
priations that we really do need to 
move on. 

But if the gentleman is not going to 
yield to anyone on this side 

1 
any ade

quate amount of time--
Mr. GINGRICH. I will be glad to 

yield. 
Mr. FAZIO. Promises; promises. I am 

still awaiting. So is the gentlewoman 
in the well. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I am going to yield 
much quicker than you got the unem
ployment bill down to the White 
House. 

Let me just say for a second that 
even if we are going to argue over lin
eage, it does seem to me to be very 
hard for any Democrat who truly cares 

about the unemployed to get up and de
fend keeping the bill at the desk in the 
other body for 7 days rather than send
ing it to the White House. 

Let me yield to the gentleman from 
California, and then I am going to yield 
to the gentlewoman from California. 

Mr. FAZIO. First of all, I think it is 
important to point out that ironically 
the gentleman from Georgia and the 
gentleman from Texas who have just 
been talking are advocating a bill that 
the administration says it will sign 
that is actually less beneficial to the 
people of their States than the bill, S. 
1722, that we would like to see the 
President sign. But I am particularly 
focused for a moment on the irony. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Reclaiming my time, 
that is factually wrong. In Georgia it is 
6 weeks instead of 5. 

Mr. FAZIO. No; 7-S. 1722 has 7 weeks 
for Georgia, 7 for Texas. Yours is 6. So 
it is not factually wrong. 

The point I would like to make is 
that one of the ways in which you pay 
for your bill is to eliminate benefits to 
ex-military personnel who voluntarily 
leave the military. 

Here we are after the Persian Gulf 
war with a lot of red, white, and blue 
flags and patriotism, appropriately, 
congratulating these people on the 
service they have rendered this coun
try. What do they get on return? They 
get eliminated from extended unem
ployment insurance benefits because 
we cannot afford them under the Dole 
proposal. 

Now, it seems to me in a period when 
we are building down our military by 
beginning to close bases and reduce 
military personnel all across this coun
try that they are the last people who 
should be eliminated. 

This is the reason why we believe 
that the Dole proposal is so totally in
adequate that we are going to focus the 
heat that I think you hear on the floor 
today, we are going to focus that heat 
on the enactment of S. 1722 over this 
impending veto of the President. 

That, I think, is the best way to help 
people who have gone for too long 
without the attention of the minority 
in this House. 

Mr. GINGRICH. It is my time, so let 
me just say to the gentleman that if S. 
1722 matters that much to you, why 
have you kept it in the other body for 
a week? Why did you not send it down 
if it is that important? Why has it not 
gone to the President? How can it help 
the poor being held in the Senate and 
then not being sent down until after 
the other body has decided to recess? 

D 1500 
Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I am still 

waiting for the gentleman to explain to 
me why the gentleman is in such a 
hurry to get this bill to its uncertain 
fate. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I will be glad to ex
plain it. It is because we believe we are 
not going to get to a signable bill. 

I would point out to the gentleman 
that since S. 1722 is going to be vetoed 
and sustained, Georgia will get zero 
amount of money out of it, that we are 
not going to get to a signable bill until 
we finish the dance, until the Demo
crats get done trying to prove that 
they can override. The sooner we can 
get that dance done, the sooner we will 
get something done. 

Mr. FAZIO. We do not have to dance 
any longer. The President has a bill on 
his desk--

Mr. GINGRICH. Which he will veto. 
Mr. FAZIO [continuing]. Which he 

has signed, and all he needs to do now 
is to allow it through emergency proce
dures to go into effect. 

If the gentleman is anxious to get un
employment benefits out, he can do it. 

Mr. GINGRICH. No, the August bill 
only gave him 1 day. He only had 1 day. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gentle
woman from California. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, as a 
member of the Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee, I have watched the plight of 
veterans, particularly since the Per
sian Gulf war. 

I think it is imperative that Members 
on the other side of the aisle stop play
ing politics with this issue and urge 
the President of the United States to 
sign the legislation. Not only will it 
cover people who are hurting from un
employment, but this bill also creates 
opportunities for veterans to get bene
fits that they have otherwise not been 
eligible for. 

As we know, for whatever reason, 
veterans were not eligible for extended 
unemployment benefits. A lot of people 
are surprised about that. 

This legislation would correct that. 
In addition, veterans would be eligi

ble for unemployment benefits in a 
shorter period of time with this legisla
tion. 

The President needs to sign the legis
lation. It does not make good sense to 
have a debate about whether or not 
this is an emergency or whether or not 
in past years we had comparable unem
ployment and whether or not we de
clared an emergency. 

The fact of the matter is there are 10 
million people out of work, 10 million 
people who deserve to have unemploy
ment benefits extended to them. They 
are hurting. 

Mr. GINGRICH. We agree. 
Ms. WATERS. We have been working 

on this issue since August. The Repub
licans had an opportunity to join us. 
You could have attempted to amend 
the bill on the floor. 

Mr. GINGRICH. No, we could not. 
Ms. WATERS. You could have if you 

had wanted to. 
Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let me 

reclaim my time. 
Ms. WATERS. You could have if you 

had wanted to support this legislation. 
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Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker. let me 

reclaim my time. 
Ms. WATERS. You could have. if you 

wanted to support this legislation. You 
have been caught not supporting the 
unemployed. Now you want to revoke 
it. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let me 
say to the gentlewoman first of all, and 
then I will be glad to yield to the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] 
to explain this. 

We were not allowed to amend. We 
were not allowed to bring the Dole bill 
to the floor. We were not allowed to 
add the Economic Growth Act. The 
Speaker specifically ruled us out of 
order, so we were not allowed to do the 
things the gentlewoman just said. 

I would hope the gentlewoman would 
spend as much passion on her leader
ship, asking them why they kept the 
bill in the other body for 7 days. If in 
fact we are trying to get help to the 
unemployed, why have they kept the 
bill locked up in the other body for the 
last 7 days when it could have gone 
down last Wednesday? 

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

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me yield first to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I just 
want to say that the gentlewoman, for 
whom I have respect, ought to know 
better than to say that because she 
knows, I think the gentlewoman was 
even up in the Rules Committee; if she 
was not, everybody else was. but we 
fought to get an open rule on this floor 
so that no person. including the gentle
woman and me, would be gagged on 
this floor; but half this House was 
gagged. not just the Republicans, but 
Democrats alike. 

Let me just say. let us put this thing 
in perspective here. The first thing of
fered in the Rules Committee was a 
Democrat package which would have 
given 20 weeks of extension. and we 
were gagged from any kind of Repub
lican substitute. 

The Republicans countered. the gen
tleman from Georgia. with a package 
of economic growth which would have 
created 1 million new jobs in this coun
try of ours. The Democrats refused. 

We then because we know this is a 
system where we have to compromise. 
the Republicans countered with a 10-
week package, but coupling it with the 
economic growth package which cre
ated IRA's. which created first-time 
home tax credits for young people. 
which took the cap off Social Security. 
and we were gagged up in the Rules 
Committee. 

Then we came back, because we know 
that we have to compromise, and we of
fered the Dole-Michel bill, which is just 
the 10 weeks, and we offered to fund it 
so that we would not break our prom
ise to the American people of busting 
the budget, and you turned that down. 
It is all because we were gagged up in 
the Rules Committee. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gentle
woman from California. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker. did the 
gentleman at any time attempt to in
clude the States that the gentleman 
says will not be covered by way of an 
amendment? Did the gentleman at any 
time attempt to do that in the process? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield further, if we were 
given an open rule we would have had 
a lot of amendments like that. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
friend, the gentleman from Georgia. for 
yielding to me. I will try to be a little 
more sedate. 

I just want to tell the gentlewoman 
from California. she makes a good 
point. We should take care of our vet
erans and we have to take care of our 
veterans. but do you know the reason 
we cannot? Because your leadership. ei
ther tomorrow or the day after, is 
going to bring up a bill to send another 
$25 billion overseas and not take care 
of our own people. 

The American people do not want 
their bill, but you are going to thumb 
your nose at the taxpayers again on 
the foreign aid bill, which is a bill that 
people do not want. 

Incidentally, in this foreign aid bill 
there is $8.8 billion that you shoved 
into this pipeline that they cannot 
spend on the other end fast enough. 
Some of this money has been there for 
8 and 10 years. 

You know. we had an amendment on 
the floor and the amendment passed to 
take $2 billion out of there that the 
GAO asked us to take out. 

But what happened? Your own con
ferees betrayed you in the conference 
committee, because while the amend
ment passed 216 to 203, when the con
ferees met. your own conferees be
trayed you because they talked against 
your amendment, the amendment that 
people in this House. a majority voted 
for. and you come and posture that the 
President of the United States does not 
take care of domestic needs. You are 
the people who are shoveling money 
overseas and do not care about the peo
ple here at home. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker. if the 
gentleman will yield, will the gen
tleman use his influence so we can look 
after the people here in our country. 
We have been waiting for over 2 hours 
to call up the conference report on the 
Agriculture bill. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman let me finish my statement? I 
am not finished. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
briefly again to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, at the very 
time that the head of the AID Program 

is under a cloud. the inspector general, 
since April, your people in this House 
have not even begun an investigation. 
You have closed your eyes to what is 
going on, to the corruption. That is 
why the American people are saying, 
"Out with those guys in Congress." 

Did the gentlewoman from California 
get her latest survey? What does it 
say? "Study sends clear danger warn
ing to incumbents." 

Let me read just one sentence why. 
They say, "The American people are 

troubled by Government waste, indif
ference to the homeless, failure to redi
rect spending from overseas needs to 
home needs.'' 

And you are going to bring up an
other bill to send another S25 billion 
overseas, by thumbing your nose at the 
taxpayers and you are wondering why 
the American people are upset with the 
Democrats in Congress. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let me 
reclaim my time and yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the gentleman yielding to me again. I 
am sure he wishes he had yielded to me 
earlier. 

This is a bit off the subject of a point 
of personal privilege to have the gen
tleman from Wisconsin attacking the 
administration•s foreign aid authoriza
tion here on the floor and trying to 
blame it on the Democrats. 

But I would like to put into perspec
tive exactly what it is we are talking 
about when we differ between the Dole 
bill, which is the Republican alter
native that they are offering, and S. 
1722 that we hope the President will 
have the good sense to sign. 

Take the State of Pennsylvania. The 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] knows it well. Some 93.000 
people have exhausted their benefits 
there. The Republican bill would not 
begin to help them in any retroactive 
sense, only in the future. None of those 
people who still remain unemployed 
would be benefited, but 66,594. two
thirds of them. would be helped under 
the bill that we hope the President will 
sign. 

I know the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WELDON] would like to 
see it signed. He is from a State that is 
totally left out of the Dole bill. He is 
from a State that is included in this 
bill. That is why we must enact it into 
law. 

Mr. Speaker. I appreciate the gen
tleman yielding to me. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let me 
just ask the gentleman. Granted every
thing the gentleman has said, why 
would the gentleman hold it up for a 
week? 

Mr. FAZIO. Well. we are hoping this 
bill can become law. whether it is 
signed into law by a President who fi
nally gets the heat from the gentleman 
from Georgia, or whether it is over
ridden because people are getting the 
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heat from it at home, it has a much 
better chance of being enacted. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman from California is one of the 
most sophisticated and experienced 
Members of the leadership. The gen
tleman knows that the President has 
said he is going to veto it and the gen
tleman knows that Senator DOLE has 
the votes to sustain it. The gentleman 
knows this. 

We are not talking here now on the 
stump. Why would your leadership not 
send the bill down for a full week? 

I mean, we have been talking about 
this as an emergency. Then why is the 
Democratic leadership holding the bill 
on the Hill, rather than sending it to 
the White House. 

Mr FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield further, we would 
rather see this issue dealt with in a 
way that is fundamentally a solution 
to the people affected. The tragedy 
would be if we sent them in a totally 
inadequate way a package that does 
not even take into consideration those 
66,000 people in Pennsylvania that the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WELDON] represent. 

D 1510 
So we simply wa.nt to send the right 

bill, not just a.ny bill, to get this off 
the agenda so that you folks ca.n go 
back to the other things you ca.re 
about. 

Mr. GINGRICH. But since the gen
tleman claims he cares about the right 
bill, why have you not sent it? It has 
been sitting there for weeks. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I want to hear from a 
member of the leadership. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I am con
vinced this bill will arrive on the Presi
dent's desk in better shape to be en
acted if it takes another day or two. 
This is a President who needs to feel 
the same heat that all of you are feel
ing which brings you to the floor 
today. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me make one 
other point because I think several of 
our Democratic colleagues are a little 
bit inaccurately informed about the 
Dole bill. 

The Dole bill provides for unemploy
ment for those members of the Armed 
Services who are involuntarily sepa
rated. All it says is, if you voluntarily 
leave because you think you have got a 
better job on the outside, you do not 
automatically get •memployment. 
That is in fact the circumstance for ci
vilians in a voluntary situation where 
they leave to get a better job. 

Ms. WATERS. If the gentleman will 
yield, that is not the point. If the gen
tleman will yield so that we can clarify 
what the gentleman just tried to ex
plain. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Wait a second, if I 
might, Madam. 

S. 1477, on October 1, 1991, the bill 
was introduced by Senator DOLE. Sec
tion 107, "payment of unemployment 
compensation to former members of 
the Armed Forces," sets up the cir
cumstances to pay-we are in regular 
order-to pay the veterans from Desert 
Storm under appropriate cir
cumstances. So it is in there. In fact, 
that is not a legitimate complaint. 

But I want to come back because I 
still do not understand this. We were 
told for weeks that we had an emer
gency. We were told for weeks that this 
truly mattered. Now for a week, having 
finished with the speeches, we have had 
a bill held up on Capitol Hill by the 
Democratic leadership while the Demo
cratic Campaign Committee runs com
mercials. 

Now, how can it possibly be helpful 
to the unemployed to have a situation 
in which, for a week, you hold the bill 
up, then you know that the President 
is going to veto it, you only send it 
down the night that the other body 
leaves town. The President, if he does 
veto it, it is now going to take 2 addi
tional weeks to get an override before 
we can prove to you that you cannot 
pass the bill you want. How can it pos
sibly be helpful in that setting and how 
can it possibly increase respect for the 
Congress to spend time, I think inac
curately and misleadingly, attacking 
the President about a bill which he 
cannot get to? 

Now, would it not have been a lot 
better for the unemployed Americans, 
whether they were in Michigan or Mas
sachusetts or Connecticut or Penn
sylvania or California or Georgia, 
would it not have been better, if we 
have to go through this dance, to go 
ahead and bring the bill up, get it down 
there, let the President veto it, which 
he would have done by Thursday or 
Friday, have the bill back up here by 
yesterday or today, get to the override, 
prove you cannot do it and, if you can
not do it, then agree to a bill the Presi
dent will sign and by the middle of this 
week we could have sent a bill to the 
President that he would have signed 
and we would have had 10 weeks of ex
tended unemployment checks going to 
people who badly need the money. 

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

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. FAZIO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker I think I can give you a 
reason, 800,000 people who are not in
cluded under the Dole bill that you 
guys have come to adopt even though 
you did not have one most of this time, 
this bill is inadequate. The Dole bill 
does not meet the need. You have 
800,000 people covered in this bill that 
the President could still sign if he will, 
and that we could override him on. 
That is the reason, that is why we are 
concerned. 

There are deserving individuals. They 
have pa.id into the trust fund. They 
have contributed to this insurance 
against long-term unemployment. Yet, 
under your legislation, they are left 
out in the cold. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I say to my colleague 
from California first of all, how can 
you argue that holding the bill up for a 
week helps those 800,000 people who do 
not have a chance even if by some mir
acle late tonight, you know, Michael 
Dukakis and Walter Mondale might 
whisper in George Bush's ear and he 
magically became the President you 
wish you would have elected, even if 
that happens, you will not send him 
the bill so he cannot sign it. So how 
can that help under those cir
cumstances to keep the bill locked up 
for a week, I would say to the gen
tleman? 

Mr. FAZIO. Even if the President 
were to sign this inadequate bill that 
Senator DOLE has offered, those people 
would not be covered. 

Mr. GINGRICH. That would be sub
stantial coverage. 

Mr. FAZIO. No, those are people who 
are excluded. They are only covered 
under our bill and are locked out be
cause of fiscal requirements because 
you could not find enough nickels and 
dimes in the various corners of your 
desks to pay for this bill. 

Mr. GINGRICH. In every State there 
would be 6 weeks of extended unem
ployment and in key States it would be 
10 weeks. 

Let me just ask the gentleman be
cause I am curious as to what your leg
islative strategy would be then: Let us 
say you fail, that under our Constitu
tion, having had the President veto the 
bill, you cannot override it. At that 
point is your strategy going to be to 
then bring-refuse to bring up the Dole 
bill, refuse to bring up anything the 
President of the United States will 
sign? Is your answer to unemployment 
to say to the President of the United 
States, "Either take ours or we will do 
nothing"? 

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

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. BONIOR. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I would tell my friend 
from the other side of the aisle that we 
will come back again and again and 
again until you people get it through 
your heads that there are lots of people 
suffering out there. And to answer the 
gentleman's earlier question that he 
asked my friend from California: Yes, 
the heat is on. The example of the heat 
is why you are here today under such 
emotional charge that you cannot 
stand the heat. You know your con
stituents and the President is feeling 
the heat. He knows the country wants 
this bill. And if it takes us a day longer 
or 2 days longer, we are going to do it 
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because we got 10 million people out of 
work. We are not going to stand for 
any short-term 6-weeks' phony bill 
paid for out of airwaves that are for 
sale in the country. This is a serious 
issue. 

People have put money into a trust 
fund. It is their trust fund-$8 billion. 
And they want that money spent for 
what it was put there for, and that is 
to take care of them, to pay the bill. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Now, wait a second. I 
did not vote for the budget deal. Why 
did your side sign the money away, I 
would say to my friend from Michigan? 
It is your side which signed the money 
away, it is your side which mortgaged 
the money in the budget. I voted 
against the budget deal. So that I do 
not have any problem standing here 
and saying that. 

Mr. BONIOR. The budget says, to my 
friend, that if there is an emergency, 
you can use that emergency clause to 
take care of the need. The President 
did it for the Kurds, he did it for the 
Bangladeshi, he did it for the Turks; he 
will not do it for Americans. It is in 
the budget resolution. He can do it 
now. He can do it today. 

Mr. GINGRICH. But under the budget 
agreement your side supported, it re
quired, and it was very carefully stat
ed, it required the President to make 
that determination. Now, I am sure the 
more clever Members of your side un
derstood what that meant. 

Mr. BONIOR. I wish the President 
would make that determination. 

Mr. GINGRICH. So now you are 
breaking the deal. 

Now let me go just one step further, 
I say to my friend. I think we could 
work out an offer. 

Mr. BONIOR. What are you offering? 
Mr. GINGRICH. The offer is real sim

ple. Assuming, as I suggested, that you 
cannot override, and I think that is-if 
you can override, listen, that is per
fectly legitimate, and that is the way 
you should do it, given your belief. 

Mr. BONIOR. We may be able to do 
it. 

Mr. GINGRICH. You may be able to, 
but I think the vote count in the Sen
ate is against--

Mr. BONIOR. I am glad the gen
tleman concedes that we might be able 
to override. 

Mr. GINGRICH. My guess is the vote 
is-frankly, had you sent the bill down 
last Wednesday, we would know right 
now. But you did not. So let me make 
this suggestion. 

Mr. BONIOR. We need a little more 
heat and a few more Senators. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I do not think that 
either, but let me come back--

Mr. FAZIO. If the gentleman will 
yield, I think we can see the heat. You 
can almost see it rise up from that side 
of the aisle the gentlemen is speaking 
on. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me say that I 
know the affection I am held in on 
your side. 

Mr. FAZIO. It is the affection you are 
held in in Atlanta we are most inter
ested in. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me suggest to 
you, let me suggest to you that run
ning commercials that attack me does 
not threaten any Republican Senator. 
There is no heat felt by my colleagues 
in the Senate when you run commer
cials against me. I am perfectly happy 
if you do it, but it does not affect their 
vote; but let me come back. 

Mr. BONIOR. That is because we 
have Democratic Senators from Geor
gia. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me make you an 
offer and suggest to you a way of 
thinking about this: We can agree, I be
lieve, that at a minimum the people 
who are in the Dole bill deserve some 
help. We may argue about the margins, 
but certain we can agree now the peo
ple in the Dole bill deserve some help. 
Why do we not craft-if S. 1722 fails, 
why do we not craft two bills and we 
would be perfectly happy to share the 
bipartisanship, although it would prob
ably shatter both sides. We might even 
have a Bonior-Gingrich bill, which 
might be more than the system could 
bear. 

But the first bill would be the one 
the President says he will sign. The 
second bill could be everything else 
which you want. Now, we could get the 
initial extended unemployment of 10 
weeks to all of that entire first wave of 
people in 50 States. We would take care 
of a lot of human beings immediately. 
We could do it within 48 hours. Checks 
would be going out. 

You would then have as much time 
as you want to take to try to fight the 
rest of the battle. Why deny that core 
group of unemployed the opportunity 
to get a check, just for the purpose of 
making a point for the President of the 
United States? It seems to me if we 
could agree to pass the initial bill, the 
initial checks would go out into every 
State for 6 to 10 weeks. 

Mr. FAZIO. If the gentleman would 
yield, you know, I really do not under
stand your frustration about this

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, regular 
order. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me yield to the 
gentleman first, and then I will come 
back to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. FAZIO. There is simply some
thing you are overlooking. This is not 
a political game. This is not just put
ting the heat on the President. We are 
talking about 800,000 people that we do 
know about, that we are concerned 
about. That is why we are still here, 
and that is why we want to see a good 
bill enacted, 800,000 people--

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, regular 
order, regular order, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, re
claiming my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The gentleman from Geor
gia reclaims his time. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me just say to 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Democratic Congressional Campaign 
Committee: The level of art you have 
mastered in being able to stand there 
while running commercials and suggest 
that this is not a political issue on 
your side is truly wonderful and wor
thy of study. But if you truly want to 
help the core group we are talking 
about, we could pass a bill this week 
that would be signed and that core 
group would be helped, and then we 
could spend as much time as necessary 
on the rest. 

D 1520 
What they are doing, Mr. Speaker, is 

holding every single person who would 
get a check under the Dole bill hos
tage. They are blocking every single 
person under the Dole bill from getting 
a check so that they can engage the 
President at the level of political com
mercials. 

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

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
GINGRICH] yielding to me because I just 
distinctly heard the gentleman from 
California [Mr. FAZIO], the chairman of 
the Democratic Congressional Cam
paign Committee, say to the distin
guished whip of the Republican Party, 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GING
RICH], that it is his popularity in At
lanta that we are interested in. 

Mr. FAZIO. I did not say "popu
larity." 

Mr. ARMEY. Those were the exact 
words from the gentleman from Cali
fornia. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I am inter
ested in the people of Atlanta applying 
the heat. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, does the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] 
yield to me? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. The point remains that 
their side determined that we had an 
emergency in July, just in time to pass 
a bill and pass the buck to the Presi
dent at the beginning of August before 
Congress recessed. It is their side that 
continues to argue that we have got an 
emergency, that people are starving 
today, that have held the bill at the 
Senate for over a week and will not go 
on with it while the gentleman from 
California [Mr. FAZIO], as the chairman 
of the Democratic Congressional Cam
paign Committee, writes press releases 
and does campaign commercials, and 
the gentleman very clearly on this 
floor said that the point of all this is 
the popularity of the gentleman from 
Georgia's constituency in Atlanta. 

Mr. Speaker, that is what the gen
tleman from California [Mr. FAZIO] 
said on this floor, and I wanted it to be 
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clear in the RECORD before we get to re
vise and extend, because I will not re
vise and extend. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let me 
just say one thing because we are 
about to run out of time, and I appre
ciate the patience of the House. 

First of all, we are very surprised on 
our side to discover that the other side 
has held up the unemployment bill for 
a week. We do not understand that. We 
do not think it makes sense. We are 
very saddened that the Democratic 
leadership chose to hold that up until 
the other body would adjourn this 
evening for a week. That further hurts 
the unemployed. 

Mr. Speaker, we are prepared, the 
day the veto is sustained, to bring to 
the floor a signable bill, and then we 
are prepared, if you wish, to engage on 
the other issue. But I do not under
stand why it would be to anyone's ad
vantage to hold hostage the millions of 
people who would get money under the 
Dole bill, to not allow them to get 
their checks, to block them from get
ting extended unemployment just to be 
able to make partisan points, and I 
really hope that the Democratic lead
ership would consider my offer to make 
in order a bill that could be signed im
mediately, and then let us go ahead 
and continue the fight over the rest of 
the bill. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The time of the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] has ex
pired. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The Chair will recognize the remain
ing Members who wish to give 1-minute 
speeches. 

MEMORIAL TO JOHNNY LEWIS: A 
NEW ORLEANS FIREFIGHTER 
AND HERO 
(Mr. JEFFERSON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for one minute.) 

Mr. JEFFERSON. Mr. Speaker and 
Members of the House, I rise today, Na
tional Firefighters Day, to honor the 
memory of a gallant and dedicated 
man, Johnny Lewis, a New Orleans 
firefighter who died in the line of duty 
on September 7, 1991. Johnny Lewis 
died while searching through a six
alarm blaze for a brother firefighter be
lieved trapped inside. 

Johnny Lewis is the first black fire
fighter to die in the line of duty in the 
100-year history of the New Orleans 
Fire Department, but that does not 
qualify him as hero. His life as a dedi
cated father of four, firefighter, and 
community worker are the real meas
ures of his heroism. 

On the day he died, Johnny Lewis 
was working overtime to earn extra 
money to support his family. 

Johnny Lewis saw his job with the 
new Orleans Fire Department as his 
first real break in life, an opportunity 
to reach out beyond his own family to 
help his community. He volunteered 
for the New Orleans Firefighters' Bet
ter Things Program, visiting with 
school children and talking with them 
about the dangers of drug and alcohol 
abuse. 

Johnny Lewis sought no recognition 
or headlines in life; but his tragic 
death drew deserved attention to his 
life and contributions to his commu
nity. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time, I would 
ask for a moment of silence in recogni
tion of a dedicated father, gallant fire
fighter, and a true American hero, 
Johnny Lewis. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States was commu
nicated to the House by Mr. 
Mccathran, one of his secretaries. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2698, 
AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1992 
Mr. WlilTTEN. Mr. Speaker, I call up 

the conference report on the bill (H.R. 
2698) making appropriations for Agri
culture, Rural Development, Food and 
Drug Administration, and related agen
cies programs for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1992, and for other pur
poses. 

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 
October 3, 1991, at page H7503.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. Wlll'ITEN] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
MYERS] will be recognized for 30 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. WmTTEN]. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and 
that I be permitted to include tables, 
charts, and other extraneous materials 
on the conference report on H.R. 2698. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, we bring 

before you today the conference agree-

ment on appropriations for the Depart
ment of Agriculture, Rural Develop
ment, Food and Drug Administration, 
and related agencies for fiscal year 
1992. This is a bill that is within the 
602(b) discretionary allocation, within 
the congressional budget agreement, 
and it meets all the requirements of 
law. There were 241 Senate amend
ments involving over 600 items that 
had to be resolved in order to bring you 
this report. 

May I say that this report conforms 
to all the requirements, and that we 
are in thorough agreement with our 
Senate colleagues and those on the 
House side. 

Mr. Speaker, I have often pointed out 
that agriculture is basic, basic to our 
economy and basic to our well-being as 
a nation. I would point out, however, 
that only a relatively small part of the 
bill we bring to you today is for agri
culture. Over half the bill is for food 
and consumer programs, $32. 7 billion 
for food programs, $1.5 billion for Food 
for Peace, $760 million for FDA, and 
$474 million for food inspection. In 
total we recommend $52,522,621,000 in 
total budget authority. This is $57 mil
lion less than the budget estimate. 

As Members know, we on our com
mittee received testimony from var
ious colleagues, and in connection with 
this bill we had 32 Members present 
statements to the committee. Members 
wrote us over 1,000 letters of rec
ommendation for items in the bill. We 
had a total of 382 witnesses, and our 
hearing record totals 6,101 pages. In 
connection with items in conference, 
Members wrote us almost 200 addi
tional letters. 

Mr. Speaker, we tried to address the 
concerns of Members of the House and 
their sections of the country to the ex
tent possible under the ceilings. 

Almost 80 percent of the bill is man
datory spending not under the control 
of the Committee on Appropriations. 
Only 20 percent of the bill is discre
tionary domestic spending. 

Food stamps have been adjusted up
ward above the House passed bill by 
$1.2 billion. This is made contingent 
upon getting a budget request from the 
President, which I trust will be forth
coming. 

The agreement funds WIC at $2.6 bil
lion, $250 million more than fiscal year 
1991. 

The bill provides funds for water and 
sewer, rural housing, REA, for the con
servation programs, the ACP, water
shed and flood prevention and protec
tion, special grants, urban gardening, 
and wholesale market development. 

The conference agreement provides 
for a Wetlands Reserve Program of up 
to 50,000 acres in fiscal year 1992. Any 
payments under the program will be 
made by the Agricultural Stabilization 
and Conservation Service as with other 
cost share programs, and the Soil Con
servation Service will determine what 
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qualifies as wetlands. Because of the 
limited funding available, we have pro
vided for a pilot program in not more 
than five States. This will allow the 
program to be evaluated to determine 
the actual costs and benefits to be de
rived in these times of scarce re
sources. 

Neither the House nor the Senate
passed bill contained any direct or in
direct funding for the proposed special 
Rural Development Administration 
which would duplicate existing pro-

grams. Since no funds were in either 
bill, it was not a conference item. 

I want to thank the members of the 
committee who have worked hard all 
year in hearings and in conference, my 
colleagues BoB TRAXLER, MA Tr 
MCHUGH, BILL NATCHER, DICK DURBIN, 
MARCY KAPTUR, DAVID PRICE, NEAL 
SMITH, DAVE OBEY, and on the Repub
lican side, JOE SKEEN, JOHN MYERS, VIN 
WEBER, BARBARA VUCANOVICH, and JOE 
MCDADE. 

Mr. Speaker, I could go ahead with 
discussions of i terns in this bill, but 
may I say again, surprisingly with 241 

amendments on the Senate side, we 
have worked all these matters out. In 
addition to working them out, we have 
kept under the various ceilings and re
quirements that exist. 

0 1530 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
proceed expeditiously to approve this 
conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the 
RECORD I would like to insert the de
tailed tables that set forth the con
ference agreement. 
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AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED AGENCIES 

APPROPRIATIONS, FY 1992 (H.R. 2898) 

TTTlE 1- AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS 

Production, Procealng and Marketing 

Ol'llc:e of the Secretaiy ........................................................................ 
Ol'llc:e of the Deputy Secretaiy ........................................................... 
Olllce of Budget and Program Analyala ............................................. 
ornce of the Aalatant Secretaiy for Administration ...•••••••••.•••••.•••••.•. 
Rental paymenta (USDA) ................................................................... 
Building operatlona and maintenance •.••.••.•••••••••••••••••..•..••.•.••.•••••••• 
Advl90fY commHt ... (USO~ ............................................................. 
Hazardous waate management ......................................................... 
Departmental administration .............................................................. 

Wor1dng Capital Fund .................................................................... 
Olllce of the Aalatant Secretaiy for Congressional Relation• •.••.••••. 

ornce of Public Affairs ........................................................................ 
lntergoyemmental affairs ................................................................ 

Total, ornce of Public Affairs ........................................................ 

OITlce of the Inspector General .......................................................... 
Olllce of the General Counl91 ............................................................ 
Olllce of the Assistant Secretary for Economics ••••••••••••.•.....•.••.•..•..•• 
Economic Research Service .............................................................. 
National AgrlcuHural Statlltlcl Service ............................................... 
World AgrlcuHural OUtlook Board ...................................................... 
Ofllce of the Assistant Secretary for Science and Education ............ 
AHematlve AgrlcuHural Research and Commerclallzatlon ................. 

AgrlcuHural Research Service ••••••••••••••••••.•.••.•...•••.•.....•..•.•...•.•••••••••.. 
Special fund ................................................................................... 
Buildings and facllHlel ................................................................... 

Total, Agrlcuttural Research Service ............................................ 

Cooperative State Research Service .................................................. 
(By transfer) .................................................................................... 
Buildings and facllHln ................................................................... 

Extension Service ............................................................................... 
National Agrtcuttural Ubrary ............................................................... 
Olllce of the Aalatant Secretaiy for Marketing and 
Inspection Servlcel ........................................................................... 

Animal and Plant Heelth lnspec:tlon Service: 
Salarlel and ex~ ................................................................... 
Special fund, user fees ................................................................... 
Buildings and facllHlel ................................................................... 

Total, Animal and Plant Heelth Inspection Service ...................... 

Food Safety and Inspection Service .................................................. 
Federal Grain Inspection Service ....................................................... 

Inspection and Weighing Services ~lmttatlon on 
administrative expense1, from '"9 collected) ............................. 

Agrtcuttural Cooperative Service ...•..••••....•••••.••••.••••••••••••••••••.••.••••••••• 

Agrtcuttural Martcetlng Service: 
Martciltlng Servlcel ......................................................................... 
(Umltatlon on admlnstrllllve expen191, from fen collected) •.•...•• 
Funds for ltr.ngthenlng rnarbta, Income, and supply 

(b'anlf9r from sec:tlon 32) ............................................................. 
Paymenla to Stlit• and poeeelllona ............................................ 
Mi.c:.llaneoul trust funds .............................................................. 

Total, Agrtcuttur.i Martciltlng Service ..•..•.•••..•••.••••.••............•......•. 

Olllce of Transportation ...................................................................... 
Packers and Stockyarda Administration ••••••••••••••••..••••••.•..•..•.•..•.....••• 

Total, Production, Procelllng and Marketing .............................. 

Farm Income Stablllzatlon 

omce of the Under Secretary for International Mairs and 
Commodtty Programs ...................................................................... 

Agrlcuttural Stabilization and Conservallon Service: 
(By transfer from Commoc:IHy CredH Corporation) ......................... 
Salarlel and ex~ ................................................................... 

FY1991 
Enacted 

1,943,000 
4n,ooo 

4,971,000 
~.ooo 

49,305,000 
25,093,000 

1,4'07,000 
24,757,000 
23,062,000 

3,7eo,ooo 
1,095,000 

8,~.ooo 

4"°,000 

8,882,000 

55,580,000 
23,130,000 

529,000 
54,400,000 
76,451,000 

2,196,000 
512,000 

............................ 

621,585,000 
2,500,000 

41,016,000 

665,101,000 

388,489,000 
(93,000) 

62,867,000 
398,478,000 

16,798,000 

497,000 

381,120,000 
13,000,000 
21,396,000 

415,516,000 

<448,882,000 
9,706,000 

(37, 164,000) 
4,864,000 

47,914,000 
(4'0, 162,000) 

8,255,000 
1,250,000 

............................ 
57,418,000 

2,429,000 
10,687,000 

2,839,807,000 

eoe,ooo 

(630,4'08,000) 
48,900,000 

FY1992 
Eatlmate 

2,282,000 
5"43,000 

5,5"48,000 
658,000 

51,586,000 
25,700,000 

2,038,000 
29,943,000 
26,563,000 

............................ 
1,310,000 

9,093,000 
508,000 

9,599,000 

65,247,000 
25,865,000 

580,000 
62,479,000 
86,888,000 

2,520,000 
560,000 

···························· 

860,627,000 
2,500,000 

48,100,000 

709,227,000 

384, 151,000 
............................ 

25,000,000 
410,817,000 

17,453,000 

5!50,000 

324,378,000 
65,922,000 
23,400,000 

433,700,000 

473,512,000 
13,011,000 

(4'0, 176,000) 
5,14'0,000 

68,333,000 
(50, 735,000) 

10,360,000 
960,000 

2,625,000 

82,288,000 

............................ 
11,359,000 

2,966, 118,000 

74'0,000 

(769, 736,000) 
............................ 

Senate 

2,282,000 2,1eo,ooo 2,282,000 +338,000 
5"43,000 514,000 5"43,000 +88,000 

6,149,000 5,303,000 6,149,000 +1,178,000 
586,000 576,000 586,000 +152,000 

eo,soa,ooo 51,586,000 51,203,000 +1,888,000 
25,700,000 25,Me,OOO 25,700,000 +807,000 

1,918,000 2,038,000 2,038,000 +631,000 
27,943,000 24,757,000 26,3'50,000 + 1,!583,000 
25,084,000 24,814,000 25,084,000 +2,012,000 

............................ ............................ . ........................... -3,7!50,000 
1,307,000 1,265,000 1,307,000 +212,000 

8,925,000 8,925,000 8,925,000 +483,000 
468,000 468,000 468,000 +28,000 

9,393,000 9,393,000 9,393,000 +511,000 

62,786,000 60,786,000 62,786,000 +7,208,000 
24,554,000 24,554,000 24,554,000 +1,424,000 

580,000 563,000 580,000 +51,000 
59,125,000 56,245,000 58,720,000 +4,320,000 
83,4'01,000 75, .. 7,000 82,601,000 +6,1ecl,OOO 

2,387,000 2,341,000 2,387,000 +171,000 
560,000 ~.ooo 560,000 +48,000 

. ........................... 5,000,000 4,500,000 +4,500,000 

658,424,000 629, 143,000 658,379,000 +36,794,000 
2,500,000 2,500,000 2,500,000 ............................ 

49,473,000 61,818,000 eo,564,ooo +9,548,000 

710,397,000 693,461,000 111.~.ooo +46,342,000 

412,886,000 419,788,000 "'30, 711,000 + 42,222,000 
............................ ............................ . ........................... (-93,000) 

62,529,000 60,769,000 75,270,000 + 12,4'03,000 
417,067,000 412, 129,000 419,325,000 +20,847,000 

17,253,000 17,149,000 17,715,000 +917,000 

5!50,000 535,000 5!50,000 +53,000 

34'0,981,000 337,631,000 345,017,000 -36, 103,000 
85,922,000 78,356,000 85,922,000 + 72,922,000 
21,396,000 20,900,000 21,396,000 ............................ 

<448,299,000 436,887,000 452,335,000 +36,819,000 

473,512,000 473,512,000 473,512,000 +24,630,000 
11,397,000 10,557,000 11,397,000 +1,691,000 

(39,383,000) (4'0, 176,000) (4'0, 176,000) (+3,012,000) 
5,640,000 5,14'0,000 5,640,000 +n6,ooo 

56,636,000 -42,066,000 56,636,000 +8,7Z!,OOO 
(50, 735,000) (eo, 735,000) (50, 735,000) ( + 10,573,000) 

10,360,000 10,360,000 10,360,000 +2,106,000 
1,250,000 1,250,000 1,250,000 .......................•.... 
1,650,000 900,000 1,&eo,000 +1,&eo,000 

69,896,000 54,276,000 70,096,000 +12,&n,000 

............................ ···························· . ........................•... -2,429,000 
12,009,000 11,859,000 12,009,000 +1,322,000 

3,026,ecl1,000 2,969,299,000 3,067,296,000 + 227,"88,000 

551,000 531,000 551,000 +45,000 

............................ (719,288,000) . ....................•...... (-630,4'08,000) 
719,288,000 . ........................... 718,288,000 +672,389,000 
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Export loans .................................................................................. . 
P.L480 .......................................................................................... . 

subtotal, SaJartea and expenwa ............................................. . 

Dairy Indemnity program ............................................................. .. 

Total, Farm Income Stablllzatlon ................................................ . 

CORPORATIONS 

Federal Crop Insurance Corpondlon: 
Admlnlatratlve and operating expenMS ........................................ . 
Federal crop Insur.nee corporation fund ..................................... . 

Total, Federal Crop Insurance Corporation ............................... .. 

Commodity Cnldlt Corporation: 
FlelmburMment for net realized loeeel ......................................... . 
Dlsuter payment. ........................................................................ .. 
Hazardou1 wute Olmltatlon on admlnlatratllle expen191) ........... .. 
Options pilot program Olmltatlon on admlnlstratllle expen191) ... .. 

General Sal9I Manager {tranlfer from Commodity Credit 
Corporation) ................................................................................ . 

Export loan• ................................................................................. .. 
P.L480 ......................................................................................... .. 

Subtotal, General Sal9I Manager ........................................... . 

Total, Corporations: 
New budget (obllgatlonal) authority ........................................ . 
(By transfer) ............................................................................. . 

Total, tltle I, Agricultural Program1: 
New budget (obllgatlonal) authority ....................................... .. 
(By transfer) ............................................................................ .. 
(Limitation on admlnlstratllle expen191) ................................ .. 

TITLE II - CONSERVATION PROGRAMS 

Oftlce of the Alllstant Secretary for Natural Resources 
and Environment ............................................................................ .. 

Soll ConMrvatlon Service: 
Conservation operation• ............................................................... . 
Riiier bllaln IUrveyl and Investigation• ........................................ .. 
Watershed planning ...................................................................... . 
Waterahed and flood prevention operations ............................... .. 
Resource conaervatlon and development .................................... . 
Great Plains c:onMfV8tlon program ............................................... . 

Total, Soll ConMrvatlon Seivlce .................................................. . 

Agricultural Stablll:zallon and Conservation Seivlce: 
Agricultural c:onMfV8tlon program ................................................ . 

Water quality lncentlllea program .............................................. . 
For99try lncentlllea program ......................................................... .. 
Water bank program ...................................................................... . 
Emergency conservation program ................................................ . 
Colorado Rlvier Bealn lallnlty control program ............................. . 
Conaervatlon .....,..,. program ...................................................... . 
Wetlands ,...rw program ........................................................... .. 

FY 1991 
Enacted 

(677,308,000) 

5,000 

(8n,817,000) 

3"'0,000,000 
337,385,000 

8n,385,ooo 

5,000,000,000 
1,400,000 

···························· 
···························· 

(7,803,000) 
............................ 
............................ 

(7,803,000) 

5,878,765,000 
(7 ,803,000) 

8,!585,983,000 
(838,302,000) 

(77,328,000) 

520,000 

509,0'56,000 
12,783,000 
9,178,000 

185, 705,000 
29,900,000 
24,837,000 

n1,2!57,ooo 

190, 152,000 

···························· 
12,446,000 
13,820,000 
10,000,000 
14,783,000 

1,314,928,000 
............................ 

FY 1992 
Eltlmlde 

•• 000) 
(!573,000) 

(770,898,000) 

(771,838,000) 

322,870,000 
308,782,000 

831,852,000 

9,000,000,000 
............................ 

(3,000,000) 
(1,000,000) 

(5,098,000) 
(2,731,000) 
(1,274,000) 

(9, 103,000) 

9,831,852,000 
(5,098,000) 

12,598,510,000 
(77 4,834,000) 

(94,911,000) 

583,000 

588,804,000 
10,982,000 
7,291,000 

152,981,000 
23,831,000 
25,271,000 

808,740,000 

178,024,000 
5,000,000 

12,446,000 
10,935,000 

............................ 
14,783,000 

1,842,790,000 
124,350,000 

HouM 

•• 000) 
(705,000) 

(720,583,000) 

5,000 

(721, 139,000) 

322,870,000 
221,!500,000 

544,370,000 

8,450,000,000 
............................ 

(5,000,000) 
............................ 

(!5,098,000) 
{2,731,000) 
(1,274,000) 

(9, 103,000) 

8,994,370,000 
(!5,098,000) 

12,740,718,000 
(5,098,000) 

(95, 118,000) 

583,000 

584, 129,000 
13,251,000 
9,545,000 

20!5,238,000 
32,518,000 
25,271,000 

&49,950,000 

194,436,000 
3,500,000 

12,446,000 
18,820,000 
10,000,000 
14,783,000 

1,842,780,000 
............................ 

Senate 

•• 000) 
~.000) 

(720,438,000) 

5,000 

(720,972,000) 

322,870,000 
280,!500,000 

583,370,000 

8,450,000,000 
............................ 
. ........................... 
............................ 

(!5,098,000) 
(2,731,000) 
(1,242,000) 

(9,071,000) 

9,033,370,000 
(5,098,000) 

12,003,20!5,000 
(724,387 ,000) 

(90,911,000) 

543,000 

584, 129,000 
13,251,000 
9,545,000 

205,288,000 
31,238,000 
25,271,000 

848,898,000 

193,852,000 

12,446,000 
18,820,000 

14,783,000 
1,811,277,000 

91,000,000 

Conferenc:e 

•• 000) 
(!573,000) 

(720,451,000) 

5,000 

(721,007,000) 

322,870,000 
280,!500,000 

583,370,000 

7,250,000,000 
. ........................... 

(3,000,000) 
. ........................... 

(5,098,000) 
(2,731,000) 
(1,242,000) 

(9,071,000) 

7,833,370,000 
(5,098,000) 

11,820,511,000 
(5,098,000) 

(93,911,000) 

583,000 

584, 129,000 
13,2!51,000 
9,545,000 

20!5,288,000 
32,518,000 
25,271,000 

&49,978,000 

194,436,000 

12,446,000 
18,820,000 
8,000,000 

14,783,000 
1,811,277,000 

48,357,000 

TcUI, AQrlcuttural Stablllzatlon and ConMrvatlon Seivlce.......... 1,!5'5!5,927,000 1,988,298,000 1,898,544,000 1,941,n8,000 1,903,918,000 

TcUI, title II, Conservation Programs, 
new budget (obllgatloMI) authority........................................... 2,327,704,000 2,797,801,000 2,747,057,000 2,791,019,000 2,754,458,000 

TITLE In - FARMERS HOME AND 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

Olllce d the Under Secr-.y for am.JI Community and 
Runil~it .......................................................................... . 

FMMrl Home Admlnllnllon: 
Rural Housing lneurMCe Fund: 

Lo.n euthortullol 18! 

l.J»lncorne N>ullng (9ec. eo:z) ............................................ . 
Unaubeldlnd dlr9Ct ........................................................... . 
Uneubeldlz9d ~ ................................................. . 
SUblldlzed ~ ..................................................... . 
Housing ....,.,, (eec. !504) .................................................. . 

530,000 721,000 

(1,228,451,000) (!559,000,000) 
(!50,000,000) . ........................... 
(70,000,000) (347,000,000) 
(30,000,000) (347,000,000) 
(11,330,000) (11, 100,000) 

572,000 552,000 572,000 

(1,228,451,000) (1,2!58,451,000) (1,245,000,000) 
(!50,000,000) (!50,000,000) (!50,000,000) 

(350,000,000) (100,000,000) (329,!500,000) 
............................ ............................ . ........................... 

(11,330,000) (11,330,000) (11,330,000) 

Conferenc:e 
compared with 

enacted 

(+588,000) 
(+573,000) 

(+43, 145,000) 

. ........................... 
(+43, 190,000) 

-17,130,000 
-78,88'5,000 

-83,98C5,000 

+ 2,250,000,000 
-1,400,000 

( +3,000,000) 
. ........................... 

(-2, 705,000) 
(+2,731,000) 
( + 1,242,000) 

( + 1,288,000) 

+ 2, 154,llO!S,OOO 
(-2,705,000) 

+3,054,528,000 
(-«33,204,000) 
( + 18,585,000) 

+43,000 

+ 515,073,000 
+488,000 
+389,000 

+19,581,000 
+2,818,000 

+834,000 

+ 78, 721,000 

+4,283,000 

+5,000,000 
-4,000,000 

+298,351,000 
+48,357,000 

+347,991,000 

+426, 7515,000 

+42,000 

( + 18,549,000) 
. ........................... 

( + 258,!500,000) 
(-30,000,000) 

. ........................... 
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Farm labor (MC. !514') ........................................................... .. 
Rental houalng (MC. !515) .................................................... .. 
Site loan9 ............................................................................... . 
Credit lllle8 of acquired property ......................................... .. 

Total, Loan authorizations ................................................... . 

Loan aubeldles: 
Single family (MC. !502): 

Direct ................................................................................. . 
Gu.ranteed ............................................ , ........................... . 

Hou91ng repair (MC. !504') ..................................................... .. 
Farm labor (MC. !514') ............................................................ . 
Rental houalng (MC. !515} ..................................................... . 
Site loan9 .............................................................................. .. 
Credit uln of acquired property ......................................... .. 

Total, Loan aubsldlea ......................................................... .. 

RHIF Salarln and expen ....................................................... .. 
Collection and servicing contracts Plmltatlon on obligations) ... 
Rent aupplement ....................................................................... . 
Reimbursement for Interest and other losses ........................... . 

Total, Rural Housing Insurance Fund: 
New budget (obllgatlonal} authority ................................... .. 
(loan authorization) ............................................................ . 
(Umltatlon on obligations) ................................................. .. 

Self-Help Housing Land DeYeloprnent Fund: 
Loan authorization .................................................................... . 
Loan aubeldy ............................................................................ .. 
Admlni.tratlve expenMS ............................................................ . 

Agrlc:ultural Credit ln.urance Fund: 
Loan authorizations: 

Farm ownership loans: 
Direct ................................................................................. . 
Guaranteed ........................................................................ . 

SUbtotal .......................................................................... .. 

Operating loans: 
Direct ................................................................................. . 
Guaranteed ........................................................................ . 
Gu.ranteed subsidized ..................................................... . 

SUbtotal ........................................................................... . 

Soll and water ioan.: 
Direct ................................................................................ .. 
Gu.ranteed ....................................................................... .. 

Subtotal .......................................................................... .. 

Indian tribe land acquisition loans ........................................ . 
Emergency dlsaater ioan. ..................................................... . 
Watershed and flood preYentlon ........................................... . 
Reeource conMfVldlon loans ............................................... .. 
Credit lllle8 of acquired property ......................................... .. 

Total, Loan authorizations ................................................... . 

Loan aubsldles: 
Farm ownership: 

Direct ................................................................................. . 
Gu.ranteed ........................................................................ . 

Farm operating: 
Direct ................................................................................. . 
Gu.ranteed ........................................................................ . 

. Gu.ranteed IUbsldlzed ..................................................... . 
Soll and water loans: 

Dlr9Ct ................................................................................ .. 
Gu.ranteed ........................................................................ . 

Indian tribe land 11CqU191tion .................................................. . 

Emergency dllllller ............................................................... . 
Wlller9hed and flood pnllMntlon loan9 ................................. . 
~ COl ... Wlltlon .......................................................... . 
er.di Mies of 11equlred property .......................................... . 

Total, Loan subeldles ......................................................... .. 

AaF ........ and expen999 ...................................................... . 

8tlile rnedllillon PfOSllW'l'I .......................................................... . 

FY 1981 
Enacted 

(18,300,000) 
(!573,900,000) 

(800,000) 

(1,978,1581,000) 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 
(10,000,000) 

308, 100,000 
2,887, 188,000 

2,975,288,000 
(1,978,1581,000) 

(10,000,000) 

(500,000) 

(48,500,000) 
(509,000,000) 

(5515,500,000) 

(900,000,000) 
(2,800,000,000) 

............................ 

(3,500,000,000) 

(!5,500,000) 
(1,500,000) 

(7,000,000) 

(1,000,000) 
(800,000,000) 

(4',000,000) 
(800,000) 

(4,888, 100,000) 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 
3,7'5Cl,000 

FY 1992 
Eatlmate 

(18,2!50,000) 
(3" 1,000,000) 

(284,000,000) 

(1,90!5,350,000) 

128,578,000 
98,680,000 

4',897,000 
8,9715,000 

14'7,8!57,000 
............................ 

4'1,724,000 

4'28,!511,000 

"25, 173,000 
............................. 

289,800,000 
............................ 

1,121,484,000 
(1,90!5,350,000) 

............................ 

(37,000,000) 
(200,000,000) 

(237,000,000) 

(4' 10,000,000) 
(2,000,000,000) 

(564,000,000) 

(2,97 4',000,000) 

(2,000,000) 
(2!5,000,000) 

(250,000,000) 

(3,"88,000,000) 

9,1"4,000 
25,834',000 

88,9152,000 
72,509,000 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 
505,000 

!5,08'5,000 
............................... 
............................ 

74',8!51,000 

2!54',880,000 

230, 179,000 
2,000,000 

(18,300,000) 
(!573,900,000) 

(800,000) 
(28",000,000) 

(2,512,1581,000) 

312,538,000 
12,380,000 

5,280,000 
9,1538,000 

288,!58!5,000 
............................ 

4'0,812,000 

8"8,909,000 

"2!5, 173,000 
............................ 

308, 100,000 
............................ 

1,382, 182,000 
(2,!512,1581,000) 

............................ 

(500,000) 

(48,500,000) 
(509,000,000) 

(5156,500,000) 

(900,000,000) 
(2,800,000,000) 

............................ 
(3,500,000,000) 

(e,500,000) 
(1,500,000) 

(7,000,000) 

(1,000,000) 
(800,000,000) 

(4',000,000) 
(800,000) 

(250,000,000) 

(4',918, 100,000) 

18,089,000 
1!5,270,000 

189,000,000 
31,200,000 

............................ 

2,!5815,000 
30,000 

1,000,000 
32,100,000 

2,182,000 
............................ 

117,500,000 

4'08,838,000 

230, 179,000 
3,750,000 

Senate 

(18,300,000) 
(!573,900,000) 

(800,000) 

(2,008,1581,000) 

288,"81,000 
1,130,000 
4',999,000 
9,002,000 

2"8,4'98,000 
9,000 

···························· 
!5!50, 100,000 

"28, 7 "8,000 
............................ 

319,900,000 
. ........................... 

1,298,7"8,000 
(2,008,1581,000) 

............................ 

(500,000) 
'43,000 
21,000 

(87,000,000) 
(774',000,000) 

(881,000,000) 

(7 4'0,000,000) 
(1,000,000,000) 

(182, 14'0,000) 

(1,922, 14'0,000) 

(e,500,000) 
(1,500,000) 

(7,000,000) 

(1,000,000) 
(800,000,000) 

(4',000,000) 
(800,000) 

(3,395, 7 4'0,000) 

19,8815,000 
38,870,000 

113,1587,000 
12,4'7!5,000 
15,350,000 

4'!58,000 
'43,000 

253,000 
121,!580,000 

1,000 
1,000 

. ........................... 

322,"81,000 

229,M7,000 
3,750,000 

(18,300,000) 
(!573,900,000) 

(800,000) 
(2!50,000,000) 

(2.4'78,830,000) 

283,888,000 
3,723,000 
4',988,000 
9,002,000 

2"8,4'98,000 
9,000 

38,725,000 

!588,8215,000 

"27, 111,000 
. ........................... 

319,900,000 
............................ 

1,333,838,000 
(2,478,830,000) 

···························· 

(500,000) 
'43,000 
21,000 

(88,750,000) 
("88, 750,000) 

(5156,500,000) 

(850,000,000) 
(1,800,000,000) 

(182, 14'0,000) 

(2,832, 14'0,000) 

(!5,500,000) 
(1,500,000) 

(7,000,000) 

(1,000,000) 
(800,000,000) 

(4',000,000) 
(800,000) 

(200,000,000) 

(4',200,2...0,000) 

15,24'1,000 
24',54!5,000 

130,4'72,000 
22,4'!515,000 
1!5,350,000 

4'!58,000 
'43,000 

253,000 
M,000,000 

1,000 
1,000 

59,880,000 

323,897,000 

230, 179,000 
3,750,000 

Conference 
compared with 

enacted 

( + 2!50,000,000) 

( +"98,049,000) 

+ 283,888,000 
+3,723,000 
+4',988,000 
+9,002,000 

+ 2"8,4'98,000 
+9,000 

+38,725,000 

+ !588,8215,000 

+"27, 111,000 
(· 10,000,000) 
+ 11,800,000 

·2,887, 188,000 

• 1,8" 1,4!50,000 
( +498,049,000) 

(· 10,000,000) 

+'43,000 
+21,000 

( + 20,250,000) 
(-20,2!50,000) 

............................ 

(·50,000,000) 
(-800,000,000) 

( + 182, 14'0,000) 

(-ee7,880,000) 

( + 200,000,000) 

(-4'87 ,880,000) 

+ 1!5,24'1,000 
+24',54!5,000 

+ 130,4'72,000 
+22,4'!515,000 
+15,350,000 

+4'!58,000 
+'43,000 

+253,000 
+M,000,000 

+1,000 
+1,000 

+59,880,000 

+323,897,000 

+230,179,000 

···························· 
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Relmbul'Mn'Mtf1t for lntennt and other loaea ........................... . 

Total, Agricultural Credit lnauranc:e Fund: 
New budget (obllgallonal) authority .•................................... 
(loan authorization) ...•.•••••••.•••...........•......•..•••.......••...........• 

Rural De\lelopment lnauranc:e Fund: 
Loan authortzallon8: 

Wm« and MW9I' faclllty loana: 
Olt'9d ................................................................................. . 
Guaranteed •••••••••••••••••••.••••.•..•••••••.•.•.•....••••••••..••••••.••••••••••• 

Subtotal ........................................................................... . 

Community faclllty loans: 

Oll'9d •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••··••••••·•••••••••••••••••••• 
Guaranteed .••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.......•.•........•..•....•.•••••••••••••••• 

Subtotal .•••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••.••••••........•••••••.......•..•..•••••••• 

lndU8trlal development loans: 
Guaranteed •••••.••.•••••.•••••••••••••••••.•...•.•...•••••..•.••.•.••.....•.....••• 

Total, loan authorizations .••......•••••..•.....••••••..••••••••••.•••••••••••• 

Loan subsidies: 
Wmer and sewer: 

Direct ................................................................................. . 
Guaranteed ........................................................................ . 

Community faclllty: 
Olrec:t ................................................................................ .. 
Guaranteed •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••.••••••......•••••..••••••••••... 

lndU8trlal development ...•••.•.••••.•••.•.••.•.••••.•••..•..••••.•...••••••.••••. 

Total, Loan aubeldlea ......................................................... .. 

ROIF aalarlea and e>cpen ......................................................... . 
Reimbursement for Interest and other loaea ........................... . 

Total, Rural De\lelopment Insurance Fund: 
New budget (obllgatlonal) authority .................................... . 
(Loan authorization) ........................................................... .. 

Rural Dellelopment Loan Fund: 
(Loan authorization) •••••••••••••••••••••••.•.•...••••......••.••.....•..•............. 
Appropriation •••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•...••••.••..•••••....•••••••...•.••••..........•• 
Loan subsidy ............................................................................. . 
ROLF Salaries and e>cpenMS ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Rural water and waste dlapoaal grant. .......................................... . 
Very ~ncome houalng repair grant. ........................................ . 
Rural houalng for domestic farm labor .....••.....•............................. 
Mutual and telf-help houalng ....................................................... . 
SupetVieoly and technlc:al aalatance granta ....•..•..•...•••.•.......•...••• 
Rural community fire protection grants ........................................ . 
Compen81111on for construction defects ••.....••••...•..••...•.•.••••••.•••••••• 
Rural rent.i aalatance payments (voucher program} •••••.•••••••.•..•• 
Rural houelng preeelVldlon grants ................................................ . 

::=~o=g~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Emer;enc:y community water aalatance grants .......................... . 

Subtotal, granta and payrnenta ................................................... . 

Ofllce d the Administrator ............................................................. . 
Salarlea and 9>cpen99tl ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

T,.-, from loan acc:ounm ••••...•.••••••.....••••.•••......•••••...•.••.••••... 
T,.,., from f9WIOlvlng fund ••••....•••••••.....••••••••....•..••.••.••••••••••..• 
Loan lldmlnlMnllM e>cpenM9: 

RHIF ....................................................................................... . 
AOF •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••.••..•••••••.•.•••.•.....•••••••.••••.••• 
ROif ....................................................................................... . 
ROlF ...................................................................................... . 
Self-Help HlDF ...................................................................... . 

Total, Mlartea and e>cpenM9 ................................................... . 

Total, FMMf'S Home Admlni.tndlon: 
New budget (obllgldlonal) authority ...................•••••...•••••••••. 
(l.oan authorlmlon) ............................................................ . 
(limitation on obllgldlonl) •••••.....••••••••....•••••••••••••••..••••.•..•••. 

FY1991 FY 1982 
Enacted Estimate 

8,014,3'58,000 ............................ 

8,018, 108,000 487,038,000 
(4,868, 100,000) (3,488,000,000) 

(500,000,000) (425,000,000) 
(:le,000,000) . ........................... 

(535,000,000) (42!5,000,000) 

(100,000,000} (45, 700,000) 
(25,000,000) (50,000,000) 

(12'5,000,000) (9!5,700,000) 

(100,000,000) (9!5,000,000) 

(760,000,000) (815,700,000) 

............................ 63,878,000 

................................. ·················•·········· 

............................. 5,490,000 

............................ 1,0H!S,000 

............................ 5,573,000 

............................ 75,757,000 

............................ M,908,000 
1,888, 180,000 ............................. 

1,888,180,000 130,883,000 
(760,000,000} (815, 700,000) 

(32,500,000) (:le,000,000) 
30,500,000 ............................ 

............................ 17,510,000 

............................ 889,000 

300,000,000 22!5,000,000 
12,500,000 5,000,000 
11,000,000 5,000,000 
8,750,000 .............................. 

............................ ............................ 
3,!500,000 . ........................... 

500,000 .............................. 
............................ 189,928,000 

23,000,000 10,000,000 
20,750,000 20,000,000 

1,500,000 ............................ 
10,000,000 ............................ 

391,500,000 454,928,000 

800,000 .............................. 
439,854,000 28,548,000 

4,000,000 ............................. 
271,873,000 ............................ 

···························· (42!5, 173,000) 
............................ (230, 178,000) 

···························· (54,908,000) 
............................ (888,000) 
............................ ............................ 

(7HS,527,000) (737,48e,OOO) 

11,787,878,000 2,238,881 ,000 
(7,438,881,000) (8,044,050,000) 

(10,000,000) .....................•......• 

HouM SeNll9 

............................ ............................ 

842.~.ooo ~788,000 

(4,918, 100,000) (3,39!5,740,000) 

(800,000,000) (500,000,000) 
(:le,000,000) {ae,000,000) 

(83e,OOO,OOO) f.53'5,000,000) 

(100,000,000) (100,000,000) 
(25,000,000) (25,000,000) 

(12'5,000,000) (12'5,000,000) 

(100,000,000) (100,000,000) 

(880,000,000) (780,000,000) 

98,000,000 74,900,000 
840,000 630,000 

14,000,000 12,011,000 
325,000 !!08,000 

7,920,000 5,870,000 

119,085,000 93,919,000 

M,908,000 152,288,000 
............................ ............................. 

173,991,000 148,20IS,OOO 
(880,000,000) (780,000,000) 

(32,500,000) (32,500,000) 
............................ .............................. 

22,0'50,000 18,280,000 
889,000 eee,ooo 

aeo,000,000 aeo,000,000 
12,500,000 12,500,000 
11,000,000 11,000,000 
8,750,000 8,750,000 
2,500,000 . ............................. 
3,!500,000 3,!500,000 

!500,000 !500,000 
............................ ............................ 

23,000,000 23,000,000 
20,7e0,000 20,7e0,000 

1,!500,000 3,000,000 
............................ 10,000,000 

434,000,000 443,000,000 

800,000 800,000 
37,637,000 38,958,000 

............................ ............................ 

............................ ............................ 
(42!5, 173,000) (428,748,000) 
(230, 178,000) f.229,1557,000) 

(54,908,000) (52,288,000) 
(888,000) (eM,000) 

. ........................... (21,000) 

(748,584,000) (750,225,000) 

2,884,014,000 2,500,258,000 
(8,323,881,000) (8, 197,321,000) 

......................•..•.. ............................ 

Conr.ntnce 

.................••......... 

1557 ,828,000 
(4,200,240,000) 

(800,000,000) 
{ae,000,000) 

(8315,000,000) 

(100,000,000} 
(25,000,000) 

(12'5,000,000) 

(100,000,000) 

(880,000,000) 

89,880,000 
630,000 

12,011,000 
!!08,000 

5,870,000 

108,899,000 

152,288,000 
. ........................... 

181,185,000 
(880,000,000) 

(32,500,000) 
............................ 

18,280,000 
889,000 

aeo,000,000 
12,!500,000 
11,000,000 
8,7e0,000 
2,!500,000 
3,!500,000 

!500,000 
. ..................••....... 

23,000,000 
20,7e0,000 

3,000,000 
10,000,000 

445,!500,000 

800,000 
38,298,000 

............................ 

. ........................... 
(427, 111,000) 
(230, 178,000) 

(52,288,000} 
(888,000) 

(21,000} 

(748,584,000) 

2,1554,058,000 
(7,588,870,000) . ........................... 

eonr.r.nc. 
comp.r9d with 

et*'9d 

-e,014,3'58,000 

-e,480,480,000 
(-487,880,000) 

( + 100,000,000) 
. ........................... 

( + 100,000,000) 

.....................•...... 

. ........................... 

. ..........•................ 

.....................•...... 
( + 100,000,000} 

+89,880,000 
+630,000 

+12,011,000 
+!!08,000 

+5,870,000 

+ 108,899,000 

+152,288,000 
-1,888, 180,000 

-1,'504,975,000 
( + 100,000,000) 

-30,!500,000 
+ 18,280,000 

+889,000 

+50,000,000 

+ 2,!500,000 

+ 1,!500,000 

+M,000,000 

. ........................... 
""401,1558,000 

-4,000,000 
-271,873,000 

(+427,111,000) 
(+230, 178,000) 

( +152,288,000) 
(+889,000) 

(+21,000) 

(+33,057,000) 

-8,243,821,000 
( + 130, 189,000) 

(-10,000,000) 
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Rural Dwelopment Admlnllitndlon: 
Salarlel and expenees .................................................................. . 

Rural Elec:trtflcmlon Admlnllitndlon: 
Rural electrtftcatlon and telephone loans program account: 

Loan authortzatlona: 
Direct loans: 

Elec:trtc ............................................................................... . 
Telephone ..•...............•.••.............•...................................... 

Subtotal ..•.•••••.........••••.....••................•.......•...................... 

FFBio.n.: 
Electric ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••..•.•.••..•••.••••••••• 
Telephone ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••..•.•••••••.••••••.•...• 

Subtotal ........................................................................... . 

Guaranteed loans: 
Electric ............................................................................... . 
Telephone •••..•..•••.••••••••••••.••••••••.••••..•..••••••••••••••••••••..•••....•• 

Subtotal •.........•••...........••...••••••..•.••.•..............•.....•.•.......... 

Modified direct loans ............................................................. . 

Total, Loan authorizations ................................................... . 

Loan subsidies: 
Direct loans: 

Electric •••••••••.••••••••••..•.•....••.....••.•••..••••.•.•••••.•.........•.•••......•• 
Telephone ......................................................................... . 

Guaranteed loans: 
Electric •••••••••..•..••••••....••••.•••..•.••••••.••••.•.•..•.•.•...•••••.•.•••..•...•• 
Telephone .•...•..•.••••••.••...•••..•.•••••.•.••......•••.•.••••••••••••••••••••••• 

FFBL.oans ..•..•...................•••...••.••••.•.••................................... 

Total, Loan subsidies .......................................................... . 

RETRF ularles and expen ..................................................... . 
Relmburwment to the rural electrtflcatlon and telephone 

loans program account ....•••••••••••••••••••.•••••••.•••..•.•••••••.•.••.•••••.•• 

Total, Rural electrtflcatlon and telephone loans 
program account: 

New budget (obllgatlonal) authority ••••••••.••.•..•..•.....•.•.•......•• 
(loan authorization) •.••••••••••••••••••••••••.•.•.••.•••••••••....••.•...•.•••.• 

Rural telephone bank program account •.•••.•.••••••••••••••.•..•.•.••.•••..•• 
Direct loans Olmttatlon on obllgatlons) ••.•.•.•......••.•..•..••••.••••••.••. 
Direct loan subsidy .••••••.••••.•••••••••••.••••••••••••••.•••...•••.•...•......•••••..• 

RTB Nlarlel and expenses •••••••••••••.•.•.....••.•....•.....••••.......•.....•••••.. 
Rural communication c:levelopment fund .••.......•.....•...•....•.•......•... 
Distance Leaming and Medical Unk Programs ••••.••••••••••••••••••••.•.• 
Rural economic development subeccount: 

Direct loan appropriation .......................................................... . 
Direct loans Olmttatlon on obllgatlons) •••..•.••••.••••••••..•.••••..•••.••.. 
Dlnld subsidy ............................................................................ . 

Ofllce of the Admlnllitndor ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Salaries and expenees •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••·••· 
Elec:trlc and telephone loans •••.••..•.••...•••.•.•..........•..............•..•.. 
Rural telephone bank program account •...•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Subtotal ................................................................................... . 

Total, Rural Elec:trtflcmlon Admlni.tndlon: 
New budget (obllgatlonal) authority ........................................ . 
{LOlln authoflzallon) ................................................................ . 
(Umltlillon on obllgatlons) ...................................................... . 

Total, tllle Ill, Rural O.V.ioPment Programs: 
New budget (obllgatlonal) authority ........................................ . 
(Loan aUthorlnitlon) •••.••.••••..•.•.........................•.•••••....•.•••••••••.. 
(Umltlillon on obllgldlona) ...................................................... . 

TTTlE rl • DOMESTlC FOOD PROGRAMS 

ornce of the Alelarrt Secretary for Food and Consumer 
Servtoes ........................................................................................... . 

FY 1991 
Enacted 

(622,0'50,000) 
(239,2!50,000) 

(881,300,000) 

(813,~,000) 

(119,825,000) 

(933,ons,ooo) 

(1, 794,375,000) 

266,803,000 

266,803,000 
(1, 794,375,000) 

28,710,000 
(1n,04l5,000) 

............................ 

............................ 
1,264,000 

............................ 

5,000,000 
............................ 
···························· 

229,000 

32,826,000 
............................ 
............................ 

(32,826,000) 

334,832,000 
(1, 794,375,000) 

(1n,04l5,000) 

12, 132,&41,000 
(9,234,0158,000) 

(187,04!5,000) 

4815,000 

FY1992 
&ti mate 

13,722,000 

(504,9'58,000) 
(194,042,000) 

(699,000,000) 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 

(189,042,000) 
(&4,9'58,000) 

(23-4,000,000) 

(493, 700,000) 

(1,426,700,000) 

95,237 ,000 
32,829,000 

82,000 
43,000 

127,971,000 

29,419,000 

157,390,000 
(1,426, 700,000) 

............................ 
(12'5,000,000) 

2,'583,000 
8,832,000 
1,264,000 

···························· 
............................ 

(4,800,000) 
1,454,000 

............................ 

............................ 
(29,419,000) 

(8,832,000) 

(38,0'51,000) 

171,303,000 
(1,426, 700,000) 

(129,800,000) 

2,424,807,000 
(7,470, 750,000) 

(129,800,000) 

'574,000 

(622,0'50,000) 
(239,2!50,000) 

(881,300,000) 

(813,~,000) 

(119,825,000) 

(933,075,000) 

(189,042,000) 
(&4,9'58,000) 

(23-4,000,000) 

(493,700,000) 

(2,!522,075,000) 

188,087,000 
83,880,000 

82,000 
43,000 

8,531,000 

238,803,000 

29,183,000 

285,788,000 
(2,!522,075,000) 

............................ 
(1 n ,04!5,000) 

11,331,000 
8,832,000 
1,264,000 
5,000,000 

............................ 
('5,000,000) 
1,700,000 

258,000 

............................ 
(29, 183,000) 

(8,832,000) 

(37 ,795,000) 

293,949,000 
(2,!522,075,000) 

(182,04!5,000) 

2,988,5315,000 
(10,&45,758,000) 

(182,04!5,000) 

542,000 

(622,0'50,000) 
(239,2!50,000) 

(881,300,000) 

(813,~.000) 

(119,825,000) 

(933,075,000) 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 
(493, 700,000) 

(2,288,075,000) 

117,319,000 
40,290,000 

14,1152,000 

171,781,000 

28,311,000 

200,072,000 
(2,288,075,000) 

............................ 
(1 n ,04!5,000) 

3,829,000 
8,382,000 

............................ 

............................ 

............................ 
(8,408,000) 
2,548,000 

243,000 

............................ 
(28,311,000) 

(8,382,000) 

(38,703,000) 

214,882,000 
(2,288,0715,000) 

(18'5,451,000) 

2,715,892,000 
(8,4815,398,000) 

(185,451,000) 

!522,000 

(622,0'50,000) 
(239,2!50,000) 

(881,300,000) 

(813,~,000) 

(11 i,825,000) 

(933,075,000) 

............................ 

............................ 

. ........................... 
(493, 700,000) 

(2,288,075,000) 

117,319,000 
40,280,000 

14, 1152,000 

171,781,000 

29,183,000 

200,924,000 
(2,288,075,000) 

............................ 
(1n,04l5,000) 

3,829,000 
8,832,000 

...........................• 
5,000,000 

............................ 
(8,408,000) 
2,548,000 

243,000 

............................ 
(29, 183,000) 

(8,832,000) 

(37, 795,000) 

220,974,000 
(2,288,075,000) 

(185,451,000) 

2,n5,804,ooo 
(9,857,945,000) 

(185,451,000) 

542,000 

Conference 
compared with 

enacted 

. ........................... 

. ........................... 

···························· 

···························· . ........................... 
. ........................... 
. ........................... . ........................... 
. ........................... 

(+493,700,000) 

( +493, 700,000) 

+117,319,000 
+ 40,280,000 

+ 14, 1 !52,000 

+171,781,000 

+29, 183,000 

·266,803,000 

«5,879,000 
( +493, 700,000) 

·28,710,000 . ........................... 
+3,829,000 
+8,832,000 
·1,264,000 

+5,000,000 

-5,000,000 
( +8,408,000) 
+2,548,000 

+14,000 

-32,826,000 
( + 29, 183,000) 

( +8,832,000) 

( H,989,000) 

• 113,858,000 
( + 493, 700,000) 

( +8,408,000) 

-9,3e7,237,000 
( + 823,888,000) 

(· 1,594,000) 

+57,000 
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AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS, FY 1992 (H.R. 2898), Continued 

Food and Nutrition Setvlc:e: 
Chlld nutrition programs ............................................................... . T..,,.,., from MCtlon 32 ............................................................ . 

Total, Chlld nutrition programs ............................................... . 

Special milk program ................................................................... .. 
Special .upplemental food program for women, Infants, 
and chlldntn (WIC) ..................................................................... .. 

Commodity .upplemental food program .................................... .. 

Food ltamp program: 
ex.,.,,... ................................................................................... . 
SUbject to budget reque.t ......................................................... . 
Nutrition ...i.tance for Puerto Rico .......................................... . 

Cattle tick er.dlc:ldlon ............................................................ . 

Total, Food ltamp program .................................................... . 

Food donations programs for selected groups: 
Needy family program ............................................................... . 
Elderly '9ecllng program ............................................................ . 

SUbtotal ................................................................................... . 

Soup kitchens ............................................................................ . 

Total, Food donations programs ........................................... .. 

The emergency food aaalatance program .................................... . 
Commodity purchaMa • TEFAP ................................................ . 

Total, The emergency food ... iatance program .................... . 

Food program administration ....................................................... . 

Total, Food and Nutrition Service ............................................... . 

Human Nutrition Information Service ................................................ . 

Total, tltle rv, Oomeatlc Food Programs, 
new budget (obllgatlonal) authority ......................................... .. 

TITLE V • FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AND 
RELATED PROGRAMS 

Foreign Agricultural Service .............................................................. . 
Amer! Flora '92 Exposition ............................................................ . 

Public LM 480: 
Tltle I • Credit aalea: 

Program level ............................................................................. . 
Direct loans. ........................................................................... . 
Ocean freight differential ....................................................... . 

Apptopriallon ............................................................................. . 
Ocean freight dltfefentlal ....................................................... . 

Tltle II • Commodltlea for dlapoaltlon abroad: 
Program level ............................................................................ .. 
Appropriation ............................................................................. . 

Tltle Ill • Commodity grants: 
Program level ............................................................................. . 
Appropriation ............................................................................. . 

t.o.n .ubeldlea ............................................................................. .. 
Debt reatructurtng .......................................................................... . 

8AJartea and e><penMS: 

General Sales Manliger ............................................................. . 
ASCS ......................................................................................... . 

subtotal ................................................................................... . 

Total, Public LM 480: 
Program level ........................................................................... . 
Appropriation ........................................................................... . 

CCC Export t.o.na: 
t.o.n guar.nteea: 

Short-term export Cl9dlt ............................................................ . 
lntermedlllle export crwdlt ......................................................... . 
Emerging dernocradea export Cl9dlt ........................................ . 

t.o.n .ubeldy ................................................................................ .. 

FY 1991 
ENICted 

880,888,000 
4,888,501,000 

5,5n, 1aa,ooo 

19,288,000 

2,350,000,000 
81,928,000 

17,453, 188,000 
2, 123,513,000 

983,38e,OOO 
10,825,000 

20,550,901,000 

78,241,000 
148,897,000 

228, 138,000 

32,000,000 

280, 138,000 

50,000,000 
120,000,000 

170,000,000 

98,na,ooo 

29, 108,212,000 

9,923,000 

29, 118,820,000 

105,048,000 
500,000 

(880,000,000) 
(808,400,000) 

(73,800,000) 
314,853,000 

............................ 
(888,000,000) 
888,000,000 

(1,578,000,000) 
1,01 O,ae3,000 

(5,000,000,000) 
(!500,000,000) 

FY1982 
Estimate 

1,388,711,000 
4,87!S,082,000 

8,084,803,000 

23,011,000 

2,573,400,000 
85,389,000 

19,849,975,000 
2,500,000,000 
1,013,000,000 

............................ 
23, 182,975,000 

81,527,000 
151,492,000 

233,019,000 

32,000,000 

285,019,000 

27,000,000 
120,000,000 

147,000,000 

113,858,000 

32,435,433,000 

12,854,000 

32,448,881,000 

109,523,000 
............................ 

(483,800,000) 
(417 ,420,000) 

............................ 

............................ 
48,380,000 

(827,000,000) 
827,000,000 

(308,200,000) 
309,200,000 
318,828,000 

888,000 

1,274,000 
573,000 

1,847,000 

(1,400,000,000) 
1,301,821,000 

(5,000,000,000) 
(!500,000,000) 
(200,000,ooq 
155,524,000 

House 

1,382,294,000 
4,87!S,082,000 

8,087,388,000 

23,011,000 

2,800,000,000 
91,284,000 

19,849,975,000 
1,500,000,000 
1,002, 175,000 

10,825,000 

22, 182,975,000 

81,945,000 
151,482,000 

233,437,000 

32,000,000 

285,437,000 

50,000,000 
120,000,000 

170,000,000 

101,817,000 

31,481,710,000 

11,255,000 

31,493,507,000 

110,023,000 
500,000 

(570,800,000) 
(513,800,000) 

............................ 

............................ 
57,000,000 

(898,000,000) 
888,000,000 

(254,9ee,OOO) 
254,eee,ooo 
388,979,000 

888,000 

1,274,000 
705,000 

1,979,000 

(1,521, 759,000) 
1,400,585,000 

(5,000,000,000) 
(!500,000,000) 
(200,000,000) 
155,524,000 

Senate 

1,383,851,000 
4,87!S,082,000 

8,088,743,000 

23,011,000 

2,573,400,000 
88,318,000 

19,849,975,000 
3,000,000,000 
1,002, 175,000 

10,825,000 

23,882,975,000 

82,108,000 
143,03!5,000 

m,143,ooo 

32,000,000 

257, 143,000 

45,000,000 
120,000,000 

18'5,000,000 

105,453,000 

32,g.w,043,000 

9,788,000 

32,9154,3'53,000 

108,828,000 
. ........................... 

{583,804,000) 
(511,819,000) 

............................ 
···•························ 

52, 185,000 

(710,087,000) 
710,087,000 

(333,809,000) 
333,809,000 
388,319,000 

............................ 

1,242,000 
558,000 

1,800,000 

(1,807,500,000) 
1,488,000,000 

(5,000,000,000) 
{!500,000,000) 
(200,000,000) 
155,824,000 

Conf9NnCe 

1,383,223,000 
4,875,082,000 

8,088,315,000 

23,011,000 

2,800,000,000 
90,000,000 

20,848,975,000 
1,500,000,000 
1,002, 175,000 

10,825,000 

23,382,975,000 

81,945,000 
151,482,000 

233,437,000 

32,000,000 

285,437,000 

45,000,000 
120,000,000 

185,000,000 

103,535,000 

32,878,273,000 

10,788,000 

32,889,803,000 

110,023,000 
500,000 

(583,804,000) 
(511,819,000) 

. ........................... 

. ........................... 
52,186,000 

(710,087,000) 
710,087,000 

(333,584,000) 
333,584,000 
388,319,000 

............................ 

1,242,000 
573,000 

1,815,000 

(1,807,485,000) 
1,488,000,000 

(5,000,000,000) 
(!500,000,000) 
(200,000,000) 
155,524,000 

eonr.r.nc. 
complnd wllh 

eNded 

+512,525,000 
-21,4()8,000 

+481,118,000 

+3,743,000 

+250,000,000 
+8,072,000 

+3,388,807,000 
-e23,513,000 
+38,780,000 

............................. 
+2,812,074,000 

+3,704,000 
+ 1,5915,000 

+5,299,000 

............................ 
+5,299,000 

-6,000,000 
............................ 

-6,000,000 

+8,757,000 

+3,572,081,000 

+885,000 

+3,~72,983,000 

+4,975,000 
. ........................... 

(-318, 198,000) 
(·294,781,000) 

(·73,800,000) 
-314,853,000 
+52, 186,000 

(+14,087,000) 
+ 14,087,000 

( +333,584,000) 
+333,584,000 
+388,319,000 

............................ 

+1,242,000 
+573,000 

+1,815,000 

( +31,485,000) 
+475, 147,000 

( + 200,000,000) 
+ 155,524,000 
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AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RE~TED AGENCIES 

APPROPRIATIONS, FY 1992 (H.R. 2698), Continued 

Salaries and e>epenMS (Export Loans): 
General Sale8 Manager ••••••••...•••.••.••••..••...••••••••••••••••..•.•...•.•...••• 
ASCS ......................................................................................... . 

Subtotal ................................................................................... . 

ornce of International Coopermion and Dellelopment ..................... . 
Scientific actlvltln OY9l'IHS (foreign currency program) ............ .. 
(limitation on lldmlnstl1dlve expenaes) ........................................ . 

Total, title V, International Programs, 
new budget (obllg.tlonal) authority .......................................... . 

TITLE VI • RELATED AGENCIES AND 
FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
AND HUMAN SERVICES 

Food and Drug Admlnlstl1dlon 

Salaries and expenses ......•••.•••••••••..•••.••.•.•.••..•.....•.•.•.•.••.•..•.•...•.••..•.. 
Bulldlngs and facllHles ...................................................................... . 
Rental payments ............................................................................... . 

Total, Food and Drug Admlnlstl1dlon .......................................... . 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

Financial Management Service: 
Payments to the farm credH system financial assistance 
corporation ...•.•...•••..••••.•••...•••...••..••...•.•..••.•..•••........•.....•.••..•....••.. 

Farm CredH System Assistance Board Qlmltatlon on 

FY 1991 
Enacted 

6,879,000 
1,082,000 

1, 124,342,000 

858,519,000 
8,350,000 

25,812,000 

690,481,000 

90,000,000 

FY 1992 
Estimate 

2,731,000 
588,000 

158,844,000 

6,872,000 

1,1578,960,000 

1537' 104,000 
10,000,000 
215,612,000 

1572,716,000 

112,606,000 

2,731,000 
588,000 

158,844,000 

7,392,000 
1,082,000 

1,878,408,000 

7215,982,000 
10,350,000 
215,612,000 

781,924,000 

112,606,000 

Senate 

1,876,000 
588,000 

1157,988,000 

7~47,000 

1, 7157 ,882,000 

704,734,000 
8,350,000 

25,612,000 

738,696,000 

112,606,000 

2,731,000 
!588,000 

158,844,000 

7~47,000 

(1,082,000) 

1,782,614,000 

7215,982,000 
8,3!50,000 

25,612,000 

7159,924,000 

112,606,000 

+2,731,000 . 
+!588,000 

+ 158,844,000 

+388,000 
·1,082,000 

( + 1,082,000) 

+838,272,000 

+89,443,000 
............................ 
............................ 

+89,443,000 

+22,606,000 

admlnlstl1dlve expenses) ................................................................. . (2,017,000) (2, 175,000) (2, 1715,000) (2, 1715,000) (2, 1715,000) (+158,000) 

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

Commodity Futures Trading Commission ........................................ . 43,960,000 48,2815,000 47,300,000 46,1597,000 47,300,000 +3,340,000 
Farm CredH Admlnlstl1dlon QlmHatlon on 
admlnlstl1dhle expenses) ................................................................. . (40,898,000) (43,276,000) (40~,000) (40,290,000) (40~,000) (..eo&,000) 

- ----
Total, tHle VI, Related Agencies: 

New budget (obligational) authority ........................................ . 824,441,000 733,807,000 921,830,000 897,899,000 919,830,000 + 95,389,000 
(limitation on admlnlstl1dhle expenses) ................................. . (42,9115,000) (415,4151,000) (42,4615,000) (42,4615,000) (42,4615,000) (-4!50,000) 

RECAPITULATION 

Grand Total: 
New budget (obllgatlonal) authorHy ......................................... 54,091,931,000 52,579,946,000 52,570,0!51,000 153, 120,030,000 !S:!,522,821,000 ·1,1589,310,000 
(By transfer) .............................................................................. (838,302,000) (77 4,834,000) (5,098,000) (724,387,000) (5,098,000) (-633,204,000) 
(loan authorliatlon) ................................................................. (14, 734,058,000) (13, 170,750,000) (18,5415, 756,000) (14, 185,388,000) (H5,5157,!Me,OOO) ( + 823,889,000) 
(Limitation on admlnlstl1d1Ye expenses) .................................. (120,241,000) (140,362,000) (137,583,000) (133,376,000) (137,438,000) (+17,197,000) 
(limitation on obllg.tlons) ....................................................... (187,04!5,000) (129,800,000) (182,04!5,000) (185,4151,000} (185,4151,000) (· 1,1594,000) 

THle I - AgrlcuHural programs .•........•••..••.•...........•.•.•.•...•.••..•.....•.....••• 8,565,983,000 12,598,510,000 12, 7 40, 718,000 
THle II • ConMtvaton programs .......................................................... 2,327,704,000 2,797,801,000 2, 7 47 ,0!57,000 
THle Ill - Fannett Home and Aural dewlopment programs ............... 12, 132,841,000 2,424,807,000 2,988,535,000 
THle r./ • eorne.tlc food programs ...................................................... 29, 116,620,000 32,448,861 ,000 31,493,507,000 
THle V - Foreign utlttance and related programs ............................ 1, 124,342,000 1,576,960,000 1,678,408,000 
THle VI • Related agencies and Food and Drug Admlnlstl1dlon ........ 824,441,000 733,807,000 921,830,000 

Total, new budget (obllg.tlonal) authority ................................... 54,091,931,000 !S:!,579,946,000 52,570,0!51,000 

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

Mr. Speaker, at the outset of today's 
deliberations, I want to compliment 
the chairman of our committee and 
subcommittee-the distinguished gen
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. WHIT
TEN]-and the other members of the 
subcommittee, and the staff for their 
hard work and untiring efforts to 
produce this bill. 

This bill comes in at $52.5 billion in 
budget authority. However, because of 
the large mandated entitlement pro
grams in the bill, such as the Food 

Stamp Program, only $12.3 billion of 
our total budget authority is in discre
tionary spending. 

Given all of the House appropriations 
subcommittees' tight budget alloca
tions this year, this bill, in many ways, 
represents our best efforts. 

Members of this distinguished body 
do not need to hold or heed any res
ervations in supporting this bill. 

This bill provides important Federal 
support for our farmers, consumers and 
agricultural researchers. 

Briefly, I would like to stress some 
major highlights in this bill. 

12,000~.ooo 11,620,511,000 +3,054,1528,000 
2,791,019,000 2,754,4159,000 +428, 7515,000 
2,715,892,000 2, 775,804,000 -9,3!57,237,000 

32,954,3153,000 32,689,803,000 +3,1572,983,000 
1,7157,862,000 1,782,614,000 +~72,000 

897,899,000 919,830,000 +95,389,000 

53, 120,030,000 52,522,821,000 ·1,1589,310,000 

On the farmer's side, this bill pro
vides funding for several rural eco
nomic development programs and con
tinues to assist farmers in the develop
ment and enhancement of export mar
kets. 

On the research side, this bill in
cludes $97.5 million for the President's 
National Research Initiative Competi
tive Grant Program, an increase of $26 
million over last year's funding level. 
Major research programs in the areas 
of water quality, air quality, the envi
ronment and nonpoint source pollution 
are also funded in the bill. 
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On the consumer side, this bill pro

vides $2.6 billion for the Woman, In
fants and Children [WIC] Program, an 
increase of $250 million above last 
year's level. The conferees accepted the 
funding level recommended by our dis
tinguished body. 

In closing, I appreciate working with 
the chairman, my fellow colleagues 
and the ad.ministration in achieving a 
final version of this bill which all sides 
can proudly support. 

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

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
three minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. MCHUGH], a member of 
the subcommittee. 

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the conference report and 
urge my colleagues to support it. I ap
preciate and value the leadership of our 
chairman, Mr. WHITl'EN, whose con
tributions to American agriculture 
span 50 years in Congress. I also appre
ciate the cooperation of our ranking 
Republican on the subcommittee, Mr. 
SKEEN. It is a privilege to serve on this 
subcommittee where there is genuine 
bipartisan support for the important 
programs funded by this bill. 

Each year the rural development, ag
riculture and related agencies bill ap
propriates what is necessary to fund 
the operations of the Department of 
Agriculture. These programs are im
portant to both farmers and consum
ers. Sustaining the producers, a shrink
ing portion of our population, is a vital 
goal of this legislation. However, more 
than half the funds we appropriate are 
devoted to feeding, nutrition, public 
health and safety, and other programs 
that are of direct benefit to consumers. 
Many of these programs serve some of 
the most vulnerable people in our soci
ety: the children, the elderly, and the 
poor. This conference report funds the 
Food and Drug Administration, rural 
housing programs, water and sewer 
systems in rural communities, and 
vital research to assure that our Na
tion will be able to meet our needs for 
fiber and safe, wholesome food in the 
future. 

Mr. Speaker, there are a wide array 
of essential programs in this bill, but I 
would like to take special note of the 
WIC program, the special supplemental 
food program for women, infants and 
children. As my colleagues know, this 
nutrition program is targeted at preg
nant women with limited incomes and 
their children under age 6 who are at 
nutritional risk. Numerous independ
ent studies have confirmed through the 
years that the supplemental food pack
ages which are provided at modest cost 
are extraordinarily effective in reduc
ing infant mortality rates, preventing 
mental retardation, and enhancing the 
health of vulnerable children. These 
studies have also demonstrated that 
for every Sl invested in WIC there is a 
savings to taxpayers of $3 in medical 

costs that would have otherwise been 
incurred in programs like Medicaid. 

For this reason, the WIC Program 
has enjoyed unusually strong biparti
san support. Even during the last dec
ade, when many domestic programs 
were being cut or eliminated, our com
mittee not only protected WIC, but ex
tended its reach to serve more women 
and children. In 1980, we served 2.2 mil
lion people. In this conference report, 
we are providing $2.6 billion for fiscal 
year 1992, which will serve approxi
mately 5.1 million people. This is an in
crease of $250 million over fiscal year 
1991. It will not only maintain current 
services, but provide an additional $150 
million for expansion. 

If the Congress were not subject to 
significant budget constraints, I am 
confident that we would be rec
ommending even larger appropriations 
for WIC. It is one of the most cost-ef
fective programs we fund, and even 
with the increases of the last 10 years, 
more than $1.2 billion over the Presi
dent's requests, we are still reaching 
only 55 percent of the eligible popu
lation. I hope we can do better in the 
future. 

I am also pleased that the conferees 
noted the work of the Department of 
Agriculture in reviewing the WIC food 
package without recommending revi
sions in the package or in the stand
ards used to approve foods for the 
package. This evaluation is appro
priately within the Department's pur
view and should not be prejudged by 
committees of Congress. We look for
ward to receiving the Department's 
status report by the end of 1991 on the 
cereal portion of the package. 

Mr. Speaker, this conference report 
promotes the interests of American 
producers and consumers alike, while 
at the same time keeping faith with 
the reality of the budget limitations 
under which we must operate. I urge 
my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield such time as he may consume to 
the ranking Republican member of the 
Committee on Appropriations, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
MCDADE]. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank my friend, the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. MYERS] for yielding time 
to me, and, Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased to rise in support of this con
ference report. 

This is a fine work product. It rep
resents an excellent job done by my 
good friend, the distinguished chair
man of the full committee and of this 
subcommittee, the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. WHITl'EN]. The same is 
true of my good friend, the gentleman 
from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN], who is 
the ranking member of this sub
committee and who works so hard and 
who is such a valuable asset to the Ap
propriations Committee. 

Despite the tremendous differences 
between the House and the Senate, the 

chairman, the ranking member, and 
the members of the subcommittee have 
brought back a bill that is very bal
anced and very fair, and I am pleased 
to recommend it. 

Total spending for the bill is under 
the 602(b) budget allocations, and I 
have no indication that the President 
would not sign it. 

I am especially pleased that the con
ferees have agreed to approve $329.5 
million for the section 502 Rural Hous
ing Loan Guarantee program. That will 
make it possible for roughly 7,000 low
and moderate-income families living in 
rural parts of America to achieve the 
American dream of home ownership. I 
am very grateful to my frien~. the gen
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. WHITl'EN] 
and the gentleman from New Mexico 
[Mr. SKEEN] and their colleagues for in
cluding this as part of the act. 

I want to express my appreciation as 
well, as we fund this program nation
ally for the first time, to my good 
friend, the chairman of the Committee 
on Banking, Finance and Urban Af
fairs, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
GoNZALEZ], and to my friend, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. WYLIE], and also 
two members from my own State who 
played an active role on the Housing 
Subcommittee in getting this passed, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
RIDGE] and the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI], and as well 
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. BE
REUTER] who was also the original au
thor of the section 502 demonstration 
program. 

I regret, Mr. Speaker, that we have 
not found a way to deal with the prob
lems of disaster assistance to agri
culture either in the conference report 
or in some other way at this juncture. 
A reasonable and necessary amount of 
funding for crop loss payments due to 
severe drought and other natural disas
ters should be considered. However, 
such added costs ought to be included 
in a reasonable way that does not vio
late the budget agreement, and I hope, 
Mr. Speaker, that we will soon be able 
to work together in a cooperative man
ner to find a way to respond to this 
problem which is acceptable to the ad
ministration and which will get signed 
into law. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a fine conference 
report. It is an excellent work product. 
It benefits all American farmers and 
consumers in so many important ways, 
and I do not hesitate to recommend its 
passage. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to com
ment and elaborate on a few additional 
items of importance which are ad
dressed by the conference report. 

The administration had previously 
objected to the failure of the House to 
provide any funds to implement the 
Wetlands Reserve Program adminis
tered by USDA's Agriculture Stabiliza
tion and Conservation Service. The 
Senate provided $91 million for this 
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program in fiscal year 1992 and the con
ference report in good spirit of com
promise approves $46.357 million for 
reservation of a designated 50,000 acres 
of wetlands. In my view this should be 
very helpful in overcoming one of the 
main problems identified by the admin
istration. 

I am pleased that the conferees were 
able to find sufficient resources to pay 
for an overall increase for the USDA 
Soil Conservation Service of $849.950 
million, $41 million more than the 
budget request, however I am dis
appointed that the amount made avail
able for the actual soil conservation 
operations account falls short by $23 
million of the amount needed and re
quested in the President's budget. 
These conservation programs make im
portant contributions for the improve
ment of the environment and enhance 
agricultural productivity. 

One of our most efficient domestic 
food assistance programs is the food 
program for Women, Infants, and Chil
dren [WIC] Program. And it is gratify
ing for me to see that the highest 
House passed funding level of $2.6 bil
lion has been included. 

I am also in support of the $3 million 
which is recommended to fund the very 
successful farmers market coupon dem
onstration project. 

In closing let me mention two other 
important matters of concern articu
lated by the administration, which 
have been accommodated in the con
ference agreements. The administra
tion expressed a desire to be provided 
some flexibility and discretion in de
termining the costs for modifying 
loans or loan guarantees under the 
Commodity Credit Corporation Export 
Loan Program account. The House bill 
capped this item at $155.524 million, 
while the Senate provided "such sums 
as necessary," preferred by the admin
istration. We have been able to work 
this out in conference satisfactory to 
the administration by accepting the 
Senate language. 

Another administration concern 
which has hopefully been resolved, re
lating to several Senate limitations 
and restrictions imposed on the use of 
funds for The Food and Drug Adminis
tratio:u [FDA] salaries and expenses. 
The Senate version of the bill included 
delayed obligations and a requirement 
for the President to designate a portion 
of the funds for FDA salaries and ex
penses as emergency spending under 
the Budget Act. The conferees have 
agreed to remove these restrictions and 
to provide $725.962 million for FDA sal
aries and expenses for fiscal year 1992. 

I am firmly convinced that this con
ference report making appropriations 
for Agriculture, Rural Development 
and Related Agencies is a good bill and 
deserves our support. I recommend a 
"yea" vote. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. OBEY]. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to congratulate the chairman of the 
committee for his work in producing 
the bill before us today. 

Before we vote on this bill, I would 
like to engage the chairman of the 
committee in a brief colloquy with re
spect to one program which is funded 
in this bill, the Distance Learning and 
Medical Link Program, aimed at en
hancing advanced telecommunications 
capabilities of local schools in rural 
areas, rural medical facilities, and 
rural communities. 

The legislative history indicates that 
organizations such as local schools, 
universities, rural medical facilities, 
telecommunications providers, re
gional education laboratories, and pub
lic television stations would all be ex
pected to participate and compete for 
funds under this program. 

Page 44 of the conference report 
notes the work of the Satellite Edu
cation Resources Consortium and urges 
the Rural Electrification Administra
tion to work closely with the extension 
service and to participate with this 
consortium and the Agricultural Sat
ellite Corporation to make affordable 
advanced communications available to 
rural schools and comm uni ties. 

0 1540 
While the work of these organiza

tions is, I am sure, laudable, am I cor
rect in my understanding that the $5 
million for the Distance Learning and 
Medical Link Program included in this 
bill is not in any way earmarked by the 
conference report language, and that 
REA is to administer the program in 
accordance with the authorizing legis
lation and the House Committee on Ap
propriations report language, so that 
other groups, in addition to SERO and 
Agsat may apply for support under this 
program? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, we 
thought it well to mention this pro
gram here because it is important, but 
it is not restrictive. It is open to every
body. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 1 minute to my friend, the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman from Indiana 
for yielding. I also thank the gentle
woman from Nevada [Mrs. VUCANOVICH] 
for letting me step in a little bit here. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not want to be the 
person to throw cold water on this 
friendly discussion that is taking place 
right now, but there does happen to be 
some pork in this bill. There is $500,000 
that is proposed for a new 1-mile road 
at the University of North Dakota. I 
read about this yesterday in Jack An
derson's column, which I include for 
the RECORD. 

SENATOR BURDICK'S PORK-BARREL WAYS 

(By Jack Anderson and Dale Van Atta.) 
FARGO, ND.-In tight budget times, one of 

the Senate's kings of pork is at it again. Sen 

Quentin N. Burdick (D-N.D.) is building a 
"golden mile" road here with federal money. 
He says it's essential for access to some U.S. 
Agriculture Department labs, but the lab 
employees say they don't need it. 

The people who do need it are the thou
sands of North Dakota. State University foot
ball fans who will someday travel Burdick's 
road to reach their new 17,000-seat stadium. 
You may never use the road, but you'll pa.y 
for it, and Burdick will take credit for it 
with the voters back home. 

He won his last election here in 1988 by em
phasizing his clout in Congress. So many fed
eral dollars have flowed into North Dakota. 
as a result of Burdick's finagling that last 
year North Dakota. ranked third in the 
amount of federal funds received per person. 

This is the same Burdick who tried to turn 
Lawrence Welk's boyhood home into a na
tional shrine with $500,000 in Agriculture De
partment funds. You have to hand it to Bur
dick, chairman of the Senate Appropriations 
subcommittee on agriculture. It takes some 
creativity to restore a band leader's house or 
build an access road to a football stadium 
and call it "agriculture." 

The site of the latest Burdick sleight of 
hand is a stretch of gravel road through a 
sunflower field on the west side of the North 
Dakota. State University campus. Along Bur
dick's mile are pieces of bacon that the sen
ator has already brought home-Agriculture 
Department research labs on the campus. 
Burdick says they need a paved road to con
nect them. But those who are naturally sus
picious of Burdick's motives-us included
ca.n't help but notice that the road will re
lieve congestion on the campus and will be 
the most convenient way to reach the new 
Fagodome stadium. 

Some university officials a.re annoyed 
a.bout the half-baked quality of Burdick's 
pork. They had originally asked for S2 mil
lion for the mile-long road. Burdick slipped 
the project into an agricultural appropria
tions bill, but for only $500,000. He must have 
known there was only $500,000. He must have 
known there was only so much piggishness 
that his fellow senators would tolerate on a 
single project. 

However, it's a mystery to us how any of 
Burdick's fellow senators would have caught 
him anyway. He labeled the expense "facili
ties completion." 

We talked to several of the Agriculture De
partment researchers and all of them said 
they hadn't complained about the gravel 
road that currently links their labs-which, 
by the way, do some award-winning research. 

Expansion of the university means that 
the road will be useful in the future, but the 
idea of taxpayers around the country hand
ing over hundreds of thousands of dollars to 
connect a few Ag labs is ludicrous. 

And it proves that Burdick, 83, is willing to 
do anything to ingratiate himself with the 
folks back home, if it will get him reelected. 
He has already informed North Dakotans 
that he will run again in 1994 and serve in 
the Senate until 2000 when he will be 92 years 
old. 

Mr. Speaker, this project is labeled 
as a "facility completion." Its official 
purpose is to connect the agricultural 
research labs at North Dakota State 
University. However, the real purpose 
of it is to construct a road to the foot
ball stadium. 

It is a pure pork barrel project. They 
need $2 million for it, and they are 
going to get $500,000 from this bill. It is 
pure and unadulterated pork. 
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If they want a road from one place to 

the football stadium, they have every 
right to build that road. But I do not 
think the people of California, the peo
ple of Indiana, or the people of New 
York want to be spending $500,000 of 
their taxpayer money for that purpose. 
This is pork, and I once again say to 
Members, if we are ever going to get 
control of this deficit, we are going to 
have to stop these pork barrel projects. 

Mr. WHITrEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. TRAXLER]. 

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
complete support of the conference re
port to accompany H.R. 2698, the Agri
cultural appropriations bill for fiscal 
1992. This conference report represents 
a very responsible resolution of dif
ferences between the bill that we 
passed here in the House, and the one 
passed by the other body. It is not ev
erything we hoped for, but these are 
the choices that must be made within 
the budget limitations. 

I want to extend my thanks and com
pliments to our very distinguished 
chairman, the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. WlilTTEN], who so ably 
proves time and time again that he is 
the true friend and supporter of Amer
ican agriculture. I also extend my 
thanks and compliments to our rank
ing minority member, the gentleman 
from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] for his 
vital leadership and cooperation in our 
conference effort. I urge all Members 
to support the conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, we have provided funds 
for a great deal of research activities in 
this conference report. Some like to 
criticize research, particularly when 
they do not understand the research 
that is being done or because it sounds 
funny to those not familiar with the 
details of our bill. Nothing, Mr. Speak
er, is funny about research. American 
agriculture provides to our consumers 
the most bountiful food supply for the 
lowest percentage of income of any na
tion in the world. This is true because 
we have an ongoing and aggressive re
search program that is constantly pro
viding us with new varieties of food 
and fiber, or with new production prac
tices that time after time improve our 
food basket. 

There are a number of research 
projects in Michigan which we con
tinue at last year's levels, and there 
are some for which we are fortunate 
enough to have increases. Every one of 
these projects has been the subject of 
review during our hearings. They have 
all been developed with the consulta
tion of the affected commodity groups 
and with those conducting the research 
work. They withstand informed scru
tiny. 

I am particularly pleased that we 
were able to provide $900,000 for the De
partment of Agriculture's Agricultural 
Research Service to participate in the 
Consortium for International Earth 

Science Information Network 
[CIESIN]. This project will assess data 
integration on the impact of global cli
mate change on the agricultural envi
ronment and agricultural in impacts 
on climate. This effort will be in co
operation with a larger effort put for
ward by NASA that will be a full re
view of the massive amounts of data 
being provided to us through the var
ious resources of our space program. 

I am also extremely pleased that we 
were able to provide nearly $10.4 mil
lion to continue construction of the 
National Center for Food Toxicology 
Research, located at Michigan State 
University. This facility is vitally 
needed at this time when so many peo
ple are concerned about securing the 
wholesomeness of our food supply. We 
need on-going research that is credible 
so that consumers can be spared those 
episodes of uncertainty when science 
doesn't have an immediate answer. 

We have restored $189,000 for continu
ing research at the Saginaw Valley 
Bean and Beet Research Farm in my 
district. This facility provides on-going 
work on the development of varieties 
and production practices for dry beans 
and sugar beets, two commodities of 
great economic importance to my dis
trict. Work has often resulted in new 
varieties and production practices, in
cluding narrow row planting tech
niques, which help to maintain the pro
ductivity of our farmers. 

I am very happy to report that the 
conferees have approved $1,431,000 to 
continue subirrigation research work 
in Michigan; $531,000 is provided 
through special research grants of the 
Cooperative State Research Service, 
and $900,000 is provided through con
servation operations of the Soil Con
servation Service. Subirrigation re
search work helps to control farm land 
runoff, reclaim chemicals, reduce 
leaching into the soil, and to generally 
more effectively manage one of our 
most vital resources-water. This work 
is a model for the Nation. 

There are a number of other special 
research grants provided within this 
bill that have been developed in con
sultation with farmers and researchers, 
and I commend them all to my col
leagues. 

While this bill provides important 
funding for farm programs, it also pro
vides funding for food assistance pro
grams. Providing food assistance to the 
less fortunate in our society is a re
sponsibility we cannot avoid. But when 
we provide this assistance, we need to 
do so in a consistent manner. 

Mr. Speaker, you may recall that 
when we first reported this bill to you 
last summer, the House Appropriations 
Committee reported that we wanted 
the Department to include an evalua
tion of why cereals containing fruit are 
excluded from the WIC food package, 
even though the Department rec
ommends that people eat the fruit that 

is being excluded. The conference re
port amplifies this concern with the de
mand for a report by December 31, 1991. 

The inconsistency of telling people 
what to eat and then not letting them 
have it is mind boggling. The Depart
ment has it within its power to end 
this silliness by not counting the natu
rally occurring sugars found in raisins 
when determining whether or not a 
given cereal meets any sugar limit im
posed on cereals. I am hopeful that this 
will be done. 

Nothing is more important than con
sistent nutrition information. If we tell 
people they should eat something, then 
we shouldn't prevent them from get
ting it. 

We also need to look at diets as a 
whole. More and more doctors are say
ing that people should have a diet 
based on total food intake. Putting 
limits on only one or two i terns in a 
food package, rather than reviewing 
the entire food package, risks giving 
people the wrong dietary advice. We 
found agreement on this point last 
year when we asked the Food and Drug 
Administration about it during a re
view of their labeling proposals. 

I am also very pleased that we have 
provided S90 million for the Commodity 
Supplemental Food Program. This very 
important food assistance program 
helps mothers, infants, children, and 
the elderly. I appreciate the review 
given this program by Assistant Sec
retary Bertini, Deputy Assistant Sec
retary Abrams, and FNS Administrator 
Betty Jo Nelsen. We support assistance 
for both target groups, and reject the 
statements made by some that we need 
to choose between which needy group 
gets served. We may not be able to help 
everyone who needs help, but we must 
continue to work towards that goal 
without pitting any group against an
other. 

Our conference report calls upon the 
Department to use these appropriated 
funds plus the anticipated carryover 
from fiscal 1991 toward at least main
taining existing caseloads and expand
ing program assistance to both eligible 
groups at existing and new sites. I sin
cerely hope that this action will be 
achieved when the Department allo
cates caseloads early in December, or 
we will once again have to raise the 
issue at next year's hearings. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an excellent con
ference report. I urge its immediate 
adoption. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Nevada [Mrs. VUCANOVICH]. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, as 
a member of the Agriculture Sub
committee I rise in support of this con
ference report and I commend Chair
man WlilTTEN and Congressman JOE 
SKEEN for their hard work at arriving 
at this agreement with the other body. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a fair and bal
anced bill, I believe. The bill provides 
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roughly $53 b11lion for agriculture and 
nutrition programs. About $31 billion 
of the funding under the measure 
would go toward nutrition programs, 
including S22 b11lion for food stamps 
and $2.6 b11lion for the Women, Infants 
and Children Nutrition Program. I 
commend the subcommittee for mak
ing the WIC program one of its prior
ities. As you know, this program pro
vides critical nutrition and health ben
efits to low-income pregnant women 
and young children. 

I am also pleased with the funding 
level for the Cooperative State Re
search Service which provides funding 
for important research projects such as 
water conservation and biochemistry. 

In addition, I support funding for 
Farmers Home and rural development 
assistance. Coming from a State with 
very large rural areas I realize the im
portance of providing them with this 
much needed assistance in order to pro
vide opportunities to these rural com
munities. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, funding is in
cluded in this bill for extension agents 
on Indian reservations. These funds are 
included to ensure that the needs of na
tive Americans are adequately ad
dressed. This is a very worthwhile pro
gram and I am pleased that the com
mittee has decided to continue it. 

Mr. Speaker, a lot of hard work, on 
both sides, has gone into this bill and I 
urge my colleagues to support the bill. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
fully support this bill. I just want to 
say a word about disaster assistance: it 
is too bad we could not reach some 
kind of an agreement on disaster as
sistance. But also it is unfortunate 
that a few years ago farmers were re
moved from eligibility for disaster as
sistance under the Small Business Dis
aster Loan Program. If they were still 
under that, they could have had disas
ter assistance last year and the year 
before from the funds in the revolving 
fund which accumulated from repay
ments of past disaster loans. Under 
that program those that can show they 
need an average of 7 or 8 years, but as 
much as 15 years, to spread out their 
loss from the disaster are eligible for a 
low-interest loan. It helps not only the 
victim of the disaster but also the 
whole community where he or she lives 
by restoring his purchasing power. 
Ninety-seven percent are paying off 
those loans. There was money in the 
revolving fund but the administration 
strongly supported making farmers, 
who are small businessmen and busi
nesswomen, ineligible to be under that 
program. They required them to de
pend upon disaster programs which are 
dependent upon annual appropriations 
and usually after the disaster has oc
curred. The administration opposed 

such an appropriation both last year 
and this year. 

Mr. Speaker, as a consequence, they 
are not under the SBA administered 
program, money is not available under 
the Farm Home Administration Pro
gram either. So that is a difficulty that 
farmers should not have to endure. 

In my opinion, farmers are small 
business people in every sense of the 
word. 

Mr. Speaker, I fully support this bill, 
and hope that we can remedy the prob
lem with regard to disaster assistance 
in the near future. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER]. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this 
Member would like to take this time to 
thank the distinguished chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee and 
Subcommittee on Agriculture, the gen
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. WIDTTEN], 
the ranking minority member on that 
subcommittee, the distinguished gen
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN], 
and the ranking minority member of 
the Appropriations Committee, the dis
tinguished gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. MCDADE], for their assistance 
in expediting this legislation. 

This appropriations conference re
port represents a signficant and much 
needed investment in our Nation's ag
ricultural system. Specifically, this 
Member would like to thank the com
mittee and subcommittee for recogniz
ing the need for funding agriculture re
lated programs at the University of Ne
braska-Lincoln. These programs in
clude: First, the George W. Beadle Cen
ter for Genetics and Biomaterials Re
search; second, the Ag-Sat Program for 
a consortium of 35 land grant institu
tions; third, the rural development pro
grams included in the USDA Extension 
Service appropriations; and fourth, Ne
braska specific special research grants. 

First, this Member would like to 
thank the Agriculture Appropriations 
conferees for approving funding for the 
George W. Beadle Center for Genetics 
and Biomaterials Research in the 
amount of $4.5 million. Previously, 
Federal funds totaling approximately 
Sl 7 .9 million have been appropriated for 
this facility. This amount of Federal 
funding, when combined with State 
matching funds appropriated, the Uni
versity of Nebraska Foundation funds, 
and the University of Nebraska inter
nal reallocation, brings the total 
project funding to $30.9 million. The 
funding level of $4.5 million is critical 
to the project as this will enable the 
University to adequately provide for 
each of the three units-biotechnology, 
chemical engineering, and bio
chemistry-which give the project its 
uniqueness and effectiveness. 

Second, this Member commends the 
conferees for funding the Ag-Sat Pro
gram in the amount of $1.2 million. The 
Ag-Sat Program is the result of provi-

sions in the 1990 farm bill which pro
vided for such new agricultural tele
communications programs. The Ag-Sat 
consortium of 35 land grant institu
tions has made tremendous progress 
during its first 2 years of development, 
but this operations funding is critical 
for it to achieve its potential. Without 
this assistance, the long-term potential 
of this new satellite system and service 
would not be realized. 

In addition, the agriculture appro
priations conference report includes 
funding for a number of other impor
tant projects that this Member sup
ports. These include the following 
$400,000 for the livestock gene mapping 
project for the Meat Animal Research 
Center in Clay Center, NE; $525,000 for 
the Rural Policies Research Institute 
Consortium at UNL; $385,000 for the 
UNL Center for Rural Community Re
vitalization and Development; and 
$100,000 for industrial products research 
at UNL. These programs each address a 
significant research need which will 
enable Nebraska's agriculture and agri
business to remain competitive and 
profitable. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MCDADE] has al
ready mentioned the section 502 Loan 
Guarantee Housing Program which is 
administered by the Farmers Home Ad
ministration. This Member, I think it 
is fair to say, has initiated work on 
such authorization legislation about 5 
or 6 years ago. Outside of the members 
of the authorizing committee where 
this Member serves, no one has done 
more than the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. MCDADE] to advance this 
program. I want to express special ap
preciation to him, and join him in hop
ing that the appropriation levels pro
vided for fiscal year 1992 wm extend to 
all States what is not a demonstration 
program that is used in a number of 
States across the country during the 
current fiscal year. 

As members of the Subcommittee on 
Appropriati9ns may know, the Federal 
Government has, unfortunately, in the 
past discriminated against Americans 
who live in small towns and in rural 
areas by not providing loan guarantee 
programs, either subsidized or 
unsubsidized, to people in such areas 
even if their incomes are less than 115 
percent of median area income. At 
least now we have a program funded by 
this committee which will reach those 
people in small communities and rural 
areas who have incomes of less than 100 
percent of median area income. We are 
not yet at parity with the treatment 
given to urban areas where loan guar
antees are available through HUD for 
those whose income are under 115 per
cent of median area income, but this 
funding helps us take this Farmers 
Home Administration loan guarantee 
demonstration program and extend it 
to the whole country. 
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Again, this Member commends and 

thanks the agriculture appropriations 
conferees for their actions, and urges 
his colleagues to support the legisla
tion. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ohio 
[Ms. KAPI'UR], a member of this sub
committee. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in full support of 
the committee conference report, and 
wish to say how very important this is 
to farmers in the country and in my 
district. I think that the provisions in 
here for the extension of the Coopera
tive Extension Service's services, as 
well as the Soil Conservation Service, 
the Agricultural Stabilization and Con
servation Service, and the Farmers 
Home programs that have been ref
erenced here this afternoon, are of cri t
i cal importance to farmers in north
west Ohio and throughout our country. 

D 1550 
I would echo the comment of the gen

tleman from Iowa who expressed some 
dismay that the disaster assistance 
that is so essential to farmers in the 
country today is not included in this 
legislation. I have to say in my own 
district, having met with farmers over 
the last several weeks, in the last 10 
years I have never seen the farmers of 
our community as concerned as they 
are about getting legislation cleared by 
this Congress that would be of benefit 
to them. 

This is an important step in the right 
direction. I think 10 years of not get
ting decent prices for crops that they 
produce, bad weather, and far too many 
loans have created a situation where 
many of our farmers are up against the 
wall and going bankrupt. 

This legislation is an important step 
for us to continue our investment in 
the people that feed us and feed so 
much of the world. I would urge that 
the farmers who are listening to us 
here deliberate this afternoon would 
write the President of the United 
States and urge him to agree with us 
that this disaster assistance is equally 
important and deserves as much of an 
emergency status as some of the for
eign aid bills that have come through 
here in the last several weeks. I urge 
full support of this excellent bill. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON]. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise in strong support of the Agri
culture, rural development, and related 
agencies appropriations conference re
port for fiscal year 1992. I would also 
like to thank the chairman of the sub
committee, Mr. WHITTEN, and the rank
ing Members, Mr. SKEEN and Mr. 
MYERS, for their hard work and dili
gence in preparing such a balanced 
package within a highly constrained 
budget. 

This legislation represents what has 
been a long and deliberative process 
which meets many of today's agricul
tural needs, but yet reflects much 
needed fiscal responsibility. This legis
lation represents many difficult budget 
decisions that continue to prove that 
agriculture is willing to pull its fair 
share of the budget reduction load. 

Additionally, I am also pleased to 
note a particular item within this ap
propriations measure that continues to 
benefit agricultural producers across 
the Nation. For several years now, sig
nificant and promising research on the 
soybean cyst nematode problem has 
been conducted in my district at the 
Del ta Area Agricultural Research Cen
ter in Portageville, MO. This facility is 
ideally suited to conducting this re
search, given its extensive work in the 
past on the problem and the fact that 
many farmers in the country continue 
to face a serious cyst nematode prob
lem. 

By including this research as a part 
of the appropriations package, I believe 
we will be saving a number of farmers 
from financial ruin in the long run. As 
many as 25 million acres of farmland in 
the United States are contaminated 
with the cyst nematode, including all 
major soybean-producing counties in 
Missouri and several adjoining States. 
It has been estimated that in 1990 the 
soybean nematode cost our Nation's 
farmers over $600 million in reduced 
yields. But because of the work being 
conducted on this problem, the Federal 
Government will easily save many 
times the $359,000 we will spend on soy
bean cyst nematode research next year. 

Additionally, this measure restores 
funding for the Rural Electrification 
Administration to meet the increasing 
needs of our Nation's rural electric sys
tems. In the past 10 years, insured REA 
loan funds have declined substantially 
despite continued inflation. Now, 
through restored funding levels, rural 
electric insured loans can better meet 
growing rural development demands. 

Likewise, there are many other fine 
projects and research efforts contained 
in this bill along with needed funding 
for the supplemental food program for 
women, infants, and children and con
tinued funding for other vital domestic 
food and nutrition programs. I urge my 
colleagues to show their support for 
these valuable endeavors by giving fa
vorable approval to this appropriations 
measure. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DE LA GARZA], chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in support of the conference 
report to accompany H.R. 2698, a bill 
making appropriations for Agriculture, 
Rural Development, and related agen
cies for fiscal year 1992. This legisla
tion will provide more than $52 billion 
for these programs that are so impor-

tant to assure that Americans continue 
to have access to an abundant, high 
quality, safe supply of food at reason
able prices. 

The environmental programs funded 
in the bill will protect the Nation's soil 
and water resources. I am particularly 
pleased that the conference agreement 
provides $46.4 million to fund the Wet
lands Reserve Program, although I be
lieve that the benefits of the program 
should be extended to eligible partici
pants regardless of where they live, as 
is required by law. Attempts to limit 
the program to pilot projects in a lim
ited number of States are contrary to 
law and would limit the soil and water 
conservation benefits that the program 
might otherwise provide. 

I am also pleased that the conference 
agreement provides $6.75 million for 
the Water Quality Incentives Program 
established in the 1990 farm bill. 

Finally, I am pleased that the other 
body did not include language in the 
bill, nor was language included in the 
conference agreement, that would 
interfere with the establishment with
in the Department of Agriculture of 
the Rural Development Administration 
[RDA], as required by sections 2301 
through 2303 of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990. 
Language in section 738 of H.R. 2698, as 
originally reported by the Committee 
on Appropriations, that would have 
prohibited the use of funds for the es
tablishment of the RDA was stricken 
by the full House of Representatives. 
The intent of Congress in this regard 
remains clear-the Department of Ag
riculture should move ahead to estab
lish the RDA, as they are required to 
do by law. 

I also commend the committee for 
their work on WIC. This is a good pro
gram. This is a program that I would 
like to see my tax dollars go to. 

Also I commend the chairman and 
distinguished Members for their efforts 
to do something with the disaster re
lief. Unfortunately, it did not come to 
pass but it was not through any lack of 
effort from the distinguished chairman 
and members of this committee. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I urge my col
leagues to support the conference re
port. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding time to me. 

I rise just to make several short com
ments. First, to rise in support of the 
conference report and to thank the 
leadership on this committee for the 
work they have done to present what I 
think is a balanced bill to deal with the 
needs of agriculture, both in the Mid
west and the West and throughout the 
country, and yet stay within the budg
et marks. I appreciate that very much. 

Three items. One is that I am inter
ested enough in the budget and in the 
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deficit that I have said to myself I am 
not going to vote for. This one falls 
within that category, and I appreciate 
it. I appreciate the good work that has 
been done. 

Second, in the area of the Coopera
tive State Research Service, I am very 
impressed with what has been done 
there. We in Wyoming have a particu
lar project. It has to do with an envi
ronmental simulator. I think it holds 
great promise in the area of point 
source run-off, in the area of hazardous 
waste in dealing with those problems 
that affect us all and, in particular, ag
riculture. It is a simulator where we 
can see how these hazards move 
through the soil in a very abbreviated 
fashion. I appreciate the funding there 
for planning and development. 

Last, in the area of marketing for 
lambs and wool, a very important part 
of agriculture in the West, one in 
which the price of labor has fallen from 
in the neighborhood of 75, 80 cents a 
pound down to 45, 50, devastating to 
the marketing of lamb. Wool has had 
the same experience. So I appreciate 
the fact that the packers and stock
yards administration is given some 
funds here. 

We met in Denver sometime ago with 
producers of lamb and wool, and they 
wanted two fairly simple things. One is 
a better method of market information 
and market discovery. The other was 
grading for grading yield sales. 

I think both of these things can be 
accomplished under this budget. 

I thank the gentleman for his work 
and the leadership on the bill. 

0 1600 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. ROSE], chairman of the 
House Administration Committee. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate your ef
forts to reject an amendment which 
would have stopped funding for section 
1557, reporting requirements relating 
to tobacco. This is a very important 
provision to my farmers in North Caro
lina. I feel that it is important that I 
express my concerns about the need for 
trade secret confidentiality with re
spect to section 1557 of the Food, Agri
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act 
of 1990. 

In providing this funding, I express 
my specific concern about the need for 
the Department to take clear and ef
fective regulatory measures to ensure 
the protection of trade secrets with re
spect to information reported under 
section 1557 of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990. 

Section 1557, requires manufacturers 
to submit to the Secretary of Agri
culture individual shipment-by-ship
ment reports on tobacco exports within 
60 days of export. The reports must dis
close the crop year, grade, type, coun-

try of origin, and poundage of export 
shipments as well as other information 
deemed appropriate by the Secretary. 
A special rule in section 1557 provides 
that, for cigarettes and cigarette-ready 
tobacco, manufacturers may disclose 
this information on a quarterly aggre
gated basis. This rule for cigarette
ready tobacco includes brand blended 
tobacco strips. 

I emphasize that the regulations pro
mulgated by the Department to imple
ment the export reporting scheme 
must effectively meet the confidential
ity requirements of the 1990 act. Spe
cifically, the special rule, in particular, 
and the overall reporting requirements 
in general, are to be carried out in a 
manner that is "designed to protect 
specific or particular brand formula
tion... CONGRESSIONAL RECORD H11859 
(1990) statement of Representative 
ROSE. These formulations are the re
sult of years of research and testing 
and the expenditure of millions of dol
lars: They are fiercely guarded trade 
secrets because they are the most im
portant factor in establishing the 
uniqueness of the product. 

To meet the confidentiality require
ments, I suggest that quarterly reports 
from the various manufacturers be ag
gregated together by the Secretary be
fore they are submitted to the House 
Committee on Agriculture and the Sen
ate Committee on Agriculture, Nutri
tion, and Forestry as required by sec
tion 1557. These Committees shall have 
the ability to review individual quar
terly reports. In such instances, indi
vidual reports could be protected by 
procedural and security measures in
tended to avoid inadvertent disclosure. 
Such mechanisms might include, first, 
designating a document control officer 
within the Department to implement 
confidentiality procedures; second, 
masking the source of the reports; 
third, securing the reports while they 
are not in actual use; fourth, requiring 
proof of authorization before allowing 
access to the reports; fifth, requiring 
persons to sign in before obtaining re
ports; and sixth, prohibiting the 
photocopying or other reproduction of 
individual reports. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. Cor.EMAN], the 
ranking Republican member of the au
thorizing committee. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I join my colleagues 
this afternoon to urge adoption of the 
conference report on H.R. 2698, the 1992 
Agriculture appropriations bill. 

This legislation is significant for 
many reasons but not the least for a 
provision it does not contain: any pro
hibition of implementation of the 
Rural Development Administration at 
the Department of Agriculture. The 
RDA was established in last year's 

farm bill, the Food, Agriculture, Con
servation and Trade Act, and the ad
ministration is ready to begin full im
plementation of those provisions. 

As my colleagues may remember, the 
House Appropriations Committee-re
ported bill originally contained a pro
vision prohibiting the Secretary of Ag
riculture from implementing the RDA. 
The House by amendment, struck that 
section of the bill thus clearly mandat
ing that rural economic development 
policy shall be carried out by the RDA. 
The bill was adopted overwhelmingly 
by the House. 

Although the other body included 
some report language in its version of 
agriculture appropriations, it in no 
way clarifies statutory language but 
attempts to subvert it by attempting 
to reverse the legislative process. They 
clearly failed in that attempt. The 
statute, Public Law 101-624--the 1990 
farm bill-is clear: The Secretary shall 
establish a Rural Development Admin
istration that will carry out certain 
programs currently operated by the 
Farmers Home Administration. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. ENGLISH]. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the conference re
port on H.R. 2698, the Agriculture ap
propriations for fiscal year 1992. 

As you know, the House passed the 
Agriculture appropriations bill on June 
26, 1991, by vote of 368 to 48. Prior to its 
passage, Chairman DE LA GARZA, Rep
resentative TOM COLEMAN, Representa
tive BoB SMITH, and myself sponsored 
an amendment that was adopted by the 
House which struck Appropriations 
Committee language that would have 
prohibited the Secretary of Agriculture 
from establishing the Rural Develop
ment Administration. This agency was 
created by title XXIII of the 1990 farm 
bill and is to be established within the 
Department beginning this month. 

The Senate has included in its report 
filed with the Agriculture appropria
tions bill, language which would at
tempt to prohibit the Secretary from 
establishing this important agency. I 
join with Chairman DE LA GARZA and 
my other colleagues in noting with 
pleasure that no statutory language 
has been included in this appropriation 
bill that would prohibit the Depart
ment of Agriculture from establishing 
the Rural Development Administra
tion. In fact, it is clear that Congress 
has spoken loud and clear on this issue 
during floor action on June 26 and now, 
more than ever, expects the Secretary 
to comply with title XXIII of the 1990 
farm bill. 

Further, it is important to note that 
committee report language does not 
have the force of law, especially when 
it attempts to contradict statutory 
language. This also applies to crop in
surance as well as Rural Development. 

I look forward to the Department's 
establishment of the RDA and witness-
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ing the many benefits this agency will 
help provide to rural America. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. SKELTON]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I wish to commend the 
Committee on Appropriations and its 
chairman for the work that they have 
done. There are three particular areas, 
the increase in the Agricultural Sta
bilization Service, the funding for the 
extension and, of course, the full fund
ing that was restored for the rural elec
trification. All of these are very impor
tant to rural America. All of them are 
very important to the State that I rep
resent, the State of Missouri. 

Small town rural America often is 
forgotten, and but for the work that 
this Appropriations Committee has 
done, I say to the chairman, we would 
be all the more forgotten, and we 
thank you, and we think it is a good 
bill. I rise in support of it. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a very good con
ference report at a time when farmers 
need lots of help. From the freezes in 
California to the early rain periods in 
the northern Midwest when they could 
not get their crops planted, to the 
droughts later on in the Midwest, to 
the floods in the South, all of this has 
caused farmers to have difficulty in 
producing a crop this year. Couple that 
with low prices, and the farmers need 
all of the help that they can get. 

But this bill and conference report is 
$57 million below when it passed the 
House. It is almost $600 million below 
the Senate-passed version of the appro
priations bill for agriculture, and it is 
$57 million below the President's re
quest. 

But the important thing is this: $32 
billion of this bill goes to domestic nu
trition programs, feeding hungry peo
ple, taking care of people in our own 
country. Of that $6 million is child nu
trition. 

This is a very good conference report 
and deserves our support. 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of the conference report to accompany the bill 
H.R. 2698. I am pleased that this legislation 
contains $2.6 billion for the special supple
mental food program for women, infants and 
children [WIC]. Clearly, the WIC Program is 
our most successful and efficient Government 
feeding program and I am pleased that the 
conferees have provided the $2.6 billion for 
this program as was originally proposed by 
this body. 

I would like, at this point, to commend the 
conferees for including report language which 
requires the Department to address what I be
lieve to be a blatant inconsistency in its policy 
with regard to the WIC Program. This issue in
volves cereals containing fruit in the WIC food 
package. The conference report requires the 
USDA to report back to the Congress on this 
issue by December 31, 1991. 

Mr. Speaker, the USDA currently enforces a 
regulation which excludes from the WIC food 
package certain nutritious cereals which meet 
all of the USDA's nutritional requirements sim
ply because these cereals contain fruit. This 
policy is inconsistent with the Department's 
nutritional and dietary recommendations. The 
USDA, as well as several other agencies of 
the Federal Government and many nutritional 
experts throughout the country, recommend 
that we choose diets with plenty of fruits. The 
Department distributes literature to WIC par
ticipants which urges them to eat fruit. In addi
tion, the Department distributes literature to 
WIC participants which urges them to use fruit 
in cereal. Furthermore, the bill which we are 
passing today contains additional funds to be 
used to distribute vouchers to WIC participants 
which enable them to purchase fruit. 

Mr. Speaker, it is not only inconsistent but 
it is totally irresponsible and incomprehensible 
for the Department to urge WIC participants to 
eat fruit and to use it on their cereal which at 
the same time it prevents them from obtaining 
cereal which meets all its nutritional require
ments simply because these cereals contain 
fruit. 

I would hope that the USDA will, upon its 
own initiative, revise its policies and take 
whatever steps are necessary to correct the 
current inconsistency which keeps nutritious 
cereals out of the WIC food package simply 
because these cereals contain fruit. Mr. 
Speaker, this issue was recently the subject of 
an editorial in the Kalamazoo Gazette which 
concluded, "as far as we're concerned the 
USDA deserves a great big raspberry for its 
failure to deal with its illogical regulation and 
we hope that Congress gives the bureaucrats 
the nudge they need." At this point, I would 
like to include in the record the editorial from 
the September 5, 1991, issue of the Kala
mazoo Gazette. 
WE'VE HEARD IT ON THE GRAPEVINE; RAISINS 

ARE IN 
Speaking of grapes, let's turn the subject 

to raisins-those dandy sun-dried grapes 
with a long history. Subjects of the Old Tes
tament's King David are said to have 
brought "asses laden with cheese and rai
sins" to pay their taxes. 

Well, this story isn't about King David or 
cheese but it does have something to do with 
raisins, taxes and bureaucrats. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture, as 
part of its job setting nutrition standards 
and educating the public about nutrition, 
says "eat more fruit, fruit is good for you" 
and suggests raisins as an acceptable fruit. 

The USDA also says "eat more complex 
carbohydrates such as whole grain cereals, 
they're really good for you," and under its 
guidelines, bran flakes are acceptable. 

The USDA even suggests "at breakfast, use 
fruit in cereal." 

A lot of tax money has gone into promot
ing those notions. 

People could logically assume that the 
USDA, therefore, would think a cereal com
bining bran flakes with raisins would be a 
nifty way to k111 two birds with one stone. 

Noway. 
The Kellogg Co., whose world headquarters 

is located in Battle Creek, is raising a fuss in 
Washington because the USDA says 
Kellogg's Raisin Bran and other similar 
products don't meet nutritional standards to 
be included in the Women, Infants and Chil
dren (WIC) program, a federal food assist-

ance program serving more than five million 
poor pregnant or nursing women, children 
and infants. 

Without the raisins, bran flakes qualify for 
WIC, meeting the standards for cereal of no 
more than 6 grams of sugar per serving. 
There is a small amount of sugar that occurs 
naturally in grains. But raisins, like other 
fruits, have natural sugars and including 
them with the cereal pushes the sugar con
tent too high. 

Kellogg's beef with the regulations is eco
nomic. The WIC program costs about $2.4 bil
lion a year, $150 million of which goes force
real. And, according to Kellogg officials, 
about two-thirds of the cereal money goes to 
Kellogg competitor, General Mills, the 
maker of Cheerios. We have no argument 
with Cheerios. But there is a question of con
sistency and fairness here. 

Part of the inconsistency stems from the 
fact that fruits contain natural sugars. Six 
fluid ounces of unsweetened orange juice, for 
example, contain more sugar than a serving 
of almost any ready-to-eat cereal. No one 
with any knowledge of nutrition would sug
gest that fruits be banned from the list of 
foods allowed under the WIC program. 

If the raisins and the bran flakes are pur
chased separately and mixed at home, the 
nutritionists would jump for joy. But mix 
them in a box? That's a different story. 

The proposed solution is to exempt fruit 
from being included in the sugar count for 
cereals. That would neither "destroy the in
tegrity of the program," as some critics have 
charged, nor leave the door open for tax
payer subsidy of high sugar cookies, candy 
or other such goodies for poor mothers and 
children. 

The argument seems so clear cut that it is 
surprising to learn that Kellogg has been 
fighing a losing battle on it since at least 
1977, and is pulling out all the lobbying guns 
it has in hopes that Congress will order the 
bureaucrats to make an exemption for fruit 
in the WIC regulations on cereals. 

As U.S. Rep. Paul Henry, R-Orand Rapids, 
asked, "What kind of prunes do we have set
ting these guidelines?" 

As far as we're concerend, the USDA de
serves a great big raspberry for its failure to 
deal with its illogical regulation as we hope 
Congress gives the bureaucrats the nudge 
they need. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, as a member of 
the Select Committee on Hunger, I am a 
strong supporter of the Women, Infants, and 
Children [WIC] Nutrition Program, which is a 
Federal food assistance program that serves 
more than 5 million poor pregnant or nursing 
women, Children, and infants. The nutritious 
food these women receive helps ensure that 
their babies get a healthy start in life. Given 
our country's tragic infant mortality rate, I think 
that we all should be working to emphasize 
how healthy lifestyles and diets of pregnant 
women can reduce infant mortality in the Unit
ed States. 

However, the Department of Agriculture is 
hampering these efforts by sending our con
flicting messages about what comprises a nu
tritious diet. On one hand, the Department 
tells the American public that fruit is an essen
tial ingredient in a nutritious diet, and they 
urge WIC participants not only to eat fruit, but 
to use fruit in cereal. On the other hand, 
though, the Department enforces a regulation 
which in effect bars cereal with fruit from the 
WIC Program because the natural sugar con
tained in the fruit exceeds the Departmenrs 
regulation limits. 
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I think this policy is inconsistent and ridicu

lous. Cereals such as Raisin Bran should not 
be barred from the WIC Program. Every WIC 
participant should be able to get their two 
scoops of raisins from Raisin Bran or other 
nutritious cereals with fruit. 

My constituents in the Fourth Congressional 
District in southwest Michigan know the nutri
tion value of cereals that contain fruit, and so 
do most other Americans. I think it's time that 
the Department of Agriculture stop talking out 
of both sides of its mouth. 

I note that the Members who served on the 
conference committee on this bill acknowl
edged this issue and included language in 
their conference report that requires the De
partment of Agriculture to report to Congress 
by the end of this year on the issue of cereals 
containing fruit. I commend these Members 
and especially Congressman DALE KILDEE and 
Congressman PAUL HENRY, who have also 
worked hard to draw attention to this inconsist
ency. 

I am looking forward to the completion of 
the Department's study, and I hope that the 
Secretary will agree that this inconsistency 
ought to be eliminated. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of the conference report to accompany 
H.R. 2698, the Agriculture, rural development, 
Food and Drug Administration, and related 
agencies appropriations bill for fiscal year 
1992. This is the eighth conference report on 
1 of the 13 annual appropriations bills to be 
reported to the House. 

This conference report provides $12.299 bil
lion in total discretionary budget authority and 
$11.223 billion in total discretionary outlays, 
which are equal to the 602(b) subdivision for 
budget authority and $2 million below the 
602(b) subdivision for outlays, respectively, for 
this subcommittee. 

I want to commend Chairman WHITTEN and 
the ranking member of the subcommittee, Mr. 
SKEEN, for the work they have done in adher
ing to the limits set forth in the budget agree
ment and the 1992 budget resolution. 

As chairman of the Budget Committee, I will 
continue to inform the House of the impact of 
all spending legislation. I have provided a 
"Dear Colleague" letter describing how each 
appropriation measure considered so far com
pared to the 602(b) subdivisions for that sub
committee. I will provide similar information 
about the remaining conference agreements 
on the fiscal year 1992 appropriations bills. 

I look forward to working with the Appropria
tions Committee in the future. 

[Fact Sheet] 
CONFERENCE REPORT TO ACCOMPANY H.R. 

2698, AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, 
FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RE
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS BILL, FIS
CAL YEAR 1992 (H. REPT. 102-239) 
The House Appropriations Committee filed 

the conference report to accompany H.R. 
2698, the Agriculture, Rural Development, 
Food and Drug Administration, and Related 
Agencies Appropriations B111 for 1992 on 
Thursday, October 3, 1991. This conference 
report could be considered at any time. 

COMPARISON TO THE 602(b) SUBDIVISION 

The conference report provides $12,299 mil
lion in total discretionary budget authority, 
equal to the Appropriations subdivisions for 
this subcommittee. The estimated discre-

tionary outlays in the conference report are 
S2 million less than the subdivision total. 
These totals include amounts in both the do
mestic and international categories. 

COMPARISON TO DOMESTIC DISCRETIONARY 
SPENDING ALLOCATION 

The conference report provides $10,813 mil
lion of domestic discretionary budget au
thority, equal to the Appropriations subdivi
sion for this subcommittee. The conference 
report provides $9,928 million of domestic 
discretionary outlays, which are S2 million 
below the discretionary outlay subdivision 
for this subcommittee. A comparison of the 
conference report to the domestic spending 
allocations for this subcommittee follows: 

Discretionary .... 
Mandatory' ..... 

Total ........ 

[In millions of dolla11) 

Agriculture, Rural 
Development ap
propriations bill 

BA 0 

10,813 9,928 
37,888 29,486 
48,701 39,414 

Appropriations 
Committee 

602(bl subdivi
sion 

BA 0 

10,813 9,930 
37,888 29,486 
48,701 39,416 

BA = New budget authority, 0 = Estimated outlays. 

Bill over(+)/ 
under(-) 
Committee 

602(b) subdivi· 
sion 

BA 0 

-2 
...... :::·2 

1 Conforms to budget resolution estimates of existing law. 

COMPARISON TO INTERNATIONAL 
DISCRETIONARY SPENDING ALLOCATION 

The conference report provides $1,486 mil
lion of international discretionary budget 
authority for P.L. 480 Food for Peace pro
grams, equal to the Appropriations subdivi
sion for this subcommittee. The conference 
report provides outlays $1 million less than 
the subdivision for international discre
tionary outlays. 

[In millions of dolla11) 

A&riculture, Rural 
Development ap· 
propriations bill 

BA 0 

Appropriations 
Committee 

602(b) subdivi· 
sion 

BA 0 

Bill over(+)/ 
under( - ) 
Committee 

602tbl subdivi· 
sion 

BA 0 

[In millions of dollars) 

Agricultural Stabilization and Conseivation Service 
Conseivation and rural development pro1rams: 

Rural Electrification Administration: 
New loan subsidies ........................................ . 
Administrative expenses ................................. . 

Farm operation and owne11hip loans: 
New loan subsidies ....................................... .. 
Administrative expenses ................................. . 

Rural housin&: 
New loan subsidies ........................................ . 
Administrative expenses ................................. . 

Rental assistance program ..................................... . 
Rural development loans: 

New loan subsidies ....................................... .. 
Administrative expenses ................................. . 

Soil Conseivation Service conseivation operations • 
Wate11hed and flood prevention operations ........... . 
Conseivation reserw (mandatory) ......................... .. 

Nutrition Pl'Olrams: 
Food Stamp P!Ogram (mandatory) .......................... . 
Child Nutrition Proerams (mandatory) ................... .. 
Supplemental Feedin& PIO&rams (WIC) ................. .. 
Nutrition Assistance for Puerto Rico (mandatory) .. . 
Food donations for selected aroups ........................ . 
Emergency Food Assistance Proaram ..................... . 

Other programs: 

Budeet New author· outlays ity 

719 719 

174 20 
29 27 

324 267 
230 219 

587 277 
427 427 
320 11 

109 6 
52 47 

564 520 
205 114 

1,611 1,611 

22,350 19,168 
6,068 4,960 
2,600 2,4« 
1,013 1,007 

265 216 
165 147 

P.l. 480, Food for Peace .......................................... 1,486 1,129 
Food and Dru& Administration ................................. 760 625 
Payment to the Farm Credit System (mandatory) ... 113 110 
Commodity Futures Tradina Commission ................ 47 41 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Speaker, press reports 
indicate that the chairman of the Appropria
tions Committee intends to present a dire 
emergency supplemental within the next 2 
weeks. Quite frankly, I am amazed. We are 
barely a week into the new fiscal year, still 
considering regular appropriations for fiscal 
year 1992 operations, and the Appropriations 
Committee is already considering a dire emer-
gency supplemental. 

The committee has a discretionary spending 
cap of nearly $200 billion. The discretionary 
dire emergency items are approximately $2.6 
billion-barely more than 1 percent of the 
available funds. If the need for these funds is 
such a dire emergency, why can't the commit

Discretionary .... 1,486 1,295 1,486 1,296 _ 1 tee find the funds within the cap? Are we to 
---------------- believe that the cap is so tight that not even 

BA = New budget authority, o = Estimated outlays. 1 percent of funds can be redirected from nor-
The Appropriations Committee reported mal operations to meet a dire emergency? 

the Committee's subdivision of budget au- Most of the domestic emergency involves 
thority and outlays pursuant to Section agricultural disasters---floods, freezes, and 
602(b) of the 1974 Budget Act as amended in 
House Report l02-l80. These subdivisions are droughts. The chairman of the Appropriations 
consistent with the allocation of spending Committee says he needs $1.75 billion to ad
responsibility to House committees con- dress these emergencies. Today we are con
tained in House Report 102-69, the conference sidering the fiscal year 1992 agriculture appro
report to accompany H. Con. Res. 121, the priations bill which contains over $50 billion in 
Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for new budget authority. If these emergency 
Fiscal Year 1992, as adopted by the Congress items are so dire, why can't the committee find 
on May 22, 1991. room in a $50 billion measure for $1.75 bil

PROGRAM lilGHLIGHTS 

The following are the major program high
lights for the conference report to accom
pany the Agriculture, Rural Development, 
Food and Drug Administration, and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Bill for Fiscal Year 
1992: 

[In millions of dollars] 

Budget New 
aur~or· outlays 

Agriculture proerams: 

lion? Obviously, they must think that all of this 
$50 billion is more important than the $1.75 
billion emergency needs. Let us look at some 
of these higher priority items: $7 4 million for 
special research grants on such items as as
paragus, cranberries, a mechanical tomato 
harvester, Christmas tree root rot, mink, ma
nure disposal, and Russian wheat aphids. 
More than $4.6 million for bee research at the 
same time that we are spending over $25 mil
lion to buy surplus honey. More than $100 mil
lion for construction at State agricultural facili
ties including a road to the new stadium at 
North Dakota State University. Commodity Credit Corporation (mandatory) ........... . 

Aericultural Research Service ................................ .. 
Extension Service ..................................................... . 
Animal and Ptant Health Inspection Service .......... . 
Cooperative State Research Service ....................... . 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation (mandatory in 

part) .................................................................... . 
Food Safety and Inspection Service ....................... .. 

7,250 
714 
419 
452 
506 

583 
474 

523 The committee has also increased loan lirnm its for the Rural Electrification Administration 
211 and the Farmers House Administration to the 
312 levels in effect prior to the budget agreement 
431 last fall. This action effectively cancels the 
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budget savings credited to agricultural pro
grams by last year's budget agreement. Many 
of these loans will go to people and organiza
tions who can well afford to get commercial 
loans. So, while the committee can't find the 
money to help those facing dire emergencies, 
it has more than enough money to help those 
that can help themselves. 

The committee's inability to find money with
in the caps for things they define as emer
gencies, while simultaneously funding projects 
that have dubious value, leads to a single con
clusion--that the committee is not interested 
in abiding by the new budget agreement. Let's 
stop playing games. If the Appropriations 
Committee thinks there is a real domestic 
emergency, then they should use some of the 
$200 billion reserved for domestic programs to 
meet those emergencies. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of the conference report on H.R. 
2698, the bill providing appropriations in fiscal 
year 1992 for the Department of Agriculture 
and related agencies. This conference report 
represents a good and fair compromise with 
the measure passed by the other body, and I 
urge my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the chair
man of the subcommittee, Mr. WHITTEN, and 
the ranking minority member, Mr. SKEEN, as 
well as their able and very fine staffs, for put
ting together such a balanced package. In par
ticular, I would like to thank them for their con
tinuing sensitivity to the somewhat unique 
problems of agriculture in California. 

Specifically, the bill includes $1.609 million 
to continue construction of the national grape 
importation facility to be located in Davis, CA. 
The grape importation facility similarly will be 
located on land donated by the University of 
California and will be supported through indus
try user fees as a national facility. 

The Immediate construction of this facility is 
crucial to the continued international competi
tiveness of the U.S. wine industry because of 
the critical shortage of grape quarantine facili
ties. The lack of quarantine facilities puts the 
U.S. industry at a severe disadvantage to for
eign producers which have access to the lat
est variety releases. 

The facility will provide grape quarantine 
services for commercial grape growers and re
searchers throughout the United States and 
will develop and implement faster methods for 
grape disease detection. 

Imported grape stocks, on which the United 
States depends heavily for new wine grape 
varieties, must be quarantined and inspected 
for disease prior to being released for general 
use. The facility will help accelerate the in
spection process and the introduction of new 
varieties of wine grapes. 

Quicker inspection services will help the 
United States wine industry become more di
verse and internationally competitive with 
major wine producing countries in Europe. 

The bill also provides $207,000 for design 
and planning work on a new alternative pest 
management research facility, a joint Federal
State of California project which will be con
structed on donated property by the University 
of California and will be jointly operated with 
the California Department of Food and Agri
culture. Increasingly, · California and American 
growers are being called upon to reduce their 

use of chemicals in agricultural production. But 
the loss of major pesticides in the absence of 
alternative pest control technologies and man
agement systems could have severe eco
nomic impacts on U.S. agriculture and result 
in higher food prices, increased imports, and 
reduced exports of our agricultural products. 
Thus, it is imperative that we expand and ac
celerate research to control exotic pests, like 
the Medfly, the Mexican fruit fly, and the 
Africanized honey bee, and develop viable al
ternative pest control technologies and man
agement systems. 

While located on the campuses of the Uni
versity of California, both of these facilities will 
serve as key national research resources. 

Mr. Speaker, I note that the conferees have 
included language which requires the U.S. De
partment of Agriculture [USDA] to report to the 
Congress on the issue of cereals containing 
fruit in the WIC food package by December 
31, 1991. I am most pleased that the con
ferees have underscored the significance of 
this issue in their conference report. 

This issue is one which I raised with my col
leagues on the committee earlier this year. 
The USDA as well as other Federal agencies 
and nutritional experts have advised us for 
years that fruit is an essential element of a nu
tritional diet. In fact, the USDA not only spe
cifically recommends that people should 
choose a diet which includes plenty of fruit but 
it distributes literature to WIC participants urg
ing that they use fruits in cereal. 

Nevertheless, the USDA continues to en
force a regulation which prohibits the inclusion 
of certain nutritious cereals in the WIC food 
package simply because these cereals contain 
fruit. For example, under the current regula
tions bran flakes would be eligible for distribu
tion in the WIC food package. However, when 
raisins are added to this cereal and it be
comes raisin bran, the cereal is no longer eli
gible because under the Department's inter
pretation of its own regulations, the fruit 
causes the cereal to exceed an arbitrary limit 
on sugar content in the cereal. 

This policy is totally inconsistent with the 
Department's own nutritional and dietary 
guidelines. Either fruit is good for you or it is 
not. Either you should use fruit in cereal or 
you should not. I would hope that the Depart
ment will acknowledge this glaring inconsist
ency in its policy and revise it to allow cereals 
containing fruit in the WIC Program as long as 
these cereals met all nutritional standards. 

Mr. Speaker, this issue was recently the 
subject of an editorial in the Sacramento Bee. 
The editorial notes that "like so many other 
governmental follies, this inconsistency is a 
case of good intentions defeated by the bu
reaucratic tools used to implement them." At 
this point, I request that the full text of this edi
torial be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference report rep
resents a balanced and sound compromise, 
and I urge its adoption. 

[From the Sacramento Bee, Aug. 30, 1991] 
USDA VS. RAISIN BRAN 

Today's breakfast menu is two scoops of 
government silliness. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA), in its guise as the nation's nutri
tional conscience, has been telling Ameri
cans loudly and often that they ought to eat 

more fruit and more foods high in fiber. One 
good way to do both, department publica
tions suggest, is to begin the day with a 
high-fiber cereal topped with fruit--some
thing like Raisin Bran, for example. 

Except, that is, if you are on WIC, the 
Women, Infants and Children supplemental 
feeding program regulated by USDA. 

USDA makes sure that the foods that can 
be bought under WIC meet strict nutritional 
guidelines--breakfast cereals, for example, 
must be high in nutrients and low in sugar, 
like bran flakes. And it encourages program 
participants, pregnant women and preschool 
children, to eat iron-rich foods, such as liver, 
beans, whole-wheat cereals and raisins. 

But if you're on WIC, don't even think of 
buying your bran flakes and raisins in the 
same box. Under the WIC program, Raisin 
Bran is strictly off-limits, consigned to exile 
along with Cap'n Crunch and other breakfast 
confections. 

Like so many other governmental follies, 
this inconsistency is a case of good inten
tions defeated by the bureaucratic tools used 
to implement them. To assure that WIC re
cipients get nutritious food, USDA rules re
quire that breakfast cereals available under 
the program have no more than 6 grams of 
sugar per serving. The cereal in Raisin Bran 
meets that standard, but when raisins, run of 
natural fruit sugar, are thrown into the box, 
Raisin Bran flunks. 

That exasperates the Kellog Co., maker of 
Raisin Bran. WIC recipients buy more than 
$100 million worth of breakfast cereal a year, 
mostly Cheerios, made by rival General 
Mills. Kellogg officials have been trying for 
14 years to get USDA to agree that added 
fruit shouldn't count against the sugar limit, 
so that Raisin Bran, one of the best selling 
cereals, can compete for a piece of that busi
ness. It points out that Raisin Bran is higher 
than Cheerios in iron, is generally less ex
pensive and meets the government's objec
tive of trying to increase the consumption of 
fruit. 

Those facts this year finally caught the at
tention of prominent members of Congress, 
who've urged USDA to review its Raisin 
Bran ban, and quickly. With any luck, it 
won't take 14 more years for USDA to re
verse its raisin silliness. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of H.R. 2698, a bill providing appropria
tions for agriculture, rural development, and 
related agencies for fiscal year 1992. 

In particular, I want to once again commend 
and thank Chairman WHITTEN and the sub
committee's Ranking Minority Member, Rep
resentative JOE SKEEN, for their continued 
strong support of Federal nutrition programs 
for our Nation's children and elderly. 

I was very pleased with the conference re
port's recommended funding level for the child 
nutrition account, which provides an overall 
8.8-percent increase over the account's pre
vious fiscal year operating level. This overall 
increase will permit the school breakfast and 
child and adult care food programs to expand 
their scope, and will give real impetus to an 
acceleration in the nutritional training we will 
be able to provide. 

Our conferees should also be congratulated 
on their success in persuading the other body 
to fund the WIC Program at the $2.6 billion 
mark endorsed by the House. I was particu
larly pleased to also find that Chairman WHIT
TEN and Representative SKEEN had seen frt to 
agree to a substantial portion of the Senate's 
set-aside for the WIC farmers' market coupon 
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demonstration project. This funding will permit 
this demonstration to continue during this fis
cal year and will thus give the Education and 
Labor Committee the opportunity to further ex
amine its possible reauthorization. 

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of the conference report on H.R. 
2698, the appropriations bill for Agriculture, 
Rural Development, Food and Drug Adminis
tration, and related agencies. I want to take 
this opportunity to commend the chairman of 
our subcommittee, the honorable JAMIE WHIT
TEN, for his work on this legislation. The chair
man has brought a bill to the floor which ad
dresses the needs of rural America in spite of 
tight budgetary constraints. 

I also want to thank the new ranking mem
ber of our committee, JOE SKEEN, for his ef
forts on this legislation. His concern and work 
on behalf of rural America is certainly reflected 
in this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill has a number of wor
thy programs that I strongly support and de
served to be mentioned here today. However, 
I want to take this opportunity to talk about the 
increasing importance of the Food and Drug 
Administration and the need to ensure that 
this agency will have adequate funds to ac
complish its mission. As we move in to the 
1990's, Mr. Speaker, the consumers of our 
Nation will continue to insist that their food is 
safe, pure, and wholesome. They will want to 
be assured that drugs and cosmetics are safe 
for their use. The consumers of our Nation, 
Mr. Speaker, are demanding that the FDA 
take an activist role on their behalf. 

The agency, and Congress, need to be in a 
position to respond to these new demands. I 
was glad to see that our subcommittee was 
able to provide over $725 million for the Food 
and Drug Administration. This money is sorely 
needed by the agency in order to carry out 
new legislative mandates recently placed on 
them by Congress. However, Mr. Speaker, I 
am afraid that this level of funding will not be 
adequate for the agency to accomplish its mis
sion in future years. Furthermore, I am dis
turbed by the continuing budgetary games that 
the administration continues to play with this 
agency. 

In the conference report, Mr. Speaker, the 
conferees provided that over $188 million of 
the appropriated amount would be available 
for the Food and Drug Administration when an 
official budget request for this amount would 
be transmitted to Congress. The conferees felt 
that this was necessary since OMB and the 
Department of Health and Human Services 
routinely have not requested sufficient funds 
for this important agency. As the report states: 
"It is disheartening that these two agencies 
continue to resort to budget gimmickry by 
claiming fictitious user fees as part of the 
Food and Drug Administration's annual budget 
request." It would seem, Mr. Speaker, that the 
administration is intent on playing a game of 
Russian roulette with the funding request for 
this agency. Obviously, the administration's 
approach funding this agency is penny wise 
but pound foolish. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my hope that when our 
subcommittee considers next year's funding 
for the FDA that the administration will present 
us with an accurate funding request. Those 
groups who rely on this agency to ensure that 

we have safe food and drugs are demanding 
it, Mr. Speaker, and I think it is time that Con
gress demands it as well. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of the conference report making appropriations 
for agriculture and rural development for fiscal 
year 1992. In particular, I would like to point 
out one decision made by the conferees that 
I believe will yield great benefits for many 
years to come. 

This legislation will provide $4.5 million for 
the activities under the Alternative Agricultural 
Research and Commercialization Act of 1990 
[AARC] authorized in the 1990 farm bill. 

There is an urgent need for jobs and in
come in rural America. Based on much dis
cussion and a series of hearings before the 
House Agriculture Committee, we determined 
that AARC is the best way to increase the de
velopment and commercialization of new 
nonfood, nonfeed products made from farm 
commoc:lities. New uses commercialization 
represents a significant opportunity to increase 
demand for agricultural commodities, thereby 
strengthening the agricultural sector and rural 
economies. 

From experience we know that the Govern
ment by itself or industry working alone is not 
bringing these products to the marketplace 
with the speed necessary in today's competi
tive world. According to the Foreign Agri
culture Service, over 50 percent of U.S. agri
cultural exports are unprocessed bulk com
modities. Another 20 percent of exports have 
had some intermediate processing such as 
vegetable oil from soybeans. In contrast, over 
75 percent of the farm exports of the United 
Kingdom, France, Germany, and Italy are 
value-added products. The European Commu
nity controls over 50 percent of the world trade 
in value-added and high-value products, while 
the United States has merely 8 percent of that 
trade. Our loss in terms of jobs and income is 
tremendous. The Economic Research Service 
estimates that $15 to $20 billion could be 
added to farm income alone by substituting 
new crops and products for imports. 

Realistically, this country has to change the 
way it does business if it is to compete more 
effectively in international markets. Japan and 
other countries often assist their companies in 
commercializing technology, quite often U.S. 
technology. In this country, there are substan
tial barriers to moving these new products to 
the market which private companies just face 
alone. Three primary obstacles-coordination, 
high cost, and long-term risk-hamper and 
often prevent commercialization. 

In addition, our excellent Federal agricultural 
research system focuses primarily on increas
ing farm production rather than developing 
new uses and markets for farm products. In 
1988, about 1.5 percent of the total $900 mil
lion budget for the Agricultural Research Serv
ice and the Cooperative State Research Serv
ice was spent on nonfood products. Funding 
for new uses research was actually less since 
this $16 million includes feed and traditional 
textiles research. Even when researching new 
uses, researchers often do their work without 
talking with private companies and farmers 
about market needs and economic feasibility. 

In today's increasing competitive world mar
ket, significant resources must be focused on 
developing new uses and assisting the private 

sector to overcome the barriers to commer
cialization. Offering a company a patent or co
operative agreement is not enough-the public 
and private sectors must work in partnership if 
we are to grasp the opportunities presented by 
new uses. 

We enacted AARC to change the way the 
Government works · with the private sector. 
This innovative program will help researchers 
and companies speed new uses from the lab
oratory to the marketplace. The key to AARC's 
success is its independent with resources fo
cuses solely on coordinating and assisting ef
forts to get these new products on the market. 

In addition to providing first-time funds for 
AARC, I think it is critical to send a strong 
message to the USDA that the intent of the 
authors of subtitle G was that AARC be a sep
arate entity within the Department, and not a 
part of the Agricultural Research Service 
[ARS]. There are some indications that the 
ARS would like to exercise control of AARC 
which would not, in my opinion, be in the best 
interests of the long-term development and 
commercialization of new products. Again, the 
intent of subtitle G is to create a separate en
tity with its own board of directors. 

We must implement a forward-looking in
dustrial age policy to maintain U.S. competi
tiveness in the value-added agricultural sector, 
and not continue to deliver this sector to the 
Europeans. AARC can be an important part of 
that agricultural policy. I applaud the conferees 
for investing in the future of American agri
culture by providing funding for AARC. I look 
forward to working with them and the Depart
ment of Agriculture to implement this important 
program. 

Mrs. LOWEY of New York. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the conference report on 
H.R. 2698, the agriculture appropriations bill 
for fiscal year 1992. I would like to commend 
Chairman WHITTEN, my colleague from New 
York, Mr. MCHUGH, ranking minority member 
SKEEN, and the members of the subcommittee 
for their hard work on this bill. 

I am especially pleased that the subcommit
tee has approved my request for much-need
ed funds for Lyme disease research. As many 
of my colleagues already know, Lyme disease 
is a major health concern. In 1990 alone, 45 
States reported a total of nearly 8,000 cases 
of Lyme disease, a 1,600-percent increase in 
less than a decade. 

This disease is especially frustrating be
cause its symptoms mask themselves as other 
ailments, making it difficult to diagnose. The 
deer tick, which carries Lyme disease, is so 
small that many people may not know they 
have been bitten. In addition, the blood test 
currently used to detect Lyme disease is not 
100 percent accurate and is not guaranteed to 
catch the disease in every infected individual. 

For those reasons, it is very important that 
we move forward with efforts to prevent Lyme 
disease at its source. Preventive measures 
save health care costs and obviously eliminate 
a great deal of pain and suffering in the long 
run. One of the most logical ways to prevent 
the spread of Lyme disease is to curb the 
growth of infected tick populations, but re
search on tick control lags far behind that for 
other insect problems, such as agricultural 
pests and disease-transmitting mosquitoes. 

This legislation will provide USDA assist
ance to the New York Medical College's work 
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in this important endeavor. USDA already con
ducts research on insects, and the 1990 farm 
bill has called on USDA to fund high priority 
research which focuses on national and local 
needs. By recognizing the threat or Lyme dis
ease and the fact the USDA's role should be 
expanded in this area, the subcommittee gen
erously provided funds for research on the 
population ecology of deer ticks, and I appre
ciate the conferee's foresight in retaining that 
earmark. This is the study of how to reduce 
deer tick populations and, in turn, prevent 
Lyme disease from continuing its dramatic 
spread. 

Again, I thank the conferees for recognizing 
this problem and for their commitment to re
ducing the spread of Lyme disease. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
the conference report to accompany H.R. 
2698, making agriculture appropriations for fis
cal year 1992. Among the various programs 
funded by this legislation is the special supple
mental food program for women, infants, and 
children [WIC]. The legislation provides $2.6 
billion for this excellent feeding program. 

I note that the conferees have included lan
guage in the conference report directing the 
Department of Agriculture to report back to the 
Congress on an issue which has become very 
troublesome to many of us in my own State of 
Michigan, as well as other parts of the coun
try. 

Presently, the Department enforces a regu
lation which prevents cereals, which would 
otherwise qualify for the WIC food package, 
from being included in the package simply be
cause these cereals contain fruit. 

I have referred to this policy as inconsistent. 
I believe it is inconsistent because, while the 
Department rules out for eligibility cereal that 
otherwise meets all of its nutritional require
ments simply because the cereal contains 
fruit, the Department distributes literature to 
WIC participants which encourages them to 
eat fruit and even urges them to use fruit in 
cereal. 

In addition, funds are included in this legis
lation now before us which will be used to pro
vide WIC participants with vouchers to pur
chase fruit. It simply does not make good 
sense nor does it make good policy to encour
age needy participants in the WIC Program to 
eat fruit and use it on their cereal and at the 
same time deny them the opportunity to obtain 
nutritious cereal simply because it contains 
fruit. Either fruit is good for you or it is not. 

Mr. Speaker, the Congress is giving the 
USDA an opportunity to address this inconsist
ency and take the initiative to correct it before 
the Congress finds it necessary to correct the 
inconsistency by passing legislation. I would 
hope that the USDA has the good sense to 
acknowledge this inconsistency in its policy 
and take whatever steps are necessary to dis
continue this policy of prohibiting nutritious ce
reals from being eligible in the WIC Program 
simply because they contain fruit. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to ex
press my support for the funding contained for 
the Wetlands Reserve Program in H.R. 2698, 
the Agriculture Appropriations Act for fiscal 
year 1992. 

The conferees were correct in including $46 
million for this vital program. I came to support 
this program this past summer when the Gov-

ernment Operations Subcommittee on Govern
ment Information, Justice, and Agriculture, 
which I chair, conducted field hearings in 
Freeport, IL and Weston and Charleston, 
WV-my home State. 

At each of these hearings the subcommittee 
heard from farmers who were already 
strapped and having problems complying with 
the regulations surrounding the farming of 
prior converted wetlands or the prohibition of 
draining new ones. In spite of my firm belief 
that we should do everything we can to pre
serve wetlands I felt profound sympathy for 
the farmers caught up in wetlands problems. 

The farmers said that any prohibition placed 
upon land they used to earn a living and on 
upon which they pay taxes amounted to a tak
ing. Without proper compensation they felt that 
their ability to earn an income was arbitrarily 
being harmed. 

The funding contained in the appropriations 
bill is not a complete solution to the problem 
but it is an excellent beginning. Under this 
agreement 50,000 acres of wetlands can enter 
the reserve program in a five-State pilot 
project. I have supported this concept and will 
continue to do so. We must as a nation rec
oncile the need to preserve wetlands with the 
need to build, farm, and create infrastructure. 

The Wetlands Reserve Program as envi
sioned in the 1990 farm bill is by no means a 
cure for the U.S. wetlands woes. It does, how
ever, impact positively on several fronts. It be
gins to address wetlands preservation in the 
agricultural arena; this is an important first 
step in balancing the needs of our environ
ment with the reality of modern farming. It of
fers a method to enhance our wetlands inven
tory-in spite of a no-net-loss policy, we are 
losing thousands of acres of wetlands due to 
both natural and unnatural phenomena. And in 
an area of critical importance it presents an 
opportunity to study and learn about the cre
ation of wetlands. 

My subcommittee's hearings left me with the 
clear impression that we have a long way to 
go to perfect the science of wetlands mitiga
tion. This pilot project offers us a chance to 
document the creation of wetlands on prop
erties which are the prime candidates for suc
cess: lands which once were wetlands. Under 
the Wetlands Reserve Program this is done, 
quite properly, by giving just compensation to 
the farmers whose participation in the program 
is contributing to the preservation of our envi
ronment. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
support of the conference report to accom
pany H.R. 2698, the fiscal year 1992 Agri
culture appropriations bill. This bill appro
priates funds for several child nutrition pro
grams under the jurisdiction of the Subcommit
tee on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational 
Education, which I chair. 

I am especially pleased that the conference 
report adopted the House funding level of $2.6 
billion for the Special Supplemental Food Pro
gram for Women, Infants, and Children [WIC]. 
This $250 million increase will enable the pro
gram to provide approximately 500,000 addi
tional nutritionally at-risk women, infants, and 
children with supplemental food benefits. This 
Is a program that saves money by reducing 
Medicaid costs and premature births, but more 
importantly, it is a program that saves lives by 
reducing infant mortality and late fetal death. 

The conference report also addresses the 
issue of cereals containing fruit in the WIC 
Program by directing the Agriculture Depart
ment to submit a report on the issue to the ap
propriate committees by December 31, 1991. 
This request is similar to one I made to Sec
retary Madigan in August. I fully support this 
effort to correct the contradictory practice of 
preventing WIC participants from redeeming 
their coupons for cereals containing fruit, while 
simultaneously encouraging these same indi
viduals to consume more fruit as a means of 
improving their diet. It is my hope that this re
port from the Department will offer a plan for 
resolving this issue as soon as possible, and 
I support the Appropriations Committee's ef
forts. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, although 
I have serious concerns about the amount of 
Federal subsidies in the agriculture appropria
tions conference report, I would like to express 
my support for the Supplemental Food Pro
gram for Women, Infants and Children [WIC]. 

At a time when budget deficits are sending 
shock waves through the economy, it is crucial 
that Congress cut wasteful spending, such as 
crop subsidies, at every available opportunity. 
This bill contains $7.8 billion in Federal crop 
subsidies. 

I would like to point out, however, that the 
conference report increases spending for the 
very successful WIC Program. Earlier this 
year, I wrote the agriculture appropriations 
conferees to urge their support for full funding 
of WIC. I am pleased that the bill includes 
$2.6 billion for the WIC Program. 

I have long believed WIC is an effective use 
of taxpayers' money. Research conducted by 
the National Bureau of Economic Research, a 
widely respected center of economic analysis, 
shows WIC to be the second most cost-effec
tive program for reducing infant mortality In the 
United States. In fact, the study found WIC to 
be particularly effective in reducing infant mor
tality rates among blacks in the United States, 
who now have rates double those of whites. 

There are few investments of Federal dol
lars as worthwhile as WIC, which results in 
savings in health care and in helping dis
advantaged young children-our future work 
force-reach their full potential. 

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). Without objection, the pre
vious question is ordered on the con
ference report. 

There was no objection. 
The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the previous order of the House, 
the amendments in disagreement are 
considered as having been read. 

The Clerk will designate the first 
amendment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 25: Page 14, line 25, 
strike out "$58,299,000" and insert: 
"$63,978,000". 
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MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER 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 said amendment, insert: 
"$73,979,000". 

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

The motion was agreed to. 

D 1610 
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. 27: Page 15, line 2, 
strike out "$99,000,000" and insert: 
"$100,000,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 27 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed by said amendment, insert: 
"$97,500,000". 

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

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
mer.lt in disagreement. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senate amend
ment numbered 28, 31, 61, 68, 75, 94, 111, 
116, 125, 127, 138, 162, 178, 202, 209, 212 213, 
214, 215, 219, 222, 227, 228, 229, 230, 231, 
232, 234, 235, 236, 237, 239, and 240 be con
sidered en bloc and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MCNULTY). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Ken
tucky? 

There was no objection. 
The text of the various Senate 

amendments referred to in the unani
mous-consent request are as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 28: Page 15, line 2, 
after "$99,000,000" insert: ", of which 
$25,000,000 shall not be available for obliga
tion until September 20, 1992.". 

Senate amendment No. 31: Page 15, line 16, 
strike out all after "amended;" down to and 
including "expenses;" in line 20 and insert: 
"$3,500,000 for higher education graduate fel
lowships grants under section 1417(b)(6) of 
the National Agricultural Research, Exten
sion, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977, a.s 
a.mended (7 U.S.C. 3152(b)(6)), including ad
ministrative expenses; $1,500,000 for higher 
education challenge grants under section 
1417(b)(l) of the National Agricultural Re
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act 
of 1977, as amended (7 U.S.C. 3152(b)(l)), in
cluding administrative expenses;" 
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Senate amendment No. 61: Page 24, line 7, 
after "3109" insert: Provided further, That 
$99,000 of these funds shall be available for a 
field office in Hawaii". 

Senate amendment No. 68: Page 28, line 23, 
strike out all after "regulations" over to and 
including "seq." in line 2 on page 29, and in
sert: Provided further, That funds contained 
herein shall be available for establishing and 
maintaining a National Appeals Division 
provided for under section 426 of the Agricul
tural Act of 1949.". 

Senate amendment No. 75: Page 35, line 24, 
insert: 

The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized 
to construct buildings and related facilities 
on federally owned land in Skagit County, 
Washington, for plant materials purposes: 
Provided, That the the total amount of ex
penditures for the buildings and facilities on 
the site shall be derived from, and shall not 
exceed, the amount of money received from 
the exchange of lands in Skagit County, and 
Bellingham, Washington. 

Senate amendment No. 94: Page 45, line 17, 
"property" insert: Provided, That up to 
$35,000,000 of these funds shall be made avail
able for section 502(g), Deferral Mortgage 
Demonstration". 

Senate amendment No. 111: Page 47, line 
26, after "$250,000,000" insert: Provided, That 
loan funds made available herein shall be 
completely allocated to the States and made 
available for obligation in the first two quar
ters of fiscal year 1992". 

Senate amendment No. 116: Page 48, line 7, 
strike out "guaranteed loans" and insert: 
"unsubsidized guaranteed loans and 
$15,350,000 shall be for subsidized guaranteed 
loans". 

Senate amendment No. 125: Page 48, strike 
out lines 18 to 21 and insert: 

Hereafter, no funds in this Act or any 
other Act shall be available to carry out loan 
programs under the Agricultural Credit In
surance Fund at levels other than those pro
vided for in advance in appropriations Act. 

Senate amendment No. 127: Page 49, line 
11, after "$100,000,000" insert: Provided, That 
none of the fUnds made available in this Act 
may be used to make transfers between the 
above limitations". 

Senate amendment No. 138: Page 52, line 9, 
after "ment" insert: Provided further, That 
$2,000,000 shall be available for grants to 
statewide private, nonprofit public television 
systems in". 

Senate amendment No. 162: Page 56, strike 
out lines 16 to 19, and insert: 

Hereafter, no funds in this Act or any 
other Act shall be available to carry out loan 
programs under the Rural Electrification 
and Telephone Revolving Fund at levels 
other than those provided for in advance in 
appropriations Acts. 

Senate amendment No. 178: Page 59, line 
12, after "office" insert: Provided further, 
That none of the salaries and expenses pro
vided to the Rural Electrification Adminis
tration, and none of the responsibilities as
signed by law to the Administrator of the 
Rural Electrification Administration may be 
reassigned or transferred to any other agen
cy or office". 

Senate amendment No. 202: Page 69, line 
15, strike out "$155,524,000" and insert: "such 
sums as necessary". 

Senate amendment No. 209: Page 72, after 
line 25, insert: 

Section 3 of the Saccharin Study and La
beling Act (21 U.S.C. 348 nt.) is amended by 
striking out "May l, 1992" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "May 1, 1997". 

Senate amendment No. 212: Page 75, line 
11, strike out "The" and insert: "Hereafter, 
the". 

Senate amendment No. 213: Page 75, line 
12, strike out "under this Act" and insert: 
"for the Department of Agriculture". 

Senate amendment No. 214: Page 76, line 
20, strike out "Advances" and insert: "Here
after, advances". 

Senate amendment No. 215: Page 76, line 
21, strike out "in this Act". 

Senate amendment No. 219: Page 77, line 
15, after "Project," insert: "the reserve fund 
for the Grasshopper and Mormon Cricket 
Control Programs,". 

Senate amendment No. 222: Page 77, line 
23, after "Program);" insert: "Office of Inter
national Cooperation and Development, Mid
dle-Income Country Training Program;". 

Senate amendment No. 227: Page 78, line 6, 
after "Administration" insert ": Provided, 
That, hereafter, such appropriations a.re au
thorized to remain available until ex
pended". 

Senate amendment No. 228: Page 78, line 
14, strike out "Notwithstanding" and insert: 
"Hereafter, notwithstanding". 

Senate amendment No. 229: Page 81, line 
14, strike out "Funds provided" and insert: 
"Hereafter, funds appropriated to the De
partment of Agriculture". 

Senate amendment No. 230: Page 81, line 
22, strike out "Provisions" and insert: 
"Hereafter, provisions". 

Senate amendment No. 231: Page 82, line 
11, strike out "Funds provided in this Act" 
and insert: "Hereafter, funds appropriated to 
the Department of Agriculture and the Food 
and Drug Administration''. 

Senate amendment No. 232: Page 84, line 8, 
strike out "When" and insert: "Hereafter, 
the Department of Agriculture, when". 

Senate amendment No. 234: Page 85, after 
line 2, insert: 

SEC. 735. Of the $200,000,000 made available 
for the Market Promotion Program pursuant 
to section 203 (7 U.S.C. 5623) of the Agricul
tural Trade Act of 1978, $70,000,000 shall not 
become available for obligation until Sep
tember 30, 1992. 

Senate amendment No. 235: Page 85, line 
12, strike out "Notwithstanding" and insert: 
''Hereafter, notwithstanding". 

Senate amendment No. 236: Page 85, line 
19, strike out "Funds provided in this Act" 
and insert: "Hereafter, funds appropriated to 
the Department of Agriculture". 

Senate amendment No. 237: Page 86, line 1, 
strike out "The" and insert: "Hereafter, 
the". 

Senate amendment No. 239: Page 86, after 
line 20, insert: 

SEC. 741. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, loan subsidy rates used in carry
ing out loan programs provided for in this 
Act shall not exceed those estimated by the 
Office of Management and Budget and pub
lished in the Budget of the United States 
Government for fiscal year 1992. 

Senate amendment No. 240: Page 86, after 
line 20, insert: 

EXTENSIONS OF PROVISIONS' OF THE HOUSING 
ACT OF 1949 

SEC. 742. (a) RENTAL HOUSING LOAN AU
THORITY.-Section 515(b)(4) of the Housing 
Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1485(b)(4)) is a.mended 
by striking "September 30, 1991" and insert
ing "September 30, 1992". 

(b) MUTUAL AND SELF-HELP HOUSING GRANT 
AND LoAN AUTHORITY.-Section 523(f) of the 
Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1490c(f)) is 
amended by striking "September 30, 1991" 
and inserting "September 30, 1992". 

Section 502(h)(3)(C) of the Housing Act of 
1949 (42 U.S.C. 1472 note) is amended by strik
ing all that follows "rural area" and by in
serting a"." after "rural area". 
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MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER moves that the House 

recede from its disagreement to the 
amendments of the Senate numbered 
28, 31, 61, 68, 75, 94, 111, 116, 125, 127' 138, 
162, 178, 202, 209, 212, 213, 214, 215, 219, 
~~~.m.2~~~m.~a~~~~ 
~6. ~7, 239, and 240, and concur there
in. 

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

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. 34: Page 16, line 1, 
strike out "$17,650,000" and insert 
"$17,391,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER moves that the House re

cede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 34 and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment, 
insert: "$20, 795,000". 

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

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 16, line 13, 
strike out "$412,886,000" and insert: 
"$419, 788,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER. 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 
sum proposed by said amendment, insert: 
"$430, 711,000". 

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

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 16, line 21, 
strike out "$62,529,000" and insert: 
"$60, 769,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. NATCHER 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 
sum proposed by said amendment, insert: 
"$75,270,000". 

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

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. 48: Page 18, line 21, 
strike out "$9,079,000" and insert: 
"$10,397 ,000' '. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 48 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed by said amendment, insert: 
"$11,347,000". 

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

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. 49: Page 18, line 25, 
strike out "$17,253,000" and insert: 
"$17,149,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 49 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed by said amendment, insert: 
"$17, 715,000". 

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

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. 50: Page 19, line 7, 
after "improvements" insert: ": Provided fur
ther, That $500,000 shall be available for a 
grant pursuant to section 1472 of the Na
tional Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3818), in 
addition to other funds available in this ap
propriation for grants under this section" 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 

the Senate numbered 50 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum named in said amendment, insert: 
''$462,000' '. 

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

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. 52: Page 20, line 4, 
strike out "$426,903,000" and insert: 
"$415,987,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 52 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed by said amendment, insert: 
"$430,939,000". 

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

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. 63: Page 25, after 
line 23, insert: 

In fiscal year 1992, $50,000,000 of section 32 
funds shall be used to purchase sunflower 
and cottonseed oil, as authorized by section 
1541 of Public Law 101-624, and such pur
chases shall be used to fac111tate additional 
sales of such oils in world markets. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 63 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter proposed by said amendment, insert: 

In fiscal years 1992 and 1993, section 32 
funds shall be used to promote sunflower and 
cottonseed oil exports to the full extent au
thorized by section 1541 of Public Law 101-624 
(7 U.S.C. 1464 note), and such funds shall be 
used to fac111tate additional sales of such 
oils in world markets .. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana (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 Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
NATCHER]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 
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The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Senate amendment No. 64: Page 26, strike 

out lines 5, 6, and 7 and insert: 
"For expenses necessary to capitalize the 

Laboratory Accreditation Program, 
$600,000,". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER moves that the House re

cede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 64 and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the matter stricken and inserted by 
said amendment. insert: 

"For expenses necessary to recapitalize 
Dairy Graders, $1,250,000, and to capitalize 
the Laboratory Accreditation Program, 
$600,000, making a total of $1,850,000". 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana (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 Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
NATCHER]. 

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 32, strike 
out lines 1 to 13. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER moves that the House re

cede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 70 and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: Re
store the matter stricken by said amend
ment, amended to read as follows: 

Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions 
of this Act, the reimbursement to the Com
modity Credit Corporation for net realized 
losses sustained, but not previously reim
bursed, in fiscal year 1992 shall not exceed 
$7,250,000,000. 

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE FOR 
HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT 

For fiscal year 1922, CCC shall not expend 
more than $3,000,000 for expenses to comply 
with the requirement of section 107(g) of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act, as amend
ed, 42 U.S.C. 9607(g), and section 6001 of the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, as 
amended, 42 U.S.C. 6961: Provided, That ex
penses shall be for operations and mainte
nance costs only and that other hazardous 
waste management costs shall be paid for by 
the USDA Hazardous Waste Management ap
propriation. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana (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 Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
NATCHER]. 

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. 83: Page 42, line 4, 
after "channels" insert ": P;ovided further, 
That not to exceed $10,000,000 of the amount 
appropriated shall be used for water quality 
payments and practices in the same manner 
as permitted under the program for water 
quality which is authorized by section 1439 of 
the Food, Agriculture, Conservation. and 
Trade Act of 1990, such amount to remain 
available until expended for cost-share pay
ments, incentive payments, technical assist
ance and other disbursements as may be de
termined to be needed for this purpose". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 83 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter inserted by said amendment. insert: 

": Provided further, That not to exceed 
$6,750,000 of the amount appropriated shall be 
used for water quality payments and prac
tices in the same manner as permitted under 
the program for water quality authorized in 
chapter 2 of subtitle D of title XII of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838 et 
seq.)". 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana (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 Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
NATCHER]. 

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. 88: Page 44, after 
line 19, insert: 

WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

Wetlands Reserve Program pursuant to sec
tion 1438 of the Food, Agriculture, Conserva
tion, and Trade Act of 1990 (16 U.S.C. 3837), 
$91,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended, to be used for (1) payments for wet
lands easements, either in a lump sum or 
over a period of five to twenty years for per
manent easements, or over a period of five to 
twenty years for wetland easements which 
are not permanent but are, for thirty years 
or the maximum duration allowed under ap
plicable State law; (2) cost-share assistance 
for the cost of carrying out the establish
ment of conservation measures and practices 
as provided for in approved wetland reserve 
program contracts; (3) other appropriate 

cost-share assistance for wetland protection; 
and (4) technical assistance: Provided, That 
this amount shall be transferred to the Com
modity Credit Corporation for use in carry
ing out this program: Provided further, That 
the Secretary is authorized to use the serv
ices, facilities, and authorities of the Com
modity Credit Corporation for the purpose of 
carrying out the program: Provided further, 
That none of the funds made available by 
this Act shall be used to enter in excess of 
98,000 acres in fiscal year 1992 into the Wet
lands Reserve Program provided for herein. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 88 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter inserted by said amendment, insert: 

WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

Wetlands Reserve Program pursuant to sub
chapter C of subtitle D of title XII of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3837), 
$46,357,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That none of the funds 
made available by this Act shall be used to 
enter in excess of 50,000 acres in fiscal year 
1992 into the Wetlands Reserve Program pro
vided for herein: Provided further. That the 
Secretary is authorized to use the services, 
facilities, and authorities of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation for the purpose of carry
ing out the Wetlands Reserve Program. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana (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 Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
NATCHER]. 

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. 103: Page 46, line 9, 
strike out "$308,100,000" and insert: 
"$319,900,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 103 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter stricken and inserted by said amend
ment, insert: "$319,900,000; and in addition 
such sums as may be necessary, as author
ized by section 521(c) of the Act, to liquidate 
debt incurred prior to fiscal year 1992 to 
carry out the Rental Assistance Program 
under section 521(a)(2) of the Act". 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana (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 Indiana? 
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There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
NATCHER]. 

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 47, line 
17, strike out "$509,000,000" and insert 
"$774,000,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 207 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed by said amendment, insert: 
"$488,750,000". 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana (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 Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman form Kentucky [Mr. 
NATCHER]. 

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. 108: Page 47, line 
18, strike out all after "loans," down to and 
including "loans" in line 19 and insert: 
"$1,922,140,000, of which $1,000,000,000 shall be 
for unsubsidized guaranteed loans and 
$182,140,000 shall be for subsidized guaranteed 
loans". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 108 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter stricken and inserted by said amend
ment, insert: "$2,832,140,000, of which 
$1,800,000,000 shall be for unsubsidized guar
anteed loans and $182,140,000 shall be for sub
sidized guaranteed loans". 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana (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 Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
NATCHER]. 

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. 156: Page 56, line 4, 
after "funds" insert": Provided further, That 
no funds appropriated in this Act may be 
used to develop or implement any other test, 
ratio, or criteria to deny or reduce loans or 
loan advances". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER 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 inserted by said amendment, insert 
": Provided further, That no funds appro
priated in this Act may be used to imple
ment any other criteria, ratio, or test to 
deny or reduce loans or loan advances". 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana (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 Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
NATCHER]. 

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. 176: Page 59, line 5, 
strike out all after "than" down to and in
cluding "assistance" in line 7 and insert: 
"$500,000 nor more than $1,500,000 of this ap
propriation shall be expended to provide 
community and economic development tech
nical assistance and programs". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 176 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter stricken and inserted by said amend
ment, insert: "$500,000 nor more than 
$1,000,000 of this appropriation shall be ex
pended to provide community and economic 
development technical assistance and pro
grams". 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana (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 Indiana. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
NATCHER]. 

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. 177: page 59, line 9, 
strike out all after "REA" down to and in
cluding "office" in line 12 and insert "whose 
full time responsibilities are to administer 
such community and economic development 
programs". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 177 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter stricken and inserted by said amend
ment, insert "and whose full-time respon
sibilities are to administer such community 
and economic development programs". 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana (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 Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
NATCHER]. 

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. 184: Page 62, line 
16, atter "1993" insert ", of which up to 
$5,000,000 may be used to carry out the farm
er's market coupon demonstration project". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 184 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum named in said amendment, insert 
"$3,000,000". 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana (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 Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
NATCHER]. 

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. 205: Page 71, strike 
out lines 1 to 21. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NATCHER 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. NATCHER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
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the Senate numbered 205 a.nd concur therein 
with a.n amendment, a.s follows: Restore the 
matter stricken by said amendment, a.mend
ed to read a.s follows: 

SCIENTIFIC ACTIVITIES OVERSEAS 
(FOREIGN CURRENCY PROGRAM) 

For payments in foreign currencies owed 
to or owned by the United States for re
search activities authorized by section 
104(c)(7) of the Agricultural Trade Develop
ment and Assistance Act of 1954, as amended 
(7 U.S.C. 1704(c)(7)), not to exceed $1,062,000: 
Provided, That not to exceed $25,000 of these 
funds shall be available for payments in for
eign currencies for expenses of employment 
pursuant to the second sentence of section 
706(a.) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 
2225), as a.mended by 5 U.S.C. 3109. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana (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 Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
NATCHER]. 

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. 241: Page 86, after 
line 20, insert: 

SEC. 743. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise ma.de available by this Act shall 
be used to issue a final regulation to carry 
out section 214 of Public Law 98-180. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. WHITTEN 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. WHITTEN moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 241 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter inserted by said amendment, insert: 

SEC. 743. The Secretary shall ensure that 
no funds made available to carry out section 
515 of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended, 
shall be used in a manner that differs from 
the Department's policies or practices in ef
fect on July 1, 1991. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempo re. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MCNULTY). The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WHIT
TEN] for 30 minutes. 

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

Mr. Speaker, may I say that I appre
ciate the handling of this bill by the 
vice chairman of the Committee on Ap
propriations, the gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. NATCHER]. 

Mr. Speaker, I think that I should 
say for the RECORD here, in view of the 

information which has been given to 
the membership, that a statement from 
a legislative committee takes prece
dence over what the Committee on Ap
propriations provides. That is abso-
1 utely untrue under all the decisions. 

The law is that money shall be used 
for the purposes for which appro
priated. I want to make that clear, and 
I have had to point that out over and 
over. Section 1301 of title 31 of the 
United States Code provides that ap
propriations shall be applied only to 
the objects for which the appropria
tions are made. We have repeated that 
provision of law as section 726 of the 
bill. 

Both the House and Senate reports 
state there is no money in the bill for 
the proposed Rural Development Ad
ministration. A committee report is 
the best place to determine the inten
tion of the act. 

0 1620 
In the instant case here we have the 

Farmers Home Administrator, who ad
vised us that he was going to do what 
he was told to do. I called his attention 
to the fact that he is going to do what 
he has appropriations to do. If not, we 
will have to make such investigation 
and take such action as should be nec
essary. 

So I want to clear the record by 
pointing out that the law provides that 
money shall be used only for the pur
poses for which appropriated. Any 
statement from any legislative com
mittee telling us what to do becomes 
secondary to what the Congress has 
done through the Appropriations Act. I 
want to make that plain. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I want to 
thank everybody on the subcommittee 
on the House and the Senate side. 
There were 241 Senate amendments 
that we worked out together. We are 
together on this conference agreement. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, agriculture is 
basic to our general economy. I have 
tried to point that out time and time 
again, and it is still true. If we are 
going to come out of this situation 
that we face and avoid a real depres
sion, we are going to have to go back 
to producing. You cannot have $4 or $5 
trillion of obligations outstanding un
less you produce more to handle it. 
You cannot handle it by cutting back. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to say thank you 
to everybody concerned, including the 
staff. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. MYERS] is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I have had the privilege 
of serving with the chairman, the gen
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. WmTTEN] 
for a number of years, 25 in fact. What 
the chairman says is certainly true. 
Often agencies and departments do for-

get the appropriations process, and 
after they get the money they do what 
they want to do with it; but I can tell 
you that under the leadership of our 
chairman, the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. WHITTEN], there comes a 
day of reckoning. If that does happen, 
there will be another day to consider. 

So I certainly want to reiterate and 
support the chairman that this com
mittee is concerned about making sure 
that the wishes of Congress are carried 
out by the various agencies, including 
the Department of Agriculture, so I do 
thank the gentleman for his remarks. 

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

Mr. Speaker, may I say thank you to 
my friend. It is always a pleasure to 
work with him. He always does more 
than his share, and the same goes to 
the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The question is on the mo
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN]. 

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. 

MAKING IN ORDER AT ANY TIME 
ON WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 9, 
1991, OR ANY DAY THEREAFTER, 
CONSIDERATION OF CON
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2942, 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR
TATION AND RELATED AGEN
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1992 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that notwithstand
ing the provisions of clause (2) of rule 
XXVIII, that it be in order at any time 
on Wednesday, October 9, 1991, or any 
day thereafter, to consider the con
ference report, amendments in dis
agreement, and motions to dispose of 
amendments in disagreement, to the 
bill (H.R. 2942), making appropriations 
for the Department of Transportation 
and related agencies for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1992, and for 
other purposes, and that the conference 
report and the Senate amendments be 
considered as read when called up for 
consideration. 

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

There was no objection. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2426, 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AP
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 1992 
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I call up 

the conference report on the bill (H.R. 
2426) making appropriations for mili
tary construction for the Department 
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of Defense for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1992, and for other pur
poses. 

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 
October 3, 1991, at page 25053). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. HEF
NER] will be recognized for 30 minutes, 
and the gentleman from California [Mr. 
LOWERY] will be recognized for 30 min
utes. 

The Chair now recognizes the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. HEF
NER]. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks on the conference report and the 
amendments in disagreement on the 
bill, H.R. 2426, and that I may include 
extraneous and tabular material. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself as much time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference report 
we present to the House today for mili
tary construction and family housing 
appropriations contains agreements on 
about 300 line items. 

Before I summarize the conference 
action, I would like to take this time 
to thank the ranking minority member 
of the Military Construction Sub
committee, Mr. LOWERY, for his co
operation and diligence all year long so 
we can be here today to present this 
conference report to the House. Mr. 
LOWERY has been very helpful in mak
ing this a bipatisan effort. I also want 
to thank all the other members of the 
subcommittee for their bipartisan sup
port, especially our committee chair
man, JAMIE WHITTEN, for his leader
ship. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference agree
ment on H.R. 2426 that we are present
ing to the House provides for $8.56 bil
lion in budget authority of which $759 
million is to fund both rounds of base 
closures and realignments. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference agree
ment is under the President's request 
by $55 million. It is within our commit
tee's section 602 allocations for both 
budget authority and outlays. For 
about 8 years, the military construc
tion program has been at about the 
same level with no growth. In fact, 
when compared to the fiscal year 1985 
level, this bill has experienced 30 per
cent real negative growth. So, the con
ference agreement is not a budget bust
er. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference agree
ment reduces the President's request 

for overseas spending by about $102 
million which represents a reduction of 
about 32 percent. The conference agree
ment also reduces the President's re
quest for NATO infrastructure funds by 
$134 million or 37 percent. In the 10 
years that I have been a member of 
this committee, this committee has 
consistently reduced the President's 
budget request for overseas funding 
and requested our allies share more of 
the burden. I think we have been suc
cessful in this effort. I also believe 
these overseas reductions have been 
prudent actions in light of the changes 
occurring throughout the world and es
pecially in view of the reduced threat 
in Europe and peace initiatives that 
are occurring with the Soviet Union. 

With regard to construction of a new 
base in Italy, the conference agreement 
prohibits the use of unobligated NATO 
infrastructure funds from being used 
for construction of a base to support 
the relocation of the 401st Tactical 
Fighter Wing to Crotone, Italy~ The 
prohibition is identical to last year's 
prohibition which in effect holds up ob
ligating any funds for a year. 

On the domestic side, the conference 
agreement provides more funds than 
were requested by the President for 
base closures and realignments. In ad
dition, the conference agreement ear
marks a floor of $220 million in order to 
help expedite cleanup of closed bases so 
that land can be transferred in a time
ly manner to mitigate or minimize eco
nomic losses. 

The conference agreement also pro
vides $629 million for Guard and Re
serve components which is $61 million 
below last year's level but over the 
President's request. 

The conference adds funds for two of 
the most important quality of life pro
grams in the mill tary-housing and 
medical facilities. For housing, the 
conference agreement is $350 million 
over last year's level and $27 million 
over the President's request. 

The conference agreement provides 
$15,000,000 under the base closure I ac
count to begin initiation of a medical 
center to replace Womack Army Com
munity Hospital at Fort Bragg, NC. 
The facility will serve the second larg
est Army catchment area beneficiary 
population, both active and CHAMPUS 
eligibles. 

With regard to the construction at 
Whiteman Air Force Base for basing of 
the B-2 bomber, the conference agree
ment provides funding of $29,500,000 in
stead of $49,500,000 as requested. The 
conferees also direct the Air Force to 
program its projects consistent with 
the number of funded operational 
planes in the event future procurement 
action limits the number of planes. 

The conference agreement provides 
$43 million for replacement and repair 
of facilities destroyed or damaged by a 
tornado at McConnell Air Force Base, 
KS. 

The agreement provides $11.4 million 
instead of the $36.5 million as requested 
for a trestle replacement at Earle 
Naval Weapons Station, NJ. The dif
ference will be funded by the NATO al
lies. 

The conference agreement provides 
funding in the amount of $132 million 
for ammunition demilitarization facili
ties at four sites-Anniston Army 
Depot, Umatilla Army Depot, Pueblo 
Army Depot and Tooele Army Depot. 

The conference agreement provides 
$80 million for the final phase of fund
ing for the J-6 Large Rocket Test Fa
cility at Arnold Engineering Develop
ment Center, TN. 

The conference agreement applies a 
general reduction of $148 million 
against various accounts. The general 
reduction reflects prior year funded 
projects that are no longer required be
cause of base closure II action. A list of 
those projects follows, for which funds 
have been obligated. The conference re
port makes it clear that the general re
duction is to be applied against these 
projects and not against other funded 
projects. 

The following projects are no longer 
required due to base closure: 
Army: 

Fort Ord, CA: Automated 
Record Fire Range ....... 

Sacramento Army Depot, 
CA: Microwave/Radar 
Maintenance Facility 

Fort Benjamin Harrison, 
IN: 

Fire Station .............. .. 
Learning Research 

Center ...................... . 
Navy: 

Moffett Field Naval Air 
Station, CA: Child Care 
Center ......................... . 

Tustin Marine Corps Air 
Station, CA: Flight 
Line Security Improve-
ments ......................... .. 

Long Beach Naval Sta
tion, CA: Wharf Ut111-
ties Upgrade ............... . 

New London Naval Un
derwater Systems Cen-
ter, CT: 
Electronmagnetic Sys-
tems Laboratory ........ . 

Philadephia Naval Shi~ 
yard: Hazardous and 
Flammable Storage 
Warehouse .................. . 

Warminister Naval Air 
Development Center, 
PA: Aircraft Tech
nologies Laboratory .... 

Exmouth Harold E. Holt 
Naval Communications 
Station, Australia: 
Fire Protection System 

Air Force: 
Williams AFB, AZ: 

Water Supply Complex 
Add to and Alter Flight 

Simulator ................ . 
Base Engineer Complex 
Specialized UPT Maint 

and Ops Support ...... . 
Baker AFB, AR: 

Civil Engineer Shop 
Facility .................. .. 

1 $2,450,000 
1 3,900,000 

21,300,000 

24,300,000 

1 1,000,000 

1 2,350,000 

23,520,000 

1 12,600,000 

1 7,000,000 

210, 770,000 

1 610,000 

1 1,850,000 

240(),000 
22,350,000 

290(),000 

1 2,700,000 
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Convoy Road .............. . 
Water Well and Ele-

vated Storage ......... .. 
Castle AFB, CA: 

Combat Crew Training 
School .................... .. 

Security Police Oper-
ations Facility ........ . 

Standardized Evalua-
tion Center .............. . 

Lowry AFB, CO: Preci
sion Measurement 
Equipment Lab ........... . 

MacDill AFB, FL: 
F-16 Avionics Shop ...... 
Fuels Mobility Support 

Equipment Ware-
house ....................... . 

Upgrade Runway ........ . 
Grissom AFB, IN: 

Wing Headquarters and 
Command Post ........ . 

Renovate Dormitory .. . 
Child Development 

Center ...................... . 
England AFB, LA: 

Add to and Alter Air
craft Corrosion Con-
trol Facility ............ . 

Alter Dormitories ....... . 
Base Supply Complex .. 

Loring AFB, ME: Dor-
mitory ........................ . 

Wurtsmith AFB, MI: Add 
to and Alter Child De
velopment Center ........ 

Myrtle Beach AFB, S.C.: 
Add to and Alter Air
craft Maintenance Unit 
Facilities .................... . 

.--;--pr-,rr.- ~--~Cl-·,·--· - - -· .........-~ ..... 
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150(),000 

1850,000 

23,000,000 

22.000,000 

22,200,000 

Bergstrom AFB, TX: Add 
to Child Development 
Center ......................... . 

Carswell AFB, TX: 
Noise Suppressor Sup-

port Facility ............ . 
Aircraft Parking Apron 

Lighting ................. .. 
Electrical Substation 

Acquisition .............. . 
Hydrant Fueling Sys-

12,400,000 

1650,000 

21,350,000 

2566,000 

25797 
Navy ...................................... 14,290,000 
Air Force .............................. . 
Defense Agencies .................. . 
Air National Guard .............. .. 
Air Force Reserve ................. . 

35,826,000 
11,600,000 

400,000 
500,000 

Total . ... . . . .. ... . .. . .. .. .. . .. . . . .. .. ... 68,216,000 

tem .......................... . 2 9, 700,000 Totals: 

12,200,000 

13,550,000 

1940,000 
27,900,000 

150,000 
22.500,000 

22,000,000 

12,700,000 
13,200,000 
14,100,000 

18,500,000 

2960,000 

12,350,000 

Defense agencies: Philadel
phia Naval Shipyard, PA: 
Medical/Dental/Occupa
tional Health Clinic ........ 

Air National Guard: 
Fort Devens Annex, MA: 

Communications-Elec
tronics Training Com-
plex ............................. . 

Rickenbacker ANGB, OH: 
Alter Fuel System 
Maintenance Dock ...... . 

Air Force Reserve; 
Richards-Gebaur AFRS, 

MO: Jet Fuel Storage 
Complex ...................... . 

Rickenbacker ANGB, OH: 
Add/Alter Facilities for 

Conversion ............... . 
Add/ Alter Hangar 
Alter Fuel Mainte-

nance Dock .............. . 
1 Fiscal year 1990: 

Army .................................... .. 
Navy .................................... .. 
Air Force .............................. . 
Air National Guard ............... . 
Air Force Reserve ................. . 

Total .................................. . 

2Fiscal year 1991: 

211,600,000 

13,000,000 

2400,000 

12,350,000 

11,450,000 
16,800,000 

2500,000 

$6,350,000 
23,560,000 
36,540,000 
3,000,000 

10,600,000 

80,050,000 

Army .. .... .. .. .. .. .. .... .. .. .. .. .. ... ..... 5,600,000 

Army ..................................... . 
Navy ..................................... . 

11,950,000 
37,850,000 

Air Force .. . .. . . . . . .. .. .. .... ... . .. .. ... 72,366,000 
Defense Agencies .................. . 
Air National Guard ............... . 
Air Force Reserve ................. . 

11,600,000 
3,400,000 

11,100,000 

Total ................................... 148,266,000 

I want to assure the Members of this 
House that this bill is a bipartisan ef
fort. The bill cuts overseas programs, 
it provides sufficient funds to keep 
base closures on track. It increases the 
amount for quality of life projects that 
contribute to retention of our service 
men and women. It provides funds for 
revitalizing an aging physical plant 
which is, on the average, over 50 years 
of age. I urge Members to support the 
conference report. 

At this point, I reserve the balance of 
my time and submit for the RECORD a 
comparative statement of budget au
thority. 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, FY 1992 (H.R. 2428) 

Miiitary conlltrudlon, Alrrff 1 / ········-··--··-···· ................................. . 
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Homeowners Aa11tanc9 Fund, Def9nM ......................................... .. 
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Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield myself as much time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, first I would like to 
thank the chairman of the Military 
Construction Subcommittee, the gen
tleman from North Carolina, for his 
leadership and diligence in bringing 
this bill to conference. 

There are many changes taking place 
in the world today, and this bill re
flects those changing realities. As the 
chairman, the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. HEFNER} stated, we re
solved over 300 differences. We are pre
senting to the House a conference re
port which is balanced and fair. 

The conference agreement on H.R. 
2426 contains $7.8 billion for military 
construction and family housing. Also 
included is $658.6 million for continued 
funding of the 1988 base closures and 
$100 million for the 1991 base closures. 

When combined, the total appropria
tion is $8.56 billion. This is within our 
602(b) allocation and below the budget 
request by $55.7 million. In addition, it 
is important my colleagues understand 
that al though we are moving the ap
propriation bill prior to completion of 
the authorization conference, the 
projects included in this bill will be 
subject to that authorization. 

Mr. Speaker, an issue that has con
tinued to prompt much debate is the 
relocation of the 401st Tactical Fighter 
Wing from Torrejon, Spain, to Crotone, 
Italy. The conference report before the 
House includes a provision which pro
hibits U.S. contributions to the NATO 
infrastructure account for the con
struction of Crotone for another year. 
It is important that my colleagues re
alize the United States has committed 
$46 million, based on current exchange 
rates, toward the construction of the 
runway and utilities. It is the con
ferees' understanding that this con
struction, which began last summer, 
has experienced delays and will not be 
complete until February 1993. While 
the language in the conference report 
does not impact this $46 million, it 
does prohibit the United States from 
committing itself any further during 
fiscal year 1992. 

D 1630 
The conferees have expressed support 

for a minimum cost barebones base at 
Crotone and it is our intention to re
visit this issue next year. 

Mr. Speaker, this conference report 
looks very similar to those which have 
overwhelmingly passed the House the 
past few years. We have provided funds 
in support of weapon systems, taken 
care of quality of life projects, reduced 
funding for construction overseas, in
creased funding for the Guard and Re
serves, and provided the necessary 
funds to implement base closures. It is 
a good agreement and one which de
serves the support of my colleagues. 

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

Pennsylvania [Mr. MCDADE], a ranking 
member of the full Committee on Ap
propriations. 

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague for yielding to me, and I 
will be very, very brief. I want to com
mend my friend, the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. HEFNER], chair
man of the Subcommittee on Military 
Construction of the Committee on Ap
propriations, and the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LOWERY], for doing a 
superb job on a very important and dif
ficult bill. They had an enormous num
ber of disagreements with the Senate, 
over 300 line items, and they have re
solved all of them. They have taken 
care of the quality-of-life issues which 
have been referred to, that are the life
line of the troops of this Nation, the 
men and women who serve in the 
Armed Forces. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a lifeline that leads 
to retention, to morale, to all of those 
things that are so important to a well
performing and well-rounded group 
who serve this country at home and 
abroad. 

They have done a superb job in meet
ing them. 

Mr. Speaker, they have done some
thing else that needs the House's at
tention. They found the money to in
clude $43 million to replace and repair 
damaged facilities at McConnell Air 
Force Base, which was hit by a tornado 
in April. They did not wait for a sup
plemental. They found the money in 
the bill. I congratulate them for doing 
so. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is clearly with
in the section 602(b) allocation. I have 
no hesitancy in recommending that it 
be adopted by the House. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Speak er, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
ranking majority member of the sub
committee, the gentleman from Arkan
sas [Mr. ALEXANDER]. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I rise in support of 
this conference report. 

I want to give particular attention to 
an amendment I offered. That amend
ment includes language which has one 
single purpose: to make clear that Con
gress intends for the Defense Depart
ment to extend the fullest possible co
operation to groups working to formu
late and implement reuse plans for 
those bases on both the 1988 and 1991 
closure list. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to quote 
the language for the RECORD. 

The conferees intend that the Department 
of Defense and the military departments will 
extend the fullest cooperation to State and 
local governments and to local entities con
stituted to formulate and implement reuse 
plans for military installations scheduled for 
closure under recommendations made pursu
ant to Public Law 100-526 and Public Law 
101-510. 

Eaker Air Force Base in my district 
is one of the bases to be closed. 

That's not good news. 
But, there is good news-the local 

community has banded together to 
market this fine facility, to make it 
home to new businesses and industries. 

I recently invited my friend Fred 
Smith, president and chief executive 
officer of Federal Express, on a tour of 
the base to explore the potential for es
tablishing a heavy maintenance facil
ity-and we have high hopes that some
day aircraft of FedEx will replace the 
aircraft of the Air Force. 

We are confident that good things 
will happen at Eaker-but we need a 
little cooperation from our friends-
over across the river in the Pentagon. 

In meeting with community leaders 
working on this reuse project, it was 
reported to me that they were facing a 
maze of redtape and formidable bureau
cratic roadblocks in their efforts to 
market this base. 

Let me set out just a few examples: 
Requests for even the most routine 

information is being bounced from 
place to place, when those decisions 
should be made quickly as the local 
base level. 

The square footage of a building or 
information on the water treatment 
plant does not involve national secu
rity, and requests for such information 
should not have to go through so many 
hands. 

In industrial recruitment, time is of 
the essence. 

Recently, an industrial prospect 
wanted a tour of the base, but only 
gave local officials a 24-hour notice. 
The request for the tour was turned 
down by base officials and the local 
reuse committee was told 5 days ad
vance notice was required. 

Space on the base was denied to me 
when I wanted to send a member of my 
Washington staff to Eaker to meet 
with civilian employees about to lose 
their jobs. The visit had on purpose: To 
see if my office could assist these con
stituents in facing this traumatic situ
ation. 

The Air Force first said that space 
could not be provided because such vis
its were of a partisan political nature. 

I was shocked at such a characteriza
tion. I remain shocked and will con
tinue to press this issue until I have 
the answers I want. 

As a result of this decision my staff 
member had to change locations on 
each of the 3 days he met with civilian 
employees. 

He met with these constituents, not 
for partisan political purposes, but to 
offer a helping hand to people facing a 
major disruption in their lives. 

Mr. Speaker there are other exam
ples-but the end result is the same. 
For whatever reason, the Pentagon has 
apparently decided that it's business as 
usual at these bases. 

Well, I'm here to tell them, it's not 
business as usual. 

The closure of Eaker Air Force Base 
will cause major economic disruption 
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and deeply affect the lives of many, 
many people. 

We have accepted the closure of the 
base and are looking to the future. But, 
to succeed in our efforts, to ensure the 
future, we must have the cooperation 
of the Pentagon. 

The reuse efforts will succeed, but 
they will succeed more rapidly if they 
are not choked by redtape and hindered 
by bureaucratic roadblocks. 

These obstructions aren't what we 
need. 

What we need is a little help from 
our friends-and this language will en
sure that we get it. 

I have today written to Air Force 
Secretary Donald Rice and to the com
mander at Eaker Air Force Base in
forming them of this action-and ask
ing that they comply. 

I can assure you that I will be in 
close touch with the situation in the 
days and weeks ahead. 

[The letters referred to are as fol
lows:] 

CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING, 
Washington, DC, September 9, 1991. 

Hon. DONALD B. RICE, 
Secretary, Department of the Air Force, The 

Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Enclosed is a copy of 

a memorandum transmitted to the president 
of AFGE Local 2840 which represents civilian 
employees at Eaker AFB, AR. As you know, 
this facility is slated for closure pursuant to 
the recommendations of the Commission on 
Base Closure and Realignment. 

During visits to Blytheville, AR where the 
base is located I have been approached on 
several occasions by civilian employees and 
representatives of the union requesting that 
my office make someone available for one
on-one meetings with employees who will be 
dislocated by the base closure. Naturally, I 
am anxious to do whatever I can to ease the 
transition of affected employees through this 
difficult period and am more than willing to 
accommodate this request. 

During the period August 26-29 a member 
of my staff traveled to Blytheville to meet 
with interested employees and provide infor
mation and guidance on relocation and re
training assistance which could be provided 
by the Federal Government. Unfortunately, 
by that time it had become apparent that 
the Air Force was going to do whatever it 
could to complicate this effort by refusing to 
permit any room on the base to be used for 
this purpose. Moreover, the Union President 
was denied his request to use administrative 
leave allocated to the union to assist in 
these meetings. The rationale for this deci
sion was that the visit of my staff was of a 
"partisan political nature". 

This characterization of my stafrs mission 
to Eaker is without any foundation or basis 
in fact. Prior to the visit, the base command
er's office and the civilian personnel office 
both received assurances that no political 
activities would be involved. Nevertheless, 
on August 28-while my staff was meeting 
with civilian employees at a location off 
base-the enclosed memorandum was deliv
ered to the union president. It strongly in
sinuates that, notwithstanding my assur
ances to the contrary, partisan political ac
tivity was expected to be a part of this visit. 

Base employees who participated in these 
meetings can assure you that the subject 
matter addressed related to base closure and 

reemployment issues. Any assertion to the 
contrary is repudiated in fact and truth. 

My staff has requested Mr. Bernie Josten 
of the Air Force Budget Office for the name 
of the person who determined that this ac
tivity was partisan and, accordingly, denied 
us the use of a room at the base. Addition
ally, I want to know the precise justification 
for such a determination-including a defini
tion of what constitutes partisan political 
activity and what does not. 

You will be hearing more from me on this 
matter in other venues. I hope to be hearing 
from you soon. 

With kindest regards, I am 
Sincerely, 

BILL ALEXANDER, 
Member of Congress. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
HEADQUARTERS 97TH COMBAT SUP
PORT GROUP (SAC), 

Eaker Air Force Base, AR, August 28, 1991. 
Subject: Request for Administrative Leave. 
To: John F. Bernier, President Local 2840, 

A.F.G.E., Eaker AFB AR 72317. 
1. Your request for eight hours of adminis

trative leave from the Union's bank of hours 
is denied. 

2. The visit by Congressman Alexander's 
representative has been deemed by Air Force 
authorities to be of a partisan political na
ture. Federal law prohibits the support of 
partisan political activities by federal agen
cies or federal employees. Because of this 
prohibition, it has been determined that base 
facilities could not be extended to the Con
gressman's representative for the proposed 
meetings with base employees. For the same 
reasons, we cannot authorize you official 
government time to assist the Congress
man's representative. This would be agency 
support of partisan political activities, 
which is prohibited. 

3. One hour's administrative leave has been 
granted to any employees wishing to meet 
with the Congressman's representative sole
ly to ensure that all employees are treated 
equitably in requesting an opportunity to 
meet with the representative. This was au
thorized to preclude some employees being 
allowed extended lunch hours at varying 
times, while others were required to take an
nual leave. Your request was for eight hours 
to directly assist the representative in his 
activities, which is an entirely different 
matter. 

4. You are free to take annual leave to pur
sue you duties as Union Local President in 
relation to the Congressman's representative 
visit. Your attention is directed to the prohi
bitions in the Hatch Act against partisan po
litical activity by Federal government em
ployees and you are specifically cautioned 
against becoming involved in soliciting votes 
for Congressman Alexander while assisting 
his representative. 

BARBARA FARMER, 
Employee Relations Specialist. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. COLEMAN]. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman for the fine 
job they have done and rise in support 
of the conference report on H.R. 2426 
and thank the chairman for all of his 
fine efforts on behalf of Fort Bliss, TX. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of the conference report on H.R. 2426, 
military construction appropriations 
for fiscal year 1992. I would like to 
commend my subcommittee chairman, 

BILL HEFNER, for his diligence in bring
ing this report to the floor. It is a 
pleasure to work with him and all of 
my distinguished colleagues on this 
subcommittee. I also want to thank 
the subcommittee staff for their hard 
work in working out the details of the 
bill and the accompanying report. 

The bill contains projects vital to the 
morale, recruitment, and retention of 
U.S. military personnel across the 
country and around the world. Not 
only does the bill relate to new mili
tary construction projects but also 
contains provisions important to di
verse items such as weapons systems, 
environmental concerns, family hous
ing, child care centers, and educational 
needs of military families. 

Of special concern to my congres
sional district are barracks moderniza
tion projects at Fort Bliss, TX. The De
partment of Defense has omitted mili
tary construction and family housing 
projects for Fort Bliss in the past sev
eral years. Barracks on the post are 
World War II vintage and clearly sub
standard. As Congress considers the de
fense needs of our country, these 
projects will enhance the quality of 
life, morale, and retention of a well
trained, volunteer Army. 

Fort Bliss is home of the U.S. Army 
Air Defense Artillery Center, and its 
soldiers gained international fame dur
ing the Persian Gulf war because of its 
patriot-trained units. Clearly, the air 
defense mission in the U.S. postwar 
military strategy will increase, and 
Fort Bliss' roll will be enhanced. I 
therefore believe it is critical to go for
ward with a barracks modernization 
program at this post, and the projects 
contained in the bill will complement 
this plan. 

Unfortunately, and without apparent 
reason, the Department of Defense has 
included no monies for Fort Bliss in its 
1992 budget submission for the Army. I 
am appreciative of the assistance of 
the subcommittee in adding the two 
barracks projects. The projects were 
authorized by the House Committee on 
Armed Services, and I also want to 
thank Chairman SCHROEDER and Chair
man ASPIN for their assistance with 
this matter. 

The subcommittee also recommended 
a deficiency allowance to cover funding 
shortfalls for prior year barracks mod
ernization projects at Fort Bliss. 

In closing, I wish to again thank the 
conference committee for its consider
ation of these important matters, and I 
urge my colleagues to support the re
port. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER]. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this 
Member would like to take this time to 
thank the distinguished chairman of 
the Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Military Construction, the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. HEFNER], the 
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ranking minority member on that sub
committee, the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. LOWERY], 
the distinguished chairman of the Ap
propriations Committee, the gen
tleman from Mississippi tMr. WHITTEN], 
and the ranking minority member of 
the Appropriations Committee, the dis
tinguished gentleman from Pennsyl va
nia [Mr. MCDADE], for their assistance 
in expediting this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I think too infrequently 
we Members, who are not on the Com
mittee on Appropriations, too infre
quently do we express our appreciation 
to the members of the Committee on 
Appropriations for the hard work and 
the many, many hours that they take 
in listening to people from around the 
country, and Members of Congress ex
pressing their interests and concerns, 
and I want to commend them for all 
the time they take and for the excel
lent product that they brought us 
today. 

D 1640 
Specifically, this Member would like 

to thank the committee and sub
committee for recognizing the needs of 
the Nebraska Army National Guard by 
providing nearly $12 million in funding 
for construction projects throughout 
Nebraska. In this Member's congres
sional district the conferees provided 
$6.6 million for the construction of new 
barracks at Camp Ashland. Camp Ash
land serves as the noncommissioned of
ficer academy for Guard members from 
an 11-State region. The Nebraska 
Guard's Officer Candidate School is 
also located at Camp Ashland. In addi
tion, individual Guard units routinely 
visit the camp to engage in 2- or 3-day 
field training exercises. These new bar
racks, when coupled with the existing 
wooden barracks, will result in as 
many as 700 troops being billeted at 
Camp Ashland. 

Furthermore, this Member com
mends the conferees for approving 
funding for a new warehouse and fiscal 
office in Lincoln, NE, in the amount of 
$2.3 million. This funding will enable 
the Nebraska Army Guard to replace 
its outdated warehouse with a new 
more efficient facility. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Maine [Mr. ANDREWS] 
for a colloquy. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Speak
er, I would like to engage the distin
guished chairman, the gentleman from 
North Carolina, in a colloquy concern
ing the severe environmental problems 
we face at many bases slated for clo
sure. Earlier this year, Congressman 
PANETrA, the distinguished chairman 
of the House Budget Committee, and I 
were joined by 33 other House Members 
in writing to the committee in support 
of increasing funding for the cleanup of 
bases named for closure in rounds I and 
II of the base closure process. The Pen-

tagon had informed us that they need- there to answer their Nation's call in 
ed $413 million in fiscal year 1992 for time of military need. Well, now these 
this job. In my State of Maine, for ex- · communities are facing their own time 
ample, Loring Air Force Base alone has of great need, and unless they have the 
42 individual sites requiring environ- full support and cooperation of the 
mental work. The Defense Department Federal Government, they could be fac
estimated in July that the restoration ing severe economic hardship. 
will require $52 million next year and The time to begin assisting these 
over $300 million to complete at communities is now, and that must 
Loring. begin by cleaning up each and every 

Mr. HEFNER. I appreciate the Con- base that is scheduled to be closed. The 
gressman's concerns. The committee is communities that are facing the great 
fully committed to funding the cleanup challenge of economic redevelopment 
of all base closure sites. The Depart- should not be further hampered by a 
ment of Defense, however, has not been Federal Government that is unwilling 
forthcoming in its explanation of its to clean up its own mess quickly and 
cost requirements or in providing the completely. 
committee with a plan for the orderly Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
restoration of these bases. minute to the gentleman from Dela-

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Chair- ware [Mr. CARPER]. 
man, I note that the committee pro- Mr. CARPER. Mr. Speaker, shortly 
vided $220 million for cleanup at round after I was elected to the House of Rep
! bases, but did not provide additional resentatives in 1982, I visited the Dover 
funding for restoration at bases in Air Force Base in the central part of 
round II. The Department of Defense our State. During the course of that 
requested only $100 million for all visit I spent some time at our childcare 
round II base closure activities next center there. I saw a center that was 
year, far short of the $197 million the well run, with children that were well 
Pentagon recently told us are needed cared for and tended to. I also saw a 
for the environmental work alone. center 8 years ago that was literally 
What is the committee's intent for busting at the seams. 
funding restoration at round II bases in Several years later we are in the 

midst of the Desert Shield/Desert fiscal year 1992? 
Mr. HEFNER. 1 appreciate the gen- Storm buildup. I revisited the bases I 

tleman from Maine's inquiry. The com- have visited throughout the years, and 
I found a base whose workload had dou

mittee intends that the $100 million al- bled and tripled and then quadrupled as 
located for base closure activities be opposed to peacetime. I visited the 
made available primarily for environ- same childcare center, and if I thought 
mental restoration. The committee 1 had seen a busy, busting at the seams 
also directs the gentleman's attention childcare center in 1983, I want to tell 
to the fact that the Defense Environ- my colleagues that by 1990 the situa
mental Restoration Account Program, tion was far worse. we had over 200 
which is not funded by this committee, families waiting, trying to get their 
is also responsible for funding the children into that childcare center and 
cleanup work at these sites in fiscal not having the opportunity to do that. 
year 1992. Mr. Speaker, this bill provides for an 

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Is it correct extension and expansion of the 
that the President requested $69 mil- childcare center, the first one we had 
lion be funded as part of this account at our base for a long, long time. 
for base closure round II sites? I just want to say to the gentleman 

Mr. HEFNER. Yes; $69 million was from North Carolina [Mr. HEFNER], to 
identified for this purpose. Beginning everyone on the subcommittee, to the 
in fiscal year 1993, however, the com- gentleman from California [Mr. Low
mittee expects the Department of De- ERY], everybody who has played a role 
fense to fully fund environmental in making this expansion of our center 
cleanup in its budget submission as a possibility, how much the families of 
part of the base closure account for the Dover Air Force Base appreciate 
round II, which is part of the military the support that they have shown for 
construction budget. We look forward this. 
to seeing their justification of this pro- Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
gram and the Department's plan for en- Speaker, I have no further requests for 
vironmental work at these bases. time. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Speak- Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
er, I greatly appreciate the explanation minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
of the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. EDWARDS]. 
[Mr. HEFNER] and his commitment to Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. Mr. Speak
the restoration of base closure sites. er, I rise in strong support of the con
We have been through a very difficult ference report on H.R. 2426, the mili
and painful process of identifying mili- tary construction appropriations bill 
tary bases across the United States for fiscal year 1992. This measure con
that will permanently close. The pain tains many important provisions relat
and difficulty comes from the hardship ing to enhancing the quality of life for 
that these closings will cause the com- our military personnel. 
munities in which they are located, I want to give special thanks to 
communities who for years have been Chairman HEFNER and the ranking mi-
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nority member, Mr. LOWERY, for ac
cepting my amendment to provide an 
additional $15 million in barracks ren
ovation at Fort Hood, in my district. 
Fort Hood will be gaining over 12,000 
troops as a result of the base realign
ment process, and new housing for sol
diers is very much needed. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud that Fort 
Hood sent 25,000 troops to fight for our 
country in Desert Storm. We have wel
comed our soldiers home with parades 
and yellow ribbons, but now it is time 
to welcome our troops home with ade
quate housing and vital training facili
ties. 

The four projects totaling $46. 7 mil
lion will include renovating 12 bar
racks, building a small arms firing 
range, and completing the consolidated 
maintenance facility for heavy equip
ment and vehicles. I am pleased these 
four projects have received the com
mittee's support and believe our Na
tion's military is well served by their 
funding. 

Mr. Speaker, as our overall troops 
levels are drawn down, keeping high 
quality personnel in the armed services 
becomes absolutely essential. We can
not keep and train first-class troops in 
second-class facilities. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
strong support of H.R. 2426, and vote 
"yes" on final passage to ensure our 
military's infrastructure remains first 
and foremost. 

Mr. PANETIA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of the conference report to accompany 
H.R. 2426, the military construction appropria
tions bill for fiscal year 1992. This is the 7th 
conference report on one of the 13 annual ap
propriations bills to be reported to the House. 

This conference report provides $8.563 bil
lion in total discretionary budget authority and 
$8.433 billion in total discretionary outlays, 
which is $1 million below the 602(b) subdivi
sion for budget authority and $49 million below 
the 602(b) subdivision for outlays, respec
tively, for this subcommittee. 

As chairman of the Budget Committee, I will 
continue to inform the House of the impact of 
all spending legislation. I have provided a 
"Dear Colleague" letter describing how each 
appropriation measure considered so far com
pared to the 602(b) subdivisions for that sub
committee. I will provide similar information 
about the remaining conference agreements 
on the fiscal year 1992 appropriations bills. 

I look forward to working with the Appropria
tions Committee in the future and commend 
the committee for the work they have done in 
adhering to the limits set forth in the budget 
agreement and the 1992 budget resolution. 

[Fact Sheet] 
CONFERENCE REPORT TO ACCOMPANY-

H.R. 2426, MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPRO
PRIATIONS BILL, FISCAL YEAR 1992 (H. REP. 
102-236) 
The House Appropriations Committee filed 

the conference report to accompany H.R. 
2426, the M111tary Construction Appropria
tions Bill for Fiscal Year 1992 on Thursday, 
October 3, 1991. This conference report could 
be considered at any time. 

COMPARISON TO THE 602(B) SUBDIVISION 
The conference report provides $8,563 mil

lion of discretionary budget authority, $1 
million less than the Appropriations budget 
authority 602(b) subdivision for this sub
committee. The bill is $49 million under the 
subdivision total for estimated discretionary 
outlays. A comparison of the bill with the 
funding subdivisions follows: 

COMPARISON TO DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING 
ALLOCATION 

Discretionary ... . 
Mandatory ....... . 

Total ....... . 

[In millions of dollars) 

Military Con
struction appro

priations bill 

BA 

Appropriations 
Committee 

602(b) subdivi
sion 

BA 

8,563 B,433 8,564 8,482 

8,563 ···a:433 ···a:ss4 ···a:482 
BA = New budget authority, 
0 = Estimated outlays. 

PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS 
[In millions of dollars) 

Bill over (+)/ 
under(-) 
committee 

602(b) subdivi
sion 

BA 0 

-1 -49 

-1 -49 

the Senate Numbered 1, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum stricken and inserted by said amend
ment, insert: "$880,820,000". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. HEFNER]. 

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. 3: Page 3, line 5, 
strike out "$848,429,000" and insert: 
"$878,211,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HEFNER 
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HEFNER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the Amendment of 
the Senate Numbered 3, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum stricken and inserted by said amend
ment, insert: "$883,859,000". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Military Construction: 
Army ......................................................................... . 
Navy ......................................................................... . 
Air Forte ................................................................... . 

842 
827 
912 
725 
225 

question is on the motion offered by 
168 the gentleman from North Carolina 
137 [Mr. HEFNER]. 

Defense agencies .................... .......... ....................... . 
1 ~j The motion was agreed to. 

NATO infrastructure ......... ........................................ . 
Family Housing: 

Army .....••.........•..••.....•..••.••..........................•............. 
Navy and Marine Corps ...•............•........................... 
Air Forte ................................................................... . 

Base closure account ....................................................... . 

1,557 
902 

1,075 
759 

56 

1,066 
447 
673 

91 

The House Appropriations Committee or
dered reported the Committee's subdivision 
of budget authority and outlays in House Re
port 102-180. These subdivisions are consist
ent with the allocation of spending respon
sibility to House committees contained in 
House Report 102-69, the conference report to 
accompany H. Con. Res. 121, Concurrent Res
olution on the Budget for Fiscal Year 1992, as 
adopted by the Congress on May 22, 1991. 

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

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I, too, 
have no further requests for time, I 
yield back the balance of my time, and 
I move the previous question on the 
conference report. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the amendments in dis
agreement are considered as having 
been read. 

The Clerk will designate the first 
amendment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate Amendment No. 1: Page 2, line 10, 
strike out "$877,585,000" and insert: 
"$798, 770,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HEFNER 
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HEFNER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the Amendment of 

0 1650 
The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 

MCNULTY). The Clerk w111 designate 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate Amendment No. 5: Page 3, line 24, 
strike out "$1,129,420,000" and insert: 
''$967,570,000'' . 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HEFNER 
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HEFNER 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 stricken and inserted by said amend
ment, insert: "$1,005,954,000, provided, that 
the certification requirements specified in 
section 210 of title 23 of the United States 
Code, shall not apply in the case of the ren
ovation of the Suitland Parkway as a defense 
access road for Andrews Air Force Base, 
Maryland" . 

Mr. LOWERY of California (during 
the reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that the motion be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
point of order against one section of 
the amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman will state his point of order. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, in the 
amendment there is $6 million for the 
renovation of the Suitland Parkway, 



October 8, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 25803 
and I make the point of order against 
that language that it is not germane to 
the legislation, and that the language 
contained includes legislation in an ap
propriation bill and is, therefore, not 
eligible for consideration by the House. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, may I be 
heard on the point of order? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will hear the gentleman. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, we under
stand the rules of the House and we re
alize that the gentleman's point is well 
taken, but this is purely technical. It is 
not controversial, and I would ask that 
the gentleman reconsider his point of 
order and withdraw it. There is no con
troversy about it, and this is some
thing that needs to be done. We cannot 
elaborate on it because there are some 
bits of it that have to do with national 
security. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, under 
my point of order I would simply make 
the point that, as I understand it, this 
is one piece of several millions of dol
lars that are being spent on the 
Suitland Parkway. I do not know 
whether there is controversy about it 
or not. I do understand that there has 
been some talk about the nature of this 
as being money to be used for an access 
road. 

I would say to the gentleman that as 
nearly as I can tell, it is not an over
riding emergency, and that through 
the point of order we can save $6 mil
lion of spending, and so I would insist 
upon my point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The point of order is con
ceded and sustained. The motion is not 
germane to Senate amendment No. 5. 

SUBSTITUTE MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HEFNER 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
substitute motion. 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HEFNER 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 stricken and inserted by said amend
ment, insert: "$1,005,954,000". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I take this oppor
tunity simply to inquire about several 
other things that are in the amend
ment. I notice that we have some $24 
million, if I add it up correctly, in this 
amendment going to overseas facili
ties. We have had quite a few eloquent 
speeches on the floor in recent weeks 
and months indicating that the money 
we are spending overseas for our mili
tary presence there is in fact wasteful 
spending and should not be permitted 
to go forward, that in fact we ought to 
be withdrawing that money and not en
hancing it. Obviously the committee 
has come to a different conclusion than 
some of the Members who have waxed 
eloquent on the floor in that respect. 

I am just wondering whether or not 
the committee could offer some jus
tification for these airfield pavements 
in one case, a child development center 
in another case, a tower and radar ap
proach facility, and in another case a 
dedicated aircraft support system, and 
in yet another case in Canada there is 
also a forward operating locations and 
disbursement operating base. This 
seems to fly in the face of some of the 
things we have heard a lot of discus
sion on the floor about, and I simply 
ask as a point of information whether 
or not there is some justification for 
this spending, in light of everything we 
have been hearing in recent weeks. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would yield, we eliminated 
funding of $20. 7 million for the only 
project in Canada, so the gentleman is 
not correct. 

We have cut overseas programs by 
more than one-third. I could not agree 
with the gentleman more about cutting 
overseas programs. I have, along with 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
LOWERY], fought very hard to get more 
burden sharing from NATO and from 
our allies. 

We cut overseas projects by a third. 
We made dramatic cuts, but there are 
some projects that we felt should be 
funded. It is legitimate funding, and I 
think we have done a good job. We are 
going to continue to make cuts over
seas. 

This is a responsible bill, and the 
things that we have funded here are 
necessary. I would ask the gentleman 
to read pages 14 and 15 of the con
ference report concerning Canada and 
Lajes Air Field in Portugal. Some folks 
would like to cut it all, and I would 
like to cut it all, too, but I think we 
have acted in a responsible way in this 
bill. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, further 
reserving the right to object, do I un
derstand we are cutting the overseas 
funding by a third based upon this 
year's spending? In this bill it will be 
one-third lower than it was in fiscal 
year 1991? 

Mr. HEFNER. Based on the Presi
dent's request, and we are lower than 
last year's level for overseas programs. 

Mr. WALKER. In other words, you 
cut the President's request by one
third? 

Mr. HEFNER. Yes. 
Mr. WALKER. How much lower are 

we, then, in this year's spending? 
Mr. HEFNER. On a percentage? 
Mr. WALKER. Well, either way. If we 

are reducing spending in this area, how 
much below the spending for 1991 are 
we in 1992? 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I cannot 
give the gentleman a percentage, but I 
can just go back to my opening state
ment. In the last several years we have 
experienced negative growth in mili
tary construction. We have been stag
nant in the past 6 years on military 

construction, and what we have done is 
to attempt to improve the quality of 
life for our forces. I would remind the 
gentleman also that we have had in ef
fect a moratorium. We have gotten fur
ther and further behind on family 
housing ·and on things that are so im
portant. 

The gentleman has mentioned many 
times himself, that we need to support 
our All-Volunteer Force and the people 
for retention in the Armed Forces, as 
well as the men who operated so admi
rably in the Persian Gulf. I agree with 
the gentleman. This is one of the areas 
of defense where I think we should ab
solutely have more money, but we have 
had to operate under strict budget re
strictions, and we have had just so few 
dollars. In some cases we have our 
troops operating the highest techno
logical equipment in the world, and 
they are living in World War II facili
ties. That also applies to Europe, 
speaking about some of the living fa
cilities we have there. 

Mr. WALKER. Further reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Speaker, I am not 
at all questioning the work of the com
mittee in its attempt to try to do what 
is right. My point is simply juxtaposed 
against what we have been hearing 
here in the House. It seems to me the 
committee has come to a somewhat 
different conclusion than some of our 
colleagues who have come to the House 
floor recently and suggested we can 
pull virtually all the money out of Eu
rope and consequently save the tax
payers that amount of money. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, I am not speak
ing for our colleagues who have come 
to the floor and made that proposition. 
I have made the proposition to the 
House that we have done a good job on 
military construction. We have done 
our best to add to the quality of life in 
support of our All-Volunteer Military 
Force and our men and women who op
erated so admirably in the Persian 
Gulf. 

This committee, I believe, has done 
what I consider to be a good job for our 
men and women in the service. 

Mr. WALKER. Further reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Speaker, I am not 
questioning the gentleman on that 
point at all. In my view, the committee 
has done a pretty decent job here, and 
I was just interested to know how far 
below--

Mr. HEFNER. It is an excellent job. 
Mr. WALKER. I will characterize it 

in my way, and the gentleman may 
characterize it in his way. 

For instance-and this goes beyond 
the scope of the amendment before us-
when I go down to amendment No. 9, 
for example, I find that we are appro
priating $225 million for the North At
lantic Treaty Organization instead of 
$158 million, as proposed by the House. 
They went instead to a figure closer to 
the Senate-passed figure. That is a sub-



25804 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 8, 1991 
stantial increase that was accepted by 
the conferees in this report. 

Then I look over here and I find these 
millions of dollars in spending in the 
amendment before us now, amendment 
No. 5. My only point is that it seems to 
me that this committee in its wisdom 
and its responsibility to do the right 
thing by our military forces has in fact 
indicated that some continued pres
ence in the European theater, and par
ticularly in the NATO theater, is in 
fact a reality and is going to be a long
term reality in this country; otherwise 
we would not be making the kind of in
vestments that are envisioned in this 
particular amendment. 

I happen to think that that is prob
ably worthwhile, but it certainly flies 
in the face of statements of numerous 
of our colleagues who have suggested 
to us that a total pullout from NATO 
and a total pullout of U.S. Forces from 
Europe should be countenanced in the 
near future as a way of saving money. 

D 1700 
Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 

Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WALKER. I will be glad to yield 

to the gentleman from California. 
Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 

Speaker, as the gentleman knows, on 
page 13 of the conference report there 
is a list of projects. Let me just run 
through them very briefly. 

Thule Air Base, Greenland. It is some 
$12. 7 million for a second phase upgrade 
of the airfield pavement. That is a very 
hostile environment, as the gentleman 
knows, up there, from a climate stand
point. The airfield is the main supply 
line for all items arriving at Thule Air 
Base and is the only means of transpor
tation in or out for 10 months of the 
year. 

Mr. WALKER. Further reserving my 
right to object and reclaiming my time 
for a moment, I assume we are doing 
that because we figure that we are 
going to have some long-term presence 
at the Thule Air Force Base. Is that 
right? 

Mr. LOWERY of California. If the 
gentleman will yield further, we will 
indeed. I am not aware of Thule being 
on anyone's list for closure. It is ex
tremely important for our missions in 
the North Atlantic, and that is an in
stallation that will remain open. 

Anderson Air Force Base in Guam, 
this is for a child development center. 
Anderson is becoming increasingly im
portant. That is not a foreign base. 
Guam is a U.S. territory. With the 
closing of Clark Air Force Base in the 
Philippines, Anderson is going to have 
increasing importance in the future. 

Mr. WALKER. Again, further reserv
ing the right to object, I will go back 
to the point. If we are going to invest 
in the families that are going to be at 
Anderson, I assume that the committee 
is suggesting that we probably are 
going to have a long-term presence at 
Anderson as well .. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. The gen
tleman is correct. Then Lajes Field in 
the Azores, Portugal, that is a control 
tower and radar approach control. 
Lajes is extremely important. Any 
time we have an airlift mission to the 
southern portion of NATO or to the 
Middle East, Lajes has a great deal of 
traffic through it. This control tower 
has not been updated since 1954. 

Mr. WALKER. Reclaiming my time, 
this is an indication that in our own 
national interest, we are probably 
going to be there for some period of 
time to come. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Indeed 
we will be. Finally, at Lakenheath, 
there is an F-15 wing there, and that is 
one, despite the closures and bringing 
back a number of wings out of Europe, 
one that will remain. That is for a fuel 
facility, of $3.6 million. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reclaim
ing my time, I thank the gentleman. 
Again, it seems to me what we are indi
cating by spending that kind of money 
on an upgrade is that in the opinion of 
this committee, and evidently the ex
perts with which you deal, this is an
other facility where we are probably 
going to have a long-term presence, 
and so, therefore, is worth the invest
ment at the present time to assure 
that that upgrade serves our military 
mission, as well as the families of our 
military, in the best possible way in 
those bases where we are going to be 
for a long period of time. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentleman will further 
yield, Secretary Cheney has already 
proposed numerous facilities around 
the world for closure. We are not fund
ing construction at those locations. It 
would make no sense. We are not going 
to be isolationists and pull back from 
commitments everywhere around the 
globe. These are facilities that are very 
key to our defense needs, and that will 
remain open. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reclaim
ing my time, I thank the gentleman 
from California [Mr. LOWERY]. One rea
son for the dialog, and I am very grate
ful to both the chairman and the rank
ing Republican on the committee for 
engaging me in this dialog. I have sim
ply heard suggestions over the last few 
months that there is some 130 to 150 
billion dollars' worth of spending now 
devoted to NATO that could be imme
diately cut, and thereby pay for all 
kinds of good things that Members in 
Congress want to do. 

It seems to me that this is a clear in
dication that while some of that money 
is certainly available to us through 
some kind of burden sharing relation
ships, it is also true in our own na
tional interests, we have some obliga
tions that are long-term obligations, 
and not all of that money can be recov
ered for spending on a host of domestic 
programs. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
committee for their hard work in sort-

ing out which is which, and making 
certain that in this bill that we do 
meet nationally stated priorities. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MCNULTY). Without objection the mo
tion is agreed to. 

There was no objection. 
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 5, line 23, 
after "pended" insert ": Provided, That none 
of the funds appropriated or otherwise avail
able under the North Atlantic Treaty Orga
nization Infrastructure Account in this or 
any other Act may be obligated for planning, 
design, or construction of military facilities 
or family housing to support the relocation 
of the 401st Tactical Fighter Wing to 
Crotone, Italy". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HEFNER 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HEFNER 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 North Carolina 
[Mr. HEFNER]. 

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. 15: Page 7, line 14, 
strike out "$20,800,000" and insert: 
"$22,800,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HEFNER 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HEFNER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 15, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum stricken and inserted by said amend
ment, insert: "$9,700,000". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. HEFNER]. 

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. 19: Page 8, line 10, 
strike out "$182,440,000" and insert: 
"$166,200,000',. 

MOTION BY MR. HEFNER 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HEFNER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 19, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum stricken and inserted by said amend
ment, insert: "$198,440,000". 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. HEFNER]. 

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. 22: Page 8, line 22, 
strike out "$161,583,000" and insert: 
''$163,883,0800' '. 

MOTION BY MR. HEFNER 
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HEFNER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 22, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum stricken and inserted by said amend
ment, insert: "$172,083,000". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. HEFNER]. 

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. 28: Page 14, line 24, 
after "Japan" insert: "and Korea". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HEFNER 
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HEFNER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 28, and concur therein. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. HEFNER]. 

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. 29: Page 17, after 
line 14 insert: 

SEC. 127. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary of the Army 
shall transfer, no later than September 30, 
1992, and without reimbursement, to the Sec
retary of the Interior the real property, in
cluding improvements thereon, consisting of 
500 acres located generally adjacent to 7,600 
acres transferred by section 126 of Public 
Law 101-519. The transferred property shall 
not include a landfill and a sewage pumping 
station that are associated with the oper
ation of Fort Meade, Maryland. 

(b) The Secretary of the Interior shall ad
minister the property transferred pursuant 
to subsection (a) as a part of the Patuxent 
Wildlife Research Center and in a manner 
consistent with wildlife conservation pur
poses and shall provide for the continued use 
of the property by Federal agencies, includ
ing the Department of Defense, to the extent 
that such agencies are using it on the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(c) The Secretary of the Interior may not 
convey, lease, transfer, declare excess or sur-

plus, or otherwise dispose of any portion of 
the property transferred pursuant to sub
section (a) unless approved by law. The Sec
retary of the Interior may enter into cooper
ative agreements and issue special use per
mits for historic uses of the 500 acres: Pro
vided, That they are consistent with all laws 
pertaining to wildlife refuges. 

(d) The description of the property to be 
transferred under this section shall be deter
mined by a survey satisfactory to the Direc
tor of the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service within the Department of the Inte
rior, after consultation with the Department 
of the Army. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HEFNER 
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HEFNER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the Amendment of 
the Senate Numbered 29, and concur therein. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. HEFNER]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the last amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 30: Page 17, after 
line 14, insert: 

SEC. 128. (a) The Secretary of the Army 
shall carry out such repairs and take such 
other preservation and maintenance actions 
as are necessary to ensure that all real prop
erty at Fort Douglas, Utah (including build
ings and other improvements) that has been 
conveyed or is to be conveyed pursuant to 
section 130 of the Military Construction Ap
propriations Act, 1991 (Public Law 101-519; 
104 Stat 2248) is free from natural gas leaks 
and other safety-threatening defects. In car
rying out this subsection, the Secretary 
shall conduct a natural gas survey of the 
property. 

(b) In the case of property referred to in 
subsection (a) that is listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places, the Secretary

(!) shall carry out a structural engineering 
survey of the property; and 

(2) in addition to carrying out the repairs 
and taking the other actions required by 
subsection (a), shall repair and restore such 
property in a manner and to an extent speci
fied by the Secretary of the Interior that is 
consistent with the historic preservation 
laws (including regulations) referred to in 
section 130(c)(2) of the Military Construction 
Appropriations Act, 1991. 

(c)(l) The secretary of the Army, after con
sulting with the Governor of Utah regarding 
the con di ti on of the property referred to in 
subsection (a), shall certify to the Commit
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives that the repairs 
and preservation and maintenance actions 
required by subsection 9a) have been com
pleted. 

(2) The Secretary of the Army and the Sec
retary of the Interior shall jointly certify to 
the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives 
that the repairs and restoration of such 
property has been carried out in accordance 
with the requirements of subsection (b). 

(d) The Secretary of the Army shall com
plete all actions required by this section not 
later than September 30, 1992. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HEFNER 
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HEFNER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the Amendment of 
the Senate numbered 30, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: in lieu of the 
matter inserted by said amendment, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 128. (a) The Secretary of the Army 
shall carry out such repairs and take such 
other preservation and maintenance actions 
as are necessary to ensure that all real prop
erty at Fort Douglas, Utah (including build
ings and other improvements) that has been 
conveyed or is to be conveyed pursuant to 
section 130 of the Military Construction Ap
propriations Act, 1991 (Public Law 101-519; 
104 Stat. 2248) is free from natural gas leaks 
and other safety-threatening defects. In car
rying out this subsection, the Secretary 
shall conduct a natural gas survey of the 
property. 

(b) In the case of property referred to in 
subsection (a) that is within the boundaries 
of the Fort Douglas National Historic Land
mark, the Secretary-

(!) shall carry out a structural engineering 
survey of the property; and 

(2) in addition to carrying out the repairs 
and taking the other actions required by 
subsection (a), shall repair and restore such 
property (but only to the extent that struc
tural repairs are necessary) in a manner and 
to an extent specified by the Secretary of the 
Interior that is consistent with the historic 
preservation laws (including regulations) re
ferred to in section 130(c)(2) of the Military 
Construction Appropriations Act, 1991. 

(c)(l) The Secretary of the Army, after 
consulting with the Governor of Utah re
garding the condition of the property re
ferred to in subsection (a), shall certify to 
the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives 
that the repairs and preservation and main
tenance actions required by subsection (a) 
have been completed. 

(2) The Secretary of the Army and the Sec
retary of the Interior shall jointly certify to 
the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives 
that the repairs and restoration of such 
property has been carried out in accordance 
with the requirements of subsection (b). 

(d) The Secretary of the Army shall com
plete all actions required by this section not 
later than September 30, 1992. 

Mr. LOWERY of California (during 
the reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that the motion be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. HEFNER]. 

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. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of rule 
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I, the Chair announces that he will 
postpone further proceedings today on 
each motion to suspend the rules on 
which a recorded vote or the yeas and 
nays are ordered, or on which the vote 
is objected to under clause 4 of rule 
xv. 

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will 
be taken after the debate has con
cluded on all motions to suspend the 
rules. 

LIFTING RESTRICTIONS ON IMPOR
TATION OF GOODS FROM 
CZECHOSLOVAKIA AND HUNGARY 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 

move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 1724) to provide for the termi
nation of the application of title IV of 
the Trade Act of 1974 to Czechoslovakia 
and Hungary. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R.1724 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS AND PRE· 

PARA.TORY PRESIDENTIAL ACTION. 
(a) CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS.-The Con

gress finds that the Czechs and Slovak Fed
eral Republic and the Republic of Hungary 
both have-

(1) dedicated themselves to respect for fun
damental human rights; 

(2) accorded to their citizens the right to 
emigrate and to travel freely; 

(3) reversed over 40 years of communist 
dictatorship and embraced the establishment 
of political pluralism, free and fair elections, 
and multi-party political systems; 

(4) introduced far-reaching economic re
forms based on market-oriented principles 
and have decentralized economic decision 
making; and 

(5) demonstrated a strong desire to build 
friendly relationships with the United 
States. 

(b) PREPARATORY PRESIDENTIAL ACTION.
The Congress notes that the President in an
ticipation of the enactment of section 2, has 
directed the United States Trade Represent
atives to negotiate with the Czech and Slo
vak Federal Republic and the Republic of 
Hungary, respectively, in order to-

(1) preserve the commitments of that coun
try under the bilateral commercial agree
ment in effect between that country and the 
United States that are consistent with the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade; and 

(2) obtain other appropriate commitments. 
SECTION 2. TERMINATION OF APPLICATION OF 

TITLE IV OF THE TRADE ACT OF 1974 
TO CZECHOSWVAKIA AND HUN· 
GARY. 

(a) PRESIDENTIAL DETERMINATIONS AND EX
TENSION OF NONDISCRIMINATORY TREAT
MENT.-Notwithstanding any provision of 
title IV of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 
2431 et seq.), the President may-

(1) determine that such title should no 
longer apply to the Czech and Slovak Fed
eral Republic or to the Republic of Hungary, 
or to both; and 

(2) after making a determination under 
paragraph (1) with respect to a country, pro
claim the extension of nondiscriminatory 
treatment (most-favored-nation treatment) 
to the products of that country. 

(b) TERMINATION OF APPLICATION OF TITLE 
IV.-On and after the effective date of the 

extension under subsection (a)(2) of non
discriminatory treatment to the products of 
a country, title IV of the Trade Act of 1974 
shall cease to apply to that country. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Il
linois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI] will be rec
ognized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARCHER] will 
be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI]. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem
bers may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks, and include therein extraneous 
material, on H.R. 1724. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1724 would allow 
the President to extend nondiscrim
inatory, most-favored-nation [MFN] 
status to Czechoslovakia and Hungary 
on an unconditional basis. It also ac
knowledges negotiations by the U.S. 
Trade Representative to preserve exist
ing trade agreement commitments and 
obtain new ones, in such areas as intel
lectual property rights protection. 

This bill, if enacted, would fully nor
malize United States trade relations 
with Czechoslovakia and Hungary and 
place them on the same footing as vir
tually all other United States trading 
partners. Among the former Com
munist countries in Eastern and 
Central Europe, Hungary and Czecho
slovakia have led the way in the adop
tion of democratic political systems 
and market-oriented economies. They 
have held free and fair elections, freed 
nearly all prices, and generally taken 
bold steps to eliminate the remnants of 
the centrally planned system under 
which they lived for so long. 

Hungary has had MFN status since 
1978, and Czechoslovakia received such 
status in 1990, following congressional 
approval of a bilateral trade agree
ment. Enactment of H.R. 1724 would 
send a strong message of support to the 
people of Czechoslovakia and Hungary, 
who are striving to build a better life 
for themselves and their children. I 
urge my colleagues to join me in 
strong support of this bill. 

0 1710 
I yield such time as he may consume 

to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
FROST]. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 1724, a bill to 
normalize trade relations with the 
Czech and Slovak Federal Republic and 
the Republic of Hungary and I com
mend the Committee on Ways and 
Means for reporting this most impor-

tant legislative measure in order that 
the House may show its strong support 
for the efforts of the countries to bring 
themselves into the world community 
of nations. 

Mr. Speaker, as you know, your Spe
cial Task Force on the Development of 
Parliamentary Institutions in Eastern 
Europe, which I am honored to chair, 
has been working closely with the 
democratically elected parliaments of 
Czechoslovakia and Hungary for the 
past year and a half. During that time, 
we have had the privilege of developing 
a close working relationship with 
many of the Members of those par
liaments and their staffs and we have 
seen, first hand, the dedication and 
commitment of these men and women 
to the process of bringing true demo
cratic reform to their countries. Since 
our first visit to Prague and Budapest 
in May of 1990, we have been pleased to 
see the maturation of these national 
legislatures, and in spite of the enor
mous difficulties facing them and their 
governments, we have seen the transi
tion from a communistic orientation to 
that of a true democracy. There are 
few rewards in life of this caliber and I 
am truly honored to have had the op
portunity to have played even a small 
part in this process. 

The Special Task Force on the Devel
opment of Parliamentary Institutions 
in Eastern Europe has, in cooperation 
with the parliaments of Hungary and 
Czechoslovakia, developed a com
prehensive plan of assistance to those 
parliaments that we believe has been of 
enormous help to them in this transi
tion period. For example, this summer, 
100 personal computers were delivered 
to the Federal Assembly of the Czech 
and Slovak Federal Republic. In addi
tion to the computer equipment, the 
task force has begun to stock the par
liamentary library with reference ma
terials, books, and periodicals. A simi
lar program is underway in Hungary 
and the first shipment of computers 
should be in Budapest by the end of No
vember. The task force is also provid
ing extensive training for the staff and 
members of these parliaments which 
has been extremely important to their 
development as representative institu
tions. 

In August, the task force was privi
leged to travel to Prague and Budapest 
to see, firsthand, the progress that has 
been made thus far on this project. 
Quite frankly, Mr. Speaker, the success 
of this program cannot be underesti
mated. Our colleagues in Prague and 
Budapest expressed, over and over, 
their belief that the commitment of 
the U.S. House of Representatives to 
their development has been the key to 
assuring that the course of democracy 
in their countries is an irreversible 
course. It was especially poignant to 
hear these words of gratitude while at 
the same time the attempted coup in 
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Moscow was underway. That trip will 
certainly be one I will never forget. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that normaliz
ing trade relations with the Czech and 
Slovak Federal Republic and the Re
public of Hungary is a critical compo
nent of our aid package to these coun
tries. Unless these nations can fully 
join the world community, their course 
toward democratic traditions will be 
unnecessarily rough and rocky. It has 
been my experience in the past year 
and a half that the new governments of 
these countries are truly dedicated to 
democratic ideals, and that dedication 
should be rewarded. I believe passage of 
H.R. 1724 is part of that reward and I 
urge its adoption. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.R. 1724, a bill which would perma
nently normalize trade relations with 
Hungary and Czechoslovakia. 

As they have in the past, the prod
ucts of both countries would continue 
to receive MFN tariff treatment when 
imported into the United States. How
ever, under this bill, Czechoslovakia 
and Hungary would be relieved of the 
annual Jackson/Vanik review of emi
gration procedures. 

Permanent MFN status is a just re
ward for the great contribution both 
countries have made to the political 
and economic transformation of East
ern Europe. 

With respect to Hungary, the Presi
dent has issued a waiver under the re
quirements of the Jackson/Vanik 
amendment every year since 1978. Dur
ing this time, Hungarians engaged in a 
long struggle for political reform and 
succeeded in making a peaceful transi
tion to a Western-style democracy and 
market economy. 

Permanent MFN for Hungary will 
help cement and nurture a liberalized 
economy capable of becoming a major 
customer of United States businesses 
in the 21st century. 

Czechoslovakia, on the other hand, 
has enjoyed the economic benefits of 
MFN for a shorter but more dramatic 
period. Recently, in a well-remembered 
address to this Body, President Vaclev 
Havel described the peaceful political 
revolution achieved in Czechoslovakia 
and his hopes for the future. 

Congress responded by approving a 
bilateral trade agreement with Czecho
slovakia and granting them MFN sta
tus. 

Favorable tariff treatment has al
ready given much needed support to 
Czech industry as it continues to un
dergo the dramatic and painful transi
tion from a centrally planned to a mar
ket economy. Permanent MFN will 
demonstrate firm U.S. support for 
these endeavors. 

More must be done in Czechoslovakia 
in terms of political reform. However, 
there is great potential in this country. 
It is the only country in the central 

European region that has a history of 
democracy. Between 1918 and 1938, the 
country enjoyed self-determination 
and a thriving economy. At that time, 
the country had the 10th largest GNP 
in Europe. Even today, the Czech econ
omy consumes $4 billion annually of 
United States products. 

As the world adjusts to the astound
ing political developments in Eastern 
Europe, and most recently in the So
viet Union, it is clear that our bilateral 
relationship with many of these coun
tries must change. The Jackson/Vanik 
amendment is no longer appropriate 
for Hungary and Czechoslovakia in 
light of their demonstrated commit
ment to free emigration, human rights, 
and free market reforms. 

Today, we have an opportunity to re
ward those who struggled for economic 
reform and political freedom. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
1724. 

Mr. Speak er, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. GIBBONS], chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Trade of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, for over 
50 years the people of Hungary and 
Czechoslovakia have had their freedom 
severely limited. They were first in
vaded by the Nazis in the late 1930's 
and early 1940's and then by the Rus
sians in 1945. All of that time they had 
lived without any political freedom 
and without any economic freedom. 
They have yearned to be free and they 
have acted free, and they have earned 
the opportunity to be free by their own 
hard work. 

When this legislation, having been 
referred to us by the administration, 
was considered, we asked for opposi
tion, if there was any opposition to the 
granting of this unrestricted most-fa
vored-nations treatment to these two 
countries. There were absolutely no 
Members who came forward in opposi
tion to this legislation. 

These countries badly need this kind 
of treatment. They need it for the 
moral lift that it gives them and for 
the economic lift that will result from 
all of that. They have adequately 
earned this right, and we should pass 
this bill unanimously, granting them 
this right. 

I am sure they will not abuse it. 
They are doing everything they can to 
rapidly privatize industry in their own 
countries and to move to a free eco
nomic system, very similar to that 
that is practiced by the West and by 
the United States. 

They have extended political freedom 
to all of their people and they are mod
eling their institutions after a free so
ciety. 

I urge that all Members support this 
legislation. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
1724 granting most-favored-nation trad
ing status to Hungary and Czecho
slovakia. I strongly urge my colleagues 
to lend their support to a measure that 
will say much about America's con
tinuing commitment to democratiza
tion in Eastern Europe. 

Since 1978, Hungary has received 
MFN status subject to the annual Pres
idential waiver process. This provision 
is provided for in title IV of the Trade 
Act of 1974, the so-called Jackson
Vanik amendment. The amendments 
set forth specific freedom of emigra
tion requirements which must be met, 
or waived by the President, in order for 
nondiscriminatory, most-favored-na
tion status to be granted to a 
nonmarket economy. For the past 13 
years, Hungary has enjoyed the bene
fits of favorable tariff treatment as it 
steadily progressed toward the goals of 
privatization and a market-oriented 
economy. Then, in 1989, Hungary be
came the first country ever declared in 
full compliance with the Jackson
Vanik requirements and now has most
favored-nation status on an open-ended 
basis. The Jackson/Vanik require
ments, however, are perpetually in ef
fect. 

Czechoslovakia, on the other hand, 
was granted most-favored-nation sta
tus in November of 1990, when the 
President exercised his waiver. Nor
malized tariff treatment has continued 
subject to annual Presidential review. 
Recent history has indicated that the 
Czech leadership has taken its country 
down the same path of democratization 
as occurred in Hungary. 

Both countries have peacefully 
ousted Communist regimes in favor of 
representative governments which are 
conscious of the will of the people. 
Laws have been passed guaranteeing 
the protection of civil rights and the 
freedom of emigration. Central eco
nomic planning has given way to the 
forces of the free market. These are 
ideals and principles our Government 
has tried to foster throughout the de
veloping world. Our commitment to 
Hungary and Czechoslovakia serves as 
another example. 

Especially given the opportunity to 
guide the newly developing democ
racies created through the breakup of 
the Soviet Union, we must now show a 
strong and unwavering commitment 
for assistance toward the ultimate goal 
of normalization of relations in this 
part of the world. Today, we have the 
chance to reach this pinnacle by re
warding the efforts of Hungary and 
Czechoslovakia and granting them the 
same unconditional trading status that 
is enjoyed by the majority of our trad
ing partners. 

I urge by colleagues to support H.R. 
1724. 
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Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. SCHULZE]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before us 
is a clear indication that times are 
changing. Indeed, America's bitter ad
versaries of the past are becoming our 
friends and trading partners of the fu
ture. 

However, in our haste to grant these 
nations open access to the U.S. market 
and the hard currency they desperately 
need, American firms and workers 
must not be made to bear the burden of 
helping such nations modernize. 

As the Republics of the former Soviet 
Union and other Eastern European 
nonmarket or state-controlled-econ
omy countries make the slow transi
tion to market-based systems, various 
forms of trade-distortive government 
subsidies will still be preserved in 
these nations. 

Thus, it is imperative that our trade 
laws-such as antidumping and coun
tervailing duty statutes-adapt to this 
reality, so that American producers are 
not driven out of business. U.S. firms, 
not presently allowed to combat the 
subsidy practices of non-market-econ
omy countries, must be permitted to 
file countervailing duty petitions 
against these countries to hold them 
accountable for those subsidies which 
do remain in place throughout the 
transition. 

Given the vast changes taking place 
in the world, legislation such as that 
before us is fully expected, and the nor
malization of trade and economic rela
tions with the countries of the former 
Soviet bloc seems inevitable. 

In the short term, because these 
countries make few products that we 
want to buy, their imports into the 
United States should have only a lim
ited impact on import-sensitive Amer
ican industries. 

What concerns me, though, is the in
creasing prospect in the longer term 
for these countries' dumped and sub
sidized products causing much greater 
damage to American industries and 
workers. 

I implore my colleagues-in the Ways 
and Means Committee and the full 
House-to work with me to reform the 
way our antidumping and countervail
ing duty laws are applied. 

If we do so early enough, perhaps we 
can prevent American workers from 
having to pay the price of bringing yet 
another part of the lesser-developed 
world into the full fold of the global 
economy. 

We can and must do what is best for 
America. Indeed, our responsibility is 
to do no less. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to our distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. BE
REUTER]. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this 
Member would like to offer the strong
est possible support for this important 
legislation on which he serves as an 
original cosponsor. While both Hun
gary and the Czech and Slovak Federa
tive Republic clearly merit permanent 
MFN tariff status, this Member's re
marks will be made with particular ref
erence to Czechoslovakia. 

Granting of MFN-more properly 
called "normal tariff status"-for these 
two nations has been high on this 
Member's list of foreign policy and ex
port priorities. Convinced of the impor
tance of rapid action, this Member in
troduced House Concurrent Resolution 
266, a bill to waive Jackson-Vanik lim
its with regard to Czechoslovakia, on 
February 20, 1990. House Concurrent 
Resolution 266 reflected this Member's 
firm conviction that a timely change 
in trade policy was and is essential to 
improved relations between our two 
nations. The legislation before this 
body today is wholly consistent with 
the objectives of this Member's pro
posal. 

Mr. Speaker, just 2 short years ago 
Czechoslovakia remained under the 
tight and seeming unshakable grip of a 
totalitarian dictatorship. But in No
vember 1989, the people took to the 
streets and cast out their oppressors. 
This velvet revolution-which, by the 
way, occurred with almost no loss of 
life-has resulted in a regime that is 
enthusiastically and passionately 
democratic. Perhaps because they un
derstand tyranny so well, Czech and 
Slovak people have become among the 
world's most committed converts to 
democracy and a free market economy. 

It should also be noted that the peo
ple of the Czech and Slovak Federative 
Republic are among the strongest sup
porters of the United States. Indeed, 
some of the most enthusiastic advo
cates of American-style democracy and 
economic systems can be found in 
Prague, in Bratislava, in Pilsen, and in 
Brno. This Member has had the good 
fortune to have traveled to Prague on 
official business, and can testify to the 
genuinely warm response. Everywhere 
this Member visited, a deep interest in, 
and affinity for America and for Amer
ican democratic principles was evident. 

It is understandable that our two na
tions should have such deep cultural 
links. There are, after all, very large 
numbers of Slovaks, Bohemians, and 
Moravians in the United States, and 
these ties of ancestry and heritage 
have not been erased over the decades 
of Communist rule. In this Member's 
own constituency-in communities 
such as Prague, Dwight, Bee, Bruno, 
Wilber, Crete, David City, Wahoo, 
Schuyler, and Verdigre, among oth
ers-the traditions of the ancestral 
homeland live on. 

Mr. Speaker, the granting of most-fa
vored-nation tariff status is absolutely 
fundamental to fostering better rela-

tions between the United States and 
the nations of Hungary and the Czech 
and Slovak Federative Republic. By 
approving MFN, of course, this body 
will merely be granting normal trading 
status. Czechoslovakia will not be re
ceiving any special favors-it will sim
ply be permitted to trade without the 
disadvantages of prohibitive tariffs. 

Of course, there are other steps that 
are necessary to assist American busi
nessmen in Czechoslovakia. Business
men need, and are beginning to receive, 
the guarantees and insurance that are 
offered by OPIC and the Export-Import 
Bank. The first Commercial Service Of
ficer has arrived in Prague and a sec
ond is desperately needed. In addition, 
we must take advantage of the oppor
tunities in Slovakia. To do this the 
consulate in Bratislava must be made 
fully operational, a move endorsed by 
the Bush administration and reflected 
in the conferenced authorization legis
lation for the State Department. In 
short, Mr. Speaker, our new trade rela
tionship requires total change in atti
tude, and a comprehensive package of 
policy changes. But graduation from 
Jackson-Vanik and granting of perma
nent MFN status is a critical first 
step-perhaps the critical first step
toward initiating that change. 

The action this body takes today will 
result in important dividends. As 
Czechoslovakia reduces its dependence 
on trade with the Soviet Union, it is 
undoubtedly looking to the West for 
new trading partners. They do not 
want to be overwhelmed by German 
business interests. Instead, the Govern
ment of the Czech and Slovak Federa
tive Republic has made it clear that 
the United States is the preferred 
source of imports and services in many 
different areas. As automakers such as 
General Motors, telecommunications 
firms such as U.S. West, and elec
tronics giants such as General Electric 
open operations in Czechoslovakia, it is 
clear there is great demand for United 
States goods and services. 

This Member would commend the au
thor of H.R. 1724, Mr. CRANE, the chair
man of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, (Mr. RoSTENKOWSKI, the rank
ing member, Mr. ARCHER, for bringing 
the House this legislation for action. 
This Member also would make special 
note of the tireless work of the chair
man of the Trade Subcommittee, Mr. 
GIBBONS, who has been a farsighted 
leader on the extension of MFN to 
these countries. Mr. Speaker, these are 
colleagues who understand the critical 
importance of developing export mar
kets, and are true friends of the United 
States businessman and of democracy 
in Hungary and the Czech and Slovak 
Federative Republic. 

Mr. Speaker, this Member would urge 
speedy passage of the legislation. 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
H.R. 1724, to provide for the termination of the 
application of title IV of the Trade Act of 197 4 
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to free the countries of Czechoslovakia and 
Hungary. The time is right to normalize United 
States trade relations with Hungary and 
Czechoslovakia, to welcome these sister 
countries to the family of international eco
nomic trade. 

This bill would grant most-favored-nation 
status to these countries on an unconditional 
basis. Why do we now favor Czechoslovakia 
and Hungary? Because their people have paid 
the price to end communism and its discred
ited central planning, started democratic poli
cies and free trade, and allowed free emigra
tion across their borders. The process has 
started and must be encouraged to never 
stop. 

The illegitimate Communist governments of 
Hungary and Czechoslovakia were originally 
found guilty of violating emigration require
ments of title IV of the Trade Act of 1974. The 
Iron Curtain was more than a metaphor to 
people who wanted to leave these countries, 
it was a real barrier fortified with steel bullets. 
Now Hungarians and Czechoslovakians have 
taken back their countries through peaceful 
means and have dedicated themselves to an 
open society and economy. 

Capitalism will flourish in these countries 
and indeed around the world because of one 
simple fact. Capitalism realizes that the basic 
building block of a society is the individual. 
That is why every single person should have 
the power to buy or sell in a market, or vote 
for and against a politician. Free markets 
mean free choices for free individuals, in their 
private lives, political arrangements, and social 
world. 

A vote for H.R. 1724 is a recognition of the 
progress of human history, the quest and the 
attainment of personal freedom. I urge all of 
my colleagues to vote for H.R. 1724. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of H.R. 1724 which would terminate the appli
cation of title IV of the 197 4 Trade Act of 
Czechoslovakia and Hungary and, in so doing, 
normalize our trade relations with these two 
countries. It is particularly fitting that this legis
lation be taken up in advance of the upcoming 
visit by Czechoslovak President Vaclav Havel, 
who we will welcome in Washington this 
month. 

Mr. Speaker, as Chairman of the Helsinki 
Commission, I have had the opportunity to 
make several visits to Hungary and Czecho
slovakia over the course of several years. Dur
ing that time, I have witnessed changes that 
were truly unthinkable just a few years ago. I 
have witnessed the steady progression toward 
political and economic reform in Hungary. In 
Czechoslovakia, I have seen a recalcitrant re
gime overthrown in a velvet revolution. In each 
case, the results are clear: both countries 
have held free and fair elections at the local 
and national level; their newly installed gov
ernments have passed legislation aimed at 
substantially restructuring their economies and 
political systems, in conformity with the CSCE 
Bonn and Copenhagen Documents; and both 
countries have guaranteed the freedom of 
emigration required under the Jackson-Vanik 
amendment. 

These changes are the source of tremen
dous inspiration to me for many reasons, but 
for two reasons in particular. First, they illus
trate the ability of people to rise above im-

manse, seemingly unbeatable oppression-
and that gives me hope for many other re
gions of the world, where oppression contin
ues unabated. Second, they validate the prin
cipal role human rights have played in the for
eign policy of the United States. By continuing 
to shape our foreign policy to address the irre
pressible longing of people to be free, we con
tinue to ensure that we stand on the side of 
right. It is no wonder that the newly liberated 
peoples of Hungary and Czechoslovakia can 
be counted among the United States' closest 
friends. 

Mr. Speaker, I wholeheartedly endorse the 
speedy normalization of trade relations re
flected in H.R. 1724. This step will enable 
Hungarian and Czechoslovak businesses to 
engage in the long-term planning necessary 
for long-term economic recovery. It will in
crease the stability and predictability of our 
trade relations. And it will signify our con
fidence in the ability of the Hungarians and 
Czechoslovakians to see through the enor
mous task they have undertaken: the trans
formation of Communist, totalitarian societies 
into democratic, free market ones. 

Mr. RINALDO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of H.R. 1724, which is before us today. This 
legislation declares that the Congress of the 
United States finds that Hungary and Czecho
slovakia have deqicated themselves to respect 
for human rights and that these nations have 
introduced far-reaching economic reforms 
based on free-market principles. In addition, 
these newly free nations are found to have 
demonstrated a strong desire to build friendly 
relations with the United States. Accordingly, 
H.R. 1724 removes Hungary and Czecho
slovakia from the list of countries subject to 
the Jackson-Vanik amendment. The bill au
thorizes the President to permanently extend 
nondiscriminatory, most-favored-nation trade 
status to their products. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe strongly in our ability 
to encourage the newly free markets in the 
countries of Eastern Europe through increased 
trade, and I urge my colleagues to support this 
important legislation before us today. 

Further, I would like to take this opportunity 
to urge my colleagues to look ahead and to 
see the benefits of extending most-favored-na
tion trade status to other newly free countries 
that are struggling to establish themselves 
economically. 

For example, we have all been inspired by 
the rebirth of freedom and independence 
across the Soviet Union. Granting access to 
American markets to the former republics of 
the Soviet Union will help them to rebuild their 
economies, and the mutual trade will be bene
ficial to exporters in the United States. 

This is a practical and cost-effective way to 
assist those nations that are trying to rid them
selves of Communist domination. While we 
cannot afford a massive foreign aid program, 
mutual trade with the United States will help to 
restore economies that have been shattered 
by decades of socialist mismanagement. This 
simple step signals our commitment to their 
future as free nations. 

As a sponsor of a bill that would grant most
favored-nation trade status to imports from all 
of the individual republics that made up the 
former Soviet Union, I urge my colleagues to 
consider further legislation that would extend 

most-favored-nation trade status to these 
emerging nations as soon as they become 
independent with elected governments of their 
own. 

These are exciting times, and I urge my col
leagues to consider such legislation and the 
benefits it will bring in building the economic 
freedom that must accompany democracy and 
independence. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. Speaker, for 
the past 45 years, the United States led the 
NA TO alliance in defense against an attack 
from the Warsaw Pact. Few of us could have 
imagined even 5 years ago that this perennial 
military standoff would disintegrate before our 
very eyes. 

Fortunately, for the men, women, and chil
dren of Central and Eastern Europe, as well 
as those of the United States, the dark cloud 
of Communist totalitarianism has now dis
sipated, freedom and democracy have be
come entrenched in the nations of the region. 

Some in this body and in many international 
organizations have said that now is the time 
for another Marshall plan. Now is the time to 
send billions of dollars to the region without 
delay. They are right about one thing: We 
should act without delay, but not by helping 
support inefficient state bureaucracies through 
direct aid. Instead, what we need is immediate 
normalization of trade relations. Give these 
brave countries and their budding entre
preneurs the opportunity to compete in the 
international marketplace. Give them the op
portunity to establish their own free market 
system and develop the skills needed to make 
their system succeed. As the ancient proverb 
states, "Give a man a fish and he will eat for 
a day. Teach a man to fish and he will eat for 
a lifetime." 

On the flip side, granting permanent MFN 
status to Czechoslovakia and Hungary will 
give United States firms the chance to invest 
in the future of these nations, and in so doing, 
help expand economic opportunity here at 
home. I have visited Czechoslovakia and Hun
gary and can tell you that they want to trade 
with the United States. They want to purchase 
U.S. goods. They want to serve as an equal 
partner in economic matters with the United 
States. This legislation will do just that. It is an 
excellent way for the United States, given its 
budgetary constraints, to effectively help our 
new-found allies in Central and Eastern Eu
rope pull themselves out of the mire of the 
Marxist-Leninist economic disaster that was 
forced upon them. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The question is on the mo
tion offered by the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. RoSTENKOWSKI] that the 
House suspend the rules and pass the 
bill, H.R. 1724. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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WOMEN'S BUSINESS 

DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1991 
Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I move 

to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 2629) to amend the Small Busi
ness Act to assist the development of 
small business concerns owned and 
controlled by women, and for other 
purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read 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. 

This Act may be cited as the "Women's 
Business Development Act of 1991". 
SEC. 2. WOMEN'S DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS. 

The Small Business Act is amended by add
ing the following new section: 

"SEC. 28. (a) The Administration may pro
vide financial assistance to private organiza
tions to conduct three-year demonstration 
projects for the benefit of small business 
concerns owned and controlled by women. 
The projects shall provide the following 
types of services and assistance-

"(!) financial assistance, including train
ing and counseling in how to apply for and 
secure business credit and investment cap
ital, preparing and presenting financial 
statements, and managing cashflow and 
other financial operations of a business con
cern; 

"(2) management assistance, including 
training and counseling in how to plan, orga
nize, staff, direct and control each major ac
tivity and function of a small business con
cern; and 

"(3) marketing assistance, including train
ing and counseling in identifying and seg
menting domestic and international market 
opportunities, preparing and executing mar
keting plans, developing pricing strategies, 
locating contract opportunities, negotiating 
contracts, and utilizing varying public rela
tions and advertising techniques. 

"(b)(l) As a condition of receiving financial 
assistance authorized by this section, the re
cipient organization shall agree to obtain, 
after its application has been approved and 
notice of award has been issued, cash con
tributions from private sector sources as fol
lows: 

"(A) if the project first receives its Federal 
financial assistance prior to fiscal year 1993, 
an annual amount at least equal to the 
amount of the Federal financial assistance 
provided each year; or 

"(B) if the project first receives Federal fi
nancial assistance in fiscal year 1993, or 
thereafter, annual amounts as follows: in the 
first year, one private dollar for each two 
Federal dollars, in the second year, one pri
vate dollar for each Federal dollar, and in 
the third and final year, two private dollars 
for each Federal dollar. 

"(2) Up to one-half of the private sector 
matching assistance may be in the form of 
in-kind contributions which are budget line 
items only, including but not limited to of
fice equipment and office space. 

"(3) The financial assistance authorized 
pursuant to this section may be made by 
grant, contract, or cooperative agreement 
and may contain such provision, as nec
essary, to provide for payments in lump sum 
or installments, and in advance or by way of 
reimbursement. The Administration may 
disburse up to 25 per centum of each year's 
Federal share awarded to a recipient organi
zation after notice of the award has been is
sued and before the private sector matching 
funds are obtained. 

"(4) If the recipient organization fails to 
obtain the required contribution from the 
private sector during any year of any 
project, it shall not be eligible thereafter for 
advance disbursements pursuant to para
graph (3) during the remainder of that 
project nor on any other project for which it 
is or may be funded. In addition, prior to ap
proving such organization for other projects, 
the Administration shall specifically deter
mine and enter a written finding setting 
forth reasons the Agency believes that such 
a defaulting recipient will be able to obtain 
the requisite private sector funding. 

"(c) Each applicant organization initially 
shall submit a three-year plan on proposed 
fundraising and training activities, and a re
cipient organization may receive financial 
assistance under this program for a maxi
mum of three years per site. The Adminis
tration shall evaluate and rank applicants in 
accordance with predetermined selection cri
teria that shall be stated in terms of relative 
importance. Such criteria and their relative 
importance shall be made publicly available 
and stated in each solicitation for applica
tions made by the Administration. The cri
teria shall include-

"(!) the experience of the offering organi
zation in conducting programs or on-going 
efforts designed to impart or upgrade the 
business skills of women business owners or 
potential owners; 

"(2) the present ability of the offering or
ganization to commence a demonstration 
project within a minimum amount of time; 
and 

"(3) the ability of the applicant organiza
tion to provide training and services to a 
representative number of women who are 
both socially and economically disadvan
taged. 

"(d) For the purposes of this section, the 
term small business concern, either 'start
up' or existing, owned and controlled by 
women includes any small business con
cern-

"(1) that is at least 51 per centum owned by 
one or more women; and 

"(2) whose management and daily business 
operations are controlled by one or more 
women. 

"(e) There are authorized to be appro
priated $4,000,000 per year to carry out the 
demonstration projects authorized by this 
section. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, the Administration may use 
such expedited acquisition methods as it 
deems appropriate to achieve the purposes of 
this section, except that it shall ensure that 
all eligible sources are provided a reasonable 
opportunity to submit proposals. 

"(f) The Administration shall prepare and 
transmit an annual report, beginning Feb
ruary 1, 1992, to the Committees on Small 
Business of the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives on the effectiveness of all dem
onstration projects conducted under the au
thority of this section. Such report shall pro
vide information concerning-

"(!) the number of individuals receiving as
sistance; 

"(2) the number of start-up business con
cerns formed; 

"(3) the gross receipts of assisted concerns; 
"(4) increases or decreases in profits of as

sisted concerns; and 
"(5) the employment increases or decreases 

of assisted concerns. 
"(g) The Administration shall not provide 

financial assistance under this section to 
any new project after October 1, 1995, except 
that it may fund projects which commenced 
prior thereto.". 

SEC. 3. ADMINISTRATIVE. 

The Small Business Act is amended by 
striking subsection (c) of section 8. Projects 
funded pursuant to the provisions of such 
subsection shall be deemed to be funded 
under and shall be treated as if funded under 
section 28 of the Small Business Act as added 
by this Act. 
SEC. 4. PERMANENT AUTHORIZATION OF SMALL 

LOAN PROGRAM. 
Section 7 of the Small Business Act (15 

U.S.C. 636) is amended by striking from para
graph (19)(B) of subsection (a) "during fiscal 
years 1989, 1990, and 1991,". 
SEC. 5. NATIONAL WOMEN'S BUSINESS COUNCIL. 

(a) CHAIRPERSON AND VICE CHAIRPERSON.
Paragraph 403(b)(2)(G) of the Women's Busi
ness Ownership Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-
533) is amended to read as follows: 

"The Chairperson and Vice Chairperson of 
the Council shall be designated by the Presi
dent and shall be either a representative of 
the public sector or the private sector. Each 
shall have a maximum term of two years. No 
person may be designated to the same office 
for two consecutive terms nor may consecu
tive designees as Chairperson be from the 
public sector. The Chairperson and the Vice 
Chairperson shall not be from the same sec
tor concurrently.". 

(b) COUNCIL MEMBERSHIP.-
(1) ADDITION OF TWO MEMBERS.-Section 

403(a) of the Women's Business Ownership 
Act of 1988 (102 Stat. 2694) is amended-

(1) by striking "nine" and inserting "elev
en"; 

(2) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (2); 

(3) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (3) and inserting"; and"; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(4) two members shall be appointed by the 
President, one of whom shall be an African
American woman and one of whom shall be a 
Hispanic woman.''. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Section 
403(b) of such Act (102 Stat. 2694-2695) is 
amended-

(A) in paragraph (1) by striking "section 
(a) (2) and (3)" and inserting "paragraphs (2), 
(3), and (4) of subsection (a)"; 

(B) in paragraph (2)(B)-
(i) by striking "subsection (a) (2) and (3)" 

and inserting "paragraphs (2), (3), and (4) of 
subsection (a)"; 

(11) by striking "and" at the end of clause 
(i); 

(iii) by striking the period at the end of 
clause (ii) and inserting "; and"; and 

(iv) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

"(iii) appointments under subsection (a)(4) 
shall be made within 60 days of the effective 
date of such subsection."; 

(C) by moving paragraph (3) to the end of 
such section; and 

(D) in paragraph (2)(C) by striking "sub
section (a) (2) and (3)" and inserting "para
graphs (2), (3), and (4) of subsection (a)". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. LAFALCE] will be rec
ognized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. IRELAND] will 
be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. LAFALCE]. 

0 1730 
Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
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Mr. Speaker, it is most appropriate 

to be on the floor today speaking on 
behalf of the Women's Business Devel
opment Act. Three years ago this 
month, the President signed into law 
the Women's Business Ownership Act 
of 1988, which is the cornerstone of the 
legislation now under consideration. 

Both pieces of legislation stem from 
a series of six hearings I held in 1988 as 
chairman of the Committee on Small 
Business. During these hearings the 
committee examined the growing role 
of women entrepreneurs in the Amer
ican economy, the effectiveness of pro
grams designed to help them, and the 
barriers that impede their businesses 
in particular. The committee heard 
from over two dozen witnesses and re
ceived hundreds of pages of testimony, 
statements and recommendations, 
which we published in a report entitled 
"New Economic Realities: The Rise of 
Women Entrepreneurs.'' 

I introduced the 1988 Women's Busi
ness Ownership Act to implement the 
committee's findings and recommenda
tions and to address concerns expressed 
by women entrepreneurs such as access 
to credit, discrimination in lending, a 
lack of quality training in business 
skills, and a need for a congressionally 
appointed council to ensure that 
women business owners get the atten
tion and assistance they deserve. 

I have closely followed the imple
mentation of the provisions of that 
law. It has already tangibly helped 
women business owners by, for exam
ple, requiring that the Equal Credit Op
portunity Act be extended to business 
loans in order to combat subtle forms 
of discrimination in commercial loan 
transactions. 

I am here today because two of the 
programs begun in 1988 will expire this 
year unless they are reauthorized. 
They are the guaranteed small loan 
program and the demonstration 
projects in business training and coun
seling. 

During a hearing held earlier this 
year to assess these programs, I deter
mined that they were meeting Con
gress' objectives, functioning as in
tended, and serving an ongoing need in 
the small business community. Based 
on these findings I introduced the 
Women's Business Ownership Act to 
extend these programs and refine them 
to make them even more accessible 
and effective. 

Mr. Speaker, I will briefly summarize 
the provisions of the Women's Business 
Development Act. Sections 2 and 3 deal 
with demonstration projects that pro
vide business training and counseling 
in the areas of finance, marketing, and 
management. The projects are financed 
through Federal and private sector 
funds. During their first three years of 
operation, the demonstration projects 
assisted over 2,500 current or potential 
women business owners at 18 sites 
across the country. 

An interim review prepared by the 
National Academy of Public Adminis
tration reports that this program is 
meeting a need that other programs 
have not, and that it is directly respon
sible for a number of women starting 
their own businesses and for other 
women expanding theirs--creating new 
jobs in the process. 

The Women's Business Development 
Act reauthorizes this program for an 
additional 4 years. It is my hope that, 
after the Federal funding is phased out, 
these models will become self-suffi
cient or perhaps be continued by State 
and local governments. 

Section 4 of H.R. 2629 permanently 
authorizes the small loan program in 
which the Small Business Administra
tion guarantees loans up to $50,000. Ac
cess to credit, including small 
amounts, is a chronic problem even for 
successful women business owners. 
Traditionally, small loans have not 
been attractive to lenders because they 
deem the return on such loans as not 
worth the costs of processing them. To 
encourage banks to participate in the 
program, the SBA charges a reduced 
guarantee fee and uses a simplified ap
plication form. 

The demand for the program is exem
plified by the fact that more than 15 
percent of all SBA guaranteed loans in 
fiscal year 1990 were generated under 
this program. I would note that this 
program is not limited to women busi
ness owners, but that loans in this 
amount are generally sought by those 
in the service sector, which is where 
many women-owned businesses are 
found. 

Sections 5 and 6 of the legislation 
deal with the National Women's Busi
ness Council. This body, established in 
1988, reports to the President and the 
Congress on ways to assist women's 
business owners. The Women's Busi
ness Development Act requires that 
the chair of the Council rotate between 
the private and public sector members 
and limits a chairperson's term to 2 
years. 

An amendment adopted by the com
mittee during its markup adds two ad
ditional members to the Council, and 
mandates that one be an African-Amer
ican woman and the other a Hispanic 
woman. 

The Women's Business Development 
Act has 33 cosponsors and was unani
mously reported out by the Committee 
on Small Business. 

Mr. Speaker, the entire economy ben
efits when we eliminate barriers that 
impede women entrepreneurs, for 
women-owned businesses are the fast
est growing sector of the business com
munity. In today's economic environ
ment, we can not afford to miss such 
opportunities to encourage business 
growth, and I urge my colleagues to 
support this bill. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I want to express my 
strong support for the Women's Busi
ness Development Act of 1991. This bill 
reauthorizes and revises programs 
begun in 1988 when President Reagan 
signed the Women's Business Owner
ship Act. 

Mr. Speaker, 30 percent of the small 
businesses in this country are owned 
by women. By the year 2000, that num
ber will rise to nearly 40 percent. If the 
present trend continues, fully half of 
the best job-producing and most inno
vative businesses will be owned by 
women soon after the turn of the cen
tury. 

However, there are still very real 
barriers to women's business owner
ship. This bill is part of the continuing 
effort to recognize and eliminate those 
barriers. 

This bill addresses two of the largest 
problems facing women in business 
today: inadequate access to capital and 
a lack of technical skills. 

The Women's Business Development 
Act will reauthorize the demonstration 
program under which private-sector or
ganizations offer management training 
and technical assistance to women 
small-businesses owners. 

This excellent program has provided 
counseling for thousands of women in 
how to start and effectively run a busi
ness in today's world. 

The Women's Business Ownership 
Act will authorize this program for 4 
more years and fine-tune the way it op
erates. 

The bill will also permanently au
thorize the small loan program for 
amounts of $50,000 or less. This will im
prove and simplify access to the credit 
market for many fledgling businesses. 

Finally, the Women's Business Devel
opment Act makes some changes in the 
operation of the National Women's 
Business Council. 

This group meets regularly to study 
the pro bl ems facing women in business 
in America and reports its findings to 
the President and Congress. 

Acknowledging that government 
doesn't always have the answers, this 
bill requires that a private-sector 
member chair the Council at least 
every other term. 

Mr. Speaker, the Women's Business 
Ownership Act is a fine piece of legisla
tion that is definitely needed. America 
is relying on the small-business sector 
to continue to create new jobs, jobs 
that will provide dignity and self-suffi
ciency for our Nation's unemployed. 

Our former colleague, Pat Saiki, 
summed up the need for this legislation 
nicely in her first appearance as Ad
ministrator of the SBA before the 
Small Business Committee. She said: 

As we move into the 21st century, one of 
the keys to continued national economic 
progress is the full advancement of women in 
business. To do less would deprive this na
tion of a valuable pool of talent and ability. 
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Pat Saiki was right on the mark, and 

so I would urge my colleagues to re
member that when we cast our votes 
today it will be easy for us to say that 
we are all for small business and all for 
the opportunity of women in small 
business, but it will be how we vote 
that really counts. 

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

0 1740 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this 
Member rises today in strong support 
of H.R. 2629, the Women's Business De
velopment Act. This Member would 
also like to take this time to thank the 
distinguished chairman of the Small 
Business Committee, the gentleman 
from New York, [Mr. LAFALCE], and 
the ranking minority member on that 
committee, the distinguished gen
tleman from Florida, [Mr. IRELAND], 
for their leadership role in crafting this 
legislation and advancing it to the 
floor. 

As women entrepreneurs increase 
their role in the business world they 
face ever present problems. Some of 
them, through no fault of their own, 
face training and experience problems 
in business skills, and they experience 
discrimination in lending and access to 
capital. This legislation, H.R. 2629, will 
help alleviate these problems by ex
tending and refining programs created 
in the Women's Business Ownership 
Act of 1988, which this Member cospon
sored. 

One provision of the 1988 act which 
provides for the Small Business Admin
istration's small loan program that 
guarantees loans up to $50,000 is perma
nently reauthorized by H.R. 2629. These 
small loans are integral in aiding 
women entrepreneurs in the startup of 
a new business. 

In addition, the bill extends for 3 
years a program within the SBA to 
provide financial assistance to private 
organizations which conduct dem
onstration projects for small busi
nesses owned and controlled by women. 
Such projects help provide the training 
and support need for business owners 
and operators to be successful. During 
a conference this Member held in Lin
coln, NE, for women interested and in
volved in business it was apparent 
there was wide support and need for 
such demonstrations and loan pro
grams. 

Mr. Speaker, American women have 
made great strides in creating and op
erating businesses over the last few 
years, despite many factors working 
against them. This legislation will re
move some of these roadblocks and set 
the stage for even greater achieve
ments from women business entre
preneurs in the future. This Member 
strongly supports the measure and en
courages his colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in strong support of H.R. 2629-the Wom
en's Business Development Act of 1991. 

This legislation will send the proper signal to 
thousands of women across the Nation that 
Congress is committed to helping them realize 
their dreams of building a business. 

· This act will authorize $4 million in dem
onstration projects that were set down in the 
original legislation, passed, and implemented 
in 1988. The projects, to be administered by 
private organizations, will receive grants from 
the Small Business Administration and are re
quired to obtain matching funds from private 
sources. 

Mr. Speaker, our Nation is looking for an
swers to the remnants of this recession. In my 
State and district, people are hurting. They are 
looking for a new future, one filled with hope 
and long term opportunities. 

This legislation will give women the tools 
and seed capital needed to take a chance, to 
wed public funds with private sector matching 
money, acquire training in marketing, finance, 
and management and help propel them into 
the free market. 

This is not a panacea for the economic 
shadows of despair that hang over many 
States, including Connecticut. But is a sound 
building block to create a stronger economic 
frame for all Americans to grow from. 

Women have born the brunt of discrimina
tion and harassment in many areas of every
day life, including the right to make a go of it 
as entrepreneurs. Many positive changes have 
occurred over the last 20 years as women 
have continued to aspire to positions of es
teem and importance in government and cor
porate America. 

But many obstacles remain, such as the 
glass ceiling, sexual harassment, and a con
descending attitude from their male coworkers 
at all levels of endeavor. 

Mr. Speaker, today, H.R. 2629 allows 
women to take a chance and help rebuild our 
economy. As a member of the House Commit
tee on Small Business, I am hopeful this legis
lation will begin that process. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of H.R. 2629 the Women's Business Develoi; 
ment Reauthorization Act of 1991. H.R. 2629 
reauthorizes the Small Business Administra
tion's [SBA] Women's Demonstration Project 
for 4 years and reauthorizes the SBA small 
loan program. 

The Women's Business Development Act of 
1988-Public Law 1 Oo-533-established a 
grant program to provide business training to 
women and created a loan program up to 
$50,000 for potential women entrepreneurs. 
Under this program, private organizations are 
awarded matching grants for demonstration 
projects which provide training and counseling 
in finance, management, and marketing to ex
isting women business owners. 

H.R. 2629 further restructures the Women's 
Demonstration Project to limit projects to 3 
years. Additionally, the bill reduces the loan 
program's matching funding requirement from 
a 100 percent match every year to a 50 per
cent match in the first year, 100 percent match 
in the second year, and 200 percent for the 
third year. 

Mr. Speaker, Public Law 1 Oo-533 estab
lished the National Women's Business Coun-

cil. During the Small Business Committee's 
markup of H.R. 2629, I attached an amend
ment to increase the council from 9 to 11. The 
additional council seats shall be filled by an 
African-American and an Hispanic woman. I 
offered this amendment in order to reflect the 
diverse needs and interests of the women's 
business community by ensuring adequate 
representation of various sectors. 

In closing, I encourage all of our colleagues 
to support the Women's Business Develoi; 
ment Reauthorization Act and help protect the 
well-being of women-owned businesses. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
support of H.R. 2629, the Women's Business 
Development Act of 1991, and would like to 
commend the chairman of the Small Business 
Committee for his leadership in introducing 
this legislation. 

Clearly, women business owners play an 
essential role in contributing to our national 
economy. Prior to 1970, women owned less 
than 5 percent of all small businesses. Today 
nearly one-third of all small businesses are 
owned by women and it is expected that 
women will own 50 percent of all small busi
nesses in the 21st century. Women continue 
to make significant contributions to the busi
ness community and are vital to our country's 
economic growth and development. 

However, there are many barriers that dis
courage and stop women entrepreneurs from 
undertaking their own business ventures, in
cluding access to capital and a lack of quality 
training in business skills. This legislation will 
help reduce these barriers by making a per
manent loan program to encourage women to 
start their own businesses, and by providing 
resources and advice for women on business 
development. 

I am pleased to be a cosponsor of the 
Women's Business Development Act, and 
urge my colleagues to support this important 
legislation. 

Mr. IRELAND. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. LA
F ALCE] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2629, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof, 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks and include therein extraneous 
material on H.R. 2629, the bill just 
passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MCNULTY). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from New 
York? 
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There was no objection. 

JOB TRAINING REFORM 
AMENDMENTS 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 3033) to amend the Job Training 
Partnership Act to improve the deliv
ery of services to hard-to-serve youth 
and adults, and for other purposes, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 3033 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Job Train
ing Reform Amendments". 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 
Sec. 3. Declaration of policy and statement 

of purpose. 
Sec. 4. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 5. Definitions. 
Sec. 6. Establishment of a service delivery 

area. 
Sec. 7. Private industry council. 
Sec. 8. Job training plan. 
Sec. 9. Review of plan. 
Sec. 10. Performance standards. 
Sec. 11. Selection of service providers. 
Sec. 12. Limitation on certain costs. 
Sec. 13. Recapture and reallotment of unobli

gated funds under title II. 
Sec. 14. Governor's coordination and special 

services plan. 
Sec. 15. State job training coordinating 

council. 
Sec. 16. State education coordination and 

grants. 
Sec. 17. Additional amendments to part B of 

title I. 
Sec. 18. Amendments to part C of title I. 
Sec. 19. Benefits. 
Sec. 20. Fiscal controls; sanctions. 
Sec. 21. Reports, recordkeeping, and inves

tfgations. 
Sec. 22. Revision of title II. 
Sec. 23. Employment and training assistance 

for dislocated workers. 
Sec. 24. Native American and migrant pro

grams. 
Sec. 25. Job corps. 
Sec. 26. Amendments to part D of title IV: 

national activities. 
Sec. 27. Uniform requirements. 
Sec. 28. Amendments to part E of title IV: 

labor market information. 
Sec. 29. Establishment of the youth oppor

tunity program. 
Sec. 30. Establishment of the 

microenterprise grants pro
gram. 

Sec. 31. Establishment of a new part J of 
title IV: disaster relief. 

Sec. 32. Technical and conforming amend
ments. 

Sec. 33. Effective date; transition provisions. 
Sec. 34. State human resource investment 

council. 
SEC. 3. DECLARATION OF POLICY AND STATE

MENT OF PURPOSE. 
(a) DECLARATION OF POLICY.-In recogni

tion of the training needs of low-income 
adults and youth, the Congress declares it to 
be the policy of the United States to-

(1) provide financial assistance to States 
and local service delivery areas to meet the 

training needs of such low-income adults and 
youth, and to assist such individuals in ob
taining unsubsidized employment; 

(2) increase the funds available for title II 
programs as amended by this Act by no less 
than 10 percent of the baseline each fiscal 
year to provide for growth in the number of 
eligible adults and youth served beyond the 
current 5 percent of the eligible population 
in need of these services; and 

(3) encourage the provision of longer, more 
comprehensive, education, training, and em
ployment services to the eligible population, 
which also requires increased funding in 
order to maintain current service levels. 

(b) PURPOSE.-Section 2 of the Job Train
ing Partnership Act (hereafter in this Act re
ferred to as "the Act") is amended to read as 
follows: 

"STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 
"SEC. 2. It is the purpose of this Act to es

tablish programs to prepare youth and 
adults facing serious barriers to employment 
for participation in the labor force by provid
ing job training and other services that will 
result in increased employment and earn
ings, increased educational and occupational 
skills, and decreased welfare dependency.". 
SEC. 4. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 3 of the Act is 
amended-

(1) by striking subsections (a) and (b) and 
inserting the following: 

"(a) TITLE II AUTHORIZATIONB.-
"(l) PARTS A AND c.-There are authorized 

to be appropriated to carry out parts A and 
C of title II such sums as may be necessary 
for fiscal year 1993 and for each succeeding 
fiscal year. Of the sums appropriated to 
carry out parts A and C of title II for each 
such fiscal year, an amount equal to 60 per
cent of such sums shall be made available to 
carry out part A of such title and an amount 
equal to 40 percent of such sums shall be 
made available to carry out part C of such 
title. 

"(2) PART B.-There are authorized to be 
appropriated to carry out part B of title II 
such sums as may be necessary for fiscal 
year 1993 and for each succeeding fiscal 
year." . 

(2) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub
section (b); 

(3) by inserting after such subsection (b) 
the following: 

"(c) TITLE IV AUTHORIZATIONB.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-There are authorized to 

be appropriated to carry out parts A, C, D, E, 
F, and G of title IV for fiscal year 1993 and 
each succeeding fiscal year such sums as 
may be necessary, not to exceed an amount 
equal to 7 percent of the sum of the amounts 
appropriated for parts A and C of title II for 
such fiscal year. 

"(2) RESERVATIONS.-The Secretary shall 
reserve from the amount appropriated under 
paragraph (1) for any fiscal year-

"(A) an amount equal to 7 percent of the 
amount appropriated under paragraph (1) to 
carry out part C of title IV; 

"(B) $2,000,000 to carry out part F of title 
IV; and 

"(C) $6,000,000 to carry out section 462(e) 
and (f). 

"(3) YOUTH OPPORTUNITIES UNLIMITED.
There are authorized to be appropriated 
$100,000,000 for fiscal year 1993 and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of the 4 suc
ceeding fiscal years to carry out part H of 
title IV. 

"(4) MICROENTERPRISE GRANTS.-There are 
authorized to be appropriated $5,000,000 for 
each of fiscal years 1993 through 1997 to carry 
out part I of title IV. 

"(5) DISASTER RELIEF EMPLOYMENT.-There 
are authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out part J of title IV, $15,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1993 and such sums as may be necessary 
for each succeeding fiscal year. Funds appro
priated pursuant to this paragraph are au
thorized to remain available for such part J 
until expended. 

"(6) TRAINING NETWORKS.-There are au
thorized to be appropriated to carry out sec
tion 457, $15,000,000 for fiscal year 1993 and 
such sums as may be necessary for each suc
ceeding fiscal year.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) Section (3)(e)(2) of the Act is amended
(A) by striking "part A" and inserting 

"parts A and C"; and 
(B) by striking "such part" and inserting 

"such parts". 
(2) Section 302(a) of the Act is amended by 

striking "section 3(c)" and inserting "sec
tion 3(b)". 
SEC. 5. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 4 of the Act is amended-
(1) in paragraph (3) by striking "part A" 

and inserting "parts A and C"; and 
(2) in paragraph (5)-
(A) by inserting "the Association of Farm

worker Opportunity Programs, the Center 
for Employment Training, organizations 
serving older workers,'' after "Jobs for 
Youth,", and 

(B) by striking "(including the National 
Urban Indian Council)"; 

(3)(A) in paragraph (8)(B)(i), by striking 
"level determined in accordance with cri
teria established by the Director of the Of
fice of Management and Budget" and insert
ing "income guidelines promulgated each 
year by the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services"; 

(B) in paragraph (8)(C), by inserting "(or 
has been determined to be eligible to re
ceive)" after "is receiving"; 

(C) in paragraph (8)(D), by inserting "sub
sections (a) and (c) of" after "under"; and 

(D) in paragraph (8)(F), by striking "adult 
handicapped individual" and inserting "indi
vidual with disab111ties"; 

(4) in paragraph (10), by striking "handi
capped individual" and inserting "individual 
with disabilities"; 

(5) in paragraph (22), by striking "and the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands" and 
inserting ", the Freely Associated States, 
and the Republic of Palau"; 

(6) in paragraph (24), by inserting "finan
cial assistance (except as a post-termination 
service), drug and alcohol abuse counseling 
and referral, individual and family counsel
ing," after "health care,", and by inserting 
"and dependent care" after "child care"; 

(7) by amending paragraph (29) to read as 
follows: 

"(29) The term 'displaced homemaker' 
means an individual who has been providing 
unpaid services to family members in the 
home and who-

"(A) has been dependent either-
"(i) on public assistance and whose young

est child is within 2 years of losing eligi
bility under part A of title IV of the Social 
Security Act; or 

"(ii) on the income of another family mem
ber but is no longer supported by that in
come; and 

"(B) is unemployed or underemployed and 
is experiencing difficulty in obtaining or up
grading employment."; and 

(8) by adding after paragraph (29) the fol
lowing new paragraphs: 

"(30) The term 'participant' means an indi
vidual who has been determined to be eligi
ble to participate in and who is receiving 
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services (except post-termination services 
authorized under sections 204(c)(5) and 
274(d)(5)) under a program authorized and 
funded by this Act. Participation shall be 
deemed to commence on the first day, fol
lowing determination of eligibility, on which 
the participant began receiving subsidized 
employment, training, or services funded 
under this Act. 

"(31) The term 'termination' means the 
separation of a participant who is no longer 
receiving services (except post-termination 
services authorized under sections 204(c)(5) 
and 254(d)(6)) under a program authorized 
and funded by this Act. 

"(32) The term 'school dropout' means an 
individual who is no longer attending any 
school and who has not received a secondary 
school diploma or a certificate from a pro
gram of equivalency for such a diploma. 

"(33) The term 'JOBS' means the Job Op
portunities and Basic Skills Training Pro
gram authorized under part F of title IV of 
the Social Security Act. 

"(34) The term 'basic skills deficient' 
means reading or computing skills at or 
below the 8th grade level on a generally ac
cepted standard test or equivalent score on a 
criterion referenced test. 

"(35) The term 'case management' means 
the provision of a client-centered approach 
in the delivery of services, designed to pre
pare and coordinate comprehensive employ
ment plans, such as service strategies, for 
participants to assure access to the nec
essary training and support services, and to 
provide job and career counseling during pro
gram participation and after job place
ment.". 
SEC. 8. ESTABLISHMENT OF A SERVICE DELIV

ERY AREA. 
Section lOl(c)(l) of the Act is amended by 

inserting before the period at the end of the 
first sentence the following: ", except as pro
vided for in sections 106(j) and 164(b)". 
SEC. 7. PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCIL 

Section 102(a)(2) of the Act is amended
(1) by inserting "local welfare agencies," 

after "rehabilitation agencies,''; and 
(2) by inserting "each of the following 

groups:" after "representatives or'. 
SEC. 8. JOB TRAINING PLAN. 

(a) RESTRICTION OF PLANS TO TITLE II PRO
GRAMS.-Section 104(a) of the Act is amended 
by inserting "for programs under title II" 
after "appropriated". 

(b) CONTENTS OF JOB TRAINING PLANS.
Section 104(b) of the Act is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(b) Each job training plan for the pro
grams conducted for adults under part A of 
title II and for youth under parts B and C of 
title II shall contain-

"(l) an identification of the entity or enti
ties which will administer the program and 
be the grant recipient of funds from the 
State; 

"(2) if there is more than one service deliv
ery area in a single labor market area, provi
sions for coordinating particular aspects of 
the service delivery area program with other 
programs and service providers in the labor 
market area, including provisions for-

"(A) assessment of needs and problems in 
the labor market that form the basis for pro
gram planning; 

"(B) ensuring access by program partici
pants in each service delivery area to skills 
training and employment opportunities 
throughout the entire labor market; 

"(C) coordinated or joint implementation 
of Job development, placement, and other 
employer outreach activities; and 

"(D) agreements, established pursuant to 
section 14l(e), between service delivery areas 
to pay or share the cost of services; 

"(3) a description of methods of complying 
with the coordination criteria contained in 
the Governor's coordination and special serv
ice plan; 

"(4) a description of linkages established 
with appropriate agencies, pursuant to sec
tions 205 and 275, designed to enhance the 
provision of services and avoid duplication, 
including-

"(A) agreements with appropriate edu
cational agencies; 

"(B) arrangements with other education, 
training, and employment programs author
ized by Federal law; and 

"(C) efforts to ensure the effective delivery 
of services to participants in coordination 
with local welfare agencies and other local 
agencies, community organizations, volun
teer groups, business and labor organiza
tions, and other training, education, employ
ment, and social service programs; 

"(5) goals and objectives for the programs, 
including performance standards established 
in accordance with standards prescribed 
under section 106; 

"(6) adult and youth program budgets for 
two program years and any proposed expend
itures for the succeeding two program years, 
in such detail as is determined to be nec
essary by the entity selected to prepare this 
portion of the plan pursuant to section 
103(b)(l)(B) and to meet the requirements of 
section 108; 

"(7) procedures for identifying and select
ing participants, including, where appro
priate, outreach efforts to recruit locally de
termined target groups, and for eligibility 
determination and verification; 

"(8) a description of-
"(A) the assessment process that will iden

tify participant skill levels and service 
needs; 

"(B) the process for providing information 
and referrals for applicants and participants 
relating to appropriate programs and service 
providers; 

"(C) the services to be provided, including 
the means for involving labor organizations 
and community-based organizations in the 
provision of services, and the estimated du
ration of service and the estimated cost of 
services per participant; 

"(D) the competency levels to be achieved 
by participants as a result of program par
ticipation; and 

"(E) the procedures for evaluating the 
progress of participants in achieving com
petencies; 

"(9) a description of the procedures and 
methods of carrying out title V, relating to 
incentive bonus payments for the placement 
of individuals eligible under such title; 

"(10) procedures for selecting service pro
viders, consistent with section 107, which 
take into account past performance in job 
training or related activities, fiscal account
ability, and ability to meet performance 
standards; 

"(11) fiscal control (including procurement, 
monitoring, and management information 
system requirements), accounting, audit, 
and debt collection procedures, consistent 
with section 164, to assure the proper dis
bursal of, and accounting for, funds received 
under title II; and 

"(12) procedures for the preparation and 
submission of an annual report to the Gov
ernor, which shall include-

"(A) a description of activities conducted 
during the program year; 

"(B) characteristics of participants; and 

"(C) the extent to which applicable per
formance standards were met.". 
SEC. 9. REVIEW OF PLAN. 

Section 105(b)(l)(E) of the Act is amended 
by striking "section 121(b)", and inserting 
"sections 121(b), 205, and 275". 
SEC. 10. PERFORMANCE STANDARDS. 

Section 106 of the Act is amended to read 
as follows: 

''PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 
"SEC. 106. (a) FINDINGS.-The Congress rec

ognizes that job training is an investment in 
human capital and not an expense. In order 
to determine whether that investment has 
been productive, the Congress finds that-

"(1) it is essential that criteria for measur
ing the return on this investment be devel
oped; and 

"(2) the basic return on the investment is 
to be measured by increased employment 
and earnings, reductions in welfare depend
ency, and increased educational attainment 
and occupational skills. 

"(b) TITLE II PERFORMANCE STANDARDS.
"(!) GENERAL OBJECTIVE.-In prescribing 

performance standards for parts A and C of 
title II, the Secretary shall ensure that 
States and service delivery areas will make 
efforts to increase services and positive out
comes for hard-to-serve individuals. 

"(2) ACHIEVEMENT OF BASIC MEASURES.-ln 
order to determine whether the basic meas
ures described in subsection (a) are achieved 
for programs under parts A and C of title IT, 
the Secretary, in consultation with the Sec
retary of Education and the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, shall prescribe 
performance standards. 

"(3) CONTENTS OF ADULT STANDARDS.-The 
standards for adult programs under part A of 
title II shall be based on appropriate factors 
which may include-

"(A) placement and long-term retention in 
unsubsidized employment; 

"(B) the increase in earnings, including 
hourly wages; 

"(C) the reduction in welfare dependency; 
and 

"(D) the acquisition of skills, including 
basic skills, required to promote continued 
employability in the local labor market, or 
the acquisition of a high school diploma or 
its equivalent, if the acquisition of such 
skills or diploma is in addition to obtaining 
one or more of the outcomes described in 
subparagraphs (A) through (C). 

"(4) CONTENTS OF YOUTH STANDARDS.-ln 
addition to appropriate utilization of the 
factors described in paragraph (3), the stand
ards for youth programs under part C of title 
II shall include-

"(A) attainment of employability com
petencies; 

"(B) dropout prevention and recovery; 
"(C) secondary and postsecondary school 

completion or the equivalent thereof; and 
"(D) enrollment in other education, train

ing, or employment programs or apprentice
ships, or enlistment in the Armed Forces. 

"(5) COMPETENCY STANDARDS.-The private 
industry council, in consultation with edu
cational agencies and the private sector, and 
where appropriate, labor organizations and 
community-based organizations, shall deter
mine levels for competency standards based 
on such factors as entry skill levels and 
other hiring requirements. 

"(6) ADDITIONAL ELEMENTS OF STANDARDS.
The standards shall include the provisions 
governing-

"(A) the base period prior to program par
ticipation that will be used; 

"(B) a representative period after termi
nation from the program that is a reasonable 
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indicator of post-program employment and 
earnings; and 

"(C) cost-effective methods for obtaining 
such data as are necessary to carry out this 
section and section 454 which, notwithstand
ing any other provision of law, may include 
access to earnings records, State employ
ment security records, Federal Insurance 
Contributions Act records, State aid to fami
lies with dependent children records, statis
tical sampling techniques, and similar 
records or measures, with appropriate safe
guards to protect the confidentiality of the 
information obtained. 

"(7) PROGRAM EXPENDITURES.-The Sec
retary shall prescribe performance standards 
relating gross program expenditures to var
ious performance measures. Such standards 
shall not be taken into consideration in the 
award of incentive grants pursuant to para
graph (8). 

"(8) INCENTIVE GRANTS.-From funds avail
able pursuant to sections 202(c)(l)(B) and 
272(c)(l)(B), each Governor shall award in
centive grants to service delivery areas con
ducting programs under parts A and C of 
title II based on such service delivery areas-

"(A) exceeding the performance standards 
established by the Secretary pursuant to 
this subsection (except for the standard es
tablished pursuant to paragraph (7)), with re
spect to services to all participants, while 
also exceeding the performance standards es
tablished for services to the hard to serve 
populations, such as the target groups listed 
in sections 203(a) and 273(b) and (d); 

"(B) placing participants in employment 
which-

"(i) provides post-program earnings ex
ceeding the appropriate performance cri
teria; and 

"(11) includes employer-assisted employ
ment benefits, including health benefits, 
consistent with the requirements of section 
143(a)(4) relating to subsidized employment; 
and 

"(C) exceeding the performance standards 
established by the Governor for programs 
under title II pursuant to subsection (e); ex
cept that not more than 25 percent of the 
funds used for incentive grants shall be 
awarded on performance standards estab
lished pursuant to subsection (e) which must 
include rewards for standards directly en
couraging services to the hard to serve popu
lations, such as the target groups listed in 
sections 203(a) and 273(b) and (d). 

"(c) TITLE m PERFORMANCE STANDARDS.
The Secretary shall prescribe performance 
standards for programs under title m based 
on placement and retention in unsubsidized 
employment. 

"(d) STATE VARIATION OF PERFORMANCE 
STANDARDS.-

"(!) GoVERNORS' AUTHORITY.-Each Gov
ernor shall prescribe, and report in the Gov
ernor's coordination and special services 
plan, within parameters established by the 
Secretary, variations in the standards issued 
under subsections (b) and (c) based upon-

"(A) specific economic, geographic, and de
mographic factors in the State and in service 
delivery areas and substate areas within the 
State, 

"(B) the characteristics of the population 
to be served, 

"(C) the demonstrated difficulties in serv
ing the population, and 

"(D) the type of services to be provided. 
"(2) SECRETARY'S RESPONSIBILITIES.-The 

Secretary shall-
"(A) provide information and technical as

sistance on performance standards adjust
ments; 

"(B) collect data that identifies hard-to
serve individuals and long-term welfare de
pendency; 

"(C) provide guidance on setting perform
ance standards at the service provider level 
that encourages increased service to the 
hard-to-serve, particularly long-term welfare 
recipients; and 

"(D) review performance standards to en
sure that such standards provide maximum 
incentive in serving the hard-to-serve, par
ticularly long-term welfare recipients, in
cluding those receiving benefits under title 
IV of the Social Security Act, relating to aid 
to families with dependent children, and 
title XVI of such Act, relating to supple
mental security income. 

"(e) ADDITIONAL STATE STANDARDS PER
MI'ITED.-The Governor may prescribe per
formance standards for programs under title 
II and title min addition to those standards 
established by the Secretary under sub
sections (b) and (c). Such additional stand
ards may include criteria requiring estab
lishment of effective linkages with other 
programs to avoid duplication and enhance 
the delivery of services, the provision of high 
quality services, and successful service to 
target groups. The additional performance 
standards established for title II shall be re
ported in the Governor's coordination and 
special services plan. 

"(f) TITLES IV AND V STANDARDS.-The 
Secretary shall prescribe performance stand
ards for programs under parts A and B of 
title IV and for programs under title V. 

"(g) ADJUSTMENT FOR SPECIAL POPU
LATIONS.-The Secretary shall prescribe a 
system for variations in performance stand
ards for special populations to be served, in
cluding Native Americans, migrant and sea
sonal farmworkers, disabled and Vietnam era 
veterans, including veterans who served in 
the Indochina Theater between August 5, 
1964, and May 7, 1975, and offenders, taking 
into account their special circumstances. 

"(h) MODIFICATIONS.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary may mod

ify the performance standards under this sec
tion not more often than once every two pro
gram years. Such modifications shall not be 
retroactive. 

"(2) TITLE IV-B STANDARDS.-Notwithstand
ing paragraph (1), the Secretary may modify 
standards relating to programs under part B 
of title IV each program year. 

"(i) FUNCTIONS OF NCEP.-The National 
Commission for Employment Policy shall-

"(!) advise the Secretary in the develop
ment of performance standards under this 
section for measuring results of participa
tion in job training and in the development 
of parameters for variations of such stand
ards referred to in subsection (d); 

"(2) evaluate the usefulness of such stand
ards as measures of desired performance; and 

"(3) evaluate the impact of such standards 
(intended or otherwise) on the choice of who 
is served, what services are provided, and the 
cost of such services in service delivery 
areas. 

"(j) FAILURE TO MEET STANDARDS.-
"(!) UNIFORM CRITERIA.-The Secretary 

shall establish uniform criteria for determin
ing whether a service delivery area fails to 
meet performance standards under this sec
tion, and when remedial action authorized 
under this subsection shall be taken. 

"(2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.-Each Gov
ernor shall provide technical assistance to 
service delivery areas failing to meet per
formance standards under the uniform cri
teria established pursuant to paragraph (1). 

"(3) PROCESS FOR CORRECTION.-Each Gov
ernor shall report to the Secretary the final 

standards and performance for each service 
delivery area within the State not later than 
90 days after the end of the program year, 
along with the Governor's plans for provid
ing the technical assistance required pursu
ant to paragraph (2). 

"(4) RECAPTURE AND WITHHOLDING.-If the 
Secretary accepts the Governor's plans for 
technical assistance described in paragraph 
(2), then the Secretary shall only recapture 
or withhold funds based upon the Governor's 
failure to appropriately implement such 
plan. If the Secretary determines, upon ap
peal under paragraph (7), that the Governor 
has not provided appropriate technical as
sistance, then the Secretary shall recapture 
or withhold an amount not to exceed one
fifth of the State administration set-aside 
allocated under sections 202(c)(l)(A) and 
272(c)(l)(A). The Secretary shall use funds re
captured or withheld under this paragraph to 
provide appropriate technical assistance. 

"(5) REORGANIZATION PLAN.-
"(A) PLAN REQUIRED FOR CONTINUED FAIL· 

URE.-If a service delivery area continues tc. 
fail to meet such performance standards for 
2 program years, the Governor shall notify 
the Secretary and the service delivery area 
of the continued failure, and shall develop 
and impose a reorganization plan. Such plan 
may restructure the private industry coun
cil, prohibit the use of designated service 
providers, merge the service delivery area 
into one or more other existing service deliv
ery areas, or make such other changes as the 
Governor deems necessary to improve per
formance, including the selection of an alter
native entity to administer the program for 
the service delivery area. 

"(B) ALTERNATIVE ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY 
SELECTION.-The alternative administrative 
entity described in subparagraph (A) may be 
a newly formed private industry council or 
any agency jointly selected by the Governor 
and the chief elected official of the largest 
unit of general local government in the serv
ice delivery area or substate area. 

"(6) SECRETARIAL ACTION.-If the Governor 
has not imposed a reorganization plan as re
quired by paragraph (5) within 90 days of the 
end of the second program year in which a 
service delivery area has failed to meet its 
performance standards, then the Secretary 
shall develop and impose such a plan, includ
ing the selection of an alternative entity to 
administer the program for the service deliv
ery areas. The Secretary shall recapture or 
withhold an amount not to exceed one-fifth 
of the State administration set-aside allo
cated under sections 202(c)(l)(A) and 
272(c)(l)(A) for the purposes of providing 
technical assistance pursuant to a reorga
nization under paragraph (5). 

"(7) APPEAL.-A service delivery area that 
is the subject of a reorganization plan under 
paragraph (5) may, within 30 days after re
ceiving notice thereof, appeal to the Sec
retary for a revision of the plan. A Governor 
of a State that is subject to recapture or 
withholding under paragraph (4) or (6) may, 
within 30 days after receiving notice thereof, 
appeal such withholding to the Secretary. 

"(k) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the term 'employment' means employ
ment for a minimum of 20 hours per week.". 
SEC. 11. SELECTION OF SERVICE PROVIDERS. 

(a) SELECTION GUIDELINES.-Section 107(a) 
of the Act is amended by-

(1) inserting ", (in accordance with guide
lines established by the Secretary,)" in the 
first sentence after "demonstrated perform
ance"; and 

(2) adding at the end thereof the following: 
"In addition, consideration shall be given to 
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provision of appropriate supportive services, 
including child care.". 

(b) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR SELEC
TION.-Section 107 of the Act is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

"(e) The selection of service providers shall 
be made on a competitive basis to the extent 
practicable, and shall include-

"(1) a determination of the ability of the 
service provider to meet program design 
specifications established by the administra
tive entity that take into account the pur
pose of the Act and the goals established in 
the Governor's coordination and special serv
ices plan; and 

"(2) documentation of compliance with 
procurement standards established by the 
Secretary pursuant to section 164, including 
the reasons for selection.". 
SEC. 12. LIMITATION ON CERTAIN COSTS. 

(a) Section 108(a) of the Act is amended to 
read as follows: 

"SEC. 108. (a) Except as provided in section 
141(d)(3)(A), (B), and (C), funds expended 
under this Act shall be charged to the appro
priate cost categories.". 

(b) COST CATEGORIES AND LIMITATIONS.
Section 108(b) of the Act is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(b)(l) The cost limitations contained in 
this section shall apply separately to the 
funds allocated for programs under part A of 
title II, and to the funds allocated for pro
grams under part C of such title. 

"(2) Funds expended under parts A and C of 
title II shall be charged to one of the follow
ing categories: 

"(A) administration, 
"(B) training-related and supportive serv

ices, or 
"(C) direct training services. 
"(3) The Secretary shall, consistent with 

sections 204(b) and 274(c), define by regula
tion the cost categories specified in para
graph (2). 

"(4) Of the funds allocated to a service de
livery area for any program year under parts 
A or C of title 11-

"(A) not more than 20 percent shall be ex
pended for the costs of administration; and 

"(B) not less than 50 percent shall be ex
pended for direct training services. 

"(5) Each service delivery area shall ensure 
that for all services provided to participants 
through contracts, grants, or other agree
ments with a service provider, such contract, 
grant, or agreement shall include appro
priate amounts necessary for administrative 
costs and supportive services.". 

(C) REFERENCE TO LIMITATIONS.-Section 
108 of the Act is further amended by striking 
subsection (c), redesignating subsections (d) 
and (e) as subsections (c) and (d), respec
tively, and by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"(e) Funds available under title m shall be 
expended in accordance with the limitations 
specified in section 315.". 
SEC. 18. RECAPrURE AND REALLOTMENT OF UN

OBLIGATED FUNDS UNDER TITI..E II. 
Part A of title I of the Act is amended by 

adding at the end the following new section: 
"RECAPTURE AND REALLOTMENT OF 
UNOBLIGATED FUNDS UNDER TITLE II 

"SEC. 109. (a) WITHIN STATE REALLOCA
TIONS.-(!) For program years beginning on 
or after July 1, 1993, the Governor shall, in 
accordance with the requirements of this 
subsection, reallocate to eligible service de
livery areas within the State funds appro
priated for such program year that are avail
able for reallocation. 

"(2) The amount available for reallocation 
is equal to the amount by which the unobli-

gated balance of the service delivery area al
location under parts A or C of title II at the 
end of the program year prior to the program 
year for which the determination under this 
subsection is made exceeds 15 percent of such 
allocation for that prior program year, ex
cept that the percentage of funds recaptured 
by the State under section 203(d)(l)(B)(i) 
shall not be considered as part of the unobli
gated balance for part A under this subpara
graph. 

"(3) The Governor shall reallocate the 
amounts available pursuant to paragraph (2), 
to eligible service delivery areas within the 
State which have the highest rates of unem
ployment for an extended period of time and 
to those with the highest poverty rates. The 
Secretary shall establish the unemployment 
and poverty rates at which service delivery 
areas are determined to be eligible. 

"(4) For purposes of this subsection, an eli
gible service delivery area means a service 
delivery area which has obligated at least 85 
percent of its allocation under part A or C of 
title II for the program year prior to the pro
gram year for which the determination 
under this subsection is made. 

"(b) REALLOTMENT AMONG STATES.-(1) For 
program years beginning on or after July 1, 
1993, the Secretary may, in accordance with 
the requirements of this subsection, reallot 
to eligible States funds appropriated for such 
program year that are available for reallot
ment. 

"(2) The amount available for reallotment 
is equal to the amount by which the unobli
gated balance of the State allotment under 
part A or C of title II at the end of the pro
gram year prior to the program year for 
which the determination under this sub
section is made exceeds 15 percent of such al
lotment for that prior program year. 

"(3) From the amount available pursuant 
to paragraph (2), the Secretary shall reallot 
to each eligible State an amount based on 
the relative amount allotted to such eligible 
State under part A or C of title II for the 
program year the determination under this 
subsection is made compared to the total 
amount allotted to all eligible States under 
part A or C of title II for such program year. 

"(4) For purposes of this subsection, an eli
gible State means a State which has obli
gated at least 85 percent of its allocation 
under part A or C of title II for the program 
year prior to the program year for which the 
determination under this subsection is made. 

"(5) The Governor of each State shall pre
scribe uniform procedures for the obligation 
of funds by service delivery areas within the 
State in order to avoid the requirement that 
funds be made available for reallotment 
under this subsection. The Governor shall 
further prescribe equitable procedures for 
making funds available from the State and 
service delivery areas in the event that a 
State is required to make funds available for 
reallotment under this subsection.". 
SEC. 14. GOVERNOR'S COORDINATION AND SPE· 

CIAL SERVICES PLAN. 
(a) REQUIREMENTS FOR PLAN.-Section 

121(b) of the Act is amended by-
(1) amending paragraph (2) to read as fol

lows: 
"(2) The plan shall describe the measures 

taken by the State to ensure coordination 
and avoid duplication between the State 
agencies administering the JOBS program 
and programs under title II in the planning 
and delivery of services. The plan shall de
scribe the procedures developed by the State 
to ensure that the State JOBS plan is con
sistent with the coordination criteria speci
fied in this plan and identify the procedures 

developed to provide for the review of the 
JOBS plan by the State Job Training Coordi
nating Council."; 

(2) redesignating paragraphs (3), (4) and (5) 
as paragraphs (5), (6) and (7), respectively; 
and 

(3) inserting the following new paragraphs 
after paragraph (2): 

"(3) The plan shall describe the projected 
use of resources, including oversight of pro
gram performance, administration and fi
nancial management; capacity building; pri
orities and criteria for State incentive 
grants; and performance goals for State-sup
ported programs. The description of capacity 
building shall include the Governor's plans 
for technical assistance to service delivery 
areas and service providers, interstate tech
nical assistance and training arrangements, 
other coordinated technical assistance ar
rangements pursuant to the direction of the 
Secretary, and, where applicable, research 
and demonstration projects. 

"(4) The plan shall include, in accordance 
with the requirements of section 123(c), a de
scription of the programs conducted with 
funds provided under section 123.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
121(c)(7) of the Act is amended by inserting 
"coordination of activities relating to part A 
of title II with" after "(7)". 
SEC. 15. STATE JOB TRAINING COORDINATING 

COUNCIL 
Section 122(a)(3)(B)(i) of the Act is amend

ed by inserting after "agencies or equiva
lent," the following: "State agencies pri
marily responsible for administration of pro
grams for older workers,". 
SEC. 18. STATE EDUCATION COORDINATION AND 

GRANTS. 
Section 123 of the Act is amended to read 

as follows: 
"STATE EDUCATION COORDINATION AND GRANTS 

"SEC. 123. (a) USE OF FUNDS.-The Sec
retary shall allot to the Governor for alloca
tion to any State education agency the sums 
available for this section pursuant to sec
tions 202(c)(l)(C) and 272(c)(l)(C). In allocat
ing such funds to the State education agen
cy, the Governor shall not establish require
ments governing the distribution of funds 
under this subsection. All such funds shall be 
used to carry out projects (in accordance 
with agreements under subsection (b)) that-

"(1) provide school-to-work transition 
services of demonstrated effectiveness that 
increase the rate of graduation from high 
school, or completion of the recognized 
equivalent thereof, including services that 
increase the rate at which dropouts return to 
regular or alternative schooling and obtain a 
high school degree or its equivalent, which 
may include services to support multiyear 
dropout prevention programs of dem
onstrated effectiveness; 

"(2) provide literacy and lifelong learning 
opportunities and services of demonstrated 
effectiveness that enhance the knowledge 
and skills of educationally and economically 
disadvantaged individuals and result in in
creasing the employment and earnings of 
such individuals; and 

"(3) facilitate coordination of education 
and training services for eligible partici
pants in programs described under para
graphs (1) and (2), including activities per
taining to a State human resources invest
ment council, which meets the requirements 
of sections 701 through 705. 

"(b) AGREEMENTS REQUIRED.-
"(!) PARTIES TO AGREEMENTS.-The activi

ties described in subsection (a) shall be con
ducted pursuant to agreements between the 
State education agency, administrative enti-
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ties in service delivery areas in the State, 
and other entities, such as other State agen
cies, local educational agencies, and alter
native service providers (such as commu
nity-based and other nonprofit or for-profit 
organizations). 

"(2) CONTENTS OF AGREEMENTS.-The agree
ments described in paragraph (1) shall pro
vide for the contribution by the State from 
funds other than those available under this 
Act of a total amount equal to the amount 
provided under this section. Such matching 
amount may include the direct cost of em
ployment or training services provided by 
other Federal, State, or local programs or 
agencies. 

"(c) GoVERNOR'S PLAN REQUIREMENTS.
Any Governor receiving assistance under 
this section shall include in the Governor's 
coordination and special services plan, pur
suant to section 121, a description developed 
by the State education agency of the follow
ing: 

"(1) the goals to be achieved and services 
to be provided by the school-to-work transi
tion programs receiving assistance, which 
shall, at a minimum, include-

"(A) the activities and services that will 
result in increasing the number of youth 
staying in or returning to school and grad
uating from high school or the equivalent, 

"(B) the work-based curriculum that will 
link classroom learning to worksite experi
ence and address the practical and theoreti
cal aspects of work, 

"(C) the opportunities that will be made 
available to participants to obtain career
path employment and postsecondary edu
cation, 

"(D) the integration to be achieved, where 
appropriate, in the delivery of services be
tween State and local educational agencies 
and alternative service providers, such as 
community-based and nonprofit organiza
tions, and 

"(E) the linkages that will be established, 
where feasible, to avoid duplication and en
hance the delivery of services, with programs 
under-

"(1) title Il and part B of title IV of this 
Act, 

"(ii) the Elementary and Secondary Edu
cation Act, 

"(iii) the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and 
Applied Technology Education Act, 

"(iv) the Individuals with Disabilities Edu
cation Act, 

"(v) the Adult Education Act, 
"(vi) part F of title IV of the Social Secu

rity Act (JOBS), and 
"(vii) the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless 

Assistance Act; 
"(2) the goals to be achieved and services 

to be provided by literacy and lifelong learn
ing programs receiving assistance, which 
shall, at a minimum, include-

"(A) the activities and services that will 
increase the knowledge and skills of educa
tionally and economically disadvantaged in
dividuals, and result in increased employ
ment and earnings for such individuals; 

"(B) the integration to be achieved be
tween projects assisted under this section 
and the four-year State plan (and related 
needs assessment carried out for that plan) 
developed pursuant to section 342 of the 
Adult Education Act, 

"(C) the variety of settings, including 
workplace settings, in which literacy train
ing and learning opportunities will be pro
vided; 

"(D) the linkages that will be established, 
where feasible, to avoid duplication and en
hance the delivery of services, with programs 
under-

"(i) titles n and m of this Act, 
"(ii) the Adult Education Act, 
"(iii) the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and 

Applied Technology Education Act, 
"(iv) the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless 

Assistance Act, 
"(v) part F of the Social Security Act 

(JOBS), 
"(vi) the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 
"(vii) the National Literacy Act; and 
"(viii) the Emergency Immigrant Edu-

cation Act; and 
"(3) the proportion of funds received under 

this section that shall be used to carry out 
the program described in paragraph (1) and 
the proportion that shall be used to carry 
out the program described in paragraph (2). 

"(d) SERVICE REQUIREMENTS.-
"(!) PERMITTED SERVICES.-Services funded 

under this section to carry out the programs 
described in subsection (a) may include edu
cation and training, vocational education 
services, and related services to participants 
under title n. In addition, such services may 
include services for offenders, veterans, and 
other individuals whom the Governor deter
mines require special assistance. 

"(2) LIMITATIONS ON EXPENDITURES.-(A) 
Not more than 20 percent of the funds allo
cated under this section may be expended for 
activities at the State and local levels de
scribed in subsection (a)(3). 

"(B) At least 80 percent of the funds allo
cated under this section shall be expended to 
carry out the Federal share of activities con
ducted pursuant to paragraphs (1) and (2) of 
subsection (a). For the purpose of this sub
paragraph, the Federal share shall be the 
amount provided for in the agreements in 
subsection (b). 

"(C) Not less than 75 percent of the funds 
allocated for activities under paragraphs (1) 
and (2) of subsection (a) shall be expended for 
activities for economically disadvantaged in
dividuals who experience other barriers to 
employment. Priority for those funds not ex
pended for the economically disadvantaged 
shall be given to title m participants and 
those with other barriers to employment. 

"(e) DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS IN ABSENCE OF 
AGREEMENT.-If no agreement is reached pur
suant to subsection (b) on the use of funds 
under this section, the Governor shall notify 
the Secretary and shall distribute the funds 
to service delivery areas in accordance with 
sections 201(b)(2) and 272(b)(2), for purposes of 
section 123(a)(l), (2), and (3). 

"(f) REPORTS AND RECORDS.-
"(!) REPORTS BY GOVERNORS.-The Gov

ernor shall report to the Secretary at such 
intervals as shall be determined by the Sec
retary on the activities funded under this 
section. The report shall include such infor
mation as the Secretary may require to de
termine the extent to which the activities 
supported under this section result in 
achieving the goals specified in paragraphs 
(1) and (2) of subsection (c). 

"(2) RECORDS AND REPORTS OF RECIPIENTS.
Each recipient, subrecipient, or grantee 
under this part shall keep records that are 
sufficient to permit the preparation of re
ports. Such reports shall be submitted to the 
Secretary, at such intervals as shall be de
termined by the Secretary.". 
SEC. 17. ADDmONAL AMENDMENTS TO PART B 

OFTITLEI. 

(a) REPEAL.-Section 124 of the Act is re
pealed. 

(b) IDENTIFICATION OF ADDITIONAL IMPOSED 
REQUIREMENTS.-Part B of title I of the Act 
is amended by inserting after section 123 the 
following new section: 

"IDENTIFICATION OF ADDITIONAL IMPOSED 
REQUIREMENTS 

"SEC. 124. The imposition of any State or 
service delivery area rule, regulation, policy, 
or performance standard relating to the ad
ministration and operation of programs 
funded by this Act (including those based on 
State or service delivery area interpretation 
of any Federal law, regulation, or guideline) 
shall be identified by the State or service de
livery area as a State or service delivery 
area imposed requirement.". 

(c) STATE LABOR MARKET INFORMATION 
PROGRAMS.-Section 125(a) of the Act is 
amended-

(!) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (4); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (5) and inserting "; and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new paragraph: 

"(6) provide training and technical assist
ance to support comprehensive career guid
ance and participant outcome activities f<' 
local programs assisted under this Act.". 
SEC. 18. AMENDMENTS TO PART C OF TITLE I. 

(a) RELOCATION.-Section 141(c) of the Ac . 
is amended to read as follows: 

"(c) No funds shall be used or proposed for 
use to encourage, induce, or assist in the re
location of establishments, or parts thereof. 
If such violation is alleged, the Secretary 
shall determine, in consultation with appro
priate businesses, governmental entities or 
public agencies, and labor organizations in 
all locations affected, whether a violation 
has occurred.". 

(b) CHARGING OF COSTS.-Section 141(d)(3) 
of the Act is amended-

(1) by inserting "(A)" after the paragraph 
(3) designation; and 

(2) by inserting the following new subpara
graphs: 

"(B) Tuition charges for training or edu
cation provided by an institution of higher 
education (as that term is defined in section 
1201(a) of the Higher Education Act of 1965) 
or a proprietary institution of higher edu
cation (as defined in section 481(b) of such 
Act), which are not more than the charges 
for such training or education made avail
able to the general public, do not require a 
breakdown of cost components. 

"(C) Funds provided from the allocation to 
a service delivery area for any fiscal year, 
which are expended by any community-based 
organization for the cost of administering 
services under part A or C of title Il, shall 
not be subject to the limitation contained in 
section 108(b)(4)(A) if such funds are ex
pended pursuant to an agreement under 
which not less than 90 percent of the funds 
provided to the community-based organiza
tion are to be expended for the costs of direct 
training and training-related and supportive 
services, and if the service delivery area is in 
compliance with the requirement under sec
tion 108(b)(4)(B) for such fiscal year.''. 

(c) PLACEMENT.-Section 14l(d) of the Act 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

"(4) Placements made in unsubsidized em
ployment shall be, to the extent practicable, 
in job areas related to the training provided 
to the participant.". 

(d) SERVICE DELIVERY AREA AGREEMENTS.
Section 141(e) of the Act is amended-

(1) by inserting "(1)" after "(e)"; and 
(2) by adding at the end thereof the follow

ing new paragraph: 
"(2) Any service delivery area (including a 

service delivery area which is a city or coun
ty within the same labor market) may enter 
into an agreement or contract with another 
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service delivery area to pay or share the cost 
of educating, training, or placing individuals 
participating in programs assisted under this 
Act, including the provision of supportive 
services. Such agreement shall be approved 
by each private industry council providing 
guidance to the service delivery area and 
shall be described in the job training plan 
under section 104 of this Act.". 

(e) ON-THE-JOB TRAINING.-Section 141(g) of 
the Act is amended-

(1) by inserting "(1)" after "(g)"; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraphs: 
"(2) On-the-job training authorized under 

the Act shall be limited in duration to ape
riod not in excess of that generally required 
for acquisition of skills needed for the posi
tion within a particular occupation, but in 
no event shall exceed 6 months. In making 
this determination, consideration shall be 
given to recognized reference material (such 
as the Dictionary of Occupational Titles), 
the content of the participant's training, the 
participant's prior work experience, and the 
participant's service strategy. 

"(3)(A) Each on-the-job training contract 
shall-

"(i) specify the types and duration of on
the-job training to be developed and other 
services to be provided in sufficient detail to 
allow for a fair analysis of the reasonable
ness of proposed costs; and 

"(ii) comply with the applicable require
ments of section 164. 

"(B) Each on-the-job training contract 
that is not directly contracted by a service 
delivery area with an employer (but instead 
is contracted through an intermediary 
brokering contractor) shall, in addition to 
meeting the requirements of subparagraph 
(A), specify the outreach, recruitment, par
ticipant training, counseling, placement, 
monitoring, followup, and other services to 
be provided directly by the brokering con
tractor within its own organization, the 
services to be provided by the employers con
ducting the on-the-job training, and the 
services to be provided, with or without cost, 
by other agencies and subcontractors. 

"(C) Whenever a brokering contractor en
ters into a contract with a subcontractor to 
provide training or other services, the 
brokering contractor shall ensure, through 
on-site monitoring, compliance with sub
contract terms prior to making payment to 
the subcontractor. 

"(4) In accordance with regulations issued 
by the Secretary, on-the-job training con
tracts under this Act shall not be entered 
into with employers who have received pay
ments under previous contracts and have ex
hibited a pattern of failing to provide indi
viduals, who have previously participated in 
on-the-job training, with continued long
term employment as regular employees with 
wages and employment benefits (including 
health benefits) and working conditions at 
the same level and to the same extent as 
other employees working a similar length of 
time and doing the same type of work.". 

(0 DISPOSAL OF ABSETS.-Section 141(k) of 
the Act is amended to read as follows: 

"(k) The Federal requirements governing 
the title, use, and disposition of real prop
erty, equipment, and supplies purchased with 
funds provided under this Act shall be the 
Federal requirements generally applicable to 
Federal grants to States and local govern
ments.". 

(g) PRooRAM INCOME.-Section 141(m) of 
the Act is amended to read as follows: 

"(m)(l) Income under any program admin
istered by a public or private nonprofit en-

tity may be retained by such entity only if 
used to continue to carry out that program, 
and may be used for such purposes notwith
standing the expiration of financial assist
ance for that program. 

"(2) Income subject to the requirements of 
paragraph (1) shall include--

"(A) receipts from goods or services (in
cluding conferences) provided as a result of 
activities funded under the Act; 

"(B) funds provided to a service provider 
under the Act which are in excess of the 
costs associated with the services provided; 
and 

"(C) except as provided by the Cash Man
agement Improvement Act of 1990, interest 
income earned on funds received under this 
Act. 

"(3) For the purposes of this subsection, 
each entity shall maintain records sufficient 
to determine the amount of income received 
and the purposes for which such income is 
expended.''. 

(h) CROSS REFERENCE.-Section 141(p) of 
the Act is amended by striking "part B of 
the title or part A of title II" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "parts A and C of title II". 

(i) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.-Section 141 
of the Act is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

"(q) No funds available under this Act 
shall be used for activities to induce, encour
age, or assist relocations resulting in loss of 
employment at the previous existing loca
tion. No funds available under this Act shall 
be used for employment generating activi
ties, economic development activities, re
volving loan funds, capitalization of busi
nesses, contract bidding resource centers, 
and similar activities that do not result in 
the direct creation of jobs into which partici
pants in programs under this Act are placed. 
No funds under title II or ill of this Act shall 
be used for foreign travel.". 

(j) CONCURRENCE.-Section 143(b)(2) of the 
Act is amended-

(1) by striking", except that no program" 
and inserting in lieu thereof". No program"; 
and 

(2) by striking all that follows "under
take" and inserting in lieu thereof "without 
the written concurrence of the employer and 
the labor organization with respect to any 
elements of the proposed activities which af
fect such agreement, unless either such 
party fails to respond to written notification 
requesting its concurrence within 30 days of 
receipt thereof.". 

(k) NONDELEGATION.-Section 144(c) of the 
Act is amended by inserting at the end 
thereof the following new sentence: "The 
Secretary shall not delegate the responsibil
ities under this section to any other govern
mental entity.". 
SEC. 19. BENEFITS. 

Section 142(a) of the Act is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para
graph: 

"(4) References in paragraphs (2) and (3) to 
section 6(a)(l) of the Fair Labor Standards 
Act: 

"(A) shall be deemed to be references to 
section 6(c) of that Act for individuals in 
Puerto Rico, 

"(B) shall be deemed to be references to 
6(a)(3) of that Act for individuals in Amer
ican Samoa, and 

"(C) shall not be applicable for individuals 
in other territorial jurisdictions in which 
section 6 of the Fair Labor Standards Act 
does not apply.". 
SEC. 20. FISCAL CONTROLS; SANC110NS. 

(a) ADVANCE PAYMENT.-Section 162 of the 
Act is amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(O When contracting with nonprofit orga
nizations of demonstrated effectiveness, 
States, substate areas, and service delivery 
areas may make advance payments, provided 
that such payments are based on the finan
cial need of such organization and are not in 
excess of 20 percent of the total contract 
amount.". 

(b) FISCAL CONTROLS.-Section 164(a) of the 
Act is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 164. (a)(l) Each State shall establish 
such fiscal control and fund accounting pro
cedures as may be necessary to assure the 
proper disbursal of, and accounting for, Fed
eral funds paid to the recipient under titles 
II and III. Such procedures shall ensure that 
all financial transactions are conducted and 
records maintained in accordance with gen
erally accepted accounting principles appli
cable in each State. 

"(2) The Secretary shall prescribe regula
tions establishing uniform cost principles 
substantially equivalent to those generally 
applicable to recipients of Federal grants 
funds. At a minimum, such standards shall 
provide that, to be allowable, costs must-

"(A) be necessary and reasonable for prop
er and efficient administration of the pro
gram under this Act; 

"(B) be allocable to the program under this 
Act; and 

"(C) not be a general expense required to 
carry out the overall responsibilities of 
State, local, or federally recognized Indian 
tribal governments except as specifically 
provided by this Act. 

"(3) The Secretary shall prescribe regula
tions establishing uniform procurement 
standards to ensure fiscal accountability and 
prevent fraud and abuse in programs admin
istered under this Act. In prescribing such 
standards, the Secretary shall consult with 
the Inspector General of the Department of 
Labor and take into consideration the rel
evant circulars prescribed by the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget. Such 
standards shall, at a minimum, include pro
visions to ensure that, for States, substate 
areas, and service delivery areas--

"(A) procurements shall be conducted in a 
manner providing full and open competition; 

"(B) the use of sole source procurements 
shall be minimized to the extent practicable, 
but in every case shall be justified; 

"(C) procurements shall include an appro
priate analysis of the reasonableness of costs 
and prices; 

"(D) procurements shall not provide excess 
program income (for nonprofit and govern
mental entities) or excess profit (for private 
for-profit entities), and that appropriate fac
tors shall be utilized in determining whether 
such income or profit is excessive, such as---

"(i) the complexity of the work to be per
formed, 

"(ii) the risk borne by the contractor, and 
"(iii) market conditions in the surrounding 

geographical area; 
"(E) procurements shall clearly specify 

deliverables and the basis for payment; 
"(F) written procedures shall be estab

lished for procurement transactions; 
"(G) no grantee, contractor, subgrantee, or 

subcontractor shall engage in any conflict of 
interest, actual or apparent, in the selection, 
award, or administration of a contract or 
grant under this Act; 

"(H) all grantees and subgrantees shall 
conduct oversight to ensure compliance with 
procurement standards; and 

"(I) procurement transactions between 
units of State or local governments, and any 
other entities organized principally as the 
administrative entity for service delivery 
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areas, shall be conducted on a cost reimburs
able basis. 

"(4) The Governor shall annually conduct 
on-site monitoring of each service delivery 
area and substate area within the State to 
ensure compliance with the procurement 
standards established pursuant to paragraph 
(3). 

"(5) If the Governor determines that a 
service delivery area or substate area is not 
in compliance with the procurement stand
ards established pursuant to paragraph (3), 
the Governor shall-

"(A) require corrective action to secure 
prompt compliance; and 

"(B) impose the sanctions provided under 
subsection (b) in the event of failure to take 
the required corrective action. 

"(6) The Governor shall biennially certify 
to the Secretary that-

"(A) the State has implemented the pro
curement standards established under para
graph (3); 

"(B) the State has monitored substate 
areas and service delivery areas to ensure 
compliance with the procurement standards 
established pursuant to paragraph {3); and 

"(C) the State has taken appropriate ac
tion to secure compliance pursuant to para
graph (5). 

"(7) If the Secretary determines that the 
Governor has not fulfilled the requirements 
of this subsection, the Secretary shall-

"(A) require corrective action to secure 
prompt compliance; and 

"(B) impose the sanctions provided under 
subsection (f) in the event of failure of the 
Governor to take the required corrective ac
tion. 

"(8) The Secretary shall review the imple
mentation of the provisions of this section, 
and shall submit a report to the Congress, 
not later than October 1, 1994, evaluating the 
effectiveness of such provisions in ensuring 
fiscal accountability and containing such 
recommendations as the Secretary deems ap
propriate.". 

(C) CONSEQUENCES OF FAILURES.-Section 
164(b) of the Act is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(b)(l) Whenever, as a result of financial 
and compliance audits or otherwise, the Gov
ernor determines that there is a substantial 
violation of a specific provision of this Act 
or the regulations, and corrective action has 
not been taken, the Governor shall-

"(A) issue a notice of intent to revoke ap
proval of all or part of the plan affected, or 

"(B) impose a reorganization plan, which 
may include-

"(i) restructuring the private industry 
council, 

"(ii) prohibiting the use of designated serv
ice providers, 

"(111) selecting an alternative entity to ad
minister the program for the service delivery 
area, 

"{iv) merging the service delivery area 
into 1 or more other existing service delivery 
areas, or 

"(v) other such changes as the Secretary or 
Governor deems necessary to secure compli
ance. 

"(2)(A) The actions taken by the Governor 
pursuant to paragraph (l)(A) may be ap
pealed to the Secretary under the same 
terms and conditions as the disapproval of 
the plan and shall not become effective 
until-

"(1) the time for appeal has expired, or 
"(11) the Secretary has issued a decision. 
"(B) The actions taken by the Governor 

pursuant to paragraph (l)(B) may be ap
pealed to the Secretary, who shall make a 

final decision within 60 days of the receipt of 
the appeal. 

"(3) If the Governor fails to promptly take 
the actions required under paragraph (1), the 
Secretary shall take such actions.". 
SEC. 21. REPORTS, RECORDKEEPING, AND INVES. 

TIGATIONS. 
(a) STANDARDIZED RECORDS.-Section 165(a) 

of the Act is amended by adding at the end 
the following new paragraphs: 

"(3) In order to allow for the preparation of 
national estimates necessary to meet the re
quirements of subsection (c), recipients shall 
maintain standardized records for all indi
vidual participants and provide to the Sec
retary a sufficient number of such records to 
provide an adequate random sample. 

"(4)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), records maintained by recipients pursu
ant to this subsection shall be made avail
able to the public upon request. 

"(B) Subparagraph (A) shall not apply to
"(i) information, the disclosure of which 

would constitute a clearly unwarranted inva
sion of personal privacy; and 

"(ii) trade secrets and commercial or fi
nancial information obtained from a person 
and privileged or confidential. 

"(C) Recipients may charge fees sufficient 
to recover costs applicable to the processing 
of requests for records under subparagraph 
(A).". 

(b) MONITORING GUIDES.-Section 165(b) is 
amended by adding the following new para
graph: 

"(3) In carrying out any audit under this 
Act (other than any initial audit survey or 
any audit investigating possible criminal or 
fraudulent conduct), either directly or 
through grant or contract, the Secretary, 
the Inspector General, or the Comptroller 
General shall furnish to the State, adminis
trative entity, recipient, or other entity to 
be audited, advance notification of the over
all objectives and purposes of the audit, and 
any extensive recordkeeping or data require
ments to be met, not less than 15 working 
days (or as soon as practicable), prior to the 
commencement of the audit. If the scope, ob
jectives, or purposes of the audit shall 
change substantially during the course of 
the audit, the entity being audited shall be 
notified thereof, as soon as practicable. The 
reports on the results of such audits shall 
cite the law, regulation, policy, or other cri
teria applicable to any finding. Nothing con
tained in this Act shall be construed so as to 
be inconsistent with the Inspector General 
Act of 1978 or government auditing standards 
issued by the Comptroller General.". 

(C) MONITORING OF SERVICE PROVIDERS.
Section 165(c) of the Act is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(c) Each State, each administrative en
tity designated under title I, and each recipi
ent (other than a subrecipient, grantee or 
contractor of a recipient) receiving funds 
under this Act shall-

"(1) make readily accessible reports con
cerning its operations and expenditures as 
shall be prescribed by the Secretary; 

"(2) prescribe and maintain comparable 
management information systems, in ac
cordance with guidelines that shall be pre
scribed by the Secretary, designed to facili
tate the uniform compilation, cross tabula
tion, and analysis of programmatic, partici
pant, and financial data, on statewide and 
service delivery area bases, necessary for re
porting, monitoring, and evaluating pur
poses, including data necessary to comply 
with section 167; and 

"(3) monitor the performance of service 
providers in complying with the terms of 
agreements made pursuant to this Act.". 

(d) REPORT INFORMATION; RECORD RETEN
TION .-Section 165 of the Act is further 
amended by adding the following new sub
sections: 

"(d)(l) The reports required in subsection 
(c) shall include (but not be limited to) infor
mation in such form as to permit cross-tab
ulation pertaining to-

"(A) the relevant demographic characteris
tics (including race or ethnicity, sex, or age) 
and other related information about enroll
ees and participants; 

"(B) the activities in which participants 
are enrolled, and the length of time that par
ticipants are engaged in such activities; 

"(C) program outcomes, including occupa
tions, for participants; 

"(D) specified program costs; and 
"(E) information necessary to prepare re

ports to comply with section 167 of this Act. 
"(2) The Secretary shall ensure that all 

elements of the information required for the 
reports described in paragraph (1) are defined 
and reported uniformly. · 

"(e) The Governor shall ensure that re
quirements are established for retention of 
all records pertinent to all grants, contracts, 
and agreements, including financial, statis
tical, property and participant records and 
supporting documentation. For funds allot
ted to a State for any program year, records 
shall be retained for two years following the 
date on which the annual expenditure report 
containing the final expenditures charged to 
such program year's allotment is submitted 
to the Secretary. Records for nonexpendable 
property shall be retained for a period of 
three years after final disposition of the 
property. 

"(f) Quarterly financial reports shall be re
quired by the Secretary. Records shall be 
maintained to show all program costs by 
cost category in accordance with generally 
accepted accounting principles by year of ap
propriation. Any program income or profits 
earned by subrecipient shall be separately 
identified on the records maintained. Costs 
incurred (such as stand-in costs) that are 
otherwise allowable except for funding limi
tation shall also be separately identified. 

"(g) The Secretary shall issue final regula
tions implementing section 167 of this Act 
within 90 days of the enactment of the Job 
Training Reform Amendments.". 

(e) DISCRIMINATION.-Section 167 of the Act 
is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(e)(l) The head of the office of the Depart
ment of Labor referred to as the 'Directorate 
for Civil Rights' shall annually prepare a re
port on the administration and enforcement 
of this section. 

"(2) The report required by paragraph (1) 
shall include-

"(A) an identification of the service deliv
ery areas and States that have been deter
mined, during the preceding program year, 
not to be in compliance with this section; 

"(B) for each such identification, the date 
on which the inquiry was begun and whether 
the inquiry was initiated on the basis of a 
complaint or at the Department's initiative; 

"(C) an identification of the service deliv
ery areas and States awaiting findings by 
the Directorate; 

"(D) the number of service delivery areas 
and States that, during the preceding year, 
were determined not to be in compliance 
with this section, and the number for which 
insufficient data prevented the making of 
such a determination, identifying the type of 
data which is missing or inadequate; 

"(E) a statistical summary, broken down 
by race, sex, national origin, disability, or 
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age, of the number of inquiries undertaken 
and their outcomes; 

"(F) an identification of any service deliv
ery area or State that has been determined, 
during the preceding year, to have failed to 
conduct objective assessments as required by 
sections 204 and 274 on a nondiscriminatory 
basis; 

"(G) the amount expended by the Depart
ment for the administration and enforce
ment by the Directorate of this section, and 
the number and percentage of full-time em
ployees, and the full-time equivalent of the 
part-time employees, engaged in such admin
istration and enforcement; 

"(H) the number of onsite visits conducted 
each year, and whether the visits were initi
ated by the Department or by complaint; 

"(I) the number of cases referred to the At
torney General, and for such cases-

"(1) the civil actions taken by the Attor
ney General thereon; and 

"(ii) the Secretary's use of the authority of 
title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the 
Age Discrimination Act of 1975, or section 
504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973; and 

"(J) a description of any other actions 
taken by the Secretary under or related to 
the administration and enforcement of this 
section. 

"(3) The report required by this subsection 
shall be submitted to the Congress as part of 
the Secretary's annual report under section 
169(d). 

"(f) In addition to any other sums author
ized to be appropriated, there are authorized 
to be appropriated for the operations and ex
penses of the Directorate such sums as may 
be necessary for the purpose of increasing 
the number of full time equivalent personnel 
available to the Directorate in order to com
ply with the requirements of this section.". 
SEC. Z2. REVISION OF TI'l1.E ll. 

Title II of the Act is amended to read as 
follows: 
"TITLE II-TRAINING SERVICES FOR THE 

DISADVANTAGED 
"PART A-ADULT PROGRAM 

"SEC. 201. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. 
"It is the purpose of this part to establish 

programs to prepare adults for participation 
in the labor force by increasing their occupa
tional and educational skills with the result 
of improving their long-term employability, 
increasing their employment and earnings, 
and reducing their welfare dependency. 
"SEC. 202. ALLOTMENT AND ALLOCATION. 

"(a) TERRITORIAL ALLOTMENT.-Not more 
than one-quarter of one percent of the 
amount appropriated pursuant to section 
3(a)(l) for each fiscal year and available for 
this part shall be allotted among Guam, the 
Virgin Islands, American Samoa, the Freely 
Associated States, the Republic of Palau and 
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands. 

"(b) GENERAL STATE AND SDA ALLOT
MENTS.-

"(1) RESERVATION.-After determining the 
amounts to be allotted under subsection (a), 
81 percent of the remainder shall be allotted 
by the Secretary to the States for allocation 
to service delivery areas within each State. 
Each State shall allocate to the service de
livery areas within the State such amounts 
as determined by the Secretary pursuant to 
the formula contained in paragraph (2). The 
remaining 19 percent shall be allotted in ac
cordance with subsection (c). 

"(2) FORMULA.-Subject to the provisions 
of paragraph (3), of the amounts allotted to 
service delivery areas for this part for each 
fiscal year-

"(A) 331h percent shall be allotted on the 
basis of the relative number of unemployed 
individuals residing in areas of substantial 
unemployment within each service delivery 
area as compared to the total number of 
such unemployed individuals in all service 
delivery areas in all States; 

"(B) 331h percent shall be allotted on the 
basis of the relative excess number of unem
ployed individuals within each service deliv
ery area as compared to the total excess 
number of unemployed individuals in all 
service delivery areas in all States; and 

"(C) 331h percent shall be allotted on the 
basis of the relative number of economically 
disadvantaged adults within each service de
livery area as compared to the total number 
of economically disadvantaged adults in all 
service delivery areas in all States, except 
that for any service delivery area described 
in section 101(a)(4)(A)(iii), the allotment 
shall be based on the higher of the number of 
adults in families with an income below the 
low-income level in such area or the number 
of economically disadvantaged individuals in 
such area. 

"(3) LIMITATIONS ON FORMULA.-(A) No serv
ice delivery area shall be allotted less than 
90 percent of its allotment percentage for the 
fiscal year preceding the fiscal year for 
which the determination is made. 

"(B) No service delivery area shall be allot
ted more than 130 percent of its allotment 
percentage for the fiscal year preceding the 
fiscal year for which the determination is 
made. 

"(C) Notwithstanding subparagraphs (A) 
and (B), the total allotment for all service 
delivery areas within any one State shall not 
be less than one-quarter of 1 percent of the 
total allotted to all service delivery areas in 
all States. 

"(D) For purposes of subparagraphs (A) and 
(B), the allotment percentage for fiscal year 
1993 shall be the percentage of funds allotted 
under part A of title II to the service deliv
ery area during the preceding fiscal year. 

"(4) DEFINITIONS AND DETERMINATIONS.
For the purposes of this section-

"(A) the term 'economically disadvantaged 
adult' means an individual who is age 22 or 
older and who has, or is a member of a fam
ily which has, received a total family income 
which, in relation to family size, was not in 
excess of the higher of (A) the poverty in
come guidelines promulgated each year by 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services, 
or (B) 70 percent of the lower living standard 
income level; 

"(B) the Secretary shall, as appropriate 
and to the extent practicable, exclude col
lege students and members of the Armed 
Forces from the determination of the num
ber of economically disadvantaged adults 
and the size of the adult population in a 
service delivery area; and 

"(C) the term 'excess number' means the 
number which represents the number of un
employed individuals in excess of 4.5 percent 
of the civilian labor force in the service de
livery area, or the number which represents 
the number of unemployed individuals in ex
cess of 4.5 percent of the civilian labor force 
in areas of substantial unemployment in 
such service delivery area. 

"(c) SPECIAL ALLOTMENTS.-
"(!) DIVISION OF REMAINDER.-Of the re

maining 19 percent of funds available for al
lotment under this part-

"(A) 5 percent shall be allotted to the 
States in accordance with paragraph (2) to 
carry out the overall administration, man
agement, and auditing activities relating to 
programs under this title and for activities 
under sections 121 and 122; 

"(B) 6 percent shall be allotted to the 
States in accordance with paragraph (2), to 
provide incentive grants authorized under 
section 106(b)(8), which the States in turn 
shall allot in accordance with paragraphs (3) 
and (4); and 

"(C) 8 percent shall be allotted to the 
States in accordance with paragraph (2) to 
carry out section 123. 

"(2) FORMULA FOR ALLOTMENT.-The allot
ments to each State described in paragraph 
(1) shall be based on the relative amount of 
funds allocated to all service delivery areas 
within such State under subsection (b) as 
compared to the amount of funds allocated 
to all service delivery areas in all States 
under subsection (b). 

"(3) INCENTIVE GRANTS ALLOTMENT.-The 
amount reserved under paragraph (l)(B) shall 
be used by the Governor to provide incentive 
grants for service delivery areas that exceed 
applicable performance standards and other 
measures described under section 106(b)(8). 
The incentive grants made under paragraph 
(l)(B) shall be distributed so that not less 
than :Yt of the funds used for incentive grants 
are distributed to eligible service delivery 
areas within the State on an equitable basis, 
taking into account the extent by which 
they exceed the requirements of section 
106(b)(8) and the size of the eligible popu
lation, and the remainder shall be distrib
uted on an equitable basis. 

"(4) OTHER USES.-The Governor may use 
up to 1h of the amount allotted under para
graph (l)(B) for capacity building and tech
nical assistance to service delivery areas and 
service providers. Such use of funds may in
clude the development and training of serv
ice delivery areas and service provider staff 
and the development of exemplary program 
activities. 
"SEC. 203. ELIGIBILITY FOR SERVICES. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
subsection (c), an individual shall be eligible 
to participate in the program under this pa.rt 
only if such individual is-

"(l) 22 years of age or older; and 
"(2) economically disadvantaged. 
"(b) TARGETED GROUPS.-Not less than 60 

percent of the participants in the program 
under this part in each service delivery area 
shall be individuals who, in addition to meet
ing requirements of subsection (a), are in
cluded in one or more of the following cat
egories: 

"(1) basic skills deficient; 
"(2) school dropouts; 
"(3) recipients of cash welfare payments; 
"(4) offenders; 
"(5) individuals with disabilities; or 
"(6) homeless. 
"(c) ExcEPTIONS.-Not more than 10 per

cent of participants in the program under 
this part in each service delivery area may 
be individuals who are not economically dis
advantaged if such individuals are age 22 or 
older and are either included in one of the 
categories listed in subsection (b) or experi
ence other barriers to employment. Such in
dividuals may include, but are not limited 
to, those who have limited English language 
proficiency, or are displaced homemakers, 
older workers, veterans, alcoholics, or drug 
addicts. 

"(d) SERVICES FOR OLDER INDIVIDUALS.
"(l) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS.-(A) Each 

service delivery area shall make special ef
forts to identify and serve eligible individ
uals 55 years of age or older. Not less than 8 
percent of the funds allocated to each service 
delivery area under this part shall be ex
pended to provide services to such individ
uals. 
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"(B) If the Governor determines that in 

any program year a service delivery area ob
ligated less than 8 percent of the funds allo
cated under this part to provide services to 
eligible individuals 55 years of age or older, 
the Governor-

"(!) shall recapture, from the funds avail
able to the service delivery area under this 
part during the subsequent program year, an 
amount equal to the difference between the 
amount obligated for such purposes and 8 
percent of the amount allocated to the serv
ice delivery area under this part in such pro
gram year; and 

"(11)(1) shall reallocate, for purposes of pro
viding services to eligible individuals 55 
years of age or older, the amount recaptured 
pursuant to clause (i) to other service deliv
ery areas within the State, which have obli
gated their funding, in such manner as the 
Governor deems appropriate, taking into 
consideration such factors as demonstrated 
need and the quality of services provided to 
such individuals by the service delivery 
areas; or 

"(II) shall contract with a different service 
provider of demonstrated effectiveness to 
provide services within the service delivery 
area from which funds have been recaptured, 
in order to continue to make services avail
able to eligible individuals in the service de
livery area. 

"(2) COORDINATION.-ln providing the serv
ices required by paragraph (1), the State job 
training coordinating council and the service 
delivery area shall make efforts to coordi
nate the delivery of such services with the 
delivery of services pursuant to title V of the 
Older Americans Act of 1965. 

"(3) SERVICE PROVIDER SELECTION.-(A) In 
the selection of service providers to serve 
older individuals, the service delivery area 
shall give priority to those national, State, 
and local agencies and organizations that 
have a record of demonstrated effectiveness 
in providing training and employment serv
ices to such older individuals. 

"(B) Those service delivery areas within a 
State that choose to utilize the services of 
area agencies on aging or organizations of 
demonstrated effectiveness in providing 
services, including recruitment and place
ment, to older individuals, may combine 
funds under this subsection to contract with 
such area agencies or organizations for the 
provision of such services among the service 
delivery areas. 
"'SEC. 204. PROGRAM DESIGN. 

"(a) ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-The program under this 

part shall include-
"(A) an objective assessment of each par

ticipant's skill levels and service needs, 
which shall include a review of basic skills, 
occupational skills, prior work experience, 
employability, interests, aptitudes (includ
ing interests and aptitudes for nontradi
tional jobs), and supportive service needs, 
except that a new assessment of a partici
pant is not required if the program deter
mines it is appropriate to use a recent as
sessment of the participant conducted pursu
ant to another education or training pro
gram (such as the JOBS program), and such 
assessments shall comply with the require
ments of section 167; 

"(B) development of service strategies 
which shall identify the employment goal 
(including, where appropriate, nontradi
tional employment), appropriate achieve
ment objectives, and appropriate services for 
participants taking into account the assess
ments conducted pursuant to paragraph (1), 
except that a new service strategy is not re-

quired if the program determines it is appro
priate to use a recent service strategy devel
oped for the participant under another edu
cation or training program (such as the 
JOBS program); 

"(C) a review of each participant's progress 
in meeting the objectives of the service 
strategy; and 

"(D) the following services, which shall be 
provided either directly or through arrange
ment with other programs to a participant 
where the assessment and the service strat
egy indicate such services are appropriate: 

"(i) basic skills training; 
"(ii) occupational skills training; and 
"(iii) supportive services. 
"(2) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.-(A) Each 

service delivery area shall ensure that each 
participant or applicant who meets the mini
mum income eligibility criteria be pro
vided-

"(i) information on the full array of appli
cable or appropriate services that are avail
able through the service delivery area or 
other service providers, including, but not 
limited to, those receiving funds under this 
Act, and 

"(ii) referral to appropriate training and 
educational programs that have the capacity 
to serve the applicant either on a sequential 
or concurrent basis. 

"(B)(i) Each service provider shall ensure 
that an eligible applicant who does not meet 
the enrollment requirements of its particu
lar program or who cannot be served shall be 
referred to the service delivery area for fur
ther assessment, as necessary, and referral 
to appropriate programs to meet the appli
cant's basic skills and training needs. 

"(ii) The service delivery area shall ensure 
that appropriate referrals are made pursuant 
to this subparagraph, and shall maintain ap
propriate records of such referrals and the 
basis for such referrals. 

"(b) AUTHORIZED SERVICES.-Services 
which may be made available to participants 
under this title may include, but need not be 
limited to-

"(1) direct training services, including
"(A) basic skills training, including reme

dial education, literacy training, and Eng
lish-as-a-second-language instruction; 

"(B) institutional skills training; 
"(C) on-the-job training; 
"(D) assessment of participants' skill lev

els and service needs; 
"(E) counseling, such as job counseling and 

career counseling; 
"(F) case management services; 
"(G) education-to-work transition activi

ties; 
"(H) programs which combine workplace 

training with related instruction; 
"(I) work experience; 
"(J) programs of advanced career training 

which provide a formal combination of on
the-job and institutional training and in
ternship assignments which prepare individ
uals for career employment; 

"(K) training programs operated by the 
private sector, including those operated by 
labor organizations or by consortia of pri
vate sector employers utilizing private sec
tor facilities, equipment, and personnel to 
train workers in occupations for which de
mand exceeds supply; 

"(L) skill upgrading and retraining; 
"(M) bilingual training; 
"(N) entrepreneurial training, such as 

training activities for microenterprises; 
"(0) vocational exploration; 
"(P) training programs to develop work 

habits to help individuals obtain and retain 
employment; 

"(Q) attainment of certificates of high 
school equivalency; 

"(R) preapprenticeship programs; 
"(S) on-site, industry-specific training pro

grams supportive of industrial and economic 
development; 

"(T) customized training conducted with a 
commitment by an employer or group of em
ployers to employ an individual upon suc
cessful completion of that training; and 

"(U) use of advanced learning technology 
for education, job preparation and skills 
training; and 

"(2) training-related and supportive serv
ices, including-

"(A) job search assistance; 
"(B) outreach to make individuals aware 

of, and encourage the use of, employment 
and training services, including efforts to ex
pand awareness of training and placement 
opportunities for the limited English pro
ficient and individuals with disab111ties; 

"(C) specialized surveys not available 
through other labor market information 
sources; 

"(D) disseminating information on pro
gram activities to employers; 

"(E) development of job openings; 
"(F) coordinated programs with other Fed

eral employment-related activities; 
"(G) supportive services, as defined in sec

tion 4(24) of this Act, necessary to enable in
dividuals to participate in the program, and 
to assist them, for a period not to exceed 12 
months following completion of training, to 
retain employment; 

"(H) needs-based payments and financial 
assistance; 

"(!) follow-up services with participants 
placed in unsubsidized employment; and 

"(J) obtaining job placements for partici
pants. 

"(c) DESIGN OF SERVICES.-
"(!) BASIC SKILLS TRAINING.-Basic skills 

training authorized under this part shall, 
where appropriate, have a workplace context 
and be integrated with occupational skills 
training. 

"(2) ADDITIONAL SERVICES IN CONJUNCTION 
WITH SKILLS TRAINING.-(A) Except as pro
vided in subparagraph (B), job search assist
ance, job search skills training, job clubs, 
and work experience authorized under this 
part shall be accompanied by other services 
designed to increase a participant's basic 
education or occupational skills. 

"(B) The program under this part may pro
vide job search assistance, job search skills 
training, and job club activities to a partici
pant without the additional services de
scribed in subparagraph (A) only if-

"(i) the participant's assessment and serv
ice strategy indicate that the additional 
services are not appropriate; and 

"(ii) the activities are not available to the 
participant through the Employment Serv
ice or other public agencies. 

"(3) LIMITATION ON ON-THE-JOB TRAINING.
In each service delivery area, the ratio of 
participants in on-the-job training assisted 
under this part in the public sector to par
ticipants in such training in the private sec
tor shall not exceed the ratio between civil
ian governmental employment and non
governmental employment in such area. 

"(4) NEEDS-BASED PAYMENTS.-Needs-based 
payments and financial assistance author
ized under this part shall be limited to pay
ments necessary to participation in the pro
gram under this part in accordance with a 
locally developed formula or procedure. 

"(5) COUNSELING AND SUPPORTIVE SERV
ICES.-Counseling and supportive services au
thorized under this part may be provided to 
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a participant for a period up to one year 
after termination from the program. 

"(6) NONCONTRACT TREATMENT.-The serv
ice strategy developed pursuant to section 
204(a)(2) shall not be considered a contract. 

"(7) VOLUNTEERS.-The service delivery 
area shall make opportunities available for 
successful alumni of programs under this 
part to volunteer assistance to participants 
in the form of mentoring, tutoring, and 
other activities. 
"SEC. 206. LINKAGES. 

"(a) PROGRAM LINKAGES.-ln conducting 
the program under this part, the service de
livery area shall establish appropriate link
ages with other programs authorized under 
Federal law. Such programs shall include, 
where feasible, programs assisted under-

"(1) the Adult Education Act; 
"(2) the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and 

Applied Technology Education Act; 
"(3) the Rehab111tation Act of 1973; 
"(4) the Wagner-Peyser Act; 
"(5) part F of title IV of Social Security 

Act (JOBS); 
"(6) the Food Stamp Act; 
"(7) the National Apprenticeship Act; 
"(8) the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless 

Assistance Act; 
"(9) the United States Housing Act; 
"(10) the National Literacy Act of 1991; 
"(11) the Head Start Act (for purposes of 

child care services); and 
"(12) any other provisions of this Act. 
"(b) OTHER LINKAGES.-ln addition to the 

linkages required under subsection (a), serv
ice delivery areas shall establish other ap
propriate linkages to enhance the provision 
of services under this part. Such linkages 
may be established with State and local edu
cational agencies, local service agencies, 
public housing agencies, community organi
zations, business and labor organizations, 
volunteer groups working with disadvan
taged adults, and other training, education, 
employment, economic development and so
cial service programs. 
"SEC. 208. TRANSFER OF FUNDS. 

"A service delivery area may transfer up 
to 10 percent of the funds provided under this 
part to the program under part C of this title 
if such transfer is-

"(1) described in the job training plan; and 
"(2) approved by the Governor. 

"PART B-SUMMER YOUTH EMPLOYMENT AND 
TRAINING PROGRAMS 

"SEC. 251. PURPOSE. 
"The purpose of programs assisted under 

this part is-
"(1) to enhance the basic educational skills 

of youth; 
"(2) to encourage school completion, or en

rollment in supplementary or alternative 
school programs; and 

"(3) to provide eligible youth with expo
sure to the world of work. 
"SEC. 252. ALLOTMENT AND ALLOCATION. 

"(a) TERRIToRIAL AND NATIVE AMERICAN 
ALLOCATION.-From the funds appropriated 
under section 3(a)(2), the Secretary shall 
first allocate to Guam, the Virgin Islands, 
American Samoa, the Freely Associated 
States and the Republic of Palau, the Com
monwealth of the Northern Marianas, and 
entities eligible under section 401 the same 
percentage of funds as were available to such 
areas and entities for the summer youth pro
gram in the fiscal year preceding the fiscal 
year for which the determination is made. 

"(b) UBE OF PART C FORMULA FOR ALLOT
MENT AND ALLOCATION.-The remainder of 
sums appropriated pursuant to section 3(a)(2) 
shall be allotted among States and allocated 

among service delivery areas in accordance 
with section 272(b). 
"SEC. 253. USE OF FUNDS. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-Funds available under 
this part may be used for-

"(1) basic and remedial education, institu
tional and on-the-job training, work experi
ence programs, employment counseling, oc
cupational training, preparation for work, 
outreach and enrollment activities, employ
ability assessment, job referral and place
ment, job search and job club activities, ac
tivities described in section 275(b), and any 
other employment or job training activity 
designed to give employment to eligible indi
viduals or prepare them for, and place them 
in, employment; 

"(2) supportive services necessary to en
able such individuals to participate in the 
program; and 

"(3) administrative costs, not to exceed 15 
percent of the funds available under this 
part. 

"(b)(l) BASIC AND REMEDIAL EDUCATION.-A 
service delivery area shall expend funds 
(from this Act or otherwise available to the 
service delivery area, or both) for basic and 
remedial education as described in the job 
training plan under section 104. 

"(2) The funds for basic and remedial edu
cation or training described in paragraph (1) 
may be provided by-

"(A) the year-round program under this 
part; 

"(B) the Job Corps; 
"(C) the JOBS program; 
"(D) alternative or secondary schools; or 
"(E) other education and training pro-

grams. 
"(c) ASSESSMENT.-Each participant under 

this part shall be provided with an objective 
assessment of basic skills and supportive 
services, which may include a review of oc
cupational skills, prior work experience, em
ployability, interests, and aptitudes, except 
that such assessment, or factor thereof, is 
not required if the program uses recent as
sessments conducted pursuant to another 
education or training program (such as the 
JOBS program or high school academic 
records). It shall be the responsibility of the 
service deli very area to develop a service 
strategy for participants which may identify 
achievement objectives, appropriate employ
ment goals, and appropriate services for par
ticipants, taking into account the assess
ments conducted under this subsection or 
under other education or training programs. 

"(d) FOLLOWUP SERVICES.-Followup serv
ices shall be made available for participants 
for whom a service strategy is developed in 
accordance with this section. 
"SEC. 254. LIMITATIONS. 

"(a) USE DURING SUMMER MONTHS OR 
EQUIVALENT VACATION PERIOD.-Programs 
under this part shall be conducted during the 
summer months, except that a service deliv
ery area may, within the jurisdiction of any 
local educational agency that operates its 
schools on a year-round, full-time basis, offer 
the programs under this part to participants 
during a vacation period treated as the 
equivalent of a summer vacation. 

"(b) CONCURRENT ENROLLMENT.-(1) An eli
gible individual participating in a program 
assisted under this part may concurrently be 
enrolled in programs under part C of this 
title. Appropriate adjustment to the youth 
performance standards (attainment of com
petencies) under section 106(b)(3) of this Act 
shall be made to reflect the limited period of 
participation. 

"(2) Youth being served in this part or in 
the part C youth program do not need to be 

terminated from participation in one pro
gram in order to enroll in the other. The 
Secretary shall provide guidance to service 
delivery areas on simplified procedures for 
concurrent enrollment and transfers for 
youth from one program to the other. 

"(c) ELIGIBLE YoUTH.-The individuals who 
are eligible to participate in programs under 
this part are individuals who are economi
cally disadvantaged and aged 14 through 21. 
"SEC. 255. APPLICABLE PROVISIONS. 

"(a) COMPARABLE FUNCTIONS OF AGENCIES 
AND OFFICIALS.-Private industry councils 
established under title I, chief elected offi
cials, State job training coordinating coun
cils, and Governors shall have the same au
thority, duties, and responsibilities with re
spect to planning and administration of 
funds available under this part as private in
dustry councils, chief elected officials, State 
job training coordinating councils, and Gov
ernors have for funds available under parts A 
and C of title II. 

"(b) PROGRAM GoALS AND OBJECTIVES.-ln 
accordance with the provisions of subsection 
(a), each service delivery area shall establish 
written program goals and objectives which 
shall be used for evaluating the effectiveness 
of programs conducted under this part. Such 
goals and objectives may include-

"(!) improvement in school retention and 
completion; 

"(2) improvement in academic perform
ance, including mathematics and reading 
comprehension; 

"(3) improvement in employab111ty skills; 
and 

"(4) demonstrated coordination with other 
community service organizations such as 
local educational agencies, law enforcement 
agencies, and drug and alcohol abuse preven
tion and treatment programs. 

"PART C-YOUTH PROGRAM 
"SEC. 271. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. 

''The purpose of the programs assisted 
under this part is to-

"(1) improve the long-term employability 
of youth; 

"(2) enhance the educational and occupa
tional skills of youth; 

"(3) encourage school completion or enroll
ment in alternative school programs; 

"(4) increase the employment and earnings 
of youth; 

"(5) reduce welfare dependency; and 
"(6) assist youth in addressing problems 

which impair their ability to make success
ful transitions from school to work, appren
ticeship, the military, or postsecondary edu
cation and training. 
"SEC. 272. ALLOTMENT. 

"(a) TERRITORIES.-Not more than one 
quarter of one percent of the amount appro
priated pursuant to section 3(b) for each fis
cal year and available for this part shall be 
allotted among Guam, the Virgin Islands, 
American Samoa, the Freely Associated 
States and the Republic of Palau, and the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is
lands. 

"(b) GENERAL STATE AND SDA ALLOT
MENT.-

"(1) RESERVATION.-After determining the 
amounts to be allotted under subsection (a), 
81 percent of the remainder shall be allotted 
by the Secretary to the States for allocation 
to service delivery areas within each State. 
Each State shall allocate to the service de
livery areas within the State such amounts 
as determined by the Secretary pursuant to 
the formula contained in paragraph (2). The 
remaining 19 percent shall be allotted in ac
cordance with subsection (c). 
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"(2) FORMULA.-Subject to the provisions 

of paragraph (3), of the amounts allotted by 
the Secretary for this part for each fiscal 
year-

"(A) 33% percent shall be allotted on the 
basis of the relative number of unemployed 
individuals residing in areas of substantial 
unemployment within each service delivery 
area as compared to the total number of 
such unemployed individuals in all service 
delivery areas in all States; 

"(B) 331h percent shall be allotted on the 
basis of the relative excess number of unem
ployed individuals within each service deliv
ery area as compared to the total excess 
number of unemployed individuals in all 
service delivery areas in all States; and 

"(C) 3311.J percent shall be allotted on the 
basis of the relative number of economically 
disadvantaged youth within each service de
livery area as compared to the total number 
of economically disadvantaged youth in all 
service delivery areas in all States except 
that, for the allotment for any service deliv
ery area described in section 101(a)(4)(A)(iii), 
the allotment shall be based on the higher of 
the number of youth in families with an in
come below the low-income level in such 
area or the number of economically dis
advantaged individuals in such area. 

"(3) LIMITATIONS.-(A) No service delivery 
area shall be allotted less than 90 percent of 
its allotment percentage for the fiscal year 
preceding the fiscal year for which the deter
mination is made. 

"(B) No service delivery area shall be allot
ted more than 130 percent of its allotment 
percentage for the fiscal year preceding the 
fiscal year for which the determination is 
made. 

"(C) Notwithstanding subparagraphs (A) 
and (B), the total allotment for all service 
delivery areas within any one State shall not 
be less than one-quarter of 1 percent of the 
total allotted to all service delivery areas in 
all States. 

"(D) For the purposes of subparagraphs (A) 
and (B), the allotment percentage for fiscal 
year 1993 is the percent of the funds allo
cated for youth programs (as determined by 
the Secretary) under title II to the service 
delivery area during the preceding fiscal 
year. 

"(4) DEFINITIONS AND DETERMINATIONS.
For the purposes of this section-

"(A) the term 'economically disadvantaged 
youth' means an individual who is aged 16 
through 21 and who has, or is a member of a 
family which has, received a total family in
come which, in relation to family size, was 
not in excess of the higher of (1) the poverty 
income guidelines promulgated each year by 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services, 
or (11) 70 percent of the lower living standard 
income level; 

"(B) the term 'excess number' means the 
number which represents the number of un
employed individuals in excess of 4.5 percent 
of the civilian labor force in the service de
livery area, or the number which represents 
the number of unemployed individuals in ex
cess of 4.5 percent of the civilian labor force 
in areas of substantial unemployment in 
such service delivery area; and 

"(C) the Secretary shall, as appropriate 
and to the extent practicable, exclude col
lege students and members of the armed 
forces from the determination of the number 
of economically disadvantaged youth and the 
size of the youth population in a service de
livery area. 

"(c) SPECIAL ALLOTMENTS.-
"(!) DIVISION OF REMAINDER.-Of the re

maining 19 percent of funds available for al
lotment under this part-
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"(A) 5 percent shall be allotted to the 
States in accordance with paragraph (2) to 
carry out the overall administration, man
agement, and auditing activities relating to 
programs under this title and for activities 
under sections 121 and 122; 

"(B) 6 percent shall be allotted to the 
States in accordance with paragraph (2) to 
provide incentive grants authorized under 
section 106(b)(8), and the State shall, in turn, 
allot these grants in accordance with para
graph (3); and 

"(C) 8 percent shall be allotted by the 
States in accordance with paragraph (2) to 
carry out section 123. 

"(2) FORMULA FOR ALLOTMENT.-The allot
ments to each State described in paragraph 
(1) shall be based on the relative amount of 
funds allocated to all service delivery areas 
within such State under subsection (b) as 
compared to the amount of funds allocated 
to all service delivery areas in all States 
under subsection (b). 

"(3) INCENTIVE GRANT ALLOTMENT.-The 
amount reserved under paragraph (l)(B) shall 
be used by the Governor to provide incentive 
grants for service delivery areas that exceed 
applicable performance standards and other 
measures described under section 106(b)(8). 
The incentive grants made under this sub
paragraph shall be distributed so that not 
less than !% of the funds used for incentive 
grants are distributed to eligible service de
livery areas within the State on an equitable 
basis, taking into account the extent by 
which they exceed requirements of section 
106(b)(8) and the size of the eligible popu
lation, and the remainder shall be distrib
uted on an equitable basis. 

"(4) OTHER usEs.-The Governor may use 
up to ¥.3 of the amount allotted under para
graph (l)(B) for capacity building and tech
nical assistance to service delivery area and 
service providers. Such use of funds may in
clude the development and training of serv
ice delivery area and service provider staff 
and the development of exemplary program 
activities. 
"SEC. 273. ELIGmILITY FOR SERVICES. 

"(a) IN-SCHOOL YOUTH.-An individual who 
is in school shall be eligible to participate in 
the program under this part only if such in
dividual is---

"(1) aged 16 through 21 or, if provided in 
the job training plan, aged 14 through 21; and 

"(2) economically disadvantaged, or par
ticipates in a compensatory education pro
grams under chapter 1 of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965. 

"(b) TARGETED GROUPS OF IN-SCHOOL 
YoUTH.-Not less than 60 percent of the in
school individuals who participate in a pro
gram under this part shall be individuals 
who, in addition to meeting the require
ments of subsection (a), are included in one 
or more of the following categories: 

"(1) basic skills deficient; 
"(2) educational attainment that is one or 

more grade levels below the grade level ap
propriate to that individual's age; 

"(3) pregnant or parenting; 
"(4) individuals with disabilities, including 

a learning disability; 
"(5) homeless or run-away youth; or 
"(6) offender. 
"(c) OUT-OF-SCHOOL YOUTH.-An individual 

who is out of school shall be eligible to par
ticipate in the program under this part only 
if such individual is-

"(1) aged 16 through 21; and 
"(2) economically disadvantaged; 
"(d) TARGETED GROUPS OF 0UT-OF-ScHOOL 

YOUTH.-Not less then 60 percent of the out
of-school individuals who participate in a 

program under this part shall be individuals 
who, in addition to meeting the require
ments of subsection (c), are included in one 
or more of the following categories: 

"(1) basic skills deficient; 
"(2) school dropouts (subject to the condi

tions described in section 274(d)(2)); 
"(3) pregnant or parenting; 
"(4) individuals with disabilities, including 

a learning disability; 
"(5) homeless or run-away youth; or 
"(6) offenders. 
"(e) ExcEPTIONs.-Not more than 10 per

cent of participants in the program under 
this part in each service delivery area may 
be individuals who do not meet the require
ments of subsection (a)(2) or (c)(2) if such in
dividuals experience one or more barriers to 
employment. Such barriers may include, but 
need not be limited to, the categories de
scribed in subsections (b) and (d), or cat
egories such as limited English language 
proficiency, alcoholics, or drug addicts. 

"(f) RATIO OF OUT-OF-SCHOOL TO IN-ScHOOL 
YOUTH.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided for in 
paragraphs (2) and (3), not less than 60 per
cent of the participants in the program 
under this part in each service deli very area 
shall be out-of-school individuals who meet 
the requirements of subsections (c), (d), or 
(e). 

"(2) ExCEPTION.-The minimum percentage 
of participants in a service delivery area re
quired to be out-of-school individuals pursu
ant to paragraph (1) may be reduced to a per
centage that is not less than 40 percent if, in 
accordance with guidelines established by 
the Secretary-

"(A) a service delivery area conducting a 
program under this part submits a request to 
the Governor specifying an alternative per
centage requirement and such request is jus
tified by a dropout rate of less than 10 per
cent for the youth population in the service 
deli very area, and 

"(B) the Governor approves the request 
submitted pursuant to subparagraph (A) and 
includes a description of the requests ap
proved, and basis for such approval in the 
Governor's coordination and special services 
plan. 

"(3) COUNTING OF IN-SCHOOL INDIVIDUALS.
In-school individuals served as a part of a 
schoolwide project in subsection (g) shall not 
be counted as a part of the ratio of in-school 
individuals to out-of-school individuals. 

"(g) ScHOOL-WIDE PROJECTS FOR Low-IN
COME SCHOOLS.-

"(!) IN GENERAL.-ln addition to the indi
viduals described in subsection (e), an indi
vidual who does not meet the requirements 
of subsection (a)(2) may participate in the 
program assisted under this part if such indi
vidual is enrolled in a public school-

"(A) which is located in a poverty area; 
"(B) served by a local educational agency 

which is eligible for assistance under chapter 
1 of title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965; 

"(C) in which not less than 75 percent of 
the students enrolled are included in the cat
egories described in subsection (b); and 

"(D) which conducts a program pursuant to 
a cooperative arrangement which meets the 
requirements of section 275(d). 

"(2) DEFINITION.-For the purposes of para
graph (1), the term 'poverty area' means an 
urban census tract or a nonmetropoli tan 
county with a poverty rate of 30 percent or 
more as determined by the Bureau of the 
Census. 
"SEC. 274. PROGRAM DESIGN. 

"(a) YEAR-RoUND OPERATION.-The pro
gram under this part shall be conducted and 
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services shall be made available during the 
year or on a multiyear basis as appropriate. 

"(b) ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-The program under this 

pa.rt shall include-
"(A) an objective assessment of each par

ticipant's skill levels and service needs, 
which shall include a review of basic skills, 
occupational skills, prior work experience, 
employability, interests, aptitudes (includ
ing interests and aptitudes for nontradi
tional jobs), and supportive service needs, 
except that a new assessment of a partici
pant is not required where the program de
termines it is appropriate to use a recent as
sessment of the participant conducted pursu
ant to another education or training pro
gram (such as the JOBS program); 

"(B) development of service strategies 
which shall identify achievement objectives, 
appropriate employment goals (including, 
where appropriate, nontraditional employ
ment), and appropriate services for partici
pants ta.king into account the assessments 
conducted pursuant to paragraph (1), except 
that a new service strategy is not required 
where the program determines it is appro
priate to use a recent service strategy devel
oped for the participant under another edu
cation or training program (such as the 
JOBS program); 

"(C) a review of each participant's progress 
in meeting the objectives of the service 
strategy; and 

"(D) the following services, which shall be 
provided either directly or through arrange
ment with other programs to a participant 
where the assessment and service strategy 
indicate such services are appropriate: 

"(1) basic skills training; 
"(11) occupational skills training; 
"(iii) preemployment and work maturity 

skills training; 
"(iv) work experience combined with skills 

training; and 
"(v) supportive services. 
"(2) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.-(A) Each 

service delivery area shall ensure that each 
participant or applicant who meets the mini
mum income eligibility criteria be provided: 

"(1) information on the full array of appli
cable or appropriate services that are avail
able through the service delivery area or 
other service providers, including, but not 
limited to, those receiving funds under this 
Act, and 

"(11) referral to other appropriate training 
and educational programs that have the ca.
pa.city to serve the applicant either on a se
quential or concurrent basis. 

"(B)(i) Each service provider shall ensure 
that an eligible applicant who does not meet 
the enrollment requirements of its particu
lar program or who cannot be served shall be 
referred to the service delivery area for fur
ther assessment, as necessary, and referral 
to appropriate programs to meet the appli
cant's basic skills and training needs. 

"(11) The service delivery area shall ensure 
that appropriate referrals a.re made pursuant 
to this subparagraph, and shall maintain ap
propriate records of such referrals and the 
basis for such referral. 

"(c) AUTHORIZED SERVICES.-Services 
which may be made available to youth with 
funds provided under this part may include, 
but need not be limited to-

"(1) direct training services, including: 
"(A) the services described in section 

204(b)(l); 
"(B) tutoring and study skills training; 
"(C) alternative high schools services that 

meet the requirements of section 141(o)(l); 
"(D) instruction leading to high school 

completion or its equivalent; 

"(E) mentoring; 
" (F) limited internships in the private sec

tor; 
"(G) training or education that is com

bined with community and youth service op
portunities in public agencies, nonprofit 
agencies, and other appropriate agencies, in
stitutions, and organizations; 

" (H) entry employment experience pro
grams; 

"(!)school-to-work transition services; 
"(J) school-to-postsecondary education 

transition services; 
"(K) school-to-apprenticeship transition 

services; and 
"(L) preemployment and work maturity 

skills training; and 
"(2) training-related and supportive serv

ices, including: 
"(A) the services described in section 

204(b)(2); 
"(B) drug and alcohol abuse counseling and 

referral; 
"(C) services encouraging parental, spous

al, and other significant adult involvement 
in the participant's program; 

"(D) cash incentives and bonuses based on 
attendance and performance in a program. 

"(d) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.-
"(1) STRATEGIES AND SERVICES.-In develop

ing service strategies and designing services 
for the program under this part, the service 
delivery area and private industry council 
shall take into consideration exemplary pro
gram strategies and practices. 

"(2) ENROLLMENT REQUIREMENTS.-Each 
service delivery area shall make available, 
concurrently or sequentially, at lea.st 2 or 
more of the following options to enable an 
individual who is under the age of 18 and is 
a school dropout, as a part of such individ
ual's training: 

"(A) to reenroll in and attend school; 
"(B) to enroll in and attend an alternative 

high school; 
"(C) to enroll in and attend an alternative 

course of study approved by the local edu
cational agency; or 

" (D) to enroll in and attend a high school 
equivalency program. 

"(3) SKILLS TRAINING.-(A) Preemployment 
and work maturity skills training authorized 
by this part shall be accompanied by either 
work experience or other additional services 
designed to increase a participant's basic or 
occupational skills. The additional services 
may be provided, sequentially or concur
rently, under other education and training 
programs, including the Job Corps and the 
JOBS program. 

"(B) Work experience, job search assist
ance, job search skills training, and job club 
activities authorized by this part shall be ac
companied by additional services designed to 
increase a participant's basic education or 
occupational skills. The additional services 
may be provided, sequentially or concur
rently, under other education and training 
programs, including the Job Corps and the 
JOBS program. 

"(4) NEEDS-BASED PAYMENTS.-Needs-based 
payments authorized under this part shall be 
limited to payments necessary to participate 
in the program in accordance with a locally 
developed formula or procedure. 

"(5) COUNSELING AND SUPPORTIVE SERV
ICES.-Counseling and supportive services au
thorized under this pa.rt may be provided to 
a participant for a period of up to one year 
after termination from the program. 

"(6) NONCONTRACT TREATMENT.-The serv
ice strategy developed pursuant to section 
274(b)(l)(B) shall not be considered a con
tract. 

"(7) VOLUNTEERS.-The service delivery 
area shall make opportunities available for 
successful alumni of programs under this 
pa.rt to volunteer assistance to participants 
in the form of mentoring, tutoring and other 
activities. 
"SEC. 275. LINKAGES. 

"(a) EDUCATIONAL LINKAGES.-In conduct
ing a program under this pa.rt, service deliv
ery areas shall establish linkages with the 
appropriate educational agencies responsible 
for service to participants. Such linkages 
shall include but a.re not limited to-

"(l) formal agreements with local edu
cational agencies that wm identify-

"(A) the procedures for referring and serv
ing in-school youth; 

"(B) the ·methods of assessment of in
school youth; and 

"(C) procedures for notifying the program 
when a youth drops out of the school system; 

"(2) arrangements to ensure that the pro
gram under this pa.rt supplements existing 
programs provided by local educational 
agencies to in-school youth; 

"(3) arrangements to ensure that the pro
gram under this pa.rt ut111zes, to the extent 
possible, existing services provided by local 
educational agencies to out-of-school youth; 

"(4) arrangements to ensure that for in
school participants there is a regular ex
change of information between the program 
and the educational agency relating to par
ticipant progress, problems and needs, in
cluding, where appropriate, interim assess
ment results. 

"(b) EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAM 
LINKAGES.-In conducting the program under 
this pa.rt, the service delivery area shall es
tablish appropriate linkages with other edu
cation and training programs authorized 
under Federal law. Such programs shall in
clude, where feasible, programs authorized 
by-

"(1) pa.rt B of title IV of this Act (the Job 
Corps); 

"(2) parts A through D of chapter 1 of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965; 

"(3) the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and 
Applied Technology Education Act; 

"(4) the Individuals with Disabilities Edu
cation Act; 

"(5) the Wagner-Peyser Act; 
"(6) pa.rt F of title IV of the Social Secu-

rity Act (JOBS); 
"(7) the Food Sta.mp Act; 
"(8) the National Apprenticeship Act; 
"(9) the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless 

Assistance Act; 
"(10) the National Literacy Act of 1991; and 
"(11) any other provisions of this Act. 
"(c) OTHER PROGRAMS.-In addition to the 

linkages required under subsections (a) and 
(b), service delivery areas shall establish 
other appropriate linkages to enhance the 
provision of services under this part. Such 
linkages may be established with State and 
local service agencies, public housing agen
cies, community organizations, business and 
labor organizations, volunteer groups work
ing with at-risk youth, parents and family 
members, juvenile justice systems, and other 
training, education, employment and social 
service programs, including programs con
ducted under pa.rt A of title II. 

"(d) ScHOOLWIDE PROJECTS FOR Low-INCOME 
SCHOOLS.-In conducting a program serving 
individuals specified in section 273(g), the 
service delivery area shall establish a coop
erative arrangement with the appropriate 
local educational agency which shall, in ad
dition to the other requirements of this sec
tion, include-
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"(1) a description of how the program will 

supplement the educational program of the 
school; 

"(2) identification of measurable goals to 
be achieved by the program and provision for 
assessing the extent to which such goals are 
met; 

"(3) a description of how the program will 
use resources provided under this part and 
resources provided under other education 
programs to achieve the goals identified in 
paragraph (2); 

"(4) a description of the number of individ
uals to be served; and 

"(5) assurances that the resources provided 
under this part shall be used to supplement 
and not supplant existing sources of funds. 
"SEC. 278. TRANSFER OF FUNDS. 

"A service delivery area may transfer up 
to 10 percent of the funds provided under this 
part to the program under part A of this title 
if such transfer is-

"(1) described in the job training plan; and 
"(2) approved by the Governor.". 

SEC. 23. EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ASSIST
ANCE FOR DISLOCATED WORKERS. 

(a) USE OF FUNDS.-Section 314(0 of the 
Act is amended by-

(1) inserting "(1)" after "(0"; and 
(2) adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
"(2) An eligible dislocated worker partici

pating in training (except for on-the-job 
training) pursuant to this title shall be 
deemed to be in training with the approval of 
the State agency for purposes of any other 
provisions in law.". 

(b) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAMS.-Section 
324(a) of the Act is amended by striking 
"1989, 1990, and 1991," and inserting "1991 
through 1996,". 

(C) UNOBLIGATED FUNDS.-Section 303 of the 
Act is amended-

(1) by striking the heading and inserting in 
lieu thereof • 'RECAPTURE AND REALLOTMENT 
OF FUNDS UNDER TITLE III PROGRAMS"; 

(2) by striking "unexpended" each place it 
appears in subsection 303(b) and inserting in 
lieu thereof "unobligated"; 

(3) by inserting "and obligation" after "ex
penditure" in subsection (d); and 

(4) in subsection (e), by striking "has ex
pended" and inserting in lieu thereof "has 
obligated". 

(d) USE OF FUNDS.-(1) Section 315(a)(l) of 
the Act is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 315. (a)(l) Of the funds allocated to a 
substate grantee under part A of this title 
for any program year, not less than 50 per
cent shall be expended for retraining services 
specified under section 314(d).". 

(2) Section 315(b) of the Act is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(b) Of the funds allocated to a substate 
grantee or to the Governor under part A of 
this title for any program year, not more 
than 25 percent may be expended to provide 
needs-related payments and other supportive 
services.". 

(3) The first sentence of section 315(c) of 
the Act is amended to read as follows: "Of 
the funds allocated to a substate grantee or 
to the Governor under part A of this title for 
any program year, not more than 15 percent 
may be expended to cover the administrative 
cost of programs.". 

(4) Section 315 of the Act is further amend
ed by inserting at the end thereof the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(d) Substate grantees within a State may 
combine funds under this title for the provi
sion of services to eligible dislocated work
ers from 2 or more substate areas.". 

SEC. 24. NATIVE AMERICAN AND MIGRANT PRO
GRAMS. 

(a) NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAMS.-Section 
401 of the Act is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

"(k)(l) The Secretary shall designate a sin
gle organizational unit which shall have as 
its primary responsibility the administra
tion of all Native American programs au
thorized under this Act. 

"(2) Such organizational unit shall-
"(A) be accountable for administering the 

provisions of all Native American programs 
authorized under this Act, including the 
monitoring of such programs and making 
recommendations regarding the selection of 
all recipients of financial assistance; 

"(B) be accountable for the development of 
all policies and procedures related to the im
plementation of such programs; and 

"(C) coordinate the development of policy 
and procedures for all employment and 
training programs within the Department re
lating to services for Native American work
ers. 

"(3) In the hiring and promotion of all pro
fessional staff for the organizational unit 
designated under paragraph (1), special con
sideration shall be given to individuals who 
have field experience in the daily operation 
of service and training programs for Native 
Americans, and individuals who are Indians 
or Native Alaskans. The Secretary shall take 
such additional actions as may be necessary 
to promote the recruitment and promotion 
of Indians, Native Alaskans, and Native Ha
waiians to positions in such unit.". 

(b) CLARIFICATION.-Section 401(0 of the 
Act is amended by inserting before the pe
riod at the end thereof the following: ", such 
as activities described in section 499(b)". 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
401(j) of the Act is amended-

(1) by inserting "and part C" after "part 
A", and 

(2) by inserting before the period at the end 
thereof the following: ", in addition to any 
other amounts made available from appro
priations for purposes of this section". 

(d) PERMANENT ADVISORY COUNCIL.-Sec
tion 401 of the Act is amended by inserting 
at the end thereof the following new sub
section: 

"(1)(1) There is hereby established a Native 
American Employment and Training Council 
(hereinafter in this subsection referred to as 
the 'Council') which shall consist of not less 
than 17 Indians, Native Alaskans, and Native 
Hawaiians appointed by the Secretary from 
among individuals nominated by Indian 
tribes or Indian, Native Alaskan, or Native 
Hawaiian organizations. The Council's mem
bership shall represent all geographic areas 
of the United States with a substantial In
dian, Native Alaskan, or Native Hawaiian 
population and shall include representatives 
of tribal governments and of nonreservation 
Native American organizations who are serv
ice providers under this Act. A majority of 
the members of tbe Council shall have field 
experience in the daily operation of the pro
gram authorized under this section. 

"(2) The Council shall be chaired by a 
Council member elected by a majority of the 
Council's membership. The Council shall 
meet not less than twice each program year. 

"(3) Members of the Native American Pro
grams Advisory Committee which existed be
fore the enactment of this subsection-

"(A) shall serve as members of the Council 
until successors are appointed; and 

"(B) may be appointed as members of the 
new Council, if such appointment is consist
ent with the provisions of this subsection. 

"(4) The term of office for members of the 
Council shall be 2 years, except that-

"(A) the Secretary shall designate one-half 
of the initial appointments of members of 
the Council for terms of 1 year; 

"(B) any vacancy shall be filled in the 
same manner as the original appointment; 

"(C) any member appointed to such a va
cancy shall serve for the remainder of the 
term for which his or her predecessor was ap
pointed; and 

"(D) members may be reappointed. 
"(5) The membership of the Council shall 

be appointed by the beginning of program 
year 1992. 

"(6) The Council shall-
"(A) solicit the views of a wide variety of 

tribes and Native American groups, includ
ing those operating employment and train
ing programs funded under this section, on 
issues affecting the operation and adminis
tration of such programs; 

"(B) advise the Secretary with respect to 
all matters concerning the implementation 
of programs under this section and other 
programs providing services to Native Amer
ican youth and adults under this Act; 

"(C) advise and make recommendations to 
the Secretary with respect to the design and 
implementation of performance standards 
developed under subsection (h) of this sec
tion; 

"(D) advise and make recommendations to 
the Secretary with respect to any services 
obtained or to be obtained by the depart
ment through contracts or arrangements 
with non-Federal agencies or entities which 
involve the program authorized by this sec
tion; 

"(E) evaluate the effectiveness of Native 
American job training programs and make 
recommendations with respect to the im
provement of such programs; 

"(F) advise the Secretary with respect to 
individuals to be considered to fill the posi
tion of the official in charge of the organiza
tional unit designated under subsection 
(k)(l) whenever a vacancy in such position 
occurs; and 

"(G) submit a report directly to the Sec
retary and to the Congress no later than 
January 1 of each even numbered year on the 
progress of Native American job training 
programs and making recommendations for 
improving their administration and effec
tiveness. 

"(7) Members of the Council shall serve 
without compensation but shall be entitled 
to reimbursement for their expenses in the 
performance of their duties. The Secretary 
shall provide the Council with such adminis
trative support as may be necessary to the 
performance of its functions.". 

(e) COMPETITION FOR SECTION 402 GRANTS.
Section 402 of the Act is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sub
section: 

"(0 Procedures for awarding grants under 
this section shall be consistent with the 
standard competitive procurement proce
dures. The competition for grants under this 
section shall be conducted every 2 years, ex
cept that when a grantee has performed sat
isfactorily under the terms of an existing 
grant agreement, the Secretary may waive 
the requirement for such competition upon 
receipt from the grantee of a satisfactory 2-
year program plan for the succeeding 2-year 
grant period.". 

(0 CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 402(0 
of the Act is amended-

(1) by inserting "and part C" after "part 
A", and 

(2) by inserting before the period at the end 
thereof the following: ", in addition to any 
other amounts made available from appro
priations for purposes of this section". 
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(f) GRANT PROCEDURES.-Part A of title IV 

of the Act is amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 

"GRANT PROCEDURES 
"SEC. 403. Grants under sections 401 and 402 

shall be subject to the Single Audit Act and 
charging of costs shall be subject to appro
priate circulars issued by the Office of Man
agement and Budget, including Circulars A-
87, A-102, A-110, and A-122.". 
SEC. 25. JOB CORPS. 

(a) ELIGIBILITY.-Section 423(1) of the Act 
is amended by-

(1) inserting after "except that", the words 
"not more than 20 percent of the individuals 
enrolled may be from age 22 through 24, and 
that any". 

(b) CLARIFICATION OF AUTHORITY TO TRANS
FER PARTICIPANTS TO AND FROM PROGRAMS 
UNDER TITLE II.-Section 426 of the Act is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"(d) Nothing in this Act shall be construed 
to prohibit an individual who has been a par
ticipant in the Job Corps from concurrently 
or subsequently participating in programs 
under title II of this Act, or to prohibit an 
individual who has been a participant in pro
grams under title II of this Act from concur
rently or subsequently participating in the 
Job Corps.". 

(C) NONRESIDENTIAL PARTICIPANTS.-Sec
tion 427(a)(2) of the Act is amended by-

(1) striking "10 percent" and inserting "20 
percent"; and 

(2) adding at the end of paragraph (2) the 
following new sentences: "In enrolling indi
viduals who are to be nonresidential partici
pants, priority shall be given to those eligi
ble individuals who are single parents with 
dependent children. The Secretary shall not 
reduce the number of residential partici
pants in Job Corps programs under this part 
during any program year below the number 
of residential participants during program 
year 1991 in order to increase the number of 
individuals who are nonresidential partici
pants in the Job Corps.". 

(d) CONSERVATION CENTERS.-Section 427 of 
the Act is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

"(d) No funds appropriated to the Depart
ment of Labor for any fiscal year may be 
used to execute or carry out any contract 
with a nongovernmental entity to admin
ister or manage a Civilian Conservation Cen
ter of the Job Corps on public land.". 

(e) ADDITIONAL SUPPORT SERVICES RE
QUIRED.-Section 428 of the Act is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsections: 

"(e) The Secretary shall, to the extent 
practicable, provide child care at or near Job 
Corps centers, for individuals who require 
child care for their children in order to par
ticipate in the Job Corps. 

"(f) Each Job Corps center shall provide to 
enrollees who are dependent on, or who have 
a history of abuse of, alcohol or drugs with 
counseling and referral to related services 
necessary to prevent the continuance or re
currence of such dependency or abuse.". 

(f) MANAGEMENT FEES.-Section 437 of the 
Act is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new subsection: 

"(d) The Secretary shall provide all Job 
Corps contractors with an equitable and ne
gotiated management fee of not less than 
one percent of the contract amount.". 
SEC. 18. AMENDMENTS TO PART D OF Tl'l1..E IV: 

NATIONAL ACTIVITIES. 
Section 455 of the Act is amended by strik

ing subsection (b) and inserting in lieu there
of the following: 

"(b)(l) The Secretary shall provide guid
ance and technical assistance to States and 
service delivery areas relating to the docu
mentation required to verify the eligibility 
of participants under parts A, B, and C of 
title II of this Act as amended by the Job 
Training Reform Amendments, particularly 
those participants in the target groups listed 
in sections 203(a) and 273 (b) and (d). Such 
documentation shall, to the extent prac
ticable, be uniform and standard. 

"(2) The guidance provided pursuant to 
paragraph (1), while maintaining program in
tegrity, shall-

"(A) limit the documentation burden to 
the minimum necessary to adequately verify 
eligibility, and 

"(B) ensure, to the extent practicable, that 
the documentation requirements shall not 
discourage the participation of eligible indi
viduals. 

"(3) The guidance provided pursuant to 
paragraph (1) shall specifically address in
come eligibility, assessment, the determina
tion of additional barriers to employment (in 
sections 203(b) and 273 (b) and (d)), and spe
cific uniform or standardized documentation 
or procedures (including simplified standard
ized forms, automated intake procedures, 
self-certification documents) and other docu
mentation proxies (such as JOBS and Job 
Corps eligibility forms). 

"(4) The guidance described in paragraph 
(1) shall be provided not later than July 1, 
1992.". 
SEC. 27. UNIFORM REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) REPORTING; TRAINING NETWORK.-Part D 
of title IV of the Act is amended by adding 
at the end the following new sections: 
"SEC. ~ UNIFORM REPORTING REQUIRE· 

MENTS. 
"(a) FINDING.-The Congress finds that 

closer coordination and more effective use of 
resources among a variety of employment 
and training programs can be facilitated if 
these programs have common data elements 
and definitions. 

"(b) DATA ELEMENTS.-The Secretaries of 
Labor, Education, and Health and Human 
Services, in consultation with other appro
priate departments, shall identify a core set 
of consistently defined data elements for em
ployment and training programs, including 
(but not limited to) those funded under titles 
II, ill, and IV of this Act, the Wagner-Peyser 
Act, the Carl D. Perkins Vocational Edu
cation Act, title II of the Family Support 
Act, and title V of the Older Americans Act. 

"(c) REPORT.-The Secretary shall report 
to the Congress no later than January l, 
1994, listing recommended data elements and 
their definitions, and containing an analysis 
of the benefits of their adoption. 

"(d) CONSULTATION.-The Secretary shall 
consult with experts and practitioners at the 
Federal, State, and local levels, in the var
ious program areas, in fulfilling the require
ments of this subsection. The Secretary shall 
also consult with the United States General 
Accounting Office in fulfilling the require
ments of this section. 
"SEC. 467. TRAINING NETWORK. 

"(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary shall 
establish a Capacity Building and Informa
tion and Dissemination Network (hereafter 
referred to as the 'Network') to enhance the 
effectiveness of and to strengthen the caliber 
of services provided through the various Fed
eral, State, and local employment and train
ing programs including programs not author
ized under this Act. To initiate and maintain 
this Network, the Secretary may, on a com
petitive basis, award a grant or contract to 
a single entity, or coordinate a system of en-

tities with current and specialized employ
ment and training expertise. The Secretary 
shall ensure that such Network develops a 
national strategy-

"(!) to coordinate and support the develop
ment of, and (where necessary) develop, and 
provide appropriate training, technical as
sistance, staff development, and other activi
ties which will-

"(A) enhance the skills, knowledge, and ex
pertise of the personnel who staff employ
ment and training and other closely related 
human service systems, including service 
providers; 

"(B) improve the quality of services pro
vided to individuals served under the Act and 
other Federal employment and training pro
grams and encourage integrated service de
livery under multiple Federal statutes using, 
where possible, interactive communication 
systems and cross trained teams; 

"(C) improve the planning, procurement, 
and contracting practices pursuant to this 
Act; and 

"(D) provide broad human services policy 
and planning training to private industry 
council volunteers and members of State 
human investment coordinating councils; 

"(2) to prepare and disseminate staff train
ing, curricula, and materials, including soft
ware, for employment and training profes
sionals and support staff which focus on en
hancing staff competencies and professional
ism, including instruction on the adminis
trative requirements of this Act, such as pro
curement and contracting standards and reg
ulations; and 

"(3) to disseminate innovative and success
ful models, materials, methods, and program 
information using computer-based tech
nologies for organizing the data base and dis
semination and communication system, and 
provide training in the techniques learned 
from those sources to foster improved pro
gram quality and professional growth among 
managers, service delivery providers, and ad
ministrators involved in the delivery of em
ployment and training services. 

"(b) CHARGES.-The training Network es
tablished pursuant to subsection (a) may 
charge appropriate tuition or fees to offset 
the costs of institute training, materials ac
quisition, or information dissemination. 

"(c) AssISTANCE.-The Secretary shall pro
vide guidance, technical assistance, and di
rection to the Network to ensure that it re
sponds to employment and training staff 
needs, furnishes high quality training and 
materials, meets program objectives without 
duplication, and encourages the use of the 
latest computer-based technologies for train
ing and program management. 

"(d) DISSEMINATION.-{1) The Secretary is 
authorized to establish a Clearinghouse 
within the Network to regularly identify, de
velop, and disseminate innovative materials 
and successful program models which en
hance the knowledge and quality of perform
ance of employment and training personnel 
and which will-

"(A) facilitate effective communications 
and coordination among employment and 
training personnel; 

"(B) establish a computer-based commu
nications and dissemination network to 
share information among employment and 
training personnel and institutions; 

"(C) establish linkages with existing 
human resources clearinghouses, including 
(but not limited to) the Education Research 
Information Centers and the National Net
work for Curriculum Coordination in Voca
tional and Technical Education; and 

"(D) identify and disseminate, using the 
techniques of subsection (b), innovative ma-
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terial and successful program models which 
enhance the knowledge and quality of per
formance of employment and training per
sonnel and thus improve the services pro
vided to program participants. 

"(2) In selecting such successful program 
models, consideration shall be given to

"(A) the size and scope of the program; 
"(B) the length of time that the program 

has been operating; 
"(C) the nature and reliability of measur

able outcomes for the program; 
"(D) the capacity of the sponsoring organi

zation to provide the technical assistance 
necessary for States and service delivery 
areas to replicate the program; and 

"(E) the likelihood that the program will 
be successful in diverse economic, geo
graphic, and cultural environments. 

"(f) CONSULTATION.-The Secretary shall 
consult with the Secretaries of Education 
and Health and Human Services, as appro
priate, to coordinate the activities of the 
Network of training clearinghouses with 
other relevant institutes, centers, labora
tories, clearinghouses, or dissemination net
works, such as the National Diffusion Net
work. 

"(g) GoALs.-The initial goals of the Net
work shall include-

"(1) establish computer-based training 
packages for key job training professions in 
cooperation with service delivery areas and 
community-based organizations. 

"(2) design and implement a dissemination 
network to identify at the State and commu
nity level, programs and organizations with 
exemplary systems and practices applied to 
the delivery of job training services; 

"(3) design and implement computer-based 
systems and networks to provide access and 
retrieval for job training organizations and 
professionals to-

"(A) relevant training, technical assist
ance, and knowledge development materials; 
and 

"(B) inventories of training and technical 
assistance providers and services; 

"(4) develop training and staff development 
programs in cooperation with existing pro
viders and offer them, at a minimum, in each 
Federal region, which programs may include 
training for case managers, job developers, 
assessment specialists, and program man
agers; and 

"(5) enhance and broaden the content and 
user base for information systems and net
works. 
SEC. 28. AMENDMENTS TO PART E OF TITLE IV: 

LABOR MARKET INFORMATION. 
(a) COOPERATIVE LABOR MARKET INFORMA

TION.-Section 462 of the Act is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

"(g)(l) The Bureau of Labor Statistics 
shall engage in research, demonstration, or 
other activities, including those which might 
be carried out by States, designed to deter
mine the feasibility of various methods of 
organizing and making accessible nationwide 
information on the quarterly earnings, es
tablishment and industry affiliation, and ge
ographic location of employment for all indi
viduals for whom such information is col
lected by the States, and/or to demonstrate 
the policy research and program evaluation 
applications of such information. 

"(2) In cooperation with the States, the 
Bureau shall determine appropriate proce
dures for establishing and maintaining such 
information in a longitudinal manner and 
appropriate policies for making such infor
mation available for policy research or pro
gram evaluation purposes or both, while en-

suring the confidentiality of information and 
the privacy of individuals. 

"(3) The Secretary of Labor shall make a 
report to Congress not later than 12 months 
after the enactment of the Job Training Re
form Amendments which shall describe the 
costs and benefits, including savings on pro
gram followup surveys, of such a database 
and the steps that have been taken and the 
schedule for any remaining steps necessary 
to implement the provisions of this sec
tion.". 

(b) SPECIAL FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITIES.
Section 463 of the Act is amended-

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting "the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services," after 
"the Secretary of Education,"; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(d) The Secretary, acting through the Na
tional Occupational Information Coordinat
ing Committee, shall report to Congress no 
later than 24 months after the date of enact
ment of this subsection, and biennially 
thereafter, listing recommended common 
and complementary data elements and their 
definitions, containing an analysis of the 
benefits of their adoption and the implica
tions for State and local purposes, and iden
tifying plans and schedules for developing 
and maintaining this common core of data. 
The Secretary shall consult with experts and 
practitioners at the Federal, State, and local 
levels in the various program areas in fulfill
ing the requirements of this subsection.". 

(c) NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL INFORMATION 
COORDINATING COMMITTEE.-Section 464 of 
the Act is amended-

(1) in subsection (a)(l) by striking "more 
than $5,000,000 is authorized to be reserved" 
and inserting "less than $6,000,000 shall be 
available"; 

(2) in subsection (a)(2) by striking "for 
Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Logistics" 
and inserting "Force Management and Per
sonnel''; 

(3) in subsection (b)(2) by inserting after 
"give special attention to" the following: 
"career development and"; and 

(4) in subsection (b)(5) by inserting after 
"any aspect of occupational and career infor
mation systems" the following: "and coordi
nation and compatibility of human resources 
data systems operated by Federal agencies 
or the States or both, including systems to 
assist economic development activities and 
where appropriate provide support to States 
in the implementation of such system en
hancements.". 
SEC. 29. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE YOUTH OPPOR

TUNITY PROGRAM. 
Title IV of the Act is amended by adding at 

the end thereof the following new part: 
"Part H-Youth Opportunities Unlimited 

Program 
"SEC. 491. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. 

"It is the purpose of the Youth Opportuni
ties Unlimited program to-

"(1) ensure access to education and job 
training assistance for youth residing in 
high-poverty areas of urban and rural com
munities; 

"(2) make provisions for a comprehensive 
range of education, training, and employ
ment services to disadvantaged youth who 
are not currently served or are underserved 
by Federal education and job training pro
grams; 

"(3) enable communities with high con
centrations of poverty to establish and meet 
goals for improving the opportunities avail
able to youth within the community; and 

"(4) facilitate the coordination of com
prehensive services to serve youth in such 
communities. 

"SEC. 492. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 
"(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.-The 

Secretary is authorized to establish a na
tional program of Youth Opportunities Un
limited grants to pay the Federal share of 
providing comprehensive services to youth 
living in high poverty areas in the Nation's 
cities and rural areas. 

"(b) ELIGIBILITY FOR GRANTS.-
"(1) RECIPIENTS.-The Secretary may only 

award grants under this part to-
"(A) the service delivery area in which the 

target area is located, or 
"(B) grantees designated under sections 401 

and 402, or a consortium of such grantees and 
the State, when the target area is located in 
an Indian reservation, Native Alaskan Vil
lage, or migrant or seasonal worker commu
nity. 

"(2) NUMBER OF GRANTS.-The Secretary 
may award not more than 50 grants during 
the first fiscal year the program is author
ized. 

"(c) RENEWABILITY OF GRANTS.-Grants 
awarded under this part shall be for a 1-year 
period and are renewable for each of the two 
succeeding fiscal years if the Secretary de
termines the grant recipient complied with 
conditions of the grant during the previous 
fiscal year. 

"(d) FACTORS FOR AWARDS.-ln awarding 
grants under this part, the Secretary shall 
consider the quality of the proposed project, 
the goals to be achieved, the likelihood of 
the project's successful implementation, the 
extent of community support other Federal 
and non-Federal funds available for similar 
purposes, and the new State, local, or private 
resources. The Secretary shall give priority 
to target areas with the highest rates of pov
erty. 
"SEC. 493. APPLICATION. 

"(a) ELIGIBILITY TO APPLY.-Participating 
communities which have the highest con
centrations of poverty shall be eligible to 
apply for a Youth Opportunities Unlimited 
grant. 

"(b) CONTENTS OF APPLICATION.-Each par
ticipating community desiring a grant under 
this part shall, through the individuals set 
forth in subsection (c), submit an application 
to the Secretary at such time in such man
ner and accompanied by such information as 
the Secretary may reasonably require. Each 
such application shall-

"(1) include a comprehensive plan for the 
Youth Opportunities Unlimited initiative de
signed to achieve identifiable goals for youth 
in the target area; 

"(2) set forth measurable program goals 
and outcome, which may include increasing 
the proportion of-

"(A) youth completing high school or its 
equivalent, 

"(B) youth entering into postsecondary in
stitutions, apprenticeships, or other ad
vanced training programs, 

"(C) youth placed in jobs; or 
"(D) eligible youth participating in edu

cation, training, and employment services; 
"(3) include supporting goals for the target 

area such as increasing security and safety, 
or reducing the number of drug-related ar
rests; 

"(4) provide assurances that the conditions 
set forth in section 494 will be met; 

"(5) demonstrate how the participating 
community will make use of the resources, 
expertise, and commitment of institutions of 
higher education, educational agencies, and 
vocational and technical schools and insti
tutes; 

"(6) ensure that all youth in the target 
areas have access to a coordinated and com-
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prehensive range of education and training 
opportunities which serve the broadest range 
of youth interests and needs and simulta
neously mobilizes the diverse range of edu
cation and training providers in the partici
pating community; 

"(7) support services necessary for success
ful participation by eligible youths, includ
ing but not limited to child care, transpor
tation, and assistance in resolving personal 
or family crises such as those related to sub
stance abuse, homelessness, migration, and 
family violence; 

"(8) a system of common intake, individ
ualized assessment, and case management; 

"(9) include an estimate of the expected 
number of youth in the target area to be 
served; 

"(10) include a description of the resources 
available in the participating community 
from private, local government, State and 
Federal sources which will be used to achieve 
the goals of the program; and 

"(11) provide evidence of support for ac
complishing the stated goals of the partici
pating community from-

"(A) local elected officials, 
"(B) the local school system, 
"(C) postsecondary education and training 

institutions; 
"(D) the applicable private industry coun-

cil, 
"(E) local community leaders, 
"(F) business, 
"(G) labor organizations, and 
"(H) other appropriate organizations. 
"(c) SUBMISSION OF APPLICATION.-The ap

plication for funds for a participating com
munity may only be submitted to the Sec
retary by-

"(1) the mayor of a city or the chief elected 
official in a metropolitan statistical area, 
after the Governor of the State has had an 
opportunity to comment on the application; 

"(2) the chief elected official of a nonmet
ropoli tan county or the designated chief 
elected official of contiguous 
nonmetropolitan counties, after the Gov
ernor of the State has had an opportunity to 
comment on the application; or 

"(3) the grantee designated under sections 
401 or 402, or jointly by the grantee and the 
Governor or the State in which such grantee 
is located, in applications for Native Amer
ican or migrant or seasonal worker commu
nities. 
"'SEC. "94. GRANT AGREEMENT. 

"Each grant recipient under this part shall 
enter into an agreement with the Secretary. 
Each such agreement shall-

"(l) designate a target area that will be 
the focus of the demonstration project and 
which shall have a population of not more 
than 25,000, except that in the event that the 
population of an area from which a high 
school draws a substantial portion of its en
rollment exceeds this limit, the target area 
may encompass such boundary; 

"(2) contain assurances that funds provided 
under this part will be used to support edu
cation, training, and supportive activities se
lected from a set of youth program models 
designated by the Secretary or from alter
native models described in the application 
and approved by the Secretary, such as--

"(A) nonresidential learning centers; 
"(B) alternative schools; 
"(C) combined summer remediation, work 

experience and work readiness training, and 
school-to-work/apprenticeship/post-second
ary education program; 

"(D) teen parent programs; 
"(E) special programs administered by 

community colleges; 

"(F) youth centers; 
"(G) initiatives aimed at increased rural 

student enrollment in post-secondary insti
tutions; 

"(H) public-private collaborations to as
sure private sector employment and contin
ued learning opportunities for youth; and 

"(I) initiatives that combine community 
and youth service opportunities with edu
cation and training activities; 

"(3) provide that funds received under this 
section will be used for services to youth 
ages 14 through 21 at the time of enrollment; 

"(4) contain assurances that the local edu
cational agency and any other educational 
agency which operates secondary schools in 
the target area shall provide such activities 
and resources as are necessary to achieve the 
educational goals specified in the applica
tion; 

"(5) contain assurances that the partici
pating community will provide such activi
ties and local resources as are necessary to 
achieve the goals specified in the applica
tion; 

"(6) contain assurances that the partici
pating community shall undertake outreach 
and recruitment efforts in the target area to 
encourage, to the maximum extent possible, 
participation by those disadvantaged youth 
who are currently unserved or underserved 
by education and training programs, includ
ing targeted measures specifically designed 
to enlist the participation of minority youth 
particularly males and youth under the ju
risdiction of the child welfare, juvenile jus
tice, and criminal justice systems. 

"(7) provide that the participating commu
nity will carry out special efforts to estab
lish coordination with Federal, State, or 
local programs that serve the target popu
lation; 

"(8) provide assurances that funds provided 
under this part will be used only to pay the 
Federal share of the cost of programs and 
services not otherwise available in the target 
area and will supplement, and not supplant, 
funding from other local, State and Federal 
sources available to youth in the target area 
during the previous year; and 

"(9) not permit funds provided under this 
part to be used to support paid work experi
ence programs unless such programs are 
combined with other education and training 
activities. 
"SEC. 495. JOB GUARANTEES. 

"(a) PROGRAM AUTHORITY.-The Secretary 
shall permit a significant number of the 
grant recipients under this part to enter into 
an agreement to provide, in accordance with 
this section, a job guarantee program to 
youths meeting prior school attendance and 
performance standards. 

"(b) GUARANTEE AGREEMENTS.-A grant re
cipient providing a job guarantee program 
shall enter into an agreement with the Sec
retary. Such agreement shall-

"(1) provide that the program be available 
to youth age 16 to 19 who undertake a com
mitment to continue and complete their 
high school education; 

"(2) require the grant recipient to guaran
tee employment to each youth undertaking 
that commitment if such youth meets school 
attendance and performance standards for 
the previous school semester, as established 
by the Secretary in consultation with the 
Secretary of Education; 

"(3) provide that the grant recipient will 
make additional services available to sup
port the undertaking of any such youth, 
which shall include counseling, job develop
ment and placement, and support services 
(including child care and transportation); 

"(4) specify the conditions under which 
funds provided under this part may be used 
to provide wage subsidies of up to 50 percent 
through employers, which shall-

"(A) encourage subsidies to employers who 
provide advanced or specialized training, or 
who provide a structured and integrated 
learning experience involving the school and 
employer; and 

"(B) limit the duration of such subsidies to 
not more than 1 year; 

"(5) require that the employment provided 
to any such youth shall not exceed 15 hours 
per week during the school year; 

"(6) permit employment to continue 
through the summer following high school 
graduation, or until the youth reaches age 
19, whichever is later; and 

"(7) contain such other terms and condi
tions as the Secretary requires by regula
tion. 

"(c) SELECTION OF GRANT RECIPIENTS.-ln 
determining which grant recipients to re
quire to enter an agreement under this sec
tion, the Secretary shall seek to target funds 
to areas of poverty as determined in section 
498A(2). 

"(d) YOUTH ELIGIBILITY.-All youth, re
gardless of income, residing in the eligible 
poverty area shall be eligible to participate 
in the job guarantee. 

"(e) PRIVATE FUNDS.-Nothing in this sec
tion shall be construed to prohibit the grant 
recipient from raising funds to augment such 
grant if such funds are utilized under the 
conditions of this grant, except that such 
funds shall not be used for administration 
purposes. 
"SEC. 498. PAYMENTS; FEDERAL SHARE. 

"(a) PAYMENTS REQUIRED.-ln any fiscal 
year, the amount of the grants awarded 
under this part shall be based on the size of 
the target area and the extent of the poverty 
in such area, and shall be of sufficient size 
and scope to carry out an effective program. 

"(b) FEDERAL SHARE.-(1) Except as pro
vided in paragraph (2), the Federal share for 
each fiscal year a grant recipient receives as
sistance under this Act shall be 50 percent. 

"(2) The Federal share for grantees des
ignated under sections 401 and 402 shall be 
100 percent. 

"(c) USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS TO MATCH.
Each grant recipient may provide not more 
than 35 percent of its share from Federal 
sources other than funds received pursuant 
to this part. 
"SEC. 497. REPORTING. 

"The Secretary is authorized to establish 
such reporting procedures as necessary to 
carry out the purposes of this part. 
"SEC. 498. FEDERAL RESPONSIBILl'l1ES. 

"(a) ASSISTANCE IN IMPLEMENTATION.-The 
Secretary shall provide technical assistance 
in the implementation of this project in par
ticipating communities. 

"(b) INDEPENDENT EVALUATION.-The Sec
retary shall provide for a thorough, inde
pendent evaluation of the activities assisted 
under this part. Such evaluation shall in
clude an assessment of-

"(1) the impact on youth residing in target 
areas, including (but not limited to) their 
rates of school completion, enrollment in ad
vanced education or training, and employ
ment; 

"(2) the extent to which participating com
munities fulfilled the goal of guaranteeing 
access to appropriate education, training, 
and supportive services to all eligible youth 
residing in target areas who seek to partici
pate; 

"(3) the effectiveness of guaranteed access 
to comprehensive services combined with 
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outreach and recruitment efforts in enlisting 
the participation of previously unserved or 
underserved youth residing in target areas; 
and 

"(4) the effectiveness of efforts to integrate 
service delivery in target areas, including 
(but not limited to) systems of common in
take, assessment, and case management. 

"(c) REPORT.-The Secretary shall prepare 
a report describing the results of the inde
pendent evaluation conducted pursuant to 
subsection (b). 

"(d) RESERVATION OF FUNDS.-The Sec
retary may reserve not more than 5 percent 
of the amount appropriated under this part 
in each fiscal year to carry out the provi
sions of this section. 
"SEC. 498A. DEFINITIONS. 

"For the purposes of this part-
"(1) The term 'participating community' 

means a city when referring to urban areas, 
a nonmetropolitan county or contiguous 
nonmetropolitan counties, and to the section 
401 or 402 grantee, or consortia of the State 
and section 401 or 402 grantee, when referring 
to Native America and migrant or seasonal 
worker areas. 

"(2) The term 'high poverty area' means 
(A) an urban census tract, a nonmetropolitan 
county, an Indian reservation, or an Alaskan 
native village, with a poverty rate of 30 per
cent or more as determined by the Secretary 
based on the latest Bureau of the Census es
timates, (B) a migrant or seasonal farm
worker community, or (C) a unit of general 
local government if its ratio of the number 
of food stamp recipients to its population ex
ceeds the State ratio of food stamp recipi
ents to population by 30 percent or more. 

"(3) The term 'target area' means a high 
poverty area or set of contiguous high pov
erty areas that will be the focus of the pro
gram in each participating community.". 
SEC. 30. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE MICROENTER-

PRISE GRANTS PROGRAM. 
Title IV of the Act is amended by adding at 

the end thereof the following new part. 
"Part 1-Microenterprise Grants Program 

"SEC. 499. MICROENTERPRISE GRANTS. 
"(a) PROGRAM AUTHORITY.-From the 

amount available to carry out this section 
for fiscal years 1992 through 1996, the Sec
retary of Labor shall make grants of not 
more than $500,000 per year to not more than 
10 States per year to implement and enhance 
community-based microenterprise activities. 
Such grants shall be an amount adequate to 
assure that the activities will be of sufficient 
size and scope to produce substantial bene
fits. Such activities shall be for the benefit 
of persons whose annual income does not ex
ceed 100 percent of the most recent official 
poverty threshold established by the Depart
ment of the Census for the relevant family 
size. 

"(b) USE OF FUNDS.-Such funds shall be 
used-

" (1) to train staff in such entrepreneurial 
activities as business plan development, 
business management, resource inventory 
design, marketing approaches, and other ac
tivities necessary to provide effective entry 
level training to persons developing a 
microenterprise; 

"(2) to provide to owners or potential own
ers such technical assistance (including busi
ness planning, securing funding, marketing 
and production of marketing materials, and 
other assistance as may be necessary to de
velop microenterprise activities); and 

"(3) to provide microenterprise support 
(such as peer support programs and counsel
ing). 

"(c) APPLICATION AND SELECTION.-The Sec
retary shall award grants competitively 
under this section on the basis of-

"(1) State commitment as evidenced by of
ficial commitment, existing or proposed re
lated programs and support; 

"(2) evidence of ability to conduct and 
monitor the microenterprise programs; 

"(3) evidence of linkage to private, commu
nity-based credit and technical assistance 
providers; and 

"(4) size of the non-Federal match. 
"(d) TIMING.-Not later than April 1 of any 

fiscal year, a State may submit to the Sec
retary an application. Not later than the fol
lowing June l, the Secretary shall approve 
not more than 10 of the applications. Not 
later than the following July 1, the Sec
retary shall authorize the applicant to begin 
the programs. The Secretary may consider 
making multiyear grants. 

"(e) MATClilNG REQUIREMENT.-No State 
shall receive a grant under this section un
less the State agrees to provide, to carry out 
the microenterprise programs, an amount 
equal to 100 percent of such grant from non
Federal sources. In determining if the State 
has provided such a match, the Secretary 
shall count toward the 100 percent the fol
lowing: 

"(1) cash; 
"(2) the value of in-kind contributions; and 
"(3) letters of commitment to provide the 

funds. 
"(f) REPORTS.-Each State receiving a 

grant under this section shall, for each fiscal 
year for which funds are received, submit to 
the Secretary a report which describes-

"(!) the programs that have been estab
lished and developed with such funds, includ
ing a description of the persons participating 
and the microenterprises they developed; 

"(2) the quantitative and qualitative bene
fits of such programs; and 

"(3) the contributions of such programs to 
economic self-sufficiency and economic de
velopment. 

"(g) MICROENTERPRISE DEFINED.-As used 
in this section, the term 'microenterprise' 
means a commercial enterprise-

"(!) which has 5 or fewer employees, 1 or 
more of whom owns the enterprise; and 

"(2) none of the owners of which has in
come exceeding 100 percent of the most re
cent official poverty threshold established 
by the Department of Commerce for the rel
evant family size.". 
SEC. 31. ESTABLISHMENT OF A NEW PART J OF 

TITLE IV: DISASTER RELIEF. 
Title IV of the Job Training Partnership 

Act is amended by inserting after section 481 
(29 U.S.C. 1781) the following new part: 
"Part I-Disaster Relief Employment Assistance 
"SEC. 499A. GENERAL AUTHORITY. 

"(a) QUALIFICATION FOR FUNDS.-Funds 
available under this part shall be allocated 
in a timely manner by the Secretary to the 
Governor of any State within which is lo
cated an area which has suffered a major dis
aster as defined in section 102 (1) and (2) of 
the Disaster Relief Act of 1974 (42 u.s.c. 5122 
(1) and (2)), referred in this part as the 'disas
ter area'. 

"(b) SUBSTATE ALLOCATION.-Not less than 
80 percent of the funds made available to any 
Governor under subsection (a) shall be allo
cated by the Governor to units of general 
local government located, in whole or in 
part, within such disaster areas. The remain
der of such funds may be reserved by the 
Governor for use, in concert with State agen
cies, in cleanup, rescue, repair, renovation, 
and rebuilding associated with such major 
disaster. 

"(c) COORDINATION.-Funds made available 
under this part to Governors and units of 
general local government shall be expended 
in consultation with-

"(1) agencies administering programs for 
disaster relief provided under the Disaster 
Relief Act of 1974; and 

"(2) the administrative entity and the pri
vate industry council under this Act in each 
service delivery area within which disaster 
employment programs will be conducted 
under this part. 
"SEC. 4998. USE OF FUNDS. 

"(a) PROJECTS RESTRICTED TO DISASTER 
AREAS.-Funds made available under this 
part to any unit of general local govern
ment-

"(1) shall be used exclusively to provide 
employment on projects to provide food, 
clothing, shelter, and other humanitarian as
sistance for disaster victims and on projects 
of demolition, cleanup, repair, renovation, 
and reconstruction of damaged and de
stroyed structures, facilities, and lands lo
cated within the disaster areas; and 

"(2) may be expended through public and 
private agencies and organizations engaged 
in such projects. 

"(b) ELIGIBLE PARTICIPANTS.-An individ
ual shall be eligible to be offered disaster 
employment under this part if such individ
ual is-

"(1) eligible to participate or enroll, or is a 
participant or enrolled, under title m of this 
Act, other than an individual who is actively 
engaged in a training program; and 

"(2) unemployed as a consequence of the 
disaster. 

"(c) LIMITATIONS ON DISASTER RELIEF EM
PLOYMENT.-No individual shall be employed 
under this part for more than 6 months for 
work related to recovery from a single natu
ral disaster. 

"(d) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary shall 
prescribe such regulations as may be nec
essary to protect the Federal fiscal interest 
in funds made available under this part.". 
SEC. 32. STATE BUMAN RESOURCE INVESTMENT 

COUNCIL 
The Act is amended by adding the follow

ing new title at the end thereof: 
WTITLE VII-ESTABLISHMENT OF STATE 

HUMAN RESOURCE INVESTMENT COUN
CIL 

"SEC. 701. STATE BUMAN RESOURCE INVEST
MENT COUNCIL 

"Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, each State may establish a single State 
human resource investment council (here
after in this title referred to as the 'State 
Council') to-

"(1) review the provisions of services and 
the use of funds and resources under applica
ble Federal human resource programs and 
advise the Governor on methods of coordi
nating such provision of services and use of 
funds and resources consistent with the pro
visions of the applicable Federal human re
source programs; 

"(2) advise the Governor on the develop
ment and implementation of State and local 
standards and measures relating to applica
ble Federal human resource programs and 
coordination of such standards and meas
ures; and 

"(3) carry out the duties and functions pre
scribed for a State Council under the laws re
lating to the applicable Federal human re
source programs. 
"SEC. 702. MEMBERSHIP. 

"Each State Council authorized by section 
701 shall consist of the following members 
appointed by the Governor: 
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"(1) not less than 30 percent shall be ap

pointed from representatives of business and 
industry (including agriculture, where appro
priate), including individuals who are rep
resentatives of business and industry on pri
vate industry councils within the State es
tablished under section 102 of this Act; 

"(2) not less than 30 percent shall be ap
pointed from representatives of organized 
labor and representatives of the community
based organizations in the State; 

"(3) not more than 20 percent shall consist 
of-

"(A) the chief administrative officer from 
each of the State agencies primarily respon
sible for administration of an applicable pro
gram; and 

"(B) other members appointed from rep
resentatives of the State legislature and 
State agencies and organizations, such as 
the State educational agency, the State vo
cational education board, the State board of 
education (if not otherwise represented), the 
State public assistance agency, the State 
employment security agency, the State 
agency responsible for job training, the 
State housing agency, the State rehabilita
tion agency, the special education unit of 
the State educational agency, the State oc
cupational information coordinating com
mittee, State postsecondary institutions, the 
State economic development agency, the 
State agency on aging, the State veterans' 
affairs agency (or its equivalent), State ca
reer guidance and counseling organizations, 
the State unit which administers the State 
vocational rehabilitation program, and any 
other agencies the Governor determines to 
have a direct interest in the utilization of 
human resources within the State; and 

"(4) not less than 20 percent shall be ap
pointed from-

"(A) representatives of units of general 
local government or consortia of such units, 
appointed from nominations made by the 
chief elected officials of such units or con
sortia; 

"(B) representatives of local educational 
agencies and postsecondary institutions, 
which appointments shall be equitably dis
tributed between such agencies and such in
stitutions and shall be made from nomina
tions made by local educational agencies and 
postsecondary institutions, respectively; 

"(C) representatives of local welfare and 
public housing agencies; and 

"CD) individuals who have special knowl
edge and qualifications with respect to the 
special education and career development 
needs of individuals who are members of spe
cial populations, women, and minorities, in
cluding 1 individual who is a representative 
of special education. 
"SEC. 708. BUDGET OF COUNCIL. 

"(a) PREPARATION AND SUBMISSION.-In 
order to carry out its functions, the State 
Council shall prepare a budget for itself and 
submit the budget to the Governor for ap
proval. 

"(b) SERVICES.-Each State Council may 
obtain the services of such professional, 
technical, and clerical personnel as may be 
necessary to carry out its functions. 

"(c) CERTIFICATION.-Each State shall cer
tify to the Secretary the establishment and 
membership of the State Council at least 90 
days before the beginning of each period of 2 
program years for which a job training plan 
is submitted under this Act. 
"SEC. 704. USE OF FUNDS. 

"Each State establishing a State Council 
under this part may use the funds otherwise 
available for State Councils under the appli
cable Federal human resource programs to 

carry out the functions of the State Council. 
If the State's job training program under 
this Act is one of the applicable Federal 
human resource programs included in an 
agreement which provides for the establish
ment of a single State council under this 
title, the State shall not reduce its fiscal ef
fort in utilizing funds made available under 
section 202(c)(l)(A) for purposes of section 
122, to carry out the functions of such State 
council. 
"SEC. 705. DEFINITION. 

"For the purposes of this title, the term 
'applicable Federal human resource program' 
means any federally assisted human resource 
program included in an agreement reached 
by the State agencies responsible for admin
istering the affected programs.". 
SEC. 33. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND

MENTS. 
(a) Section 122(b)(2) of the Act is amended 

by striking "section 202(a)" and inserting 
"sections 203(c) and 253(c)". 

(b) Section 123(a) of the Act (as redesig
nated by section 111 of this title) is amended 
by striking "section 202(b)(4)" and inserting 
"sections 202(d)(2)(A) and 252(d)(2)(A)". 

(c) Section 161(b)(2) of the Act is amended 
by striking "through 455" and inserting "and 
453". 

(d) Section 161(c) of the Act is repealed. 
(e) Section 172 of the Act is redesignated 

the second place it appears as section 173. 
(f) Section 181 of the Act is repealed. 
(g) Section 302(b)(2) of the Act is amended 

by striking "part B and this part" and in
serting "part A". 

(h) Section 433(c)(l) of the Act is amended 
by striking "455" and inserting "453". 

(i) Section 463(a)(3) of the Act is amended 
by striking "section 124" and inserting "sec
tion 123". 

(j) Section 464(a)(3) of the Act is amended 
by striking "section 124" and inserting "sec
tion 123". 

(k) Section 481(a) of the Act is amended by 
striking "(a)(l)" after "203". 

(1) The table of contents of the Act is 
amended-

(1) by inserting after the item pertaining 
to section 108 the following: 
"Sec. 109. Recapture and reallotment of un

expended funds under title II."; 
(2) by striking the item pertaining to sec

tions 123 and 124 and inserting the following: 
"Sec. 123. State education coordination and 

grants. 
"Sec. 124. Identification of additional im

posed requirements."; 
(3) by striking the item relating to section 

172 and inserting the following: 
"Sec. 172. Presidential awards for outstand

ing private sector involvement 
in job training program. 

"Sec. 173. Construction.". 
(4) by striking the item relating to section 

181; 
(5) by amending the items relating to title 

II to read as follows: 
"TITLE II-TRAINING SERVICES FOR THE 

DISADVANTAGED 
"PART A-ADULT PROGRAM 

"Sec. 201. Statement of purpose. 
"Sec. 202. Allotment and allocation. 
"Sec. 203. Eligibility for services. 
"Sec. 204. Program design. 
"Sec. 205. Linkages. 
"Sec. 206. Transfer of funds. 
"PART B-SUMMER YOUTH EMPLOYMENT AND 

TRAINING PROGRAMS 
"Sec. 251. Purpose. 
"Sec. 252. Allotment and allocation. 
"Sec. 253. Use of funds. 

"Sec. 254. Limitations. 
"Sec. 255. Applicable provisions. 

"PART C-YOUTH PROGRAM 
"Sec. 271. Statement of purpose. 
"Sec. 272. Allotment. 
"Sec. 273. Eligibility for services. 
"Sec. 274. Program design. 
"Sec. 275. Linkages. 
"Sec. 276. Transfer of funds."; 

(6) by striking the item pertaining to sec
tion 303 and inserting the following: 
"Sec. 303. Recapture and reallotment of 

funds under title m pro
grams."; 

(7) by inserting after the item pertaining 
to section 402 the following: 
"Sec. 403. Grant procedures."; 

(8) by inserting after the item pertaining 
to section 455 the following: 
"Sec. 456. Uniform reporting requirements. 
"Sec. 457. Training network."; 

(9) by inserting after item relating to sec
tion 481 the following: 

"PART H-YOUTH OPPORTUNITIES AND 
UNLIMITED PROGRAM 

"Sec. 491. Statement of purpose. 
"Sec. 492. Program authorized. 
"Sec. 493. Application. 
"Sec. 494. Grant agreement. 
"Sec. 495. Job guarantees. 
"Sec. 496. Payments; Federal share. 
"Sec. 497. Reporting. 
"Sec. 498. Federal responsibilities. 
"Sec. 498A. Definitions. 

"PART l-MICROENTERPRISE GRANTS 
PROGRAM 

"Sec. 499. Microenterprise Grants. 
"Part J-Disaster Relief Employment 

Assistance 
"Sec. 499A. General authority. 
"Sec. 499B. Use of funds."; and 

(10) by adding a~er the items pertaining to 
title VI the following: 
"TITLE VII-ESTABLISHMENT OF STATE 

HUMAN RESOURCE INVESTMENT COUN
CIL 

"Sec. 701. State Human Resource Investment 
Council. 

"Sec. 702. Membership. 
"Sec. 703. Budget of Council. 
"Sec. 704. Use of funds. 
"Sec. 705. Definition.". 
SEC. M. EFFECTIVE DATE; TRANSITION PROVI· 

SIONS. 
(a) The amendments made by this Act 

shall take effect on July 1, 1992. 
(b) Performance standards shall be issued 

pursuant to the amendments contained in 
section 106 as soon as the Secretary deter
mines sufficient data are available, but no 
later than July 1, 1993. 

(c) The Secretary shall evaluate the im
pact of programs under title II of the Job 
Training Partnership Act as amended by this 
Act on participant employment, earnings 
and welfare dependency in multiple sites 
using the random assignment of individuals 
to groups receiving services under title II 
and to groups not receiving such services. 

(d) The Secretary may establish such rules 
and procedures as may be necessary to pro
vide for an orderly transition to and imple
mentation of the amendments made by this 
Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. PERKINS] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. GUNDER
SON] will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. PERKINS]. 
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Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, as the chairman of the 

Subcommittee on Employment Oppor
tunities, I bring before the House today 
H.R. 3033, the Job Training Reform 
amendments, as unanimously reported 
from the Education and Labor Commit
tee. 

Just a few days ago we were in this 
Chamber debating the merits of ex
tending the unemployment insurance 
benefits for millions of Americans. I 
stand in strong support of this measure 
and urge the President to sign the leg
islation into law. But the complement 
to any temporary assistance is the 
training that makes a permanent 
change in one's life. This second step is 
where the Job Training Partnership 
Act steps into the picture. 

I believe that this package of amend
ments signifies an important step in 
the overall strategy of the congres
sional effort to present a strong and re
liable platform of assistance to Ameri
ca's workers. The Job Training Part
nership Act should be seen as an inte
gral plank in this comprehensive struc
ture. The legislation that is presented 
to the House today will ensure that 
there is the same level of accountabil
ity in the JTP A program as there 
should be in each and every other Fed
eral effort. 

As the Congress pursues reform in 
education, as well as safety in the 
workplace, it is also timely to look at 
the health of the Nation's primary job 
training program. Each system's re
form impacts on the other. Thus, the 
integration of effort remains critically 
important to the success of each. In 
this legislation we place a higher em
phasis on the individual assessment of 
each participant and on the improve
ment of basic skills for those in need. 
In doing so, this program is not de
signed to replace educational entities, 
but to complement and work with the 
resources the education community is 
able to make available. 

Many Members are aware of the re
ports and investigations of the pro
gram that have had a tendency to 
paint with a broad brush the entire 
program as rife with abuse. If I had 
found this to be the case I would not be 
here today reforming the program-I 
would be replacing it. The program 
works, but to make it more effective 
we have drawn from countless reports 
written over the last few years, includ
ing those by the inspector general's of
fice and the General Accounting Office. 
We have also brought the Department 
of Labor in as a much more active par
ticipant in the oversight and imple
mentation of this program. 

This legislation targets the problem 
of abuse in the contracting process by 
increasing Federal oversight and cost 
accountability at the local level. It an
swers the charge that the program 
helps those who need it the least by 

improving access for the disadvan
taged, such as the chronically unem
ployed, dropouts, and the poor by pro
viding them with comprehensive, long
term services, as well as child care, 
transportation, and financial assist
ance. 

A primary driving force behind this 
legislative. effort is the fact that we 
must remove any doubt or cynicism 
about the program's ability to serve 
the disadvantaged in order to leverage 
more funds for the millions of Ameri
cans that need job training services. 
We have seen stagnant funding levels 
for JTP A programs over the last dec
ade. How can we say we are preparing 
for the ongoing economic battle for the 
world's market place while only at
tempting to train 5 percent of the eligi
ble population. If this remains our 
commitment then let us concede the 
fight now because we will never have 
the work force that is prepared for the 
challenge. 

Since this program is targeted to
ward the disadvantaged, those with the 
most barriers to employment, some re
cent figures are of particular interest. 
In this age of cost conscious legislat
ing, we need to remember who the au
dience is for each program and what 
their alternatives are in life. Since we 
know that 80 percent of the prison in
mates are high school dropouts and 25 
percent never finish junior high school, 
we should contrast the cost of Govern
ment programs. The average cost of 
putting a person through a job training 
program is approximately $2, 700 as op
posed to the average cost of housing 
someone in a prison for 1 year at 
$14,000. 

I must ask how can we afford to not 
push ahead with this program when we 
are facing multiple challenges in the 
form of world market competition, 
fewer Federal dollars, rising rates of 
poverty and unemployment, and a 
changing work force that is looking to 
us for help. 

Evidence of the effectiveness and po
tential of this program I feel is sup
ported by the bipartisan nature of the 
work that has gone into crafting H.R. 
3033. I want to first thank my full 
chairman, Chairman WILLIAM FORD, of 
the Education and Labor Committee, 
for his assistance in pursuing the fi
nancial reform of this program as well 
as many other important aspects of the 
legislation. I also want to convey my 
appreciation to Mr. GOODLING and Mr. 
GUNDERSON for their bipartisan co
operation and contributions. Many 
other Members, on both sides of the 
aisle, have also contributed language 
or ideas, including Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. 
WILLIAMS, Mr. OWENS, Mr. HENRY, Mr. 
MARTINEZ, Mr. HAYES, Mr. MAZZOLI, 
and Mr. HALL. 

The Department of Labor, under the 
direction of Secretary Martin, has also 
worked very closely with the staff as 
the amendments were being prepared 

and have clearly signaled their willing
ness to dramatically increase their 
leadership and involvement in the pro
gram in a positive and desirable fash
ion. 

There are many others that have 
contributed to the forging of a strong 
and reasoned bill. Congressmen CON
YERS and LANTOS, of the Government 
Operations Committee, also contrib
uted to the process as they held a hear
ing on the ability of the system to pro
vide uniformity of service to all who 
enter the program. We have included 
language to address many of their con
cerns and have improved the docu
mentation sections to help to enforce 
this aim. 

There are many other positive im
provements and issues that are in
cluded in the package but are far too 
many to go into detail about at this 
time. The fact is that JTPA provides 
more than just hope to millions of 
Americans, it provides the means of 
self-improvement in the form of train
ing and education. I ask the House to 
join us in pressing forward with these 
changes and support the passage of 
H.R. 3033. Similar legislation passed 
last year by a vote of 416 to 1, I ask 
that we make it unanimous this year. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the distinguished ranking member of 
the committee, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GoODLING]. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to rise in strong support of the 
bill before us today. By passing these 
amendments, the House of Representa
tives is taking an important step to en
sure that the Job Training Partnership 
Program can continue to serve this Na
tion's disadvantaged and dislocated 
workers. 

This bill enjoys strong support on 
both sides of the aisle. It is a tribute to 
Chairman PERKINS of the Subcommit
tee on Employment Opportunities, 
Chairman FORD and their staff, and the 
ranking minority member of the sub
committee, STEVE GUNDERSON, that 
this is truly a bipartisan bill in which 
we all can take ownership. I under
stand that this is Chairman PERKINS' 
first bill to go to the full House of Rep
resen tati ves since he became Chair of 
the subcommittee. Congratulations. 

I cannot let this occasion pass with
out expressing my appreciation to Beth 
Buehlmann, who has been a driving 
force behind the Job Training Partner
ship Act since its inception in 1982. 
Beth has left the House Education and 
Labor Committee for a new job with 
the California State University system. 
We could not have reached this impor
tant pinnacle without you. Thank you 
for all your contributions in the area of 
job training and education. You made a 
difference in many lives that are 
touched by these programs. 

This is a good time to assess what we 
have accomplished under JTP A as this 
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important program approaches the end 
of its first decade in operation. The Job 
Training Partnership Act was enacted 
in 1982 as a permanent authorization. 
It authorizes the major Federal legisla
tion regarding employment and train
ing programs for this Nation's dis
advantaged and dislocated workers. 
For the most part, this program has 
worked well to bring together State 
and local governmental entities with 
the private sector in order to provide 
supportive services and job training so 
that those most at risk in our labor 
market can obtain and retain employ
ment. 

In its first 8 years of operation, JTP A 
has accomplished much to bring dis
advantaged individuals into the eco
nomic mainstream and to give them a 
hopeful future. Indeed, in my own 
State, JTPA has served nearly 600,000 
residents, half of whom were on welfare 
before joining the program. But this 
success has been clouded by criticism 
that JTP A has failed to serve those 
most in need and provide them with 
meaningful services and has been vul
nerable, at times, to waste, abuse, and 
mismanagement. 

These amendments address these is
sues head-on. Services will be targeted 
to those at greatest risk in the labor 
market. They assure accountability for 
the use of Federal funds through en
hanced fiscal integrity and uniform 
data requirements. 

Through the requirement to provide 
assessment and a set of core services to 
participants, we are meeting the issue 
of the quick-fix mentality that has 
been leveled at the program. We have 
devised ways to encourage greater co
ordination of services with other 
human resource programs and edu
cation. 

These amendments do not affect the 
basic structure of the act. Rather they 
build on JTPA strengths, correct prob
lems that could have undermined the 
program, and establish JTP A as a 
model for employment and training 
programs of the future. 

I hope the other body will, in the 
near future, take up similar legisla
tion. We need a good piece of legisla
tion, which this bill is, to present to 
the President, that strengthens JTPA 
and gives it the support it needs to 
meet the challenges we have mandated 
it address. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. ANDREWS], a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the 
chairman of the subcommittee, the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. PER
KINS] for putting together a bipartisan 
coalition to make this amendment 
work. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the gen
tleman and thank him for his leader
ship on this measure. 

Earlier today there were fireworks on 
the floor, considerable fireworks over 
the question of whether we should help 
people who are victims of unemploy
ment. There is also the question of how 
we should stimulate our economy and 
create jobs so there are more opportu
nities for people who are unemployed. 
We hear very little about that around 
here, far too little. But there is not 
much in the way of fireworks over this 
because this is the hard work of an
swering the question: How do we make 
sure that those who are unemployed 
have the skills that are necessary to 
fill the jobs that our economy can cre
ate? 

Mr. Speaker, I commend all the 
members of the committee for working 
diligently on these amendments to try 
to answer that question. This bill is de
signed to speak to the person who has 
been chronically unemployed, the 
young woman who went through high 
school, and had to drop out before she 
finished because she became an unwed 
mother and has never had a job. 

This bill is designed to speak to that 
55-year-old homemaker who finds her
self widowed or divorced without skills 
that work in 1991. It says to her this is 
the way we are going to help you get 
back into the job market. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this bill does 
speak to those people who were talking 
on the floor earlier about those victim
ized by this recession, who worked at a 
food plant or an auto plant that no 
longer exists, and need to find a new 
job and a new skill to match it. 

That is what this bill does. It also 
says to those local grantees, the cities 
and counties all over America, that we 
are going to hold you more accountable 
for what you do, make sure you focus 
the dollars we give you to help the peo
ple who are unemployed and not flush 
them away in bureaucracies. 

This is an example of how we can 
work together. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
proud of the chairman's leadership and 
to be a part of it, in making it happen, 
and I fully support the legislation be
fore us. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 4 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise 
today in strong support of H.R. 3033, 
the Job Training Reform Amendments. 
This bill is the culmination of 3 years 
of hard work to strengthen the Job 
Training Partnership Act-to make a 
good program even better. On May 9, 
1991, at the start of this most current 
effort to amend JTP A, Chairman PER
KINS and Chairman FORD, Mr. Goon
LING, and I pledged to work together to 
craft a bipartisan effort that would ad
dress the needs of the JTP A Program 
and its participants. Today, I am proud 
to say that we accomplished our goal. 

I want to thank CHRIS PERKINS, 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Em-

ployme:rit Opportunities. H.R. 3033, the 
Job Training Reform Amendments is 
Chairman PERKINS' first bill to be 
taken up by the House of Representa
tives since he became chairman of the 
subcommittee. He and his staff-Omer 
Waddles and Pat Fahy-have done a 
great job of keeping this a bipartisan 
effort and bringing to the floor today a 
well-crafted bill that has tremendous 
support. I appreciate the encourage
ment of Chairman FORD for our efforts 
and the invaluable assistance from 
Dick Johnson and Ross Eisenbrey on 
Chairman FORD's staff. I particularly 
want to thank the ranking minority 
member of the committee, BILL Gooo
LING, for his leadership in making this 
bill possible. Finally, I want to thank 
the staff for the minority-Beth 
Buehlmann, Tracy Hatch, and Mary 
Ann Donovan. Beth, who has been with 
the committee for 12 years, could not 
be here for this vote since this is her 
first week on the job as director of fed
eral relations and assistant to the 
chancellor for the California State Uni
versity system. I am sure that I am 
speaking for many who have known 
and worked with Beth over the years-
Beth, thanks for all your contributions 
to the committee and the education 
and job training communities and good 
luck. 

Turning to the bill, I particularly 
want to stress, at the outset of my re
marks, that H.R. 3033 maintains the 
unique principles and features of the 
JTPA Program. JTPA is built on a 
foundation of partnerships-public and 
private, as well as Federal, State, and 
local. It provides employers and State 
and local JTPA administrators with 
the flexibility necessary to meet the 
needs of economically disadvantaged 
individuals in their communities and 
to respond to local circumstances. 
JTP A stresses outcomes over process. 
It is a program that we hold account
able for its ability to serve the dis
advantaged and unemployed. Finally, 
JTPA stresses coordination and work
ing closely with related human re
source programs that can also contrib
ute to building a better future for the 
disadvantaged. The amendments leave 
this remarkable foundation intact. 

The value of this foundation is seen 
in JTPA's strong record during the 
past 8 years of serving young people 
and adults at risk of not being able to 
enter or succeed in the labor market. 
More than 10 million economically dis
advantaged individuals have been 
served since 1982 in the basic grant pro
gram (title II-A) for the economically 
disadvantaged and in the summer 
youth program. Over 3 million of those 
have been permanently placed in good, 
well-paying jobs, with the opportunity 
to improve their life and livelihood. 
Other participants, many who are 
youth, have returned to school to com
plete their education, gone on to fur
ther training or obtained needed em-
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ployability skills and competencies 
that will lead to a better life including 
the opportunity to enjoy the satisfac
tion that comes with a job. 

It is appropriate that we look closely 
and reassess the experience of JTP A 
since its implementation in July 1983. 
To date, only technical amendments 
have been made to the law. The bill be
fore us today draws upon the JTP A ex
perience-upon the views of the men 
and women who are a part of the JTP A 
community and who represent the indi
viduals served by JTP A. It also reflects 
the considerable input of the Depart
ment of Labor. H.R. 3033 addresses is
sues related to fiscal and pro
grammatic integrity which if left un
touched could undermine support for 
JTP A. But in large part, H.R. 3033 re
flects an evolving understanding on 
how to better meet the needs of those 
individuals who need assistance to be
come self sufficient. 

At the heart of the legislation are 
new provisions to strengthen services 
to individuals who are considered hard 
to serve. In crafting this bill, we have 
sought to remove any existing barrier 
that discourages the long-term and 
comprehensive services that many 
JTPA eligible clients require in order 
to obtain and keep a job. 

We start out by requiring that JTPA 
serve the hard to serve. Sixty percent 
of a local service delivery area's cli
ents-adults and youth-must have one 
or more barriers to employment. For 
adults, these barriers include: Basic 
skills deficient, school dropouts, recipi
ents of cash welfare payments, offend
ers, individuals with disabilities, or 
homelessness. 

In addition, the bill creates a new 
and separate youth program to better 
address the different and specific needs 
of at-risk youth. Sixty percent of the 
youth in this new program must be out 
of school and 60 percent of the youth 
served must possess one or more of 
these barriers to employment: Basic 
skills deficient, educational attain
ment one or more grade level below the 
grade level appropriate to the individ
ual's age, pregnant or parenting, indi
viduals with disabilities, homeless or 
run-away, school dropouts, or offend
ers. 

While retaining the necessary flexi
bility at the local level to determine 
needed services, H.R. 3033 requires that 
an individual is assessed and receive a 
service strategy plan to assure a plan 
of action that addresses how the client 
can gain skills, and ultimately enter 
and succeed in the labor market. I 
strongly believe that these changes, 
along with the many other provisions 
that enhance the quality of services to 
JTPA clients, will ensure that we are 
getting the best return on our invest
ment in JTPA. 

I am also particularly pleased that 
this bill retains a separate summer 
youth program. Without this program, 

many disadvantaged youth would not 
have the opportunity to participate in 
work experience programs that give 
them a chance to gain needed employ
ment experience and contact with the 
workplace. I expect that the summer 
youth program and the new separate 
year-round youth program will com
plement one another. JTPA youth can 
be coenrolled to allow the year-round 
program to build upon accomplish
ments achieved during the summer 
months and to provide followup serv
ices. Similarly, participation in the 
summer programs can improve the 
skills learned during the year-round 
program. 

A number of problems relating to fis
cal and program accountability were 
identified by the Department of La
bor's Office of the Inspector General, 
the General Accounting Office, and the 
press. This bill contains appropriate 
provisions to respond to criticisms that 
were legitimate including requiring the 
Secretary of Labor to issue minimum 
procurement standards. All JTPA 
costs, with few exceptions, must be 
charged back to specific cost cat
egories. The bill addresses issues that 
have arisen with on-the-job training 
contracts and the Secretary of Labor 
has been directed to issue guidelines on 
the employer's role when entering into 
an OJT contract. These provisions are 
necessary to ensure the continued pub
lic support for JTPA that is essential 
for this program to carry out its legis
lative mandate. 

Al though most all provisions in this 
bill address title II of JTP A-the basic 
grant program for the disadvantaged, 
we have also made a number of correc
tions to title III which will help States 
better serve dislocated workers. Allow
ing substate areas to pool funds to 
serve eligible workers and to assign 
costs based on obligations rather than 
expenditures will bring about better 
planning and programs in this vital 
part of JTPA. 

This bill continues and enhances 
JTPA's commitment to coordination. 
The bill establishes new linkages be
tween local JTP A programs and 
schools and other human resource sys
tems. The current State education co
ordination set aside is strengthened to 
focus on two critical needs: school-to
work transition and literacy and life
long learning. The bill contains a new 
youth opportunities unlimited initia
tive that is targeted to youth living in 
high-poverty urban and rural areas to 
allow communities to provide a wide 
range of services to low-income youth. 

In addition to these other changes to 
the Job Training Partnership Act, the 
bill provides States with the option of 
combining existing advisory bodies 
into a single Human Resource Invest
ment Council. This language is de
signed to foster more understanding of 
the coordination that is needed be
tween human resource programs to 

provide better services to individuals 
that are served by these programs. 
This is not intended or designed in any 
way to eliminate jurisdiction between 
programs. Education and job training 
programs will only become more essen
tial as we approach the 21st century. 
And I believe the opportunity exists for 
funding for these programs to signifi
cantly expand to reflect this growing 
importance. It would serve us well for 
States to put in place a structure, such 
as a State human resource investment 
council, to guarantee that this in
creased funding takes place in a coher
ent manner. 

The bill does contain one provision 
that I believe does not belong in this 
otherwise fine bill which truly 
strengthens JTP A across the board. 
That provision authorizes $15 million 
for a disaster relief employment pro
gram and undermines the importance 
of training as the basic purpose of 
JTPA. 

Nevertheless, in spite of this one ob
jection, I believe we have a strong bill 
that will keep JTP A as a key element 
in our efforts to be responsive to the 
labor market of the 1990's and the 21st 
century. By holding JTPA accountable 
to the highest standards of perform
ance and integrity, we will be able to 
provide the services and opportunities 
needed for those who are disadvantaged 
to succeed in a changing world and to 
help us all retain our competitive edge. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Idaho [Mr. STALLINGS]. 

Mr. STALLINGS. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
tome. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of H.R. 3033, the Job Training Reform 
Amendments. 

In 1982, Congress passed the Job 
Training Partnership Act. This legisla
tion wisely established several pro
grams to provide training for economi
cally disadvantaged adults and youths. 
It is a worthy accomplishment to help 
individuals become self-sufficient and 
productive members of society. By 
helping these individuals, we also ease 
the financial drain on our social serv
ices systems. 

The bill that we are considering 
today does many things. Primarily, 
these amendments attempt to target 
the populations that are in greatest 
need. The youth in our country are a 
priority group. In addition to being 
economically disadvantaged, partici
pants must possess an additional bar
rier to employment, such as lacking 
basic skills, pregnancy, a parent, a 
high school dropout, homeless, or wel
fare recipient. 

Older Americans are also worthy of 
special consideration. These individ
uals have contributed their fair share, 
but unfortunately many must return to 
the work force. The fixed income that 
used to be sufficient will no longer pay 
the bills. 
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I am deeply concerned about the 

elimination of the 3-percent set-aside 
at the State level for the older workers 
programs. It is replaced by an 8-percent 
set-aside of service deli very funds for 
adult programs to be targeted at par
ticipants 55 or older. This is not satis
factory for two reasons. 

Under the existing 3-percent set
aside, the Governor of each State de
cides how the older worker program 
will be delivered. Many use the local 
service delivery area, but others choose 
to administer the program through the 
State office on aging. By eliminating 
this existing arrangement, the Federal 
Government is taking control of the 
older worker program out of State 
hands. This would cause the disman
tling of effective, coordinated, and 
State-determined delivery systems. 
Second, anything less than the existing 
3 percent will mean diminished serv
ices for our older citizens. 

Idaho has an outstanding and coordi
nated Older Worker Program at the 
State level through the Office on 
Aging. It routinely performs at over 100 
percent of projected goals. I trust our 
State authorities to implement the 
best possible employment and training 
programs for our older workers. 

Whereas I support this legislation, I 
hope that we can retain State control 
and the 3-percent set-aside somewhere 
down the road, which is where we don't 
want our older workers to be. 

0 1800 
Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
BARRETT]. 

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

Mr. BARRETT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Nebraska 
[Mr. BARRETT] very much for yielding 
to me, and I just want to mention that 
I add my appreciation to Beth 
Buehlmann, my constituent who came 
from our State of Nebraska after mak
ing many contributions to education 
and continued her work here for the 
Congress over a number of years, and I 
join the chairman and the distin
guished gentleman from Wisconsin in 
wishing her well and thanking her very 
much. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 3033, the Job Training 
Reform Amendments Act of 1991, and I 
urge my colleagues to pass the bill. 

Students have indicated that by the 
year 2000, most new jobs will require 
that the average worker will need to 
have at least 13.5 years of education. 
That means that virtually all workers 
will need to have advanced education 
at some point in their careers. The 
days when a high school diploma will 
do, are over. 

The Job Training Partnership Act 
[JTP A] has been a highly successful 

program, because it incorporates a 
strong public-private sponsorship. The 
program has demonstrated its effec
tiveness in providing quality training 
to low-income adults and youth, and 
helps retain dislocated workers. 

However, the ranking member, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GooDLING], has cited that we on this 
side of the aisle, are concerned about 
the inclusion of public service employ
ment because it may undermine future 
success of JTP A, because in some cases 
it takes the focus away from job train
ing and makes it a temporary employ
ment program-reminiscent of the 
much maligned forerunner of JTP A, 
the Comprehensive Employment and 
Training Act [CETA]. 

Mr. Speaker, the JTPA's success in 
Nebraska has been outstanding. Ac
cording to figures I've received, the 
number of those served by JTP A has 
been reduced by more than 1,200 people 
and funding has decreased from $9.5 
million in 1989 to $7 .9 million in 1991, 
because Nebraska continues to lead the 
Nation in job growth and low unem
ployment rates. I know this is due, in 
part, because of the outstanding efforts 
of our Department of Labor, and of our 
pro-business tax policy in the State. 

However, I'd like to note for the 
record, the concerns of the Nebraska 
Council on Vocational Education, 
which is concerned with title VII of the 
bill, that allows States to establish a 
single State human resource invest
ment council to replace other councils 
and boards responsible for job training. 
I am submitting a letter I received 
from the Nebraska council for the 
RECORD. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. PERKINS] and the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. GUNDER
SON] are to be commended for bringing 
to the House a well-crafted and sen
sible bill. 

NEBRASKA COUNCIL ON 
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, 

Lincoln, NE, September 20, 1991. 
Hon. BILL BARRETT, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BARRETT: We under
stand that next Tuesday, September 24, the 
Committee on Education and Labor is sched
uled to take action on H.R. 30~. the JTP A 
amendments. The bill that was approved by 
the ranking members of both the sub
committee and the full committee. 

The Council has learned that when the full 
committee addresses this legislation next 
week a substitute bill will be introduced, and 
that the legislation will include a provision 
which would make it permissible for states 
to consolidate their State Council on Voca
tional Education with the State Job Train
ing Coordinating Council. In our opinion 
that action would not enhance the coordina
tion and cooperation between JTPA and Vo
cational Education but in fact would greatly 
diminish the input from business, industry, 
and labor that is so desperately needed to in
sure an adequate workforce here in Nebraska 
and the Country. 

Last year the Congress passed the Carl D. 
Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology 

Education Act. Included in that act were 
independent and autonomous citizen Coun
cils on Vocational Education. We do not feel 
that the situation has changed to cause the 
Congress to question its decision. This inclu
sion of State Councils was a continued affir
mation by the Congress of the necessity for 
independent oversight and advice. If the 
JTPA amendments are passed allowing con
solidation, State Councils will remain inde
pendent only as long as their input agrees 
with the appointing authority. 

The Nebraska Council on Vocational Edu
cation has enjoyed its working relationship 
with you while you were in the Nebraska 
Legislature and looks forward to assisting 
you with your work in the Congress for 
many years to come. If there is any informa
tion, or questions that you may have regard
ing these comments please feel free to con
tact me or the Council's staff. 

Sincerely, 
DoN PFIEL, 

Chairperson. 
Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. MAzZOLI]. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank my colleague, the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. PERKINS] for hav
ing yielded me this time and for the 
outstanding work that he has done in 
Congress, on this day particularly for 
the Job Partnership Training Act. 

In the city of Louisville in the Coun
ty of Jefferson, which I am privileged 
to represent, we have a very strong pri
vate industry council which is the ad
ministrator of all the JTP A programs 
in Louisville and Jefferson County, and 
we are very proud of our programs. We 
have done a tremendous job over the 
years with regard to both in-school 
programs and for the people who are 
out of school who are trained to get 
proper training. 

Very recently; as a matter of fact I 
think it was last month, some 13 of the 
alumni; I guess these were people who 
had come through the program, were 
honored, as some 400 communities 
around the country honored their own 
alumni. PIK, along with Metro United 
Way, the city school system, the coun
ty school system, as well as a series of 
other organizations, cooperated in put
ting together what is called the Louis
ville Education and Employment Part
nership, and the partnership itself is 
doing great work on working with the 
at-risk students. Some 1,200 students 
are currently receiving assistance, and, 
as the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
PERKINS], my friend, recollects, a few 
weeks ago I had a meeting with the 
PIK people who are concerned about 
the service level of 60 percent for out of 
school and 40 percent for in school. 
When I came back to Washington, I 
talked to my friend, and it has been 
worked out, and I believe I am correct 
that in the bill there is a waiver provi
sion that permits programs like ours 
who feel that their in-school program 
is a very effective use of the money, 
are able to keep it on a different rela
tionship than the ©-40 percent written 
in the bill. 
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So, Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 

gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. PER
KINS]. the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. GUNDERSON], who together have 
put forth a very good bill. It has the 
proper kind of flexibility, and I think it 
is a step forward in training our people 
for productive jobs on the future. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Idaho [Mr. LAROCCO]. 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
associate myself with the remarks of 
Idaho's senior Member. While I am sure 
the intent is to improve the JTP A Pro
gram, Idaho's successful and produc
tive program may be eliminated as a 
result of these amendments. Further
more, Idaho may not be alone; other 
State programs, including those in Col
orado, New Jersey, Arkansas, Wiscon
sin, and Louisianas, could experience 
the same result. 

Idaho has an outstanding and well
coordinated Older Workers Program, 
administered at the State level 
through the Office on Aging. JTPA 
older worker resources are used in con
cert with title V, Older Americans Act 
moneys, which provide subsidized com
munity employment opportunities for 
low-income older persons. Idaho's 
JTPA 3-percent older worker set-aside 
performs routinely_ at over 100 percent 
of projected goals, and the State-oper
ated title V program has ranked in the 
top three nationally. 

Without the 3-percent set-aside, and 
without the State-option provisions 
that currently exist, Idaho's program 
may be eliminated. In combination, 
these changes may mean that our high
ly successful, coordinated older worker 
employment and training system will 
have to be dismantled. For older work
ers in Idaho, this means diminished 
services. 

Mr. Speaker, Idaho's JTPA Program 
is a model for cooperation between 
Federal and State programs, and a 
model for effective administration. 
While I plan to support final passage of 
H.R. 3033, on behalf of older workers in 
Idaho who benefit from the currently 
authorized older worker set-aside with
in the JTPA Program, I urge my col
leagues to support restoration of the 3-
percent older worker set-aside in con
ference with the other body, as well as 
the State option to determine appro
priate program service delivery. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 3033, the job training 
reform amendments. Overall, the legislation 
we are considering today carries on the intent 
that Congress had in 1982 when passing the 
Job Training Partnership Act [JTPA]-to target 
those disadvantaged adults and youth who are 
the most difficult to serve and are the least 
prepared to get a job, and improve these indi
viduals' access to job training programs. 

While H.R. 3033 includes many provisions 
to improve the delivery of services to dis
advantaged youth, the continuation of pro
grams aimed at older Americans who have 

found it necessary to supplement their fixed 
and limited incomes by returning to the work 
force is also of utmost importance. 

I have particular reservations over a provi
sion in the bill which would eliminate the 3-
percent State level set-aside for older worker 
programs. The existing method of allocating 
funds under the JTPA has allowed States to 
develop highly specialized services for the dis
advantaged elderly. I am concerned that 
should this arrangement be eliminated, pro
grams that have proven to be successful could 
be eliminated or relegated to a lesser role. 
This, of course, would be to the detriment of 
the same senior citizens who have historically 
benefited from the special set-aside. 

Arkansas' Older Worker Program is a very 
effective and highly recognized vehicle for 
helping older individuals in the State find em
ployment. Our program has done an excellent 
job of meeting the ever-increasing demand for 
services from older adults and employers 
seeking mature, dependable, and experienced 
workers. Since 1982, more than 5,784 older 
Arkansans have found jobs through our 
State's network of senior employment centers. 

While I support the legislation we are con
sidering here today, I must also express my 
concerns that States be allowed to continue 
with such successful programs and services 
that have been developed over the years. I 
would hope that we could retain some sort of 
State control and special State level set-aside 
for older workers, thereby ensuring the con
tinuation of effective older worker employment 
programs. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 3033, the job training reform 
amendments. I would like to commend the 
gentleman from Kentucky for his leadership 
and hard work on this legislation. Through his 
leadership, JTPA will be serving the poorest of 
the poor and those most in need of assist
ance. 

I am pleased to say that this legislation in
cludes two of my proposals-taken from the 
H.R. 2258, the Freedom From Want Act-to 
develop microenterprise programs for the 
poor. For may people, the route out of poverty 
is through their own small business. H.R. 3033 
clarifies that JTPA funds can be used for 
microenterprise training, and authorizes the 
Department of Labor to set up 10, $500,000 
competitive grants for States to develop com
munity-based microenterprise programs. 

This legislation represents a significant step 
forward in developing microenterprise pro
grams for the poor. But in order these pro
grams to work, we must ensure that the asset 
limit of $1,000 in AFDC be raised. Otherwise, 
poor people won't be able to get the loans or 
set aside the assets they need to start their 
businesses. They will be forced to stay on 
public assistance. The Select Committee on 
Hunger, of which I am the chairman, will ex
amine this issue in detail tomorrow. 

H.R. 3033 is solid legislation that will help a 
lot of people. I urge my colleagues to support 
this bill. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I want to con
gratulate the subcommittee Chairman, Mr. 
PERKINS, and the Education and Labor Com
mittee Subcommittee on Employment Oppor
tunities, for bringing this legislation to the floor. 

We recently engaged in a debate regarding 
the appropriate course we should follow with 

respect to providing a bridge to the unem
ployed in our Nation. I hope that we are able 
to prevail upon, or if need be, prevail over 
President Bush on enacting the unemployment 
bill because it, like H.R. 3033, focuses our at
tention on maintaining economic opportunity 
for Americans 

Our economy is in recession, Americans are 
out of work and too many of them can no 
longer provide for themselves and their fami
lies. 

It is in such troubled times that most of us 
have come to believe that government has a 
critical and necessary role. 

There are, however, Mr. Speaker, a large 
number of Americans for whom unemployment 
is not simply a very traumatic episode in their 
lives-terrible, but temporary-an interruption 
in a lifetime of work. 

For too many people in our society the re
cession is simply a deepening of an ever
present gloom. 

For too many people in our society unem
ployment is all but a permanent condition. 

For too many people, including our children, 
employment means running drugs, not going 
to work. 

The Job Training Partnership Act of 1982 
became a bipartisan attempt at genuine re
form of a national system to provide training to 
economically disadvantaged adults and young 
people. The Job Corps, a program which actu
ally predates the JTPA, has been tremen
dously successful in targeting the most difficult 
population of young people and providing to 
them skills, hope, and a future. 

One of the general criticisms of JTPA, how
ever, is that it has failed to adequately reach 
down to help those individuals most in need. 
This bill provides reforms which better target 
job training programs to individuals who are 
hardest to serve and least prepared to enter 
the workforce by providing them more more 
intense, tailored, and comprehensive services. 

For example, the youth program tightens eli
gibility by requiring that 60 percent of partici
pants face additional barriers to employment 
like being a parent or being deficient In basic 
skills. It also requires a dropout to return to 
school. 

The Block Grant Program local service de
livery areas must more carefully target out-of
school youth and young people with multiple 
barriers to unemployment. 

H.R. 3033 is an honest and useful effort to 
improve a program that works. H.R. 3033 is 
consistent with a broaqly shared vision of what 
America is all about-ensuring progress by 
assuring opportunity. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to again congratulate 
the subcommittee and Chairman PERKINS for 
bringing this legislation to the floor, and I urge 
my colleagues to support H.R. 3033. 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, later today on 
the Suspension Calendar, the House will con
sider H.R. 3033, legislation to amend the Job 
Training and Partnership Act. While I am sure 
the intent is to improve the JTPA Program, 
older workers in Idaho tell me this bill may 
well eliminate our State's successful and pro
ductive program. Furthermore, Idaho is not 
alone; other State programs, including those in 
Colorado, New Jersey, Arkansas, Wisconsin, 
and Louisiana, are likely to experience the 
same damage. 



25836 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 8, 1991 
Where I come from, people don't fix what 

isn't broken. Idaho is a State with an outstand
ing and well-coordinate Older Worker Pro
gram, administrated at the State level through 
the Office on Aging. JTPA older worker re
sources and used in concert with title V, Older 
Americans Act money, which provide sub
sidized community employment opportunities 
for low-income older persons. Idaho's JTPA 3-
percent older worker set-aside performs rou
tinely at over 100 percent of projected goals, 
and the State-operated title V program has 
ranked in the top three nationally. 

I believe members are unaware of two spe
cific provision that will inadvertently eliminate 
effective programs already in place. Specifi
cally, the bill eliminates the 3-percent older 
worker set-aside which allows Idaho's Office 
on Aging to directly serve numerous Idahoans. 
For older workers in Idaho, this means dimin
ished services. In addition, the elimination of 
the current option that allows States to decide 
the best way to provide older worker services 
further compounds the problem. These 
changes are bad news for Idaho. In combina
tion, they mean that our highly successful, co
ordinated older worker employment and train
ing system will have to be dismantled. 

Mr. Speaker, Idaho's JTPA Program for 
older workers is not broken. In fact, it is a 
model for cooperation between Federal and 
State programs, and a model for effective ad
ministration. Let's not fix what isn't broken. 

On behalf of older workers throughout this 
country who benefit from the currently author
ized older worker set-aside within the JTPA 
Program, I urge my colleagues to support res
toration of the 3-percent older worker set
aside, and the State option to determine ap
propriate program service delivery. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to ex
press my strong support for the legislation be
fore us, the Job Training Partnership Act 
amendments contained in H.R. 3033. 

Mr. Speaker, the Job Training Partnership 
Act of 1982 established a number of excep
tional programs that link the tasks of job train
ing and job placement for disadvantaged and 
unemployed youths and adults. 

Since its enactment, the JTPA has been 
noted as a great success; through the local 
private industry councils, it has brought to
gether representatives from the private busi
ness sector, from the education sector, from 
organized labor, and from employment agen
cies to join forces in placing the unemployed 
into on-the-job training programs in the private 
sector. 

By accomplishing both the training and 
placement of these jobseekers in one con
certed effort, the JTPA has effectively bridged 
the gap that is so wide in our country, be
tween education and employment. I can tell 
you that other countries, such as Germany 
and Japan, make sure that their youth are 
matched with employment and training when 
they finish or leave school. 

It is my hope that these amendments will 
enhance the JTPA's effectiveness. In one pro
vision, for example, the bill ensures that those 
in most need of this assistance receive it, by 
extending the title I IA adult and youth pro
grams to youths who are especially disadvan
taged-those who experience the additional 
barriers to employment such as being deficient 

in basic skills, homeless, pregnant, a parent, 
or a high school dropout. 

Other provisions of the bill are designed to 
facilitate the participation in the program of 
youths attending schools in high-poverty 
areas. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the bill before us be
cause it attempts to fine-tune and enhance the 
JTPA. It is my hope that the adjustments in 
the administrative aspects of the program that 
it also effects, will not hamstring the local 
agencies that are the nuts and bolts of the 
program. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 
3033, the job training reform amendments, 
was developed and considered in the Commit
tee on Education and Labor on a bipartisan 
basis. Mr. PERKINS, as chairman of the Sub
committee on Employment Opportunities, and 
Mr. GOODLING and Mr. GUNDERSON, as the 
ranking Republican members of the full com
mittee and the subcommittee, cooperated 
closely in crafting this legislation. The Depart
ment of Labor was consulted throughout all 
stages of considering the legislation. 

The job training reform amendments man
date several major changes in the Job Train
ing Partnership Act. This legislation is the first 
substantial overhaul of JTPA since its enact
ment in 1982, and incorporates corrective ac
tions suggested in many evaluations and au
dits of the program. Let me summarize some 
of the major reforms. 

H.R. 3033 would limit subsidies for on-the
job training [OJT] to the duration of time need
ed for acquiring skills for the job, with the sub
sidy never to exceed 6 months. 

In addition, the Department of Labor would 
be required to issue regulations to ensure that 
OJT subsidies will not be renewed for employ
ers who exhibit a pattern of failing to retain 
OJT participants. 

The legislation explicitly prohibits any assist
ance to establishments taking jobs out of one 
area to another. The bill prohibits use of JTPA 
funding for employment-generating activities, 
and similar activities which do not provide 
training leading directly to jobs. 

H.R. 3033 requires that training. resources 
be targeted on the hard-to-serve, in order to 
end the practice of "creaming" participants. 
Job training programs have too often been 
concentrating on the most job-ready individ
uals, instead of those who are in greater need 
of long-term training and intensive services. 

An assessment of each individual's need for 
training and services must be undertaken 
upon entry into the program, and a service 
strategy developed for the participant. At least 
60 percent of the participants in adult and 
youth program activities must be skills-defi
cient or face another barrier to employment, in 
addition to being economically disadvantaged. 

The bill requires that the majority of allo
cated funds be used for training. Limits are 
placed on administrative costs, which cannot 
exceed 20 percent of allocations. Up to 30 
percent may be used for supportive and train
ing-related services. 

This legislation mandates contracting pro
curement reforms and requires strict cost ac
counting, in response to recommendations re
sulting from audit reviews by the General Ac
counting Office and the Department of Labor's 
Inspector General. 

I am convinced that the implementation of 
this job training reform legislation is absolutely 
essential to the future prospects for increased 
funding of job training programs in the appro
priations process. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to take this opportunity to express my strong 
support for job training reform (H.R. 3033). 

George Bush has an interesting way of 
tackling tough domestic problems. To combat 
unemployment, Bush vetoed good legislation 
that would have extended benefits to those 
workers hardest hit by the recession. To solve 
the education crisis, Bush spent hours in front 
of a Government-financed film crew that taped 
him chatting with middle school students about 
education problems. Mr. Speaker, these are 
the actions of a President who, after dedicat
ing the majority of his first 2 years in office to 
help foreign countries, has now decided that 
maybe he ought to put together a domestic 
agenda. Ifs time to stop politicking and filming 
flashy campaign commercials at the taxpayer's 
expense and start helping the average Amer
ican. H.R. 3033 is yet another example of how 
we all should be working to ease the pain of 
the recession and it's something the President 
should take notice of. 

Although this legislation does not offer 
Americans any of Mr. Bush's rhetoric, it does 
offer them the opportunity to rebuild their lives. 
The bill improves the current job training part
nership programs by targeting those individ
uals who are least prepared to get a job for 
training. The reforms aim to provide the most 
at-risk individuals with more intense and com
prehensive services to make them productive 
members of our society. Not only does H.R. 
3033 fine-tune the existing program by estab
lishing separate programs for adults and 
youth, but it also creates new programs that 
give grants to small businesses and give jobs 
to those in States rebuilding after suffering 
major disasters like hurricanes, tornados, and 
earthquakes. 

This bill could mean a great deal to my 
home district where close to a thousand de
fense workers from the Electric Boat Shipyard 
in Groton, CT have been laid off within the 
past year because of defense cutbacks. This 
bill gives them the tools they need to get back 
on their feet and become self-sufficient. Job 
training is one small way we can repay these 
workers who, during the cold war, gave their 
talent and toil to construct strong national de
fense programs. 

I hope my colleagues in the House recog
nize that this is not the time for campaign 
commercials but for real solutions to get all 
Americans back to work. 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
H.R. 3033, the job training reform amend
ments. In a time when nearly 9 million Ameri
cans are unemployed, additional job training 
for our workers is needed now more than 
ever. 

The JTPA was established in 1982 to pro
vide training for economically disadvantaged 
adults and youths. Since then the act has 
helped to improve the working skills of millions 
of Americans through partnerships with State 
governments, the private sector, educational 
agencies, organized labor, rehabilitation agen
cies, community-based organizations, eco
nomic development agencies, and the public 
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employment service. The JTPA is widely re
garded as one of the most successful eco
nomic programs of the Federal Government. 

Now we have the opportunity to make the 
JTPA even better by widening the scope of 
people it helps. This bill will expand the youth 
program to give even greater service to eco
nomically disadvantaged 16- to 21-year-olds, 
the ones who have even greater barriers to 
finding work because they are pregnant, 
homeless, illiterate, high school dropouts, or 
with children. 

These youths may never find their way un
less H.R. 3033 enables us to make contact 
and provide the means to self-improvement. I 
am personally acquainted with the importance 
of this bill to the people of Hawaii, who benefit 
from the JTPA in the full range of training and 
employment services of the JTPA. Our native 
Hawaiians have especially benefited through 
programs such as Alu Like. 

We now live in a new economic era, one in 
which a country's wealth can only be meas
ured by the specific skills of its workers. No 
one can doubt that the period of post-World 
War II industrial hegemony has been over for 
some time. 

Computers, robotics, fax machines, and jet 
travel are the fruits of a communication and 
transportation revolution. These factors de
crease the relevance of geographic location, 
and increase the importance on quality and 
price. Global designing, financing, production, 
and distribution networks are now a way of 
life. This is good news for trained workers all 
around the world. But this change means it is 
no longer possible to guarantee a good job 
and high standard of living to all Americans. 
Now, the only sure route to success for a U.S. 
worker is to have the training and skills nec
essary to produce a product or service that 
can compete in the world market. 

The surest way government can help its 
economy and all of its citizens is by guaran
teeing training and adding value to any worker 
who needs it. In this time of recession and dis
placement of workers there can be no greater 
economic goal for our country than creating a 
well-trained work force. I urge all of my col
leagues to vote for H.R. 3033. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
take this opportunity to thank Chairmen FORD 
and PERKINS for their leadersh!p on the Edu
cation and Labor Committee in creating a 
more equitable Federal job training program, a 
critical program which in my judgment has 
been poorly administered over the last 9 
years. It is one of literally hundreds of pro
grams this administration is still failing to prop
erly manage. 

Over the last several years, the lack of lead
ership in the Job Training Partnership Act Pro
gram and the resultant shortcomings have 
been more than apparent. My worst fears 
proved true, and the sad facts were revealed 
in a General Accounting Office [GAO] inves
tigation. Several months ago the House Gov
ernment Operations Committee held a hearing 
on race and sex discrimination in the oper
ation of JTPA. 

The GAO found that despite the large rep
resentation of women, and racial and ethnic 
minorities in the JTPA Program, there are 
widespread disparities In the services provided 
to women and minorities. In 34 percent of the 

service delivery areas analyzed, the GAO 
found that disparities existed in at least one 
training mode for at least one ethnic group. 
Further, while 65 percent of the women re
ceived the preferred classroom training they 
were less likely to get training for jobs with 
higher placement wages. These disparities are 
related to systemic problems in the way local 
projects operate the JTPA Program that re
strict the training options for participants
such as channeling participants to a narrow 
set of options, limiting the mix of services 
available and limiting the availability of support 
services. Also, in many cases, these dispari
ties appear related to discriminatory practices 
of employers and service providers. 

I am pleased that H.R. 3033, the job training 
partnership reform amendments, includes pro
visions that will help ensure that blacks and 
women are treated the same as their white 
male counterparts when it comes to receiving 
services under JTPA. Thanks are due to our 
colleague MATIHEW MARTINEZ, the gentleman 
from California, a member of both the Edu
cation and Labor and Government Operations 
Committees, who worked tirelessly with us to 
secure language which would correct discrimi
nation in the JTPA Program. 

H.R. 3033 requires the Labor Department to 
collect more adequate data which will enable 
it to identify service disparities. Even today, 
neither the Department of Labor, its Direc
torate for Civil Rights, nor the local JTPA 
agencies even know the extent of race and 
gender discrimination because they have not 
taken the trouble to set up a rudimentary infor
mation system. 

H.R. 3033 includes provisions designed to 
assure that JTPA participants are assessed 
more objectively by including a requirement 
that those performing client assessments com
ply with the law's nondiscrimination provisions. 
The reform amendments also direct the Labor 
Department to publish final regulations estab
lishing compliance and enforcement proce
dures to accompany the nondiscrimination 
provisions. This important addition would pro
vide JTPA administrators around the country 
with guidance on recognizing and acting on 
discrimination cases. 

Additionally, the reform amendments author
ize additional funding for the Labor Depart
ment's Directorate of Civil Rights, which cur
rently lacks the resources to adequately com
bat discrimination within JTPA programs and 
expedite action on bias cases. Finally, the 
Secretary of Labor would be required to annu
ally evaluate the directorate's work and report 
the results to the Congress. 

Unfortunately employment discrimination 
against minorities and women remains wide
spread. It seems that even the Bush adminis
tration's lip service to job training is infected 
with race and gender bias. We are addressing 
one aspect of that discrimination in this bill. 
However, we need a more comprehensive so
lution to this problem, like that contained in 
H .R. 1, the Civil Rights Act of 1991. The JTPA 
reform amendments are a first step to a kind 
of equal opportunity that H.R. 1 would insure 
women and minorities throughout the employ
ment process. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for this opportunity 
to support H.R. 3033, the job training reform 
amendments. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I want to take 
this opportunity to thank Mr. PERKINS, the gen
tleman from Kentucky, for the outstanding 
work he has done in Congress, and in particu
lar for his work for the Job Training Partner
ship Act [JTPA]. 

In the city of Louisville and the county of 
Jefferson, which I am privileged to represent, 
we have a very strong Private Industry Council 
[PIC] which administers the JTPA programs in 
Louisville and Jefferson County. We are very 
proud of our programs, and we have done a 
tremendous job over the years with regard to 
both in-school programs and for the people 
who are out of school. Very recently, as a 
matter of fact last month, some 13 JTPA pro
gram alumni in Louisville and Jefferson Coun
ty were honored, just as some 400 commu
nities around the country honored their alumni. 

The PIC, along with Metro United Way, the 
Jefferson County Public Schools, the City of 
Louisville, Jefferson County government, and 
the Louisville Chamber of Commerce cooper
ated in putting together what is called the Lou
isville Education and Employment Partnership. 
The partnership is doing great work with in
school at-risk students. In fact, some 1,200 
students are served each year through the 
partnership. 

Mr. PERKINS, the gentleman from Kentucky 
and my friend, recollects that a few weeks ago 
I had a meeting with Louisville and Jefferson 
County PIC officials who are concerned about 
a provision of the legislation that requires a 
service level of 60 percent for out-of-school 
youth and 40 percent for in-school youth. 
When I came back to Washington, I talked to 
Mr. PERKINS and I understand it has been 
worked out in the bill to allow a waiver provi
sion that permits successful in-school pro
grams like ours to continue. 

Again, I thank Mr. PERKINS for putting forth 
a very good bill. It has the proper kind of flexi
bility, and I think it is a step forward in training 
our people for productive jobs in the future. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of H.R. 3033, legislation to reau
thorize and amend the highly successful Job 
Training Partnership Act established by the 
97th Congress. 

The people and businesses of Pinellas 
County, FL, whom I represent have benefited 
greatly from this program under the direction 
of the Pinellas Private Industry Council. The 
council is a partnership of private and public 
sector leaders which provides the only forum 
for the consideration of the education, job 
training, and employment needs of our com
munity. 

The Pinellas Private Industry Council has 
been recognized nationally for the success 
and innovation of its programs and was 
named the Nation's Outstanding Private Indus
try Council by the Secretary of Labor. The 
Pinellas Council, originally established as a 
job training program in 1979, incorporated as 
a private industry council in 1982, and since 
then has drawn on the experience of our 
county's brightest business leaders. Joe 
Wheller, Judith Flynn, and currently Leslie Re
agin have chaired the 14 business leaders 
who serve on its board. Other board members 
come from public education, organized labor, 
community organizations, local economic de
velopment programs, and State agencies. 
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Primarily utilizing funds authorized and ap

propriated under the Job Training Partnership 
Training Act, the council evaluates local job 
training needs from the perspective of employ
ers and the unemployed. The council con
tracts with private and public agencies and 
employers to provide job training adhering to 
strict performance standards. Under the direc
tion of its executive director Sarah Snyder, the 
council also seeks to develop community sup
port for education reform, adult literacy pro
grams, quality day care, and other community 
needs critical to building and maintaining a 
high quality work force. The council's goal, as 
established by the Job Training Partnership 
Act, is to increase the effectiveness of tax
payer investment in education and job training 
by eliminating overlapping community pro
grams and inefficiencies. 

The number of Pinellas County youth and 
adults helped by the program are the most im
portant gauge to its success. Over its 8-year 
history, the council has served more than 
20,200 unemployed youth and adults from 
low-income families, placing 6,800 youth in 
summer jobs and 5,600 adults in permanent 
full-time jobs. Overall, 71 percent of the adults 
who complete training programs were placed 
in jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, under the auspices of the Job 
Training Partnership Act, the Pinellas Private 
Industry Council has been able to assist thou
sands of our community's economically dis
located and disadvantaged workers who are 
now proudly employed, taxpaying citizens con
tributing to our county's economic growth. The 
councils formula for success is one that 
should be emulated by other communities 
throughout our Nation. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I, too, 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The question is on the mo
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. PERKINS] that the 
House suspend the rules and pass the 
bill, H.R. 3033, as amended. 

The question was taken. 
Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 

demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to clause 5, rule I, and the Chair's 
prior announcement, further proceed
ings on this motion will be postponed, 
and the time for the resumption of fur
ther proceedings is hereby redesignated 
to Wednesday, October 9, 1991. 

D 1810 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks, and include therein extraneous 
material, on H.R. 3033. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
MCNULTY). Is there objection to the re-

quest of the gentleman from Ken
tucky? 

There was no objection. 

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF SE
LECT COMMITTEE ON CHILDREN, 
YOUTH AND FAMILIES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Laid be

fore the House the fallowing resigna
tion as a member of the Select Com
mittee on Children, Youth and Fami
lies: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, October 3, 1991. 
Hon. THOMAS FOLEY. 
Speaker of the House, 
The Capitol, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Due to the pressures of 
additional responsibilities I recently as
sumed, I would like to resign my member
ship on the Select Committee on Children, 
Youth, and Families. 

I have enjoyed my service on this impor
tant committee and will continue to follow 
its deliberations with interest. 

Sincerely, 
J. DENNIS HASTERT, 

Member of Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the resignation is accepted. 

There was no objection. 

ANNUAL REPORTS OF DEPART
MENT OF EDUCATION-MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be

fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with accompanying papers, without ob
jection, referred to the Committee on 
Education and Labor: 

(For message, see proceedings of the 
Senate of today. Tuesday, October 8, 
1991.) 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 2369, ESTABLISHING FLINT 
HILLS PRAIRIE NATIONAL MONU
MENT 
Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 102-245) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 240) providing for the consider
ation of the bill (H.R. 2369) to establish 
the Flint Hills Prairie National Monu
ment, which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 1470, ESTABLISHING EVI-
DENTIARY STANDARDS FOR 
FEDERAL CIVIL ANTITRUST 
CLAIMS BASED ON RESALE 
PRICE FIXING 
Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 102-246) on the resolution (H. 

Res. 241) providing for the consider
ation of the bill (H.R. 1470) to establish 
evidentiary standards for Federal civil 
antitrust claims based on resale price 
fixing, which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 1415, 
FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHOR
IZATION ACT, FISCAL YEARS 1992 
AND 1993 
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I call up 

the conference report on the bill (H.R. 
1415) to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal years 1992 and 1993 for the De
partment of State, and for other pur
poses; and ask for its immediate con
sideration by the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
(For conference report and state

ment, see proceedings of the House of 
October 3, 1991, at page H7460). 

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

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
BERMAN] will be recognized for 30 min
utes, and the gentlewoman from Maine 
[Ms. SNOWE] will be recognized for 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. BERMAN]. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. FASCELL], with whom I had the 
privilege of working on my first State 
Department authorization bill, and 
whose help and the help of whose staff 
allowed us to reach this stage with a 
bill that has a broad base of support 
and makes many improvements in op
erations of the State Department, the 
USIA, and the BIB. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the conference report to ac
company H.R. 1415, the Foreign Rela
tions Authorization Act, fiscal years 
1992 and 1993. This is an important 
funding measure for the Department of 
State, the U.S. Information Agency, 
and the Board for International Broad
casting. The conference report the 
Members have before them provides a 
careful allocation of funding for Amer
ican diplomacy within the ceiling set 
by the Budget Enforcement Act with 
respect to fiscal year 1992. The con
ference report also provides full au
thorization of appropriations for these 
agencies for fiscal year 1993 as well and 
enables these agencies to continue to 
do their work in a world where they 
are facing new challenges. These chal
lenges range from nurturing U.S. rela
tionships with emerging democracies 
to providing accurate news and inf or
mation to those nations which have 
not yet had their democratic revolu
tions. Through the funding and ad.min
istrati ve authorities provided in this 
bill, many requested by the executive 
branch, these agencies will be empow-
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ered to respond to the demands of this 
new world. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
International Operations, Mr. BERMAN, 
and the ranking minority member of 
the subcommittee, Ms. SNOWE, for cre
ating a legislative measure that can 
accomplish U.S. foreign policy goals 
amid a climate of scarce budget re
sources. I also congratulate all of the 
members of the subcommittee for their 
efforts. 

In addition to the excellent work 
done by the subcommittee members 
and staff, let me emphasize the con
tributions of other committees of the 
House which had jurisdiction over se
lected provisions in the bill. In particu
lar, I would like to thank the chairman 
and ranking minority members of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
the Committee on Banking, Finance, 
and Urban Affairs, and the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

One of the more difficult policy is
sues to resolve in this conference was 
the Senate provision on chemical and 
biological weapons control. I am 
pleased to report that a satisfactory 
resolution on this vital arms control 
measure was reached. Without the con
certed efforts of the leadership of both 
Houses, the chairman of the Commit
tee on Ways and Means, the chairman 
and ranking member of the Senate For
eign Relations Committee, and the ex
ecutive branch, this agreement would 
not have been possible With regard to 
the chemical weapons sanctions re
gime, the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation, which has jurisdic
tion over aviation matters, formulated 
the language found in section 
507(b)(2)(E) on landing rights. That 
committee's expertise on this subject, 
and the assistance of committee staff, 
was crucial to the final resolution of 
this section. I thank the chairman and 
ranking member of the full committee, 
Mr. ROE and Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, and 
the chairman and ranking member of 
the Subcommittee on Aviation, Mr. 
OBERSTAR and Mr. CLINGER for their co
operation. 

Mr. Speaker, in sum, this conference 
agreement represents the authoriza
tion process at its best and I urge the 
adoption of the conference report. 

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

Mr. Speaker, the conference report 
before us provides for the operation of 
the Department of State, the U.S. In
formation Agency, and the Board for 
International Broadcasting. 

This legislation is a comprehensive 
response to the need for funding and 
statutory authority for the conduct of 
U.S. foreign affairs. It meets the de
mands of U.S. diplomacy in a rapidly 
changing world. At the same time, H.R. 
1415 represents a responsible fiscal ap
proach in tight budget times. As re-

ported by the conference committee, 
the bill provides a total in new author
ization of $5,496,878,500 for fiscal year 
1992, and $5, 779,898,000 for fiscal year 
1993. For 1992, the bill as a whole ad
heres to the administration's request, 
with one important exception: provi
sion for $140 million in additional fund
ing for refugee programs. For fiscal 
year 1993, the conference committee al
lowed aggregate authorization levels to 
keep pace with inflation, with in
creases totaling approximately 5 per
cent. For both years, the bill's totals 
are consistent with caps provided for 
under the 1990 Budget Enforcement 
Act. 

The substantial increase in refugee 
assistance is necessitated by the recent 
rapid increase in refugee populations 
since the administration's estimates 
were drawn up. Spending for the sta
bilization of humanitarian emergencies 
is not only supported by humane con
siderations, but is also a prudent de
vice which serves our national security 
interests by lessening regional instabil
ity around the world. 

Aside from this, the outstanding 
budgetary feature of this bill is its re
lationship to the appropriations it au
thorizes. In almost all categories, ap
propriations passed to date track the 
bill's ceilings very tightly. This is the 
obvious product of a lot of very close 
work between the staffs of the Inter
national Operations Subcommittee, 
the full Foreign Affairs Committee, 
and the appropriations subcommittee 
in question. There was a lot of give and 
take on both sides, and I thank Chair
man NEAL SMITH for his cooperation on 
this bill. 

The Congressional Budget Office has 
advised that nothing in this bill vio
lates the Budget Enforcement Act or 
has any direct spending implications. 

On other issues, the bill as reported 
provides significant new administra
tive authorities requested by the exec
utive branch, including higher 
reprogramming thresholds, greater 
latitude in closing posts, and greater 
flexibility in leasing and lease-purchas
ing. The bill also comprises a number 
of committee initiatives, for example 
on chemical and biological weapons, 
conventional arms control, program 
management, personnel reform and 
other matters. 

With respect to the Moscow Embassy 
the conference agreement on H.R. 1415 
leaves a final decision on a construc
tion option up to the executive branch. 

The bill also includes important lan
guage dealing with a particularly abu
sive aspect of the Arab boycott of Is
rael: the refusal of many Arab govern
ments to honor United States pass
ports bearing Israeli visas or entry 
stamps. The United States Government 
has responded to this by issuing special 
"Israel only" passports so that Ameri
cans may conceal evidence of their 
travel to Israel, in the form of visas 

and entry stamps, from Arab govern
ments. "Special" passports are used 
only for travel to Israel, and regular 
passports for travel everywhere else. 
Section 129 of the bill prohibits this 
practice. It also requires negotiations 
with Arab governments to end their 
practices and directs the State Depart
ment to cancel all existing "Israel 
only" passports. Travel by private U.S. 
citizens would be unaffected; State 
could, at its discretion, issue "Arab 
League only" passports. Effective 90 
days after the signing of this bill, how
ever, special diplomatic and official 
passports, however, could not be issued 
for the purposes of acquiescing in the 
Arab League boycott. 

This 90-day delay should not be mis
interpreted; it is meant solely to allow 
for orderly implementation. It may 
well be necessary to issue a few "Arab 
League only" diplomatic passports dur
ing this time, for example to those di
rectly involved in the upcoming Middle 
East peace conference. It would clearly 
be excessive, however, for such 
issuances to go far into the double dig
its. 

Section 129 does nonetheless incor
porate the core provisions of H.R. 2254, 
the Anti-Boycott Passport Act of 1991, 
which Representative SNOWE and I in
troduced on May 8. Like H.R. 2254, sec
tion 129 perm! ts the issuance of more 
than one diplomatic or official pass
port for purposes unrelated to the Arab 
boycott. This will facilitate essential 
operational and intelligence-related 
travel on the part of executive branch 
employees. 

I would expect the State Department 
to implement as many of the provi
sions in question as possible imme
diately. Some may argue that this 
issue is only one of many between the 
Arab States and Israel. I disagree. This 
is an issue between our Arab allies and 
the United States, and should be dealt 
with decisively as such. 

This bill also provides for significant 
reforms in the administration of the 
State Department's emergencies ac
count, the so-called K fund. It requires 
declassification of all reports on travel, 
entertainment, and gift expenditures 
charged to that account. The intent of 
this initiative is clear: That all such 
expenditures be reported and that no 
such expenditures be classified. This is 
simply put, a good government initia
tive, in which I hope for full coopera
tion on the part of the administration. 

I am particularly pleased with the 
bill's chemical and biological weapons 
provisions. Legislation on this issue is 
not only appropriate, but more than 
timely, given the past year's events in 
the Persian Gulf. I note that a separate 
chemical and biological weapons bill, 
including critically needed import 
sanctions, will shortly be considered by 
the Ways and Means Committee. I wish 
to thank Chairman ROSTENKOWSKI, sub
committee chairman GIBBONS, and 
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Speaker FOLEY'S office for their co
operation in this regard, and to express 
my particular appreciation to Senator 
HELMS and his staff for their construc
tive work toward a compromise which 
has allowed this conference report to 
go forward. 

I would also like to express a special 
note of thanks for the efforts of the 
distinguished · ranking member of our 
subcommittee, Ms. SNOWE, in putting 
together this bill. Most of its provi
sions are representative of agreement 
between us and, I think more impor
tantly, the bill as a whole can genu
inely be described as the product of a 
lot of cooperative joint hard work. The 
same must also be said of my Senate 
counterpart, Senator KERRY, and his 
subcommittee's ranking member, Sen
ator BROWN, and their staffs. 

Finally, I must make note of Chair
man F ASCELL's leadership and support. 
Having begun the process barely a 
month into my chairmanship of the 
International Operations Subcommit
tee, it is an understatement to say that 
I couldn't have done it without him, 
and those of his staff who worked long 
and hard to get us where we are today. 

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

D 1820 
Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 

California has already described the 
main outlines of this conference report. 
I would just like to highlight some of 
the bill's major features. 

But first, I would like to commend 
the gentleman from California for his 
work in managing this legislation as 
the new chairman of the International 
Operations Subcommittee. I have 
served at the subcommittee as ranking 
Republican for 6 years; this is the 
fourth time I have been Republican 
manager of this legislation. Even 
though we have at times disagreed on 
certain aspects of this legislation, we 
have worked together closely through
out the State Department authoriza
tion process. I am proud that the Inter
national Operations Subcommittee has 
a long history of accomplishing serious 
work in a bipartisan fashion, and I am 
pleased that the new chairman is con
tinuing this tradition. 

Let me emphasize once again that 
the conference report before us now is 
not the foreign aid bill. This bill au
thorizes the internal budgets and oper
ations of the State Department, the 
U.S. Information Agency, the Board for 
International Broadcasting, and other 
foreign affairs agencies. It also author
izes refugee programs, U.S. assessed 
contributions to the United Nations, 
and governs the operations of our 
international broadcasting services, 
such as the Voice of America and Radio 
Free Europe. 

This conference report closely fol
lows the funding and legislative re-

quests of the administration. I under
stand that the ad.ministration supports 
the bill in its final form, and that the 
conference report will be signed into 
law if passed. The bill's authorization 
levels also adhere strictly to the fund
ing restrictions under the budget reso-
1 u tion. 

In fact, with one single exception, 
this conference report comes in $35 
million below the ad.ministration re
quest. The one area where this legisla
tion exceeds the original ad.ministra
tion request is in refugee funding, 
which was enhanced during the legisla
tive process due to increased refugee 
needs that had not been anticipated at 
the time the request was submitted. 
This bill increases the authorization 
for refugee funding by $140 million, pri
marily for enhanced needs for Soviet, 
Kurdish, Southeast Asian, and African 
refugees. 

I would like to emphasize, however, 
that even this increase has been fully 
offset legislatively to ensure compli
ance with the Budget Act and to re
main consistent with the overall ad
ministration request level. Those off
sets were made in the foreign aid bill 
rather than the State Department au
thorization bill. This was done because 
refugee funding comes through the for
eign aid appropriations process rather 
than through the Commerce-Justice
State appropriation process. 

As the chairman has mentioned, this 
conference report also includes several 
major congressional initiatives. Among 
these are: 

A formal policy and procedure for ap
plying sanctions to countries and firms 
involved in the proliferation of chemi
cal and biological weapons; 

Strengthened procedures for sanc
tions on countries supporting inter
national terrorism; 

Authorization for the establishment 
of full embassies in the Baltic Repub
lics and other former Soviet republics 
that achieve full independence; and 

A procedure for acquiring a safe and 
secure new U.S. Embassy in Moscow. 

I would like to expand further on the 
Moscow Embassy issue. Last spring, 
the House debated at great length what 
to do with the partially completed, 
bugged new U.S. Embassy in Moscow. 
In the end, this House decided to re
frain from dictating one particular so
lution to the problem. We did, however, 
establish stringent security require
ments acquiring a new secure embassy 
and strict procedures for the ad.minis
tration to follow in deciding what op
tion to follow. Among those procedures 
was submission of a review within 180 
days of the advantages and disadvan
tages of each of the opinions. Also re
quired was a formal dual certification 
by the Secretary of State and the Di
rector for Central Intelligence that 
whatever option was chosen would pro
vide a fully safe and secure embassy 
with adequate classified space for cur
rent and future needs. 

After everything the House went 
through to arrive at this position, last 
week the State Department attempted 
to bypass the regular legislative proc
ess and short-circuit the procedure pro
vided in this authorization bill. Last 
week the State Department made a se
cret agreement with two members of 
the Appropriations Committee to in
sert in the Commerce-Justice-State ap
propriations conference report an ear
mark for an entirely new option that 
had never been approved by the House 
or the Senate, and had never been pre
sented to the Foreign Affairs Commit
tee or Intelligence Committee, or even 
any of the Republicans on the Appro
priations Committee. This is for con
struction of yet another third embassy 
building in Moscow, which is similar to 
a 1987 proposal made by Dr. Schles
inger-a proposal that was imme
diately rejected by the intelligence 
community and administration secu
rity professionals. 

Fortunately, last Thursday, the 
House strongly supported my motion 
to strip that earmark from the Com
merce-Justice-State appropriations 
conference report. I hope that the 
State Department will learn from this 
defeat that the House does not view fa
vorably such blatant disregard for nor
mal congressional procedures. This 
sorry episode further strengthens my 
concern over State Department inat
tention to necessary security proce
dures and standards at U.S. diplomatic 
missions. I will be carefully following 
the extent to which the State Depart
ment adheres to all of the Moscow Em
bassy strictures and procedures re
quired by the legislation before us 
today. 

I would also like to highlight several 
initiatives I included in this bill. One 
of these provisions requires increased 
competition in the USIA grant making 
process. This will address a shocking 
finding by USIA 's inspector general 
that in the past more than 77 percent 
of all USIA grant funds were awarded 
without full and open competition. 
Other provisions I included in this bill 
are: 

A study by the State Department in
spector general on the Department's 
severe weaknesses in security issues; 

An additional study by the State De
partment IG on the reasons for the De
partment's refusal to comply with 
deadlines in a sexual harassment 
amendment I included in the last au
thorization bill; 

Improvement in the National Endow
ment for Democracy's financial proce
dures and grant evaluation process; 
and 

Improvement in the State Depart
ment's procedures for billing other 
agencies for shared administrative 
costs. 

Again, I would like to express my ap
preciation to the new subcommittee 
chairman, Mr. BERMAN, for his energy 
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and willingness to work with both sides 
of the aisle in fashioning a consensus 
legislative product. I would also like to 
thank my colleagues and staff on the 
Subcommittee on International Oper
ations and at the full committee who 
have put in a tremendous amount of 
work on this bill. 

This has been the smoothest State 
Department authorization process 
since 1985, my first year as House Re
publican manager of this legislation. 
Even so, we had to work out during 
conference 128 provisions that were dif
ferent in the House- and Senate-passed 
bills. But because we also had a func
tioning foreign aid authorization proc
ess this year, the State Department au
thorization bill was not overwhelmed 
with Senate nongermane foreign aid 
provisions. 

We still had 30 such provisions on the 
Senate bill that we had to address in 
conference. While this number was 
manageable compared with what we 
have faced in previous years, it was 
still unnecessary and inappropriate, 
and I hope that in the next bill we will 
be able to convince the other body to 
respect fully the State Department au
thorization process. 

Finally, I appreciate the support our 
subcommittee has always received 
from the full committee chairman, Mr. 
F ASCELL, and the ranking Republican, 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. During the 6-year hia
tus between foreign aid authoriza
tions-from 1985 to the present-we 
never failed to enact into law this leg
islation, which is the committee's sec
ond important authorization bill. 

I urge adoption of this conference re
port. 

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

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

Mr. BERMAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MCCURDY. Mr. Speaker, if the 
chairman of the subcommittee would 
allow it, I would like to engage him in 
a colloquy. 

I would like to clarify the provisions 
in H.R. 1415 that amend the Export Ad
ministration Act and the Arms Export 
Control Act to provide for sanctions 
against foreign companies involved in 
the development or production of 
chemical and biological weapons. 
These provisions mandate sanctions 
once the President makes a determina
tion that a foreign person has "know
ingly and materially" contributed to 
the efforts by any foreign country to 
develop or use biological or chemical 
weapons. 

I strongly endorse this effort to sanc
tion foreign companies involved in the 
proliferation of chemical and biological 
weapons. I rise to clarify one point con
cerning the Presidential determina
tions called for in these provisions. It 
has come to my attention that, in rare 
circumstances, a premature determina-

tion might inhibit the flow of informa
tion which is necessary to the full im
position of sanctions against all viola
tors. It seems to me that the President 
should be allowed to delay such a de
termination where it is necessary to 
protect intelligence sources and meth
ods which are being used to acquire 
further, possibly more important, in
formation on CBW proliferation. 

Is it your understanding that the pro
tection of intelligence sources or meth
ods for the stated purpose may be a 
factor in deciding on the timing of a 
Presidential determination that a for
eign person is contributing to CBW 
proliferation? 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, reclaim
ing my time, to answer the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. MCCURDY], chair
man of the House Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence, it is my 
understanding that the President, in 
rare circumstances, could delay a de
termination that a foreign person has 
knowingly and materially contributed 
to CBW prolif era ti on if such a delay is 
necessary to protect intelligence 
sources or methods essential to the ac
quisition of further intelligence about 
CBW proliferation. Such a delay would 
be appropriate, for example, where the 
United States is using the sensitive in
telligence sources or methods to gather 
information on other CBW 
proliferators, or where additional time 
is needed to develop nonsensitive infor
mation that could be used to explain 
publicly the imposition of sanctions. 
However, such a delay should not be in
definite, because the ultimate purpose 
of these provisions is to sanction those 
foreign persons that we know to be 
knowingly and materially involved in 
CBW proliferation. Moreover, the delay 
should only be for the purpose of fur
thering our policy Qf sanctioning those 
proliferators. A delayed determination 
would not be justified to further any 
other policy. 

Mr. MCCURDY. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would continue to yield, I 
thank my colleague for this clarifica
tion. I, too, would like to add my con
gratulations to the chairman of the 
subcommittee for his stewardship of 
this bill this year. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, reclaim
ing my time, I simply want to point 
out to the body the situation on the 
chemical weapons sanctions legisla
tion. 

D 1830 
On numerous occasions the House 

has passed legislation of this nature; 
the Senate has passed legislation of 
this nature. In this particular case, an 
agreement has finally been reached on 
a bill that the ad.ministration indicates 
that it will support dealing with both 
country sanctions and company sanc
tions. 

One of the most important sanctions 
against countries and companies for 

continued and severe violations is im
port sanctions. Those particular sanc
tions are not included in this provision 
in this conference report because they 
originated in the Senate. They con
stitute a revenue measure. It is within 
the jurisdiction of the Ways and Means 
Committee, and the Ways and Means 
Committee rightfully insisted that rev
enue measures must originate in the 
House. The Ways and Means Commit
tee is working to ensure that we can 
pass that kind of provision in the free
standing bill in an environment where 
no other revenue measures will be at
tached to it, as sometimes occurs in 
the other body. 

So to put our earlier expressions of 
appreciation to the chairman of the 
Ways and Means Committee, and to the 
Subcommittee on Trade, the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS], for 
their help in allowing this process to 
go forward, and their efforts to help us 
achieve the full menu of sanctions that 
we think are appropriate, I just wanted 
to share this background 

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

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Ne
braska [Mr. BEREUTER]. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, as a 
member of the Banking Committee and 
Foreign Affairs Committee, and a con
feree for the former committee, this 
Member rises in strong support of the 
conference report on H.R. 1415. This 
legislation is absolutely essential to 
the proper adaptation and functioning 
of U.S. foreign policy and trade, and I 
particularly commend the distin
guished gentleman from California 
[Mr. BERMAN] and the distinguished 
gentlewoman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE] 
for crafting authorization legislation 
in difficult and controversial subject 
areas that now, as a result of the con
ference, enjoys wide bipartisan sup
port. 

This Member would like to single out 
one of many important elements of 
this legislation by taking particular 
note of the legislative initiative con
tained herein regarding Latvia, Lithua
nia, and Estonia. Mr. Speaker, through 
more than 50 years of Soviet domina
tion, independence for the three 
reemerging nations has often seemed 
to be an elusive and unattainable 
dream-an aspiration to be desired but 
difficult to realize. Yet, today, the 
dream has, in fact, become a fragile re
ality which we and the community of 
democratic nations must re-enforce. 
Moscow has finally recognized the 
right of the Bal tic people to go their 
own way, and the drive for independ
ence is well underway. 

The United States now has restored 
full diplomatic recognition with these 
Baltic nations, but it is essential to ap
prove the implementing language that 
will restore a full and official U.S. dip
lomatic presence in the Baltic. This 
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conference report provides that author
ization for restarting our physical dip
lomatic presence in Latvia, Estonia, 
and Lithuania. In particular, the re
port authorizes a fully staffed embassy, 
the placement of commercial service 
officers, and access to U.S. Information 
Agency and AID programs for each of 
these reemerging nations. In addition, 
this legislation establishes an ex
change program in public administra
tion and business training for highly 
qualified students from the Baltic na
tions. In short, Mr. Speaker, the con
ference report formally recognizes that 
Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia are 
independent nations, and deserve to be 
treated as such by the United States of 
America. 

Again, this Member would like to 
commend the chairman and ranking 
member of the subcommittee for rec
ognizing and responding and respond
ing to this need in a timely manner. 
Our national interest will be well 
served by U.S. Embassies in Riga, 
Vilnius, and Tallinn. It demonstrates 
America's support for the drive toward 
independence, and offers important 
moral support to the governments and 
citizens of Latvia, Lithuania, and Esto
nia-a goal enthusiastically supported 
by the substantial Latvia-American 
and Lithuania-American communities 
in my home State. 

For this reason, and for many others, 
I urge my colleagues to strongly sup
port the conference report on H.R. 1415. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH], 
chairman of the Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations that 
deals with the Department of State. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
tome. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the 
subcommittee and the committee for 
working out this bill. I know it has 
been very, very difficult. Our sub
committee tries to work with this sub
committee and with the full commit
tee, and we had to eventually incor
porate, with your permission, some leg
islation into the appropriations bill, es
pecially with regard to passports and 
other things. Whenever we find our
selves in a position that we cannot re
sist, we do incorporate the language 
that you work out, and it has been 
good. 

Also, I want to agree with the gen
tleman that we have some problems 
that we do not know exactly how we 
are going to handle in the Baltics and 
in the republics in Eastern Europe. We 
know that expenditures will be nec
essary that we cannot anticipate and 
that no one would even have thought it 
would have been necessary at the time 
the gentleman started to work on this 
bill. But you have incorporated the 
flexibility in here, and we hope that we 
have the money so that under the 

reprogramming procedures we can take 
care of these problems as they emerge. 
And I am sure that we will work these 
things out to the benefit of the whole 
world, as a matter of fact. 

Mr. BERMAN. I thank the gentleman 
for his generous comments. My nearly 
unlimited respect and admiration for 
the Appropriations Cammi ttee only in
creased after having the opportunity to 
work with him on this item. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. If the gentleman 
will yield again, I want to mention one 
other thing. This is one subcommittee 
that has tried to work on 2-year au
thorizations, and this is something 
that is terribly important around this 
place. Most committees have not done 
that, and I want to commend the com
mittee for that also. 

Mr. BERMAN. Again, I thank the 
chairman. It came rather late in the 
day to me to want to work on a 2-year 
authorization on all aspects of this bill. 
But I ultimately saw the wisdom of 
this approach. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support for the conference report to H.R. 
1415, the fiscal year 1992 State Department 
authorization conference report. 

I would like to thank Chairman HOWARD 
BERMAN and the other members of the sub
committee for their hard and, many times, 
thankless work on this legislation. In particular, 
I would like to give special recognition to their 
willingness to accept language, similar to that 
which I submitted in the subcommittee mark
up, regarding protection for foreign missions, 
dignitaries, and officials. 

As you may know, there has not been an in
crease in the Diplomatic Protection Program 
since 1982. During this period the cost of pro
viding diplomatic security has risen signifi
cantly and the State Department has fallen be
hind in its ability to adequately reimburse 
cities. 

This bill will attempt to rectify the problem. 
It includes a provision that increases the an
nual reimbursement authority by $3 million, 
while also providing a separate authorization 
of $8 million for retroactive reimbursements. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a sound provision that 
serves a dual purpose. First, it allows the 
State Department to operate a cost effective, 
high-quality diplomatic service that, until now, 
is the best in the world. And second, it allows 
the individual cities to attract Federal revenue 
for a job well done. 

This provision has received bipartisan sup
port in both the House and Senate and I hope 
that my colleagues will recognize the impor
tance of this provision and support the pas
sage of this conference report. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I support 
this conference report on H.R. 1415-the For
eign Relations Authorization Act for fiscal 
years 1992 and 1993. 

This is basically a good bill. It provides a 2-
year authorization for activities of the Depart
ment of State, the U.S. Information Agency, 
and the Board for International Broadcasting. 

The bill responds to numerous executive 
branch requests for greater flexibility in man
aging programs during the current tight budget 
situation. Legislation on policy matters that 

would complicate the conduct of foreign affairs 
has been kept to a minimum. 

For the most part, the conference report 
stays within the funding levels established in 
the budget agreement. The single exception 
are the additional funds for migration and refu
gee assistance. 

This bill has its defects, however. For exam
ple, it attempts to dictate the organization of 
the Department of State, creating a new Bu
reau of South Asian Affairs at a key time of 
change in the world. It also calls for no fewer 
than 62 new reports. 

That said, this is essentially good and nec
essary legislation that reflects considerable 
work by both Houses of Congress. On the 
House side, special praise is due Chairman 
FASCELL; the chairman of the subcommittee, 
Congressman BERMAN; and the ranking Re
publican member, Ms. SNOWE. 

I urge my colleagues to support the con
ference report. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the conference report for H.R. 
1415, the fiscal years 1992 and 1993 Foreign 
Relations Authorization Act. I am particularly 
encouraged that the conferees authorized $30 
million for the National Endowment for Democ
racy. This is a very worthy organization which 
has been tremendously successful in helping 
people around the world achieve their demo
cratic aspirations. 

The National Endowment for Democracy 
was established back in 1983 by President 
Reagan to help foster democratic growth 
around the world. Under the umbrella of the 
National Endowment are fo.ur special insti
tutes, the National Republican Institute for 
International Affairs, of which I serve as chair
man, the National Democratic Institute for 
International Affairs, of which former Vice 
President Walter Mondale serves as chairman, 
the Free Trade Union Institute, which is asso
ciated with the AFL-CIO, and the Center for 
International Private Enterprise, which is asso
ciated with the chamber of commerce. 

As I said, the work of these institutes, and 
the NED itself, has been tremendously suc
cessful. By providing technical assistance and 
training, NED grants have made the difference 
in making democratic movements succeed in 
Latin America, Eastern Europe, Asia, Africa, 
and the Pacific. One of the four basic objec
tives of American foreign aid and a key ele
ment in preserving our national security inter
ests is support for democracy. By ensuring 
that democratic movements-whether they be 
labor unions, newspaper associations, political 
parties, human rights groups, free enterprise 
advocates, think-tanks, cultural organizations, 
or student associations, have the know-how to 
win elections, implement positive political and 
economic reform, and effectively govern, we 
are making sure the gains of democracy and 
freedom are not lost to totalitarianism and 
communism. 

Take Eastern Europe. NED and its associ
ated institutes and grantees have helped 
transform prodemocratic sentiments of the 
people into real political parties, legislative 
coalitions, and democratic movements that 
could challenge the Communists at the ballot 
boxes and win. Eastern Europe has been a 
challenge. Some countries, like Bulgaria, have 
no real democratic tradition. Others like Hun-
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gary and Poland, have suffered under Com
munist dictatorships for 45 years. Only the 
senior citizens remember what free elections 
and free press are. Today, these nations have 
cast off their Communist oppressors. But, the 
people have no experience in governing them
selves, organizing their thoughts and imple
menting their aspirations. They are at a real 
disadvantage and could lose-and in some 
cases have lost-elections to the Communists 
because the latter are better organized and 
able to expl_oit the democrats inexperience. 

We have· spent trillions of dollars over the 
past 45 years containing communism. That in
vestment has now paid off and the dissolution 
of the Warsaw Pact is allowing us to reduce 
defense spending and reallocate it to other 
pressing needs. However, for this positive situ
ation to continue, we need to help make sure 
the democratic revolutions around the globe 
do not fail. The failure of such movements 
exponentially out costs the relatively small 
price for guaranteeing their success. Relatively 
small programs like NED help solidify today's 
democratic victories by providing democratic 
elements-labor unions like solidarity. small 
business advocates, political parties, free 
press, election observers, constitutional re
formers, human rights organizations and so 
many other parts of a fledgling democracy
the real help they need and cry out for. 

For example, the National Republican Insti
tute for International Affairs, through working 
with the democratic opposition in Bulgaria, 
turned an electoral defeat into a success. By 
training opposition members of the assembly 
how to build coalitions, listen to constituencies 
and so on-skills we take for granted here-
the democratic opposition was able to get their 
leader elected by parliament to serve as Bul
garia's first non-Communist President since 
World War II. 

In Kuwait, the Republican Institute, which I 
chair, is working with democratic opposition 
forces to help fully reinstitute the Kuwaiti Con
stitution of 1962 and facilitate new democratic 
reforms. Greater internal stability and a suc
cessful democratic experience can provide a 
positive model for others in the Middle East. 

In Latin America, NED funded programs are 
ensuring that democracy becomes the domi
nant tradition and practice, making military 
coups, Marxist dictatorships and other 
nondemocratic regimes items for history 
books. NED's job is particularly important be
cause of the economic crisis facing Latin 
America today. 

Under this authorization, NED funding has 
increased from previous years. While I am 
very conscious of the need to reduce Federal 
spending, not providing NED with adequate 
resources is a classic example of being penny 
wise and pound foolish. Today's increase in 
NED reflects the explosion of democracy 
around the globe. In 1989 the Berlin Wall still 
divided Germany and the Iron curtain divided 
Europe. We did not really need programs in 
Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, 
Romania, Albania, Yugoslavia and the Soviet 
Union. Dictators still ran Panama and Nica
ragua. The prospects for democratic change in 
Kuwait, Nepal, Mongolia, Bangladesh, Na
mibia, Angola and South Africa were slim at 
best. Today, there are programs and demo
cratic reform movements in every single one 

of these countries plus many others I have not 
mentioned in the interest of time. Clearly, NED 
is a sound investment for a more peaceful, 
democratic future around the globe. That, is 
absolutely, in the best national security inter
ests of the United States. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). Without objection, the pre
vious question is ordered on the con
ference report. 

There was no objection. 
The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. BERMAN. 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 just agreed to. 

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

There was no objection. 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to 
meet at noon tomorrow. 

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

There was no objection. 

SEXUAL HARASSMENT 
(Ms. OAKAR asked and was given 

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

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I wanted 
to say a few words about the subject of 
sexual harassment. I know that there 
has been an accusation made against 
the Supreme Court nominee. The nomi
nee has every right to clear his good 
name. It is an allegation at this point. 

But I am struck by the trivialization 
of the issue. Mr. Speaker, some years 
ago I had the pleasure of serving on the 
Unemployment Compensation Commis
sion in which we looked at the reasons 
why people apply for unemployment 
compensation. Many women through
out the country wrote to me and said, 
"We can't apply for unemployment 
compensation if we voluntarily leave a 
job because we are being sexually har
assed, and because our job is the life 
blood of our mainstay, we in fact stay 
on the job, even though we are har
assed.'' 
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throughout our country, people realize 
that sexual harassment in the work
place is a reality, and that many, many 
women are affected. 

SUPPORT OF JTPA AMENDMENTS 
Mr. HAYES of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today in support of H.R. 3033, the job training 
reform amendments. 

Mr. Speaker, convincing evidence shows 
that the Job Training Partnership Act is a vital 
link between unemployment and gainful em
ployment. Not only does the JTPA Program 
address unemployment services, training, and 
placement for adults, the program also at
tempts to address youth employment. As I 
look at the situation of the youth in my district, 
I am thankful that the Jobs Training Partner
ship Act exists. Absent JTPA, I believe that 
the low income and socially disadvantaged 
youth of this Nation would face many addi
tional barriers to employment with little or no 
assistance. 

There is a crisis in our inner cities as it con
cerns youth employment. Young African Amer
ican and Latino youth struggle to obtain gain
ful employment, but because of many barriers 
are unsuccessful. Without JTPA, there would 
be no hope. JTPA begins to address these 
concerns, but much more must be done. Our 
ultimate goal must be to improve the quality of 
life for these young Americans and the bill be
fore us today will help. 

Mr. Speaker, as a result of JTPA, partici
pants have obtained their GED's and ulti
mately gainful employment. More than 300 
area businesses in Chicago hire participants 
of JTPA. These businesses includes law firms, 
construction companies, and international art 
reference centers. 

Nevertheless, a crisis in youth employment 
continues. Only 1.8 million participants are 
currently being served out of 33 million who 
are income eligible. We must find the funds to 
reach those who need the training and support 
that would lead to employment. Just to note, 
Mr. Speaker, Jobs for Youth Chicago, a local 
nonprofit organization which serves my district, 
served 400 youth in 1990. With additional 
funds, that figure could triple. 

Although the JTPA has helped some youth 
with employment, training and placement, 
problems do exist. Today's amendments will 
address some of the short comings of JTPA 
through various reforms. Two reforms, which I 
believe are critical to JTPA, are amendments 
to streamline the use of funds and an amen~ 
ment to reduce the amount of paper required 
to enroll a participant. Currently, 45,000 pieces 
of paper are required to serve 400 youth 
under JTP A. Excessive paper work wastes 
time, money, and creates a disincentive for 
many African-Americans and Latinos. 

The bill before us today makes needed 
changes in the JTPA Program, however, to 
address the real issues of job creation we 
must go much further. H.R. 3033 has my full 
support, and I look forward to working with the 
chairman to address the ongoing employment 
needs of this Nation. 

So I just hope that in the delibera- I ask all of my colleagues to join me in sup-
tion of this matter and other matters port of this legislation. 
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CHICAGO'S 1991 COLUMBUS DAY 

PARADE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZIO] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, on Monday, 
October 14, Chicagoans will commemorate 
Christopher Columbus' voyage to America 
with a gigantic parade sponsored by the Joint 
Civic Committee of Italian Americans. This pa
rade will honor Columbus' spirit of bravery and 
innovation, but it also will focus on the con
tributions Italian-Americans have made during 
our Nation's wars. The theme of this year's 
parade, "A Tribute to the Italian-American War 
Veterans," will encourage us to reflect on the 
many sacrifices Italian-Americans have made 
in defense of the United States of America. 

We are extremely pleased that the highest 
ranking Italian-American officers from each 
branch of our armed services are planning to 
march in the parade as this year's guests of 
honor. Other parade participants will include 
Mayor Richard M. Daley of Chicago, Gov. Jim 
Edgar of Illinois, Congressman MARTY Russo 
and a number of civic and political dignitaries, 
including myself. 

Mr. Speaker, President George Bush is ex
pected to issue a proclamation shortly com
memorating Columbus' voyage to America. 
Governor Edgar and Mayor Daley have al
ready issued proclamations. Copies of these 
declarations follow: 

STATE OF ILLINOIS, 
OFFICE OF THE GoVERNOR, 

Springfield, IL, October 14, 1991. 
GREETINGS: As Governor of the State of Il

linois, I am pleased to extend personal greet
ings to everyone attending the Columbus 
Day Mass and Parade. 

Christopher Columbus encountered our 
land of opportunity and freedom. We are 
grateful for his vision and perseverance, and 
the hard work and determination of our citi
zens to make this the greatest country in the 
world. 

Italian-Americans have kept alive their 
strong traditions and rich culture while 
looking toward the future. We Americans of 
every ethnic background proudly join the 
Italian community in celebrating Columbus 
Day. 

Best wishes for a joyous celebration. 
Sincerely, 

JIM EDGAR, 
Governor. 

PROCLAMATION 
Whereas the Joint Civic Committee of Ital

ian Americans (JCCIA) is sponsoring its an
nual Columbus Day Parade on October 14; 
and 

Whereas the courage and visionary wisdom 
displayed by Christopher Columbus in his in
trepid voyage to the new world is exemplary 
of the Italian-American community; and 

Whereas those qualities of our Italian
American brothers and sisters are evident in 
their many contributions to the arts, poli
tics, sports and socio-economic life of Chi
cago; and 

Whereas the Chicago Department of Cul
tural Affairs is presenting its annual exhibit 
and program series in honor of Italian Herit
age Month in October, and the public is in
vited to attend; and 

Whereas this year's parade will give spe
cial recognition to honor the Italian-Amer
ican War Veterans: 

Now, therefore, I, Richard M. Daley, Mayor mander of the Italian-American War Veterans 
of the City of Chicago, do hereby proclaim of Illinois. 
October 14, 1991, as Columbus Day Parade in The parade will begin at 1 p.m., at Dearborn 
Chicago in honor of the Italian-American Street and Wacker Drive. WGN Channel 9 will 
War Veterans and urge all Chicagoans to rec- telecast live coverage of this event, which will 
ognize the historical observance in honor of include over 200 floats, marching units, and 
the great navigator, Christopher Columbus. bands. Several floats will feature members of 

Mr. Speaker, this year's Columbus Day our community dressed in traditional Italian 
celebration in Chicago will begin at 9 a.m. with costumes. One float will feature Mr. Panzica 
a Mass at Our Lady of Pompeii Church. Rev. as Columbus and Ms. Petrone as Queen Isa
Lawrence Cozzi, who chairs the religious com- bella. 
mittee of the parade, will oversee the services. Ben Affetto will serve as grand marshal of 
Rev. Livio Stella will be the main celebrant. the parade. He will follow in the proud foot
Rev. Angelo Moscato, who is pastor at Our steps of his grandfather, the late Marco De
Lady of Pompeii Church, will serve as host for Stefano, who served as parade marshal for 38 
the liturgy. years. 

Theresa Petrone will give an introduction Joseph Ahern, the president of WLS-TV in 
before the Mass. She is the theme coordinator Chicago, has announced his station will broad
for the parade and cochairwoman of the pro- cast a tape of the parade on Saturday, Octo
grams and arrangements committee. Norman ber 19. Narrators for this presentation will in
Boccio, who serves on the parade's finance elude Ms. Petrone and Dominic DiFrisco, the 
and souvenir book committee, will serve as president of the JCCIA. Television sponsors 
commentator. The lectors will include Judy for this year's parade include the Ferrara Pan 
Guzaldo, the president of the JCCIA women's Candy Co., AT&T, Commonwealth Edison, Hil
division; and Lilia Juarez, the president of the ton Hotels Corp., Alitalia Airlines, Joe Gentile 
JCCIA west suburban women's division. Phil Chrysler Plymouth Inc., Waste Management 
Sciacqua, the president of the JCCIA young Inc., Dominick's Finer Foods Inc., and An
adult division, will offer the prayer of the faith- heuser Busch. 
ful. He also is cochairman of the floats com- One highlight of Chicago's Columbus Day 
mittee. festivities is the selection of a queen for the 

The offertory procession will include: Steph- parade. Winners in this competition are judged 
anie Sparacino, who recently was named on poise, personality, talent, intelligence, and 
Queen of the Columbus Day parade; Joe beauty. Ms. Sparacino of Wilmette was cho
Panzica, who will portray Columbus during the sen as this year's queen. The members of her 
parade; Ann Sorrentino, who chairs the pa- court include: Francesca Sparacino of 
rade's costume committee; and Marie Palello, Wilmette, Lisa Amendola of Melrose Park, 
who is executive secretary of the JCCIA. Ms. Monica Trombetta of Chicago, and Rosa Blasi 
Palello also chairs the floats committee. of Mt. Prospect. The queen will receive nu-

The Italian Cultural Center chorus of Chi- merous prizes. These include a free trip to 
cage will perform during the Mass under the Rome, courtesy of Alitalia Airlines, hotel ac
direction of Leonora Li Puma. Organist Frank commodations donated by the Italian Govern
Pugno will accompany them. Ushers will in- ment Travel Office, a full scholarship provided 
elude Nick Bianco, John DeBella, Michael by the John Robert Powers School of Model
Palello, and Lawrence Spallitta, who chairs the ing in Chicago and a $1,500 award from the 
floats personnel committee. The Fourth De- JCCIA. 
gree Knights of Columbus will provide an The Joint Civic Committee of Italian Ameri
honor guard including: Mike Gill, master, cans includes more than 65 Italian-American 
fourth degree; Ben Daniel, master, fourth de- civic organizations from the Chicago area. 
gree; and Joseph Nardi, admiral of the LaSalle Under the able leadership of Mr. DiFrisco and 
Assembly. After the Mass, the Mothers' Club JCCIA Executive Director Fred Randazzo, the 
of Our Lady of Pompeii Church will serve JCCIA coordinates the Columbus Day Parade 
breakfast to the congregation. and many other activities. The JCCIA was 

A wreath-laying service will follow at 1 0:30 founded in 1952 to fight bigotry against ltalian
a.m. at the statue of Columbus located in Americans through education and public serv
Arrigo Park. Congressman Russo, the chair- ice. Over the years, this organization has de
man of the Columbus Day Parade Committee, veloped into a dynamic group that serves the 
will act as host for this ceremony. The memo- social and cultural needs of more than 
rial service was organized with courteous sup- 500,000 Italian-Americans in the Chicago 
port from the Chicago Park District, Sheridan area. While the Columbus Day Parade is a 
Park Supervisor Joseph Patti and Katherine showcase for Italian-American culture, it also 
Mauro, the executive director of the University is designed to promote understanding, broth-
Village Association. erhood, and equal opportunity for all. 

The sponsors of the wreath-laying ceremony This year's Columbus Day Parade will con-
include the Grand Lodge of the State of llli- elude at 3 p.m. A reception will follow at 3:30 
nois, the Order Sons of Italy in America and p.m. at the Como Inn to honor the many 
the JCCIA. Thomas Baratta and Sam Gamello guests, officers, committee leaders and volun
of the Order of the Sons of Italy in America teers who have helped to make the 1991 Co
will coordinate the ceremony with help from lumbus Day Parade a monumental triumph. 
the color guard of the Italian-American War Mr. Speaker, as we approach the 21st an
Veterans of the State of Illinois. Reverend nual celebration of Columbus Day as a na
Stella will give an invocation for the service. tional holiday, I want to take this opportunity to 
The posting of the colors will be directed by commend all of the members and officers of 
Rosemary Galluzzo, the president of the la- · the Joint Civic Committee of Italian Americans 
dies auxiliary of the Italian-American War Vet- for their tireless efforts to make this year's pa
erans of Illinois; and Frank Geritano, the Com- rade an overwhelming success. As an honor-
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ary chairman of the parade, I take great pride 
in participating in this memorable event. 

The officers and members of the 1991 Co
lumbus Day Parade Committee are as follows: 
THE 1991 COLUMBUS DAY PARADE COMMITTEE 

COLUMBUS DAY PARADE COMMITTEE 

Congressman Marty Russo, General Chair
man. 

Congressman Frank Annunzio, Honorary 
Chairman. 

JCCIA OFFICERS 

Dominic DiFrisco, President. 
Fred Mazzei, 1st Vice President. 
Thomas C. Baratta, 2nd Vice President. 
John Ciolfi, 3rd Vice President. 
Pat Naples, 4th Vice President. 
Joe Annunzio, 5th Vice President. 
Emil Venuti, Treasurer. 
Tena Amico, Secretary. 
Lawrence Spallitta, Sergeant-At-Arms. 
Reverend Lawrence Cozzi, Chaplain. 
Fred Randazzo, Executive Director. 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

Michael Coli, Chairman; Congressman 
Frank Annunzio, Vice Chairman; Theresa 
Petrone, Vice Chairman. 

YOUNG ADULT DIVISION OFFICERS 

Phil Sciacqua, Leo Buttitta, Lisa 
Misurelli, Andy Rubino, Bill Dal Cerro. 

WOMEN'S DIVISION OFFICERS 

Judy Guzaldo, President. 
Carmella Tolitano, 1st Vice President. 
JoAnne Spata, 2nd Vice President. 
Frances Passaglia, Recording Secretary. 
Marie Palello, Corresponding Secretary. 
Mary Ann Ciolfi, Treasurer. 
Marion Ortale, Advisor. 

WEST SUBURBAN WOMEN'S DIVISION OFFICERS 

Lilia Juarez, President. 
Leonora LiPuma, 1st Vice President. 
Carol Petersen, 2nd Vice President. 
Mary Conti, Recording Secretary. 
Ann Sorrentino, Corresponding Secretary. 
Carol Cerny, Treasurer. 
Tena Amico, Advisor. 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Richard Caifano, Reverend Lawrence Cozzi, 
Reverend Gino Dalpiaz, Carl De Moon, Phil 
Sciacqua, Anthony Fornelli, Sam Garnello, 
Judy Guzaldo, Lilia Juarez, Pat Pavini, 
Charles J. Porcelli, John Serpico. 

THEME COORDINATOR 

Theresa Petrone. 
RELIGIOUS PROGRAM AND ORGANIZATIONS 

Rev. Lawrence Cozzi, C.S. Chairman, Nick 
Bianco, John De Bella, Mike Palello, Law
rence Spallitta. 

AUTHENTIC ITALIAN COSTUMES 

Ann Sorrentino, Chairman; Elena 
Frigoletti, Lilia Juarez. 

FINANCE AND SOUVENIR BOOK 

Marie Palello, Chairman; Angeline Annun
zio, Margaret Porcelli. 

BANDS, MARCHERS, TRANSPORTATION AND 
FLOATS 

Marie Palello, Chairman; Margaret 
Porcelli. 

PROGRAM AND ARRANGEMENTS 

Dominic DiFrisco, Co-Chairman; Theresa 
Petrone, Co-chairman; Fred Randazzo, Coor
dinator; Alderman William J.P. Banks. 

QUEEN CONTEST 

Fred Mazzei, Chairman; Josephine Bianco, 
Co-Chairman; Anita Louise Bianco, Marie 
Palello, Mike Palello, Margaret Porcelli, 
Fred Randazzo, Nick Bianco, Marilyn Fred
ericks, Phil Sciacqua, Joanne Spata. 

FLOAT PERSONNEL 

Lawrence Spallitta, Chairman; Norman 
Boccio. 

PARADE MARSHALS 

Ben Affetto, Chairman; John De Bella, 
Nick Bianco, Pasquale Caputo, Commander 
Ettore Di Vito, Tom Bellino, Frank A. Lato, 
Mike Palello, Ron Onesti, Lewis Affetto, 
Mark Affetto" Nat Caputo, John Fay, Len 
Vekkos, Mark Presto, Rich Onesti, Mike 
Simi, Jeff Garzonetti, Cynthia Cacciatore, 
Gloria Cacciat..ore, Anthony Mannella, Rich
ard Morbidoni. 

STAFF PHOTOGRAPHER 

Sam Bruno. 
REVIEWING STAND COMMENTATORS 

Alderman William J.P. Banks, Chairman; 
State Rep. James DeLeo; Mark Farina. 

JUDGES FOR THE QUEEN CONTEST 

Robert J. Durkin, Adrienne Levatino, 
Mary Laney, Frank Mazzei, Judge Frank R. 
Petrone, Ernest T. Rossiello, Laura 
Spingola, Dr. Carl Tintari, Joseph M. 
Caliendo, Rose Farina; 

RESTORING AMERICA'S FUTURE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. PANETTA] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, at the request 
of the Speaker, the Committee on the Budget 
today is beginning a review of the budget situ
ation in light of the dramatic changes in the 
world situation, our compelling social and eco
nomic problems at home, and the specter 
raised by the Congressional Budget Office of 
deficits rising once again to $300 billion in the 
latter part of this decade after the current 
budget agreement expires. 

To guide the review process, I have pro
posed the outlines of a 1 0-year budget path 
which I believe can establish a framework for 
the decisions that must be made by the Con
gress and the President. As we begin to de
bate the budget for fiscal year 1993 and the 
future of the 1990 budget agreement, we need 
to have a long-term view of where this Nation 
should be headed as we approach the 21st 
century. No decisions can be made, in my 
view, without that kind of long-term view. 

It is my hope that we can work together
Congress and the President, Democrats and 
Republicans-to get this Nation on the right 
track not just for 1993 but for the next decade. 
I urge my colleagues to let me know their 
thoughts on these critical issues in the weeks 
and months ahead. 

Following is the text of the statement I is
sued at a press conference yesterday, as well 
as a brief outline of my 10-year proposal. 

PROPOSAL FOR A TEN-YEAR COMMITMENT TO 
RESTORING AMERICA'S FUTURE 

Good morning. Nearly two years ago, 
Budget Director Richard Darman, writing 
about the incredible changes in the Com
munist world that were then only beginning 
to emerge, said, "this great historical shift 
has been almost trivialized in its translation 
into public debate about the budget." 

The changes in the Soviet Union and the 
Warsaw Pact nations have, if anything, been 
even more extraordinary since Mr. Darman 
wrote those words. But his point is still a 
valid one. Unfortunately, his criticism is ap-

plicable not just to the Congress but to the 
President as well. 

Today, the political debate over the budget 
seems to be converging on the short-range 
question of whether the 1990 budget agree
ment should be breached or revised in Fiscal 
Year 1992 or 1993 to permit a transfer of funds 
from defense spending to either domestic 
spending or foreign aid or tax relief or deficit 
reduction or some combination thereof. Mr. 
Darman has suggested that the agreement 
should be revised after the next election. 

But no decisions can or should be made 
about changing the budget agreement with
out a careful understanding of the problems 
in our economy and the steps needed to 
confront these problems. 

The changes of the magnitude we have 
seen require a nation's leadership to expand 
its vision and look to the future. We have 
watched as the economy and ideology of our 
foremost adversary have been tossed on the 
scrap heap of history. 

But with the 21st century approaching, the 
fact is our own system is in grave danger of 
collapsing as well. And neither the President 
nor the Congress has been talking about how 
we address these problems over the next dec
ade so that we can approach the 21st century 
in a position of strength. 

We are all fam111ar with the problems. Our 
industrial base is no longer competitive 
internationally. Our educational system, 
once second to none, is behind in every 
meaningful category. 

Budget deficits and debt continue to grow 
at record levels despite the budget agree
ment. Indeed, the Congressional Budget Of
fice now projects that after the current 
budget agreement expires, budget deficits 
will begin to rise once again, reaching more 
than $300 billion by the year 2001. If that oc
curs, the national debt will grow to $5.1 tril
lion, taking it over the threshold of 50 per
cent of GNP, 50.2 percent to be exact, nearly 
double its level just a decade ago. 

The nation's financial resources are being 
drained at an alarming rate. The recovery 
from this recession is proving to be extraor
dinarily slow, and the nation's businesses 
and workers are suffering. 

Finally, perhaps most important of all, the 
American people have lost much of their 
confidence in government and in the nation's 
future. 

If our national leadership fails to respond 
in a dramatic way to these challenges, then 
by the end of this decade we will be a second
rate economic power and our children and 
grandchildren will be forced into a second
rate standard of living. 

This nation has been given a rare oppor
tunity created by the fall of Communism to 
make the kind of decisions that will restore 
and strengthen the country for its ren
dezvous with the 21st century. 

Therefore, the Speaker has asked that the 
Budget Committee undertake a comprehen
sive review of the budget situation in light of 
the changes in the world and the growing 
economic and social needs of the nation. To 
guide this process, I am proposing for the 
consideration of my Democratic and Repub
lican colleagues in Congress, as well as the 
President, the outlines of a ten-year budget 
path that can guide us to where this nation 
needs to be not just in the year 1993 but in 
the year 2001. 

Let me make clear that the outline re
flects my view of the direction in which this 
nation must go. My hope is that this ap
proach along with others can be fully de
bated and considered in the effort to develop 
a course of action for the President and the 
Congress. 
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There are three basic components that 

should frame the debate: 
I. STREAMLINE GOVERNMENT 

The first component is to streamline gov
ernment to make it more efficient and en
able it to serve the American people better. 
The cost of operating Federal departments 
has grown by 33 percent just since 1981, but 
few would claim that government has done a 
better job of coordinating policies or deliver
ing services. 

One approach that I believe should be con
sidered is to consolidate the number of de
partments. There are fourteen today, and 
they too often work at cross-purposes, frus
trating both policy and delivery of services. 

One possibility would be to consolidate 
them down to as few as six-the Depart
men ts of State; Defense; Justice; Economic 
Policy; Human Resources; and Natural Re
sources. In the 1970's, the Ash Council rec
ommended eight departments, and that is 
another approach to consider. 

Consolidation, combined with desperately 
needed management reforms, would make 
government more efficient and less costly. It 
would result in a streamline of bureaucracy, 
both executive and legislative, that could 
produce substantial savings. The goal should 
be to reduce operating costs in non-priority 
areas by as much as 20 percent over the next 
decade. Ultimately, I believe such reforms 
would not only result in better management 
and a greater concentration of expertise in 
key areas but also help attract our best peo
ple to public service. 

II. TARGET RESOURCES 

The second component of this plan is to 
target the limited resources we will have 
over the next decade to investments in spe
cific programs-both proven existing pro
grams and new innovative ideas-in three 
areas critical to our future. First, improving 
our children's ability to learn and guarantee
ing them a quality education; second, secur
ing affordable health care for all Americans; 
and third, providing incentives and programs 
that advance economic growth. 

A. Education. Regarding education, to
day's educational system is not preparing 
our children to work and compete in the 
next century. Furthermore, too many chil
dren are simply not prepared to be educated. 
Both problems directly threaten our eco
nomic future. 

By the year 2001, our goal should be to: re
store American students to the world's best 
in science and mathematics; extend the op
portunity of literacy to every person; cut the 
school dropout rate by at least 70 percent; 
increase opportunity for higher education; 
provide adequate nutrition to the 51h million 
children now estimated to go to bed or 
school hungry; and guarantee that every 
school-age child-no matter his or her back
ground-is prepared to be educated. 

Words alone are not enough. Our children's 
schools need resources, not rhetoric. In addi
tion to reforms, an investment over the next 
decade in the range of $100-to-$120 billion will 
be needed. 

B. Health. Regarding the second area, 
health, our present health care system, with 
33 million Americans uninsured, millions of 
others at risk, and costs climbing through 
the roof, is intolerable. The challenge, with
in the next few years, is to establish a self
financing nationwide program that guaran
tees affordable heal th coverage for every 
American. 

In addition, the goals of this effort should 
include, by the year 2001: cutting the rate of 
infant mortality by 50 percent; ensuring that 

every child receives necessary immuniza
tions (six million currently do not); and in
tensifying the nation's search for the causes 
and cures of cancer, heart disease, and AIDS. 
To get this job done will require a ten-year 
investment of somewhere between $75 and $90 
billion beyond current plans. 

c. Economic growth. The third area for in
vestment is economic growth. American 
businesses are distressed by the inadequacy 
of today's work force and the economy's in
ability to provide the resources, infrastruc
ture, and incentives essential to growth. 

By the year 2000, the nation should do the 
following: (1) implement a comprehensive 
national energy security plan that promotes 
conservation and a healthier environment 
and increases energy efficiency by 15 per
cent; (2) fund construction and innovation in 
the nation's infrastructure, including hous
ing, roads, bridges, and mass transit; (3) ex
tend intensive job training to the nearly half 
million young people most in need of mean
ingful employment; and (4) enact targeted 
tax incentives that encourage growth and 
provide middle-income tax relief without 
busting the budget or providing a bonanza to 
the rich. To pay for this will demand an in
vestment over the next decade in the range 
of $130-to-$160 billion. 

Clearly, there are other areas, such as 
anti-crime and anti-drug programs, where 
the nation needs to maintain a level of 
spending that keeps up with additional infla
tion and costs. But the three areas I have 
identified are where we should target new in
vestments. 

III. DEFICIT REDUCTION 

The final component of this plan must be 
to confront a runaway deficit that continues 
to threaten our resources base for the future. 
Restoring the nation's savings base is essen
tial both to reduced deficits and to the abil
ity to make necessary investments. 

While the budget agreement has provided 
an important first step in establishing fiscal 
disciplines and targets, more needs to be 
done. The combination of reduced revenues 
from the recession and increased costs from 
the S&L crisis are causing deficits to balloon 
in the short run, and CBO expects health 
care costs to continue to drive deficits high
er in the second half of the decade. 

If we follow the precedent of last year's 
budget agreement, in which the President 
and Congress matched every two dollars in 
spending of about a trillion dollars in deficit 
reduction over the decade, bringing the defi
cit down from 6.1 percent of GNP to less than 
1 percent. 

In light of the changes in the world, the 
first step we need to take is a gradual reduc
tion of at least 33-to-40 percent in military 
spending over the decade, expanding on cur
rent plans for a 2~25 percent reduction by 
1995, and on the President's recently an
nounced shifts in our defense posture. The 
goal should be a defense that guards against 
the threats of the future but does not waste 
resources on those of the past. 

In addition, government streamlining, re
ductions in non-priority domestic areas, and 
cost controls in the ever-expanding entitle
ment programs are needed to produce the re
quired savings. 

This approach is practical but tough, it 
builds on the current budget agreement, but 
it makes it clear that more needs to be done. 

Ultimately, the future of this plan and the 
future of any changes in the budget agree
ment will depend on the will of the people, 
the President, and the Congress to confront 
these challenges. 

In the 1980's, the nation closed its eyes, 
crossed its fingers, and hoped for the best. 

The result is a nation besieged by debt and 
serious economic and domestic problems 
that threaten our future. The question for 
the President and the Congress is whether 
the 21st century will remember today's lead
ership for its success or its failure at rebuild
ing the nation and restoring America's fu
ture. 

RESTORING AMERICA'S FUTURE: PRoPOSAL FOR 
A TEN-YEAR COMMITMENT 

Chairman Panetta has proposed the follow
ing outline of a ten-year budget path to re
store America's greatness as an economic 
power, secure productive and healthier lives 
for our people, and restore the trust of the 
American people in their government. 

1. STREAMLINE GOVERNMENT 

We should consider consolidating govern
ment to provide greater efficiency and better 
delivery of services by: reducing cabinet de
partments from 14 to as few as 6: Human Re
sources, Defense, Natural Resources, Eco
nomic Policy, State, and Justice; spending 
reduction in non-priority areas: up to 20% 
over ten years; and separating an Office of 
Federal Management from OMB to improve 
governmental performance. 

2. TARGET RESOURCES 

We must invest resources in those areas 
most critical to rebuilding America: 

Education 

Goals: extend literacy to the 30 million 
currently illiterate Americans; become #1 in 
the world in math and science; prepare all 
children to be educated prior to first grade; 
cut school drop-out rate by at least 70%; in
crease opportunity for higher education; and 
provide adequate food to the 51h million chil
dren now hungry. 

Investment: $100 billion to $120 billion over 
ten years. 

Health care 

Goals: enact a self-financed nationwide 
program that guarantees affordable health 
care for all Americans, including the 33 mil
lion uninsured; achieve 100% immunization 
of children, including the 6 million currently 
uncovered, and expand preventive health 
care efforts; and cut the infant mortality 
rate by 50%, bringing America from 24th in 
the world to 1st. 

Investment: $75 billion to $90 billion over 
ten years. 

Economic growth 

Goals: extend job training to the one-half 
million young people most in need; imple
ment a comprehensive national energy secu
rity plan that promotes conservation and in
creases energy efficiency by 15%; fund infra
structure, including housing, roads, bridges 
and mass transit; provide targeted tax incen
tives to encourage growth and provide mid
dle-income tax relief; 

Investment: $130 billion to $160 billion over 
ten years. 

3. DEFICIT REDUCTION 

To achieve lower interest rates, and to in
crease competitiveness and productivity, the 
nation's savings base must be restored. This 
requires a reduction of the Federal deficit: 
achieve at least a 33% to 40% cut in military 
spending by the end of the decade, reductions 
in non-priority domestic areas, including en
titlements, and revenue increases; and re
duce the deficit to less than 1 % of GNP by 
the year 2001; total net deficit reduction of 
$800 billion to $1 trillion over ten years. 
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RECOGNIZING MENTAL ILLNESS 

FOR WHAT IT IS: AN ILLNESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. LAGO
MARSINO], is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, 
one of the most difficult tasks we face 
in caring for those with mental dis
orders is to recognize that such ill
nesses are treatable and should be 
dealt in the same manner as we treat 
other diseases-with care and love. Too 
often those with mental illnesses are 
made to feel like pariahs. The time for 
hiding such disorders should be a thing 
of the past. We must remove the stig
ma attached to such afflictions. We 
must no longer react with disdain when 
a person is suffering with a severe men
tal disorder. It should not be a shame
ful thing to be sick because the dis
order happens to be mental rather than 
physical in nature. 

I want to call your attention to the 
fine work which is being done at the 
National Institute of Mental Health to 
change the way we view mental illness. 
I am, of course, referring to the publi
cation issued by the National Advisory 
Mental Health Council proposal for a 
national plan of research on mental 
disorders and services. That report, 
prepared under the supervision of my 
wife Norma and Drs. James Jackson of 
the University of Michigan and Joseph 
Coyle of Johns Hopkins University has 
been issued and presented to Congress 
by Dr. Jack Burke. 

The significance of this report enti
tled: "Caring for People With Severe 
Mental Disorders: A National Plan of 
Research to Improve Services," is that 
it offers hope for a better way of life to 
those individuals with a mental illness. 

The report identifies the major ob
stacles which must be overcome in 
order to provide equitable and effective 
care for the mentally ill. These are: the 
heterogeneity of mental illness; the 
emotions stirred by mental illness; the 
insufficient use of science. These are 
all addressed by the plan. I find it 
gratifying to see the culmination of an 
idea made into such an outstanding re
ality. 

One focus of the report is on ways to 
improve the quality of care being pro
vided. A general theme of this concern 
is to find better ways to integrate the 
goals, and lessons from past experi
ence, of consumers and family mem
bers into treatment planning. 

A second focus of the report is to im
prove the organizing and financing of 
care. As effective services become 
known, it is essential to ensure that 
they are available to the full range of 
people who would benefit from them. 

A third focus of the report is on de
veloping the research resources needed 
to undertake such a challenging scope 
of work. 

Another point which cannot be em
phasized too strongly and which should 

not be overlooked when discussing 
mental health is recognizing that early 
intervention is the key to treating in
dividuals suffering from mental illness. 
In many cases, if caught in time such 
illnesses as schizophrenia and manic 
depression can be treated successfully 
with medication. As a result, this per
son is then empowered to lead a more 
normal and satisfying life. Such treat
ment would also prevent a whole host 
of problems for the patient and his/her 
family. It is heartbreaking and dev
astating both emotionally and finan
cially for many families who have 
someone they love suffering from such 
a disorder. 

I cannot stress enough the value of 
the work being done by organizations 
such as the National Alliance for the 
Mentally Ill [NAMI]. The support they 
give to family members faced with 
such an ordeal is invaluable. In fact, 
NAMI recently co-hosted two congres
sional seminars which brought to light 
need to revamp our insurance coverage 
which is totally remiss in this area. 

By declaring the week of October 6-12 
as Mental Health Awareness Week, we 
are providing a forum to call attention 
to the many and varied problems asso
ciated with mental illness. We are 
making strides in research and treat
ment, but we still have much more 
work ahead of us. Through patient and 
understanding and a recognition that 
anyone can become a potential victim 
of a mental heal th disorder such a de
pression or anxiety we will bridge the 
gap which currently exists when deal
ing ways to treat the mentally ill. 

MENTAL HEALTH AWARENESS 
WEEK 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. PETERSON] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in strong support of commemorating 
the week of October 6-12 as Mental Illness 
Awareness Week. I commend Congressmen 
MIKE KOPETSKI, RON MACHTLEY, and BOB WISE 
for their leadership on this initiative, and thank 
all the Members of the House of Representa
tives who have shown their overwhelming sup
port for this important issue. 

After many years of interest, 5 years as di
rector of a mental health service for severely 
disturbed adolescents, and considerable re
search on this subject, I am convinced that we 
are making tremendous advances in the area 
of treatment of mental illness. Luckily, we are 
far removed from the days when those who 
suffered from mental illness were scorned by 
society. It is essential that we as legislators do 
everything we can to publicize the fact that 
mental illness is just that, a treatable illness. 

Many Americans are mentally unhealthy be
cause of severe chemical, hormonal, or ge
netic disturbances, which we are making great 
process in treating. Both Federal and private 
laboratories and research facilities are occu
pied full tilt on this problem, which will be 

solved with major scientific breakthroughs and 
advances requiring time, money, and patience. 
We are on the right track: we will get there. 

Thousands of people, who currently live a 
normal life, previously had crippling diseases, 
such as manic depression and vegetative de
pression. Other diseases, like the major chem
ical-genetic disorder schizophrenia, have prov
en to be a more formidable foe for scientists 
and physicians. But even here, remarkable 
progress in reinstitutionalization and return to 
normal life has been accomplished for many 
of those afflicted. 

However, in the much larger arena of men
tal wellness, there is considerable work to be 
done. The number of Americans struggling 
with the various problems of everyday life, 
such as juvenile disorders, midlife crisis, and 
retirement malaise, is rapidly increasing. Only 
through greater understanding of these prob
lems can we restore some degree of mental 
wellness to these individuals. 

Mr. Speaker, many of our people have lost 
a degree of hope, lost faith, lost compassion, 
and lost vocational satisfaction. These are the 
people who, while easily treatable, refuse to 
seek professional help for fear of public ridi
cule. This is why it is essential that we recog
nize the ubiquitousness of this problem, and 
work to help those who suffer from all forms 
of mental illness. 

MENTAL ILLNESS AWARENESS 
WEEK 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. FAZIO] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in observ
ance of Mental Illness Awareness Week and 
in support of increased knowledge and under
standing of mental disorders. 

Although 90 percent of our information 
about the workings of the human brain was 
developed during the last 1 O years, our atti
tude toward mental illness has not kept pace. 
In many respects, we are still operating in the 
Dark Ages, where ignorance of mental illness 
bred fear, prejudice, and stigmatization. Yet, 
our attitudes must keep up with our increased 
knowledge if we are to pave the way for better 
treatment for Americans afflicted with mental 
disorders. 

Mental illness takes many forms, including 
schizophrenia, depression, Alzheimer's dis
ease, manic depressive illness, and anxiety 
disorders. And every year, between 30 and 40 
million of us here in the United States suffer 
from some form of this affliction; 23 million of 
us are severely incapacitated. At some point 
in their lives, one in every five citizens will ex
perience a mental illness. 

It is also a known fact that depression is the 
major risk factor for suicide. But, in spite of the 
fact that the potential for successful treatment 
of many mental disorders does exist, only 20 
percent of those Americans with diagnosable 
mental illnesses actually receive help. 

Mental illness does not just affect adult 
Americans. Anywhere from 1 O to 20 percent of 
our children and adolescents suffer from men
tal disorders. Among our 18- to 20-year-olds, 
such disorders double the risk of Mure sub
stance abuse and dependence. These young 
people go untreated for years. 
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We fix broken bones. But, when it comes to 

fixing broken minds, the best we can do is to 
stigmatize psychological or psychiatric treat
ment. There is across-the-board discrimination 
against those with mental disorders. For ex
ample, the vast majority of employers limit the 
annual payout for office visits for behavioral 
care to about $2,000. And employees must 
pay a larger share-up to 50 percent-for be
havioral care than they do for other medical 
services. 

However, if we seriously focus on becoming 
more aware of the nature of mental illnesses, 
we should soon reach the point where we see 
mental illness in pretty much the same way 
we see any other illness. If we are able to kill 
the stigmatization, we will be able to move to
ward substantial, sustained funding for in
creased research that will in turn allow us to 
provide Americans with the quality and quan
tity of services they deserve. We can progress 
to the point where we diagnose early and offer 
appropriate treatment to end the unnecessary 
suffering that inadequate treatment causes. 
We can help those who are afflicted become 
healthy, productive, functional citizens. 

Again, I wholeheartedly support Mental 
Health Awareness Week and applaud my 
colleagues, Representatives KOPETSKI, 
MACHTLEY, and WISE, for their efforts toward 
contributing to increasing our comprehension 
and understanding of mental health issues. 

RADIO BROADCASTING TO ASIA 
Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, for some time 

now, I have been involved in an effort to es
tablish a much needed surrogate radio service 
for Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam. The bill that 
we are considering here today, H.R. 1415, 
contains a provision to establish an 11-mern
ber independent Commission to study the fea
sibility of instituting a new United States 
broadcast service to the People's Republic of 
China and the other Communist countries in 
Asia. 

The Commission's expanded mandate to in
clude the other Communist countries in Asia, 
came about as the result of an amendment 
that was offered during the recent House-Sen
ate conference. As the amendment was of
fered by a cosponsor of my Radio Free Asia 
legislation, it is clear to me that Cambodia, 
Laos, North Korea, and Vietnam are synony
mous with the phrase "other Communist coun
tries in Asia." 

One country that conceivably could slip 
through the cracks, due to conflicting interpre
tations of its political status, is Burma. In its 
annual U.S. and Asia Statistical Handbook, 
the Heritage Foundation defines the political 
structure of Burma as a military dictatorship. 
While this is a technically correct definition, I 
reject the notion that this closed society, 
where the democracy movement was ruth
lessly hijacked at gunpoint, should be ex
cluded from conside~ation as we perform a 
comprehensive evaluation of our broadcasting 
into Asia. It is my hope that the Commission 
gives due consideration to the inclusion of 
Burma in the list of countries to be considered 
for additional broadcasting. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. EWING (at the request of Mr. 

MICHEL) until 3 p.m. today, on account 
of congressional business. 

Mr. HASTERT (at the request of Mr. 
MICHEL) for today, on account of con
gressional business. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS (at the request of Mr. 
MICHEL) for today, on account of per
sonal reasons. 

Mr. POSHARD (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT) for today and October 9, on 
account of official business. 

Mrs. LLOYD (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT) for today, on account of ill
ness. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. BEREUTER) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material.) 

Mr. CHANDLER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GINGRICH, for 60 minutes each 

day, on October 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 28, 29, 
30, and 31, and November 1. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. HAYES of Illinois, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, for 5 minutes, 
today and on October 9. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PANETTA, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PETERSON of Florida, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. FAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. WISE, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. MONTGOMERY, for 60 minutes, on 

October 10. 
Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota, for 60 

minutes, on October 10. 
Mrs. MINK, for 60 minutes, on October 

10. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 60 minutes each day, 

on October 9, 10, 15, 16, and 17. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. BEREUTER) and to include 
extraneous matter: 

Mr. PACKARD in two instances. 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. 
Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. 
Mr. SOLOMON in two instances. 
Mr. Goss. 
Mr. HYDE. 
Mr. PORTER. 
Mr. RIDGE. 

Mr. FIELDS. 
Mr. MCEWEN. 
Mr. GILMAN. 
Mr. GREEN of New York. 
Mr. ARMEY. 
Mr. SHAW. 
Mr. LIVINGSTON. 
Mr. KYL. 
The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. MCNULTY) and to include 
extraneous matter: 

Mr. CLEMENT. 
Mr. LANTOS in two instances. 
Mr. SWETT. 
Mr. BONIOR in two instances. 
Mr. DARDEN in two instances. 
Mr. BORSKI. 
Mr. SKELTON. 
Mr. PEASE. 
Mr. WISE. 
Mr. LARocco in two instances. 
Mr. ST ARK in six instances. 
Mr. VENTO. 
Mr. DINGELL. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. 
Mr. MRAZEK. 
Mr. MILLER of California. 
Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. 
Mr. RAY in two instances. 
Mr. RoYBAL. 
Mr. LAF ALCE. 
Mr. MFUME. 
Mr. SOLARZ. 
Mr. TOWNS in 10 instances 
Mr. GUARINI. 
Mr. REED. 
Mr. MATSUI. 
Mr. MA VROULES. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 

Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled bills and a joint 
resolution of the House of the following 
titles, which were thereupon signed by 
the Speaker: 

H.R. 2387. An act to authorize appropria
tions for certain programs for the conserva
tion of striped bass. 

H.R. 3259. An act to authorize appropria
tions for drug abuse education and preven
tion programs relating to youth gangs and to 
runaway and homeless youth; and for other 
purposes. 

H.J. Res. 189. Joint resolution designating 
October 8, 1991, as "National Firefighters 
Day." 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
The SPEAKER announced his signa

ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of 
the following title: 

S. 1773. An act to extend until October 18, 
1991, the legislative reinstatement of the 
power of Indian tribes to exercise criminal 
jurisdiction over Indians. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 6 o'clock and 44 minutes 
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p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, October 9, 1991, at 12 noon. 

OATH OF OFFICE, MEMBERS, RESI
DENT COMMISSIONER, AND DEL
EGATES 
The oath of office required by the 

sixth article of the Constitution of the 
United States, and as provided by sec
tion 2 of the act of May 13, 1884 (23 
State.22), to be administered to Mem
bers, Resident Commissioner, and Dele
gates of the House of Representatives, 
the text of which is carried in 5 U.S.C. 
3331: 

"I, AB, do solemnly swear (or af
firm) that I will support and defend 
the Constitution of the United 
States against all enemies, foreign 
and domestic; that I will bear true 
faith and allegiance to the same; 
that I take this obligation freely, 
without any mental reservation or 
purpose or evasion; and that I will 
well and faithfully discharge the 
duties of the office on which I am 
about to enter. So help me God." 

has been subscribed to in person and 
filed in duplicate with the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives by the follow
ing Member of the 102d Congress, pur
suant to the provisions of 2 U.S.C. 25: 

ED PASTOR, Second District Arizona. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

2185. Under clause 2 of rule XXII, a 
communication from the President of 
the United States, transmitting his no
tification of his declaration of a na
tional emergency with respect to Haiti, 
pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq., 50 
U.S.C. 1601 et seq., and section 301 of 
title 3 of the · United States Code (H. 
Doc. No. 102-147); to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs and ordered to be print
ed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. GONZALEZ: Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. H.R. 3300. A bill 
to enhance the financial safety and sound
ness of the Federal Agricultural Mortgage 
Corporation; with an amendment (Rept. 102-
210, pt. 2). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. GORDON: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 240. A resolution providing for 
the consideration of H.R. 2369, a bill to estab
lish the Flint Hills Prairie National Monu
ment (Rept. No. 102-245). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Mr. FROST: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 241. A resolution providing for 
the consideration of H.R. 1470, a bill to estab
lish evidentiary standards for Federal civil 
antitrust claims based on resale price fixing 

(Rept. 102-246). Referred to the House Cal
endar. 

Mr. MILLER of California: Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. H.R. 2369. A bill 
to establish the Flint Hills Prairie National 
Monument; with an amendment (Rept. 102-
244). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. DINGELL: Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. H.R. 1489, a bill to increase the 
safety to humans and the environment from 
the transportation by pipeline of natural gas 
and hazardous liquids, and for other pur
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 102-247, pt. 
1). Ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. BROOMFIELD (for himself, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. JONES of North Carolina, 
Mr. DAVIS, AND MR. LENT): 

H.R. 3512. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Transportation to dispose of certain vessels 
in the National Defense Reserve Fleet; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish
eries. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL of California: 
H.R. 3513. A bill to extend most-favored-na

tion treatment to the products of Armenia; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CRANE: 
H.R. 3514. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to provide for a maximum 
long-term capital gains rate of 15 percent 
and indexing of certain capital assets, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COOPER (for himself, Mr. BLI
LEY, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. ScHAEFER, and 
Mr. BRYANT): 

H.R. 3515. A bill to amend the Communica
tions Act of 1934 to encourage competition in 
the provision of electronic information serv
ices, to foster the continued diversity of in
formation sources and services, to preserve 
the universal availab111ty of basic tele
communications services, and for other pur
poses; jointly, to the Committees on Energy 
and Commerce and the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KYL (for himself, Mr. STEN
HOLM, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. DICKINSON, 
Mr. GRANDY, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. IRE
LAND, Mr. lNHOFE, Mr. STUMP, Mr. 
HEFLEY, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. 
DANNEMEYER, Mr. KASICH, Mr. WALK
ER, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. SANTORUM, 
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. 
HANCOCK, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. 
ZELIFF' Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. BOEHNER, 
Mr. BARRETT, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. 
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. HAMMER
SCHMIDT, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. PACKARD, 
Mr. KOLBE, and Mr. HOLLOWAY): 

H.R. 3516. A bill to award grants to States 
to promote the development of alternative 
dispute resolution systems for medical mal
practice claims, to generate knowledge 
about such systems through expert data 
gathering and assessment activities, to pro
mote uniform! ty and to curb excesses in 
State liability systems through Federally
mandated liab111ty reforms, and for other 
purposes; jointly, to the Committees on En
ergy and Commerce and the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LAFALCE (for himself and Ms. 
KAPTUR): 

H.R. 3517. A bill to amend the Small Busi
ness Act to assist the development of small 
business concerns owned and controlled by 

women, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Small Business. 

By Mr. LANTOS (for himself, Mr. 
BONIOR, Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. GIL
MAN, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 
SWETT, Mr. KOLTER, and Mr. SENSEN
BRENNER): 

H.R. 3518. A bill to restrict United States 
assistance for Serbia or any part of Yugo
slavia controlled by Serbia until certain con
ditions are met, and for other purposes; 
jointly, to the Committees on Foreign Af
fairs, Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs, 
Ways and Means, and Public Works and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. MCDADE (for himself, Mr. Foo
LIETTA, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. 
SCHULZE, Mr. WELDON, Mr. Shuster, 
Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. 
COUGHLIN, Mr. COYNE, Mr. RITTER, 
Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. GAYDOS, Mr. 
GooDLING, Mr. RIDGE, Mr. MURPHY, 
and Mr. CLINGER): 

H.R. 3519. A bill to authorize the establish
ment of the Steamtown National Historic 
Site; to the Committee on Interior and Insu
lar Affairs. 

By Mr. OWENS of Utah: 
H.R. 3520. A b111 to improve the manage

ment of the public lands by revising the pro
gram administered by the Bureau of Land 
Management of the Department of the Inte
rior providing certain payments to units of 
local governments; to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

H.R. 3521. A bil1 to amend title 39, United 
States Code, to prohibit the ma111ng of medi
cal waste except in limited circumstances; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice. 

By Mr. PORTER: 
H.R. 3522. A b111 to establish the policy of 

the United States with respect to Hong Kong 
after June 30, 1997, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. RIDGE: 
H.R. 3523. A bill to provide for the protec

tion and preservation of wetlands property 
held by the Resolution Trust Corporation; to 
the Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. ROWLAND (for himself and Mr. 
DARDEN): 

H.R. 3524. A bill to amend the Controlled 
Substances Act with respect to the use of 
forfeited real property as public areas re
served for recreational or historic purposes 
or for the preservation of natural conditions; 
jointly, to the Committees on Energy and 
Commerce and the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. SCHROEDER: 
H.R. 3525. A b111 to apply the expanded defi

nition of disposable retired pay used for com
putation of the maximum amount of a 
former spouse's share of military retired pay 
to divorces that become final before the ef
fective date of amendments made by Public 
Law 101-510 as well as those after that date; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mrs. SCHROEDER (for herself, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mrs. BOXER, Mrs. COLLINS of 
Michigan, Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, 
Ms. DELAURO, Ms. HORN, Mrs. JOHN
SON of Connecticut, Ms. KAPTUR, Mrs. 
KENNELLY, Mrs. LoWEY of New York, 
Mrs. LLOYD, Mrs. MINK, Ms. MOL
INARI, Mrs. MORELLA, Ms. NORTON, 
Ms. OAKAR, Ms. PELOSI, Ms. SLAUGH
TER of New York, Mrs. UNBOELD, Ms. 
WATERS, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. ACK
ERMAN, Mr. ATKINS, Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. 
BEILENBON, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BROWN, 
Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado, Mr. CON
YERS, Mr. DooLEY, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. 
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H.R. 2361: Mr. OWENS of Utah. DELLUMS, Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, 

Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. 
EVANS, Mr. FABCELL, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. FROST, 
Mr. FUSTER, Mr. HAYES of Illinois, 
Mr.JoNTz,Mr.LAFALCE,Mr.LEHMAN 
of Florida, Mr. LEVINE of California, 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. MINETA, 
Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. NOWAK, Mr. OBER
STAR, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. REED, 
Mr. SABO, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SAWYER, 
Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. TOWNS, 
Mr. WEISS, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. WOLPE, 
and Mr. WYDEN): 

H.R. 3526. A bill to ensure economic equity 
for American women and their families and 
to respond to the need to revitalize the 
American economy by expanding employ
ment opportunities; improving access to 
funds for women business owners; enhancing 
economic justice for women through pay eq
uity, improved child support enforcement, 
and benefits for part-time workers; and pro
viding economic and retirement security for 
women as workers and as divorced or surviv
ing spouses; jointly, to the Committees on 
Education and Labor, Ways and Means, 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs, Small 
Business, the Judiciary, House Administra
tion, Post Office and Civil Service, and 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. SCHUMER: 
H.R. 3527. A bill to amend the Atomic En

ergy Act of 1954 to restrict exports of nuclear 
weapons-usable highly enriched uranium; to 
the Comm! ttee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. SLATTERY (for himself, Mr. 
HORTON, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
EVANS, and Mr. HARRIS): 

H.R. 3528. A bill to establish a program of 
marriage and family counseling for certain 
veterans of the Persian Gulf war and the 
spouses and families of such veterans; joint
ly, to the Committees on Veterans' Affairs 
and Armed Services. 

By Mr. STARK: 
H.R. 3529. A bill to establish a commission 

to study the research needs of the United 
States that can be performed by the Depart
ment of Energy National Weapons Labora
tories; jointly, to the Committees on 
Science, Space, and Technology and Armed 
Services. 

By Ms. WATERS: 
H.R. 3530. A bill to amend the Congres

sional Budget Act of 1974 to eliminate the di
vision of discretionary appropriations into 
three categories for purposes of a discre
tionary spending limit for fiscal years 1992 
and 1993, and for other purposes; jointly, to 
the Committees on Government Operations 
and Rules. 

By Mr. PASTOR (for himself, Mr. 
KOLBE, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, 
and Mr. BUSTAMANTE): 

H.J. Res. 345. Joint resolution to designate 
October 15, 1991, as "Up With People Day"; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice. 

By Mr. GEJDENSON: 
H. Con. Res. 216. Concurrent resolution 

concerning the use of forced labor in Chinese 
prisons; to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

By Mr. GINGRICH: 
H. Res. 239. Resolution raising a question 

of the privilege of the House; laid on the 
table. 

By Mr. SOLOMON: 
H. Res. 242. Resolution providing for the 

consideration of the bill (H.R. 1367) to pro
vide a program of Federal supplemental com-

pensation, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 127: Mr. DURBIN, Mr. YOUNG of Flor
ida, Mr. MCMILLAN of North Carolina, Mr. 
BLAZ, Mr. FUSTER, Mr. BROOKS, Mr. HAYES of 
Louisiana, and Mr. GLICKMAN. 

H.R. 134: Mr. ATKINS, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. 
GILLMOR, Mr. CRANE, and Mr. v ANDER JAGT. 

H.R. 193: Mr. SCHUMER. 
H.R. 303: Mr. HUNTER and Mr. ROGERS. 
H.R. 304: Mr. RoGERS. 
H.R. 608: Mr. BEVILL, Mr. BREWSTER, and 

Mr. SPENCE. 
H.R. 609: Mr. FORD of Michigan. 
H.R. 784: Mr. DARDEN, Ms. SNOWE, and Mr. 

KYL. 
H.R. 793: Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. RITTER, Mr. 

MCMILLEN of Maryland, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
SAWYER, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. 
STARK, Mr. ANDREWS of Maine, Mr. SCHIFF, 
Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. RAMSTAD, 
and Ms. PELOSI. 

H.R. 961: Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 1067: Mr. ANDERSON' Mr. BILIRAKIS, 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California, Mr. DOOLITTLE, 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Ms. LONG, and Mrs. 
BENTLEY. 

H.R. 1130: Mr. MARKEY. 
H.R. 1135: Mr. EVANS. 
H.R. 1239: Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Mr. 

FOGLIETTA, Mr. Cox of Illinois, and Mr. LI
PINSKI. 

H.R. 1245: Mr. LUKEN, Mr. MARTIN, Mr. 
BOEHNER, and Mrs. LLOYD. 

H.R. 1259: Mr. GUNDERSON. 
H.R. 1304: Mr. PARKER. 
H.R. 1414: Mr. HOAGLAND and Ms. HORN. 
H.R. 1430: Mr. BONIOR. 
H.R. 1472: Mr. FISH. 
H.R. 1473: Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr. 

BARTON of Texas, Mr. MARKEY, and Mr. NEAL 
of North Carolina. 

H.R. 1523: Mr. RHODES and Mr. Cox of Cali
fornia. 

H.R. 1527: Mr. WELDON, Mr. MOODY, and Mr. 
SCHIFF. 

H.R. 1546: Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. STENHOLM, and 
Mr. SMITH of Florida. 

H.R. 1547: Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. STENHOLM, and 
Mr. SMITH of Florida. 

H.R. 1566: Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida and Mr. 
REED. 

H.R. 1707: Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 1753: Mr. DWYER of New Jersey. 
H.R. 1774: Mr. SANDERS. 
H.R. 1860: Mr. POSHARD. 
H.R. 1992: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. RANGEL, 

Mr. JEFFERSON' and Mr. LIPINSKI. 
H.R. 2070: Mr. HUNTER. 
H.R. 2092: Mr. SIKORSKI, Mrs. UNSOELD, and 

Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 2106: Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. HERTEL, Mr. 

MAVROULES, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey, and Mr. FISH. 

H.R. 2115: Mr. ASPIN. 
H.R. 2174: Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 2215: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. FRANK 

of Massachusetts, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. SERRANO, 
Mr. WASHINGTON, and Ms. WATERS. 

H.R. 2248: Ms. PELOSI, Mr. NEAL of Massa
chusetts, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. FAWELL, and Mr. 
BARNARD. 

H.R. 2333: Mr. NUSSLE. 
H.R. 2336: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro

lina, Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mr. SOL
OMON, and Mr. RAMSTAD. 

H.R. 2355: Mr. FISH. 

H.R. 2369: Mrs. BOXER. 
H.R. 2440: Mr. FROST and Mr. SMITH of 

Florida. 
H.R. 2441: Mr. SIKORSKI. 
H.R. 2463: Mr. WILSON, Mr. CLINGER, and 

Mr. HARRIS. 
H.R. 2534: Mr. SYNAR, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, 

Mr. HU'M'O, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. ALEXANDER, 
Mr. DARDEN, Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr. QUILLEN, 
Mr. MURPHY, Mr. MFUME, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr. 
IRELAND, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. COUGH
LIN, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. PETERSON of 
Minnesota, Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. 
v ANDER JAGT, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. 
LIVINGSTON, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. GoRDON, Mr. 
PORTER, Mr. MARKEY, and Mr. HEFNER. 

H.R. 2559: Mr. FISH. 
H.R. 2632: Mr. HAMILTON. 
H.R. 2651: Mr. NAGLE and Mr. KOPETSKI. 
H.R. 2755: Mr. KOLTER, Mr. REED, and Mr. 

GREEN of New York. 
H.R. 2763: Mr. SMITH of Oregon and Mr. 

TOWNS. 
H.R. 2806: Mr. PORTER, Mr. NOWAK, Mr. 

HANCOCK, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. BILBRAY, and Mr. 
EMERSON. 

H.R. 2819: Mr. DAVIS, Mr. PAYNE of New 
Jersey, and Mr. CAMP. 

H.R. 2890: Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. TRAFICANT, 
Mr. EVANS, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. 
DE LUGO, and Mrs. BYRON. 

H.R. 2898: Mr. BILIRAKIS and Mr. BEREUTER. 
H.R. 2906: Mr. JEFFERSON and Mr. TOWNS. 
H.R. 2922: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. BERMAN, 

Mr. CONYERS, Mr. MOODY, Mr. OWENS of New 
York, and Mr. DoNNELLY. 

H.R. 3070: Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. DICKS, Mr. AN
DREWS of Texas, Mr. TANNER, Mr. BARNARD, 
Mr. WEBER, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr: 
JONES of North Carolina, Mr. YATRON, Mr. 
KOLTER, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. 
lNHOFE, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. LEVINE of Califor
nia, Mr. FROST, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. WYLIE, 
Mr. FAWELL, Mr. SKAGGS, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. 
MA VROULES, Mrs. UNSOELD, Ms. MOLINARI, 
Ms. NORTON, Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
CRAMER, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
FRANKS of Connecticut, Mr. HERTEL, Mr. 
PETRI, Mr. MCEwEN, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. SPENCE, 
Mr. MURPHY, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. DE LUGO, 
Mr. KYL, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. 
EWING, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, 
Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. GRANDY, 
and Mrs. LLOYD. 

H.R. 3081: Mr. ScHUMER. 
H.R. 3128: Mr. HORTON and Mr. SMITH of 

Texas. 
H.R. 3129: Mr. AUCOIN. 
H.R. 3141: Mr. ESPY. 
H.R. 3142: Mr. BEVILL and Mr. BREWSTER. 
H.R. 3150: Mr. ScHUMER. 
H.R. 3160: Mr. DURBIN, Mr. DWYER of New 

Jersey, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. KOLTER, Mrs. 
LOWEY of New York, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Ms. 
OAKAR, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. REED, Mr. SABO, 
Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SCHEUER, Ms. SLAUGHTER 
of New York, Mr. TORRES, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. 
VENTO, Ms. WATERS, Mr. WAXMAN, and Mr. 
WYDEN. 

H.R. 3164: Mr. RoGERS. 
H.R. 3193: Mr. MILLER of Washington, Mr. 

HORTON, and Mr. DORNAN of California. 
H.R. 3209: Mr. RoYBAL, Mr. MORAN, and Mr. 

JEFFERSON. 
H.R. 3221: Mr. HOLLOWAY Mr. RoTH, Mr. 

HU'M'O, Mr. WYLIE, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. HYDE, 
Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. DERRICK, Mr. SPENCE, 
Mr. GALLO, Mr. HANCOCK, and Mr. DORGAN of 
North Dakota. 
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H.R. 3236: Mr. STUDDS. 
H.R. 3354: Mr. EVANS and Mr. JOHNSTON of 

Florida. 
H.R. 3373: Mr. MFUME, Mr. DERRICK, Mr. 

SARPALIUS, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. RoE, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. JEFFERSON, and 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. 

H.R. 3401: Mr. SIKORSKI. 
H.R. 3402: Mr. SIKORSKI. 
H.R. 3407: Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. DEFAZIO, 

Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. FISH, and Mr. DoNNELLY. 
H.R. 3438: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 3441: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 3473: Mr. TORRES, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 

WYDEN, Mr. RoE, and Mr. JEFFERSON. 
H.R. 3491: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. 
H.J. Res. 123: Mr. BROWDER, Mr. COUGHLIN, 

and Mr. REGULA. 
H.J. Res. 175: Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. 

SANGMEISTER, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. MFUME, Mr. 
CARR, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. KOL
TER, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. GILMAN, 
Mr. WISE, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. 
KLECZKA, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. GEP
HARDT, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. GEREN of Texas, 
and Mr. BROWDER. 

H.J. Res. 198: Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. MARTINEZ, 
Mr. SPENCE, Mr. BACCHUS, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
WALSH, Mr. WELDON, Mr. SKAGGS, Mrs. 
BYRON, Mr. FISH, Mr. LEVIN of Michigan, Mr. 
BRYANT, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. HALL of Texas, 
Mr. FAZIO, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. SMITH of Flor
ida, Mr. MOAKLEY, Ms. LONG, Mr. YOUNG of 
Florida, Mr. BROWN, Mr. CARR, Mr. EVANS, 
Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. GEKAS, Mrs. JOHNSON of 
Connecticut, Mr. BLAZ, Mr. IRELAND, Mr. 

MCMILLEN of Maryland, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. 
WEISS, Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. BROWDER, and Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska. 

H.J. Res. 261: Mr. BARNARD, Ms. DELAURO, 
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, 
Mr. PICKETT, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. STOKES, and 
Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. 

H.J. Res. 299: Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. MINETA, 
Mr. FAZIO, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. 
DE LUGO, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. JONTZ, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. SCHEUER, 
Mr. CONYERS, and Mr. ENGEL. 

H.J. Res. 324: Mr. PURSELL, Mr. PORTER, 
Mr. HEFNER, Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. 
LAGOMARSINO, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. TALLON, Mr. 
MURPHY, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. 
PETRI, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. LEHMAN of 
Florida, Mr. MCDADE, and Mr. SLATTERY. 

H.J. Res. 326: Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. WEISS, Mr. 
MINETA, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. 
SHARP, Mr. MORAN, Mr. MATSUI, and Mr. 
SAXTON. 

H.J. Res. 328: Mr. PALLONE, Mr. MAV
ROULES, Mr. RITTER, Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. 
HORTON, Mr. JONTZ, Mr. TORRES, Mr. 
MACHTLEY, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 
LOWERY of California, Mr. BACCHUS, Mr. VIS
CLOSKY, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. WOLF, 
Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. 
SAWYER, Mr. DOOLEY, Mr. NEAL of Massachu
setts, Mr. WALSH, Mr. FRANK of Massachu
setts, Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. 
HUGHES, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. LEHMAN of Flor
ida, and Mr. RANGEL. 

H. Con. Res. 8: Ms. SLAUGHTER of New 
York, and Mr. HUBBARD. 

H. Con. Res. 43: Mr. CONYERS. 
H. Con. Res. 156: Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 

DEFAZIO, and Mrs. KENNELLY. 
H. Con. Res. 166: Mr. NAGLE, Mr. BERMAN, 

and Mr. KOPETSKI. 
H. Con. Res. 177: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
H. Con. Res. 192: Mr. POSHARD, Mr. BAC

CHUS, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. MCCANDLESS, Mr. 
ScmFF, Mr. HOAGLAND, and Mr. RoBERTS. 

H. Res. 107: Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. MCCAND
LESS, Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri, and Mr. 
CAMPBELL of California. 

H. Res. 116: Mr. PENNY, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota, and Ms. NORTON. 

H. Res. 152: Mr. EwlNG. 
H. Res. 173: Mr. DooLITTLE. 
H. Res. 205: Mr. PRICE. 
H. Res. 234: Mr. MILLER of Washington, Mr. 

JEFFERSON, Mr. KYL, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. 
ARMEY, Mr. DELAY, Mr. BLAZ, Mr. MOOR
HEAD, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. HUTTO, Mr. SHAYS, 
and Mr. ENGEL. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 1330: Mr. ANNUNZIO. 
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SENATE-Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
October 8, 1991 

(Legislative day of Thursday, September 19, 1991) 

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the Honorable CHARLES S. 
RoBB, a Senator from the State of Vir
ginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be led in prayer this morning 
by the Reverend Richard C. Halverson, 
Jr., Chesterbrook Presbyterian Church, 
Falls Church, VA. 

PRAYER 

The Reverend Richard C. Halverson, 
Jr., offered the following prayer: 

Let us pray: 
As we open in prayer, we recall an 

observation by the American poet, Carl 
Sandburg, that the Civil War was es
sentially fought over one English verb. 

Before the war this country was iden
tified in all treaties as, "The United 
States are." After the war, the new ref
erence was, "The United States is." 

We gratefully acknowledge, in God's 
providence, that this Chamber houses 
the Senate-not of a loose confed
eration of States but of the United 
States. We pray for the diversity and 
solidarity of our land. And we petition 
You, Lord, for the spiritual and mate
rial welfare of every State. 

This brief prayer does not allow us to 
remember each individual State. This 
morning we pray for just one-the 
State of Maine. 

As the health of each State is indis
pensable to the strength of the whole, 
we seek Your favor on this 23d State of 
the Union. 

We raise its flag as a form of prayer. 
Let the pine tree, the water, and the 
moose in the center of the flag, be ex
pressions of thanksgiving for the pro
ductive and beautiful land You have 
placed in our care. 

May the people symbolized on the 
flag be our petition for the people of 
our land. 

We pray especially for the leadership 
of Maine, requesting Your divine over
sight for Senator GEORGE MITCHELL 
and his family and Senator WILLIAM 
COHEN and his family. Be with the lead
ers in the congressional districts, the 
mayors and councils in the cities, and 
the Governor. 

And finally, may the flag's inscrip
tion, "Dirigo," meaning, "I Direct," be 
an unforgettable reminder of Your 
promise that in spite of whatever shall 
befall us, You direct and lead. 

In conclusion, Lord, we would be re
miss if we would not remember this 
morning to ask for Your direction in 
the proceedings of this important and 

long day. Be with every Senator and 
their staffs and their families. As they 
vote today and go through the respon
sibilities they face, give them unusual 
wisdom and strength. And then, as 
they return home, Lord, help them 
govern their families well. 

We pray these things in Christ's 
name. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING -OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, October 8, 1991. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable CHARLES S. RoBB, a 
Senator from the State of Virginia, to per
form the duties of the Chair. 

RoBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. ROBB thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from New York [Mr. MOYNIHAN]. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 

have been requested by the leadership 
to ask their time be reserved for their 
use at some other point in the day's 
procedure. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

TERRY ANDERSON 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 

rise, as it has been this Senator's prac
tice for several years now, to observe 
that this is the 2,397th day of the cap
ti vity of Terry Anderson in Beirut. He, 
as the distinguished Presiding Officer 
knows, appeared early yesterday in a 
video cassette from Beirut. He spoke of 
his captivity, and howsoever out
rageous-and it is outrageous-it ap
pears to have become endurable for the 
moment. 

He is_ with Terry Waite and Tom 
Sutherland. They have two chess sets. 

They get U.S. News & World Report, 
Time, Newsweek, and the Economist, 
and they can listen to the BBC and the 
Voice of America. And Terry has 
learned French from his colleague, 
Tom Sutherland. He appeared to his 
sister Peggy to be in much better phys
ical shape than the last time a photo
graph appeared. And he said yesterday 
that, and I quote him, "I've been told 
just a little while ago that we can ex
pect some good news very soon." 

Once again, Mr. President, I join the 
Senate in wishing that to be the case. 
Without in any way diminishing a 
sense of fury at what has been done. To 
think that they hold men hostage for 
nominally religious purposes makes it 
all the more sacrilegious. 

And so for what I hope will be the 
last time on these remarks, I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I want to 
compliment the distinguished Senator 
from New York and my good friend and 
neighbor, I might say, for the state
ment he has just made. And perhaps in 
some ways I have been a bit remiss 
that I have not complimented him 
when he has made numerous state
ments similar to this one to remind the 
U.S. Senate and the American people of 
the plight of Terry Anderson and the 
other hostages. 

I say I may have been remiss in not 
doing that because at times I am sure 
the distinguished Senator from New 
York has felt almost lonely on the 
floor. He has carried the vigil. He has 
really been the constant conscience on 
this issue. 

I have stated many, many times in 
my almost 18 years in this body that 
the U.S. Senate should be the con
science of the Nation. Well, the distin
guished Senator from New York [Mr. 
MOYNIHAN] on many, many issues-
from Social Security to the hostage 
question-has jogged our conscience. 

I hope that he does not have to do 
this ever again. I hope, as he does, that 
his next statement tomorrow, today, 
might be to say Terry Anderson has 
been released and that the others have 
been released. We all hope that. 

It has been a cruel, cruel display on 
the part of the hostage holders. They 
dangle out photographs. They give 
hints that the hostages might be re
leased, and then they yank them back. 
You wonder what that does to the hos
tages themselves. Someday we will 
know, when we hear from them. But all 
of us, as family members, must know 
what that does to their families, their 
loved ones, people like Senator MOY-

•This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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NIHAN, who has kept the flame lit here 
and who has made the comments he 
has. And I wonder-given the cruelty, 
the baseness, the vileness, the obscen
ity, the real obscenity of holding hos
tages-I wonder what the hostage hold
ers think they could gain by it. Be
cause our country, a great and power
ful and good nation, is not going to be 
brought to its knees by this. Rather, 
we are going to ask what sort of people 
are these? 

Mr. President, I was not going to 
speak on this issue today. I am plan
ning to speak on another one. 

But I just wish to express my appre
ciation and my admiration for the dis
tinguished Senator from New York. If, 
indeed, we are to be the conscience of 
the Nation, he has stepped forward in 
times when that voice of conscience 
has not been heard and has been that 
voice for all of us. So I salute my good 
friend and good neighbor. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank my gallant 
friend and neighbor. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I wish to 
speak on another matter. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Chair reminds the Senator if 
he wishes to speak, the period for 
morning business under the previous 
order extends until 10 a.m., and Sen
ators are permitted to speak therein. 
The Senator is recognized. 

NOMINATION OF CLARENCE 
THOMAS 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I wish to 
speak, again, on the matter of Judge 
Clarence Thomas' nomination to the 
Supreme Court. I have spoken on this 
issue on other occasions on the floor 
and before the Judiciary Committee. 

Although I reached my decision to 
oppose Judge Thomas' nomination for 
other reasons, we all know Prof. Anita 
Hill has made some serious charges 
against him. 

If the President, if Judge Thomas, if 
the Republican leadership wanted to 
clear up the issues raised by these 
charges, they would postpone the vote. 
There is a very easy way to postpone 
today's vote. All that has to be done is 
for Judge Thomas himself to say to the 
Republican leadership: "I do not object 
to a postponement. I want this matter 
cleared up. I want to appear under oath 
before the Judiciary Committee. I want 
Anita Hill to appear under oath before 
the Judiciary Committee," and let us 
hear this matter. 

I think the Senate would be better if 
that happened. The American people 
would be better served if that hap
pened. These are serious charges. Let 
us consider them not on the basis of 
press releases or other statements. Let 
us consider them on the basis of testi
mony from the two people who know 

the most about whether the charges 
are valid or not-Professor Hill and 
Judge Thomas. Let them appear before 
the Judiciary Committee under oath. 
And let this matter be settled. 

But to do that, the Republican lead
ership must agree to a delay in the 
vote now scheduled for later today. I 
urge them, I urge the President, I urge 
Judge Thomas to ask for such a delay. 
As one Senator, I would eagerly and 
willingly agree to such a delay to let 
the matter be determined once and for 
all. 

In fairness to Judge Thomas, in fair
ness to the Supreme Court, in fairness 
to the American people, the Republican 
leadership should allow the Senate to 
clear up this matter. 

Our responsibility to advise and con-" 
sent on Supreme Court nominations is 
a most solemn duty, and each Senator 
must approach it with reflection and 
care. Nominations to the Court bring 
together two branches of our Govern
ment to select the members of the 
third. If the Senate fails to take its ad
vice and consent role seriously, it abdi
cates its duty to guarantee the inde
pendence of the courts and the rights 
of our citizens. 

The Supreme Court is an institution 
that has dramatically shaped the 
course of our history. For more than 
two centuries, individual Americans 
have believed that the Supreme Court 
is the one place they could turn, the 
one place where their rights would be 
protected. Americans have looked upon 
the Court as the ultimate guarantor of 
their rights and liberties. 

Members of that Court must possess, 
above all, a deep and unerring vision of 
the Constitution and the role that doc
ument plays in our society. A nominee 
must possess that vision and must 
bring it to bear on cases argued on the 
day he or she ascends to the highest 
court in the land. 

Mr. President, after days of hearings, 
I cannot promise the people of Ver
mont that I am sure this nominee will 
protect their rights. Consequently, I 
cannot consent to Judge Thomas' nom
ination. 

After reviewing his record and listen
ing to Judge Thomas' testimony, I was 
left with too many unanswered ques
tions. As I have discussed in detail in 
my previous statements, I was troubled 
by Judge Thomas' lack of expertise on 
constitutional issues, by his disturbing 
flight from his record, by his refusal to 
answer legitimate questions meaning
fully, and by his unwillingness to clar
ify a troubling record on the fundamen
tal right to privacy. 

My first concern was that nothing in 
Judge Thomas' record or testimony 
suggests the level of professional dis
tinction or constitutional grounding 
that a Supreme Court nominee ought 
to have. His legal, as distinguished 
from administrative, experience is lim
ited, as is his judicial experience. It 

amounts to Ph years on the court of 
appeals with scant consideration of 
constitutional issues. His speeches and 
writings have shown little in the way 
of analysis or scholarship. 

My second concern was Judge Thom
as' disturbing flight from his record. 
Instead of taking responsibility for the 
statements he made as Chairman of the 
Equal Employment Opportunity Com
mission, Judge Thomas asked the com
mittee to weigh only his statements 
during the hearings in determining 
who the real Judge Thomas is. 

My third concern was Judge Thomas' 
selective refusal to answer questions. I 
told him when the hearings began that 
I expected answers to fair questions. 
But he played it safe-whether on his 
own decision or the advice of others, I 
know not. But he declined to respond 
to many questions he should have an
swered. The decision not to tell us how 
he thinks was his and his alone. In 
choosing not to share his vision of the 
Constitution, Judge Thomas failed to 
provide the information that I need if I 
were to consent to his nomination. 

But just as no one could compel 
Judge Thomas to answer the Judiciary 
Committee's questions, no one can 
compel me to vote for a nominee who 
has not satisfied his obligation to an
swer legitimate questions. He does not 
have to answer the questions if he does 
not want to. But I do not have to vote 
for him if he does not answer those 
questions, and I will not. 

Nothing in his testimony before the 
committee alleviated my concerns 
about his record on privacy rights. I 
was particularly concerned by Judge 
Thomas' comments to me that he had 
never discussed Roe versus Wade. I do 
not know of a thoughtful lawyer in this 
country, not to mention a Federal 
judge or a nominee to the Supreme 
Court, who has not discussed that land
mark decision. Some have raised ques
tions about Judge Thomas' comments 
on this point, but the record speaks for 
itself. And I encourage all Senators to 
read that part of the record. The record 
speaks far more eloquently than I or 
any other Senator could on this floor. 

The fundamental right to privacy is 
much more than the constitutional 
right of women to make very personal 
decisions about reproduction. It is the 
right of all of us to be free from Gov
ernment intrusion into the most basic, 
private aspects of our lives. The public 
has a right to know where a nominee 
to the Supreme Court stands on the 
fundamental right to privacy, and I 
cannot consent to a nominee who re
fuses to explain his own record on this 
issue. 

As I said before, Mr. President, I de
cided to vote against Judge Thomas for 
the reasons I have explained on the 
floor of the Senate (CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, September 24, 1991, S13479) for 
the reasons I have explained at the 
time of the vote in the Judiciary Com-
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mittee (September 27, 1991) and for the 
reasons I have explained in the report 
of the Judiciary Committee, in which I 
added additional views (Senate Exec. 
Rept. 102-15). 

Quite apart from any charges that 
have come out in the past few days, I 
feel strongly, as one U.S. Senator, that 
all of the reasons I have stated before 
are ample reasons to vote against 
Judge Thomas. 

But, in the past few days, the public 
has heard allegations that previously 
were heard only by Senators who had 
either read an FBI report, or who had 
been briefed about the contents of the 
FBI report. These charges themselves 
are serious. They ought to be cleared 
up. For the good of our country, for the 
good of Judge Thomas, in fairness to 
the President who made the nomina
tion, and, especially for the good of the 
U.S. Supreme Court, let us clear them 
up. 

That is why I call on the Republican 
leadership to ask for a delay, one that 
would be granted immediately if they 
did. Bring in Professor Hill, bring 
Judge Thomas back before the commit
tee under oath, and ask them directly 
under oath: Are these charges true? Or 
are they false? Let 100 Senators listen 
to those answers, watch those answers, 
hear the content of those answers. Let 
every one of us make up our mind on 
that question prior to the time we 
vote. 

The American people will be 111-
served by rushing to judgment on a 
lifetime appointment to the Supreme 
Court. There are ample reasons for vot
ing against Judge Thomas absent the 
issues raised by Professor Hill, but I do 
know that many, many Senators feel 
that these are issues that should be ex
plored. If they wish to have further 
time, I, for one, am willing to give it to 
them. I am willing to stay all this 
week and all next week to do that. I 
am perfectly willing to agree to a 
delay. You know and I know and every 
Senator in this body knows that if 
Judge Thomas asked for such a delay 
to answer these charges, that delay 
would be granted by the U.S. Senate. If 
the Republican leadership of the U.S. 
Senate asked for such a delay, it also 
would be granted. It should be done. No 
one should have to vote for a lifetime 
appointment who is under this kind of 
a cloud. Let us hear these very serious 
charges discussed under oath and let us 
delay until we have had time to do so. 

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator 
from New York. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from New York [Mr. 
MOYNIHAN] is recognized. 

THE SUPREME COURT 
Mr. MOYNIBAN. Mr. President, very 

much in the spirit in which the distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 

has spoken, I wish to speak this morn
ing. I do not wish to delay him but sim
ply to say that he spoke for the good of 
the Court and, I think, as he always 
will do, spoke for the good of the Sen
ate as well, because the Court, that 
"least dangerous body," as the Fram
ers put it, depends entirely on our wis
dom and judgment in constituting the 
Court itself, just as the Nation depends 
on the Court's wisdom and judgment in 
making decisions about the Constitu
tion. The Court is altogether passive as 
regards its membership. They only ac
cept what we send, and the appoint
ment is for life. I sometimes wish we 
were closer to them. I think when they 
served down the hall, one floor down 
and five doors away, we were a little 
closer. When they moved to that great 
temple across the park in 1935, we lost 
that touch with them and we do not re
alize how dependent they are on us. 
But there you are. 

Mr. President, I would like to make 
some remarks which I had intended to 
make yesterday morning, in which I 
say a Supreme Court nomination 
brings out the fine qualities of the Sen
ate, and for good reason. We are, above 
all things, a nation of laws. Law 
brought us into being, not some pre
historic mythic phenomenon like the 
babes of Rome, suckled by the wolf, 
whatever. Instead, this Nation arose 
from a declaration, as it was termed, 
the Declaration of Independence, as we 
call it. We stated that our independ
ence followed from illegalities or im
proprieties on the part of the Govern
ment of Great Britain which had be
come for us insupportable and led us to 
invoke the right of separation to which 
"the laws of nature and nature's God" 
entitled us. 

The Supreme Court, provided for in 
article III of the subsequent Constitu
tion, is the embodiment of the author
ity of our laws. It is where we turn 
when their meaning is in dispute. More 
specifically, it is where lawyers turn, 
in consequence of which a Supreme 
Court nomination is a matter of the 
liveliest interest to lawyers generally 
and hugely animating in a body such as 
the Senate, which now, as ever, is made 
up, for the most part, of members of 
the bar. Hence, a certain diffidence 
arises on the part of a Senator such as 
I, not a lawyer, or at least a very cer
tain diffidence on the part of this Sen
ator. 

Of the eight current members of the 
Court, four have been confirmed since I 
have come to the Senate, one nomina
tion was rejected, and now, of course, 
we have the nomination of Judge 
Thomas before us. So I am no stranger 
to these debates, albeit at times they 
are strange to me. I am not feigning in
nocence here. 

Consider the matter of the right of 
privacy, which my able and learned 
friend from Vermont was just address
ing, or the alleged right of privacy, as-

sumed right of privacy, implicit right 
of privacy, and so it seems to me a baf
fling range of assertions. The 
nonlawyer asks what on Earth are the 
third and fourth amendments about if 
not privacy? One is told it is more com
plicated, and I think of that well-worn 
observation, "The question's much too 
wide, and much too deep, and much too 
hollow. And learned men on either side 
use arguments I cannot follow." 

Still, it may be useful that there are 
some Members of the Senate who are 
not lawyers. It may just be the least 
bit easier for the nonlawyer to keep in 
mind the argument of the idea central 
to our Constitution as most recently 
explicated by Harvey Mansfield, Jr., 
which is that the Constitution creates 
a government of limited powers. Not 
only because the powers of government 
ought to be limited, but also-and I 
think you can find this in Hamilton 
and in Madison-because in the nature 
of things that powers of government 
are limited. In the sense that, try as it 
will, there are limits to what govern
ments can do. Witness Dr. Johnson on 
the subject-and I hope I am close to 
the original-that passage where he 
says: "How few of all the ills that 
human hearts endure that part which 
laws or kings can cause or cure." 

The Court has sometimes brought on 
great turbulence, as in the Dred Scott 
decision. It has sometimes eased the 
transition of society from one era to 
another, as when Justice Stone cas
ually suggested to Frances Perkins 
that a Social Security program pre
mised on the taxing power would sure
ly pass muster. It would take another 
generation to get Social Security. The 
Court can create consensus, as it did so 
wonderfully in Brown versus Board of 
Education. It can precipitate discord, 
as in Roe versus Wade. So still for what 
little it may be worth, I would judge 
that its prominence in political mat
ters has, on the whole, diminished over 
the past generation. I stand ready to be 
corrected, of course-and equally this 
trend, if true, is subject to reversal 
without notice. 

Mr. President, there is one thing the 
Court does do, a thing which the U.S. 
Constitution surely anticipates that it 
will, and that is to protect minorities 
against majorities. Of the three 
branches of Government, it is to the 
Court that we look for this all-impor
tant role. 

PIPELINE SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS 
FOR MISSOURI AND THE NATION 
Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, since 

September 1988, there have been sev
eral serious pipeline accidents in Mis
souri and Kansas. 

Similarities between some of the ac
cidents indicate that certain kinds of 
pipeline need more attention so poten
tial dangers can be avoided. Specifi
cally: 



October 8, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 25855 
Natural gas distribution lines caused 

explosions in Oak Grove, MO, two peo
ple killed; Kansas City, MO, one killed, 
five injured; and Overland Park, KS, 
four injured. 

Cast iron natural gas pipelines rup
tured in Kansas City, MO, one injured, 
and Topeka, KS, one killed, one in
jured. 

Older oil pipelines spilled 850,000 gal
lons of crude oil in Maries County into 
the Gasconade River, and 100,000 gal
lons into the Chariton River near 
Ethel, MO. 

Earlier this year, Senator BOND and I 
introduced S. 1055, the Pipeline Safety 
Improvement Act of 1991 to prevent ac
cidents like these. The provisions of 
S. 1055 are included in S. 1583, the pipe
line safety bill that the Senate is con
sidering today. Specifically, S. 1583 re
quires the following safety actions by 
DOT: 

First, protection of the environment 
as well as lives and property from pipe
line hazards; 

Second, collection of specific inf or
mation on the location and age of pipe
lines; 

Third, regulations for detecting, lo
cating, and shutting down pipeline rup
tures in urban and environmentally 
sensitive areas; 

Fourth, performance standards and 
regulations for the installation of ex
cess flow valves on natural gas lines 
where feasible for improving safety; 
and 

Fifth, distribution and monitoring of 
new industry guidelines for cast iron 
pipe replacement. 

These initiatives would improve the 
safety of people, property, and the en
vironment throughout the United 
States. I urge my colleagues to support 
s. 1583. 

S. 1583, PIPELINE SAFETY REAUTHORIZATION 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I urge my 
colleagues to support the important 
pipeline safety legislation we are con
sidering today. 

There are 354,000 miles of natural gas 
transmission pipelines and 155,000 miles 
of hazardous liquid pipelines crisscross
ing the United States. 

Although pipeline transportation sta
tistically is the safest mode for ship
ping hazardous materials, there is 
room for improvement. A series of 
pipeline accidents in Missouri and Kan
sas has shown us that certain kinds of 
pipe need additional attention. 

Earlier this year, Senators DOLE and 
DANFORTH and myself introduced 
S. 1055, the Pipeline Safety Improve
ment Act of 1991. The bill we are con
sidering today, S. 1583, reauthorizes 
funding for Federal pipeline safety pro
grams, and includes the provisions con
tained in S. 1055. Specifically, the bill 
deals with the following concerns: 

First, authorization of funding for 
pipeline safety programs for fiscal year 
1992 at levels recommended by DOT, 
and adjusted for inflation for fiscal 
years 1993 and 1994. 
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Second, protection of the environ
ment in addition to life and property. 

Third, expansion of DOT pipeline in
formation to include the location of 
older pipelines, and pipelines located in 
urban and environmentally sensitive 
areas. 

Fourth, DOT regulations for rapid de
tection and location of pipeline rup
tures in order to minimize damages in 
urban and environmentally sensitive 
areas. 

Fifth, excess flow valve [EFVJ per
formance standards and regulations re
quiring the use of EFV's where tech
nically feasible and beneficial to public 
safety. 

Sixth, cast iron pipe replacement 
guidelines to be distributed to pipeline 
operators cooperatively by DOT and 
the natural gas pipeline industry. 

Seventh, protection of residential 
and small commercial gas distribution 
lines through a DOT rulemaking re
quiring gas distribution to assume re
sponsibility for the safety of such lines. 

Eighth, Federal civil fines of up to 
$10,000 for anyone who damages a pipe
line after knowingly failing to call a 
one-call notification system prior to 
excavating with power equipment 
other than for routine agricultural pur
poses. 

Ninth, information on abandoned un
derwater pipeline facilities would be 
provided by pipeline operators and 
maintained by DOT. 

Tenth, Hazardous Materials Trans
portation Uniform Safety Act tech
nical corrections to eliminate con
tradictory requirements affecting man
datory registration of certain bulk and 
nonbulk shippers of highly hazardous 
materials. 

Eleventh, exemption from hours of 
service limitations for farmers and re
tail farm suppliers who are delivering 
farm supplies within a 50-mile radius 
during crop planting season. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support S. 1583. 

TRIBUTE TO MARGARET SUE 
TURNER JOLLY 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise today to pay tribute to the mem
ory of an outstanding lady and good 
friend, Mrs. Margaret Sue Turner 
Jolly, who passed away on September 
29. 

Margaret Sue was an outstanding ed
ucator, businesswoman, and commu
nity leader; as well as the mother of 
three fine sons. The daughter of Mr. 
and Mrs. Wiley H. Turner, she was a 
native of Edgefield County, and grad
uated from Edgefield High School. She 
earned a bachelor of arts degree from 
Furman University in 1954 and a mas
ters degree from the University of 
South Carolina. 

Margaret Sue was a popular and ef
fective teacher at Strom Thurmond 
High School, where she taught history, 

civics, and government from 1967 until 
1984. One of the most eagerly antici
pated activities at the school was her 
senior government class trip to Wash
ington, which I had the pleasure of 
hosting on several occasions. She was 
very knowledgeable about government 
and dedicated herself to the task of in
spiring good citizenship in her stu
dents. 

A number of those same students are 
now political, business, and civic lead
ers in Edgefield and other commu
nities. In addition, many of my pages, 
interns, and staff members from 
Edgefield developed an interest in poli
tics and government because of Mrs. 
Jolly's teaching. 

After Margaret Sue retired from edu
cation, she managed the daily oper
ations of C.R. Jolly Couture, Inc., the 
company founded by her late husband, 
Clarence Rankin Jolly, Jr. Like her fa
ther and her husband, Margaret Sue 
had an aptitude for business, and she 
ably guided the growth of the com
pany. 

In addition to the long hours she put 
in as a teacher and businesswoman, 
Margaret Sue worked assiduously for 
the benefit of her community and fel
low citizens. She participated in many 
charitable activities and was an active 
member of Trinity Episcopal Church, 
where she was on the altar guild. 

Mrs. Jolly was an avid reader and 
gardener, and was renowned for her 
lovely flower arrangements. She was 
also a gracious and accomplished host
ess, whose invitations were accepted 
with alacrity by her many guests. 

Although Margaret Sue was an out
standing woman in every way, I believe 
her greatest contribution was as a role 
model for others. She was known 
throughout the community for her 
cheerful and generous nature, and she 
always had time to share a kind word 
and a smile. She was a vital, energetic 
woman, who devoted herself to the wel
fare of others, and her personality en
deared her to everyone she met. 

Mrs. Jolly was also a fighter. During 
her long illness, she never complained. 
She maintained an interest in govern
ment and current events, as well as 
community activities, serving as a 
source of inspiration and encourage
ment to her many visitors. 

Mr. President, I join the residents of 
Edgefield County in mourning the pass
ing of this lovely and talented woman. 
Margaret Sue Turner Jolly was a 
woman of character, courage and com
passion; a devoted teacher, and a lov
ing wife and mother. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to extend my deepest condolences to 
her sons, Daniel Pope Jolly; Joel Eu
gene Jolly; c. Rankin m. and their 
families, as well as her brother and his 
wife, Dr. and Mrs. W.H. Turner. 

I ask that an editorial from the 
Edgefield Citizen-News be placed in the 
RECORD immediately following my re
marks. 
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MARGARET SUE JOLLY 

Perhaps the saddest events in our human 
experience are the premature deaths of those 
truly remarkable, multifaceted, vibrant, and 
good people who have contributed so richly 
to the fabric of our community but whose 
further contributions are cut short by the 
unkind hand of fate. 

Thus, the passing on Sunday night of Mar
garet Sue Jolly has saddened the Edgefield 
community to its core. So good was every 
facet of her being; so strong was her char
acter; so positive was her outlook; so warm 
was her love; so democratic was her kind
ness; so universal was her generosity; and so 
inspirational was her encouragement, that 
we do not think we are overstating the case 
to say that Sue Jolly was indeed one of God's 
saints. 

Sue's premature death was even sadder by 
reason of the fact that it followed by a little 
more than five years the even more pre
mature death of her beloved husband, Clar
ence. That these two highly-talented people 
were taken from our community in the 
prime of their lives is a blow from which we 
shall not soon recover. 

Clarence was remarkable for the breadth of 
his vision, for his boundless energy, for his 
musical talent and his creativity, and for his 
passion for life. Sue was remarkable for her 
strength of character, for the inspiration 
which she gave to twenty years of students, 
and for her unending patience. Together, 
Clarence and Sue made a dynamic team, con
tributing enormously to life in Edgefield and 
in neighboring Aiken. Their magnetic per
sonalities attracted a galaxy of friends to 
their lovely home, Cedarside, and gave a di
versity and richness to life in Edgefield 
which can never be reproduced. 

Our sympathy goes out to their sons, Dan
iel, Joel and Rankin, who are carrying on 
their parents' business and who represent the 
finh generation of merchants in their family 
in the Town of Edgefield. 

We thank God for the lives of Clarence and 
Sue Jolly. We shall cherish their memories 
always. 

THE ISRAEL LOAN GUARANTEE 
AMENDMENT 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the Israel loan 
guarantee amendment offered by the 

Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. KASTEN] 
and the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
INOUYE]. This amendment, which was 
introduced in the Senate on Wednes
day, October 2, 1991, would help Israel 
with the enormous costs it is incurring 
through its absorption of thousands of 
Soviet and Ethiopian Jews. This legis
lation will allow Israel to borrow the 
necessary funds to resettle the arriving 
refugees. 

The loan guarantees are not grants 
or loans from the U.S. Treasury, rather 
a guarantee to the private sector lend
ers that the U.S. Government will 
stand surety for the loans. It should be 
noted that Israel has never defaulted 
on a United States loan guarantee. 

In accordance with the request made 
by President Bush, this legislation will 
not be addressed by the Senate until 
January or February of next year. At 
that time, I look forward to working 
with my colleagues in the Senate to 
come forth with a proposal that will be 
in the best interests of both the United 
States and Israel. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, the Sen
ate Budget Committee has examined 
H.R. 2426, the military construction ap
propriations bill and has found that the 
bill is under its 602(b) budget authority 
allocation by $1.4 million and under its 
602(b) outlay allocation by $49 million. 

I must compliment the distinguished 
ranking member of the Senate Military 
Construction Subcommittee, PHILL 
GRAMM, as well as the House managers 
of this bill, subcommittee chairman 
BILL HEFNER and ranking minority 
member BILL LOWERY for all of their 
hard work. Like all components of the 
Department of Defense's budget, the 
military construction budget must un
dergo a fundamental transformation as 
we attempt to adjust to changing world 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-1992 APPROPRIATIONS 
[In thousands of dollars) 

circumstances. I believe that this bill 
takes a useful step toward realigning 
defense programs with international 
realities. 

Mr. President, I have a table pre
pared by the staff of the Budget Com
mittee which shows the official scoring 
of the military construction appropria
tions bill and I ask unanimous consent 
that it be inserted in the RECORD at the 
appropriate point. 

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

SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE SCORING OF H.R. 
242.6 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION SUBCOMMITIEE-SPENDING 
TOTALS 

[In billions of dollars) 

Bill summary 

H.R. 2426: 
New BA and outlays ................................ .. 
Enacted to date ........................................ . 
Adjustment to conform mandatory pro-

grams to resolution assumptions ........ . 
Scorekeepine adjustments ........................ . 

Bill total ...................................... . 
Senate 602(b) allocation .......................... . 

Tot a I difference .......................... .. 

Discretionary: 
Domestic ......................................... .. 
Senate 602(b) ................................. .. 

Difference .................................... . 

International ................................... .. 
Senate 602(b) .................................. . 

Difference ................................... .. 

Defense ............................................ . 
Senate 602(b) ................................. .. 

Difference .................................... . 

Total discretionary spending ...... .. 

Mandatory spending ....................... .. 
Mandatory allocation ...................... .. 

Difference .................................... . 
Discretionary total above (+) or below 

(-): 

Budeet au
thority 

8.6 
0 

Outlays 

2.9 
5.5 

--------
8.6 
8.6 

8.4 
8.5 --------

--------

--------
8.6 
8.6 

8.4 
8.5 

======= 
8.6 8.4 

================ 
--------

~~~:-~t~~s:u~f1t .::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ................... j ................... 'j 
House-passed bill ....................... ...... .1 

President's request House-passed Senate-reported Senate-passed Conference 

Discretionary spendine: 
Domestic: 

New spending in bill .......................................................................................... .. 
Outlays prior ........................................................................................................ . 
Supplementals (Public Law 102-27) ................................................................. .. 
Scorekeepine/mandatory adjustments ................................................................ .. 

Budget au
thority Outlays Budget au

thority Outlays Budget au
thority Outlays Budeet au

thority Outlays Budget au
thority Outlays 

-----~~-----'-----~----~-----------~ 
Subtotal ............................................................................................................ 0 0 

602(b) allocation .................................................................................................. NA NA 
---------------~-----------------~ Bill above/below (+/- l allocation ................................................................. NA NA 
================================= 

0 0 
NA NA 
NA NA 

Defense: 
New spendine in bill ........................................................................................... . 
Outlays prior ........................................................................................................ . 

8,563,030 2,979,068 8,483,006 2,955,146 8,413,m 2,846,160 8,469,025 2,853,346 8,562,596 2,930,636 
0 5,502,377 0 5,502,377 0 5,502,377 0 5,502,377 0 5,502,377 

Supplementals (Public Law 102-27) .................................................................. . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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President's request 

Budget au
thority Outlays 

House-passed 

Budget au
thority Outlays 

Senate-reported 

Budeet au
thority Outlays 

Senate-passed 

Budget au
thority Outlays 

Conference 

Budaet au
thority Outlays 

Scorelleepine/mandatory adjustments .................. ............................................... . 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Sub tot a I ........................................................................................................... . 8,563,030 
NA 
NA 

8,481,445 
NA 
NA 

8,483,006 
8,564,000 
-80,994 

8,457,523 
8,482,000 
-24,477 

8,413,745 
8,564,000 
-150,255 

8,348,537 
8,482,000 
-133,463 

8,469,025 
8,564,000 
-94,975 

8,355,723 
8,482,000 
-126,277 

8,562,596 
8,564,000 

-1,404 

8,433,013 
8,482,000 
-48,987 

602(b) allocation ................................................................................................. . 
Bill above/below (+/- l allocation ................................................................ . 

Total Discretionary: 
New spending in bill ............................................................................................ 8,563,030 2,979,068 8,483,006 2,955,146 8,413,745 2,846,160 8,469,025 2,853,346 8,562,596 2,930,636 
Outlays prior .... :.................................................................................................... 0 5,502,377 0 5,502,377 0 5,502,377 0 5,502,377 0 5,502,377 
Supplementals (Public Law 102-27) ................................................................... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Scorelleepine/mandatory adjustments ........................ .......... ................................ 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 O O 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Sub tot a I ............................................................................................................ 8,563,030 8,481,445 8,483,006 8,457 ,523 8,413,745 8,348,537 8,469,025 8,355,723 8,562,596 8,433,013 

Mandatory spending: 
New spending in bill .................................................................................................... . 
Permanent appropriations ........................................................................................ .... . 
Outlays prior ..................................................................................................... ............ . 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Sub tot a I, mandatory ........................................................................ .................... . 
Resolution scoring adjustment ..................................................................................... . 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Adjusted mandatory total ............................................................................ ........ . 

Bill total: 
Discretionary ... ............................................................................................................... 8,563,030 8,481,445 8,483,006 8,457,523 8,413,745 8,348,537 8,469,025 8,355,723 8,562,596 8,433,013 
Adjusted mandatory .... ...................................................................... ............................. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O O 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Sub tot a I ................................................................................................................ 8,563,030 8,481 ,445 8,483,006 8,457,523 8,413,745 8,348,537 8,469,025 8,355,723 8,562,596 8,433,013 
602(b) allocation ..... ...................................................................................................... NA NA 8,564,000 8,482,000 8,564,000 8,482,000 8,564,000 8,482,000 8,564,000 8,482,000 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Bill above/ be I ow ( + / - ) a 11 oc a ti on .......................................................... ............ NA NA -80,994 -24,477 -150,255 -133,463 -94,975 -126,277 -1,404 -48,987 
Discretionary total compared to: 

President's request ............. ........................................................................................... NA NA - 80,024 - 23,922 -149,285 -132,908 - 94,005 -125,722 -434 -48,432 
House-passed ................................................................................................................ 80,024 23,922 NA NA -69,261 -108,986 -13,981 -101,800 79,590 -24,510 
Senate-passed ............................................................................................................... 94,005 125,722 13,981 101,800 NA NA NA NA 93,571 77,290 
Conference ..................................................................................................................... 434 48,432 - 79,590 24,510 -148,851 -84,476 -93,571 - 77,290 NA NA 

URGENT LEAD PAINT HAZARD 
PREVENTION ACT 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to announce today that I will 
soon introduce legislation to launch a 
national strategy to prevent childhood 
lead paint poisoning. 

This legislation will put an end to 
continued delays and hand wringing. 
And it will direct the administration to 
take early, practical, commonsense 
steps to protect the heal th of millions 
of young Americans. 

It is a national disgrace that little is 
being done to combat the No. 1 envi
ronmental problem facing America's 
children. Three quarters of all Amer
ican housing-57 million homes-con
tain lead-based paint. Of these, 3.8 mil
lion are occupied by young children 
and have peeling paint, excessive 
amounts of lead dust or both. 

Although Congress has pressed for 
action for years, this administration 
and the last have sat paralyzed before 
the lead paint problem like a mouse be
fore a cobra. Meanwhile, small children 
have been paying a terrible price. Lit
tle kids can't "just say no" to lead in 
their homes. And so we must say "no 
more" to this continued inaction. 

We now know enough about the 
probem to justify firm action. 

We now know that very low levels of 
lead poisoning can damage the mental 
and physical development of a child. A 
victim can suffer irreversible learning 
and reading disab111ties, reduced atten
tion span, hyperactivity and hearing 
loss. And our whole society suffers the 
effects of low educational achievement, 

high dropout rates, and juvenile delin
quency. 

We now know that millions more 
American children are at risk than had 
been thought. Under previous stand
ards, and estimated 3 million to 4 mil
lion children were considered lead 
poisoned. But as a result of important 
new research, the Centers for Disease 
Control are adopting much lower esti
mates of the lead in blood that are 
deemed acceptable and the number of 
American children who must be consid
ered lead poisoned will jump dramati
cally. 

Many have felt this was just a symp
tom of poverty-but now we know it is 
not. Children of middle class and 
wealthy families are affected as well as 
children of the poor. 

We now know that lead poisoning is 
caused primarily not by children eat
ing paint chips in dilapidated build
ings, but by children breathing lead 
dust-generated through home renova
tion and through common wear and 
tear of household paint. Through a 
tragic lack of information, many par
ents across the country are inadvert
ently poisoning their children when 
they try to improve the family's home. 

We now have the means to avoid that 
tragedy. Experts have learned much 
about how to reduce lead hazards and 
are learning more all the time. Tech
nology can now accurately test the 
presence of lead. Improved techniques 
can remove or seal in household lead 
without harm to workers or future oc
cupants. Protective measures can con
tain lead temporarily until full-scale 

abatement can be carried out. Good in
formation can prevent the creation of 
active lead poisoning through improper 
home renovation. 

What we do not now have is a prac
ticable national strategy for getting 
the tragedy of childhood lead poisoning 
under control fast. 

Congress has long pushed for action 
on this problem. In 1973 Congress re
quired HUD to eliminate "as far as 
practicable" the hazards of lead paint 
poisoning with respect to existing 
housing. After years of delay and liti
gation, a frustrated Congress moved in 
the 1987 Housing Act, which I coau
thored, to give HUD strict timetables 
to solve the problem in public housing 
and to provide guidance on solving the 
problem in other housing. Each year 
since, Appropriations bills have prod
ded HUD and other Federal agencies to 
comply with the public housing man
date and produce guidelines for rem
edies in all housing. 

Administration studies, mandated by 
Congress in 1987, admit the danger of 
lead paint poisoning. But the adminis
tration has failed to follow through 
with real action. After 4 years of dem
onstrations and studies, the adminis
tration has not asked for any signifi
cant funding for effective solutions. 
And the administration gives no indi
cation that it intends to do so. 

For the past 3 years, serious concerns 
have repeatedly been raised about HUD 
mismanagement of the effort to abate 
lead paint hazards in public housing. 

The administration has provided lit
tle more than token Federal support 
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for testing and abatement in private 
and other federally assisted housing. 

In recent years, the Federal Govern
ment has even sold many unsuspecting 
families property that turned out to be 
lead traps and the families' children 
were subsequently poisoned. 

The administration uses the budget 
agreement as a convenient excuse for 
inaction. They estimate that complete 
elimination of all lead hazards would 
cost $35 billion-and imply that such a 
huge price tag is a reason for not tak
ing immediate actions that could have 
real effect. 

But, certainly, only part of any total 
cost has to come from the Federal 
budget. And the Centers for Disease 
Control recently estimated that inac
tion will cost the Nation almost twice 
as much-$62 billion in additional med
ical and social costs. 

If we cannot eliminate all lead paint 
hazards at once, there is still no excuse 
for delaying a broad effort to tackle 
the most urgent parts of the problem 
right away and to eliminate the most 
dangerous lead paint hazards without 
further delay. 

Our children deserve a real national 
strategy to combat the threat of lead 
to their health and development. We 
should mobilize our vast health, envi
ronmental and housing sectors to 
achieve that as soon as possible. 

The Urgent Lead Paint Hazard Pre
vention Act will launch such a strat
egy. The bill will have five primary 
components: 

First, the bill would expand Federal 
support for testing, containment and 
abatement of lead hazards in federally 
assisted housing and private housing. 
It gets practical, common sense action 
under way quickly to remove the haz
ard where they are most dangerous-in 
homes with peeling paint or high levels 
of lead dust where young children are 
living. 

In the first year, the bill would au
thorize $150 million for State and local 
governments to begin removing the 
threat of lead poisoning in privately 
owned single family and multifamily 
housing. This is triple the amount cur
rently appropriated and six times the 
amount requested by the administra
tion. Second year funding would rise to 
$200 million. 

Additional Federal assistance to 
abate lead paint hazards would be pro
vided through Community Develop
ment Block Grants, the HOME Invest
ment Partnerships Program, and public 
housing modernization. 

Second, the bill would build a net
work of contractors, workers, archi
tects, environmental firms, laboratory 
technicians, public officials and others 
who are experts in the testing, contain
ment and abatement of lead paint haz
ards. We must ensure that lead testing 
and abatement activities are carried 
out by certified, trained and respon
sible personnel and are monitored by 
competent public officials. 

Third, the bill would launch an effec
tive nationwide campaign to inform 
the public about the nature of lead 
paint hazards and the practical steps 
that a family can take to ensure that 
the dangers of lead exposure are re
moved from their home. A significant 
portion of childhood lead poisoning can 
be traced to the lack of public under
standing about the causes of the prob
lem and ways to prevent it. That infor
mation must at least be provided when 
a family buys or renovates a home. 

Fourth, it would expand research and 
development of new testing, contain
ment and abatement technologies. Al
though major advances have been made 
over the past decade, numerous ques
tions remain about the costs and bene
fits associated with many currently 
available techniques. 

Fifth, the bill would enhance con
gressional oversight of Federal lead 
paint hazard prevention. HUD would be 
required annually to provide Congress 
with a full report on its activities and 
would be held to a strict regimen of 
goals and timetables to assess its per
formance. 

Mr. President, I will ask to have a 
summary description of the scope of 
the legislation printed in the RECORD 
at the conclusion of my remarks. 

I intend to move this legislation as 
quickly as possible. On October 17, I 
will hold the first hearing on this legis
lation. Participants will include lead
ing experts in the housing, heal th and 
environmental fields. 

As chairman of the Senate Housing 
Subcommittee, I will refine the legisla
tion on a bipartisan basis with other 
Senators, particularly with Senator AL 
D'AMATO, the subcommittee's ranking 
minority member. I will work closely 
with other Members of Congress who 
have shown leadership on this problem, 
including Congressman HENRY WAXMAN 
and Senators BARBARA MIKULSKI, 
HARRY REID, JOSEPH LIEBERMAN, and 
JOHN CHAFEE. 

And I will develop the bill in close 
consultation with national public 
health leaders and private organiza
tions that have shown great leadership 
on this problem through the Alliance 
to End Childhood Lead Poisoning. 

I am convinced we must commit the 
Federal Government to an aggressive, 
comprehensive and cost-effective as
sault on this health threat to our Na
tion's children and our Nation's future. 

Working together we can enact a bill 
that will speed real, practical action to 
put this danger behind us. 

I ask that the summary to which I 
referred be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the sum
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
URGENT LEAD PAINT HAZARD PREVENTION ACT 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO SECTION 311 OF H.R. 
2950 

Section 12 is further added by adding at 
the end of Section 12 (1)(2)(A) the following: 

A recipient may award a procurement con
tract under this subsection to other than the 
low bidder provided that: the procurement 
contract does not exceed the lowest bid by 
more than 10%; federal assistance provided 
to the recipient under this Act does not ex
ceed the equivalent of the lowest bid for the 
contract; and the recipient has demonstrated 
to the Secretary the long term cost benefits 
of selecting other than the lowest bid that 
may be yielded by fleet standardization, or 
other factors that the Secretary deems ap
propriate. 

ORIGINAL SENATE LANGUAGE 

A recipient may award to other than the 
low bidder in connection with a procurement 
under this subsection, but the recipient may 
receive federal assistance under this Act for 
in an amount not to exceed the equivalent of 
the lowest bid for the project. 

URGENT LEAD PAINT HAZARD PREVENTION ACT 
SUMMARY 

PURPOSE 

The bill commits the federal government 
to prevent, as soon as practicable, lead paint 
hazards wherever they exist in American 
housing. It will: 

Require HUD to carry out an aggressive, 
comprehensive and cost-effective strategy to 
clean up lead paint hazards in federally 
owned or assisted housing; 

Make the federal government an active 
partner with cities, states and the private 
sector to remove lead paint hazards in pri
vately owned housing; 

Make concern for lead paint hazard an in
tegral part of federal, state and local housing 
strategies and decisions; 

Get the nation moving quickly on the most 
dangerous lead paint hazards---in homes with 
peeling paint or high levels of lead dust that 
are occupied by young children; 

Build the capacity of private industry to 
test and abate lead paint hazards safely and 
effectively; 

Provide the public with accurate informa
tion about the nature of lead paint hazards 
and technical assistance on how to prevent 
them; and 

Maintain an ongoing national program of 
research and development in lead paint haz
ard prevention. 

1. EXPAND TESTING, CONTAINMENT AND 
ABATEMENT ACTIVITY 

a. Establish a f ederal/statell.ocal partnership to 
remove lead paint hazards from private housing 

General. Authorize $150 million to help 
state and local governments to test, contain 
and abate lead paint hazards in privately
owned single family and multifamily homes. 
That level of assistance is three times the 
amount appropriated and six times the 
amount requested by the President. 

Eligible Activities. Funds could be used for 
(1) screening of private housing to identify 
units with "priority" lead paint hazards (i.e. 
units that are occupied by young children 
and have peeling paint or excessive amounts 
of dust containing lead); (2) interim contain
ment of lead paint hazards; (3) abatement of 
lead paint hazards, including temporary relo
cation for families; (4) provision of informa
tion to the public on lead paint hazards; and 
(5) blood testing of children. No more than 
10% of the funds could be used for adminis
trative expense. 

Flexible Financing/Subsidy. Permit states 
and localities to use the assistance for a va
riety of financing and subsidy programs, in
cluding grants, loans, revolving loan funds, 
loan guarantees and interest write-downs. 



October 8, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 25859 
Eligibility of Applicants. Provide assistance 

to jurisdictions that are carrying out a com
prehensive housing affordability strategy 
under the HOME Investment Partnerships 
program. Funds would be awarded on a com
petitive basis to eligible jurisdictions. 

Income targeting. Target assistance to 
owner-occupied or rental housing serving 
families meeting the HOME income limits. 
Also require participating jurisdictions to 
give priority in testing and abatement ac
tivities to housing with "priority" lead paint 
hazards. 

b. Mandate a HUD action plan for federally 
owned and assisted housing 

Direct HUD to publish a regulatory action 
plan for the testing, containment and abate
ment of lead paint hazards in federally as
sisted housing (e.g. Section 8, Section 236, 
Section 221(d)(3)). 

Give preference to assisted units with "pri
ority" lead paint hazards. Owners would be 
permitted to use existing housing subsidies 
(Section 8 rental assistance, replacement re
serves, other project accounts) for lead in
spection, containment and abatement activi
ties. HUD would be authorized to make ex
ceptions to Section 8 fair market rents to 
support such activities. 

Prevent federal agencies from selling hous
ing contaminated with lead paint hazards to 
unsuspecting homebuyers. Require lead 
paint hazard inspection prior to sale of all 
housing owned by HUD, Farmers Home, VA 
or other federal agencies. Provide (1) notifi
cation of any such hazard; (2) appropriate in
formation on how the hazards can be re
moved and (3) assistance in carrying out the 
remedies. 

c. Integrate lead paint hazard prevention into 
state & local housing strategies 

Require that a jurisdiction's comprehen
sive housing affordability strategy (CHAS): 
(1) estimate the number of units that pose 
"priority" lead paint hazards; (2) outline the 
actions being ta.ken (or proposed) to address 
the problem; and (3) describe how lead paint 
hazard prevention and housing initiatives 
will be integrated. 

Require that housing agencies, in prepar
ing this portion of the CHAS, consult with 
health and child welfare agencies and exam
ine existing data related to lead paint haz
ards and poisonings. Such data could include 
health department data on the location of 
poisoned children and information on lead 
paint hazards generated by ongoing inspec
tions in public housing. 

Make lead paint hazard abatement and re
duction an explicitly eligible activity under 
Community Development Block Grants and 
under rehabilitation assisted under the 
HOME Investment Partnerships. 

d. Provide for national consultation on lead 
paint hazard prevention 

Require HUD, when developing and imple
menting provisions of this Act, to establish 
formal procedures for maintaining close, on
going consultation with national organiza
tions of private and public sector experts in 
lead paint hazards and their prevention. 

2. BUILD A TESTING AND ABATEMENT 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

a. Certify contractors, train workers 
Require that all federally supported test

ing and abatement work be conducted by 
certified contractors and trained workers. 
EPA and OSHA would be given authority to 
certify contractors, train workers and ensure 
worker protection. HUD would be required to 
work closely with these agencies to identify 
significant regional shortages of skills or 
equipment. 

b. Certify laboratories 
Require EPA to certify laboratories to en

sure that environmental lead testing is accu
rate and readily available throughout the 
country. 

c. Expand monitoring activity 
Require HUD to establish monitoring sys

tems to oversee closely the testing and 
abatement work that is being supported by 
federal funds. Contractors found in violation 
of federal certification requirements (or oth
erwise found to have negligently performed 
work) would be subject to disbarment from 
all HUD activity. 
d. Establish a federal information clearinghouse 

Direct HUD, in cooperation with other fed
eral agencies, to establish an information 
clearinghouse on childhood lead poisoning. 
The clearinghouse would assess and dissemi
nate the most current information from re
search on testing, containment and abate
ment activity. The clearinghouse would 
maintain a rapid-alert system to keep key 
components of the lead testing and abate
ment industry abreast of the latest develop
ments in research and development. 

Authorize $10 million to establish and op
erate the clearinghouse. 
3. INFORM THE PUBLIC AND PROVIDE TECHNICAL 

ASSISTANCE 

a. Require public disclosure of lead paint 
hazards 

Require sellers, landlords and realtors to 
notify potential buyers or lessees of any 
known lead paint hazard that has been iden
tified on the subject property. 

Require a general statement, prepared by 
HUD, to be distributed by lenders at the 
time of mortgage application and by sellers, 
landlords or relators at the time of sale or 
lease. The statement would include an expla
nation of the potential risks associated with 
lead paint in pre-1978 housing and provide 
sources of additional information. 

b. Launch a nationwide public awareness 
campaign 

Direct HUD, in cooperation with other fed
eral agencies, to develop and undertake a 
major public awareness campaign on child
hood lead poisoning. The campaign would in
form the public about the seriousness of lead 
exposure, describe how to identify priority 
hazard conditions and provide helpful advice 
about preventative and protective measures 
to reduce the risk of exposure. 

The campaign would especially target par
ents of young children as well as partici
pants in the residential real estate industry, 
HUD would also work with large home im
provement retailers to provide consumers 
with practical information on "do's and 
don'ts" associated with "self-help" renova
tion and remodeling. 

Authorize $25 million to carry out this 
campaign. 
c. Provide technical assistance to state and local 

governments 
Direct HUD, in cooperation with other fed

eral agencies, to provide technical assistance 
to state and local governments to help them 
inform residents about lead hazards and 
their prevention. 
d. Provide warning labels on appropriate home 

improvement tools and supplies 
Require warning labels to be placed on 

tools commonly used for "self-help" renova
tion and remodeling. The wording would be 
developed by EPA, but would at a minimum 
advise users to obtain information before 
carrying out activity that could cause lead 
poisoning. Information on the recommended 

use of such tools to reduce exposure to lead 
hazards, prepared by HUD, would be made 
available at the point of purchase. Research 
has demonstrated that the traditional meth
ods of removing lead paint from chewable 
surfaces-scraping, sanding or burning-ac
tually exposes children to a 100-fold increase 
in lead dust. 

e. Establish a lead hazard hotline 

Direct HUD, in cooperation with other fed
eral agencies, to establish a "lead hazard 
hotline" to provide the public with quick, 
easy-to-understand answers to basic ques
tions about lead poisoning. 

Authorize S5 million to establish and main
tain the hotline. 

4. EXPAND RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
ACTIVITIES 

a. Expand HUD research on effectiveness of 
testing, containment and abatement activities 

Require private ownel'S and PHAs to test 
blood levels of children both before and after 
abatement activities are undertaken, so that 
health effects of containment and abatement 
activities can be monitored and hazardous 
activities can be quickly identified and 
stopped. 

Require HUD to conduct research, in co
operation with other federal agencies, on the 
cost-effectiveness of various containment 
and abatement strategies. Specific emphasis 
will be placed on assessing the long-term 
health benefits resulting from alternative 
containment and abatement strategies. 

Require HUD, in cooperation with other 
federal agencies, to conduct research on con
tainment and abatement strategies that can 
reduce the risk of lead exposure from exte
rior soil lead and interior dust lead in car
pets, furniture, forced air ducts and similar 
sources. 

Require HUD to conduct research, in co
operation with other federal agencies, on the 
accuracy, cost and availability of various 
testing technologies. 

Congressionally mandated lead paint 
abatement in public housing provides a 
unique "laboratory" for research in the next 
three to five years. That invaluable informa
tion would be made useful. 

The authorized budget for the Office of 
Policy, Development and Research would be 
increased by $5 million to take account of 
these increased research activities. 

b. Mandate a GAO report on liability insurance 

Require GAO to assess the availability of 
liability insurance for lead-related activi
ties. GAO will analyze the insurance "prece
dent" for containment and abatement of 
other hazards (e.g. asbestos) and will provide 
an assessment of the recent insurance expe
rience in the public housing program. 

5. REQUIRE DETAILED ANNUAL REPORTS FOR 
HUD 

Require HUD to submit an annual report 
to Congress that would (1) describe HUD's 
progress in implementing the various pro
grammatic initiatives; (2) summarize the 
most current health and environmental stud
ies on childhood lead poisoning, including 
studies that analyze the relationship be
tween containment and abatement activities 
and reduction in lead exposure; (3) rec
ommend legislative and administrative ini
tiatives that can improve HUD performance 
and expand lead inspection, containment and 
abatement activities. 
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URGENT LEAD PAINT HAZARD PREVENTION ACT

SUMMARY OF AUTHORIZATIONS 
[In millions of dollars and fiscal years) 

1992 1993 

State and local abatement ............................................... I SO 200 
Clearina house .................................. ................................. 10 10 
Public awareness ............................................................... 25 30 
Hotline ................................................................................ S S 
Research and development ....................... ........................ S 10 -----

Total authorization ............................................... 195 255 

HIS HIGHNESS PRINCE HANS 
ADAM OF LIECHTENSTEIN'S 
STATEMENT AT THE U.N. GEN
ERAL ASSEMBLY 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I would 

like to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues the statement that His Se
rene Highness Prince Hans Adam of 
Liechtenstein made before the U .N. 
General Assembly on September 26. 
Liechtenstein is the smallest, and one 
of the newest members of the United 
Nations, and as its Head of State, 
Prince Hans Adam is in a unique posi
tion to offer a fresh perspective on the 
subject of self-determination. 

Prince Hans Adam suggests that 
while a majority of U.N. members sup
port self-determination in theory, its 
practical application warrants further 
study. Prince Hans Adam points out 
that as a rule, discussion of self-deter
mination "starts over a specific case 
when strong emotions are already in
volved." In my view, the current situa
tion in Yugoslavia is a good example of 
this phenomenon. Accordingly, I be
lieve that Prince Hans Adam's sugges
tion that U.N. member states try to de
velop a consensus on the implementa
tion of self-determination is a good 
one. In this regard, I welcome Prince 
Hans Adam's plan to have a study pre
pared on this question, and to submit 
the results to the U .N. General Assem
bly. 

I ask unanimous consent that an ex
cerpt of Prince Hans Adam's speech be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the re
marks were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
ExCERPI' OF REMARKS OF PRINCE HANS ADAM 

OF LIECHTENSTEIN 

Mr. President, in the recent past we have 
been able to witness rapid and almost revolu
tionary political changes in the world. Ten
sions between East and West are greatly re
duced. Europe is not any more divided. Solu
tions to some regional conflicts are as close 
as never before. These developments form 
the background for the new challenges that 
the world community is facing. 

The role of the United Nations has 
changed, the Organization has entered a new 
phase; profiting from the absence of great 
power confrontation, it acts more efficiently 
and concentrates on the cause of peace and 
security. 

Small States have a special need for pro
tection and security. The Principality of 
Liechtenstein, although it is fortunately a 
prosperous and secure country, surrounded 
by two permanently neutral neighbours, 

feels that this issue is of direct relevance. 
Respect for international law is our only 
protection. For these reasons we feel deeply 
committed to the principles of sovereign 
equality, political independence and terri
torial integrity of States. Although we were 
not a member country of this organization in 
1989, we fully support resolution 44121, urging 
Member States inter alia to settle disputes 
peacefully, adhere to the principles of equal 
rights and self-determination of peoples and 
to respect human rights and fundamental 
freedoms. 

Unfortunately, we have seen again and 
again in the history of mankind brutal ag
gressions of one country against another. 
The aggression of Iraq against its small 
neighbour Kuwait was just the last example 
of a long list. The peace-loving countries of 
this world have to be grateful to the United 
Nations and to the Member States which 
took part in the military action against Iraq 
that finally resulted in ending the occupa
tion and preventing the permanent annex
ation of Kuwait. International law served as 
the umbrella for the international response 
to the Gulf crisis and thus constitutes the 
most recent proof that the respect for inter
national law is a small country's only pro
tection. Let us all hope that this crisis was 
a turning point in human history. For as 
long as the United Nations reacts as it did 
during the Gulf crisis, such aggressions will 
cease to become attractive instruments for 
even the most power-hungry dictators. 

Unfortunately, we all know that even if we 
succeed in preventing all aggressions, peace 
and happiness will not come easily to the 
world. Some of the most cruel wars in the 
past decades have been civil wars. Politi
cians and historians can give us many rea
sons why civil wars happen: different cul
tures, languages or religions having difficul
ties to coexist in a single State, oppressed 
minorities, or simply political differences 
which cannot be solved peacefully. 

A solution for some of these problems can 
be found internally if a State · respects 
human rights and fundamental freedoms and 
has democratic institutions that work. But 
history shows us that even then civil wars 
can break out. Human rights can also be vio
lated in countries with a democratic tradi
tion. Democratic institutions can break 
down. There are situations where peaceful 
coexistence between different groups inside a 
single State does not seem to be possible-
whatever the reasons. Should we in those 
cases not endeavor to find other solutions in 
accordance with the principle of self-deter
mination, rather than risking cruel and de
structive civil wars? 

I am aware that he United Nations has 
been good for reasons very prudent concern
ing the principle of self-determination. To 
encourage exercising the right to self-deter
mination might lead to even more civil wars 
and to the disintegration of member States. 
Non-interference in the internal affairs of 
Member States has certainly been a wise pol
icy to follow. Nevertheless, we have to ac
cept the fact that the borders of nearly all 
Member States, including my own country, 
have not been drawn according to the prin
ciple of self-determination. They are usually 
the product of colonial expansion, inter
national treaties or war, and very seldom 
have people been asked where they want to 
belong to. But even if they had been asked, 
a new generation might have another opin
ion; circumstances can change and expecta
tions can remain unfilled. 

A majority of Member States certain sup
ports self-determination in theory. How this 

principle is to be applied in practice has 
however, in my opinion, not been studied 
enough. Usually the discussion starts over a 
specific case when strong emotions are al
ready involved. Would it not be better to at 
least try to find a minimum consensus be
tween Member States on some guiding prin
ciples, when efforts are being made to imple
ment the principles of self-determination? 

To be acceptable to a largest possible num
ber of Member States, such guidelines or 
rules of conduct should foresee a careful evo
lution, which could start from a low level to 
higher levels of autonomy before complete 
independence can be attained. Independence 
is, however, not always the best solution: It 
can be a complicated and sometimes trau
matic process. 

Mr. President, Distinguished Delegates, I 
wish to inform you of my intention to in
struct experts to prepare a preliminary 
study on this question, the outcome of which 
would be submitted in due course to the Gen
eral Assembly if this is considered desirable. 
A convention modelled after the European 
Convention on Human Rights could eventu
ally be the product of these efforts. I would 
like to raise a few points and draw a few 
lines in order to give you an overall idea of 
the possible outline of such an instrument. 

A central question will be to define what 
entity can be the beneficiary of the right to 
self-determination. Several methods have 
been discussed in the past. It might be suffi
cient to establish a minimum size of the area 
and population involved. Setting this mini
mum size very low would have two impor
tant advantages: 

1. Minorities who ask for self-determina
tion would consequently have to grant the 
same rights to their own minorities. Experi
ence shows that they are at times unwilling 
to do so which can be the cause for new prob
lems. 

2. A low minimum size would in my opin
ion lead to a decentralization rather than to 
a break-up of the present States, because for 
small groups and areas independence will not 
always be the best solution. 

For a modern State decentralization has 
political and economical advantages. Decen
tralization is certainly one of the key ele
ments for the prosperity and political stabil
ity of Switzerland, a country without natu
ral resources and a population with four lan
guages, different religions and many politi
cal parties. 

A convention on self-determination could 
foresee several degrees of autonomy before 
independence were granted to a certain re
gion, thus giving the central State and the 
region the time to adapt to the new situa
tion with the likely outcome that the people 
will in most instances prefer autonomy to 
independence. Three degrees of autonomy 
could be envisaged: 

The first degree could involve the election 
of representatives for the new autonomous 
region and consequently the administration 
by those elected representatives of the funds 
which are allocated by the central govern
ment. Some additional rights could be given 
in the fields of culture and education. 

The next step could involve some auton
omy in taxation. Direct taxes would prob
ably better be raised by the regions whereas 
indirect taxation, import duties and the like 
could remain with the central government. A 
financial compensation plan would have to 
be worked out at this stage, taking into ac
count the income and the administrative 
functions of the region that may for instance 
already include the police and the lower 
courts. 
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The third degree of autonomy could in

volve some legislative power. Examples can 
already be studied in some of the decentral
ized States. At this stage of autonomy most 
administrative functions of the central State 
could be turned over to the region with the 
exception of defence and foreign affairs. 
Even regional military units could be set up 
as long as they are integrated into the over
all defence plan. 

The next step of this process-in the case 
it is desired-would be full independence. 

Those States which accept the general 
terms of a possible convention on self-deter
mination could envisage setting up an inter
national commission or court comparable to 
the European Commission and Court for 
Human Rights to which all parties concerned 
could appeal in case of conflicts. Such an ap
proach would offer the possibility to observe 
how these general guidelines work in reality 
and to adjust them if necessary. Other 
States might then be willing to sign the con
vention too, and perhaps one day those 
guidelines on self-determination could be
come generally accepted international law, 
as other conventions have become. 

If we look at human history it seems that 
humanity does not have many alternatives. 
In the past and in the future new States have 
been and will be born, they disappear or 
their borders change. If we look at longer pe
riods of time we see that States have life cy
cles similar to the human beings who created 
them. The life cycle of a State might last for 
many generations but hardly any member 
State of the United Nations has existed in its 
present borders for longer than ten genera
tions. It could be dangerous if one tried to 
put a hold on these cycles, which have been 
present throughout human history. To freeze 
human evolution has in the past often been 
a futile undertaking and has probably 
brought more violence than if such a process 
was controlled peacefully. 

Considering the advances in the field of 
technology, civil wars will become more and 
more destructive, not only for those directly 
involved but also for neighbouring States 
and for our whole environment. The possible 
destruction of a large nuclear power plant in 
a civil war is a frightening example. Would it 
not be much safer to replace the power of 
weapons by the power of voting even if it 
means that new States may be born? 

Mr. President, Distinguished Delegates, as 
the representative of the smallest and of one 
of the youngest member countries, I wish to 
thank you for having given me the oppor
tunity to express my views on a controver
sial subject and to present ideas related 
thereto. 

Liechtenstein is proud to be a member of 
the United Nations, an organization that 
gives full priority to the respect of inter
national law and to the principles of its 
Charter. We shall continue to support all 
United Nations efforts aimed at realizing 
international peace and the respect for 
human rights and fundamental freedoms. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, has 
the time for morning business expired? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator is correct. Under the 
previous order, the period for morning 
business has expired. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

NOMINATION OF CLARENCE THOM
AS, OF GEORGIA, TO BE AN AS
SOCIATE JUSTICE OF THE SU
PREME COURT OF THE UNITED 
STATES 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. We will return to executive ses
sion for the consideration of the nomi
nation of Clarence Thomas to be asso
ciate justice of the Supreme Court. The 
clerk will report the nomination. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The nomination of Clarence Thomas, of 
Georgia, to be an Associate Justice of the 
Supreme Court of the United States. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the nomination. 

Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI]. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Thank you, Mr. 
President. I seek recognition to speak 
on the Thomas nomination. 

Mr. President, I rise to ask my col
leagues in the Senate to join me in a 
call asking for the delay of the vote on 
Judge Thomas until the Senate can 
conduct a full and fair hearing on the 
allegations currently directed to and 
about Judge Thomas alleging that he 
engaged in practices of sexual harass
ment with an employee. 

Mr. President, I do that because I be
lieve there should be no rush to judg
ment, to either prejudge the charges to 
be true or not to be true. This requires 
a full hearing by the U.S. Senate and 
its appropriate processes to get to the 
truth. 

The consequences of not delaying 
this vote are far-reaching. They are 
far-reaching in terms of the actual vote 
that we are about to take, the lives of 
two people who are engaged in this sit
uation, and the future of the Supreme 
Court and the credibility of the U.S. 
Senate. 

Mr. President, where do we find our
selves? We find ourselves in the si tua
tion where Prof. Anita Hill has alleged 
that a nominee for the Supreme Court 
sexually harassed her. 

Mr. President, I do not like the term 
"sexual harassment" because it does 
not give the full impact of what that 
means to the person who must endure 
this type of abuse. And make no mis
take, it is abuse. It is an abusive as a 
physical blow. I prefer the term "sex
ual humiliation," because that is what 
occurs when someone is subjected to 
such treatment. 

Professor Hill has stated that Judge 
Thomas engaged in obscene, vulgar be
havior with her, creating a very hostile 
environment. We do not know if those 
allegations are true. 

We have before us two distinguished 
African-Americans, one from Pin 
Point, GA, who has made the most of 

his life, both opportunity and adver
sity, and who is before the Senate as a 
nominee to the Supreme Court. On the 
other side, we have Prof. Anita Hill, 
who comes from a family of 13 children, 
out of the rural poverty of Oklahoma, 
who goes on to be a scholarship winner, 
a graduate of Yale Law School, and dis
tinguished now in the legal community 
to the point that she is a professor at 
Oklahoma University. 

Both people come to us with distin
guished backgrounds and both people 
come to us with credibility. We owe it 
to both of them to resolve this, because 
only one can be telling the truth, and 
the consequences for both are far
reaching. That is why I encourage a 
delay-so that we could pursue a seri
ous investigation of these charges. 

But, Mr. President, what disturbs me 
as much as the allegations themselves 
is that the Senate appears not to take 
the charge of sexual harassment seri
ously. We have indicated that it was 
not serious enough to be raised as a 
question in the Judiciary Committee. 
We did not think it serious enough to 
apprise Senators themselves that there 
was this allegation. 

I am a Member of the Senate, and I 
think I work hard and do my home
work and so do many of my other col
leagues. As I have called around the 
Senate, I find that my own colleagues 
knew nothing of this until it broke as 
a media story over the weekend. I am 
very disturbed about this. I am dis
turbed because the charges themselves 
have significant consequences for both 
Professor Hill and for Judge Thomas. 
By not taking it seriously, we will 
place a cloud over these two peoples' 
lives for the rest of their lives. 

If Judge Thomas is confirmed with
out a full hearing, he will always be 
the person on the Supreme Court with 
this cloud of allegations over ·him. If 
we do not confirm him in the absence 
of a hearing, then we have voted with
out full evidence on his merit to be on 
the Supreme Court. Either way, by not 
delaying we do a disservice to Judge 
Thomas. 

Then, we have Prof. Anita Hill, from 
a background of rural poverty not un
like Judge Thomas himself-one out of 
Oklahoma, one out of the clay hills of 
Georgia-who has made these allega
tions. She has said she has come forth 
with pain because reliving this situa
tion has, indeed, been extremely pain
ful to her. 

If we do not give full airing to this 
situation, Professor Hill will always be 
the woman who made these allega
tions. And now we face the fact that 
even yesterday Professor Hill was at
tacked on the Senate floor with un
precedented venom. A woman was at
tacked on the Senate floor with un
precedented venom when she was her
self talking about being a victim. We 
owe it to Professor Hill not to attack 
her on the Senate floor but to submit 
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her to a line of questioning about the 
events that she alleges, to see if in fact 
they are true. 

When Professor Hill returns to her 
classroom and goes on with her life, 
she will forever be known as the 
woman who blew the whistle on Judge 
Thomas but that it never was resolved. 
There are very serious consequences 
for Professor Hill and none of them are 
very good. 

If you talk to victims of abuse the 
way I have, they will tell you they are 
often doubly victimized by both the 
event in which they are abused, and 
then subsequently by the way the sys
tem treats them. 

To say these charges could not be 
taken seriously enough to be brought 
to our attention has consequences, as I 
said, for both Professor Hill and for 
Judge Thomas. But let me tell you 
about the other consequences to the 
people of the United States of America. 
If we do not delay, we will never really 
be sure about our nominee to the 
Court, and in addition to that we are 
now sending a message to the Amer
ican people that we do not take sexual 
harassment seriously enough to con
duct a full and serious investigation or 
inquiry into it. 

To anybody out there who wants to 
be a whistle blower, the message is, 
"Don't blow that whistle because you 
will be left out there by yourself." To 
any victim of sexual harassment or 
sexual abuse or sexual violence, either 
in the street or even in his or her own 
home, the message is, "Nobody is going 
to take you seriously, not in the U.S. 
Senate." To the private sector, which 
now has to enforce these laws on sexual 
harassment, whether we call it sexual 
humiliation or whether it is overt 
physical aggression, sexual terrorism, 
the message to the private sector is, 
"Cool it. Even the Senate takes a walk 
on this one." 

Mr. President, that belies our laws 
and regulations. Then what does it say 
to the community? 

Mr. President, I serve on the U.S. 
Naval Academy Board of Visitors. I 
love it. It enables me to interact with 
young people, and make sure that our 
military are fit for duty for the 21st 
century. I was charged with the respon
sibility of being on a board of inquiry 
where allegations of sexual harass
ments took place at the Naval Acad
emy. I worked to investigate the indi
vidual case. But then we found that 
there was a pattern of harassment by 
the male mids to the female mids and 
looking the other way by top adminis
trative officials at the academy. We 
have now straightened that mess out 
with full cooperation of the Secretary 
of Navy, the commanding officers at 
the Naval academy, the midshipmen 
themselves, and the faculty. We have 
worked very hard to say that sexual 
harassment is not tolerated by officers 
and gentlemen. 

What does this say if the U.S. Senate 
cannot delay another few hours? What 
does it say to the admiral who com
mands the brigade at the Naval Acad
emy and says an officer and a gen
tleman never has to look big by mak
ing someone look small? An officer and 
a gentleman of the U.S. Navy never has 
to prove what kind of guy he is by 
abusing gals. 

We want to support that admiral, and 
we want to support the private sector. 
And I want to support the people who 
are the subject of this abuse. 

I do not know who was telling the 
truth. I do not want to prejudge that. 
But regardless of who is telling the 
truth, I want to outline for my col
leagues the serious consequences of us 
not taking it serious enough to delay 
the proceedings of this Senate to give a 
full and amplified hearing. 

Mr. President, we have models for 
this. During the advice and consent 
hearings on John Tower we knew of al
legations about personal practices of 
Senator Tower. They were such a sub
ject of discussion. They were raised 
with him in a committee hearing so he 
could give his own defense, his own ex
planation. We could read the FBI re
port, but Senator NUNN and Senator 
WARNER said here are those allega
tions. We arrived at a judgment. 

We are now conducting a hearing on 
who is going to be the head of the 
Central Intelligence Agency. There is a 
great deal of controversy surrounding 
Mr. Gates. We are talking about the in
telligence community. We found a way 
to get at the facts in an executive ses
sion. Also, those who had issues that 
they wanted to raise with Mr. Gates 
did so in a public forum of the U.S. 
Senate. Then Mr. Gates gave a 20-point 
rebuttal, again subject to question and 
answer. Mr. President, that is the 
American way. 

We have models for getting at those 
issues. I can understand why Professor 
Hill has perhaps wanted not to go pub
lic because of what she felt in the al
leged victimization. But she could have 
done this in executive session and then 
the encouragement of Professor Hill to 
move to another level, and she is now 
ready to do that. 

So what we have now is a nominee of 
the Supreme Court saying no, I did not 
do it. And then we hear nothing more 
from him. 

We have Professor Hill who needs to 
conduct her side of the story through a 
press conference. We are now examin
ing this issue through the media rather 
than doing it through the U.S. Senate. 

The media cannot be a substitute for 
the honorable and traditional proceed
ings of the U.S. Senate. I salute the 
media for bringing it to this Senator's 
attention. It is the only way I would 
have known about it. I feel they have 
done their job. 

Mr. President, it is now time we do 
our job, and our job as U.S. Senators 

gives us the constitutional responsibil
ity to both advise the Senate and to 
advise the President when he sends us 
a nominee and consent to that. His
tory, tradition, and the future of this 
Nation calls forth in us now a passion 
to see that justice is done. 

I strongly encourage my colleagues 
to join with me in asking for a prudent 
timely delay in resolving these allega
tions. 

Mr. EXON. Would the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield to the Sen
ator from New York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, can I 
ask my distinguished friend and 
learned friend from Maryland to stay 
on the floor just one-half a minute? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I am delighted to 
stay. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I want to agree with 
her completely. In fact, I agree with 
what my friend from Nebraska said 
last evening. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
have the floor. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I have the floor. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Would the Senator 

yield the floor? 
Ms. MIKULSKI. After I yield for the 

question of the Senator from Nebraska, 
and then I will yield the floor. 

Does the Senator from Nebraska 
have a question? 

Mr. EXON. I have a question for my 
friend and colleague from Maryland. I 
listened with great interest to her talk 
today. I listened with great interest to 
the talks a lot of people have been 
making on this matter since the rev
elations of this weekend. 

I simply want to say in asking the 
question that those who have tradi
tionally opposed the nomination obvi
ously are happy and pleased with the 
recent developments, the category into 
which this Senator does not fall be
cause I announced my support for the 
nominee. Indeed, when the final vote is 
cast, if it is cast sometime other than 
6 o'clock tonight, I may support Judge 
Thomas. 

I must say, Mr. President, that what 
this Senator is trying to get across is 
some reason for not delaying the vote. 
May I ask my Senator friend from the 
great state of Maryland why the rush 
to judgment? Why is it that we have to 
vote tonight because it has been so de
creed? Is there any reason that my 
friend from Maryland could think of as 
to why it would be bad, or cast the Sen
ate in a bad light, if we simply delayed 
this so that we could find out more, 
hopefully call the two people before the 
Senate Judiciary Committee to ask 
them point blank? 

I do not know who is telling the 
truth. But it is obvious, is not it, that 
either Judge Thomas is not telling the 
truth, or Professor Hill is not telling 
the truth. 

Does the Senator see any reason? 
What possibly could be wrong with de-
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laying the vote for a limited amount of 
time to give everybody a chance, in
cluding I think the chance for Judge 
Thomas to refute this publicly in front 
of the committee, which in my view, 
Mr. President, would be also helpful to 
eliminate any could over the nomina
tion for someone who is about to serve 
30 years on the Supreme Court. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, re
claiming my time, I can think of no 
reason other than parliamentary rules 
that require unanimous consent. I hope 
that our leadership can help resolve 
this issue on both sides of the aisle. 

But in responding to my colleague's 
question, let me say about those who 
were going to vote "no" on the Thomas 
nomination that there is no glee in 
this; I was going to vote "no," because 
I felt that Judge Thomas had been si
lent and evasive on many of the issues, 
and therefore we could not put him on 
the Court. 

But as I come before the Senate, this 
is a melancholy situation in which we 
are letting Judge Thomas down, letting 
Professor fill down, but most of all we 
are letting down the Supreme Court 
and the American people. 

So having said that, I hope that the 
problem is only our own parliamentary 
rules, which we can always deal with. 

Now I would like to yield to the Sen
ator from New York, who I believe ei
ther had a question or wanted to speak 
in his own right. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield the floor, Mr. 

President. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New York. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 

thank the Chair and I thank my friend 
from Maryland for her great courtesy. 

I would like to repeat a point which 
she made. 

I have said earlier that I was reading 
a statement I had meant to give yes
terday morning in support of Judge 
Thomas. But by the time I reached the 
Senate yesterday morning, I had 
learned, as all of us had, I suppose, of 
the statement of Professor Hill. As the 
day went by, I read the FBI report and 
the affidavit. I watched Professor Hill. 
Then, at the close of the day, I learned 
that this FBI report, the affidavit, was 
a matter which was known to at least 
17 Members of this body before unani
mous consent was requested in order to 
vote tonight at a time certain--6 
o'clock. But it was not known to this 
Senator, who could have objected to an 
unanimous-consent request. It was not 
known to the Senator from Maryland, 
who nods in agreement, and who I 
doubt very much would have given con
sent, had she known. Again, I see a nod 
in agreement. 

We cannot have a procedure where 17 
Senators know something which, if 83 
Senators knew, a proceeding of this 
consequence would not take place. 

Therefore, Mr. President, with the 
thought in mind that the Senator from 
Maryland has had and others have had, 
how can we work our way out of this? 

There is a very simple proposal. 
Under rule XXII, on the precedence of 
motions, it states: One, when a ques
tion is pending, no motion shall be re
ceived but to adjourn. 

Accordingly, Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate adjourn until Tuesday, 
October 15, at IO o'clock. I believe I 
have the floor, and I await your ruling. 

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair. 
Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

AKAKA). The Senator from New York 
has the floor. 

The Senator loses the floor upon 
making the motion. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, par
liamentary inquiry. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator 
allow me to speak? 

The motion to adjourn has been 
made. 

May I ask you, Mr. President, will it 
not be disposed of by a vote? 

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair. 
Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. May I ask my col-

leagues to allow the Chair's ruling? 
Mr. CONRAD. This Senator would 

like to make parliamentary inquiry. 
My understanding is that the Sen

ator loses his right to the floor after 
making the motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. The Senator from New York, 
after making the motion, loses the 
floor. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I seek 
recognition. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the 
motion surely has to be disposed of. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to consideration of the mo
tion? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I object. 
Mr. CONRAD. I object. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. I ask for the yeas 

and nays. 
Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair advises the majority leader that 
a quorum call is in progress. 

The assistant legislative clerk con
tinued with the call of the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Order in 
the Senate. The press gallery will re
main quiet. 

The clerk will continue calling the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk con
tinued with the roll. 

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

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

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
raise a parliamentary inquiry. 

Is the motion to adjourn as made by 
the Senator from New York in order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is not 
in order. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New York. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I un

derstand the quorum call has been re
quested. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A 
quorum call is in progress. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I object. 
Mr. MITCHELL. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
The assistant legislative clerk con

tinued with the call of the roll. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New York. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ob
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The bill clerk continued with the call 
of the roll. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I re
quest that further proceedings under 
the quorum call be dispensed with so 
that we may discuss the situation we 
are in, and why people do not want to 
discuss it. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ob
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
an objection. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, with 
great seriousness, in order to proceed 
with the debate on a matter of pro
found consequence-

Mr. GRASSLEY. Regular order. 
Mr. MOYNIBAN. I ask unanimous 

consent that further proceedings under 
the quorum call be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I object. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, in 

order that discussion of a profoundly 
serious issue to American women and 
American men and the Supreme Court 
may proceed, I ask that further pro
ceedings of the quorum call be dis-
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pensed with so that debate might re
sume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

objection. 
Mr. MOYNilIAN. Mr. President, in 

the prayerful thought that we have but 
a limited time on an issue of enormous 
consequence-this surely cannot dis
turb the Senator from Iowa that 
much-I ask that further proceedings 
of the quorum call be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

an objection. 
Mr. MOYNilIAN. Mr. President, there 

are Senators here, and the majority 
leader is on the floor listening to the 
debate. The Senators wish to continue 
debate, to make statements, to see how 
we can work our way out of this situa
tion, and I would ask that, even though 
the Republican leader is not present, 
we might dispense with the quorum 
call. 

I have no intention, Mr. President, of 
offering any other procedural motions, 
but simply proceeding to discuss the 
substance of this profoundly important 
issue. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Will the Senator 
withhold his request? 

Mr. MOYNilIAN. I am happy to do so. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that further pro
ceedings under the quorum call be dis
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for morning business until the 
hour of 12:30 p.m., with Senators per
mitted to speak therein. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

THE NOMINATION OF JUDGE 
THOMAS 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
wish to make clear that, first, I was 
not advised by the Senator from New 
York, prior to his making of the mo
tion to adjourn, of his intention to do 
so. Second, it is not my desire or inten
tion to prevent any Senator from ex
pressing his or her view on the subject 
matter before the Senate, or indeed on 
any other subject at this time, either 
on the substance of the nomination or 
on the process being used to consider 
the nomination, or more specifically, 
the question of whether or not there 
should be delay of the vote by the Sen
ate on the nomination. 

As I stated last evening, on Septem
ber 25, 2 weeks ago tomorrow, during 
the evening, Senator BIDEN, the chair
man of the Judiciary Committee, and 
Senator THuRMOND requested a meet
ing with the minority leader, Senator 
DOLE, and myself, the majority leader. 
In that meeting, they described to us 
the nature of the statement made by 
Prof. Anita Hill regarding the nominee 
and the nominee's, Judge Thomas', de
nial of the assertions of Professor mu. 

We were advised that Professor mll 
had requested two things: First, that 
the information she gave in the form of 
a sworn statement be made available 
to members of the Senate Judiciary 
Committee; and second, that it not be 
made available to anyone else because 
of her concern for the protection of her 
identity. 

Senator BIDEN indicated that he in
tended to comply fully with that re
quest; that he would make the infor
mation available to the Democratic 
members of the committee and would 
not make it available beyond that, in 
accordance with Professor Hill's re
quest. 

Two days later, the committee voted 
and recommended that the matter be 
sent to the Senate, the vote in the 
committee having been 7 to 7. 

Since, to my knowledge at the time, 
there had been full compliance with 
Professor Hill's request, both with re
spect to making the information avail
able to members of the committee and 
not making it available beyond that, 
and the committee having acted, as the 
person responsible for managing the af
fairs of the Senate, and following ex
tensive discussion with Senator DOLE 
and many others involved, I proposed 
to the Senate that there be 4 days for 
debate on the nomination, those 4 days 
being last Thursday and Friday, yes
terday, and today, and that at 6 p.m. 
today, the Senate vote on the nomina
tion. That was approved by unanimous 
consent. That means that each of the 
100 Senators agreed to that procedure. 

Obviously, the events which inter
vened over the weekend, specifically 
the public statements by Professor 
Hill, have created circumstances in 
which many Senators believe that 
there should be a delay in the vote, and 
many Senators have communicated 
that desire to me. There are also other 
Senators who have indicated an unwill
ingness to delay the vote. 

As we all know, but it bears repeat
ing, once the Senate has agreed to set 
a vote by unanimous consent-that is, 
with the approval of each of the 100 
Senators-the only way that the Sen
ate can agree to change that time is by 
the assent of all 100 Senators, and a 
number of Senators have indicated 
that they will not assent to such a 
delay. 

Through late last evening and 
throughout this morning, I have been 
discussing the matter with a number of 

Senators on both sides of the aisle, and 
I will be meeting, prior to the respec
tive party caucuses, with the distin
guished Republican leader and the 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee 
in an effort to determine what the best 
way to proceed in this matter is. 

The allegations made by Professor 
mu are serious. I have never met Pro
fessor mll, but I have watched pa.rt of 
her statement on television yesterday 
and my impression is that of a credible 
person. It is something which Senators 
have the perfect right to express them
selves on, and it is my expectation now 
that a number of Senators are going to 
express themselves on the subject of 
whether or not there ought to be a 
delay and perhaps some other aspect of 
the nomination, and that is entirely 
appropriate, and I encourage any Sen
ator who wishes to do so to express his 
or her view publicly or privately to me. 

But the question on when the Senate 
adjourns or when it does not adjourn, 
the procedure to be used in managing 
the affairs of the Senate can and must 
only be a prerogative of the leadership. 
It is difficult enough, Mr. President, to 
conduct the affairs of the Senate given 
the rules that we have. It would be im
possible, it would produce chaos in the 
Senate were each Senator to determine 
for himself or herself the manner in 
which the Senate will proceed on these 
matters. So I wish to make it clear 
that my response to the earlier motion 
for adjournment is not in any way an 
expression of view on the subject of 
whether or not this vote should be de
layed. I am in the process of consul ting 
with a number of my colleagues in that 
regard. I intend to meet and consult, as 
I always do, with the minority leader 
in that regard. And I will be expressing 
a view on that during the day. So, I do 
not want any impression left that I 
have acted as I have because I wish to 
prevent any Senator from expressing 
his or her view or because I have ex
pressed a view with respect to the tim
ing and circumstance of the vote. 

We are going to try to work it out. 
We are in the process of consul ting, 
trying to figure out the best way to do 
it. And there are appropriate ways in 
which to do that. Therefore, I have ob
tained consent for there to be a period 
for morning business for the express 
purpose of permitting any Senator to 
say anything he or she wants but to 
preclude the possibility of premature 
or other actions taken with respect to 
the manner in which this or any other 
of the Senate's affairs will be con
ducted. 

Mr. President, I note the presence of 
the Republican leader on the floor, and 
I will be pleased to yield to him at this 
time if he wishes to make a comment. 

Mr. DOLE. No. I have been in another 
meeting. I just wonder if the Senate 
majority leader would indicate-as I 
understand, we are not in morning 
business? 
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Mr. MITCHELL. Yes. 
Mr. DOLE. Would that not preclude 

someone making a motion to adjourn 
while in morning business? 

Mr. MITCHELL. My understanding 
is, and I have requested the oppor
tunity here-I have asked the distin
guished Senator from New York, and 
he has advised me he does not intend to 
make any such motion, nor, I believe, 
do any of the other Senators. I do not 
believe that will occur. I have been ad
vised by the Parliamentarian that the 
motion to adjourn was not in order, 
and I obtained that ruling from the 
Chair prior to putting in a quorum call. 

It is my expectation that there is 
now to be merely a period of discussion 
in which any Senator can express him
self or herself on any aspect of the 
matter, but with respect to which no 
motion to adjourn will be made. 

I now ask my colleagues that no such 
motion be made at this time, and that 
I be permitted the opportunity to dis
cuss this matter further will my col
leagues and the Republican leader. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Dakota. 

THE VOTE ON CLARENCE THOMAS 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I have 

just finished reading the FBI reports 
that detail the allegations by Professor 
Hill and the response by Judge Thom
as. Mr. President, Professor Hill has 
made serious allegations to the FBI. 
Judge Thomas has denied those allega
tions to the FBI. Clearly, someone is 
not te111ng the truth. I point out to my 
colleagues that it is a Federal crime to 
lie to a Federal law enforcement offi
cer. 

But here we are at this juncture, get
ting ready to vote tonight and we do 
not know the truth. In fact, neither of 
the parties have been put under oath to 
repeat their statements. 

Mr. President, I believe it is dead 
wrong for the U.S. Senate to vote to
night, before we have taken the time to 
assess these charges. I believe we have 
a responsibility to Judge Thomas. We 
have a responsibility to Professor Hill. 
We have a responsibility to the U.S. 
Supreme Court. Most important of all, 
we have a responsibility to the Amer
ican people. And I believe a rush to 
judgment tonight, before we have had 
an opportunity to assess these charges 
and determine whether or not they are 
valid would be a very serious mistake 
for this body. 

I have also been disturbed by state
ments that I have heard from some of 
our colleagues, statements that Profes
sor Hill does not have any credibility 
because she waited 10 years to make 
these charges. I simply say to my col
leagues: Look at what has happened. 
Since Professor Hill came forward with 
these statements, she has become the 

object of an attack. All too often that 
is what happens to women in this soci
ety, and they know it. They know that 
coming forward with charges of sexual 
harassment in the workplace can put 
them in jeopardy. 

Again, I want to make clear, I do not 
know if Professor Hill is telling the 
truth. I do not know if Judge Thomas 
is telling the truth. In fairness to 
Judge Thomas, we ought to have a 
chance to evaluate these charges and 
clear him or we ought to have a chance 
to demonstrate that there is some va
lidity to the charges by Professor Hill. 
That is only fair to both parties, fair to 
the Supreme Court, fair to the Amer
ican people. 

Mr. President, I am very concerned. 
If the U.S. Senate votes tonight, with
out taking time to review these 
charges, it will appear that the U.S. 
Senate does not care about sexual har
assment or charges of sexual harass
ment. That is exactly the message that 
we are going to send if we do not delay 
and have a chance to hear both parties. 
It is going to look, all across America, 
as though the U.S. Senate cannot be 
bothered with charges of sexual harass
ment, because it does not consider 
them important. 

Mr. President, that is the wrong mes
sage to send to America. Sexual har
assment is wrong, and the U.S. Senate 
ought to say it is wrong, and the U.S. 
Senate ought to stand up and say, 
when charges of this magnitude are 
leveled, we are going to listen and we 
are going to have a chance to hear both 
parties and establish their credibility. 

In watching the events of the last 24 
hours, I have asked myself the ques
tion: Is it any wonder that women do 
not come forward? Is it any wonder 
they do not come forward, when they 
become the object of an attack? 

This morning, Mr. President, I re
ceived a communication from a woman 
who is a faculty member at the Univer
sity of North Dakota law school. She 
knows Anita Hill, and she thinks her 
allegations have a great deal of credi
bility. And, I watched Ms. Hill the 
other day. She seemed to be a credible 
witness to me. Again, I have not 
formed any conclusion because I do not 
think it is fair to form a conclusion. It 
is not fair to form a conclusion until 
we have had a chance to hear both 
sides of this dispute. It is not fair until 
we have had a chance to hear both indi
viduals under oath. That is what we 
ought to be doing, and for the U.S. Sen
ate to go to a vote tonight is wrong. It 
is dead wrong, and it should not hap
pen. We ought to have a chance to look 
at these charges and either clear Judge 
Thomas or make a decision that these 
charges are credible. 

Mr. President, I think what is at 
stake here is now more than the ques
tion of the confirmation of Judge 
Thomas. It is a question of what kind 
of message the U.S. Senate sends to the 

people of America about charges of sex
ual harassment. And we ought to send 
a message that these charges are taken 
seriously; that the U.S. Senate listens 
and then makes a judgment. 

Mr. President, I feel in the strongest 
terms that this vote must be delayed
must be delayed-and I hope as we 
move through this day that cooler 
heads will prevail and this vote will be 
delayed. I thank the Chair and yield 
the floor. 

Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

LIEBERMAN). The Chair recognizes the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS]. 

THE JUDGE THOMAS NOMINATION 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I am 

not going to get into a debate of 
whether or not the vote ought to be de
layed, but I do wish to take this time 
to express to the Senator my views on 
the nomination of Judge Thomas. 

Mr. President, I do not think there 
are more than one or two duties per
formed by the Senate that are more 
important than the consideration and 
confirmation of nominees to the Su
preme Court. 

While much of what we do has an im
pact for a few months or years, the 
seating of Justice on our highest court 
will have an impact beyond our own 
service and even our own lifetimes. 

Though the Supreme Court acts 
without the fanfare of politicians in 
the other two branches, it is every bit 
as important in the lives of Americans. 
It has an impact on every aspect of our 
lives, from the most intimate, personal 
decisions, to the most arcane and dis
tant subjects. 

Can a Vermont woman be barred 
from a job if she is of child-bearing 
age? What actions can Vermont take 
against an out-of-State polluter? How 
much can Vermont regulate nuclear 
energy in its own borders? What dam
ages are allowable for a Vermont com
pany injured by anticompetitive activi
ties? The list goes on and on. 

Mr. President, I am the son of a 
judge. My father was in the Vermont 
court system for over 20 years and 
served as a chief justice in his final 
years. For decades the Vermont Su
preme Court was considered both mod
erate and progressive and was nation
ally respected. Vermont court deci
sions often appear in law school text 
books, a fact that made me quite proud 
during my law school years. During 
that period, justices were appointed ex
clusively from among lower court 
judges. However, in recent years ap
pointments have been made outside the 
court system. In the minds of many, 
this has resulted in too liberal a court. 
This situation might well disturb me. 
However, in the areas of constitutional 
rights it has acted as a protector of 
Vermonters' rights against the recent 
overly conservative decisions of the 
U.S. Supreme Court. 
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The Founding Fathers recognized the 

limits of democracy. Though they had 
thrown off the yoke of a monarchy, 
they certainly were not sure of their 
experiment in democracy. They feared 
the character of elected representa
tives, who might well succumb to pas
sion and the whims of public opinion. 

Their fear was well-founded. All too 
often, I am afraid, Congress gets so 
caught up in the cause-of-the-week 
that it treads dangerously near and 
sometimes upon individual rights. In 
our zeal to stop crime or drugs or dis
sent, we forget about nuisances like 
due process, privacy, or free speech. 

While the diversity in ideology of 
Congress can sometimes weed out the 
worst ideas before their adoption, no 
such check is exerted upon the execu
tive branch, which the Founding Fa
thers may have feared even more than 
its legislative counterpart. 

I do not believe there was one other 
part of the Constitution which gave 
greater concern to our Founding Fa
thers than who should be responsible 
for appointing the Supreme Court. The 
drafters were split between those who 
wanted the Senate to elect the mem
bers of the Supreme Court and those 
who thought the President should have 
sole authority in appointing the Jus
tices. This debate went on for months. 
The result was a compromise which 
gives us the current system in which 
only the President nominates can
didates for the Court, but the Senate 
has the duty to advise and consent on 
each nominee before that person can 
become a Justice of the Supreme 
Court. 

It is illogical to presume that it was 
the intention of this compromise that 
the Senate's sole duty should be to 
pass on the nominee's legal qualifica
tions, character, and judicial tempera
ment. It is clear to me that it also gave 
the Senate the power and obligation to 
ensure that executive branch control of 
the appointing process did not become 
so absolute that the Court could no 
longer serve as a satisfactory arbiter 
between the executive and legislative 
branches. Further, the role of the Sen
ate also should ensure that the Court 
does not become positioned to execute 
a philosophical agenda different from 
the statutory product of the legislative 
branch. 

Their solution was an elegant one. 
Acting as brake on the excesses of ei
ther branch, and as an arbiter on dis
putes between the two, the Supreme 
Court, selected by both and tenured for 
life, would decide the inevitable knotty 
questions of statutory and constitu
tional construction. Finally, and most 
importantly, the Court would protect 
individual rights against the predict
able incursions of the state. 

Article II, section 2 of the Constitu
tion merely provides that the Presi
dent shall nominate, and "by and with 
the Advice and Consent of the Senate, 

shall appoint * * * Judges to the Su
preme Court." The text of the constitu
tion is clear that although the power 
to present a candidate for the Court is 
vested solely in the President, the 
power of appointment is exercised con
currently with the Senate, which must 
review the nomination and may reject 
the President's choice. However, the 
Constitution does not specify the cri
teria for the Senate's decision. There
fore, from a strictly technical stand
point, the Senate may reject a nominee 
for any reason. This "combination of 
brevity and ambiguity is so char
acteristic of the Constitution", Ross, 
"The Functions, Roles, and Duties of 
the Senate in the Supreme Court Ap
pointment Process," 28 William and 
Mary Law Review 633, 635 (1987). 

The question then is how do we make 
this tough decision? On what basis do 
we decide whether a given nominee 
should be allowed to ascend to the 
bench of the Supreme Court? 

There is little disagreement on the 
basic qualifications of a justice-legal 
excellence, judicial temperament, and 
character. By and large, the nominees 
in this century have had outstanding 
legal qualifications. Thus, for example, 
the elite law schools of the land, Har
vard, Yale, Stanford, and Chicago, are 
well represented among the current 
Justices. Further, after completing 
their schooling, most Justices have 
gone on to occupy particularly notable 
positions in the legal community. 
Again, for example, Brennan was a 
State supreme court justice; Marshall, 
Blackmun, Stevens, and Scalia were 
judges of the U.S. Courts of Appeals; 
Marshall had been the Solicitor Gen
eral of the United States and, at the 
time of his appointment, had argued 
more Supreme Court cases than any
one; Scalia taught at several pres
tigious law schools; Rehnquist served 
as a deputy U.S. Attorney General; and 
Powell had been President of the Amer
ican Bar Association. (See, Ross, supra 
at 646, n. 66). 

Political philosophy is important as 
well. Some argue that such an inquiry 
has no place in the nomination or con
firmation process-that Justices sim
ply should be neutral, sage construc
tionists. I disagree. A President has 
many qualified candidates to choose 
from. The determining factor in his se
lection is likely to be the perceived 
philosophy of a nominee. 

It would be naive to believe that the 
President would not ascertain the po
litical philosophy of his nominee. 
There is no doubt that his advisers and 
staff would do a thorough examination 
of the political philosophy of the nomi
nee as well as personal interviews. 
What about the Senate? Must we resign 
ourselves purely to an examination of 
written works of the potential Justice 
and face a nominee who refuses to give 
any indication on critical philosophies 
by claiming it would be inappropriate 

to do outside the context of the facts of 
a particular case? While this sounds 
fine on the surface, this approach gives 
an incredible advantage to the Presi
dent in knowing a great deal more 
about the nominee than the Senate can 
ascertain through the confirmation 
process. 

Given this reality, the Senate must 
look to the philosophy of the nominee 
as well and must insist on appropriate 
answers and discuBSions. Further, I 
also believe the Senate must look be
yond the individual to examine the cu
mulative impact of our actions on the 
Court. 

Although removed from the political 
fray, the Supreme Court is obviously 
not unaffected by politics. Where one 
party dominates over a period of years, 
nominations to the Court will obvi
ously be strongly influenced by that 
party. Roosevelt's frustration with the 
Supreme Court's resistance to the New 
Deal caused him to make one of the 
biggest mistakes of his career when he 
tried to pack the Court. But despite his 
impatience, the Court obviously moved 
to the left during the next 30 years. 

In our own time, Republican Presi
dents have made 13 consecutive nomi
nations, and only one of the eight sit
ting Justices, Justice White, was a 
Democratic appointee. Lyndon John
son was the last Democrat to nominate 
for the Court when in June of 1968 he 
raised the name of Homer Thornberry. 
However, no action was ever taken by 
the Senate on that nomination because 
of the fracas surrounding the at
tempted elevation of Abe Fortas to 
Chief Justice. Johnson's nomination of 
Thurgood Marshall in June of 1967 was 
the last by a Democrat to result in a 
sitting Justice. The Republican stamp 
on the current Court is undeniable. 

But by no means does a President, 
even one of my own party, have the 
right to pick virtually anyone he wants 
who meets minimal qualifications with 
respect to character, legal ability, and 
judicial temperament. This is not a 
pass-fail test. 

In my mind, such a process is en
tirely proper for appointees to the ex
ecutive branch of Government. The 
President should be given wide latitude 
in selecting his Cabinet secretaries and 
key agency personnel. But under the 
Constitution, such deference is inap
propriate in the confirmation of Su
preme Court Justices. Their tenure is 
not limited to the 2 or 4 or 8 years of 
an executive agency appointment. 
They are in position to decide upon our 
collective future for as long as they 
live. And a lifetime is too long to be 
wrong. 

Consider if you will, Mr. President, 
the prospects for the Court over the 
coming years. It seems to me that the 
ages of the sitting Justices and their 
years of service are relevant consider
ations. 
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Justice Date of birth 
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~e ~ 11i1~ ............... ~~ ~ :~ except when age-based reductions in 
Nov. 12. 1908 ·::::::::::::: 83 21 62 employee benefit plans are justified by 

Rehnquist ................... . 
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Blackmun ................... . 

Aor. 20. 1920 ············· 71 16 5551 significant cost considerations. The 
Mar. 26, 1930 ............ 61 IO 

Stevens ...................... . 
O'Connor .................... . 

Mar. 11 , 1936 ............ 55 5 50 EEOC under the Reagan administra-
July 23, 1936 .............. 55 3 5

5
2
1 tion had vigorously litigated to defend 

Scalia ......................... . 
Kennedy ...................... . 
Souter ......................... . Sept. 17, 1939 ........... 52 I 
---------------- this very interpretation of the act. 

The above listing clearly dem
onstrates that the political bent of the 
current members of the Court is decid
edly conservative. The two more mod
erate members are likely to be re
placed in the next 6 years. Justice 
Blackmun is 83 years old and Justice 
White is 74. In addition, two others will 
be well into their 70's. Thus, it is likely 
that two and perhaps four more ap
pointments will occur within the next 6 
years. If one presumes that we con
tinue on the present course and strong 
conservative members are appointed, it 
could be well over 20 years before the 
makeup of the Court could even begin 
to become more moderate. 

There is nothing in the recent his
tory of the Presidency, a history which 
I should say that I have largely sup
ported, to indicate that, absent con
gressional pressure for the balancing of 
the Court, any appointments will be 
made of Justices whose views are more 
centrist than the current Court. 

The current Court is anything but 
centrist. It is hard to even term it con
servative in the traditional sense. For 
not only does it seem unwilling to view 
the Constitution as a living document 
that can and should be interpreted to 
accommodate the evolution of our soci
ety, it seems unable to be faithful to 
the legislative intent of Congress. With 
seemingly increasing frequency, the 
current Court has gone out of its way 
to arrive at twisted constructions of 
congressional intent. In fact, it has be
come almost an unstated policy of the 
newly emboldened conservative major
ity on the Court to seek out precedents 
with which they disagree and reverse 
them. 

Mr. President, the Members of the 
Senate should be very familiar with 
the cases which illustrate this growing 
trend on the Court. The Congress has 
spent considerable time and effort cor
recting and attempting to correct 
these excursions in judicial activism 
recently engaged in by the conserv
ative alleged opponents of that philoso
phy on the Court. Consistently 
strained interpretations of statutory 
language and congressional intent have 
marked many recent and controversial 
and Supreme Court decisions. Below 
are but a few examples. 

BETTS V. OHIO, 109 S.CT. 256 (1989) 

In this case the slim conservative 
majority interpreted the Age Discrimi
nation in Employment Act of 1967 
[ADEA] as providing little or no pro
tection for older workers from dis
crimination in employee benefit plans. 
The original intent of the Congress in 

The Older Workers Benefit Protec
tion Act-Public Law 101-433-was 
passed by the Congress and signed into 
law by President Bush to correct this 
misinterpretation by the Court. 

RUST V. SULLIVAN, 111S.CT.1759 (1991) 

In another 5-4 conservative majority 
opinion, the Court held that freedom of 
speech was not abridged by Federal 
regulations that prohibit federally 
funded family planning clinics from 
providing counseling or referrals re
garding abortion. Congress has acted 
by passing legislation-Title X Preg
nancy Counseling Act-which would 
prohibit the Secretary of HHS from 
acting in compliance with the Court's 
decision. Rather, the bill would guar
antee that projects receiving title X 
funds can "offer pregnant women infor
mation and counseling concerning all 
legal and medical options regarding 
their pregnancies." 

Both the House and the Senate have 
passed bills and the matter is currently 
in conference. Again, legislative action 
is necessary to correct a grievous mis
interpretation by the Court. 

WARDS COVE V. ATONIO, 109 S.CT. 2115 (1989) 

The slim conservative majority was 
again at work in this case. There the 
Court ruled that in disparate impact 
cases under title VII, the burden is on 
the plaintiff to disprove, rather than 
on the employer to prove, the employ
er's business necessity defense for a 
practice with discriminatory effects. 
Further, the practice need not actually 
be essential or indispendable in order 
to pass muster, it only has to serve a 
legitimate employment goal. In so rul
ing, the Court reversed 20 years of judi
cial interpretation and generally ac
cepted practice under title VII. 

The efforts of the Congress to enact 
legislation correcting this and several 
other clearly wrong-headed 1989 deci
sions of the Court are well known. The 
Civil Rights Act of 1990 was vetoed by 
President Bush and the 1991 version is 
currently pending with another veto 
fight appearing likely. 

I have cited only some of the cases in 
which the Court has drastically re
versed fields. Similar examples exist in 
other areas of law. The point is that 
the Court is no longer reflecting a spec
trum of views, but rather appears to be 
advancing the agenda of those on one 
end of the political spectrum. Given 
the extreme tilt existing on the Court 
as presently composed, the addition of 
a new Justice who mirrors the posi
tions of the conservative majority will 
not serve the greater good. 

President Bush and others have ar
gued that diversity is an important ele
ment on the Court. Several of my Sen
ate colleagues have stated their sup
port for this nominee is based more 
upon the belief that his different roots 
will prevent him from becoming just 
one more predictably conservative vote 
on the Court. But diversity of back
grounds, in my opinion, is virtually ir
relevant. If two Justices are likely to 
arrive at the same decision on a given 
case, it matters little that one was 
born to poverty and one to affluence. 

Some may argue that this is a new 
and perhaps inappropriate standard; 
that the recent history has been that 
Presidents are free to appoint nomi
nees reflecting their own view on the 
important issues of the day. I'm afraid 
there may be some truth to this. After 
the rejection of Judge Bork, we did 
seat Justices Kennedy and Souter 
without much protest or fanfare. It 
does concern me that I may be apply
ing here a standard which I did not in
sist upon in connection with Justice 
Souter, the only nomination which oc
curred since I came to the Senate, and 
which the Senate as a whole has not 
applied to any recent candidate. . . 

In terms of the direct comparison 
with Justice Souter, it did strike me 
that he had solid legal qualifications in 
his background that are not possessed 
by Judge Thomas. Further, Justice 
Souter did not have the extensive his
tory of conflicting and troublesome 
public statements on the contentious 
issues of our times to trip up his nomi
nation. Finally, through professional 
contacts that I had with Justice Souter 
prior to his nomination, I had come to 
the opinion that he was an independent 
sort not likely to be easily swayed in 
the formulation of his considered judg
ments. 

Having said this, I still must insist 
that it is not a novel idea that a Presi
dent should look first to the finest ju
rists in the land without regard to phil
osophical or political homogeneity. 
That is the standard which I think we 
should apply, here and always. The 
criticism that we may not have pre
viously lived up to that goal does not 
constitute a binding commitment that 
we must continue the error of our 
ways. 

Our process for determining the 
qualifications of a prospective justice 
is important and frustrating. A nomi
nee has every incentive to tell the Sen
ators what they want to hear. He or 
she can study the confirmation per
formance of his or her predecessors for 
clues on how to win the battle. Does 
anything in the confirmation experi
ences of Judge Bork, Justice Kennedy, 
or Justice Souter suggest that future 
candidates will adopt anything but ex
treme reticence as their confirmation 
strategy? I doubt it. 

The real work of becoming a bona 
fide candidate for the Supreme Court 
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should be completed before a nominee's 
name is announced by the President, 
not at the confirmation table. And yet, 
if the hearings are of limited utility, 
where do we turn? Obviously we must 
look at the published record of a nomi
nee, as well as past decisions and per
formance in other capacities. What 
were the public deeds and accomplish
ments of the nominee? How did he or 
she comport himself or herself in car
rying out their public obligations? This 
is the customary type of yardstick 
used to measure the qualifications of 
candidates. Indeed, until recently this 
was the exclusive means by which 
nominees were measured. 

Against this yardstick, Judge Thom
as' record is troubling, and I cannot 
simply discount it. At the Department 
of Education's Office of Civil Rights, he 
was on the verge of being declared in 
contempt of court for substituting his 
own views of the law for those of the 
court. At the EEOC, where he served in 
a quasijudicial role, he made one state
ment after another that can only be 
characterized as extreme. From pri
vacy to property he espoused views 
that represented remarkable depar
tures from the legal mainstream-de
partures in one direction only-right. 

To his credit, Judge Thomas has 
made a remarkable rise from poverty 
to the threshold of our highest court. 
He has shown that hard work and dis
cipline pay off, and in doing so, has 
served as a great model. His rise has 
not been without missteps, but on the 
whole has been spectacular. In fact, his 
humble beginnings, poor and black in 
the segregated South, have been widely 
touted as the premier component of his 
qualifications for the Court. 

I worked with Judge Thomas when he 
was the Chairman of the Equal Em
ployment Opportunity Commission and 
I served as the ranking member of the 
House Education and Labor Commit
tee. He inherited an agency with sub
stantial problems and did much to rec
tify them. His harshest critics seem de
termined not to credit him with his ac
complishments in this regard. He 
chose, I believe in keeping with the 
philosophy of the President that ap
pointed him, to place great emphasis 
on individual case processing at the ex
pense of broader, class-based remedial 
actions. 

Judge Thomas' tenure on the court of 
appeals has been extremely brief. Fur
ther, the function of a lower court is 
fundamentally different from that of 
the Supreme Court simply because 
there is no route of appeal from the 
latter. The opinions of a Supreme 
Court Justice have a way of becoming 
etched-in-stone law more so than do 
the words of lower court jurists. This 
combination of facts makes it difficult 
to draw any conclusions relevant to 
the confirmation process from Judge 
Thomas' experience on the circuit 
court. 

Judge Thomas' rise has been mete
oric. But it has also been atypical. 
While all of us would love to hold out 
his route as the one path for those born 
to poverty, we know that most people 
will not or cannot take it. Some will be 
deserted by husbands, burdened by 
children, strapped to support family as 
well as self. We can applaud those that 
surmount the hurdles of poverty and 
prejudice, but we cannot forget those 
that fail to clear the bar. 

This, I think, is the fundamental fail
ing of Judge Thomas' judicial philoso
phy. His view of the role of Govern
ment, and particularly the role of Con
gress in society, is pinched and penuri
ous. The alternative is not profligacy. 
Rather, it is a Government that is act
ing aggressively to secure a more just 
society. 

Beyond his philosophy come the 
more traditional questions of qualifica
tions. With respect to his legal quali
fications, I don't think jurists should 
be held to a publish-or-perish standard 
any more than academics. I know when 
I was attorney general, my assistants 
had no time to muse upon the finer 
points of the law, and I am sure the 
same is true of Judge Thomas through
out his career in Government. Running 
an agency permits precious little time 
to engage in scholarly pursuits. 

But there is little in Judge Thomas' 
record to suggest legal excellence. The 
bar association's recommendation was 
tempered, and there is little evidence 
of distinction. This is not surprising. In 
a few years, regardless of whether he 
wins confirmation or not, I am sure we 
will have a much more complete body 
of opinions on which to base our judg
ment. Right now, we simply do not. 

Measuring legal qualifications is a 
relatively objective process compared 
to the subject of character or judicial 
temperament. These can only be sub
jective decisions. And while hearings 
are indeed of limited value, they did 
not provide great reassurance in these 
areas. 

Judge Thomas' answers brushed aside 
one controversial statement after an
other. His willingness to discuss issues 
seemed dependent on the issue itself, 
not some standard of judicial rectitude. 
His statements on privacy and abortion 
were evasive at best, and verged on 
lacking in credibility. 

As I have noted, there are incentives 
to tell your audience what it wants to 
hear, be it the Senate Judiciary Com
mittee or the Heritage Foundation. 
But succumbing to such temptation 
does not seem the hallmark of the best 
candidate we can find for the Supreme 
Court. 

Mr. President. Recent Supreme Court 
decisions and the nomination of Clar
ence Thomas to fill the vacancy on 
Justice Thurgood Marshall has caused 
me to reexamine the role of the Senate 
in the formation and composition of 
the Court. In other words, when it ap-

pears that the philosophical makeup of 
the Court has swung so far, one way or 
the other, that it is at odds with a 
clear majority of the Congress, can we 
legitimately, must we appropriately 
refuse to accept appointments that will 
further exacerbate that disparity? 

I conclude it is not only legitimate 
and appropriate, but also our duty to 
do so. To say and do otherwise is to 
allow the executive branch to wrest 
control of the judiciary. That result-
the veritable hostile takeover of the 
one branch of Government intended to 
be the arbiter between the other two-
is simply not acceptable. 

The outcome, in my mind, is not in 
doubt. And were my side to prevail, I 
know the ultimate outcome would be 
very much in doubt. But I can do noth
ing but cast my vote based on how I 
view this nominee, and this Court, at 
this time. Accordingly, when the Sen
ate meets to consider the issue, I will 
vote against the confirmation of the 
nomination of Judge Clarence Thomas 
to the U.S. Supreme Court. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
one of my colleagues, whom I consid
ered a friend, on the other side of the 
aisle-with absolutely no evidence-is 
telling reporters that I am responsible 
for leaking Anita Hill's story to the 
press. That is wrong. That is untrue. 
Let me say emphatically again that 
nothing could be further from the 
truth. He owes me a public apology. 
Professor Hill struggled to make her 
story known to Senators, and ex
pressed a desire to keep her confiden
tiality protected-I would not violate 
that request. I knew full well the im
pact these charges would have on the 
lives of both Judge Thomas and Profes
sor Hill, and I would never have so cal
lous a disregard for those con
sequences--! resent bitterly the sugges
tion that I would. 

The proper forum for this issue was 
within the confines of the Senate's pro
cedures, and I, too, regret that this has 
spilled out in public. But I demand a 
correction or an apology from any col
league who has accused me of violating 
the trust of Ms. Hill, or the trust of 
this institution. 

Having heard Professor Hill for the 
first time yesterday, I think we should 
have done more to learn about her alle
gations. I will state that it was abso
lutely appropriate, and in fact my 
duty, to report her allegation to the 
full committee for investigation. I did 
that, but, in hindsight, it is my opinion 
that those of us on the committee 
should have insisted on hearing pri
vately or publicly, from both Judge 
Thomas and Professor Hill. 

Now Judge Thomas' supporters are 
trying to divert attention from the se
riousness of the allegations against 
Judge Thomas by dwelling for hours on 
who might have leaked them. They 
have trivialized what is for thousands 
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of women a very serious, very difficult, 
and very intimidating situatio!l. 

The very people who are professing 
outrage over leaks and violation of the 
process are the very people who are, on 
this floor selectively leaking portions 
of the confidential FBI report that 
only Senators may read. I want to fur
ther point out that Judge Thomas' sup
porters are summoning the vast powers 
of the White House, the FBI, and the 
President's party to mount a case 
against one lone woman. Her two law 
school deans spoke glowingly of Ms. 
Hill to National Public Radio but yes
terday, Judge Thomas' supporters pro
duced a letter from one of them im
pugning her integrity. These Senators 
do not want a full hearing on this 
issue. They are selectively pulling in 
statements from whomever they can 
find to try Professor Hill on the floor 
of this senate without giving her a 
chance to speak for herself. 

Professor Hill has said she is willing 
to be questioned by the Judiciary Com
rni ttee. Judge Thomas should come for
ward and do the same. We could hold 
the hearing tomorrow and vote shortly 
thereafter. 

I think that is the procedure that 
should be followed. 

Mr. President, 37 years ago, in 1954, 
the Supreme Court decided that seg
regated school were violating the equal 
protection clause of the Constitution. 
Three years later, in 1957, the Court 
held that a criminal defendant, whose 
liberty is at stake, should not be de
nied a lawyer simply because he or she 
cannot afford to pay for one. In the 
early 1960's, the court rules that the 
Constitution required States to count 
each person's vote equally. In 1970, the 
court decided that poor people could 
not be cut off from welfare without a 
hearing. And in 1973, the Court rules 
that women should be allowed to de
cide for themselves whether or not to 
carry a pregnancy to term. 

These decisions by the Court in the 
postwar era-and there are many oth
ers that I could mention-were bold, 
courageous, and even visionary. Not all 
of them were popular at the time in 
which they were decided. But history 
has shown that all of these decisions 
improved the moral climate of this 
country by making the principles of 
equal justice, fundamental fairness, 
and individual liberty a reality for mi
norities, woman, and the poor. 

It is a sad truth that the current Su
preme Court has none of the vision and 
courage that can be found in the deci
sions which I mentioned. The Court 
can no longer be looked upon as a force 
for equal rights, social justice, and in
dividual liberty. 

Unfortunately, Justice Marshall's 
resignation means that the Court will 
be even less responsive to the concerns 
of rninori ties, the poor, and the dis
advantaged. Justice Marshall devoted 
his career, and even risked his life, in 

the service of equal rights and social 
justice. He improved the lives of mil
lions of people in this country. Blacks, 
Hispanics, women, senior citizens, and 
poor people never had to wonder 
whether Thurgood Marshall was on 
their side. He was their champion-a 
dogged and tenacious defender of their 
rights. 

Justice Marshall's resignation from 
the Supreme Court marks the fifth Su
preme Court vacancy of the Reagan
Bush era. Once his seat is filled, Presi
dents Reagan and Bush will have filled 
a majority of seats on the Supreme 
Court. 

A judicial nominee cannot become a 
member of the High Court simply be
cause the President and his advisers 
are comfortable with that nominee's 
views and judicial philosophy. The Su
preme Court is not an extension of the 
Presidency. The Constitution makes it 
clear that the Supreme Court is a sepa
rate and independent branch of Govern
ment. 

That same Constitution assigned the 
Senate a role in the confirmation proc
ess to help preserve the independence 
of the judiciary. 

The Senate's role has become more 
important in recent years because, 
quite frankly, Presidents Reagan and 
Bush have made no bones about using 
the Court to advance their political 
and social agenda. 

A central part of the Reagan-Bush 
political program has been reversal of 
many landmark Supreme Court deci
sions. Court rulings protecting civil 
rights, constitutional liberties, and a 
woman's right to choose have been 
overturned or jeopardized because the 
Reagan and Bush administrations have 
made good on their campaign pledge to 
appoint judges who are hostile to those 
decisions. As Justice Marshall wrote in 
his dissent in Payne versus Ten
nessee-one of his final opinions for the 
Court-a majority of the Rehnquist 
court has sent "a clear signal that 
scores of established constitutional lib
erties are now ripe for reconsideration, 
thereby inviting-open defiance of our 
precedents." 

Clarence Thomas' nomination must 
be viewed against the backdrop of this 
effort by the Reagan and Bush adminis
trations to remake the Supreme Court 
in their own image. 

In my view Judge Thomas' record at 
the EEOC is, by itself, sufficient 
grounds for opposing his nomination to 
the Supreme Court. While at the EEOC, 
Judge Thomas pursued policies which 
undermined legal protections for mi
norities, women, and the elderly-the 
very people who are most in need of 
protection by the Supreme Court. Dur
ing his tenure as EEOC Chairman, 
thousands of older workers lost their 
right to bring age discrimination suits 
in Federal Court because of the neg
ligence of his agency. Scores of work
ing women who were being discrimi-

nated against because of so-called fetal 
protection policies received a cold 
shoulder from the EEOC. Blacks, His
panics, and women were hurt by his un
relenting hostility toward effective 
civil rights enforcement tools such as 
class action suits and affirmative ac
tion. 

Aside from his record at the EEOC, 
Judge Thomas' legal credentials are 
also a matter of concern. He has not, at 
this stage of his career, compiled the 
exceptional and distinguished legal 
credentials which one expects to find in 
a Supreme Court nominee. The NAACP 
Legal Defense Fund found that Judge 
Thomas' legal and judicial credentials 
fall short of virtually every other 
nominee placed on the Supreme Court 
in this century. 

Judge Thomas' supporters recognize 
that his legal and judicial record are 
not strong reasons to vote in his favor. 
Instead, they stress his background 
and extol his capacity for growth. I do 
not believe that we should put justices 
on the Supreme Court who need to 
grow into the job. A Supreme Court 
seat is not the proper place for on-the
job training; nor is it a reward to be 
handed out for loyal service to the ex
ecutive branch. If, as his supporters 
claim, Judge Thomas has the potential 
to be a great judge, we should let him 
remain on the appeals court for a few 
more years to see if he lives up to that 
potential. 

But President Bush did not want to 
wait. He rushed to put Clarence Thom
as on the Supreme Court. I believe 
that, contrary to his statements to the 
American people, President Bush want
ed to replace Thurgood Marshall with a 
minority. But President Bush also 
wanted to replace Thurgood Marshall 
with a minority whose record would be 
acceptable to the right-wing of his 
party. Clarence Thomas filled the bill. 

Judge Thomas has an extensive and 
controversial record on a wide range of 
important legal and policy issues. He 
discussed that record with the commit
tee in a manner that was evasive, unre
sponsive, implausible and, at times, 
simply unbelievable. Stated bluntly, 
Judge Thomas ran from his record. 

A number of other Senators already 
have pointed out the discrepancies be
tween Judge Thomas' speeches and 
writings on natural law and economic 
rights, and his testimony before the 
committee on those subjects. I also 
have discussed those inconsistencies in 
the committee report. The bottom line 
is that his testimony before the com
rni ttee on those subjects cannot be 
squared with the statements in his 
speeches and writings. 

Judge Thomas' views regarding Con
gress should be of particular interest to 
Senators. Judge Thomas has stated 
that Congress "is out of control," that 
"there is not a great deal of principle 
in Congress," and that "there is Ii ttle 
deliberation and even less wisdom in 
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the manner in which the legislative 
branch conducts its busineBB." Judge 
Thomas has stated that through the 
exercise of its oversight authority, 
Congress has overstepped its constitu
tional bounds and improperly intruded 
upon the province of the executive. 

At his confirmation hearing, Judge 
Thomas dismissed his repeated criti
cisms of Congress as simply remarks 
which sometimes surface during the ev
eryday tension between the executive 
branch and Congress. I believe that 
Judge Thomas' repeated and vehement 
criticisms of Congress raise real ques
tions about whether he would defer to 
congressional intent in statutes which 
he believes are wrong, or support the 
aggressive exercise of Congress' over
sight power in a dispute between the 
legislative and the executive branch. 

Judge Thomas' legal views regarding 
the separation of powers doctrine also 
are disturbing. In a 1988 speech, Judge 
Thomas severely criticized the Su
preme Court's 7-1 decision in Morrison 
versus Olson, a case which held that 
the special prosecutor law passed by 
Congress did not violate the Constitu
tion's separation of powers clause. The 
law was designed to prevent a recur
rence of the 1973 "Saturday Night Mas
sacre," in which President Nixon fired 
Special Prosecutor Archibald Cox be
cause he was doing too good a job pur
suing the Watergate defendants. 

Judge Thomas stated that Justice 
Rehnquist's opinion upholding the spe
cial prosecutor law "failed not only 
conservatives, but all Americans." He 
called Morrison "the most important 
court case since Brown versus Board of 
Education." Judge Thomas went on to 
laud as "remarkable" Justice Scalia's 
dissent in the Morrison case, which 
took a very narrow view of congres
sional power under the separation of 
powers clause. 

At the hearing, Judge Thomas again 
ran from his previous statements. 
When he was asked to give his views 
about the most important court cases 
in the last 20 years, he did not include 
Morrison on the list. Moreover, he indi
cated that he never actually believed 
that Morrison was the most important 
case since Brown, but said it was in 
order to persuade his audience that it 
was significant. In my view such an ex
planation only raises more questions 
than it answers. Unfortunately, it is 
not the only instance in which Judge 
Thomas has tried to explain away a 
controversial statement by asserting 
that he did not really mean what he 
was saying. 

Finally, I questioned Judge Thomas 
about a number of statements in his 
speeches and writings. These state
ments raised questions about whether 
he will approach iBSues that come be
fore the Court with an ideologically 
conservative mindset rather than with 
the even-tempered and balanced judi-

ciousness required of a Supreme Court 
Justice. 

For example, Judge Thomas has writ
ten that the ninth amendment of the 
Constitution-which has been used to 
support a woman's right to choose
could become a "weapon for the en
emies of freedom." In an April 1987 
speech to the Cato Institute, Judge 
Thomas stated that he "agreed whole
heartedly" with former Treasury Sec
retary William Simon's statement that 
"we are careening with frightening 
speed toward collectivism and away 
from free individual sovereignty, to
ward coercive centralized planning and 
away from free individual choices, to
ward a statist dictatorial system and 
away from a nation in which individual 
liberty is sacred." It is difficult to un
derstand how Judge Thomas could as
sert that, in the seventh year of the 
Reagan administration, this country 
was "careening with frightening speed 
toward a statist dictatorial system." 

In an April 1988 speech at Cal State 
University, Judge Thomas declared 
that "those who have been excluded 
from the American dream [increasingly 
are] being used by demagogs who hope 
to harness the anger of the so-called 
underclass for the purposes of [advanc
ing] a political agenda that resembles 
the crude totalitarianism of contem
porary socialist states much more than 
it does the democratic constitutional
ism of the Founding Fathers." 

There are a significant number of 
other statements made by Judge 
Thomas which undoubtedly delighted 
the far right, but which raise real ques
tions about his evenhandedness. Sen
ator KENNEDY placed many of these 
statements into the RECORD last week. 

Judge Thomas' explanation of these 
statements provided little reassurance. 
Judge Thomas stated that when he 
made these remarks, he was only ex
pressing concern about the size of Gov
ernment and about the relationship be
tween the individual and the Govern
ment. At no time did Judge Thomas ex
plain why he employed such extremist 
and ideological rhetoric in order to 
make an elementary point about the 
growth of Government or the relation
ship between the individual and the 
state. Indeed, Judge Thomas' assertion 
that this extremist rhetoric was used 
only to make uncontroversial points 
was repeated too often to have any 
credibility. 

Judge Thomas never really engaged 
in a dialog with the committee about 
the controversial speeches and articles 
which he wrote while Chairman of the 
EEOC. Instead, he simply tried to as
sert that those statements do not 
count. Judge Thomas' suggestion that 
we should give little weight to the 
speeches and articles which he wrote 
prior to becoming a judge was a sweep
ing-and remarkable-attempt to per
suade the committee not to Judge him 
based on his record. 

I start from the assumption that pub
lic officials mean what they say. Judge 
Thomas was going around the country 
and making statements about a num
ber of legal and policy issues. If Judge 
Thomas was publicly expressing views 
that he did not believe, then that, in it
self, raises doubts about his fitness for 
the Supreme Court. 

I also do not believe that a nominee's 
views and beliefs magically disappear 
the moment he or she dons a judge's 
robe. It is naive and unrealistic to 
think otherwise. History tells us that, 
in most cases, a nominee's speeches 
and writing provide a good indication 
of the kind of judge that person will be
come. 

The speeches and writings of Clar
ence Thomas strongly suggest that he 
is a nominee who would fit in all too 
well with the conservative activists on 
the Supreme Court. His refusal to dis
cuss those speeches and writings in a 
straightforward manner, suggests that 
he either does not understand their sig
nificance, or that he did not want to 
engage in a meaningful dialog with the 
committee about these matters. In my 
view, either explanation raises doubts 
about his fitness for the Supreme 
Court. 

Nowhere was Judge Thomas' effort to 
run from his record more transparent 
than in the area of abortion. Unlike ei
ther David Souter or Anthony Ken
nedy, Judge Thomas came before the 
committee with an extensive record on 
the subject of abortion. Every aspect of 
his record relating to abortion strongly 
suggests that he is opposed to a wom
an's rights to choose. He was repeat
edly asked to explain or elaborate upon 
those elements of his record which 
touch on abortion. But Judge Thomas' 
explanation of his record on the abor
tion issue only exacerbated concerns 
about his views on this subject, and 
about his willingness to be candid with 
the committee. 

Much has been said about Judge 
Thomas' endorsement of the Lewis 
Lehrman article entitled "The Dec
laration of Independence and the Mean
ing of the Right to Life." The Lehrman 
article argued that Roe versus Wade 
must be overruled, that fetuses have 
constitutionally enforceable rights, 
and that Congress and the States are 
barred from enacting laws that protect 
the right to choose. 

In a 1987 speech, Judge Thomas called 
this article "a splendid example of ap
plying natural law." But last month, 
Judge Thomas testified to the Judici
ary Committee that he actually re
garded the Lehrman piece as an inap
propriate application of natural law. 
He stated that he praised the Lehrman 
article in order to persuade his con
servative audience that they should 
not be fearful about using natural law. 
In essence, Judge Thomas told us to 
discount this statement because he 
didn't mean what he was saying. Such 
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an explanation only heightens concern 
about his nomination. If, in 1987, Judge 
Thomas was willing to misstate his 
views about the Lehrman article in 
order to win over his audience, how can 
we be certain that Judge Thomas was 
not disavowing the article in order to 
please the committee? 

Judge Thomas also signed onto a 1986 
White House working group report that 
criticized as fatally flawed a whole line 
of cases concerned with the right to 
choose. The report suggested that 
these decisions could ultimately be 
corrected through "the appointment of 
new judges and their confirmation by 
the Senate." 

However, when Judge Thomas was 
questioned about the working group re
port he tried to disavow it by explain
ing that he had never read the section 
of the report which discussed the abor
tion decisions. Once again, Judge 
Thomas' explanation of an important 
and controversial element of his record 
only raises more questions than it an
swers. 

In a 1988 Cato Institute publication 
Judge Thomas criticized another of the 
Supreme Court's decisions on privacy, 
Griswold versus Connecticut, deriding 
a key constitutional argument sup
porting the right to abortion. 

But Judge Thomas testified to the 
committee that he views the Constitu
tion as protecting a marital right to 
privacy. ms testimony is troubling for 
two reasons. First, his testimony to 
the Judiciary Committee during his 
Supreme Court confirmation hearing 
was the first time in which Judge 
Thomas had ever suggested that he 
views the Constitution as protecting a 
right to privacy. Second, Judge Thom
as refused to say whether he believes 
that the right to privacy encompasses 
a woman's right to terminate her preg
nancy. Indeed, Judge Thomas' remarks 
sound eerily similar to statements 
made by other nominees who have paid 
lipservice to the right to privacy and 
then have gone onto the Court and un
dermined the abortion right. 

Because of his extensive record on 
the abortion issue, committee mem
bers questioned him directly about his 
views regarding a woman's right to 
choose. Judge Thomas was not asked 
how he would rule in a particular case. 
But committee members hoped to get a 
sense of how he views the issues raised 
by abortion. 

Despite the fact that Judge Thomas 
answered questions on a slew of con
stitutional issues that will most cer
tainly come before the Court, he would 
not even give us an inkling about how 
he would approach the legal issues 
raised by the abortion question. 

Indeed, when Judge Thomas was 
asked whether he had any views about 
the Roe decision, he made the remark
able statement that he had no opinion 
on the case and that he had never even 
had a discussion about Roe. 

This statement is simply not credi
ble. It is hard to believe that any 
thoughtful attorney or judge has never 
had a discussion or formulated an opin
ion about the Roe case. Moreover, 
Judge Thomas had written an article 
in which he stated that the Court case 
"provoking the most protest from con
servatives is Roe." It is hard to believe 
that Judge Thomas would make a 
statement about Roe in an article he 
had written without ever having 
thought about or discussed the deci
sion. In addition, Judge Thomas testi
fied to the committee that he believed 
that the Constitution protects a right 
to privacy. It is difficult to believe that 
Judge Thomas could reach the conclu
sion that the Constitution protects a 
right to privacy without ever formulat
ing an opinion regarding Roe versus 
Wade, the most significant of the pri
vacy cases. 

Judge Thomas' supporters defended 
his silence on the abortion question. 
They pointed to his statements in sup
port of the right to privacy, even 
though these statements are quite 
similar to the statements of other 
nominees who have gone on to the 
Court and weakened the abortion right. 
They also noted that the issue of 
whether the Constitution protects a 
woman's right to abortion is unsettled, 
and is therefore not appropriate for dis
cussion. But they failed to acknowl
edge that the major reason that a 
woman's right to abortion is unsettled 
is that the Reagan and Bush adminis
trations have consistently made good 
on their campaign promise to appoint 
Justices who would weaken that right. 

To the millions of American women 
wondering where Judge Thomas stands 
on this critical issue, his answer was: 
Trust me, my mind is open, I do not 
have a position or even an opinion on 
the issue of abortion. 

Judge Thomas' statements regarding 
the abortion issue are simply not credi
ble. He wants millions of American 
women to ignore everything he has 
ever said or done in relation to the 
issue of abortion. He wants them to 
dismiss the fact that he-like other 
nominees who have gone onto the 
Court and weakened the right to 
choose-singled out this particular sub
ject for silence during his confirmation 
hearing. And he wants the women of 
this country to entrust their fun
damental right to choose into the 
hands of a man who, by his own admis
sion, does not even regard the issue as 
important enough to merit discussion. 

Members of the Senate cannot ignore 
Judge Thomas' record on abortion. And 
Members of the Senate who support a 
woman's right to choose, should not 
take any solace from the judge's testi
mony before the committee. A wom
an's right to choose is too important to 
be placed into the hands of a man who 
will not discuss his record ' on the issue 

in a candid and straightforward man
ner. 

In my last round of questioning to 
Judge Thomas, I told him that I would 
evaluate his nomination based upon his 
record, and based upon the manner in 
which he discussed that record with 
the committee. Judge Thomas' back
ground and life story are impressive 
and inspiring. But in the end, the ques
tion of where Judge Thomas comes 
from is far less important than the 
question of where he would take the 
Court. 

Everything in Judge Thomas' record 
suggests that he will be an active and 
eager participant in the Rehnquist 
Court's ongoing assault on established 
Court decisions protecting civil rights, 
individual liberties, and the right to 
choose. Judge Thomas' refusal to dis
cuss that record in a candid, thorough 
and straightforward manner only con
firms my concern that he will move the 
Court in the wrong direction. 

I must vote against the nomination 
of Clarence Thomas. · 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

seeks recognition? 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. KOfil. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. KOfil. Mr. President, 2 weeks 
ago, I announced my opposition to 
Judge Thomas on the Senate floor. 
Since that time, I explained my views 
in some detail, and I want to simply 
summarize them now. In stark and 
simple terms, I decided to vote against 
Judge Thomas because I was not satis
fied with his responses to the questions 
he was asked by the committee. They 
did not demonstrate a mastery of legal 
issues. They failed to reveal a coherent 
and consistent approach to constitu
tional interpretation. And they were 
nonresponsive to legitimate questions 
about basic values as opposed to future 
rulings. 

Mr. President, those objections and 
concerns, so carefully considered be
fore I became aware of the allegations 
regarding sexual harassment, are still 
valid. They still form the core of my 
opposition to this nominee. These is
sues seem to have paled in the last few 
days, as legal arguments have been 
overwhelmed by Professor Hill's 
charges of sexual harassment. I want 
to comment on these. A cloud now 
hangs over this confirmation. Whether 
the nominee is confirmed or rejected, 
the decision will be tainted by unre
solved claims and counterclaims. That 
is not acceptable. In fact, it ought not 
to be tolerated. 
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This whole process has been cheap

ened, soiled, and made ugly. If we vote 
today without attempting to find out 
more, we will have let the country 
down. I am not saying that Professor 
Hill's allegations are well-founded. I do 
not know if they are. But that is a 
tragedy; we should know. And now that 
this matter has become public, now 
that she has agreed to come forward, 
we should take steps to find out. 

I wish, Mr. President, that we could 
delay this vote. Judge Thomas is not 
well served by being confirmed or de
feated under these circumstances. 
While I will not vote for him, I do not 
wish to punish him by sending his nom
ination disposed of under this cloud of 
uncertainty. And, similarly, Professor 
Hill deserves better than an inquisition 
before the media. She deserves to have 
her case investigated carefully and ob
jectively. And the Supreme Court-one 
of the institutions in which people 
have the most faith-has been 
trivialized and weakened. 

Mr. President, we ought to delay this 
vote. Judge Thomas will not be able to 
do justice on the Supreme Court with 
this issue hanging over his head. Pro
fessor Hill will never get justice, if her 
claim is not taken seriously. And the 
American people will not have justice 
done on their behalf, if we rush to judg
ment without taking our responsibility 
to carefully investigate this matter. 

I ask unanimous consent that a com
plete statement setting forth my con
cerns appear in the RECORD at the con
clusion of these remarks. 

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

Mr. President, over the past 43 years Judge 
Thomas has demonstrated many admirable 
qualities. He has demonstrated that he has 
the strength to ·~riumph over adversity. He 
has demonstr1"1 ted that he has retained his 
sense of humor, and that he has the respect 
and admiration of his many friends. 

In my judgment, however, he has not 
shown why his professional qualifications
as opposed to his personal accomplish
ments-justify his elevation to the Supreme 
Court. Let me tell you why. 

First, Judge Thomas lacked a clear judi
cial philosophy. Less than 2 years ago, when 
Judge Thomas was nominated to serve on 
the appeals court, he told us that he "[did] 
not have a fully developed constitutional 
philosophy." That did not disqualify him for 
a lower court. But it would for the Supreme 
Court, which interprets the Constitution in 
which we, as a people, place our faith and on 
which our freedoms, as a nation, rest. 

So, it was my hope that at the hearing, 
Judge Thomas would articulate a clear vi
sion of the Constitution. Unfortunately, 
after listening to Judge Thomas testify, we 
were unable to determine what views and 
values he would bring to the bench. 

Second, Judge Thomas demonstrated selec
tive recall. He emphasized his experiences as 
a young man, but asked us to discount many 
of the views he expressed as an adult. For ex
ample, we asked Judge Thomas about his 
past musings on natural law, his dismissal of 
almost all forms of affirmative action, and 
his extensive criticism of Congress-an im-

portant issue, given that the Court is sup
posed to be guided by congressional intent. 
But he dismissed all of his statements, 
claiming that they would have no impact on 
his decisions. 

Simply put, I cannot accept this approach. 
It is totally unrealistic to expect that a Jus
tice will not bring his values to the Court. 
Presidents nominate candidates based on 
their values and the Senate must consider 
them as well. As Chief Justice Rehnquist 
wrote: 

Proof that a Justice's mind at the time he 
joined the Court was a complete [blank 
slate] in the area of Constitutional adjudica
tion would be evidence of lack of qualifica
tion, not lack of bias.-Laird v. Tatum, 409 
U.S. 824, 835 (1972) (Chambers opinion of 
Rehnquist, J.). 

I agree with the Chief Justice: Either we 
judge Clarence Thomas on his complete 
record or we don't consider his record at all. 

Third, Judge Thomas is an oratorical op
portunist. Judge Thomas crafted policy 
statements apparently tailored to win the 
support of specific audiences-and then later 
repudiated these very same positions. In a 
1987 speech to the Federalist Society, for in
stance, he said that Lew Lehrman's article 
arguing for constitutional protection for the 
fetus was a "splendid example of applying 
natural law." But at the hearings he indi
cated that he had made these comments to 
win the support of his conservative audience. 
In fact, Judge Thomas said he had only 
skimmed the Lehrman article, and that he 
had never actually approved of its content. 
Mr. President, to paraphrase Abraham Lin
coln, "You can only fool some of the people 
some of the time." 

Fourth, Judge Thomas' answers to ques
tions on Roe versus Wade suggest an aston
ishing lack of legal curiosity. He told the 
committee that Roe versus Wade was one of 
the most important Supreme Court decisions 
of the last 20 years. Yet he also told the com
mittee that he had never discussed that deci
sion and had no views about it. By compari
son, at his hearing Justice Souter told me 
that "everybody was arguing about" Roe 
when it came out, and that he "[could] re
member not only I but others whom I knew, 
really switching back and forth, playing dev
il's advocate on Roe versus Wade." 

Fifth, Judge Thomas demonstrated limited 
legal knowledge. When asked questions of 
law, many of his replies were disappointing. 
In contrast, Justice Souter displayed a 
wealth of constitutional understanding. 
Judge Thomas lacks this depth of knowl
edge, but that is not surprising. For, after 
all, he has been an appellate court judge for 
less than 2 years, and prior to that he was a 
policymaker. 

In sum, Judge Thomas had a full and fair 
opportunity to demonstrate to the commit
tee, the Senate, and the country why he 
should be confirmed. He failed to do that. He 
failed to discharge his burden of proof. He 
failed to demonstrate the level of judicial ex
cellence which ought to be required on the 
Supreme Court. And, as a result, he failed to 
win my vote. 

Mr. President, initially, I welcomed Judge 
Thomas' nomination because I believe that 
diversity on the Court is desirable. But di
versity alone is not sufficient qualification. 
A high level of legal distinction is also re
quired. In my judgment, though, Judge 
Thomas did not meet that requirement. 

Finally, Mr. President, I still expect that 
Judge Thomas will win the approval of a ma
jority of my colleagues in the full Senate. 
Their support for his nomination will, I sus-

pect, be based on the hope that Judge Thom
as will continue to grow as a jurist. Though 
I do not share their vote, I do share their 
hope-that Judge Thomas, if confirmed, will 
one day become an outstanding Justice. 

Mr. KOHL. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. GARN. I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

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

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of Clarence Thomas to be an 
Associate Justice of the Supreme 
Court. 

I concluded this some weeks ago, 
having had the opportunity to meet 
Clarence and question him quite at 
great length. 

I asked him about the question of af
firmative action, which has been 
brought up many, many times. As I 
have read the newspaper accounts 
about how he is opposed to affirmative 
action, and I have listened to some of 
the civil rights leaders constantly say 
that, I think the American people 
should know that that simply is not 
true. 

When I asked him about this issue, 
he said very passionately and with 
great emotion: 

Senator, I am a product of affirmative ac
tion. I would not have the education I have, 
I would not be where I am today, had I not 
had people help me. So I believe in affirma
tive action. I do not believe in quotas. I do 
not believe in lowering standards. I do not 
believe in preferential treatment. But af
firmative action should be for disadvantaged 
people, not just minorities-whites, blacks, 
Hispanics-anyone who has not had equal op
portunity, who has not had the educational 
opportunities. We need programs for them. 
We need to bring them up. We need to edu
cate them. We need to create opportunities 
for them. 

That certainly is this Senator's defi
nition of affirmative action. I served 
with Hubert Humphrey. He was a great 
Senator, not of my political party or 
my political philosophy, and I had the 
opportunity on many occasions to dis
cuss with him civil rights. I do not 
think his definition of affirmative was 
any different than Clarence Thomas'. 
As a matter of fact, the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 was very clear in trying to 
create a colorblind society. 

And Senator Humphrey certainly 
talked against quotas and preferential 
treatment. But he talked, as Clarence 
Thomas did, about creating oppor
tunity for all. So Clarence Thomas is a 
product of affirmative action, and I am 
amazed that we continue to have this 
dissension over that particular issue. 

So I rise in support of Clarence 
Thomas without any reservations at 
all. He is an incredibly decent, kind 
human being, well qualified to sit upon 
the Supreme Court of the United 
States. 
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But what I am more troubled with, 

after 17 years in the Senate, is what 
the Senate is becoming. I wonder how 
many people in this body could pass 
the test we are now placing upon nomi
nees for both the executive and the ju
dicial branches of Government, a test 
that I am afraid many of us would fail. 
As long as we can go out and give 
speeches, raise millions of dollars to 
convince our constituents that we 
should be elected, we can stand here 
and say, "But we are answerable to the 
people." 

As I look at some of the campaigns 
that are run, I wonder who the real 
candidates are. If we had to go through 
the FBI checks, if we had to sit before 
a panel asking us detailed questions 
about our personal lives, where in cam
paigns we can be articulate and we can 
run our 30-second spots and create im
ages and presentations of what we are 
that may not be real, it is a very dif
ferent process. 

So in some cases, I think the kettle 
is calling the pot black. But having 
served for 17 years and having served 
under both Republican and Democratic 
Presidents, I am disturbed at the proc
ess that is going on, how we have set 
ourselves up as judges of all this 
minute detail. And I do not want to in
dicate in any way that we should not 
perform our responsibilities of advice 
and consent-that is under the Con
stitution-or the nominees should not 
be asked tough questions. 

But when we start to savage people, 
when we have made up our minds on a 
nominee for any position, either for or 
against, before we have heard the evi
dence, that would be in our judicial 
system like a jury having already made 
up their minds before they heard any of 
the evidence. It seems to me that that 
is wrong, and that jury would be dis
qualified. And yet this body, on both 
sides, many people made up their 
minds for or against before any hear
ings and even been held. That is not 
fair. That is not right to judge some
body innocent or guilty before you 
have heard the evidence. 

Then when we start creating evi
dence, we do everything we can to sav
age somebody, there is something so 
un-Christian, so intellectually dishon
est about that. And we have seen it 
happen more and more. We saw it hap
pen to our colleague, John Tower, with 
misinformation, actual lies, distortions 
of record, somebody who served for 24 
years in this body in a distinguished 
manner, and we savaged him. 

And we took Judge Bork, and un
doubtedly no one talked about his lack 
of qualification to be an Associate Jus
tice of the Supreme Court. But people 
did not like his philosophy. Well, fine; 
then vote against him. But you do not 
have to go around manufacturing 
things and running political campaigns 
out there. The Founding Fathers, I do 
not believe, in the advice and consent 

process, thought that we would run po
litical campaigns for these jobs and 
groups would go out there and dig in 
every nook and cranny of the country 
and try to find something wrong with 
somebody: Do not care about your fel
low human beings; savage them; take 
them apart if you do not like their phi
losophy. 

So now we are doing the same thing 
to Clarence Thomas. These latest 
charges are obviously serious. But 
where was this woman in his other con
firmation processes; where has she 
been the last 10 years with these 
charges? It looks to me like part of a 
plot to get Clarence, delay, and bring 
her out of the woodwork 10 years later 
to make some charges that the FBI has 
already created. 

When does it stop? what do we do to 
this country? Who is going to want to 
serve? Who wants to be Secretary of 
Commerce, or a Judge, or Assistant 
Secretary, or a head of the regulatory 
agencies, if this is what they have to 
look forward to: arrogance from the 
Senate. We do not like their views, so 
we are going to take them apart. We 
will hire investigators to go out and 
find everything we can wrong with 
them, and then disclose it to the coun
try and smear them. 

I think what is more on trial here 
than Clarence Thomas is the Senate of 
the United States. It is time we got 
back to some civility in this body. It is 
time we got back to the comity I heard 
about when I got here-and I did not 
say comedy; I said comity-that we got 
back to that, when there was some de
cency and interaction between us. 

This is supposed to be the greatest 
deliberative body on Earth. It certainly 
is not showing it over the last 2 or 3 
years. And if we want to deteriorate 
the quality of Government, then let us 
just keep it up. When you scour this 
country for Republicans or Democrats 
for any high offices in this country, 
they are going to say: No; I am not 
going to subject myself to that kind of 
treatment. I am not going to have my 
family subjected to that kind of treat
ment. 

I would suggest the press start look
ing at this aspect of it, start looking at 
the Senate of the United States and see 
if we are really performing our func
tion as we should, with some honesty 
and some integrity. 

I happen to start from the premise 
that, unless I can find something ter
ribly wrong with a nominee, I think a 
President has his right to choose. I felt 
that way when President Carter was 
President of this country. He sent up 
judge nominations that I was not par
ticularly happy with, and yet I did not 
vote against one of them a single time, 
because if they were qualified and were 
men and women of integrity, then I 
thought the benefit of the doubt should 
go with the President of the United 
States. 

So I am not up here making a par
tisan statement in any way whatso
ever. I am talking about a process that 
I think has been totally and com
pletely distorted, and it is time the 
Senate started behaving like the great
est deliberative body on Earth, started 
behaving with a little kindness, rather 
than just this gut politics, that if we do 
not like someone, rather than just vot
ing against and expressing displeasure 
and letting the will of the Senate take 
place, we are going to get them. 

There are many days when this Sen
ator is glad I only have a little more 
than a year left. I hope the Senate will 
come to its senses, and again I am 
speaking much more generally than 
just the issue of Clarence Thomas, to 
the issue of will we start behaving the 
way the American people think we 
should; when will we start behaving 
with the responsibility that our con
stituents gave to us when we were 
elected? 

Well, I hope it does not continue. I 
hope we will come to some reason and 
stop this kind of behavior, and confirm 
good people of either party. I will en
thusiastically vote this afternoon for 
Clarence Thomas, and I sincerely hope 
the games stop, and that we do vote 
this afternoon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. HATCH]. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am 
happy to have this opportunity to 
make a few remarks and clarify the 
record. I know my distinguished friend 
from Ohio feels I named him as the per
son who leaked the information with 
regard to the FBI report, and that is 
not true. 

I must have been interviewed 50 
times on this. I have my suspicions 
who did, and I do not believe it was any 
Senator who leaked the report. I do be
lieve it was staff. But I have to say I 
never said that the distinguished Sen
ator from Ohio did leak the report. 

Now, having said that--
Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 

will the Senator from Utah yield for 1 
minute? 

Mr. HATCH. Let me say one other 
thing. I apologize if that was the impli
cation that the Senator took. It ap
pears to me, in the New York Times 
today, in an article written by Mr. 
Wines, a journalist named Wines, that 
he accused me of saying that I had said 
that Senator METZENBAUM was the 
only person who could have done it. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I just want to 
know that I have not, nor has my 
staff-and I say that professionally
neither I nor my staff made this story 
available. 

Mr. HATCH. I am happy to hear that. 
I take the Senator's word on it. But I 
have to say somebody on somebody's 
staff did that. I will take the Senator's 
word that it was not him or his staff. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thank the Sen
ator. 
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Mr. HATCH. The Senator is welcome. 
Somebody did it because the only 

people who had access to these mate
rials were U.S. Senators. Now, I am 
happy to take the word of the distin
guished Senator from Ohio that it was 
not him. The only thing I ever said 
that I recall was that the Senator from 
Ohio and the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] their staffers from 
the Labor Committee were the ones 
who initially contacted Anita Hill and, 
of course, did the initial investigation 
on this matter before anybody from the 
Judiciary Committee staff, which is 
supposed to do the investigating. 

That does not negate the fact that I 
am highly offended by this October sur
prise. 

Now, let us just go back over the 
facts. All seven who voted against 
Judge Thomas on the committee knew 
about these allegations before the vote 
took place. None of them were in the 
dark. All of them knew about it. Any 
one of them could have asked for a 
week's delay automatically under the 
rules. Not one did. Any one of them 
could have raised the issued at that 
time. Not one did. And any one of them 
could have had this matter aired before 
that vote. Not one did. 

One Senator in particular talked 
about filibustering this matter. I raised 
the issue during that markup, I said, 
"can you imagine liberals filibustering 
one of two nominees in the history of 
the Court who were African-Ameri
cans?" I could not imagine it myself. 
But then it really began. Every effort 
was made to invoke the rules and to 
delay the matter and to try to get it 
past last Friday, because I guess they 
presumed that there would be an in
terim 10-day recess and there would be 
a full 2 v1·eeks where Judge Thomas 
could be smeared while all of us were 
out of town" 

I am not going to point the finger at 
any particular Senator, but we know 
that it had to come from a Senator's 
staff or a Senator in this body, because 
nobody else knew about that report. 
And it is reprehensible. 

Mr. President, I believe that if Sen
ators put this October surprise allega
tion in context, they will not only 
want the vote to go forward, but they 
will not feel this recent allegation 
should bear on the nomination. I un
derstand if sexual harassment occurs, 
it is a serious thing. I do not condone 
it in any way. It should not happen. I 
understand that elected officials need 
to take it seriously. I think perhaps in 
this sense the debate has been interest
ing and perhaps beneficial. 

But now I would like to go back and 
just spend a few minutes talking about 
the allegations of Miss Hill. Now, what 
is the context of this recent allegation? 
Allegedly the harassment occurred 
while the accuser was working for 
Judge Thomas while he was Assistant 
Secretary for Civil Rights at the De-

partment of Education. This was a po
sition to which he was appointed in 
1981. 

The accuser did not file a complaint 
with the Department's Equal Oppor
tunity Office. The accuser did not com
plain to the Inspector General or the 
general counsel or any one else at the 
Department. Not one person. The indi
vidual did not complain to the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission. 

She did not come forward to disclose 
the alleged harassment when the judge 
was nominated to chair the EEOC, 
which, by the way, is the most impor
tant Government agency dealing with 
sex discrimination. And she is not 
some young high school secretary. She 
is a Yale law graduate interested in 
civil rights and these issues and an ex
pert on them. Instead, what did she do? 
She left the Department of Education 
with Judge Thomas and went to the 
Equal Employment Opportunity Com
mission with Judge Thomas and 
worked with him for a period of time 
there. 

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. HATCH. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. KERRY. As I listened to the Sen

ator going through the chronology 
here, it seems to underscore to me the 
fact that is why we are where we are. 
Indeed, that may be the chronology 
and that maybe in fact all the facts 
stack up on the side the Senator is ar
ticulating. But the question I ask the 
Senator is: Does he not sense that be
cause we are where we are, because this 
has now become public, because Sen
ators outside of the committee were 
not aware of this, because the full Sen
ate must vote in order to confirm and 
advise and consent, that because the 
Nation as a whole and particularly the 
50 percent or more of our country made 
up of women now have a doubt about 
the process, do we not have an obliga
tion to air the very kinds of arguments 
the Senator is making in an appro
priate way? Should we not act to pro
vide people that sense that there is in
tegrity and a process, so that the facts 
be put in place, and not simply by the 
Senator from Utah, who I know speaks 
with conviction and a sense of faith 
about it, that he not be the sole voice 
in this? 

Mr. HATCH. I think it is a good ques
tion, but I have to point out to the 
Senator that everybody on the com
mittee knew about that. Part of our 
job is to screen these things out, and 
all 14 members of the committee basi
cally found them out. They have had 
full access to the FBI reports. 

We have a disparity. We have Miss 
Hill alleging that there was sexual har
assment and we have Judge Thomas de
nying it. Now, nothing is going to 
occur to change those two facts. It is 
nice to say that and it is nice to talk 
about that, but we are talking about a 
Supreme Court Justice nomination, 

and we are talking about proceeding 
because he has been smeared over the 
last 3 days, 4 days, while most of us 
were out of town and we do not want to 
see the smear continue. And in all hon
esty, I am pointing out here right now 
and I am going to continue to point out 
the discrepancies in her press con
ference and some of the other things 
that she has said. 

Mr. KERRY. Well, I understand that. 
Mr. HATCH. Let me finish my re

marks and I think I will clarify for the 
Senator what I am saying because I am 
going to go into some newer things 
today if I can. 

What I am saying is that even though 
she claims sexual harassment, she 
leaves the Department of Education 
and goes right along as one of his top 
staff people at the EEOC. There she 
justifies that on the basis that the har
assment had stopped and that she did 
not want to lose her job. 

First of all, let us understand some
thing. As a graduate of Yale Law 
School, a woman graduate of Yale Law 
School, there is no question in my 
mind she would have had a job any
where she wanted, especially in this 
town, almost anywhere she wanted. 
She knows it, and everybody else 
knows it. And she had a job when she 
wanted it. And she could have gotten a 
job almost any time she wanted it, not 
only here but elsewhere. But she goes 
to the EEOC with Judge Thomas. 

Now I ask my colleagues, is that the 
behavior of someone who has been sex
ually harassed? 

Then she claims that he talked to her 
again there, that he continued to press 
her for dates, she said. 

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. HATCH. Let me finish my state
ment then I will be happy to answer 
any questions. 

She says he continually pressed her 
for dates. And then she claims he 
talked about sexual matters with her. 
Well, she is at the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission. She is a Yale 
law graduate. If she was offended by it, 
if that is what happened, why did she 
not make a complaint right then and 
there? She was not going to lose her 
job. As a matter of fact, the law says 
she could not lose her job making that 
allegation. She knew the law, and she 
did not complain. And the Yale Law 
School graduate claims that she feared 
about getting her next job. Come on. 

Now, as I understand it, the accuser 
says that she was also, as I have said, 
harassed at the EEOC. She never com
plained to a relevant official there. She 
then left the EEOC in 1983. Now, keep 
in mind, she lived through the second 
confirmation of Judge Thomas. She 
went with him after the first time he 
was confirmed to the EEOC. Then she 
lived through the second confirmation 
of Judge Thomas. 

That is the third time he was con
firmed because he was confirmed to the 
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Office of Civil Rights, as Assistant Sec
retary of Civil Rights in the Education 
Department. 

So she had been around for two con
firmations, which occurred after the al
leged sexual harassment. The reason I 
mention these confirmations is because 
that is pretty important. These are im
portant positions and he is now in his 
fourth confirmation period, with no 
one ever having raised the slightest 
criticism of his personal conduct, no 
one until this last weekend while we 
were all out of town. 

Let me tell you, there is no one to 
my knowledge in the history of this 
country, who has been confirmed four 
times in 9 years-no one-confirmed by 
this very body, with all 100 of us look
ing at these matters. And I have pre
sided over three of those confirmations 
and have participated in the other two, 
including the pending confirmation. 
Let me tell you, if anybody could have 
given him a rough time on those other 
confirmations, they would have; they 
tried. But not on these types of allega
tions. 

So she never came forth at the De
partment of Education and made a 
complaint or said anything to anybody 
in authority. She did not come forth in 
the first confirmation to the EEOC, but 
came with him and worked at the 
EEOC. Does that sound like somebody 
who has been sexually harassed? And 
then, she did not come forth in, I be
lieve it was 1986, when he was recon
firmed to the EEOC. Nor did she come 
forth when Judge Thomas was nomi
nated for his position as a judge on the 
Circuit Court of Appeals for the Dis
trict of Columbia. She never came 
forth with this accusation until around 
September 3, when Labor Committee 
staffers from Senator METZENBAUM and 
Senator KENNEDY contacted her. 

She says they contacted her. Senator 
METZENBAUM, as I recall his testi
mony-I want to be honest about this 
and frank about it, I think he said she 
contacted them. I do not know which 
way it happened. 

But she did not come forth when he 
was nominated to be an Associate Jus
tice on the Supreme Court; not at first. 
It happened around September 3. And 
she was not contacted by regular inves
tigators from the committee staff ·who 
are supposed to do this type of work. 
No, we heard testimony from 100 wit
nesses but none from this individual. 
This privately made accusation was in
vestigated by the FBI. The FBI report 
was available to the Judiciary Com
mittee before its vote and of course it 
has been, since then, available to ev
erybody in the U.S. Senate. 

No Senator on the committee or dur
ing the 2 full days of floor debate had 
even alluded to it, much less suggested 
that we should delay consideration of 
the vote. Indeed, no one asked for fur
ther investigation during the entire 
time. 

That, naturally, has upset a lot of 
women out there and I thing rightly so. 
But I just want to get back to that 
time, because I am personally offended 
that some staff of our colleagues in 
this body, according to one press ac
count would criticize the chairman of 
the Judiciary Committee who con
ducted this in the most upright, 
straightforward way I know and went 
personally to every one of the seven 
who voted against Judge Thomas, as 
though he should have done something 
more. 

The fact is, it came down to an alle
gation by a woman which was rebutted 
by Judge Thomas and by Judge Thom
as' whole life. Everybody sat there and 
watched him in one of the longest con
firmation proceedings in the history of 
the Supreme Court. 

There are a couple of other things I 
would like to just say, just to make 
this entire recent development under
stood by a lot more people. Something 
that bothers me is this woman is so 
upset at Judge Thomas, suddenly, after 
10 years and after all these opportuni
ties to tell her story, all of these posi
tions being important positions, all 
confirmable positions. 

I understand that there are phone 
logs of Judge Thomas from 1984 for
ward, reflecting quite a few telephone 
calls from none other than Anita Hill. 
Let me just give you a sample of tele
phone messages from her. On January 
31, 1984-this is approximately 2 years 
after she left the EEOC. "Just called to 
say hello. Sorry she didn't get to see 
you last week." 

That was the handwritten note by 
the person who took the call for Judge 
Thomas. 

On August 29, 1984, "Needs your ad
vice on getting research grants." From 
Anita Hill, from Professor Hill. Why is 
she calling Judge Thomas-then Chair
man Thomas, Chairman of the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commis
sion-if she was so upset at him? If this 
really had happened, why would she 
call him, of all people? 

On August 30, 1984, "Anita returned 
your call." So the judge presumably 
called her back to try to help her on 
the research grants, when she called on 
August 29, 1984. 

March 4, 1985, "Please call re re
search project." 

March 4, 1985, a call from Susan 
Cahall, of the Tulsa EEOC office: "Re
ferred by Anita to see if you would 
come to Tulsa on 3/27 to speak at an 
EEO Conference." 

October 8, 1986, almost 4 years later, 
"Please call." 

August 4, 1987, "In town till 8/15, 
want to congratulate you on mar
riage." 

What is going on here? Here is a 
woman who was so offended, on TV, 
that she is willing to accuse this per
son, who everybody else knows to be a 
reasonable, wonderful, upstanding per-

son of integrity and honesty, and she is 
continually calling him. I could go 
through the rest. There are some 11 
calls over this period of time. One of 
which was to call and ask him to come 
to the University of Oklahoma and 
speak to the law school. 

Does this sound like a victim speak
ing to her harasser? It does not to me. 
What is really going on here? For 10 
years, no public complaint at all. Even 
as a Yale Law School graduate, an at
torney, working right in the agency 
that takes care of these problems. 

The reason a lot of us feel it is time 
to go to a vote and decide what is going 
to be done here is, let us be fair to the 
judge and his family. I do not know 
about other Senators here but I have 
anguished, as I have seen these people 
just torn apart in the public media. I 
have anguished as I have seen their 
children suffer. 

I happen to like both Clarence Thom
as and his wife and I care a great deal 
for his son, who is a wonderful young 
man, and his mother. I will never for
get right in the middle of the hearings 
I went down to console his mother 
after some pretty tough things were 
said by a couple of our friends on the 
comrhittee. She is a very humble, won
derful woman. It is easy to see why he 
is a humble, wonderful man. I put my 
arm around her and said "Don't let it 
get to you." She said, "I did not 
doubt"-she mentioned one Senator
"would treat my son this way. But I 
really did not think this other one 
would." 

That is what she said to me. This is 
tearing families apart. And I have to 
tell you, anybody looking at it would 
say his accuser acts like she is so of
f ended right now, why did she not do it 
during the 10 years beforehand? And 
why the repeated contacts with Judge 
Thomas? Why keep asking him for his 
help, which he always seemed to give? 

This man was nominated to chair the 
most important civil rights agency in 
government, renominated to that posi
tion, reconfirmed, nominated to the 
court of appeals, and at that time he 
was openly discussed as a potential Su
preme Court nominee. Everybody knew 
he was on the fast track. And still this 
alleged set of incidents never surfaces. 
And, in the meantime she retains a 
friendly disposition to him. 

For over 2 months after his nomina
tion to the Supreme Court, and despite 
being interviewed by the Washington 
Post about the judge, still no allega
tion of harassment. It bothers me. 

What happens next? Well, in early 
September, staff of not even the appro
priate committee come to her, from 
two Senators. 

In early September, I guess based on 
rumor or something-I think it is im
portant to note that one of those staff 
members was her classmate at Yale 
Law School. 

I think enough said. 
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Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield 

for a question? 
Mr. HATCH. I will be glad to. 
Mr. KERRY. I just want to clarify 

something. When the Senator quoted 
those telephone call messages, I take it 
that is new information; is that accu
rate? 

Mr. HATCH. That was said by Sen
ator SIMPSON last night on 
"Nightline." There were 11 messages 
since 1984, all of which were cordial, 
friendly, and asking for various things. 

Mr. KERRY. My question simply is 
that was not before the committee? 
Those messages, I take it, are new in
formation; is that accurate? 

Mr. HATCH. I think that is accurate. 
Mr. KERRY. What I am trying to 

suggest to the Senator respectfully is 
that just underscores exactly why one 
ought to have-

Mr. HATCH. I do not think it does. 
Mr. KERRY. The Senator has the 

floor, and let me articulate why. I 
think the Senator from Utah raises 
very legitimate questions. I am not 
doubting the appropriateness of mak
ing those kind of judgments, but when 
the Senator talks about sort of ex
pected actions of somebody who has 
been accused or has suffered from sex
ual harassment, I sort of stand here 
and I say to myself, how are 98 men in 
the U.S. Senate going to make a judg
ment about the expected actions of 
some woman who has suffered from 
sexual harassment in the workplace? 

Frankly, I do not think 98 of us here 
know very much about that. That is 
exactly what people are feeling about 
this issue all across this country. 

What is at stake here, I respectfully 
suggest to the Senator, is not the ve
racity of what the Senator has said, 
not the veracity in this movement of 
what Professor Hill has said, but the 
process. Are we going to be so rigidly 
glued to an expected vote that we just 
shunt this thing aside-

Mr. HATCH. I would like to inter
rupt-I would like to take back the 
floor. 

Mr. KERRY. Let me sort of go 
through my comments and I will be 
glad to engage in the dialog. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
LEAHY). The Chair advises the Senator 
from Utah does retain the floor. 

Mr. KERRY. I apologize if the Sen
ator has the floor. 

Mr. HATCH. No apology is needed. I 
appreciate what you are saying. 

But I just want to interject at this 
point because we all know that this is 
a game. We all know that if this is de
layed that every leftwing group in the 
country is going to come out and do to 
Thomas what they have done to Judge 
Bork. Every group in the country. 
They have been doing it all this time. 

We all know that the whole game by 
those who are against him is to delay 
this and continue to try to shoot at 
him wtth innuendo, stuff like this. We 

all know that we had one of the most 
extensive committee hearings in his
tory. We all have the FBI report, and 
in that report you have her statement, 
you have his statement, or at least his 
interview with the FBI, you have the 
interview of Miss Horchner, I think her 
name is. If you read that carefully, you 
will find it does not quite match what 
she said yesterday in public. And we 
also have other statements that have 
come as a result of that investigation. 

The fact of the matter is, there is a 
time and a place to put these matters 
to rest. And I am telling you there is 
an overwhelming case on the record as 
it currently exists that this is the time 
and place. 

I have to say this: I understand those 
who have been against him from the 
beginning, some for a single litmus test 
issue, but they are presuming that he 
is against abortion, even though he 
said I have not made up my mind yet 
on that. Some are against him for that 
sole reason. Others are against him for 
that reason plus the fact that he has 
been very forthright in his comments 
about quotas and preferences in the 
law, and he is against them as an Afri
can-American believing that they hurt 
innocent people, which they do. And 
some do not want him because he is a 
moderate-to-conservative African
American that they do not want as a 
role model out there for others to lis
ten to. 

We have gone through this now for 
quite a period of time, and we have 
been through it on the committee. We 
have seen smear jobs before. I do not 
see how any fair person looking at it 
cannot be concerned about this. Only 
some body on the committee or their 
staff, or someone else who must have 
gotten it from somebody on the com
mittee or a staff person of a Senator on 
the committee, could have released 
this to the press over this weekend 
after knowing about it before the vote 
and waiting until the precise moment 
that everybody is out of town so that 
they can smear this man. 

Once you go through that, and once 
you see people's lives turned upside 
down by this type of tactic, which is 
sleazy politics, like a sleazy political 
campaign, then you need to say there 
is a time to look at her comments. She 
has a four-page statement. Read it. 
What else is she going to add? And 
there is a time to look at his comments 
and make a decision and vote. 

I want to add to it that maybe one 
reason why I am so vociferous about 
this is because I have been in all of his 
confirmations, and I have seen these 
tricks pulled against him in every con
firmation. Not as bad as this. It does 
not get any worse than this. 

Let me tell you, the law of sexual 
harassment is so broad that a person 
can accuse another at any time and 
ruin their reputation just by an un
founded allegation. I do not know why 

Professor Hill has done this. I thought 
she presented herself well yesterday. I 
do not know why she has done this. It 
bothers me greatly. But she has done 
it, and I do not think there is much 
basis for believing it if you look at the 
full record in this matter. 

Again, I think it is important to look 
at a couple of the statements that were 
made. She denied she knew Phyllis 
Berry Myers. Phyllis Berry Myers says 
there is no way she can deny that. She 
met with her every Monday with other 
members of Clarence Thomas' small 
staff after joining the commission. 

I thought the most interesting letter 
I had, at least to me, was from Arm
strong Williams, who served with her 
and with Clarence Thomas, with Phyl
lis Berry Myers, and others. He says: 

As someone who worked with Judge Clar
ence Thomas from 1983 to 1986 I also had the 
opportunity to work with Ms. Anita Hill. 

I must tell you that during that time I was 
very uncomfortable with Ms. Hill. I often 
questioned her motives. This concern was 
something I expressed to Judge Thomas on 
more than one occasion. 

Furthermore, I found her to be 
untrustworthy, selfish and extremely bitter 
following a colleague's appointment to head 
the Office of Legal Council at EEOC. A posi
tion that Hill made quite clear she coveted. 
After she was passed over for the promotion, 
she was adamant in her desire to leave the 
agency and discussed this with me privately. 

I also question her motivation when it 
comes to her recent allegations. Especially 
since Ms. Hill discussed with me her admira
tion for Judge Thomas' commitment to fight 
for minorities and women, and his fair treat
ment of women at the agency. I know, per
sonally, that these are the rantings of a dis
gruntled employee who has reduced herself 
to lying. 

That is strong stuff. I am not pre
pared to say that. I do not know why 
she made these allegations. He goes on: 

I ask you, if this was a man she should 
loath for sexual harassment, then why did 
she maintain contact and continue to com
municate with him? 

Eleven messages since 1984, all 
friendly. Why did she continue to do 
that? Does that sound like somebody 
harassed? 

Why did she follow him from the Education 
Department to the EEOC? Why did she only 
have praise for him in her discussions with 
me? Furthermore, Judge Thomas believed 
this woman to be a friend and someone of 
great intellect and wanted only to assist her 
as she moved along in her career. 

I am sure having had knowledge of the sit
uation prior to this past weekend is evidence 
that you also question Ms. Hill's accusations 
and credibility. I urge the Senate Judiciary 
Committee to listen to these allegations 
with a grain of salt. 

In closing, as I described her ten years ago 
to Judge Thomas, I do so now. She always 
had to have the final word and the last 
laugh. I see now that some people just never 
change. 

I look forward to your confirming the 
Judge to our nation's highest court. 

I think, to answer the Senator even 
more specifically, there comes a time 
to vote. There comes a time to stand 
up and vote one way or another. 
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We have another former colleague 

here also who talks in terms of what 
went on. It certainly does not confirm 
Anita Hill's allegations. I have state
ments that were put in the RECORD yes
terday, including, I believe, the state
ment of the dean of the Coburn School 
of Law at Oral Roberts University. 

Mr. President, this has been a long 
process. It has been a detailed process 
and it has been a hideous process. 
Frankly, there comes a time to put an 
end to it. Those who want to vote 
against Judge Thomas, so be it. Most 
of them have made up their minds any
way and this does not make one dif
ference to them. Those who want to 
support him, so be it. I have to admit 
they have been very concerned about 
these allegations. On the other hand, if 
you look at the record and you look at 
the facts, it is pretty hard to see how 
these allegations stand up to scrutiny. 

You have the issue joined. You have 
Professor Hill saying that he did these 
things. You have him saying that he 
did not. And the only reason some like 
to delay is a very important political 
reason. They want delay for delay's 
sake. This is what you call a liberal fil
ibuster. They are unwilling to stand up 
and do it in a formal filibuster because 
they know that they would get criti
cized if they did that. So what they do 
is they bring up these types of things 
at the last minute knowing about them 
weeks before, bring them up at the last 
minute just to try to get more delay in 
hopes that all these outside groups will 
bring up their garbage and savage this 
man and his family even more. That is 
precisely what is going on here. It is a 
big game. 

Frankly, I do not know why Miss Hill 
did this. I do not know why she waited 
10 years if it was true. My conclusion is 
that I question its truthfulness. But I 
question it on the facts and from a per
sonal knowledge of Judge Thomas. I 
know that what she said is not true be
cause I know the man personally. I 
know his wife personally. I know his 
son personally. I can tell you he is a 
fine, upstanding person who, in my 
opinion, has always basically done 
what is right. Is he perfect? No. But 
neither is anybody else. 

Mr. President, I am very concerned 
about this type of stuff because we 
have had far too much of it. I did not 
think it could get any lower than it got 
for Judge Bork when I pointed out 99 
errors in a full page ad, 99 errors. I 
have to say the people who did it did 
not even try to rebut it. They knew 
that I was right in pointing them out. 
I pointed out well over 60 errors in two 
others. They did not care. They wanted 
to smear Judge Bork, and they did, and 
they succeeded. A lot of us do not want 
that to succeed here because we are 
sick of it. We are ashamed of it. We are 
ashamed of this kind of allegation 
being brought to the forefront right at 

the last minute. I have to tell you I do 
not think it is justified. 

Now, we can ask for time and ask for 
further investigation all we want. 
There has been a lot of investigation 
on it, and we had it before we voted. 
Everybody knew about it and anybody 
could have put that over for 1 week, 
anybody could have asked for more in
vestigation, and now I see Senate staff
ers of the same party as Senator BIDEN 
criticizing Senator BIDEN for the way 
he has handled these committee hear
ings. 

Let me tell you, Senator BIDEN and I 
differ on whether or not to support 
Judge Thomas, but I have to say I 
know that JOE BIDEN did a very good 
job on these hearings. He was fair. He 
was straightforward. He gave them the 
information. He let them know. And he 
did everything that basically a chair
man should have done. To be frank 
with you, he did a very good job. 

I have been in those positions where 
those who snip at your heels are always 
trying to find fault. I do not think 
there is any fault here. I think Senator 
BIDEN did a great job. This is coming 
from a Republican who differs with him 
on the merits of this matter-not this 
procedural matter, but on the merits of 
whether or not to vote for or against 
Judge Thomas. To have him criticized 
I think is wholly inappropriate and 
highly unusual. And I am tired of that, 
too. 

I think we are all going to reassess 
what goes on in these confirmations 
because these Supreme Court nomina
tions are starting to be run like politi
cal campaigns. When you have an Octo
ber surprise at the last minute, when 
people knew about it almost a month 
before-actually a month before-and 
have an October surprise like that, like 
a sleazy political campaign, I think it 
is time for all of us to stand up and say 
it is time to vote, and it is time to do 
what is right. I hope, when we do vote 
today, a good majority will vote for 
Judge Thomas. He deserves it. I think 
he deserves this kind of fair treatment. 

I also think his family deserves not 
to be put through this any more. It is 
really miserable. When he talked to me 
yesterday, I mentioned it to him, and 
he just said-I said it yesterday-"This 
is really harming my family.'' 

It is hard to take. 
Mr. President, we can differ on a lot 

of things and I suppose we have our dif
ferences here, but I think there is a 
right thing to do and the wrong thing, 
and the wrong thing is to continue to 
perpetuate this matter in a way that is 
going to cause even more harm to ev
erybody concerned without giving us 
any more answers than we have now. I 
think that is the feeling of a lot of peo
ple around here, although I worry 
about the feeling of some. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent I be able to speak 
beyond the hour of 12:30. 

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

The Senator is so recognized. 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I listened 

to the Senator from Utah suggest that 
we ought to look at the full record, and 
that is exactly what this Senator 
would like to do. But I do not think 
there is a full record. I think the Sen
ator has even evidenced the fact that 
there is not a full record by citing tele
phone calls that are outside of the 
record that has been supplied by the 
committee. 

Now, the Senator defends the com
mittee and the Senator suggests that 
somehow what is happening here is an 
attack on the committee. I do not 
agree with that. I do not think this is 
an attack on the committee. We are 
where we are. This is burst on the 
scene because an individual, an Amer
ican citizen, a law professor, a woman 
who alleges that she suffered this in
dignity has stood up publicly and said 
so. She has claimed that she did so out 
of frustration with her inability to get 
these facts in front of the committee. 

Now, I am not on the committee. But 
as an individual Senator called on to 
vote on a lifetime appointment to the 
Court, I am having trouble understand
ing why we cannot find a few days to 
sort out the veracity of this situation 
and these charges. 

Now, I heard the Senator from Utah 
use words like, "I don't know why this 
kind of stuff appears," or "whether 
this is a trick," and yesterday the word 
"garbage" was used. 

Now, I have not been here this morn
ing. I just arrived. I came in from the 
airport. I came to floor because I was 
reading the newspaper and I was listen
ing to people talk about this and hear
ing reports. Fran~ly, I just had a per
sonal reaction to what was going on. 

Now, I understand there have been 
some exchanges in the course of the 
morning here, but it struck me as I 
looked at this not in Washington, from 
outside of the beltway, that the Senate 
is on trial in a sense. Like it or not, we 
are there. That is where we find our
selves. And the question is whether or 
not we are going to provide a full 
record, whether or not we are willing 
to be temperate and supposedly as de
liberative as this body holds itself out 
to be and make a judgment about what 
has happened here. 

I must say, Mr. President, that I sup
pose the Senate is going to go through 
some sort of lurching public agony over 
what it is going to do. I do not think 
we ought to struggle very hard with 
this. I do not think the decision is that 
complicated. 

If indeed, as the Senator from Utah 
said, most Senators made up their 
minds, and they are not going to be 
swayed, what on Earth harm will there 
be to take a couple of days to make 
judgments about this issue, so people 
will feel there is a fair process and a 
fair hearing? 
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It seems to me that the simple, 

straightforward, proper, appropriate, 
right thing to do in the U.S. Senate is 
to suggest a few days' delay in order to 
gather a full record, and let those who 
come back, who have already made up 
their mind and do not want to look at 
the record, come down and cast their 
vote. They can always cast their vote. 
But you cannot always redress the 
harm that will be done by not main
taining a sufficient process here. 

I just think not to delay would be an 
extraordinary affront to the average 
person's sense of right and wrong. Even 
for Judge Thomas, incidentally. I do 
not know what is true and what is not 
true here. It seems to me that Judge 
Thomas, having nothing to fear, having 
confidence in his own behavior, rec
ognizing the importance of a position 
on the Supreme Court, and wanting to 
go to that Court with the full measure 
of the confidence of this country, ought 
to be willing to stand up himself and 
say: Let this be properly aired. I want 
to go to that court with the appro
priate judgment of the U.S. Senate, not 
with a stain on my nomination. 

Where is Judge Thomas in this proc
ess? Many people are answering for 
him, but he is not on the record an
swering for himself. It seems to me 
that one would expect no less from a 
judge, let alone a judge who expects to 
go to the Supreme Court of the United 
States. Let the facts be heard. That is 
what the jurisprudential process of this 
country is about. 

If we are blocked from having these 
charges examined because of a lack of 
consent by some Member of the Senate 
to have them properly aired, then the 
entire Senate, I think, will carry re
sponsibility for that, and we will ridi
cule ourselves; we will ridicule the 
process of this confirmation; we will 
put a stain on the Senate and the 
nominee, and we will add yet another 
in an increasing list of actions and in
actions that make the Senate just a 
little less respected, and perhaps a lit
tle more irrelevant. 

People across America are looking at 
the Congress of the United States 
today, and they really wonder about all 
this. They wonder if we are in touch 
and capable of making decisions that 
are so normal and in their interests 
and with common sense. Here is a 
chance to prove that we do listen, that 
we have that measure of common 
sense, that we do understand, that we 
do ca.re, and that we have a capacity to 
be sensitive and not so caught up in 
our parliamentary ridiculousness that 
we cannot even act on the real needs 
and demands of people. 

The Senator kept quoting, "How is 
someone supposed to behave who is 
sexually harassed?" I do not know fully 
what that standard is. I suspect that 
some of the same standards that we 
have applied in exonerating Judge 
Thomas' behavior on certain occasions, 

because of where he came from and 
how he rose up, ought to properly be 
applied to Professor Hill. And I think 
that one can well imagine what it is 
like for a woman in the workplace-in 
a male workplace, I might add, by and 
large-who feels that there is a need to 
get along and not necessarily cause rip
ples. It is tough to take on a superior. 
It is particularly tough to take on a 
judge. And it is very difficult, under 
any circumstances, for anyone to stand 
up and let themselves be exposed to 
that. 

I do not know the veracity. I think 
the Senator from Utah has raised some 
very legitimate questions. But, inci
dentally, he has done so in a way some 
might consider a countersmear. If in
deed there is a smear against Judge 
Thomas, then what is it about when 
you read a letter impugning the char
acter of Professor Hill on the floor? 
She is not here to answer that. That is 
precisely the process that ought to be 
put in place. 

I am not going to make any judg
ments about whether or nor this inci
dent took place. I do not think any of 
us can. I think it is inappropriate for 
us to vote making that judgment on 
the basis of an incomplete record. I 
think it is precisely the absence of the 
full record that mandates that the Sen
ate look at this. Who knows about the 
accuracy? 

But I must say that it is not the ac
curacy of those accusations that is at 
issue there, I submit to the Senator. It 
is the relationship of 98 men in the U.S. 
Senate to the majority of the citizens 
of this Nation-women. And whether or 
not we are capable of saying that when 
one woman stands up and suggests 
this-not because she volunteered it-
but because the Senate committee 
came to her, and she felt they were not 
listening, whether we are now going to 
listen. That is what it is about. Are we 
going to listen? 

I do not think we can let the Senate 
be perceived as-let alone actually be 
doing it-running roughshod over this 
process. It seems to me even less so 
when it involves a nominee to the Su
preme Court of the United States. 

So I ask my colleagues whether a few 
days' delay are too much to ask for a 
lifetime's ability to sit, untarnished, 
on the Supreme Court of the United 
States; are a few days' delay too much 
to ask to guarantee or simply to fight 
for the reputation of the U.S. Senate? 

In the end, what is at stake here is 
the integrity of the Senate, its sen
sitivity, its awareness, and its judg
ment, its self-respect, if you will. 

Maybe, in the end, we should not be 
surprised that 98 men who presume to 
make judgments about what women 
can do with their own bodies, that we 
are going to have trouble making the 
correct judgment about what men are 
permitted to ask women to do with 
their bodies in the workplace. It might 

be too much to expect us to do that. 
But that is exactly the question that is 
on the table before the Senate right 
now. 
It seems to me that none of this has 

to be. We do not have to have this 
contentiousness. We do not have to 
have this division. We do not have to 
have doubts about the Senate. We do 
not have to have accusations of liberal 
versus conservative plots. We do not 
have to have smears. We can elevate 
this thing to a quiet, judicious process, 
where the committee hears from those, 
makes a judgment, and submits it to 
the Senate, and Senators who are in
terested in finding out exactly what 
the facts are here can make an appro
priate judgment. 

Having said that, Mr. President, I 
hope that the Senate can find a way to 
do that. There are many reasons. 

Incidentally, I did not even decide 
what I was going to do with respect to 
Judge Thomas until this weekend. I did 
that purposefully, because I wanted to 
read the record. I wanted to examine 
exactly what my colleagues on the 
committee had said about it. It is only 
after looking at that that I came to the 
conclusion I was going to vote against 
it-not for this reason, but for a lot of 
other reasons. And that is a separate 
speech, I suppose. I had originally come 
to the floor intending to make that 
right now. 

But what bothers me the most about 
this nomination is the fact that I genu
inely do not know where Judge Thomas 
stands on a host of fundamental is
sues-not abortion, but a host of issues 
of jurisprudence-let alone whether he 
represents a potentially poor, fair, 
good, or great Supreme Court Justice. 
I cannot reach that judgment. I simply 
cannot reach that judgment, because 
Judge Thomas has chosen a path that 
was purposefully designed to deny us 
essential information that is necessary 
to make that judgment. 

Many of us have remarked in the 
past on how frustrating the hearing 
process is today. It is simply impos
sible to get a sense of who people are, 
what they really feel about the respon
sibilities of the position. 

I will tell you something. All of us 
who have had the job interviews cannot 
imagine hiring somebody who would 
have answered questions the way Judge 
Thomas did in those hearings. If all 
somebody said in response to questions 
when they walked into our office for a 
job was, "Well, I do not, I do not recall, 
I have no idea, I do not have a thought 
about that," anybody who said that to 
us in an interview would have been of
fered the door as fast as one could find 
it. 

But, increasingly, that is all we get 
from people who come before us for the 
Supreme Court of the United States. In 
area after area of the law, Judge Thom
as chose not to answer questions from 
Senators on the Judiciary Committee 
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with responses that were almost devoid 
of content or meaning. In an obvious 
attempt to avoid controversy, he took 
the position that he could not com
ment on any issue that might come be
fore the Supreme Court as a case dur
ing his tenure. But then he extrapo
lated and used that as a rationale for 
not even answering questions about 
how he felt about cases that are settled 
law, on matters where stare decisis has 
set in long ago. 

It seems to me that we should not 
ratify, as Senators, an advice and con
sent process that submits itself to that 
kind of simplicity or avoidance. The 
judge suggested that it is important for 
judges not to have agendas, not to have 
strong ideology or ideological views, 
describing them as baggage that a 
nominee should not take to the Su
preme Court. 

But the trouble is dozens of previous 
statements by the judge on a host of 
critical issues provide exactly the very 
kind of baggage that he suggested you 
should not have, and regrettably his 
approach to the confirmation hearings 
left him saying practically nothing 
that would permit us to understand 
whether or not that baggage had truly 
been left behind. 

Instead, Senators were answered by 
Judge Thomas with nonresponses. Let 
me just give a few. Abortion, obvi
ously, is the famous one, and I do not 
expect him to tell me what he is going 
to do on Roe versus Wade; I understand 
that. But it seems to me there are 
some fundamentals beyond that which 
might have been discussed in terms of 
past cases. 

On questions about meetings, posi
tions, and discussions on South Africa 
and apartheid, Judge Thomas said: 

I have no recollection. I simply don't re
member. 

On a question regarding his past 
statements that: 

Congress was a coalition of elites which 
failed to be a deliberative body that legis
lates for the common good of the public in
terest. 

He said: 
I can't, Senator, remember the total con

text of that, but I think I said that and I 
think I said it in the context of saying that 
Congress was at its best when it was legislat
ing on great moral issues. Now, I could be 
wrong. 

On a question about the right of pri
vacy and the 14th amendment, Judge 
Thomas said: 

My answer to you is I cannot sit here and 
decide that. I don't know. 

On a question as to whether English
only policies might constitute dis
crimination, Judge Thomas said: 

I don't know the answer to that. 
On interpreting antidiscrimination 

statutes, Judge Thomas said: 
Let me answer in this way, Senator, with

out being evasive. I know that there is pend
ing legislation before this body in that area 
and I don't think I should get involved i~ 
that debate. 

On whether the Korean conflict was 
in fact a war, Judge Thomas said:: 

The short answer to that is, from my 
standpoint, I don't know. 

On a recent dissent of Judge Marshall 
in which Judge Marshall said that: 

Power, not reason, is the new currency of 
this Court's decisionmaking. 

Judge Thomas said. 
I would refrain from agreeing or disagree

ing with that. 
He certainly found a lot of ways to 

say "I do not know" or "I disagree" or 
"I cannot agree" or "I can't say wheth
er I agree." 

The result of these and similar an
swers to a wide range of questions over 
5 days of hearings is that I would like 
to refrain from agreeing or disagreeing 
to confirm Clarence Thomas to the Su
preme Court, but I am not permitted to 
do that. I have to make a decision and 
to vote. 

And Judge Thomas has not permitted 
me to judge his opinions, or what kind 
of Justice he will really be. I can only 
judge his performance before the Judi
ciary Committee and that which he has 
said previously. 

I would like to quote the Chair, Sen
ator LEAHY, who I think stated well 
the dilemma that has been placed be
fore us. Senator LEAHY said: 

As I said when the hearing began, no nomi
nee should be asked to discuss cases pending 
before the Court. Neither should a nominee 
feel free to avoid questions about established 
constitutional doctrine on the ground that a 
case on that subject eventually will come be
fore the Court. No one could compel Judge 
Thomas to answer questions. The decisions 
not to tell us how he thinks * * * was his and 
his alone. In choosing now to share his vision 
of the Constitution, Judge Thomas failed to 
provide what I need as a Senator for in
formed consent. 

I concur with the Senator from Ver
mont. 

I would turn also to a statement 
made by the distinguished Senator 
from Alabama, Judge HEFLIN, a con
servative who voted for Chief Justice 
Rehnquist and Justices O'Connor 
Scalia, Kenney, and Souter. ' 

After listening to the testimony and 
trying in vain to obtain from Judge 
Thomas a further explanation of his 
positions, Judge HEFLIN said: 

I came a way from the hearings with a feel
ing that no one knows what the real Clar
ence Thomas is like or what role he would 
play in the Supreme Court, if confirmed. 

The Senate Judiciary Committee hearings 
have revealed to me many inconsistencies 
and contradictions between his previous 
speeches and published writings and the tes
timony he gave before the committee. * * * 
Our Nation deserves the best on the highest 
court in the land and an error in judgment 
could have long-lasting consequence to the 
American people. The doubts are many. The 
Court is too important. I must follow my 
conscience and the admonition: "When in 
doubt, don't." 

Mr. President, this body is in deep 
doubt concerning this nomination. I re
gret there will be a rush to confirm, 

but I regret even more that I do not 
have sufficient confidence in the kind 
of Justice that Judge Thomas would 
be. I regret that because I really came 
to this process wanting to vote for him 
hoping I could vote for him, looking fo; 
a way to vote for him, and held in si
lence my comments until the end. 

.But I will vote against confirming 
him not on the basis of any of his past 
statements expressing hostility to re
productive rights or antidiscrimination 
statutes or minimum wage or congres
sional oversight. I will vote against 
him because his unwillingness to an
swer basic questions has fundamentally 
stymied the ability of the U.S. Senate 
to properly give advice and consent. 

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 

Senator from Utah could yield just for 
a moment, the Chair will recognize the 
distinguished Senator from Utah. 

We note we are under an order to re
cess at 12:30 p.m. Of course, any Mem
ber can seek unanimous consent to 
continue that. 

The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I do so 
seek that unanimous consent, that I be 
permitted to make a few remarks, and 
also the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan to follow me. 

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

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have 
listened with a great deal of interest to 
the remarks of the distinguished Sen
ator from Massachusetts, and I have to 
say that the evidence is so slim and so 
late in the process that it would be a 
travesty to start now and start the 
fact-finding process all over again 
which is what the Senator seems to b~ 
requesting. 

If this is like it is at a trial, that 
shortly before the jury is going to vote, 
one party springs tainted evidence in 
an effort to inflame the jury, that 
would be trial by ambush. I have to 
say, we would not stand for that in 
court, and we should not stand for it in 
the U.S. Senate, especially since there 
was plenty of time to look into this be
fore the vote was set. 

I have to say that one of the ques
tions I would have to ask the Senator 
from Massachusetts is, when he criti
cizes Judge Thomas' responses before 
the committee, how were they any dif
ferent from those of Justice -Kennedy 
and now Justice Souter? The only dif
ference is, Judge Thomas was asked 
over 100 questions on abortion com
pared to then-Judge Souter's 36 ques
tions on abortion. He was asked over 
and over about matters with respect to 
abortion. He said: "I do not know 
where I stand on abortion." 

That is an answer. It is a fair answer; 
maybe one that ought to be followed 
and listened to. 

When the Senator says that he does 
not have enough information to know 
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whether or not to vote for or against 
Judge Thomas because he did not an
swer enough questions, there is no way 
he could answer enough questions if we 
held the committee hearings for 2 
years to answer all the questions about 
law that the distinguished Senator 
might have, or any other Senator 
might have. 

The fact is, the process was a reason
able process. It was a decent process. It 
was a good process. 

Mr. President, this process has been 
full; it has been an informative process. 
I would like to put into the RECORD at 
this time a chronology of the commit
tee's contacts with Professor ffill. You 
will note it was extensive. 

I ask unanimous consent that we 
print that in the RECORD at this par
ticular time. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. BIDEN, 

JR., ON THE NOMINATION OF JUDGE CLAR
ENCE THOMAS, OCTOBER 7, 1991 
I am releasing today a chronology of the 

Committee's contacts with Professor Hill. 
The chronology provides the complete de
tails of the Full Committee staff's contacts 
with Professor Hill from the time we were 
made aware of her charges to the day of the 
Committee vote. 

I want to emphasize two points in conjunc
tion with this matter. 

First, throughout, our handling of the in
vestigation was guided by Professor Hill's re
peated requests for confidentiality. 

Second, Professor Hill's wishes with re
spect to the disposition of this matter were 
honored. The Republican leadership and all 
Democratic members of the Committee were 
fully briefed of her allegations, and all were 
shown a copy of her statement prior to the 
Committee's vote on the Thomas nomina
tion. 

FULL JUDICIARY COMMITTEE STAFF CONTACT 
WITH ANITA HILL 

What follows is a chronology of all con
versations between Judiciary Committee 
staff and Professor Anita Hill. Several key 
points should be mentioned at the outset: 

First, in conversations with the full com
mittee staff, Professor Hill has never waived 
her confidentiality-except to the extent 
that, on September 19, she stated that she 
wanted all committee members to know her 
concerns even if her name were disclosed. 
Yet it was not until September 23, that she 
allowed the FBI to interview Judge Thomas 
about the allegation and to respond to her 
concerns. 

Second, Professor Hill has never asked full 
committee staff to circulate her statement 
to anyone other than Judiciary Committee 
members; specifically, she has never re
quested committee staff to circulate her 
statement to all Senators or any non-com
mittee member. 

Third, the committee followed its standard 
policy and practice in investigating Profes
sor Hill's concerns: Her desire for confiden
tiality was paramount and initially pre
cluded the committee from conducting a 
complete investigation-until she chose to 
have her name released to the FBI for fur
ther and full investigation, which-as is cus
tomary-includes the nominee's response. 

Professor Hill nrst contacted full commit
tee staff on September 12, 1991. Any contacts 

Professor Hill had with Senate staff prior to 
that date were not with full committee staff 
members. At that time, she began to detail 
her allegations about Judge Thomas' con
duct while she worked with ·him at the De
partment of Education and the EEOC. She, 
however, had to cut the conversation short 
to attend to her teaching duties. It was 
agreed that staff would contact her later 
that night. 

In a second conversation, on September 12, 
full committee staff contacted Professor Hill 
and explained the committee process. Staff 
told her: 

"If an individual seeks confidentiality, 
such a request for confidentiality will not be 
breached. Even the nominee, under those cir
cumstances, will not be aware of the allega
tion. 

"Of course, however, there is little the 
committee can do when such strict instruc
tions for confidentiality are imposed on the 
investigative process: The full committee 
staff will have an allegation, but will have 
nowhere to go with it unless the nominee has 
an opportunity to respond. 

"In the alternative, an individual can ask 
that an allegation be kept confidential, but 
can agree to allow the nominee an oppor
tunity to respond-through a formal inter
view." 

Professor Hill specifically stated that she 
wanted her allegation to be kept completely 
confidential; she did not want the nominee 
to know that she had stated her concerns to 
the committee. Rather, she said that she 
wanted to share her concerns only with the 
committee to "remove responsibility" and 
"take it out of [her] hands." 

Professor Hill then did tell committee staff 
that she had told one friend about her con
cerns while she still worked at the Depart
ment of Education and then at the EEOC. 
Committee staff then explained that the 
next logical step in the process would be to 
have Professor Hill's friend contact the com
mittee, if she so chose. 

Between September 12 and September 19, 
full committee staff did not hear from Pro
fessor Hill, but received one phone call from 
Professor Hill's friend-on September 18-
who explained that she had one conversation 
with Professor Hill-in the spring of 1981. 
During that conversation, Professor Hill pro
vided little details to her friend, but ex
plained that Thomas had acted inappropri
ately and that it caused Hill to doubt her 
own professional abilities. 

On September 19, Professor Hill contacted 
full committee staff again. For the first 
time, she told full committee staff that: 

She wanted all members of the committee 
to know about her concerns; and, if her name 
needed to be used to achieve that goal, she 
wanted to know. 

She also wanted to be apprised of her "op
tions," because she did not want to "aban
don" her concerns. 

The next day-September 20---full commit
tee staff contacted Professor Hill to address 
her "options." Specifically, committee staff 
again explained that before committee mem
bers could be apprised of her concerns, the 
nominee must be afforded an opportunity to 
respond: That is both committee policy and 
practice. It was then proposed that if Profes
sor Hill wanted to proceed, her name would 
be given to the FBI, the matter would be in
vestigated and the nominee would be inter
viewed. 

At the close of the conversation, Professor 
H111 stated that while she had "no problems" 
talking with the FBI, she wanted to think 
about its "utility." She told committee staff 

she would call later that day with her deci
sion on whether to proceed. 

Late that afternoon-September 20-Pro
fessor Hill again spoke with committee staff 
and explained that she was "not able to give 
an answer" about whether the matter should 
be turned over to the FBI. She asked that 
staff contact her on September 21. 

On September 21, full committee staff 
spoke with Professor Hill for the sixth time. 
She stated that: 

"She did not want to go through with the 
FBI investigation, because she was 'skep
tical,' about its utility, but that if she could 
think of an alternate route, or another 'op
tion,' she would contact staff." 

On September 23, Professor Hill contacted 
committee staff, stating that she wanted to 
send a personal statement to the committee, 
outlining her concerns. Once that informa
tion was in committee hands, she felt com
fortable proceeding with an FBI investiga
tion. Later that day; she faxed her statement 
to the committee. 

On September 24, Professor Hill contacted 
full committee staff to state that she had 
been interviewed by the FBI late on the 23d. 
Committee staff assured her that, as pre
viously agreed, once the committee had the 
FBI report, her concerns-and the FBI inves
tigative report--would be made available to 
committee members. 

On September 25, Professor Hill again 
called committee staff and explained that 
she was sending a new copy of her statement 
to the committee: While this new statement 
did not alter the substance of her concerns, 
she wanted to correct inadvertent typo
graphical errors contained in her initial 
statement. 

For the first time, she then stated that she 
wanted the statement "distributed" to com
mittee members. Committee staff explained 
that while the information would be brought 
to the attention of committee members, 
staff could not guarantee how that informa
tion would be disseminated-whether her 
statement would be "distributed" or commu
nicated by oral briefing. 

Once again, however, committee staff as
sured Professor Hill that her concerns would 
be shared with committee members. She 
concluded her conversation by stating that 
she wanted her statement "distributed," and 
that she would "take on faith that [staff] 
will do everything that [it] can to abide by 
[her] wishes." 

Every Democratic member of the commit
tee was orally briefed, had access to the FBI 
report and had a copy of Professor Hill's 
statement prior to the committee vote. 

To continue to comply with her request for 
confidentiality, committee staff retrieved 
Professor Hill's written statement imme
diately after the vote. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I again 
.reiterate that every Senator on the 
committee had full access to the FBI 
report and full access to the statement 
of both Professor Hill and Judge Thom
as. In all honesty, some of the inf orma
tion that has been brought out since 
leads to questions about the veracity of 
some of the statements that have been 
made by Professor Hill, and I think de
serve to be brought out. 

The process has become a nasty one. 
And we could continue it forever. We 
have been through it before. Every 
time we get into one of these nasty 
confrontations, no matter how far ex
tended, somebody else comes up with 
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another unjust accusation and another 
unjust smear. Any maybe it is both 
ways; I do not think so. 

The fact of the matter is a lot of us 
are quite offended by this process. A 
lot of us are quite offended by the way 
it has gone on. 

A lot of us are quite offended by the 
breach of the Senate rules. A lot of us 
are quite offended by the fact that her 
statements just do not add up. Yet, at 
the last minute, in a last-ditch attempt 
to ruin this nomination, 10 years after 
the facts, 10 years after matters alleg
edly occurred, Professor Hill suddenly 
comes forward and says she wants ev
erybody to know about it. 

Well, I know Clarence Thomas, and I 
have to say I know him to be an honor
able, upright, good, decent man. And 
his wife is a decent person, and so is his 
son. And I have to say they have been 
through enough. Further hearings, fur
ther consideration, further dialog is 
not going to solve the problem for any
body. All it is going to do is continue 
this process of nastiness that has been 
going on. And, frankly, I think you 
have enough questions that have been 
raised about the allegations that any
body who looks at it seriously has to 
say, "How could this have happened in 
this way and this relationship of 
friendship continue right on up 
through years after the so-called alle
gations took place?" It is pretty darn 
clear to me. The fact is that the allega
tions are not true. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
(Mr. KERRY assumed the chair.) 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, for rea

sons that I will outline in a moment, I 
will vote against the confirmation of 
Judge Thomas, separate and apart 
from the allegations of Professor Hill. 

On the question of delaying the vote, 
I would urge, for the sake of the Su
preme Court and the Senate, that time 
be taken to satisfy the Senate and the 
country that the allegations of Prof es
sor Hill have been addressed by the 
whole Senate in a manner which re
flects their seriousness. The decision 
on the timing of the final vote was 
agreed to with 86 Senators having no 
awareness of Professor Hill's allega
tions. That is a fact. It is not a criti
cism of either the committee or of the 
leadership. 

I hope, though, that under those cir
cumstances and because of the serious
ness of the allegations and the direct 
conflict between the statements of the 
judge and Professor Hill in the FBI re
port, that Judge Thomas' supporters 
wm realize that it is best to reschedule 
the vote and to allow the unanimous
consent agreement to be modified. 

In the absence of that, the only prac
tical way that I see to delay the vote 
will be for a number of Senators voting 
or planning on voting to confirm to in
sist on such a delay. It is in their 
power, and probably in their power 
alone, to obtain such a delay. If an ap-

pearance of haste turns enough "aye" 
votes into "no" votes or if enough 
"aye" votes are threatened to be with
held and vote "present," then Judge 
Thomas' confirmation would in fact de
pend on a delay and, faced with that 
prospect, I am confident that a reason
able delay would be forthcoming. 

As I said, I have decided to vote 
against the confirmation of Clarence 
Thomas to be an Associate Justice of 
the Supreme Court. I have done so de
spite a number of personal characteris
tics that appeal to me, including his 
willingness to swim. against the tide, to 
"stand up against the pack" in the 
words of Dean Calabresi of Yale Uni
versity. That positive characteristic is 
one of a number of reasons that this 
matter has been so difficult for me to 
decide. His willingness to take an un
popular stand is, indeed, reflected in 
parts of the very same speeches which 
I will refer to in a moment, which 
speeches are otherwise marked by stri
dent and dogmatic rhetoric. 

I also believe that if confirmed, 
Judge Thomas, more than other recent 
nominees, would be an unpredictable 
Justice. That is a factor in his favor on 
my scorecard. 

But on the other side is a decade of 
extreme and doctrinaire positions and 
rhetoric which went beyond merely re
flecting administration policy. 

In Judge Thomas' speech to the Her
itage Foundation in 1987, he said that 
"I, for one, do not see how the Govern
ment can be compassionate. * * *" 

In his ABA speech in August 1987, he 
said that the minimum wage is "an 
outright denial of economic liberty" 
and that "by objecting as vociferously 
as they have to Judge Bork's nomina
tion, these special interest groups un
dermine their own claim to be pro
tected by the Court.'' 

In the Harvard Journal in 1989, he 
wrote that, "Higher law is the only al
ternative to the willfulness of both the 
run-amok majority and run-amok 
judges." 

In his address to the Pacific Research 
Institute in 1988, he talked about the 
"spectacle of Senator BID EN, following 
the defeat of the Bork nomination, 
crowing about his belief that his rights 
were inalienable and came from God, 
not from a piece of paper" and in the 
same speech quoted with approval the 
comment that "No man who ever sat 
on the Supreme Court was less inclined 
and so poorly equipped to be a states
man or to teach * * * what a people 
needs in order to govern itself well'' 
than was Justice Holmes. 

In a 1987 speech at the CATO Insti
tute, he stated his wholehearted agree
ment with the statement that: 

We are careening with frightening speed 
* * *toward a statist, dictatorial system and 
away from a nation in which individual lib
erty is sacred." 

In a 1988 speech at California State 
University he stated that: 

Those who have been disillusioned because 
they have not been allowed a part in the 
American dream, have been offered no place 
to go. Increasingly, they are being used by 
demagogues who hope to harness the anger 
of the so-called underclass for the purposes 
of utilizing it as a weapon in their political 
agenda. Not surprisingly, that agenda resem
bles the crude totalitarianism of contem
porary socialist states much more than it 
does the democratic constitutionalism of our 
Founding Fathers. 

The constitutional rights of our peo
ple and the division of congressional 
and executive powers require the most 
judicious hearing by Supreme Court 
Justices. Judge Thomas' extreme rhet
oric for 10 years leaves me in genuine 
doubt as to whether he has the tem
perament necessary to weigh com
plicated constitutional rights of our 
people and to balance powers between 
the branches of Government. 

Judge Thomas came across as more 
moderate on a host of questions at his 
confirmation hearing, and that was 
welcome. But I was left with the feel
ing that he was tailoring his answers to 
his audience. I was left with too much 
doubt as to whether a Justice Clarence 
Thomas will be the relatively moderate 
and judicious person we saw at the con
firmation hearing or the immoderate 
ideology of the eighties. 

Finally, I will vote "no" not because 
he refuses to tell us how he will vote on 
cases that may come before the Court 
or because of his views on affirmative 
action. The Nation is stm bedeviled by 
questions of race and racial politics 
and Clarence Thomas himself pre
sciently urged conservatives to quit 
beating the quota drum because of the 
divisive impact on the country-a mes
sage that President Bush might do well 
to consider. I will vote "no" because 
the burden of proof has not been car
ried that the nominee has had a distin
guished legal, judicial, or public career 
and has a judicious temperament and a 
keen intellect so as to qualify him to 
sit in highest judgment. Ten years of 
dogmatic and extreme rhetoric have 
raised sufficient doubts of his ability to 
balance competing interests in our so
ciety and his confirmation hearing did 
not adequately put those doubts to 
rest. 

If confirmed, Judge Thomas' burden 
is not over. No nominee has had an ad
vocate of greater integrity and con
stancy than he has had in Senator DAN
FORTH. It is my greatest hope that, if 
confirmed, he will dispel the doubts 
and disprove the doubters and live up 
to the high expectations that so many 
have for him. 

I thank the Chair and I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President I ask 

unanimous consent that morning busi
ness be extended 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, what 

is really the issue before the Senate 
today? The calendar says it is the nom
ination of Judge Clarence Thomas to 
be an Associate Justice of the Supreme 
Court. There are some who see the 
issue as whether a procedural agree
ment of the U.S. Senate can be over
turned. There are those who see the 
issue as the veracity of Professor Hill, 
or Justice Thomas. There are even 
those who see the issue as who leaked 
which document. 

But Mr. President, the real issue here 
for the Senate is the truth. And that is 
what the American people expect us to 
find out when serious allegations are 
made about a nominee to a lifetime ap
pointment to the highest court in the 
land. To settle for less than the truth, 
instead of a sincere attempt to discover 
the truth, is to tell the American peo
ple that the process is seriously flawed. 

There are people who have talked 
about the potential damage to Justice 
Thomas' reputation by waiting, as 
though it were some presumption of 
guilt, which it is not. I think there is a 
grave potential for damaged reputa
tions in this process-but the reputa
tion that will be damaged is that of the 
Senate if we do not wait. 

I have heard some people say that 
this is a "he said she said" situation. 
Matters of this kind usually are, that's 
why they need investigation. And the 
legal rules governing what is imper
missible behavior in the context of sex
ual harassment have changed over the 
years-as rape laws have changed-to 
reflect the fact that usually there are 
not a lot of witnesses to the events. 
Clarence Thomas, if confirmed, will sit 
on a court that judges these matters. 

But when he says no, and she says 
yes, we do not know which one of them 
is closer to the truth. And I believe we 
have a responsibility to find that out 
before this vote. 

Supporters of Judge Thomas who be
lieve his version should have nothing 
to fear from waiting for a few days and 
letting these allegations have a full 
hearing. With all due respect to the Su
preme Court, this country will not be 
plunged into crisis by waiting a few 
days to have a ninth justice voted 
upon. There really is no hurry. 

Why does the Senate have to vote 
this evening? It is not mandated by the 
Constitution, or by some judicial dead
line. Rather, it was an agreement 
reached by the Members so that we 
could plan our schedules. 

Agreements can be made and agree
ments can be changed. It is in all of our 
interests-those who support Judge 
Thomas, those who oppose Judge 
Thomas, and those who live in a coun
try where Judge Thomas might sit on 
our highest court-that we change this 
agreement, delay the vote, and try to 
find out what really happened. 

RECESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ate will stand in recess until the hour 
of 2:16 p.m. 

Thereupon, at 1:03 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2:16 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer [Mr. 
ADAMS]. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there be ape
riod for the transaction of morning 
business, with Senators permitted to 
speak therein. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The Senator from Maryland. 

SUPREME COURT NOMINEE 
CLARENCE THOMAS 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, it is 
difficult, indeed almost impossible, to 
exaggerate the importance of a Su
preme Court appointment. The Su
preme Court, as we all well know, 
stands at the head of the judiciary, the 
third independent and coequal branch 
of our Government. Throughout the 
history of our Nation, the Supreme 
Court has played an especially signifi
cant role in defining the nature of 
American society and American de
mocracy. It is the Supreme Court's re
sponsibility to expound and interpret 
the Constitution, which is our basic 
charter and lies at the very heart of 
what our Nation stands for and what it 
represents. Indeed, the Supreme Court, 
by finding actions of the Congress or 
the Executive contrary to the Con
stitution, can overrule the judgments 
of the legislative and executive 
branches of our Government. To under
score the authority that rests with the 
Supreme Court, it can, by finding ac
tions of the Congress or of the Execu
tive contrary to the Constitution, over
rule the judgments of the elected rep
resentatives of the people, both in the 
legislative and in the executive branch. 

Mr. President, I think the Senate, as 
it considers judicial nominations sub
mitted to it by the Executive, and par
ticularly as it considers nominations 
to the Supreme Court, needs to review 
them from a more independent position 
than might be the case in considering 
nominees to the executive branch. 
Nominees to executive branch posi
tions are there to assist the President 
in carrying out his responsibilities for 
that branch of the National Govern
ment, the branch for which he is di
rectly responsible. 

Even there, I must say, Mr. Presi
dent, that it is my view that the stand
ard for passing on nominees has dete
riorated badly and it has almost 
reached the point that unless they are 

mentally certifiable or criminally in
dictable, people feel an obligation to 
support the President's nominees. That 
is not my view. I think nominees for 
high public office must make the case 
as to why they should be confirmed. 
There is not an entitlement to high 
public office. 

With the judicial branch, I would as
sert that a different standard applies 
because it is an independent branch. A 
judicial nominee becomes a member, 
upon confirmation of the third inde
pendent branch of our National Gov
ernment and becomes a member for 
life. In the case of the Supreme Court, 
he or she becomes one of only nine 
members. 

Once confirmed, Justices of the Su
preme Court can serve for life. In Judge 
Thomas' case it could be for 30 or even 
40 years. I believe, therefore, we are 
called upon to make an independent 
judgment with respect to such nomi
nees, an independent judgment which 
takes fully into account the Court's 
role as the arbiter of power in our soci
ety, the arbiter of the relationship 
among the branches of government, 
and the arbiter of the relationship with 
respect to the power of the State and 
the rights of the individual. 

There can be no doubt that Judge 
Thomas has overcome poverty and dis
advantage and has shown determina
tion in his rise from a humble back
ground. He graduated from Holy Cross 
and Yale Law School, was a high-level 
executive branch official in the 1980's 
before his appointment in 1990 as a 
judge on the U.S. Court of Appeals for 
the District of Columbia. 

One of the difficulties with the nomi
nee, however, is his performance in the 
executive branch positions he has held, 
first as Assistant Secretary for Civil 
Rights at the U.S. Department of Edu
cation and then as Chairman of the 
Equal Employment Opportunity Com
mission. In both instances, his service 
was marked by intense controversy as 
to how well he was carrying out his 
stewardship. Oversight reviews by con
gressional committees that took place 
of his activities were extremely criti
cal of his performance. 

In fact, the positions he took at the 
EEOC were seen by many as lessening 
the national effort against sex, race, 
and age discrimination. And he came 
under very sharp criticism for his per
formance in these fields during the 
course of holding the important posi
tion of Chairman of the Equal Employ
ment Opportunity Commission. 

His writings and speeches throughout 
this period of the 1980's reflected ex
treme and radical views which, if im
plemented in the Supreme Court's deci
sions, would in my view, markedly 
transform the nature of our society. In
deed, a review of Judge Thomas' 
writings and speeches during the 1980's 
is cause for very deep concern. 

I want to point out that these are 
speeches and writings within the cur-
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rent timeframe. Some have tried to 
make light of them but these are not 
speeches or writings 30 or 40 years ago 
in one's youth. These are the speeches 
and writings in the mid- and late-1980's 
when he was holding important official 
positions and laying out these views 
which are of such deep concern. 

That concern is not allayed but in 
fact compounded by his testimony be
fore the Judiciary Committee. He ei
ther avoided addressing the questions 
about these past statements as-one 
witness observed, he was giving re
sponses, not answers-or he disavowed 
and disowned his previous statements. 
He was not forthcoming in his testi
mony to the Senate Judiciary Commit
tee. Much of his testimony contra
dicted his earlier positions and in a 
number of important areas, he rejected 
his earlier expressed or written views 
and refused to answer committee ques
tions which sought to elicit his current 
judicial philosophy. 

Now, some supporters of the nomina
tion find his fluctuating views on many 
important issues to be a sign that he 
would not bring a closed mind to the 
Court's deliberations. However, I am 
more concerned that the judicial phi
losophy that he would develop as a Jus
tice, if he were to go on the Supreme 
Court, would embrace the extreme 
views he espoused as a high Govern
ment official in recent years, views 
that suggest a fundamental misunder
standing of the role of Government in 
our constitutional system, and a fail
ure to appreciate and understand the 
meaning of individual rights and lib
erties and how to protect them under 
our constitutional system. 

Just to give one example, Judge 
Thomas has praised the views of a legal 
writer who advocates a view of the 
sanctity of property rights that was 
abandoned by the Supreme Court over 
50 years ago. If that antiquated view 
were the prevailing doctrine today, 
many of the advances of the last half 
century would be at risk. Laws that 
provide for minimum wages, safety and 
health protection for workers, laws 
which are aimed to reduce pollution, as 
well as laws that prevent discrimina
tion and protect individual rights 
would be vulnerable to constitutional 
challenge if the views expressed in 
Judge Thomas' writings and speeches 
became constitutional doctrine. 

This possibility is all the more likely 
in Judge Thomas' case because of ref
erences in his speeches to the concept 
of natural law. As Erwin Griswold, 
former dean of the Harvard Law School 
and a very distinguished Solicitor Gen
eral of the United States, pointed out 
in his testimony to the committee: 

Judge Thomas' present lack of depth seems 
to me to be demonstrated by his contact 
with the concept of natural law. He has made 
several references to natural law in his 
speeches and writings, though it is quite im
possible to find in these any consistent un
derstanding of that concept. This is very dis-

turbing to me because loose use of the idea 
of natural law can serve as support for al
most any desired conclusion, thus making it 
fairly easy to brush aside any enacted law on 
the authority of a higher law what Justice 
Holmes called a "brooding omnipresence in 
the sky.'' 

It is argued by some of the nominee's 
supporters that the Senate should ig
nore the radical views in his speeches 
and writings because Judge Thomas did 
not reflect those views during the past 
year when he was an appellate court 
judge. This argument fails to appre
ciate the role of an appellate court 
judge on a court of appeals within our 
Federal system because such a judge is 
obligated to decide cases within the 
constitutional framework of Supreme 
Court decisions and not expound his 
own judicial philosophy. His writings 
and speeches, on the other hand, were 
the result of his own thinking and 
analysis and, in my view, may well be 
a better indication of the approach he 
would bring to the Supreme Court. 

Mr. President, as I indicated earlier 
Justices of the Supreme Court hold po~ 
sitions of unparalleled authority in our 
constitutional system. Some say they 
are going to support Judge Thomas out 
of hope, but I submit to you that the 
position we are talking about, at the 
very pinnacle of the judicial system in 
this country, with the authority tone
gate actions by the Congress and the 
Executive-to be preeminent by inter
preting the Constitution over any pub
lic action taken in this country-is too 
important a position to base it upon 
hope. 

There are too many unanswered 
questions, too many serious doubts. 
These questions and doubts, the impli
cations of Judge Thomas' statements 
and writings, the shortcomings of his 
own career in the executive branch of 
the National Government, lead me to 
the conclusion to vote against his con
firmation to the Supreme Court. 

Finally, Mr. President, I want to say 
that I reached this decision to vote 
against Judge Thomas' confirmation 
before the recent allegations against 
Judge Thomas by Prof. Anita Hill. 
These allegations are very serious 
charges, and I believe the vote should 
be delayed so that there wm be an op
portunity to fully investigate these 
charges, and for the com.mi ttee to hear 
from Professor Hill, Judge Thomas, 
and others, with information about 
these allegations. 

As my colleague, Senator MIKULSKI, 
said this morning in a very powerful 
statement to the Senate it is impera
tive that these allegations be fully ex
amined. We have a responsibility, now 
that Professor Hill has come forward 
to find out what the truth of the mat~ 
ter is. It is a responsibility to Professor 
Hill, to Judge Thomas, to this institu
tion and, more importantly, to the 
American people. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SASSER addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Tennessee is recognized. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to urge my colleagues to allow 
the majority leader to set aside the 
time certain for a vote on the Thomas 
nomination this evening. I am advised 
t~at at some time later today, efforts 
will be made to postpone the Thomas 
vote to allow the full Senate to con
sider the allegations-very serious alle
gations, but I must emphasize, just al
legations-that have been made 
against this nominee for the highest 
Court in the land. 

Mr. President, make no mistake 
about it, we are engaged here today in 
a test of the integrity of the U.S. Sen
ate. A substantial number of Ameri
cans now suspect that we are rushing 
to judgment on perhaps the most pro
found responsibility we have as U.S. 
Senators. 

Millions of Americans are just like 
myself. We learned of this allegation 
by way of the news media and by 
watching the press conference of Pro
fessor Hill on the television networks 
just yesterday. And we should take se
riously our responsibility to advise and 
consent on nominations to the highest 
Court in this land. And I believe my 
colleagues do take that very seriously. 

The question before us now is not 
even the competence of Judge Thomas 
to serve on the Supreme Court. The 
issue now before us is whether or not 
the Senate will discharge its respon
sibility to the people of this country to 
~dvise and consent in an informed way, 
m such a way that the citizens of this 
Nation will have confidence in the ac
tion that we take. 

No one has made a credible argument 
to support the notion that we cannot 
wait a few days to undertake an inves
tigation to determine where the truth 
lies in this situation. No one has made 
a credible case that we should not have 
time to allow Senators to examine the 
record fully, to give the nominee him
self an opportunity to deny or explain 
these charges, and to give Professor 
Hill the opportunity to appear before 
the Senate and lay out her allegations 
in detail and be subject to cross-exam
ination by the Senators. 

Only in that way can we cast votes 
based on a full knowledge of the facts. 
The allegations made here at this late 
hour-and indeed, it is a late hour
against this nominee are very serious. 
He is charged-and I emphasize 
charged-with engaging in conduct 
while holding an office where he was 
responsible for enforcing the law to 
prevent ~uch conduct. That is a very, 
very serious charge indeed. It goes to 
the moral character of this nominee 
himself. 

The simple truth is that a grave 
charge is hanging over this nominee 
and, frankly, I say to my colleagues, 
over the Members of this body. How we 
got to this point, I believe, now be-



25884 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE October 8, 1991 
comes irrelevant. What might or might 
not have been done during the con
firmation process is not now the issue. 

And I can understand how all Sen
ators involved in the confirmation 
process were proceeding with due dili
gence, operating in the way that they 
thought best. I question no one, either 
in the operations of those on the mi
nority side of the committee or those 
on the majority side and, certainly, not 
the chairman or the ranking member. 

But what I am saying now is this: To 
those 86 of us who are not on that com
mittee, nothing prohibits us now from 
taking the time necessary to examine 
these accusations. And these accusa
tions have been made in the clear light 
of day with tens of millions of our fel
low countrymen watching. 

I say to my colleagues that if we do 
anything else, the American people are 
going to believe that Judge Thomas 
was railroaded through confirmation, 
that he passed through this Senat'3 
with a wink and a nod, and that he 
goes to the highest Court in this land 
for the rest of his natural life, if he 
chooses to serve· there, with a taint 
that neither we nor he nor the passage 
of time can wipe away. 

I submit, Mr. President, that if we do 
that, we will have called into question, 
in one stroke, the judgment of the ex
ecutive branch in proposing Judge 
Thomas to the Supreme Court; the 
fairness of the legislative branch and 
our examination in fulfilling our re
sponsibility to advise and consent; and 
lastly, we will cast in doubt the char
acter of the judicial branch. 

Mr. President, I submit that at this 
juncture, the country simply cannot 
afford that. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. GORE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE] is rec
ognized. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, few deci
sions we make in this Chamber flow so 
far into the future as a decision to ele
vate an American citizen to the Su
preme Court. The Constitution places a 
great responsibility on the Senate to 
review the President's nominees to the 
Court to assure the independence and 
balance of this branch of Government 
dedicated to preserving the principles 
of the Constitution and the liberties 
enshrined in its Bill of Rights. 

The Framers of the Constitution cre
ated a paradox in the Supreme Court. 
They endowed nine individuals with 
powers equal to that of the elected 
Congress and the President, then re
quired them to rise above their per
sonal and political prejudices to pro
tect the principle that our democracy 
is governed by laws and not individ
uals. 

It is an imperfect system. The his
tory of constitutional law shows that 
each generation has had its blind spots. 
Yet, over time, there is progress, as the 

Court's vision of the Constitution 
sharpens and the democratic principles 
envisioned by the Framers are applied 
to societies they could not in their day 
even imagine. 

The expansion of rights for individ
uals and minorities and the increased 
protection afforded political expression 
of the past 50 years is not the result so 
much of a revised Constitution as prin
cipally the product of later generations 
transcending the prejudices and blind
ness of previous ones. 

The Senate now stands on the verge 
of a decision that will shape history for 
this generation and certainly for our 
entire lives. It is a decision that must 
be thoroughly considered and carefully 
made. 

Allegations brought by Prof. Anita 
Hill publicized over the weekend that 
Judge Thomas' behavior as her super
visor at both the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission and the De
partment of Education represented sex
ual harassment deserve our most seri
ous attention. Too many Senators have 
not had the opportunity to see and re
view these charges until the last 24 
hours. I saw them less than 3 hours 
ago. None of us has had the chance to 
hear Professor Hill in person to discuss 
her charges before a committee of the 
Senate or to hear Clarence Thomas re
spond to those charges. I cannot judge 
those charges on the basis of a press 
conference on one side and speeches by 
the supporters of Judge Thomas on the 
other side. We are rushing to judgment. 

I will say this, as others have said: 
The demeanor of Professor Hill and her 
presence as she presented the facts dur
ing her press conference lend even 
more credibility to what she had to say 
because she is obviously someone who 
is very capable to expressing herself, 
carefully thinking through what she 
expresses, and giving some considered 
judgment to the effects of what she 
says. 

What we are confronted with here 
today is not a need to dispose of this 
matter on the merits. What I hear from 
some of the supporters of Judge Thom
as is what sounds like a tendency to 
equate any delay in the procedure as a 
slap at Judge Thomas. Any effort to 
hear the facts of this matter is being 
interpreted by some of Judge Thomas' 
supporters as conveying the clear im
plication that he will be turned down 
as the President's nominee. 

I wish to challenge the notion that a 
decision by this body to take enough 
time to hear these charges in a proper 
way and allow them to be responded to 
in a proper way is somehow an insult 
to Judge Thomas. 

I do understand the point of view 
that says Judge Thomas and his family 
have been subjected to a great deal of 
pain because of the protracted nature 
of the confirmation process and be
cause of the airing of the charges that 
were made over the weekend. I under-

stand that. But that has to be bal
anced, Mr. President, against the pain 
that would be caused by cavalierly dis
missing these charges without even 
hearing them in a proper fashion. What 
pain would that decision cause to every 
woman in this country who has ever 
had a complaint of sexual harassment 
and seen it dismissed cavalierly? What 
pain would it cause to watch as the 
U.S. Senate is presented with evidence 
by a law professor who is clearly ar
ticulate, forceful, self-possessed, and 
then to have the charge just cavalierly 
brushed aside because we do not have 
time to deal with it? 

Mr. President, I hope that all my col
leagues, both Democrats and Repub
licans who have announced their deci
sions to vote in favor of Judge Thomas, 
will take the opportunity to perform a 
service for this country, for Professor 
Hill, and all of the women who have 
ever been subjected to sexual harass
ment, leaving aside the question of 
whether Professor Hill actually has 
been subjected to it or not-I do not 
know-and they will take this oppor
tunity to do a service to Judge Thomas 
by saying to the Republican leader and 
to the majority leader that, notwith
standing their decisions to vote in 
favor of Judge Thomas, if they are 
forced by this mechanical procedure
which is pushing us like lemmings off 
the edge of a cliff-to vote this day at 
6 o'clock, they will cast a vote in the 
negative. They should vote for a delay, 
not with any prejudice to the nominee, 
but to provide an opportunity to have a 
hearing on these charges. 

After the Senate has had an oppor
tunity to understand the allegations 
that have been put before us and under
stand his responses to them, this nomi
nee could be brought before this Cham
ber for confirmation on a second vote. 

In other words, if only 5 or 6 Senators 
who have announced in favor of Judge 
Thomas are willing to come forward 
and say they do not support the prin
ciple that blind obeisance to a mechan
ical process should take precedence 
over justice and fairness, then they can 
continue to support Judge Thomas 
while allowing the Senate to proceed 
responsibly. 

I ask my colleagues who have that 
power at their disposal to exercise it. 
Tell this Nation that we are not ham
strung by our well-known procedures 
that sometimes tie us up in knots so 
that we are no longer in command of 
our own destiny here. 

We are Americans. We represent 
Americans. To be an American is to 
make your own future, and nowhere 
does this country make its future so 
permanently as in its decisions on who 
will serve in lifetime appointments on 
the Supreme Court. 

Under these circumstances, how can 
the Senate, traditionally referred to as 
the greatest deliberative body in the 
world, justify a deadline of 6 o'clock 
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today to decide whether Judge Thomas 
should be on the Supreme Court for the 
rest of his life and ours? Surely this 
body of 98 men and 2 women ought to 
have just a little self-doubt about our 
ability to cavalierly dismiss a charge 
to which the average woman obviously 
reacts in a very different fashion than 
the average man. 

We all understand, all of us as Ameri
cans understand, that one of the great 
transitions in our way of thinking 
about each other in this Nation has 
been under way for some time now 
where the relationship between men 
and women is concerned. Some of the 
decisions Judge Thomas, if confirmed 
to the Supreme Court, will participate 
in address that revolution in thought. 
Slowly, painfully, men in the United 
States of America are coming to under
stand a little bit more about why 
women view a charge like sexual har
assment so differently from men. 

Let us indulge in just a little of that 
self-doubt in this body of 98 men to 
suppose for just a moment that the ini
tial impulse of the Senate as a whole 
not to take this charge quite as seri
ously as a body of 98 women and 2 men 
might have taken it was a mistake. 

After we learn the facts, maybe we 
will discover that that initial impulse 
was right. But let us engage in enough 
self-doubt to at least pause to hear the 
facts. Why the rush to judgment? Why 
the fear, that even pausing long enough 
to listen, and understand what is being 
said, will automatically be equated 
with the defeat of Judge Thomas? 

We cannot dismiss Professor Hill so 
cavalierly as that. Doing so would be 
to dismiss every women we represent, 
every women who has ever struggled to 
be heard over a society that too often 
ignores even their most painful calls 
for justice. We cannot simply take for 
granted that when charges are ex
changed-in anger or in confidence-
that the victim, or the woman, is al
ways wrong is misguided. 

This is not about politics, it is about 
people and their rights. It is about Pro
fessor Hill's right to be heard, her right 
to respect here in this Chamber. It is 
about every woman's right to be heard. 
And it is about Judge Thomas' right to 
present his views directly to the Sen
ate, and about basic human rights that 
are so vital to our understanding of 
this Constitution under which we live. 

Without a delay to consider and re
view these charges properly, the Sen
ate places both Judge Thomas and the 
Nation at risk. If Judge Thomas is in
nocent of these charges, he should have 
the chance to refute them before the 
Senate and the Nation to remove the 
cloud over his name, the cloud over his 
career, and the cloud which would lie 
over the Court. 

In my opinion, if the charges were to 
be proven, then the Senate would owe 
it to the Nation to reject his nomina
tion for our highest court. 

It is certainly premature to reach 
any judgment whatsoever about wheth
er they are true or not. But it is not 
premature to reach a judgment that 
they are worthy of our hearing. 

If we do not delay the vote to con
sider these charges, I simply do not un
derstand how the Senate could possibly 
claim to have sufficient information to 
confirm his nomination. 

The effort by some to denigrate Pro
fessor Hill in absentia cannot sub
stitute for a full airing of these charges 
before the Senate in a proper fashion. 
A discussion among 98 men, about how 
Professor Hill should or should not 
have responded to the alleged harass
ment-and how difficult it is for 98 men 
to understand her position-cannot 
substitute for giving her a chance to 
explain her actions and the events 
about which we she eloquently speaks, 
herself, in her own words. 

I urge my colleagues to choose delib
eration over expediency. I cannot be
lieve that this body will rush pellmell 
to obey the procedural mandate of the 
unanimous-consent request, as honored 
as those consent requests always are. I 
cannot believe that it will take prece
dence over justice. 

Mr. President, there is a saying that 
goes "if you don't have time to do it 
right the first time, how are you going 
to find time to do it over? If we do not 
make the time to do our job right this 
time, the Constitution does not allow 
us to do it over. 

There is plenty of information al
ready before the Senate on Judge 
Thomas' record, his qualifications, his 
views, and his experience. While I be
lieve strongly that the allegations 
raised in recent days justify a post
ponement of the Senate vote on this 
nomination, I must today make clear 
that when that vote does take place, I 
will oppose this nomination. Not be
cause of the questions raised by Prof es
sor Hill, but because of the record al
ready so closely examined by the Judi
ciary Committee; more specifically, I 
make that decision based on the evi
dence before the entire Senate, on his 
record and his judicial philosophy. 

The following principles guided my 
consideration of this nomination. 
First, I believe that a Justice of the 
Supreme Court should have a well-con
sidered, well-reasoned, and fair judicial 
philosophy. The history of the drafting 
of the Constitution and the history of 
the Senate, in exercising its advise
and-consent role, support my belief 
that the Senate should and must con
sider the nominee's general philosophy 
and its impact on our constitutional 
freedoms and rights. 

Second, a nominee must be com
petent in the analytical skills essential 
to his task. Third, he or she should 
have the highest personal and profes
sional integrity. He or she should com
plement and enhance the balance of the 
Court rather than send it careening in 

one direction or the other. The Court is 
a living organism whose viability de
pends on maintaining balance between 
competing forces. 

In judging whether Clarence Thomas 
possesses the qualities I have listed, I 
believe I must consider only the facts 
as they appear now rather than any 
artful predictions about what the fu
ture might hold. None of us can afford 
to play roulette in choosing the mem
bers of the Court that protects our 
dearest liberties. 

Clarence Thomas is an impressive 
man with an astounding background. 
Even before his nomination to the Su
preme Court, he was an inspiration to 
those who struggled against poverty 
and racism. He has won the highest 
praise from his mentor and friend, Sen
ator DANFORTH, for whom I have the 
highest regard, and the same will be 
said and has been said many times by 
every other Member of this body. 

Judge Thomas' friends speak of him 
in a chorus of enthusiasm and respect 
seldom heard in this political commu
nity. His life shows that adversity need 
not lead to a life of quiet desperation, 
but can produce a strength of character 
that is a beacon for all who will follow. 

And on this point I would like to add 
the following. One of my closest 
friends, from high school days, was a 
law school classmate of Judge Thomas 
and has known him for more than 20 
years. I respect this friend's judgment 
greatly. He tells me the same thing 
about Clarence Thomas as an individ
ual and, incidentally, as a lawyer and 
jurist. And this is persuasive with me 
as well on this particular point. 

Also, I believe there is no question of 
Judge Thomas' competence to be a 
judge. He possesses a quick and incisive 
intellect. He speaks and writes with 
precision, power, and persuasiveness. 
The term "hard-working" cannot begin 
to describe the habits that have taken 
him so far in so short a time. 

In reviewing Judge Thomas' judicial 
philosophy, I have not considered 
whether he is a conservative or a lib
eral. In the history of the Supreme 
Court, choices made on such a basis 
have had a way of backfiring. Instead, 
I have reviewed Judge Thomas' judicial 
philosophy to determine whether it 
will be the servant or the master of the 
Constitution. I have questioned wheth
er his philosophy will stifle the expres
sion of constitutional rights or amplify 
them. And I have considered whether 
his views will strengthen or weaken 
the checks and balances upon which 
our democracy depends. 

My evaluation of Judge Thomas' phi
losophy is based on his own speeches 
and writing which cover a broad array 
of subjects. Several themes run 
through this body of work. First, Judge 
Thomas has expressed often and pas
sionately his belief that natural law 
should be the guiding principle of con
stitutional adjudication. There is no 
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easy way to define what natural law is. 
I find it best to cite Judge Thomas' 
own view of it through his comments 
on legal decisions and principles. 

In a speech to the Heritage Founda
tion, Judge Thomas praised an essay 
by Lewis Lehrman that took the posi
tion that a fetus enjoys constitutional 
protection from the moment of concep
tion. Thomas stated that he considered 
the essay "a splendid example of apply
ing natural law." 

When the Supreme Court held in a 7-
1 opinion that Congress could constitu
tionally appoint an independent coun
sel to investigate wrongdoing by high
ranking Federal officials, Thomas em
braced Justice Scalia's lone dissent. 
Scalia used natural law principles to 
argue that the Congress had no author
ity to appoint special prosecutors, no 
matter how serious the criminal alle
gations against the executive official. 
Judge Thomas felt so strongly that 
natural law principles should govern 
the case, that he criticized Chief Jua
tice Rehnquist for failing all Ameri
cans in the most important case since 
Brown verses Board of Education. 

Judge Thomas has embraced the ex
treme in other areas as well. Rather 
than engage in accepted norms of poli t
i cal discourse and critic isms, he has re
f erred to Members of Congress as 
"petty despots." He has ignored Con
gress, and showed his disdain for thou
sands of senior citizens, by twice fail
ing to honor statutory deadlines for 
processing age discrimination claims 
at the EEOC. And twice Congress was 
forced to extend statutes so that 
Thomas' failures would not deprive 
thousands of senior citizens of their 
rights under the law. 

In regard to gender discrimination, 
Judge Thomas has chosen to embrace 
discredited and disgraceful theories of 
why women have fewer educational and 
career opportunities. Specifically, he 
commended a treatise that argued that 
women earn less because they choose 
their occupations with an eye to mar
riage and motherhood. Nowhere in 
these statements and endorsements did 
he recognize the reality of gender dis
crimination, and in fact, he has op
posed even voluntary affirmative ac
tion programs in areas where discrimi
nation against women was a proven 
practice. Does Judge Thomas have a 
blind spot that led him to break the 
law in an area of great importance to 
all Americans, but especially to 
women? 

I do not believe such extreme ap
proaches to the questions before the 
Supreme Court serve either the Con
stitution or the Nation well. 

While I am alarmed by Thomas' 
speeches and writings, I have tried to 
consider them in light of his back
ground, and experience, and in the con
text of his testimony before the Senate 
Judiciary Cammi ttee. 

I looked forward to his appearance 
before the Senate to see if his strong 

character could allay my concerns 
about his strong, and in my opinion, 
narrow views. 

There are those who criticize the 
confirmation hearings on the grounds 
that a nominee is damned if he answers 
forthrightly and damned if he is silent. 
I do not believe the Senate can fulfill 
its constitutional obligations without 
candor from the nominee. A candidate 
for the Supreme Court who hides his 
views from the Senate undermines the 
Constitution. 

I agree that a nominee should not 
have to comment on cases that are, or 
could be, pending before the Court. I 
agree also that no one position should 
be a litmus test for confirmation. How
ever, I cannot agree that the less we 
know about a nominee the better. 

The hearings afforded Judge Thomas 
the chance to explain his views. Unfor
tunately, I feel that he took the oppor
tunity to explain them away instead. 
Rather than defend his statements as a 
part of a complete philosophy, he 
apologized for them by saying that he 
was a part-time political theorist, or 
that he was catering to his audience's 
interests, or in some cases admitting 
that he had in fact not even read the 
very work he had so effusively praised. 

He recanted his belief in natural law 
as the only basis for constitutional ad
judication. He reversed completely his 
harsh criticisms of the legacy of Jus
tice Oliver Wendell Holmes. Whereas in 
a speech he argued that economic 
rights should enjoy the same high 
standard of protection as personal 
rights, in the hearings he argued that 
he was merely reminding people of the 
importance of economic right. 

Judge Thomas used the occasion of 
the hearings to tone down his criti
cisms of Congress and underscore his 
support for Congress' role in balancing 
the power of the Executive. But the 
context of his concessions lead me to 
question whether his commitment to 
the Constitution's separation of powers 
will last longer than the Senate's con
sideration of his nomination. 

The most troubling aspect of Judge 
Thomas' testimony was his response to 
inquiries about Roe versus Wade and 
the reproductive rights of women. 
When asked about a White House re
port he signed that harshy criticized 
Roe versus Wade, Thomas denied he 
had read that part of the report. He 
then stretched the imagination of the 
Senate, if not the Nation, by saying 
that he neither had an opinion about 
nor had even discussed with anyone the 
most controversial case of his genera
tion. 

I do not anticipate that President 
Bush will ever nominate anyone to the 
Supreme Court who supports Roe ver
sus Wade. However, I believe the Sen
ate has a right to know-and Judge 
Thomas had the obligation to reveal
the reasoning and depth of conviction 
behind his public statements on this 
subject. 

Finally, I found Judge Thomas will
fully inconsistent in applying his prin
ciple of not discussing controversial is
sues that may come before the Court. 
Surely the death penalty, the separa
tion of church and state, and the use in 
court of victim impact statements are 
controversial issues that will be before 
the Court. 

I have tried to reconcile Judge Thom
as' testimony with his previous state
ments and writings because of my re
spect for him as an individual, for his 
intelligence and his character. I do not 
expect, nor require, philosophical pu
rity in a person or a Supreme Court 
Justice. I understand the pressures of 
having to defend our record under 
harsh questioning by those who dis
agree with you. It is something each of 
us in the Senate does on a daily basis. 
I also understand that it is possible to 
have strong feelings on a subject yet 
still give those who disagree with you 
a fair hearing and fair consideration. 

One way or the other, Judge Thomas 
has to take responsibility for the con
tradiction between his professional ac
tions and philosophy and his testimony 
at the Senate hearings. His harshest 
critics say that he is running from 
himself; because of my respect for him, 
I choose to believe that he has not yet 
found himself, that he, in fact does not 
have a well-settled judicial philosophy 
that will guide his work on the Court 
should he be confirmed. 

I am not troubled that Judge Thomas 
is still forming his judicial philosophy. 
I am troubled that he has not shown 
any caution in the conduct of his pub
lic life while he explores his beliefs. He 
has harshly and vociferously attacked 
those with whom he disagrees with the 
passion of a true believer. Yet, when 
tested, he denies that he is a true be
liever. 

It is difficult for me to express my 
disappointment that a man as dedi
cated to public service as Clarence 
Thomas is, has been thrust toward the 
Supreme Court before, in my opinion, 
he has demonstrated he is ready for the 
job. 

I find it instructive to consider for a 
moment who Thurgood Marshall was 
when he was nominated to the Court. 
He had served as a Federal appellate 
judge and the Solicitor General of the 
United States. He had argued 32 cases 
before the Supreme Court and won 29 of 
them. At great risk to his life, he had 
traveled the country defending the con
stitutional rights of minorities. He per
suaded the Supreme Court to end the 
practice of segregated schools in Amer
ica in Brown versus Board of Edu
cation. I am not proposing that Thom
as should be rejected because he has 
not achieved at his age what Marshall 
had: few ever did or ever will. I am pro
posing that Thomas has not yet tested 
his own beliefs either in his brief judi
cial career or in his own mind. I believe 
the passion of his public philosophy, 
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coupled with the doubts and modera
tions expressed before the Senate, dem
onstrate that he is searching. For that 
reason, I feel I know even less about 
him now than I did before the hearings 
began. 

I stated earlier that I believe a Su
preme Court Justice should have a 
well-considered, well-reasoned and fair 
judicial philosophy. I also said that I 
must consider this nomination accord
ing to the facts as they stand today. 
Judge Thomas has the intelligence and 
dedication to be where he is today on 
the U.S. Court of Appeals. I do not be
lieve that he has shown the kind of bal
ance and judicial maturity to earn, at 
this point in his career, a seat on the 
Supreme Court. While I believe that he 
may grow into the position if he is con
firmed, I cannot honor my responsibil
ity in this matter based on hopes for 
the future. There is too much at stake. 

I will vote against Clarence Thomas' 
nomination to the Supreme Court. 
And, I again urge my colleagues to sup
port a postponement of that vote so we 
may more carefully consider the 
charges that now so dramatically di
vide this Chamber. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, every 
time I have been deeply troubled about 
the qualifications of a Presidential 
nominee, I have voted "no." My own 
rule is that unless a nominee has ac
quitted himself or herself in a fairly 
convincing way, the nominee should be 
rejected. Senators should feel com
fortably certain that a nominee is well 
qualified, and that they would have no 
hesitancy in defending an aye vote to 
their constituents. I do not believe this 
nomination can be defended. 

The advise and consent role is an ex
tremely important one for Senators. It 
is not, or at least should not be, based 
on the popularity of a nominee, his or 
her political affiliation, or his or her 
social philosophy, though it is impos
sible not to give some consideration to 
those things. A President has a right to 
pick, and most do pick, members of 
their party and philosophical persua
sion. 

Ronald Reagan didn't much believe 
in conservation and preservation of our 
natural resources, and he chose James 
Watt, of like mind, to be his Secretary 
of the Interior. I led the fight against 
James Watt's confirmation, and got 11 
votes for . my effort. I felt sure, and it 
was later confirmed, that James Watt 
had no reverence for our land and 
water, our environment, or for preserv
ing our natural heritage. But there was 
a herd instinct sweeping through the 
Senate in those days to give the Presi
dent his man, and that mentality 
proved to be a disaster for the Nation. 

I voted for Justices Scalia and Ken
nedy, though their political and social 
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philosophies were different from mine. 
But both Scalia and Kennedy had long, 
distinguished careers as legal scholars, 
practicing attorneys, and jurists. 

Judge Bork was a recognized legal 
scholar, but he was a cynical view of 
the law and a crabbed view of the Con
stitution; so perverse in fact that I felt 
compelled to vote against him. 

No more than 3-4 percent of Presi
dential nominees are ever contested, 
but those contested nominations are 
almost always the most important 
ones. And Supreme Court nominations 
are extremely important because the 
Court is the third branch of govern
ment. Its members are all Presidential 
appointees, and since the President is 
the executive branch and nominates all 
the members of the Judiciary, he 
wields a tremendous power. President 
Roosevelt attempted to pack the Su
preme Court by increasing its member
ship to 15 in order to get his legislation 
declared constitutional. His policies, 
even in hindsight were imminently cor
rect, but his means were grossly wrong 
and Congress correctly repudiated the 
attempt. 

This brings me to a few thoughts 
about Judge Thomas, his experience as 
a lawyer, as a jurist, and his answers to 
questions by Judiciary Committee 
members. 

Judge Thomas graduated from law 
school in 1974, 17 years ago. Since that 
time, Judge Thomas has spent a total 
of 6 years dealing with the law, and 5 of 
those years were narrowly focused: 3 
years in the attorney general's office in 
Missouri, 2 years on the corporate legal 
staff of Monsanto Co. and 1 year as a 
judge on the court of appeals. He never 
tried a case in Federal court, and was 
apparently never in court as an advo
cate in the rough and tumble world of 
the legal profession. I could not find in 
the record that he had actually ever 
tried a case at all. There is no evidence 
that he excelled as a student, and lack
ing any extensive practical experience, 
I am puzzled by how he came to be cho
sen. 

Then there are the unbelievable con
tradictions between Judge Thomas' 
writings and his repudiation of those 
writings before the committee. He 
seemed, at least until his confirmation 
hearing, to be captivated by some ar
cane theory of the natural law or high
er law. The natural law is a legitimate 
and useful method of interpreting the 
Constitution, especially in the field of 
individual rights, but Judge Thomas 
seems to envision a much more com
prehensive use of a higher law, though 
it is entirely unclear as to just what he 
has in mind. He praised an essay by 
Lewis Lehrman, a former candidate for 
Governor of New York, for his
Lehrman's-application of natural law 
to the legality of abortion. 

Lehrman had concluded not only 
that the Constitution did not permit 
abortion but that abortion was abso-

lutely prohibited under any cir
cumstances. Not prohibited by words in 
the Constitution but by natural law or 
a higher law. This would mean that if 
Roe versus Wade should be reversed, 
the Congress and the 50 States would 
all be prohibited from permitting an 
abortion to save the mother's life or 
for any other reason. 

Mr. President, I feel certain Roever
sus Wade is going to be reversed, and 
the President has the right to appoint 
persons who agree with his stated posi
tion to do that, but surely that deci
sion should be dealt with in the con
text of the Constitution, and not some 
arcane principle of natural law, pre
sumably outside the Constitution and 
understood by a very few persons who 
believe that natural law transcends the 
Constitution. Mr. President, this could 
lead to abrogations and aberrations to
tally outside the Constitution and de
pending on the case and the persuasion 
of a narrow majority of Justices. Such 
a possibility is absolutely eerie. It 
opens up the possibility that a particu
lar partisan or philosophical goal could 
be reached with decisions based not on 
the Constitution, but on five persons' 
arcane philosophy of natural law. 

Then, Mr. President, there is the 
credibility question. Judge Thomas 
told the committee that Roe versus 
Wade was the most important case to 
be considered by the Court, yet insisted 
he had never discussed the case with 
anyone. It this is true, he is probably 
the only lawyer in America who could 
make such a claim. But it would dem
onstrate a remarkable lack of curiosity 
that in and of itself be disqualifying. 

Senator SIMON carefully cataloged a 
host of other contradictions yesterday 
between what Judge Thomas had pre
viously written and said, and what he 
testified to before the committee re
garding Justice Holmes, the natural 
law, the Lehrman essay, and many 
other issues. He seemed to repudiate 
virtually every position he had ever 
taken in all his writings. 

What is one to make of all this? 
The studied and obviously rehearsed 

strategy of stonewalling the commit
tee, even on settled cases and policies 
was disquieting. It has become common 
for nominees to say as little as pos
sible, and agree to nothing. These care
fully rehearsed appearances at con
firmation hearings have effectively al
tered two centuries of precedents that 
always placed the burden on the nomi
nee to prove his fitness for the position 
for which he was nominated. The bur
den has now been shifted to the Senate 
to prove the unfitness of a nominee, a 
burden it cannot sustain in the absence 
of extrinsic proof, when the nominee 
says he neither agrees nor disagrees 
with anything, and wouldn't tell you if 
he did. 

My conclusion that Judge Thomas 
should not be confirmed is based on his 
theory of natural law, his contradic-
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tory statements, perhaps most impor
tant his lack of experience. Perhaps 10 
years hence, Judge Thomas, if he stays 
on the Court of Appeals bench, would 
demonstrate the kind of knowledge and 
understanding of the Constitution that 
people have a right to expect of a nomi
nee to the Supreme Court. 

I don't understand why President 
Bush felt compelled to say that Judge 
Thomas was the best-qualified person 
in America for this position. All Amer
icans assumed that the nominee would 
be African-American, and that is en
tirely proper, but not one person in 
America believed that statement. 
There are thousands of learned and 
scholarly lawyers and jurists in Amer
ica, black and white, male and female, 
extremely well qualified for this posi
tion. Judge Thomas is not one of them. 
I tried to find reasons to support Judge 
Thomas but then I read Federal Paper 
76, Alexander Hamilton wrote regard
ing the advise and consent role of the 
Senate: 

The person ultimately appointed must be 
the object of his (the President's) preference, 
though perhaps not in the first degree. It is 
also not very probable that his nomination 
would often be overruled. The Senate could 
not be tempted by the preference they might 
feel to another to reject the one proposed; 
because they could not assure themselves 
that the person they might wish would be 
brought forward by a second or by any subse
quent nomination. They could not even be 
certain that a future nomination would 
present a candidate in any degree more ac
ceptable to them; and as their dissent might 
cast a kind of stigma upon the individual re
jected and might have the appearance of a 
reflection upon the judgment of the Chief 
Magistrate, it is not likely that their sanc
tion would often be refused, where there 
were not special and strong reasons for the 
refusal. 

Because I found Judge Thomas to be 
likable, and because I was very much 
impressed by his upbringing, and the 
fact that he came from abject poverty 
to positions of authority and power, 
and because I think it imperative that 
an African-American be appointed to 
replace Justice Marshall, I wanted very 
much to support his nomination. I even 
rationalized that I should support him 
because the next nominee might be 
even more unacceptable. But a vote to 
confirm for such reasons in the face of 
compelling reasons to the contrary 
would be a gross abdication of my duty 
in the advise and consent process. 

My vote obviously is for probably for 
naught, because Judge Thomas appar
ently has the required 51 votes nec
essary. Again, I have a duty to vote 
against Judge Thomas because of my 
overwhelming belief that he is unquali
fied. 

Finally, Mr. President, my decision 
not to support Judge Thomas was made 
before the rather sensational allega
tions were made regarding his conduct 
toward a former female employee. But 
because I determined to vote no for 
other reasons, I do not judge the truth 

or falsity of these late allegations, se
rious though they are. Obviously, these 
allegations should be investigated fur
ther, and I will vote for such a delay. 

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY] is rec
ognized. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I had 
a chance to listen to everything the 
Senator from Arkansas had to say. 

I guess there is only one thing that I 
would take some exception to, and that 
is the extent to which he would say the 
record does not say that Judge Thomas 
has enough legal experience. 

I think to discount Judge Thomas' 
tenure as chairman of the EEOC-that 
is a law enforcement agency-is simply 
wrong. As head of the EEOC, Judge 
Thomas helped decide what discrimina
tion cases to bring to the courts. He 
obviously had to review the regulations 
interpreting and applying the 
antidiscriminatory laws. I think to dis
count 8 years, or 7 or 8 years of legal 
work of that type as head of an impor
tant Federal agency is not legal experi
ence is really a ludicrous assertion. 

I think we ought to make that point 
to correct the record, that we are talk
ing about a person here who has had 
tremendous legal experience. As I 
pointed out 2 or 3 days ago there have 
only been four members of the Su
preme Court in this century who have 
had an opportunity of having served in 
the executive branch, the legislative 
branch, and the judicial branch of the 
Federal · Government, having also 
served in both State government and 
Federal Government-only four mem
bers of the Supreme Court this cen
tury. This puts Judge Thomas, as far as 
his experience is concerned, way above 
the experience and background that 
most people bring to the Supreme 
Court of the United States. 

But my main purpose, Mr. President, 
is to address what most Members of 
this body are addressing, recent devel
opments in the nomination of Judge 
Clarence Thomas to be an Associate 
Justice of the Supreme Court. And 
they involve all the issues that have 
been discussed around Professor Hill's 
accusations. 

The events of the past few days have 
constituted the worst treatment of a 
nominee that I have seen in my 11 
years in the Senate. Mr. President, I 
think we were observing over the week
end, on Monday, and Tuesday this 
week what we were told we were going 
to see way back in July when one of 
the spokespersons for one of the major 
groups in opposition to Judge Thomas, 
when asked how were they going to de
feat Judge Thomas, said, we will "Bork 
him." We will "Bork him." In other 
words, the same tactics that were used 
against Judge Bork in 1987 would be 
the very same ones used against Judge 
Thomas. 

Until last weekend I could not say 
that would be the case. But we are in a 

position now where the emotion of the 
day is stampeding Members of the Sen
ate, stampeding in a fashion not to use 
judgment that the constitutional proc
ess calls for us to use, because this is 
not a political campaign for the posi
tion of Associate Justice of the Su
preme Court. 

Judge Thomas is not a political can
didate for the Supreme Court. He has 
been selected by the President of the 
United States for a lifetime position on 
the Court. 

Are we going to let a political cam
paign through the media accomplish 
the same goal that was accomplished 
in 1987 against Judge Bork? 

I did not think that I would see the 
"Borking" of Judge Thomas, the tac
tics that were used then, be successful 
in this instance. And 1 hope they are 
not. But I think we should be con
cerned about it, not because of what it 
does to Judge Thomas, but what it does 
to the constitutional process of advice 
and consent. 

It has been since mid-September that 
the Judiciary Committee has been 
aware of these allegations against 
Judge Thomas. These were allegations 
that were first brought to the commit
tee's attention by Professor Hill only 
after she was contacted by Senate 
staff. 

Let me repeat, and let me repeat by 
her own statement. Professor Hill came 
forward with her charges after Senate 
staff talked to her and encouraged her. 
When the chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee and when the ranking 
member of the Judiciary Committee 
learned of these allegations, the FBI 
was immediately ordered to conduct an 
investigation. That investigation was 
completed before the Senate Judiciary 
Committee voted on Friday, September 
27, 1991. 

At that point the chairman of the Ju
diciary Committee, Senator BIDEN, in
formed the committee Democrats, 
most of whom opposed Judge Thomas' 
confirmation, of the investigation re
sults. Yet, none asked for a delay in 
the vote. Not one asked for further in
vestigation. And none raised these lat
est allegations as a reason for their 
vote to oppose Judge Thomas. Why 
now? 

Well, Judge Thomas' opponents have 
been successful in delaying the vote on 
the Senate floor until today, and for all 
I know right at this very hour there 
could be discussions about whether or 
not it even ought to be conducted 
today. 

The time of last Thursday, Friday, 
the weekend, plus Monday and Tues
day, today, gave opponents more time 
to publicly smear Judge Thomas. The 
FBI report was leaked to the media. 
That in turn caused Professor Hill, who 
had requested confidentiality, to de
fend her allegations publicly. 

I do not know whether this just hap
pened, because considering how sophis-
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ticated the operation is, this process 
that we call Borking him-and it is 
very sophisticated-I would like to 
have people on my side in a campaign, 
in a political campaign that is that so
phisticated. 

But their goal was to get these alle
gations out very publicly, to inflame 
the emotions and sensibilities, and 
most importantly do what was so suc
cessful 4 years ago against Bork-ex
cept there has not been a lot of paid TV 
time, but there has been a lot of free 
news time on this-their desire to by
pass the constitutional process of ad
vice and consent of the full Senate and 
the Judiciary Committee. 

We had 2 weeks of hearings, including 
some 100 witnesses testifying for and 
against Judge Thomas. Not one raised 
a charge like this one. A charge like 
this was taken right to the public by 
those who oppose this nominee, short 
circuiting the committee procedures. 

This is a strategy based upon des
peration. It is a last-ditch effort to de
feat Judge Thomas because they can
not destroy him on his qualifications 
and on the merits. 

After all, we had 5 days of testimony. 
In these 5 days of testimony, Judge 
Thomas showed himself to be thought
ful, to be intelligent, and to be articu
late, as an individual, and even in his 
present position as a judge. 

But he also showed himself to be one 
who espoused a philosophy at odds with 
the special interest groups who are out 
here opposing Judge Thomas. These 
groups know that they need to stop 
this nomination. They have to do this 
to validate their social agenda, an 
agenda which they seek to impose 
through the courts since the American 
people, through the Congress and 
through the President, will not accept 
it. 

I hope that this approach will not 
work. Their delay, and now this mud 
slinging, are coming to a merciful end, 
I hope. When we vote today, I hope 
that they will lose. I believe that they 
will. Despite the best efforts of the pro
fessional liberals who have thrown ev
erything that they could find at this 
nominee, he still stands tall, and their 
cause is a losing cause. 

In the meantime, there are some ex
cuses that Senators have raised in op
posing Judge Thomas that I think 
should be addressed. Some claim that 
they cannot vote for Judge Thomas, 
because he did not reveal his basic 
views of constitutional interpretation, 
that he is, consequently, somehow an 
empty vessel, that his views have van
ished. The truth is that Judge Thomas, 
openly and very candidly, revealed his 
basic philosophy, and that is a philoso
phy of judicial restraint; that is what 
he told us at the confirmation hearings 
for the D.C. Circuit, and that is what 
he has practiced as a judge on that cir
cuit court of appeals. 

Some have charged that Judge 
Thomas refused to answer questions 

forthrightly. This is utter nonsense. He 
answered literally hundreds of ques
tions. 

It is true that he did not answer the 
dozens and dozens of questions about 
abortion, but that is an issue that he is 
going to be voting on and debating. It 
is highly controversial and will defi
nitely come before him as a Justice of 
the Supreme Court. It seems to me 
that instead of challenging him and 
finding fault, we should praise him for 
the open mind regarding that issue. We 
should expect nothing less than an 
open mind on these controversial is
sues that are still going to be decided 
in the near term before this Court. 
Nominees for the Supreme Court 
should not make campaign promises to 
Senators. 

Then there are those Senators who 
demand that nominees tell us in ad
vance how they will vote, and who 
would oppose Judge Thomas, claiming 
he has no respect for the separation of 
powers and will favor the President 
over Congress. But under the separa
tion of powers, we must respect the 
independence of the judiciary. We can
not ask judicial nominees how they 
will vote on unsettled issues that they 
will decide. We owe the litigants to 
those cases the open-mindness on the 
part of the judges. We owe the nominee 
the right to decide cases as a judge, 
after hearing legal arguments and the 
evidence, and not in the vacuum of the 
confirmation hearings. 

Then, of course, Senators have 
brought up questions about his prior 
statements, when he was a member of 
the administrative branch of Govern
ment in a policymaking position, using 
these statements as excuses for voting 
against Judge Thomas. They have ex
amined every speech he made, every 
article he wrote, as an executive 
branch policymaker. 

They say that he is deceptive when 
he says that he will put his views aside 
as a Supreme Court Justice. The actual 
fact is that Judge Thomas has not al
lowed prior political statements to af
fect his role as a member of the circuit 
court of appeals. 

Perhaps his opponents, particularly 
those liberal special-interest groups, 
are puzzled because they cannot imag
ine that judges have any function other 
than to read their political views into 
their decisions. But those who, like 
Judge Thomas, believe in judicial re
straint can and do separate their polit
ical opinions from their work as a 
judge. 

Finally, in the ultimate of irony, sev
eral Senators have adopted Judge 
Bork's theory of original intent when 
it comes to the confirmation process. 
During the 20th century, up until the 
1987 Bork nomination, the President 
and the Senate followed a consistent 
pattern of confirming the Supreme 
Court nominations based on their com-

petence and integrity. Now that seems 
to have changed. 

Make no mistake, though, despite 
and pretext, the opposition to Judge 
Thomas is based solely on ideology. 
And in relying upon ideology, Judge 
Thomas' opponents are trying to re
turn to original intent by claiming the 
nominee must prove himself worthy of 
confirmation. It was under those stand
ards that George Washington's nomi
nee for Chief Justice was turned down 
because he opposed the Jay Treaty, and 
that five nominees of President Tyler 
were rejected for ideological reasons. 

Mr. President, I hope to see the con
firmation of Judge Thomas for many 
reasons, not the least of which is that 
it will mean the end of the ironies and 
hypocrisy that I have discussed. It is 
not everyone who could keep his 
composure during unfairness, mean 
spiritedness, and outright personal at
tacks deriving from opportunism, par
ticularly the opportunisms and politi
cal agendas of the special interest 
groups. Judge Thomas has survived 
this ordeal. In doing so, his early com
ments that Congress shows little delib
eration, and even less wisdom, that it 
engages in political posturing above 
anything else, and is beholden to spe
cial interest groups, were not only ac
curate, but unfortunately prophetic. 

Mr. President, I look forward to the 
day when those statements are relics of 
an era long past, and the confirmation 
process returns to the purpose that was 
intended when Alexander Hamilton 
spoke to that in the Federalist Papers, 
when he said that it was to see that po
litical hacks were not appointed to the 
Court, and that it did not become a 
process by which the President could 
put his political friends on the Court 
strictly for political payoff. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BRYAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SAR

BANES). The Senator from Nevada. 
Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President. on Sep

tember 24 of this year, I announced my 
support for Judge Clarence Thomas' 
nomination to the Supreme Court. I do 
not serve on the Judiciary Committee, 
and the charges leveled by Professor 
Hill over this past weekend were mat
ters of first impression for this Sen
ator. 

The charges are serious, and I took 
the opportunity to carefully review the 
statement which Professor Hill submit
ted to the committee. If true-and I 
emphasize "if true"-they clearly cross 
the line and constitute, by any reason
able and fair standard, sexual harass
ment and the type of verbal abuse that 
no woman in the work force should be 
subjected to, and the kind of conduct 
that all of us rightfully ought to de
plore. 

Only two people really know what 
happened-Professor Hill and Judge 
Thomas. To the best of my knowledge, 
no other witness is available to offer 
direct evidence on this matter. 
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There is, however, circumstantial 

evidence available, evidence as to the 
conduct of Judge Thomas with respect 
to other female coworkers, and more 
recently, this morning, this Senator 
has been made aware that there is a 
telephone log which purports to docu
ment a conversational trail between 
Judge Thomas and Professor Hill which 
extended over a substantial period of 
time. . 

I have read the FBI report and I have 
read it thoroughly. At best, and with 
the utmost of charity, it can only be 
said about that report that it is incom
plete. 

The question is how then shall we 
proceed to discharge the obligation 
that we have to this institution, which 
we are a part of, the obligation to Pro
fessor Hill, the obligation to Judge 
Thomas, and most importantly, the ob
ligation that we have to the American 
people? 

Judge Thomas has a cloud hanging 
over his head. In my view, the only re
sponsible course for us as Members of 
this body to discharge the constitu
tional obligation which is incumbent 
upon us is to the best of our ability 
conduct a thorough examination of 
these allegations and ascertain as best 
we can the truth or falsity of those al
legations. 

I have in the past been critical of the 
committee process, but I must say, Mr. 
President, I know of no better vehicle 
to ascertain the truth or falsity of 
those charges than for the committee 
itself to inquire into this evidence and 
to give Judge Thomas an opportunity 
to publicly and before the committee 
under oath to offer testimony in con
tradiction and in refutation of the alle
gations made by Professor Hill. 

We, in this body, and the American 
people have a right to see Judge Thom
as, to evaluate his demeanor, and to 
consider his response. 

I believe the most efficacious method 
to do that is through a continuation of 
the hearing process for a limited time. 
I do not favor an open-ended or unlim
ited extension of time, but I do believe 
that in fairness to Judge Thomas, in 
fairness to Professor Hill, and in fair
ness to the American people that we 
have a right and, indeed, the respon
sibility to ascertain this information. 

It would be my hope that the Senate 
can agree upon a short delay for a fi
nite or fixed period of time. But I must 
say that if I am compelled because I 
know of no other vehicle other than 
unanimous-consent agreement to viti
ate the time certain and to establish it 
as I would prefer a fixed time, giving 
the proper opportunity to fully explore 
this matter, if I do not have the oppor
tunity to do that, then this Senator 
would regrettably be in a position that 
he would vote against the nomination 
of Judge Clarence Thomas because it is 
the only vehicle available to this Sen
ator to ensure the purpose of the con
tinuation to ascertain these facts. 

As I said, Mr. President, I hope that 
does not become necessary. I believe it 
is is in the best interest to Judge 
Thomas, and I hope his sponsors would 
concur, that he have this opportunity 
to rebut in a public forum the allega
tions that have been made against him 
and those of us in this body who ulti
mately must make the determination 
as to whether to vote for or against 
Judge Thomas have the opportunity to 
consider his response, his demeanor 
when he is specifically confronted with 
these allegations. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
first of all, let me thank Senator 
BRYAN from Nevada. I have a real ap
preciation not only for the substance of 
his remarks but really the way in 
which he delivered those words which I 
think are very important at this par
ticular moment on the floor of the U.S. 
Senate. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. GRASSLEY], mentioned empty ves
sel, and since Monday a week ago when 
I announced my opposition, I talked 
about empty vessel. I want to once 
more talk about the basis of my deci
sion. 

Friday I was a part of this debate, 
but it really was Monday a week ago 
that I had decided-and I decided after 
a lot of consideration-to vote against 
Judge Thomas, and the basic point I 
made then was that when I went back 
to the Constitutional Convention and 
the decisions that were made about the 
judicial branch of Government and how 
appointments would be made, it is very 
clear to me that there was a clear un
derstanding historically, and I think it 
applies today, that the judicial branch 
of Government has just tremendously 
important power, the power of judicial 
review, the power to enforce the first 
amendment rights, the power to guard 
against usurpation of power by the ex
ecutive branch or the legislative 
branch. It is the branch of Government 
in which each and every individual has 
equal standing. 

And what I found so disappointing 
about Clarence Thomas' testimony be
fore this Judiciary Committee was that 
the judge essentially said that his past 
writings and statements were really no 
longer to be considered, that he had no 
view on the basic constitutional and 
philosophical questions that face us as 
a society and a country. 

And, therefore, my argument was in 
representing himself as an empty ves
sel I did not believe that I could give 
my advice and consent to anyone who 
would come in and so represent himself 
or herself. I feel very confident about 
that decision. 

But now, in the last couple of days, 
we have had some other developments 
and first and foremost have been the 

allegations by Professor Hill, and I 
think it puts everyone, the people in 
Minnesota that I spent time with today 
before I came back, those of us in the 
Senate, and Clarence Thomas as well, 
in a very difficult position. 

I want to say on the floor of the U.S. 
Senate that I think every Senator has 
to be very careful not to in any way, 
shape, or form discount what Professor 
Hill has had to say. All too often when 
women raise questions of sexual har
assment, women are ignored. We do not 
want to let that happen. That cannot 
and that should not happen any place, 
any time, anywhere in our country. 
But, by the same token, we have to re
member that Judge Thomas is entitled 
to a fair hearing. He is not guilty-I 
mean we have not had a full hearing. 
He has not really had an opportunity 
to fully represent himself. 

So, what I want to say, Mr. Presi
dent, in the spirit of, I think, fairness 
and some balance is that it is very im
portant that we do not decide tonight. 
I think it is a question of being fair to 
Professor Hill. I think it is a question 
of treating Judge Thomas with utmost 
respect. And I also think, Mr. Presi
dent, it is a question of institutional 
integrity. I do not believe that the U.S. 
Senate can vote tonight on confirma
tion under such cloudy circumstances. 

Mr. President, I guess what I would 
say in what is not a good moment for 
any of us is that there is no reason to 
rush to judgment. There is no reason to 
rush to judgment. When I came back 
from Minnesota today, I hoped and I 
still hope that perhaps Clarence Thom
as himself would request that we put 
off this decision. I think it would be 
best for him. I think it would be best 
for the U.S. Senate, and most impor
tantly, I think it would be best for all 
of us as a people in this Nation. 

So I do not believe we should rush to 
judgment. I hope we will not make 
such a momentous decision tonight, 
and I hope that all parties concerned 
will be treated with respect and fair
ness, and we will move forward and try 
and make a decision and made a deci
sion at another time under other cir
cumstances when in fact we have the 
full information before us and we can 
be fair to Judge Thomas, to Professor 
hill, and we can make a decision as the 
U.S. Senate that will be good for our 
country. 

I yield my time. 
Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Kansas is recognized. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I yield to 

the Senator from Missouri. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LAU

TENBERG). The Senator from Missouri. 
Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, the 

situation before us is as follows: Some
time earlier this month, prompted by 
apparently repeated inquiries from 
Senate staff, Miss Anita Hill made a 
written statement making certain alle-
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gations about Judge Clarence Thomas. 
Those allegations were subsequently 
investigated by the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation. 

The investigative report was then de
livered to the chairman and to the 
ranking member of the Judiciary Com
mittee. They, in turn, briefed the ma
jority leader and the minority leader of 
the Senate. Senator BIDEN tells me 
that he then briefed each of the Demo
cratic Members of the Senate on the 
content of that report. 

As a result of those briefings-and I 
am told that during the briefings a 
copy of the FBI report was present, and 
that if members did not actually look 
at it, they had a right to look at it-as 
a result of those briefings, it was deter
mined by each of the member of the 
Judiciary Committee that the FBI re
port did not contain any basis for fur
ther action; that no further investiga
tion was necessary; and that no delay 
was necessary. That was the stated po
sition of the members of the Judiciary 
Committee. 

Having failed to win any response 
from the Judiciary Committee, having 
failed to have the vote put off-and in
cidentally, I am told that it is a matter 
of right, that any member of the com
mittee could have put off the commit
tee vote for one week-having failed 
that, someone violated the rules of the 
Senate. Someone released into the pub
lic domain an FBI report, or the con
tents, selected contents, it would ap
pear, of an FBI report. That was done 
the weekend before today's scheduled 
vote on the Thomas nomination. 

It became, as many might have pre
dicted, the lead item on each of the 
network news programs on Sunday. It 
became the front-page headline of the 
newspapers on Monday. It has gen
erated a tremendous rush of activity 
by various organizations opposed to 
the Thomas nomination. 

I am told, two different times, that 
various people who work at EEOC have 
been flooded with phone calls from peo
ple who have identified themselves as 
being with the organization, People for 
the American Way, asking for the dirt 
on Clarence Thomas. 

This whole conformation process has 
been turned into the worst kind of slea
zy political campaign, with no effort 
spared to assassinate the character of 
Clarence Thomas: staff members, inter
est group representatives fanning out 
over the country, trying to drum up 
whatever they can to attack this per
son's character. 

The allegations, of course, have been 
called into question. Today, Clarence 
Thomas issued a sworn statement cat
egorically denying the charges that 
have been made against him. Today, I 
released, upstairs in the Press Gallery, 
excerpts from the telephone logs of 
Clarence Thomas. Those excerpts from 
the telephone logs of Clarence Thomas 
indicate that on 11 separate occasions 

since Miss Hill left the employ of the 
EEOC, she took the initiative of tele
phoning Clarence Thomas. The first 
entry on the telephone logs, January 
31, 1984, written in the handwriting of 
Clarence Thomas' Secretary at EEOC 
says: 

Anita Hill, 11:50. Just called to say hello. 
Sorry she didn't get to see you last week. 

Another one of the entries. This one, 
August 4, 1987, Anita Hill. And then 
there is a phone number. Time, 4 
o'clock. Message: "In town till 8-14"
presumably, August 1&-"wanted to 
congratulate you on marriage." 

Now, these are the phone messages of 
the person who has accused Clarence 
Thomas of harassing her on the job. 

Then we have the statement of a law
yer and former coworker at EEOC who 
reported that he had seen Miss Hill at 
the American Bar Association conven
tion in August, and that she said: 

Isn't it great that Clarence has been nomi
nated for the Supreme Court? 

And this same person has come for
ward, and she has made certain state
ments, and those statements were in
vestigated by the FBI. And that inves
tigation was turned over to the Judici
ary Committee, and the Judiciary 
Committee said: "No basis for action." 

And then someone went public. 
Now, Mr. President, what is the rea

son for the secrecy of the FBI reports? 
What is the reason for Senate rules 
providing that FBI reports are not sup
posed to be released to the public? 
What is the reason why a Senator who 
releases an FBI report can be expelled 
from the U.S. Senate? 

The reason is that it is manifestly 
unfair to an individual to release an 
FBI report. And that is what happened 
here. And you talk about unfairness. 
What is more unfair than to have a per
son's character called into question as 
the lead i tern on the network news? 

What is more unfair to an individual 
than to have Senator after Senator go 
on the floor and say, "Oh, we don't 
know enough." Why it satisfied the Ju
diciary Committee-yes, they read the 
reports and said, "No further action." 
Let us keep this ball in play; we need 
to delay. We need more time for the 
People for the American Way to make 
their phone calls digging up the dirt. 
We need the interest groups to have 
more time to gin up their opposition. 
There is blood in the water. We need 
more time for the sharks to gather 
around the body of Clarence Thomas. 
Oh, we need a delay. The Judiciary 
Committee, when they said it does not 
warrant further action, blew it, it is 
said. I do not think so at all. 

One hundred days ago today Clarence 
Thomas was nominated for the Su
preme Court of the United States. For 
100 days the interest groups and their 
lawyers and various staff members of 
the Senate have combed over the 
record of Clarence Thomas. For 100 
days they have examined footnotes in 

Law Review articles to question him 
about; sentences in articles taken out 
of context; speeches made in a political 
context which are then analyzed and 
criticized before the Judiciary Com
mittee. One hundred days this has gone 
on and people will say, "Oh, no, wait. 
We need more time.'' 

That is a tactic, Mr. President. I 
have been asked by the press today, 
why not delay? Why not delay? One 
hundred days is not enough. The Judi
ciary Committee's word for it is not 
enough. Why not delay? Why not keep 
this "circus"-and I use that word in 
the Roman context-why not keep this 
circus going? The lions are not satis
fied yet. Why not just have a delay? 

And my answer throughout the day 
has been, I do not think there should 
be a delay because all of the relevant 
evidence is before us now: the charge of 
Ms. Hill; the response to the charge by 
Clarence Thomas denying the allega
tion of Ms. Hill. It is not as though at 
some future time after some appro
priate hearing the skies will miracu
lously open, the clouds will dissipate, 
and will know "the answer" to these 
charges. I am quite sure that if we have 
a delay, no matter how long that delay 
would be, people would say, "We need 
another delay." Or, "We still have 
doubts." Or, "She proved her point." 
Or, "He proved his point." The ques
tions will still exist. People say, "Clear 
the clouds away. There is a cloud of 
doubt. We cannot do anything while 
the cloud of doubt exists." 

Mr. President, the cloud of doubt was 
created by a violation of the rules of 
U.S. Senate. Think about voting down 
the nomination of Clarence Thomas 
solely on the basis of a violation of 
Senate rules. Think about voting down 
the nomination of Clarence Thomas 
solely because an FBI report was dis
tributed to the media illegally. Talk 
about scandal-that is scandal. 

So, Mr. President, I have said to the 
press and I have said to some of my 
dear friends in the Senate today, I do 
not think there should be a delay. This 
poor guy has been tortured enough. 
And at the end of the delay they are 
going to continue at it. And at the end 
of the delay they are going to say 
"Wait, there is somebody else. There is 
something else. Let us have another 
delay.'' 

I have said in my opinion a delay 
would serve no purpose whatever. And 
that is how I feel about it. But, Mr. 
President, it is not my call. At least in 
my mind it is not my call. Because a 
person whom I respect so greatly and a 
person I love dearly said to me on the 
phone: "They have taken from me 
what I have worked 43 years to create. 
They have taken from me what I have 
taken 43 years to build-my reputa
tion." And he said, "I want to clear my 
name." 

I do not know that it is possible. I 
doubt it because I think, as I have said, 
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that it will just be another delay for 
the sharks and at the end they will say, 
"Oh, we need more." Or, "We need a lot 
of time, a lot of witnesses, a lot of 
lions." 

But Clarence Thomas said to me on 
the phone, "I have to clear my name. I 
have to restore what they have taken 
from me. I have to appear before the 
appropriate forum and clear my 
name." 

So, for 100 days I have been the 
spokesman for this person, Clarence 
Thomas, and on this lOOth day I act as 
a spokesman again, with great pain 
and great anger at an injustice which 
is being perpetrated on him. And I ask 
for a delay. And, Mr. President, not a 
delay to torture him, a delay I would 
say of 1 day-some would say you can
not do it in 1 day-2 days, to bring her 
here, to bring him here, to do whatever 
else they want to do, and then to have 
a vote at a time certain, 6 p.m., next 
Thursday, this coming Thursday, 2 
days from now. That is reasonable. I 
think it is unfair, but it is certainly 
reasonable from the standpoint of any 
reasonable person. That is the propo
sition that I asked to put to the U.S. 
Senate: 48 hours and a proper forum for 
Clarence Thomas to try to clear his 
name. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re

publican leader. 

NOMINATION OF CLARENCE 
THOMAS 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, first I wish 
to thank my colleague from Missouri, 
Senator DANFORTH. Second, I would 
like to state, if my arithmetic is accu
rate, if there is a vote at 6 o'clock, and 
that has not been determined yet, not
withstanding the request from Judge 
Thomas, as I look at it, there are about 
41 for Clarence Thomas and 41 against, 
maybe 18 undecided, maybe 17, maybe 
16, depending on who you count. 

If all those undecided voted present, 
we would have one result. If some 
voted for Clarence Thomas and some 
voted no, because I want to delay, we 
would have another result. As we speak 
on the floor, most of those who favor 
Clarence Thomas, some who say delay 
and some who say let us vote tonight 
are meeting with the distinguished ma
jority leader, Senator MITCHELL. 

I would add that Clarence Thomas 
has agreed to meet with any of these 
people or anybody else who was still 
undecided. There is no need to meet 
with the Senator from Ohio [Mr. METZ
ENBAUM] or some of those. But anybody 
who might be undecided, anybody who 
thinks he may have been treated un
fairly-somebody will say, oh, we have 
to open this case because we want to be 
fair. Fair to whom? The Senator from 
Missouri said we waited 100 days. I 
think sooner or later the American 
people have to understand that even 

Clarence Thomas has some rights and 
he has some sensibilities and he has 
some feelings and he has his limits. 

So I ask, what do we mean by delay? 
Oh, a couple of weeks, next week. Sure, 
why not. We have gone through that 
before on this floor where one allega
tion is made, one FBI report, some 
close associate releases it to the press, 
as happened in this case. When that 
checks out, somebody else throws 
something else over the transom, you 
check that out, you leak that and you 
start again. 

What do we mean by delay? How 
many witnesses? Closed or open ses
sion? What do we want to find out from 
this man that we do not already know? 
Let us face it, this nomination is very 
important to a lot of people. Some 
would do anything to stop it, and some 
might do anything to get it over the 
hill. But I believe those 16, 17, or 18 
Democrats in this case who have indi
cated a favorable response to Clarence 
Thomas are fair-minded people. It was 
our hope that by having Clarence 
Thomas sign an affidavit, not a state
ment, but an affidavit categorically de
nying any of the allegations, it should 
satisfy most of those 16, 17, or 18 Sen
ators who have indicated they might 
support or would support Clarence 
Thomas. In many cases, some are unde
cided, but most have said yes. 

Then we also thought by releasing 
the phone logs, it clearly indicates 
there was a friendly, cordial relation
ship even after Ms. Hill left EEOC. 

I am reminded when Secretary Dono
van was acquitted, he said, "Where do 
I go to get my reputation back?" He 
took a lot of beatings on this floor, and 
he took a lot of beatings in the media, 
but he was acquitted. That was the 
American way. Not the one that Sen
ator DANFORTH is talking about; that 
was American justice. 

I do not know of any group who gets 
more criticism than the group of 100 in 
this body, more allegations, more accu
sations, more unfounded charges. So I 
just suggest, there is no doubt about it, 
on this side of the aisle we have 41 
votes. Should we make a judgment to 
vote at 6 o'clock if we only end up with 
47 votes or 48 votes or even 49 votes? 
Or, should we gamble for another 24 
hours or 48 hours and say, well, maybe 
justice will finally be done and maybe 
even some of those people who are 
against Clarence Thomas, on either 
side of the aisle, might understand that 
this man has been through the wringer 
enough, he has told the truth, he de
serves my support. 

I think it is fair to say the jury is 
right next door. The jury has gathered 
in Senator MrrcHELL's office and they 
are going to determine the fate of Clar
ence Thomas. I heard almost every 
Senator regardless of his final position 
on the nomination, say that Clarence 
Thomas is a man of integrity and hon
esty. But whpn it is called into ques-

tion, I hope they will keep that in 
mind. 

Senator DANFORTH, as he indicated, 
has been the leader on this side of the 
aisle. He has known Clarence Thomas 
for 17 years on an intimate basis. He 
just talked to Clarence Thomas on the 
telephone. I was in the room, or the ad
joining room. I think Clarence Thomas 
believes those Democrats in this case 
that have indicated their support, or 
probable support, are going to stick 
with him in the final analysis, some 
will stick with him today, and there is 
no reason for delay if he had the votes. 

The bottom line in our business on 
both sides of the aisle is how many 
votes do you have. In the final analy
sis, how many votes do you have, and 
should we close the career of Clarence 
Thomas knowing we are short of votes? 
That would make some very happy. 
They would be dancing in the streets 
on the left side of the street, all over 
America. 

I appeal to my colleagues who have 
indicated, my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle, that they intend to 
support Clarence Thomas-and two or 
three are leaning in that direction-to 
suggest what else this man can do? 
What else can he do other than give us 
an affidavit? What else can he say? 
What does it take to satisfy, not the 41 
who have already announced for Clar
ence Thomas or indicated their opposi
tion, not the 41 who are for Clarence 
Thomas, but the 16, 17, or 18 who hold 
the power, who hold the key, who hold 
the balance and are going to make this 
decision, what do you want from Clar
ence Thomas? 

Senator DANFORTH was telling us ear
lier, and I am certain members of the 
Judiciary Committee can recall all the 
allegations they made against Clarence 
Thomas now-oh, it is important, an
other serious allegation-he shot them 
down one at a time. 

So I will just say, we have not de
cided whether there is going to be a 
delay. I am still hopeful, as one Sen
ator, those who are meeting with Sen
ator MITCHELL are going to suggest we 
have had enough. 

We have read the affidavit. We have 
looked at the phone logs. He has made 
a public statement. That was a ques
tion by some: Where is his public state
ment? He has not said anything. He 
said it through his supporters. 

Well, here is his public statement. He 
has offered to meet with anybody this 
afternoon. He can be here in 10 min
utes. He will meet with anybody who 
has any question about the affidavit, or 
any other question about these 
charges. 

Now, somebody has already hinted 
there are some new allegations out 
there. There will probably be a lot of 
new allegations. There will be a lot of 
allegations. 

So I am still hopeful-it is only 4:~ 
that when those who are undecided, 
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those who have indicated their support 
for Clarence Thomas, those who have 
made statements earlier today, well, 
based on what I now know I am going 
to have to vote "no" unless there is a 
delay-that was prior to the release of 
the affidavit. That was prior to the re
lease of the telephone logs. And again I 
invite any of those people to call Clar
ence Thomas up. Come to my office. 
We will bring him up to talk to you. 
We would like to finish this today. 

And I know what some on the other 
side, oh, they would like to have an
other weekend. I have been around here 
awhile. I knew last weekend when we 
did not vote on Friday what was going 
to happen on Saturday and Sunday, 
and it did. There is always somebody 
out there willing to collaborate and to 
print classified, or go on the radio with 
classified information, and they did. 

So again I would just say to my col
leagues, particularly those who had 
some-I will not say second thoughts 
but some late reservations, maybe Sen
ator DANFORTH is right. Maybe we 
ought to wait 24 hours. But who is the 
FBI going to check in 24 hours or 48 
hours? What is going to happen? Who 
are you going to check? How many al
legations? How many new allegations? 

I remember John Tower. We had the 
whole FBI working on John Tower; al
legations were coming so fast and leak
ing so fast. The press really helped on 
that one. So sooner or later we have to 
come to a conclusion. And I would 
guess within the hour, between now 
and 5, we will be able to make that an
nouncement. 

So, Mr. President, again I urge my 
colleagues to take a look at the affida
vit, take a look at some of the informa
tion Senator THURMOND has, a letter 
from the dean of the law school, infor
mation other Senators on the Judici
ary Committee have, affidavits from 
someone who saw this young lady in 
August saying, "Isn't it great Clarence 
was nominated to the Supreme Court." 

I have not said one word about the 
credibility of Anita Hill, but I am sug
gesting that it is answered in the affi
davit by Clarence Thomas. And we 
ought to get on with this. We ought to 
have the vote at 6 o'clock. But I can 
count, and if the votes are not there ·at 
6 o'clock, then we may have another 
suggestion. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair. 
Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. 
Mr. President, I begin by com

plimenting my colleague, Senator DAN
FORTH, for an outstanding statement. 
And I compliment Judge Thomas for 
his suggestion of the delay for purposes 
of clearing his name. I think that the 
delay is worthwhile, Mr. President, for 
additional reasons. 

I think the series of events have in a 
sense put the Senate on trial, and in a 

sense would send to the Supreme Court 
a cloud, and that it is in the public in
terest to have these questions resolved 
in, as Senator DANFORTH has suggested, 
an additional hearing. 

In coming to that conclusion myself, 
I want to make it plain that I do not 
credit the demands of Judge Thomas' 
opponents on the Senate Judiciary 
Committee. And earlier today on the 
early morning shows I had a substan
tial disagreement with Senator SIMON 
on the question of whether this mate
rial was appropriately before the Judi
ciary Committee, whether there was 
not an adequate opportunity for an in
quiry at an earlier date. 

This information was made available 
by Professor Hill on September 23 when 
she agreed to submit a statement and 
submit to questioning by the FBI. She 
had been contacted earlier in the 
month by some staff members of Sen..; 
ators. And she had come forward to the 
Judiciary Committee on September 12 
and was unwilling at that time to sub
mit to questioning or to make the ac
cusations and to identify Judge Thom
as and give him a chance to reply. 

But that changed on September 23, 
and on September 23 Professor Hill 
made the statement, was questioned by 
the FBI. Judge Thomas made a denial. 
And and FBI report was filed on Sep
tember 25. 

I learned of it for the first time on 
September 26, and I took the matter se
riously. I sought a meeting with Judge 
Thomas, and met with him, and con
fronted him on the charges and lis
tened to his very forceful denial. 

Now, it was at that time that Sen
ator SIMON and others had access to 
the same information, and if there was 
a question at that time it seems to me 
that that would have been a timely 
matter to take up. But I do not believe 
that whatever the source and whatever 
the timing with Professor Hill having 
made the charges and with the ques
tion of appropriate diligence by the 
Senate, they ought to be aired-with 
the question of a possible cloud on the 
Supreme Court on a nominee or on a 
Justice, if he is confirmed, that they 
ought to be aired. 

After listening to Judge Thomas' 
forceful denial, and after studying the 
FBI report, I was prepared to vote, and 
I did vote, at the Judiciary Committee 
meeting on Friday, September 27. And 
all of the other Senators on the com
mittee were prepared to vote at that 
time as well. 

I took into account my own analysis 
the fact that Professor Hill moved from 
the Department of Education to EEOC 
with Judge Thomas. It is my under
standing that she had a position at the 
Department of Education where she 
could have stayed. 

I took into account the fact that Pro
fessor Hill went with Judge Thomas to 
Oral Roberts where he made a speech, 
and that she later had invited him to 

the University of Oklahoma to make a 
speech. And I heard her explanation 
that she did not really want him to 
come there but had asked him to do so 
at the request of somebody else. 

But when I read those facts in the 
FBI report, it appeared to me that 
there was some association. I do not 
know, Mr. President, what happened 
between Judge Thomas and Professor 
Hill, if anything. Now we have the tele
phone logs as a suggestion of further 
association. 

But I do think that a question has 
been raised in the minds of the Amer
ican people by what Professor Hill has 
said, and I think by 20-20 hindsight, 
which is always so much preferable, it 
may well have been better to have pur
sued the matter back on September 23, 
or September 24, or September 25 or 
September 26. 

But I do think that it is useful to 
pursue the issue at this time and have 
an opportunity for Professor Hill to 
say whatever she has in mind, to have 
an opportunity for Judge Thomas to 
come forward with his statement. Pro
fessor Hill wants a resolution of the 
issue. She says her reputation is at 
stake; that Thomas wants a resolution 
of the issue; his reputation is obviously 
at stake. But it would be my hope that 
we could proceed with some dispatch. 

We have an issue which is framed. We 
have two witnesses, possibly a third 
corroborating witness, where Professor 
Hill is said to have told one of her 
friends nothing, nothing in detail, but 
to have told about the comments alleg
edly made by Judge Thomas. 

But it would be my hope that we 
could proceed very promptly on this 
matter before the Judiciary Commit
tee, and we could hear the witnesses. 

We have a unanimous-consent re
quest which calls for a vote at 6 
o'clock. Our votes in this body are cu
rious things. Nobody is ever really 
quite sure how they are going to come 
out until the vote is actually cast. 
There may be some people who are in 
doubt. There may be some people who 
still might stand by what they have 
said as to Judge Thomas. But if we do 
vitiate that unanimous-consent agree
ment, it would be my hope that we 
would move promptly on Thursday of 
this week-6 o'clock is a good time or 
any time. Conceivably, it could even be 
by the end of the week, so far as I am 
concerned. But I do not believe that 
the matter ought to be put over. 

But where questions have arisen as 
to the procedures of the U.S. Senate, I 
think institutionally this body ought 
to act so that the public has full con
fidence in any inquiry or the scope of 
inquiry or the detail of inquiry which 
we ought to make. 

I think it is very appropriate that we 
not vote to confirm at a time when the 
cloud hangs over a nominee-and would 
for a long period of time-because of 
the tremendous importance of the deci-
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sions to be made by the Supreme Court 
of the United States, and judgments by 
that nominee if as and when confirmed. 

So my hope is that in the spirit of ac
commodation, in the spirit of fairness, 
that we move ahead. Those who were 
prepared to vote for Judge Thomas but 
are now in doubt would say, all right, 
let us have the hearing, let us hear 
Professor Hill, let us hear Judge Thom
as, perhaps the corroborating witness, 
but let us do it with dispatch, and let 
us set a time for a unanimous-consent 
agreement on Thursda,Y at 6 o'clock or 
at least before this week is ended. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

KOHL). The Senator from New York. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 

Judge Thomas has asked for the oppor
tunity to clear his name before the Ju
diciary Committee and the Senate and 
the public of the United States. Profes
sor Hill has indicated that she feels 
that her statements have been chal
lenged, and either explicitly or implic
itly-the same. I am very much moved 
by the anguished eloquence, with 
which Senator DANFORTH sets forth 
this proposition, a thought to be al
lowed. Senator SPECTER, the Senator 
from Pennsylvania, has done the same. 

In that spirit, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I might be al
lowed to withdraw the motion to ad
journ which I offered earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Hearing none, without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. DIXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Illinois. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, my fellow 

Senators, a week ago today I an
nounced my intention to support the 
nomination of Judge Clarence Thomas 
to a position on the Supreme Court. I 
did so, Mr. President, based upon his 
record as I knew it then, subsequent to 
the full hearing of the Judiciary Com
mittee, subsequent to the vote of the 
Judiciary Committee, and subsequent 
to the examination of that record by 
this Senator with his staff. And I did so 
because based on that record, the 
record that I saw at that time. I be
lieved him to be qualified for elevation 
to the U.S. Supreme Court. 

Having said that, however, I must 
also say that I strongly believe the 
Senate must fully examine the sexual 
harassment charges made against 
Judge Thomas before voting on his 
nomination. We owe that to Judge 
Thomas, and we owe that, Mr. Presi
dent, to the country. Sexual harass
ment is a serious matter. It deserves to 
be handled in a serious and fair way. 
To do otherwise is to do an injustice to 
both the country and to Judge Thomas. 

Let me emphasize that I have not at 
this point decided to change my view 

and oppose the Thomas nomination. I 
have not decided at this point to 
change my vote. What I have decided is 
that it would be a major mistake for 
the Senate to go forward on this nomi
nation tonight at 6 o'clock. 

If the Senate votes tonight, I say the 
Senate is avoiding its responsibilities. 
If the Senate votes tonight, the Senate 
would be saying that a charge of sexual 
harassment is not important enough to 
fully investigate, fully investigate be
fore acting on this nomination, and if 
the Senate votes tonight, it would be 
saying that it does not care if this 
charge has merit or not. 

In the view of this Senator, Mr. 
President, this is an extremely impor
tant charge. It should not be dismissed 
without hearings. In the view of this 
Senator, this charge must be fully in
vestigated before acting on this nomi
nation. In the view of this Senator, Mr. 
President, not investigating fully this 
charge before we act would be an abso
lute abdications of our responsibilities. 

Investigating a matter of this seri
ousness before voting is not something 
that we should be debating at all. It 
ought to be the unanimous view of the 
Senate, Mr. President, that we must do 
this. 

I think some Senators are confusing 
delay and confusing procedural fairness 
with opposition to this nomination. 
Not so. That is a mistake. At this very 
moment I still believe on the basis of 
what I know, on the basis of what I 
now know, even though there is confu
sion, as a consequence of the charge, 
that the Justice is qualified, the Sen
ate ought not to compound this mis
take by voting on this nomination to
night, Mr. President. 

Instead, to repeat, the charges should 
be fully explored. Professor Hill should 
have a full opportunity to be heard 
under oath and to be examined under 
oath. Judge Thomas should have a full 
opportunity to respond under oath. 
Any other persons who know anything 
about this should have that oppor
tunity. 

Senators should have an opportunity 
to be able to consider these charges 
based on every bit of evidence available 
in the country, not simply on what 
may be available at this time. 

As everyone knows, an allegation is 
not the same as a truth. And sexual 
harassment by its very nature is a very 
sensitive matter. I understand that. We 
should therefore neither dismiss the al
legations without further review nor 
should we oppose Judge Thomas' nomi
nation today simply on the grounds of 
those charges. That is the view of this 
Senator. 

What the Senate should do, what this 
Senator believes has to be done and 
must be done, is to put aside today's 
vote for procedural reasons in order to 
provide the time necessary to inves
tigate this critical matter absolutely 
fully. That is what is required, Mr. 

President. That is what I believe we ab
solutely must insist upon. 

The Senate has to be released from 
the procedural straitjacket it is under; 
that has to be the Senate's full prior
ity. 

I have been home all weekend. I have 
been trying to explain to the people 
that this vote set on a unanimous-con
sent request that 100 Senators agreed
as you know, Mr. President, we did-to 
have the vote at 6 o'clock. And that as 
a consequence of that, it takes unani
mous consent to set it aside. 

People are understanding people, but 
they cannot accept that. They say you 
mean to tell me that there is no meth
od by which the Senate can at least see 
what the Senate thinks the truth is be
fore every Senator casts his or her hon
est vote predicated upon his or her 
honest judgment? 

Why, the people reject that out of 
hand, Mr. President. They have a right 
to do so. I tell you, as I stand here now, 
that the probabilities are high, may I 
say to the minority leader and those on 
that side, that justice "will still prevail 
in his quest for this seat. But the truth 
must be known. Mr. President, this is 
America, and the people have the right 
to know. 

I find this matter a grievous one, as 
do my colleagues on both sides. There 
is not one Senator here who does not. 
One hundred Senators of different po
litical persuasions and all kinds of 
philosophical attitudes surely agree 
that the country has a right to know 
the truth. What a cloud this man would 
be under were we to vote tonight. 

I conclude, Mr. President, by saying 
that we owe it to the Justice who is be
fore us for confirmation, and we owe it 
to the country, and we owe it to our in
dividual conscience to know, as best we 
can know, the truth-before we vote. 

I plead for that as a man who re
mains, at this moment, announced in 
support of Justice Thomas. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 

came to this Chamber last Friday 
morning to announce my support of 
the nomination of Clarence Thomas as 
an Associate Justice of the Supreme 
Court of the United States. I return to 
the Chamber this afternoon not to 
withdraw that support, but to join in 
the call for a reasonable delay to allow 
us to fully investigate the serious 
charges that have been made in this 
case, and to do justice to Judge Thom
as, to the woman who has made the 
charges, to the Court, and to the Sen
ate of the United States itself. 

Mr. President, when I spoke last Fri
day, I expressed my concern that, as we 
in the Senate agitate over Judge 
Thomas' nomination and the impact it 
would have on our general system of 
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justice, we ought to be careful to treat 
this individual, this man, this nominee, 
justly. Recent events, I fear, make that 
aim all the more difficult to fulfill. 

Judge Thomas, fairly or unfairly, 
stands accused of a very serious 
charge, and I share the regret of many 
of my colleagues about the manner and 
the timing by which this charge was 
brought to our attention. But that does 
not diminish the importance of the 
charge itself, and it does not absolve us 
in this Chamber of the responsibility 
we have under the advice and consent 
clause, as representatives of the people 
of this country, to inquire into the va
lidity of the charge. 

Sexual harassment is a serious of
fense, and it goes directly to the ques
tion of personal character, which is, for 
me, a vital consideration in making a 
decision about a Supreme Court nomi
nee. 

We cannot dismiss this charge itself 
out of hand, no matter how late it 
comes. That is not fair to the judge; 
that is not fair to the professor who 
has made the charge; and that is not 
right for the U.S. Senate, because we 
would, I fear, unintentionally be send
ing a message that we disparage, we di
minish the significance of a sexual har
assment case. As a U.S. Senator, as a 
father of two daughters, I do not want 
that message to go out from this 
Chamber. 

Mr. President, we owe it to the 
American people, to the Supreme 
Court, to the Senate, and to the nomi
nee, to deal with the charge, to assess 
its validity, and to make a final, in
formed judgment about the charge, the 
person making the charge, and the 
judge who today stands accused. 

I simply do not believe we can do 
that in the short time that remains be
fore the scheduled vote. 

Mr. President, I had an opportunity 
to review the FBI file, and I think 
there are more questions to be asked 
before I, for one, can make a calm and 
reasonable judgment about this mat
ter. I have contacted associates, 
women who worked with Judge Thom
as during his time at the Department 
of Education and EEOC. And in the 
calls that I and my staff made, there 
has been a universal support for Judge 
Thomas, and a clear indication by all 
of the women we spoke to that there 
was never, certainly not, a case of sex
ual harassment, and not even a hint of 
impropriety. 

I have spoken to a number of my col
leagues about the issue today. Addi
tional facts, including the phone logs 
of Judge Thomas, have come to light 
during the day. For all of those rea
sons, I believe it is important for us to 
have an opportunity to examine all 
these facts in an atmosphere of calm 
deliberation, and not rush to a vote 
that was scheduled before most of us in 
this Chamber knew of the allegations 
that have been made against Judge 
Thomas. 

Mr. President, let me repeat: Last 
Friday I expressed my support for Clar
ence Thomas. By asking today for a 
delay, I do not withdraw my support. I 
want this process to be deliberative; I 
want it to be reasonable; I want it to 
be thorough; I want it to be fair; and I 
want it to be just to all concerned. 

I appreciate very much the state
ment of our colleague, the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. DANFORTH] suggest
ing and asking for a delay for Judge 
Thomas to clear his name. I support 
that request. 

I hope that means that, ultimately, 
all we will discuss in the time remain
ing between now and 6 p.m., when the 
vote has been scheduled, is how long 
the delay will be; that we can join, on 
a bipartisan basis, those of us who have 
supported Judge Thomas, and continue 
to, and those who oppose him in the in
terest of justice, and the credibility 
and respect of this Chamber, in asking 
for the delay that will allow us to 
reach a reasoned judgment. 

That, Mr. President, is in the inter
est of the honor of the Supreme Court, 
the credibility of the U.S. Senate, and 
the personal reputation of Judge Clar
ence Thomas. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, for the 

past several weeks, I have been review
ing the hearing record and other mate
rial on Judge Thomas in preparation 
for my duty to advise and consent to 
the President's nominee to the Su
preme Court. In my view, this is one of 
the most solemn responsibilities of any 
Senator. 

Yet, during the past 2 days, the Sen
ate's deliberation on this important 
matter has been interrupted by new ac
cusations against Judge Thomas. Like 
many of my colleagues, I was unaware 
of these charges when a unanimous
consent agreement was reached last 
week to vote on the nomination this 
afternoon at 6 p.m. 

While the appearance of these 
charges at this later date is regret
table, they seem to this Senator to be 
sufficiently serious and credible to 
warrant further investigation. In order 
for the Senate to fulfill its constitu
tional responsibilities, I believe that 
we must delay the vote until the issue 
has been resolved. 

To vote now, without knowing the 
facts, is not fair to anyone-certainly 
not to Judge Thomas or Professor Hill. 
Furthermore, the issues involved are 
too serious for the Senate not to pro
ceed deliberately and thoughtfully. We 
should not be rushed to a premature 
judgment on so serious a matter. 

I do not know what such an inves
tigation will reveal. But I do know that 
the Senate's credibility is at stake. 
And I cannot fulfill my responsibilities 

as a Senator unless I know more about 
these allegations. So I would urge the 
leadership, and my colleagues, that a 
delay in today's vote, and further in
vestigation, are in the best interests of 
the Senate, the nominee, and the Na
tion. 

A nomination to the Supreme Court 
imposes on all of us an enormous re
sponsibility. Unlike a nomination to an 
executive branch post, in which the 
person generally serves at the pleasure 
of the President and is part of his pol
icy team, a seat on the Supreme Court 
is an appointment with lifetime tenure. 
The nominee, especially if he or she is 
young, will have an opportunity to in
fluence the protection of our most 
basic individual rights and liberties for 
a long time. 

More importantly, a nomination to 
the Supreme Court is a nomination to 
the third branch of our Government, 
one that is coequal with the President 
and the Congress. The Founding Fa
thers deliberately fashioned this bal
ance of power, in part, to protect the 
individual against the abuse of the 
Government. We need Justices who will 
respect this vital role. 

Furthermore, the Supreme Court is 
the only branch in which the people do 
not directly participate in the selec
tion of its members. The President 
nominates an individual. But it is the 
responsibility of the Senate to see to it 
that the nominee is one in whom the 
people can have confidence. 

During my service in the Senate, I 
have developed three basic criteria by 
which I judge a nominee's suitability 
to sit on the highest Court in the land. 
These are: professional competence, 
personal integrity, and a view of im
portant issues that is within the main
stream of contemporary judicial 
thought. A nominee must meet each of 
these criteria before I can consider him 
or her qualified to become a Justice. 

Before I go further, let me make a 
personal observation about the nomi
nee. Judge Thomas has an impressive 
record of personal achievement. In my 
conversation with him just yesterday, 
it is clear that his grandfather's deter
mination to rise above adversity had a 
very positive and lasting influence on 
him. 

Judge Thomas himself has encoun
tered, and overcome, adversities that 
would have stopped a lesser man. His 
struggles, and successes, should inspire 
young people to reach for their highest 
potential. For this alone, he is deserv
ing of our respect and admiration. 

But is he deserving of a seat on the 
Supreme Court? After all, we are not 
bestowing an Horatio Alger award for a 
self-made man. We are being asked to 
consent to his elevation to a position 
of power and influence over our most 
cherished rights that few men or 
women will ever attain. 

Is Judge Thomas a worthy custodian 
of our fundamental rights? Will he be a 
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stalwart defender of our personal lib
erties? Will his decisions inspire con
fidence and command respect? Does he 
have a solid vision of America and 
where we need to go? 

I must confess that after a review of 
the Judiciary Committee's report and 
the testimony of Judge Thomas, and an 
hour-long personal meeting with him 
yesterday, I am unconvinced. 

Some of his supporters say that since 
Judge Thomas has been confirmed by 
this body in the past, he should pass 
muster this time as well. This reason
ing is flawed. 

The requirements for his previous 
posts, and his current position, are ex
ceedingly different from those of a Su
preme Court Justice. If confirmed, 
Judge Thomas will be one of nine indi
viduals who have the last say about the 
interpretation and application of the 
Constitution to our must fundamental 
rights and liberties. 

His previous experience as a political 
appointee gives me little guidance on 
this matter. Unfortunately, neither 
does his brief 17-month tenure as a 
member of the U.S. Court of Appeals 
for the District of Columbia. 

I am further troubled by the fact 
that while a majority of the American 
Bar Association review panel rated him 
as "qualified," two members rated him 
as "unqualified." And no one on that 
panel believed that he was "well quali
fied," its highest rating. 

A Supreme Court Justice should be a 
pillar of his profession. He should be 
one to whom others can look for inspi
ration and guidance. This is an impor
tant quality, not just for itself, but be
cause it is vital to the credibility of 
the Court's decisions. 

During the hearings last month, 
Judge Thomas was questioned about 
specific issues, from his stewardship of 
the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission, to his views on natural 
law, the right to privacy, and the sepa
ration of powers. These are very impor
tant issues. Yet in many cases, I found 
his previous writings and positions to 
be bizarre and even extreme. 

But more disturbing to me was that 
in many of his answers, he essentially 
retracted or disavowed many of his 
past beliefs. Now we all have the right 
to change our mind. And in some cases, 
his change of heart brings him closer 
to the mainstream view on these is
sues. But the number and degree of 
Judge Thomas' reversals have left me 
wondering where his true beliefs really 
lie. 

Furthermore, the explanations he 
gave to the Judiciary Committee often 
demonstrated a lack of scholarship and 
intellectual curiosity that will ill-serve 
the Court and the Nation. 

The Supreme Court should not be a 
testing ground for development of one's 
basic values. Nor should a Justice be 
seen to require further training. The 
stakes are too high. 

This is not to say that a nominee 
rriust mirror my own views of the Con
stitution to gain my support. He need 
not. In fact, Judge Thomas seems to 
believe, as I do, that the proper role of 
the Supreme Court is to interpret the 
Constitution, not to engage in legislat
ing from the Bench, be it activist con
servatism or doctrinaire liberalism. 

But he must demonstrate to me that 
he has the basic qualifications that en
title him to a seat on the Supreme 
Court. After a careful review of the evi
dence, I find that Judge Thomas does 
not yet exhibit the caliber of judicial 
competence, wisdom, and experience 
that I believe must be the hallmark of 
a Supreme Court Justice. 

Appointment to the U.S. Supreme 
Court should be reserved for only our 
Nation's best. Judge Thomas, at this 
time, does not meet that high stand
ard. 

I am also troubled by the recent alle
gations of sexual harassment. If true, 
and we do not yet know if they are, it 
would be further evidence of his 
unsuitability to sit on the Court. 

Let me finally say that if Judge 
Thomas is ultimately confirmed, then I 
hope that he will grow quickly in his 
new position and that his decisions will 
reflect both an intellectual honesty 
and an unwavering support for our 
basic freedoms. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Mas
sachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in 
light of the events of the last 3 days, I 
urge the Senate to defer its vote on 
Judge Thomas' confirmation. We have 
a constitutional duty to the Nation, to 
the Supreme Court, and to the Senate 
to review Professor Hill's very serious 
allegations before casting our votes. 

If confirmed by the Senate, Judge 
Thomas will receive a lifetime appoint
ment to the Supreme Court. He may 
well serve on the Court for the next 30 
or 40 years. There is no justification for 
an unseemly rush to judgment in a few 
hours, when a delay of a few days can 
make such an important difference. Se
rious questions have been raised. A 
great deal more information can easily 
be obtained to enable us to make the 
wise decision we owe the country, the 
Court, and the Constitution. 

I recognize that the Senate entered 
into a unanimous-consent agreement 
to vote today. But the Senate will be 
abdicating its responsibility if we per
mit this all-important vote to take 
place without making the additional 
investigation that cries out to be 
made. 

When the unanimous-consent agree
ment was reached, many of us were 
under the impression, correct or incor
rect, that Professor Hill wished her 
name and her allegation to be kept 
confidential. Now, however, the cir
cumstances are dramatically different. 

It would be absurd to hide behind the 
unanimous-consent agreement as an 
excuse not to consider this new infor
mation as fully and fairly as possible. 
If Members of the Senate ignore Pro
fessor Hill's serious charges, if the Sen
ate votes on this nomination without 
making a serious attempt to resolve 
this issue, the Senate will bring dis
honor on this great body, and our un
wise haste will tarnish the Senate for 
years to come. Any vote on the merits 
of this nomination today would be 
painfully premature. It is not a ques
tion of having the Senate train run on 
time, but whether we can stop the Sen
ate train from running off the track. 

No person who fails to respect fun
damental individual rights should be 
confirmed to a lifetime seat on the Na
tion's highest Court. If Professor Hill's 
allegations are true, Judge Thomas de
nied Professor Hill her right to work, 
free from sexual harassment. This 
right is protected by the law, and it 
must be protected if women are ever to 
achieve the equal opportunity they de
serve in the workplace. This issue is of 
profound importance to us all. The 
Senate cannot sweep it under the rug, 
or pretend that it is not staring us in 
the face. 

Nobody who saw Professor Hill speak 
yesterday can dismiss her allegations 
out of hand. Anyone who paid atten
tion to Judge Thomas' prior stereo
typed statements on women and work 
can see at a glance that his record 
raises serious questions about his sen
sitivity to discrimination against 
women in the workplace. 

According to reports, Judge Thomas' 
supporters have offered to make him 
available today to selected Senators to 
respond in closed, private sessions to 
Professor Hill's allegations. Senators 
are offering bits of evidence which they 
believe are relevant to assessing Pro
fessor Hill's charges and her credibil
ity. This is not how the Senate should 
decide a question of such profound im
portance. We owe it to Professor Hill, 
to Judge Thomas, and to all Americans 
to air the facts in a Senate hearing, 
and to resolve this issue in a way that 
fairly answers the question now being 
asked by millions of citizens across 
this country-Is the U.S. Senate capa
ble of meeting its responsibility and 
doing what we ought to do? 

I urge the Senate to defer the vote on 
Judge Thomas' nomination. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. SIMPSON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Wy
oming. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, obvi
ously we have had a very spirited de
bate on a very serious issue that con
fronts the Senate, a very troublesome 
issue to all of us. There have been 
words uttered in passion and words ut
tered in anger and words uttered in 
sarcasm and words uttered in pain. And 
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I have been involved in that, both here 
on this floor and elsewhere. 

That is the kind of emotion that is 
generated by this type of thing because 
there is so much latent discussion 
about sexism and racism and guilt, and 
"if you do this, are you sensitive 
enough?" It is most appalling to me to 
see any charge that the Senate or the 
Judiciary Committee does not take se
riously a charge of sexual harassment. 
That is a very unfortunate statement, 
wholly without foundation. 

Prof. Anita Hill came forward in re
cent days to charge that Clarence 
Thomas, at the time he was her super
visor at the Department of Education 
and at the EEOC, "asked her for a date 
on several occasions," and also spoke 
to her about x-rated movies he had 
seen. Professor Hill says that she be
lieved her refusal to accept his request 
for a date put pressure on her in the 
workplace, and she feared if she quit 
her job she would not be able to find 
another. 

That is a rather extraordinary state
ment for a remarkable woman, a fine, 
able graduate of Yale Law School. 

However, Ms. Hill continued to work 
for Judge Thomas. He highly rec
ommended her for a job at Oral Roberts 
University. There had been numerous, 
positive social exchanges between 
them since-many of those exchanges 
initiated by her. And I think there is 
really not much more to say about 
that. 

The record now is clear. The person 
who maintained Judge Thomas' phone 
log will be speaking in later days. She 
will be speaking with clarity about the 
phone calls he received from Ms. Hill. 

On the evening of her last day of 
work at the EEOC, Professor Hill and 
Judge Thomas had dinner together. A 
few months ago she called Judge 
Thomas at the request of her dean to 
invite him to come to the Oklahoma 
School of Law to speak to her students. 
I can assure you that that was not ini
tiated under pressure, because the 
phone log will disclose that she made 
that call many days before the letter 
went forward. That is part of the 
record. 

The FBI then investigated Ms. Hill's 
charges, and that came about because 
she came to the committee at the re
quest of staff persons. All of this is a 
bit repetitive, but I think it is so criti
cally important. She came before the 
Senate Judiciary Committee because 
of pressure from a staff member of a 
member of the Judiciary Committee
but not a member of the Judiciary 
Committee staff. 

Then, after some body here leaked 
this information-and that is exactly 
what occurred, a leak and a violation 
of Senate rule 29.5, adopted in 1884-a 
violation of that rule took place and 
this material then ended up in the 
hands of the media. And one member of 
that group, perhaps two, decided that 
they would go public with it. 

You have to remember that the 
chairman had said to Ms. Hill, "I can
not meet your request." Her request 
was that her name not be used; what 
she was saying about Judge Thomas 
was confidential. And our chairman 
said what any fine lawyer would say. 
He said, "We can't do that." So he did 
not do that. 

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY DISTINGUISHED 
GUESTS 

Mr. SIMPSON. Let me interrupt, if I 
may, for a moment. I know that there 
are certain liberties, and I do not want 
to take one that the Senate would not 
concur with, but I would just say that 
I would personally welcome the King of 
Spain who is in the Gallery at this mo
ment, Juan Carlos, and Her Majesty 
the Queen, Sophia. These are special 
people. 

I am forbidden by the rules of the 
Senate to recognize where they are and 
I will observe that, but just let them 
know that we are deeply proud to have 
them here. 

Welcome to you, sir. and to you, 
Your Majesty. 

I have been very fortunate. I met 
these fine people in 1980. To have world 
leaders of this caliber who truly are 
representing one of our greatest allies 
is an inspiration to those of us who are 
of the other branch of Government. 
Thank you so much. 

I thank the Chair for that courtesy. 
THE NOMINATION OF CLARENCE THOMAS 

Mr. SIMPSON. I realize that others 
may wish to speak, and so I wanted to 
get to this issue and conclude it. 

We went forward and the FBI re
sponded, because Ms. Hill said she 
would finally allow that to occur. We 
have had people who have talked to Ms. 
Hill, and she has related a great deal 
herself since this has occurred about 
the pressure that was put on her by 
these staff members. In fact, in her 
own press conference, she said that the 
release of the information was out of 
her control-I believe that was her 
phrase. And in a visit with one of our 
colleagues, she said that the pressure 
was continual. 

I often think of what responsibility 
that person will take after Ms. Hill has 
had her reputation sullied and wrung 
out. Because, sadly enough, that is ex
actly what is happening, and what will 
happen, when you go for the jugular 
and the beast comes out. 

That is what will happen. The Judici
ary Committee voted to send the nomi
nation to the floor, having the FBI re
port before them. Some of my col
leagues now come, and some report 
that the U.S. Senate-especially the 
Judiciary Committee, consisting of 14 
white men-does not have a sensitivity 
toward women. I think that is a crude 
and absurd observation when all of us 
have spouses and daughters and moth
ers, and try to be exceedingly sensitive 
to these issues. This is the year 1991. 
And to say that the chairman, some-

how, is not responsive to that is wrong; 
or the members-that is just plain 
wrong. We take it very seriously. 

The Judiciary Committee took those 
charges against a Supreme Court nomi
nee extremely seriously. The commit
tee took the most serious and effective 
course it could possibly take under the 
circumstances. It turned those charges 
over to the FBI for investigation. And 
the FBI investigation included inter
viewing Professor Hill, Judge Thomas, 
and all of the possible corroborating 
witnesses suggested by Professor Hill. 
These were her suggestions as to who 
the FBI interviewed. I just think it is 
very important to bring that into per
spective. 

Does delaying the vote on this nomi
nation show we take sexual discrimina
tion charges seriously? Is that what 
the delay will mean? 

I can assure you that is not what it 
will mean. Indeed, a delay will show 
only that we allow the opponents to 
this nomination to continue a smear 
campaign against Clarence Thomas 
that has been very effective. That we 
take sexual harassment charges seri
ously in this body, very seriously, was 
demonstrated by our request, the 
chairman's request of a FBI investiga
tion as soon as Professor Hill gave her 
permission for us to do so, and not one 
second before or one second after. 

Then, finally, some of my colleagues 
claim that Prof. Anita Hill has been at
tacked-I heard somebody refer to 
that-attacked on the Senate floor for 
alleging sexual harassment by Judge 
Thomas. Professor Hill is not naive. 
Professor Hill is obviously an articu
late and intelligent woman, a graduate 
of Yale Law School, and a tenured law 
professor. She has worked for years in 
Washington, DC, and she knows better 
than most how this city works. I have 
no doubt that Professor Hill, along 
with most of America, watched the 2 
weeks of hearings on the Clarence 
Thomas nomination. 

Professor Hill is well aware as a law
yer and a Washington insider, for her 
years here-she knew the game-that 
the time to present evidence on the 
nominees' suitability was at the hear
ing. In fact, there were four hearings of 
Judge Thomas at various points in his 
public life-four of them since this al
leged incident occurred. 

So, finally we had the hearing of 
hearings, 2 weeks and more than 90 
witnesses. She knew that her allega
tions could have been fully explored at 
those hearings, as are all allegations 
relating to a nominee's credibility, in
tegrity, and character. And witness 
after witness testified to Clarence 
Thomas' character. The chairman's 
statement is the best one. He said, I 
challenge not one bit with regard to 
that issue. 

So, Professor Hill wanted the mem
bers of the committee to know of her 
allegations about Judge Thomas, his 
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conduct. But she insisted, as I say, that 
those allegations stay completely con
fidential. It was explained to her by the 
chairman, and I assume the staff, that 
to investigate her charges the nominee 
must be afforded an opportunity to re
spond. We still do that in the United 
States of America-a silly little old 
rule, but one that has saved the bacon 
of a lot of citizens for lots of years. But 
she was not willing to go through the 
FBI investigation, and it was not until 
a week after the hearings ended that 
she agreed to a full investigation of her 
charges. But it was not until 2 days be
fore the committee voted on the Thom
as nomination that Professor Hill fur
nished the committee with her written 
statement. 

Now please hear this. This lady, this 
woman, is a lawyer, yet she did not fur
nish an affidavit. An affidavit is some
thing sworn to and then is sealed. She 
chose to give a statement, a four-page 
statement. I do not know why that is 
but I can tell you that is not a sworn 
document, and I have seen it reported 
in every single outlet as an affidavit, 
which it is not; and as a sworn state
ment, which it is not. Now the time 
and the great wheel will come around. 
This remarkable woman will appear be
fore the Judiciary Committee in sworn 
testimony, and we will sort out the dis
crepancies between the statement and 
sworn testimony. That is our duty. 

So I would ask, why? Why did this 
very able and knowledgeable person
who knows Washington well, who is a 
lawyer with a special interest in this 
nomination and a special interest in 
this person as evidenced by her contin
ual unilateral approachment of him 
during the years when she was no 
longer connected with him in any way 
and could not have been harassed or in
jured in any way-why would she agree 
to delay an FBI investigation and 
delay providing a full written state
ment? And I think Senator BIDEN'S 
chronological record of that is quite 
startling, and I ask unanimous consent 
it be printed and included in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. BIDEN, 

JR. , ON THE NOMINATION OF JUDGE CLAR
ENCE THOMAS, OcTOBER 7, 1991 
I am releasing today a chronology of the 

Committee's contacts with Professor Hill. 
The chronology provides the complete de
tails of the Full Committee sta.frs contacts 
with Professor Hill from the time we were 
made a ware of her charges to the day of the 
Committee vote. 

I want to emphasize two points in conjunc
tion with this matter. 

First, throughout, out handling of the in
vestigation was guided by Professor Hill's re
peated request for confidentiality. 

Second, Professor Hill's wishes with re
spect to the disposition of this matter were 
honored. The Republican leadership and all 
Democratic members of the Committee were 
fully briefed of her allegations, and all were 

shown a copy of her statement prior to the 
Committee's vote on the Thomas nomina
tion. 

FULL JUDICIARY COMMITTEE STAFF CONTACT 
WITH ANITA lilLL 

What follows is a chronology of all con
versations between Judiciary Committee 
staff and Professor Anita. Hill. Several key 
points should be mentioned at the outset: 

First, in conversations with full committee 
staff, Professor Hill has never waivered her 
confidentiality-except to the extent that, 
on September 19, she stated that she wanted 
all committee members to know her con
cerns even if her name were disclosed. Yet it 
was not until September 23, that she allowed 
the FBI to interview Judge Thomas about 
the allegation and to respond to her con
cerns. 

Second, Professor Hill has never asked full 
committee staff to circulate her statement 
to anyone other than Judiciary Committee 
members; specifically, she has never re
quested committee staff to circulate her 
statement to all Senators or any non-com
mittee member. 

Third, the committee followed its standard 
policy and practice in investigating Profes
sor Hill's concerns: Her desire for confiden
tiality was paramount and initially pre
cluded the committee from conducting a 
complete investigation-until she chose to 
have her name released to the FBI for fur
ther and full investigation, which (as is cus
tomary) includes the nominee's response. 

Professor Hill first contacted full commit
tee staff on September 12, 1991. Any con
tracts Professor Hill had with Senate staff 
prior to that date were not with full commit
tee staff members. At that time, she began 
to detail her allegations about Judge Thom
a.s's conduct while she worked with him at 
the Department of Education and the EEOC. 
She, however, had to cut the conversation 
short to attend to her teaching duties. It was 
agreed that staff would contact her later 
that night. 

In a second conversation, on September 12, 
full committee staff contacted Professor Hill 
and explained the committee process. Staff 
told her: 

(1) If an individual seeks confidentiality, 
such a request for confidentiality will not be 
breached. Even the nominee, under those cir
cumstances, will not be aware of the allega
tion. 

Of course, however, there is little the com
mittee can do when such strict instructions 
for confidentiality are imposed on the inves
tigative process: The full committee staff 
will have an allegation, but will have no
where to go with it unless the nominee has 
an opportunity to respond. 

(2) In the alternative, an individual can 
ask that an allegation be kept confidential, 
but can agree to allow the nominee an oppor
tunity to respond-through a formal inter
view. 

Professor Hill specifically stated that she 
·wanted her allegation to be kept completely 
confidential; she did not want the nominee 
to know that she had stated her concerns to 
the committee. Rather, she said that she 
wanted to share her concerns only with the 
committee to "remove responsibility" and 
"take it out of [her] hands." 

Professor Hill then did tell committee staff 
that she had told one friend a.bout her con
cerns while she still worked at the Depart
ment of Education and then at the EEOC. 
Committee staff then explained that the 
next logical step in the process would be to 
have Professor Hill's friend contact the com
mittee, if she so chose. 

Between September 12 and September 19, 
full committee staff did not hear from Pro
fessor Hill, but received one phone call from 
Professor Hill's friend-on September 18-
who explained that she had one conversation 
with Professor Hill (in the spring of 1981). 
During that conversation, Professor Hill pro
vided little details to her friend, but ex
plained that Thomas had acted inappropri
ately and that it caused Hill to doubt her 
own professional abilities. 

On September 19, Professor Hill contacted 
full committee staff again. For the first 
time, she told full committee staff that: 

She wanted all members of the committee 
to know about her concerns; and, ifher name 
needed to be used to achieve that goal, she 
wanted to know. 

She also wanted to be apprised of her "op
tions," because she did not want to "aban
don" her concerns. 

The next day-September 2()-full commit
tee staff contacted Professor Hill to address 
her "options." Specifically, committee staff 
again explained that before committee mem
bers could be apprised of her concerns, the 
nominee must be afforded an opportunity to 
respond: That is both committee policy and 
practice. It was then proposed that if Profes
sor Hill wanted to proceed, her name would 
be given to the FBI. the matter would be in
vestigated and the nominee would be inter
viewed. 

At the close of the conversation, Professor 
Hill stated that while she had "no problems" 
talking with the FBI, she wanted to think 
a.bout its "utility." She told committee staff 
she would call later that day with her deci
sion on whether to proceed. 

Late that afternoon-September 20-Pro
fessor Hill again spoke with committee staff 
and explained that she was "not able to give 
an answer" about whether the matter should 
be turned over to the FBI. She asked that 
staff contact her on September 21. 

On September 21, full committee staff 
spoke with Professor Hill for the sixth time. 
She stated that: 

She did not want to go through with the 
FBI investigation, because she was "skep
tical," a.bout its utility, but that if she could 
think of an alternate route, or another "op
tion," she would contact staff. 

On September 23, Professor Hill contacted 
committee staff, stating that she wanted to 
send a. personal statement to the committee, 
outlining her concerns. Once that informa
tion was in committee hands, she felt com
fortable proceeding with an FBI investiga
tion. Later that day, she faxed her statement 
to the committee. 

On September 24, Professor Hill contacted 
full committee staff to state that she had 
been interviewed by the FBI late on the 23d. 
Committee staff assured her that, as pre
viously a.greed, once the committee had the 
FBI report, her concerns-and the FBI inves
tigative report--would be made available to 
committee members. 

On September 25, Professor Hill again 
called committee staff and explained that 
she was sending a. new copy of her statement 
to the committee: While this new statement 
did not alter the substance of her concerns, 
she wanted to correct inadvertent typo
graphical errors contained in her initial 
statement. 

For the first time, she then stated that she 
wanted the statement "distributed" to com
mittee members. Committee staff explained 
that while the information would be brought 
to the attention of committee members, 
staff could not guarantee how that informa
tion would be disseminated-whether her 
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statement would be "distributed" or commu
nicated by oral briefing. 

Once again, however, committee staff as
sured Professor Hill that her concerns would 
be shared with committee members. She 
concluded her conversation by stating that 
she wanted her statement "distributed," and 
that she would "take on faith that [staff] 
will do everything that [it] can to abide by 
[her] wishes." 

Every Democratic member of the commit
tee was orally briefed, had access to the FBI 
report and had a copy of Professor Hill's 
statement prior to the committee vote. 

To continue to comply with her request for 
confidentiality, committee staff retrieved 
Professor Hill's written statement imme
diately after the vote. 

Mr. SIMPSON. So, she did not pro
vide a full written statement to the 
committee until after the hearings 
ended and only 2 days before the com
mittee vote. 

To call the pointing out of these 
facts "an attack on the victim" is 
what I do not think we have to settle 
for. Because that is what has happened 
here. Any comment, any reference, is 
immediately channeled into the ugliest 
possible type of commentary: Sexist, 
racist-whatever it may be. That is a 
tiresome, tiresome use of debate. Be
cause debate is won by facts, not by 
simply emotion. Unfortunately emo
tion will always triumph over reason, 
but reason will always persist. And so 
it will here. 

There are some huge inconsistencies 
in her story. And that is not an attack 
on the victim. That these allegations 
have now become public after adver
tisements have appeared around the 
country requesting people to come for
ward with information about Judge 
Thomas with a number to call should 
cause any thoughtful, realistic, com
monsense person to wonder what is 
going on here and what kind of a sick 
game is being promoted by those who 
use those advertisements. These alle
gations are being used in the most cyn
ical manner by those groups opposed to 
the nomination. 

So we are at the point, in a half hour 
of a very difficult decision. And I think 
my leader stated it well. We will see, 
now, where we go. We will have to now 
call Judge Thomas and Professor Hill 
before the committee and question 
them rather thoroughly under oath. It 
will not be a pleasant experience-one 
that I am sure Ms. Hill wished she 
could have avoided, and she vividly 
tried to do so. 

Ms. Hill went forward because of the 
urging of unnamed staff-in violation 
of the rule-together with a very curi
ous type of inducement by one of the 
media: "We have your statement,"
"affidavit" they called it-and there is 
a lot of rumor going around the city, 
and I think you better come forth, and 
if you do not, it is going to be very 
hard on you, it is going to be very dif
ficult, it will be uncomfortable for 
you." That is what Ms. Hill was told, 
as the persons with the information 

leaked in their hands said, "maybe you 
will want to say something and follow 
it up, because if you do not have any
thing to say, we are going to come out 
with it anyway," which is a marvelous 
thing to do in a society and by a pro
fession-journalism-that is sworn in 
their code of ethics to protect the dig
nity and privacy of people whenever 
that can be done. 

I will be glad to debate that at some 
future time. But what good will it all 
do? Both have been questioned by the 
FBI. The FBI followed up on all the 
leads Professor Hill provided. All they 
asked for she gave and nothing was 
found to corroborate her allegations 
other than a friend who she apparently 
told some years ago that Judge Thom
as had asked her for dates. 

So I think it is a cruel thing we are 
witnessing. It is a harsh thing, a very 
sad and harsh thing, and Anita Hill 
will be sucked right into the maw, the 
very thing she wanted to avoid most. 
She will be injured and destroyed and 
belittled and hounded and harassed
real harassment, different from the 
sexual kind, just plain old Washington
variety harassment, which is pretty de
meaning in itself. 

I heard the phrase, "the grid iron 
singes but does not burn," and I never 
believed that one. Maybe we can ruin 
them both, leave them both wounded 
and their families wounded. Maybe in 
cynical array, they can bring the cur
tain down on them both and maybe we 
can get them both to cry. That will be 
something that people will be trying to 
do. 

It is a tragic situation and very sad 
to observe. 

INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION 
ACT OF 1991-CONFERENCE RE
PORT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will now 
consider the conference report on H.R. 
2508. The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
2508) to amend the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 to rewrite the authorities of that Act in 
order to establish more effective assistance 
programs and eliminate obsolete and incon
sistent provisions, to amend the Arms Ex
port Control Act and to redesignate that Act 
as the Defense Trade and Export Control 
Act, to authorize appropriations for foreign 
assistance prolf.I'ams for fiscal years 1992 and 
1993, and for bther purposes, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed to 
recommended and do recommend to their re
spective Houses this report, signed by a ma
jority of the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to 
the consideration of the conference re
port. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
September 27, 1991.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Debate 
under the order is limited to 2 minutes, 
equally divided, followed by a rollcall 
vote. 

Who yields time? 
The Senator from North Carolina. 
Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, despite repeated 

warnings from the administration, the 
House-Senate conference failed to drop 
the controversial provisions that will 
cause this legislation to be vetoed. I 
did my best to make it clear to the 
Foreign Relations Committee when it 
marked up this legislation that it 
would be vetoed and that the commit
tee was wasting its time as long as the 
Mexico City and the cargo preference 
provisions were included. I emphasized 
on the Senate floor that this bill would 
be vetoed because of these provisions, 
but Senators proceeded to add a third 
item that was repugnant to the admin
istration and to the President: Funding 
the U.N. Populations Fund. 

I tried to make clear to the conferees 
that these three provisions, in any 
form, would result in the President's 
vetoing this bill, but Senators decided 
it was more important to placate the 
special interest groups. I say to them, 
mark my words, this bill will be ve
toed. 

One of the ironies of this process, Mr. 
President, is that conferees actually 
agreed to drop the provision that re
versed the President's population plan
ning policy-or better known as the 
Mexico City policy-but somehow it 
made its way back into the conference 
report. I only learned of this slight of 
hand the day the conference report was 
filed. I understand other conferees were 
also unaware of this action until after 
the fact. 

Restrictions on foreign military fi
nancing [FMFJ are objectionable to the 
administration. The administration 
claims that the new language would 
unacceptably hinder the President's 
flexibility to make FMF allocation de
cisions. The effect of the new provision 
would be to eliminate a great number 
of small FMF country programs. As I 
understand it, the new provisions move 
FMF much closer to being an all grant 
program. Evidently, Senate Democrats 
believe that the United States is rich 
enough to give away $41/2 billion in 
military equipment. 

The provision that requires funding 
to be made available to the UNFPA
the United Nations agency whose 
crown jewel is the Chinese program to 
force women to have abortions-was 
only slightly modified, but not modi
fied enough to escape a veto. 

The cargo preference requirements 
were also slightly modified, but AID of
ficials tell me they are going to rec
ommend a veto because the greatly ex
panded requirements are just not work
able. 

Senators may be told that most of 
the controversial provisions have been 
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substantially changed. Mr. President, 
this is far from the truth. On October 2, 
Chairman PELL received a letter from 
Deputy Secretary of State Lawrence 
Eagleburger in which he expressed the 
administration's views on this bill. The 
letter clearly indicated that the 
changes fall short of avoiding a veto. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent the the letter be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks. 

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

(See exhibit No. 1.) 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, an exam

ple is the new restrictions on funding 
for UNFP A. These restrictions are 
nothing more than recycled language 
that has been rejected time and again 
by the President. The original Senate 
amendment to fence off the money 
given to the UNFP A by limiting the 
use to contraceptives, by prohibiting 
any of the funds going to China, and by 
requiring the UNFPA to refund to the 
United States the full amount if the 
UNFPA exceeds the $57 million it cur
rently provides to China. 

The language agreed to in conference 
only adds one new element: That the 
funds given to the UNFP A can be dis
bursed only with the approval of our 
Permanent Representative to the Unit
ed Nations. The additional provisions 
duplicate the original language and 
add stronger language prohibiting 
funds from being used for abortion. Ac
tually, it is just a restatement of cur
rent law. 

The fundamental problem is that this 
approach uses as a vehicle the UNFP A, 
which is an advocate of coercion at all 
stages of family planning-including 
abortion. The UNFP A actually 
co manages the China program of forced 
abortion. The China program not only 
utilizes forced abortions, but also 
forced contraception with no choice of 
method. 

The UNFPA is tainted in its concept. 
The U.S. Congress should not fund good 
deeds done by a criminal, even if the 
money provided is not used for the 
criminal acts. Unless the UNFP A clear
ly rejects coercion in any aspect of 
family planning, and acts accordingly, 
the United States should not partici
pate in financing the agency in any of 
its operations. 

As I noted previously, the cargo pref
erence provision has been altered 
slightly, but the changes do not go far 
enough. The starting date has been 
moved forward to 1993. Governments 
receiving a cash transfer from the 
United States must spend at least 75 
percent of that transfer on U.S. goods 
and services instead of the original 100 
percent. The new provision phases in 
the new requirements over a period of 
5 years. Moreover, the conferees ac
cepted an unworkable section of the 
House version requiring the President 
to ensure that the purchase of U.S. 

goods, and ports of departure be equi
tably distributed throughout the Unit
ed States. 

Secretary Eagleburger's most recent 
letter-the fourth such letter from the 
administration-listed cargo pref
erence as the first i tern that would re
sult in the President's senior advisers 
recommending a veto of the bill. In ad
dition to establishing drastic new re
strictions on furnishing assistance 
from the ESF account, the language 
adopted in the conference will impede 
the conduct of U.S. foreign policy. Fi
nally, it will adversely affect U.S. ex
ports that must travel by sea. 

Mr. President, these items represent 
only the tip of an iceberg of problems. 
There are many other provisions that 
are important to Members of the House 
and Senate, but were either ma,de 
meaningless or dropped altogether. 
What happened to the sensible condi
tions and restrictions on using United 
States taxpayers' dollars to bail out 
the Soviet Union? 

The Kyl-Pressler amendment asks no 
more of the Soviet Union than should 
be asked of any nation requesting eco
nomic assistance from United States 
taxpayers. It would require that the 
Soviets: Respect human rights; reduce 
its bloated military; cease its support 
of international terrorism and to the 
remaining Communist countries of the 
world; let the United States have ac
cess to the data necessary to determine 
the creditworthiness of the Soviet 
Union; adopt specific, free market eco
nomic reforms; make commitments to 
environmental restoration and reha
bilitation and; that it not deny any Re
public its right to freedom and inde
pendence. 

Regardless of who is in charge in the 
Soviet Union and no matter how far in 
the right direction they move, it will 
not be far enough until these condi
tions are met. The American people un
derstand this. A Wall Street Journal
NBC News poll published on August 30 
showed that Americans disapprove aid
ing the Soviet Union with Defense De
partment funds by a margin of 63 per
cent to 31 percent. A Washington Post 
poll published on September 4 showed 
that 82 percent of all Americans believe 
that the situation in the Soviet Union 
is far too confusing to tell where it will 
all end up. 

It is unwise to send any economic as
sistance to the Soviet Union. But in 
the event that the administration does 
decide to send aid, the Soviet Union 
must, at the very minimum, meet 
these conditions. Mr. President, this 
fine amendment received 374 votes in 
the House and was accepted with no op
position in the Senate. But it is not in
cluded in the conference report. 

The Helms amendment regarding aid 
to the Soviet Union would have simply 
required the Soviets to cease all mili
tary and economic aid to Cuba before 
the United States could provide any 

economic assistance to the Soviet 
Union. It is being reported that Fidel 
Castro is running out of time in Cuba 
because of economic collapse-pre
cisely because the Soviets have begun 
to cut back on economic assistance to 
Cuba. This provision would have en
couraged the Soviets to cut off all fur
ther aid. 

Requiring the Soviets to stop aiding 
that thug in Cuba is consistent with 
United States national security inter
ests. Furthermore, it is eminently rea
sonable in light of the fact that the So
viet Union is requesting urgent human
itarian assistance to feed its people 
this winter. 

I remind Senators of Boris Yeltsin's 
remarks to a large group of us during 
his last U.S. visit. He said that Cuba 
should not be receiving Russian money 
and that if he has anything to do with 
it, the assistance will stop. Now would 
have been a perfect time to remind the 
President of the Russian Republic of 
his remarks. The amendment would 
have strengthened his hand against the 
central government. 

Representative McCoLLUM's version 
of this amendment received 386 votes in 
the House. The Senate version received 
98 votes. But despite this overwhelming 
support, it is not included in the con
ference report. 

The Kyl-Pressler and McCollum
Helms amendments are only two of 
many important provisions that have 
broad, bipartisan support in both bod
ies and should have been included in 
this conference report. 

Mr. President, there is another com
ponent of this legisl~tion that was not 
even mentioned during the conference 
meetings: That is foreign aid reform. 
Secretary Eagleburger told the con
ference in a letter of September 13 that 
neither the House nor Senate bills pro
vided for the major reform of foreign 
assistance previously requested by the 
administration. I assure Senators that 
the compromise language of the con
ference report provides for even less re
form than either of the original bills. 

For years, Congress has been calling 
for comprehensive reform of the way 
foreign assistance programs are admin
istered as well as management reform 
of the Agency for International Devel
opment. It was not surprising to see 
the lead editorial in the September 26 
edition of the Washington Post titled 
"Getting Aid to A.I.D." The article de
scribes how criminal and ethical prob
lems are affecting employee morale 
and creating terrible image and credi
bility problems at the agency. 

Reports from earlier this year by the 
General Accounting Office outline 
widespread mismanagement at AID. A 
report of February 11, 1991, states that 
GAO investigators uncovered inad
equate management controls of over
seas contracts in 45 percent of those 
cases in which officials of the Agency 
for International Development argued 
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that satisfactory controls were in 
place. Frankly, if AID were a business 
it would likely be bankrupt. 

Mr. President, so far, I have ex
plained why some Senators and the ad
ministration oppose this bill. But more 
importantly, here is why the American 
people oppose foreign aid: Because this 
year's budget deficit is estimated to be 
$348 billion. The total debt of the U.S. 
Government, as of October 1, is 
$3,647 ,410,000,000. 

All 50 States are suffering. During 
the summer, the Associated Press re
ported that many States had, and still 
have, huge budget gaps. Pennsylvania's 
was $467 million and growing. Califor
nia's deficit was $14.3 billion and grow
ing. The National Conference of State 
Legislatures estimate that 29 States, 
Puerto Rico, and the District of Colum
bia face potential deficits totaling $15.3 
billion. They also estimate the 1992 
shortfall to be about $35 billion. 

While the Federal Government is 
slashing assistance and rolling back 
programs to the 50 States, Congress 
proposes to authorize an increase of al
most $60 million more for this bill than 
last year's appropriation. In good con
science, how can Congress justify the 
authorization of billions more dollars 
for overseas projects? 

Foreign aid is unpopular because it is 
a waste of money. The American tax
payers are fed up with Congress squan
dering their tax dollars overseas-espe
cially when the funds are so badly 
needed at home. Mr. President, the 
Washington Times reported on Thurs
day, October 3, that the State of Mary
land cannot even afford to pay its 
State troopers. I hear complaints about 
foreign aid from constituents in every 
corner of North Carolina. Every news
paper and television poll consistently 
documents the unpopularity of foreign 
aid. When will Congress listen? 

The American taxpayers instinc
tively recognize that the economic and 
security problems confronting most 
countries do not stem from a lack of 
foreign assistance. They stem from 
flawed policies-communism, social
ism, statism, and corruption. Ask the 
people of the former Soviet Union. No 
amount of foreign assistance can over
come these mistaken policies. 

AID is hopelessly mismanaged. Its 
programs are proven failures. And for
eign aid is a policy that has next to no 
support among the American people. 
Yet with this authorization, Congress 
adds $28 billion to the more than $262.2 
billion in direct economic and military 
grant assistance that has been given 
away from 1945 to 1990. In addition to 
these grants, the American taxpayer 
has financed more than $96 billion in 
economic aid and military loans since 
World War II. And since the United 
States had to borrow the money to give 
it away, this total does not include the 
interest paid by the taxpayers. 

Some Senators who do not generally 
support sending U.S. taxpayers' dollars 

overseas voted for this bill in July to 
keep the process moving. There was a 
fair amount of support because there 
has been no authorization since 1985. 
But there is a reason there has been no 
authorization since 1985. The adminis
tration's concerns are not addressed. 
Many concerns of Members are not 
taken into consideration. And reform 
of foreign assistance is not taken seri
ously. 

Mr. President, this legislation does 
not deserve the support of Congress. It 
does not have the support of the Amer
ican people. This is the last oppor
tunity Congress will have to vote on 
this legislation before it is sent to the 
President. I urge my colleagues to vote 
against the foreign aid conference re
port. 

ExHIBIT 1 
THE DEPUTY SECRETARY 

OF STATE, 
Washington, October 2, 1991. 

Hon. CLAIBORNE PELL, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, 

U.S. Senate. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As the Conference Re

port on H.R. 2508, the International Coopera
tion Act of 1991, comes to the floor, I would 
like to express the administration's strong 
opposition to its passage. In its current 
form, the President's senior advisors will 
recommend a veto. 

In response to the dramatic changes in the 
world and congressional interest in foreign 
aid reform, the Administration submitted to 
Congress a major rewrite of the nation's out
dated foreign assistance legislation. The im
portance of this legislation was underscored 
by the President in his April 12th letter to 
Congress. 

Since submitting the legislation, the failed 
coup in the Soviet Union has provided an ur
gent example of the importance of reform. 
We need, now more than ever, new legisla
tion that provides the flexibility to respond 
to rapidly changing events and a cooperative 
consultative process that enables us to face 
the challenges ahead. 

The Conference Report does contain a 
number of provisions that attempt to restore 
some of the elements of administrative sim
plicity, flexib111ty, accountab111ty and clar
ity of purpose that the Foreign Assistance 
Act originally possessed, and that the Presi
dent asked the Congress to restore. The b111 
also contains several provisions needed to 
address particular problems that we have en
countered in administering our foreign aid 
programs, and the authorization of the IMF 
quota increase ie also a very important au
thority. 

However, the Conference Report does not 
provide for a major reform of foreign assist
ance. The current bill stm retains unneces
sary earmarks, functional accounts, 
micromanagement, and country-specific pro
visions which would seriously restrict our 
ability to conduct foreign policy and pursue 
the national interest, and which more reflect 
the business-as-usual approach of the past 
decade than the new direction sought by the 
President. 

I must emphasize the Administration's 
strong opposition to provisions on Mexico 
City Policy and the earmarking of funds for 
the UNFPA that contradict the Administra
tion's anti-abortion policy. The President 
has made it clear that such provisions will 
trigger a veto. 

Other provisions would also result in our 
recommending a veto of the bill. These In
clude: 

The cargo preference provision. This provi
sion would greatly expand current cargo 
preference requirements and would establish 
unacceptable new restrictions on furnishing 
assistance from the Economic Support Funds 
account. This would sharply reduce the use
fulness of such assistance for achieving im
portant foreign policy objectives and is fun
damentally inconsistent with the President's 
objective of making foreign aid a more use
ful tool of foreign policy. It would intrude 
government controls into U.S. commercial 
exports, and it would adversely affect U.S. 
exports that must be transported by sea. 

The restrictions on Foreign M111tary Fi
nancing. These provisions would unaccept
ably hinder the President's flexibility to 
make FMF allocation decisions. Given budg
etary restraints, the practical effect of this 
provision would be to eliminate a great num
ber of small FMF country programs by effec
tively limiting FMF to just a few large coun
try programs. 

Further, the Administration strongly ob
jects to the provision on exports to Cuba. As 
the President recently made clear, we are 
committed to placing the strongest appro
priate pressure on Cuba to embrace reform. 
However, this provision would place U.S.
owned, foreign-based corporate subsidiaries 
in the untenable position of choosing to vio
late U.S. law or a host country's law. These 
firms should not be punished because of the 
"catch 22" in this provision. 

A number of other provisions are equally 
troubling and objectionable to the Adminis
tration. In several cases, the b111 would, in 
fact, impose brand new restrictions-for in
stance, the requirement to terminate assist
ance to countries that provide military 
equipment to counties supporting terrorism 
(section 412, enacting what would become 
new section 69l(a)(7) of the Foreign Assist
ance Act), the provisions on projects in 
China and Tibet (section 941, et seq.), and ex
panded restrictive language on contacts with 
the PLO (section 612)-that though they may 
appear benign, could vastly exacerbate dif
ficulties in administering our foreign aid 
programs and conducting foreign policy. 

Additionally, I am particularly dis
appointed with several of the provisions ap
plicable to our anti-narcotics programs. No
where was the need to eliminate 
micromanagement more important than 
with respect to the exceedingly cumbersome 
certification and reporting requirements 
under these programs. The new bill, however, 
would make these requirements even more 
difficult to administer, and would fa.11 to es
tablish procedures on recertification ade
quate to respond quickly and decisively in 
the event of unanticipated events. 

The Administration continues to be op
posed to provisions that would micromanage 
our efforts to negotiate a regime on Middle 
East arms sales, and that purport to direct 
the President how to proceed in diplomatic 
negotiations. The President has taken the 
initiative in calling for discussions among 
major conventional arms suppliers to the 
Middle East, and progress is being made. 
While the senior advisors would not rec
ommend a veto over the current language, 
any significant negative change to the provi
sion would change the senior advisors' posi
tion. 

In conclusion, the President ma.de clear his 
strong interest in foreign aid reform in his 
letter of April 12, 1991, on the International 
Cooperation Act of 1991 in April. However, 
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the Conference Report, in its current form, is 
unacceptably flawed. If modifications were 
made to address the concerns described in 
this letter, I believe that this legislation 
would represent a positive step towards for
eign assistance legislation that will meet the 
challenges of the 1990's and beyond. If not, 
for the reasons outlined above, the Presi
dent's senior advisors will recommend a 
veto. 

Sincerely, 
LAWRENCE S. EAGLEBURGER. 

Mr. McCONNELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LEAHY). Who yields time? 

Mr. SARBANES. I yield 30 seconds to 
the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
very briefly, Senator HELMS stated cor
rectly the administration is going to 
veto this bill. Having worked with my 
friend and colleague from Maryland for 
6 months to try to produce the first 
foreign aid authorization bill since 
1985, I must regretfully inform those on 
my side of the aisle that we still are 
not there. I intend to vote for the con
ference report, but I share the same 
concerns about this report that Sen
ator HELMS, my friend from North 
Carolina, has indicated. It is my hope 
in voting for the conference report that 
at some point we will get the objec
tionable features out and will have a 
bill that the President can sign. 

Mr. President, I view it as no small 
victory that the Foreign Relations 
Committees of the House and Senate 
have managed to produce a conference 
report for the consideration of both 
Chambers. It has not been an easy or, 
for that matter, a quick process, but 
the bill we have produced is at a very 
minimum responsive to our times and 
both the administration and our many 
concerns. 

A great deal of the credit for this ac
complishment should go to the able 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. SAR
BANES]. Over the past several months, I 
have had the unique privilege of work
ing with him and observing the consid
erable skill and intellect he brings to 
bear on every issue, large and small. 
His talent and the commitment have 
been matched stride for stride by his 
staff, Marcia Verville. I think the staff 
may have had moments of overwhelm
ing frustration as they were sent back 
to the drawing board one more time, 
but our collective effort has produced a 
bill we can all take pride in. 

Since we last brought the bill to the 
Senate floor in July, the Soviet Union 
has experienced remarkable change. In 
the space of a very short week, a failed 
coup yielded freedom for the Bal tics, 
and the very real prospect of democ
racy and independence for many of the 
republics. Yeltsin and Gorbachev, 
along with many others, are engaged in 
a significant process of both reconcili
ation and redefinition of the interests 

of both the republics and the nation. 
As a direct result of these dramatic de
velopments, the conference committee 
made the decision to leave open the 
question of the amount and type of as
sistance the United States might wish 
to provide in the near future. 

The Soviet Union offers a clear illus
tration of how rapidly and dramati
cally the world has changed in the past 
few years. I think it is our responsibil
ity to assure that the authorization of 
foreign assistance offers our Nation 
and the President both the funding and 
the flexibility to meet those chal
lenges. With a few exceptions which I 
will take note of later, I firmly believe 
that the conference report before the 
Senate meets both of these require
ments. 

In addition to removing or relaxing 
the extensive regulatory and legal re
strictions on aid to the Soviet Union 
and the republics, there are a number 
of other important provisions which I 
would like to bring to my colleagues 
attention. Over the past decade, in an 
emergency, the President has had to 
resort to use of a waiver which re
quired him to prove that it was in the 
national security interest of the United 
States to transfer funds. This has re
sulted in misrepresentations by the ad
ministration and Congress buying into 
the falsehood, because there were no 
alternative means to provide clearly 
needed aid. We have modified the waiv
er so that economic emergencies can be 
met with a national interest waiver 
and transfer of military equipment has 
a security standard applied. Flexibility 
has also been greatly enhanced by the 
creation of a Presidential contingency 
fund, a $75 million Democracy Contin
gency Fund and the substantial expan
sion of emergency military drawdown 
authority. 

Flexibility was complemented by 
funding for some significant items re
quested by the administration. The two 
which come immediately to mind are 
the $12 billion quota increase for the 
IMF, requiring authorization although 
no outlay, and the new Enterprise for 
the Americas Initiative. 

Mr. President, when all was said and 
done, earmarks were deleted, the num
ber of line item authorizations reduced 
to a handful, and the number of func
tional accounts with their attendant 
restrictions cut from eight down to 
two. This is not to say there has been 
total consensus on this bill either with
in the conference or with the adminis
tration. Several problems remain 
which may prompt a veto. From my 
perspective the two most troublesome 
matters are cargo preference restric
tions . and a reversal of the Mexico City 
policy. As the representative of both 
farming and coal interests I viewed the 
application of new and expanded cargo 
preference requirements to all cash 
transfers as unbearably costly to my 
constituents. I had hoped that a com-

promise acceptable to both the mari
time industry and the agricultural and 
commodities communities could be 
worked out, but the President has 
made clear that the proposal in our bill 
is simply not acceptable. 

I would also note that the provision 
reversing the Mexico City policy which 
was stripped out in conference had to 
be restored in order to bring the bill to 
the House floor. I did not think we 
should deliberately provoke a veto 
with the inclusion of this language. Al
though I have been a strong supporter 
of voluntary, informed family planning 
programs, I agree with the President's 
objection to providing our tax dollars 
to foreign agencies or organizations 
supporting abortion. 

Finally, I would like to comment on 
the hard work and tough negotiations 
which I expect to continue on the ques
tion of grant versus loan security as
sistance. While a few Members may ex
press their opposition to this bill based 
on the fact that the conferees decided 
to restrict the provision of credits, I 
want to point out that the Senate's po
sition has not changed as we moved 
through subcommittee, committee, 
and then passage on the Senate floor. 
Eventually, our position was modified 
somewhat by concern raised in con
ference regarding the President's over
all flexibility. I think Senator SAR
BANES has engaged in good faith efforts 
with Secretary Eagleburger to come to 
a compromise which addresses the Sen
ator's serious concern that loans have 
historically been extended in a highly 
discriminatory manner while meeting 
the President's global funding require
ments for pressing security needs. I 
will continue to work to reach an 
agreement to satisfy all parties. 

Mr. President, we have worked hard 
with the full recognition that not ev
eryone would leave the table com
pletely happy, but that most would re
alize a responsible, timely solution had 
been crafted. The process and the prod
uct are not perfect-in fact I should 
say that there were some last minute 
oversights which resulted in the stat
ute and the conference report not being 
wholly consistent. For example, an im
portant amendment by Senator MACK 
on trade with Cuba was correct in law 
but the House staff inadvertently left 
out crucial conference report language. 
I expect this will be corrected when the 
bill is returned for further consider
ation. 

In spite of minor drafting problems, 
and a very short list of items which 
may cause the President to veto this 
bill, I urge my colleagues to consider 
the entire product and weigh the im
portant contributions it will make as 
we forge our foreign policy agenda in a 
very new political, economic, and mili
tary environment. I strongly believe 
that we have afforded the President 
both the maximum in flexibility and 
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funding to meet the challenges we face 
as we turn the century. 

Mr. SARBANES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Maryland. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 

urge Members to vote for the con
ference report. We tried in conference 
to modify some of these provisions to 
make them more acceptable. The pro
visions which the Senator made ref
erence to were in both b11ls, so the 
flexibility the conference committee 
had was limited because of that. In 
spite of that situation in which we 
found ourselves, we st111 tried to see if 
some accommodation could be reached. 
I am hopeful that this step of passing it 
on w111 provide a basis subsequently at 
some point for making an accommoda
tion. 

I urge Members to vote for the con
ference report. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am very 
pleased that after 6 years, the Senate 
and the full Congress are on the verge 
of passing a foreign assistance author
ization bill. Foreign assistance is never 
a popular topic, but I firmly believe 
that the conference report before us 
serves U.S. interests, both in terms of 
our foreign policy and our economic in
terests around the world. 

Let me summarize the major provi
sions of the conference report. As my 
colleagues know, this legislation, the 
International Cooperation Act of 1991, 
authorizes U.S. bilateral and multilat
eral foreign assistance for fiscal years 
1992 and 1993. The authorization for the 
bilateral component of the program is 
$12.491 billion, $23 million less than the 
amount requested by the administra
tion. With respect to the multilateral 
assistance programs, the conference 
agreement authorizes $1.13 b111ion for 
U.S. contributions to the Asian Devel
opment Bank, the African Develop
ment Fund, the International Finance 
Corporation, and the global environ
mental facility of the World Bank. 

The conference agreement generally 
reflects the approach of the Senate
passed b111 in that it amends the cur
rent Foreign Assistance Act and the 
Arms Export Control Act. It revises 
and streamlines the authority for the 
various components of the develop
ment assistance program, creating 
three separate authorizations as fol
lows: $466 mi111on for each of fiscal 
years 1992 and 1993 for activities to pro
mote a sustainable economic base-ag
ricul ture, rural development, and nu
trition activities authorized in section 
103 of the Foreign Assistance Act, and 
private sector, environment, energy, 
and other development assistance au
thorized in section 106 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act-and $766 m111ion for 
each of fiscal years 1992 and 1993 for ac
tivities to promote sustainable human 
resource development, of which 
amount $300 mi111on in each of the fis
cal years is specifically authorized for 
population activities. 

The total amount authorized for 
these bilateral development assistance 
programs is $1.38 billion, an increase of 
$103 million over the administration's 
request. 

The conference report also includes: 
First, a new authorization for a pro
gram of microenterprise development; 
second, new authority under which AID 
may provide assistance to governments 
and nongovernmental organizations to 
promote democracy and respect for 
human rights; third, an authorization 
of $310.4 million for U.S. voluntary con
tributions to international organiza
tions and programs; fourth, new au
thority for assistance to meet the 
needs of the disabled within the human 
resource development account; fifth, a 
requirement that governments receiv
ing cash transfer assistance enter into 
agreements to spend an amount equal 
to 75 percent of that cash transfer as
sistance on U.S. goods and services and 
that 50 percent of such goods be 
shipped on U.S.-flag commercial ves
sels; sixth, an expanded and upgraded 
authority for the Trade and Develop
ment Agency; and seventh, a require
ment that AID establish a new capital 
projects office whose function is to cre
ate and implement a strategy for de
velopmentally sound capital projects. 

The total amount authorized for the 
full range of bilateral economic assist
ance programs is $4. 7 billion, an in
crease of $430 million over the amount 
requested by the administration. 

With respect to security assistance, 
the conference report authorizes $3.2 
billion for the Economic Support Fund, 
and $4.46 billion for the Foreign Mili
tary Financing Program. The con
ference agreement places the authority 
for the Foreign Military Financing 
Program under the Foreign Assistance 
Act, while retaining authority for mili
tary sales under the Arms Export Con
trol Act. 

As the committee embarked on this 
authorization process, the administra
tion made repeated requests for in
creased flexibility in the administra
tion of foreign assistance programs. 
Certainly, recent world events dem
onstrate the need to have the capacity 
to respond quickly to changes in the 
world. In recognition of this need, the 
conference report authorizes two new 
contingency funds to allow the Presi
dent and the State Department to meet 
unanticipated circumstances. In addi
tion, the conference agreement revises 
the existing authority allowing the 
President to waive provisions in for
eign assistance legislation by changing 
the standard for providing economic 
assistance to one of importance to U.S. 
national interests and raising from $50 
million to $75 mi111on the amount of as
sistance that can be provided under 
this authority to any one country in a 
given year. 

Let me conclude by giving special 
thanks to my distinguished colleague 

from Maryland, Senator SARBANES, 
who as chairman of the Foreign Assist
ance Subcommittee, had demonstrated 
superb legislative skill in shepherding 
this bill through the Senate, and in 
large measure, through conference 
with the House. 

Finally, Mr. President, a section of 
the conference report dealing with the 
Export-Import Bank debt reduction 
and participation of the Inter-Amer
ican Development Bank under the En
terprise for the Americas Initiative 
was inadvertently not omitted from 
the conference report. I ask unanimous 
consent that the omitted material be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK DEBT REDUCTION 

The Senate amendment (sec. 771) author
izes the President to sell to any eligible pur
chaser any loan or portion of a loan of an eli
gible country that was made pursuant to the 
Export-Import Bank Act of 1945. After the 
payment for the loan has been received, the 
President may sell, reduce or cancel the Ex
port-Import Bank debt involved in the trans
action. The President is authorized to estab
lish the terms and conditions of the trans
action. Instructions regarding the notifica
tion of the Export-Import Bank of the trans
action are specified. 

The Senate amendment (sec. 772) directs 
that proceeds from the transaction author
ized in section 771 be deposited in an account 
created for the repayment of such loans. Sec
tion 773 of the Senate amendment defines an 
eligible purchaser as an entity who presents 
plans to the Agency for International Devel
opment for using the loan only for purposes 
of a debt-for-child development swap, a debt
for-development swap, debt-for-education 
swap, debt-for-environment swap or debt-for
nature swap. Section 774 of the Senate 
amendment instructs that the Administrator 
of the Agency for International Develop
ment, in consultation with interested non
governmental organizations, shall identify 
activities that use natural resources on a 
sustainable basis and promulgate environ
mental standards in review of proposed ac
tivities. The standards must identify and 
prohibit the sale of credits in support of ac
tivities which involve substantial threats to 
the environment. 

Section 775 of the Senate amendment in
structs that prior to a Export-Import Bank 
debt reduction transaction, the Agency for 
International Development shall consult 
with debtor countries which will receive the 
benefit of the debt reduction regarding, 
among other things, the amount of the loan 
to be reduced. 

The House bill has no comparable provi
sions. 

The conference substitute (sec. 821) con
tains provisions substantially similar to the 
Senate amendment. However, references to 
the Agency for International Development 
were not included in the substitute. In addi
tion, the requirement to identify eligible ac
tivities for Export-Import Bank debt reduc
tion has not been included in the substitute. 
In addition, the conference substitute com
bines the terms "debt-for-development" into 
a single term-"debt-for development." This 
was done because the term "debt-for-devel
opment" was earlier defined to include debt
for-child development" and "debt-for-edu
cation." 
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Finally, the conference substitute contains 

a set of eligibility criteria. for nations to at
tain before they can qualify for Export-Im
port Ba.nk debt reduction benefits under the 
Enterprise for the Americas Initiative. These 
criteria are to be applied separately from the 
criteria. nations must meet in order to qual
ify for benefits under the Multila.tera.l In
vestment Fund. 

The committee of conference believes the 
reduction of Exi>ort-Import Bank debt reduc
tion can be of substantial benefit for qualify
ing nations of the Western Hemisphere mired 
in official debt payments. In an effort to pro
vide relief for qualifying nations, the reduc
tion of Export-Import Ba.nk debt should be 
undertaken a.s quickly a.s possible. In addi
tion, to provide further relief for qualifying 
nations, the committee of conferees urges 
the Administration to urge other creditor 
nations to reduce the amount of their offi
cial debt held by Latin American and Carib
bean nations. 

The committee of conferees is concerned 
about potential adverse environmental im
pacts resulting from equity investments 
funded by Export-Import Bank credits used 
in debt-for-equity swaps. To ensure the envi
ronmental integrity of such projects, the 
process by which the Treasury Department 
consults with interested non-governmental 
organizations to formulate s~ndards for re
view of proposed World Bank projects that 
may have adverse impacts on wetlands, trop
ical moist forests and savannah regions 
should serve as a model for the development 
of guidelines for review of projects to be 
funded by debt-for-equity swaps of Export
Import Bank debt. 

PARTICIPATION OF THE INTER-AMERICAN 
DEVELOPMENT BANK 

The Senate amendment (sec. 722) mandates 
that the Secretary of Treasury, in consulta
tion with other U.S. agencies, work closely 
with the Inter-American Development Bank 
(IDB) in the implementation of the !DB's in
vestment sector reform programs and to co
ordinate U.S. bilateral assistance programs 
with IDB investment reform programs. The 
Senate amendment also requires that the 
Secretary of Treasury prepare and transmit 
a report to the Speaker of the House and the 
Chairman of the Committee on Foreign rela
tions, within six months of the date of enact
ment, providing details of the specific in
vestment sector reform programs under
taken by the IDB and of ways in which U.S. 
bilateral programs have complemented those 
reform efforts. 

The House bill contains no comparable pro
vision. 

The conference substitute (sec. 831) is simi
lar to the Senate amendment, except that it 
drops references to consultation with other 
agencies and provides for the report to be 
transmitted to the Chairman of the House 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs Com
mittee. 

ENTERPRISE FOR THE AMERICAS INVESTMENT 
FUND 

The Senate Amendment (sec. 723) amends 
Chapter 4 of part Il of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 to add a new section to that Act 
(sec. 539) establishing the Enterprise for the 
Americas Investment Fund. 

This amendment (sec 539(a)) authorizes 
$100 million annually in appropriations for 
fiscal years 1992-96 as the U.S. contributions 
to the new fund. 

It (sec. 539(b)) also authorizes the Sec
retary of Treasury to contribute $500 million 
to the Enterprise for the Americas Fund sub
ject to the following conditions: that an 

agreement has been negotiated establishing 
the terms and conditions under which the 
Fund will operate, that two a.dditiona.l do
nors have agreed to contribute at least $500 
million to the Fund, that the agreement has 
been transmitted to the Congress under pro
cedures established pursuant to sec. 634A of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, and that 
a biannual report of the activities of the 
Fund be prepared and submitted to the Con
gress by the IDB. 

Further, it (sec. 539(c)) sets forth the prin
cipal purposes for which U.S. assistance will 
be provided to the Fund for disbursement to 
eligible countries. Assistance from the Fund 
is to be provided for technical assistance in 
connection with domestic constraints to in
vestment, for human capital development, 
and for private enterprise development. 

In addition, the Senate amendment (sec. 
539(d)) gives the Secretary of the Treasury 
one year to meet the conditions set forth in 
this section. 

The House bill contains no comparable pro
vision. 

The conference substitute (sec. 832) deletes 
reference to the Foreign Assistance Act and 
instead amends the Inter-American Develop
ment Bank Act to add a new section (sec. 37) 
to that Act establishing the Enterprise for 
the Americas Investment Fund. 

Sec. 37(a) of the conference substitute is 
identical to the Senate amendment (sec. 
539(a)). 

Sec. 37(b) of the conference substitute is 
similar to sec. 539(b) of the Senate amend
ment but deletes reference to Sec. 634A of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 as it per
tains to the submission of the agreement es
tablishing the IDB Fund to the Congress for 
review. It provides for the agreement to be 
transmitted to the Chairman of the House 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs Com
mittee rather than the Speaker of the House. 
It also provides for the IDB to prepare and 
make public an annual report on the oper
ations of the IDB Fund. 

Sec. 37(c) of the conference substitute is 
similar to sec. 539(c) of the Senate amend
ment. In addition, the conference substitute 
adds a fourth purpose for the IDB Fund: to 
support the development and strengthening 
of host country capabilities for ensuring the 
environmental soundness of investment ac
tivities. It also requires that no more than 40 
percent of the annual disbursements from 
the Multilateral Investment Fund can be 
used for any single use authorized in sub
section (d). 

While recognizing the need to use disburse
ments from the Enterprise for the Americas 
Investment Fund to allow nations to reform 
their investment regimes, the committee of 
conference also believes that substantial dis
bursements from the Fund should be used to 
address social problems generated in the 
context of such investment reforms. In par
ticular, the committee of conference wishes 
to state clearly its belief that, in addition to 
re-training assistance, substantial disburse
ments from the Fund should be for the pur
pose of designing social safety nets, includ
ing assistance for food, housing and other so
cial needs which may occur with the imple
mentation of investment reforms. 

Sec. 37(d) of the conference substitute is 
similar to sec. 539(d) of the Senate amend
ment, with a change in the time period with
in which the Secretary of the Treasury must 
meet the conditions set forth in the section 
from one to two years. 

The conference substitutes (sec. 37(e) man
dates that the Secretary of the Treasury in
struct the U.S. representatives to the Fund 

to vote against any activities of the Fund 
that may have a significant adverse impact 
upon the environment. 

The conference substitute (sec. 37(0) sets 
forth the eligibility criteria which must be 
met for a country to receive U.S. monies 
from the IDB Fund: It must be a. Latin Amer
ican or Caribbean country; have concluded 
various agreements with the IMF, World 
Bank, IDB and private creditors, as indica
tors that a.ppropria.te economic policies are 
being pursued; have a democratically elected 
government; not have a government which 
harbors or sponsors international terrorists; 
be cooperating on narcotics matters; and 
have a. government (including its military 
a.nd security forces) which respects human 
rights. 

The conference substitute (sec. 37(g)) pro
vides for the President to make eligibility 
determinations subject to the criteria. speci
fied in sec. 37(0. 

The committee of conference has agreed to 
eligibility criteria that determine which 
countries may receive disbursements of 
United States assistance from the Enterprise 
for the Americas Investment Fund. However, 
concern was voiced by some members of the 
conference that some of these criteria could 
adversely affect on-going efforts to obtain 
contributions and finalize negotiations to es
tablish the Fund on a multilateral basis. If 
the eligibility criteria agreed to during the 
conference prove to be a.n obstacle to the 
successful completion of such negotiations, 
the committee of conference has agreed to 
seek to alter expeditiously these criteria, 
through legislative action by the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations a.nd the 
House Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs. 

The committee of conference believes, as a. 
general proposition, that nations seeking to 
use the resources of the Enterprise for the 
Americas Investment Fund should have 
reached agreement with their commercial 
creditors concerning any outstanding issues 
related to the repayment of commercial 
debt. However, the committee of conference 
expects that this requirement be applied in a 
balanced manner. In particular, the commit
tee of conference believes that, if this re
quirement is used unfairly as bargaining le
verage by commercial creditors against a 
debtor country, the President should not 
deny such country access to the Fund solely 
because an agreement between such country 
and its commercial creditors has not been 
concluded. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, the 
International Cooperation Act of 1991, 
so ably managed by my dear friends 
and colleagues the distinguished chair
man of the Foreign Relations Commit
tee, Mr. PELL, and the senior Senator 
from Maryland, Mr. SARBANES, con
tains many important and 
groundbreaking provisions. 

Today, as we prepare to mark the 
499th anniversary of the arrival of Eu
ropeans to our hemisphere, I take par
ticular pride that the foreign aid bill
soon to be sent to the President-con
tains an important provision designed 
to strengthen the rights and well-being 
of the some 40 million people whose an
cestors were already here when Chris
topher Columbus came to the Ameri
cas. 

Section 755 of the bill, entitled "In
digenous Peoples in Latin America and 
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the Caribbean," grows out of a larger 
proposal I made earlier this year when 
I introduced the "Pan-American Cul
tural Survival Act of 1991." That bill 
was designed to help, on the eve of the 
500th-year anniversary of Columbus' 
arrival, ameliorate the centuries-long 
history of neglect and violence visited 
upon this hemisphere's earliest inhab
itants. 

Section 755 calls on the Secretary of 
State to prepare, in cooperation with 
the Agency of International Develop
ment, a report on the status and treat
ment of indigenous peoples in Latin 
America, to be submitted to Congress 
on February 28 of each year. Signifi
cantly, this date is also the day which 
the State Department is to issue its 
annual human rights report. 

Section 755, according to the bill lan
guage approved in conference between 
the House and the Senate, should con
tain all available information about 
the promotion and protection of civil, 
political, social, cultural, and eco
nomic rights and traditions of indige
nous peoples in the hemisphere. 

The bill also requires the report to 
delineate the extent to which indige
nous peoples are able to participate in 
decisions affecting the protection of 
their lands, cultures, and traditions, 
and the allocation of natural resources. 
And it says that it must also detail the 
steps the United States has taken to 
ensure that U.S. development assist
ance programs promote the well-being 
of indigenous peoples. 

The importance of this section in set
ting the agenda for this vital human 
rights and democratization issue can
not be overestimated. Currently, indig
enous peoples in the Americas sit at 
the lowest rung of their countries' so
cial, political and economic ladder. 
Hundreds of .tribes and scores of indige
nous languages border on extinction. 

As ideological conflict and political 
violence appear to be receding from 
many regions in our hemisphere, the 
issue of the rights of native peoples be
comes the new frontier for those con
cerned with human rights, the environ
ment, and issues of democratic consoli
dation. 

Mr. President, in 1976, the late Sen
ator Hubert Humphrey and I worked 
together to make mandatory the provi
sions for section 502B of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961. 

The enactment of this legislation, a 
group effort to which many contrib
uted, helped provide for a revolution in 
human rights in U.S. foreign policy 
and, therefore, the world. One of its 
provisions, of course, was the State De
partment's annual human rights re
port. Section 755 is a clear descendant 
of that legislation. 

Mr. President, if I may, I would like 
to ask my friend, the senior Senator 
from Rhode Island, a few questions 
about the section, and to thank him for 
his help and support in this effort. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, let me just 
thank my friend and colleague on the 
Foreign Relations Committee, Mr. 
CRANSTON, for his remarks. I think this 
effort, section 755, does represent-as 
he stated-an important continuity to 
the work initiated with the 502B legis
lation. 

I am certain we will be hearing a lot 
more about this issue as we approach 
Columbus Day 1992. Section 755 is a 
very constructive and positive way to 
begin some hard thinking on what 
might be done for and with the native 
peoples of this hemisphere. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I thank the Senator 
for his remarks. I would like to ask 
him if my understanding-that the re
port required in section 755 will deal on 
a country-by-country basis with the 
status and condition of native peoples 
in Latin America and the Caribbean-is 
correct. 

Mr. PELL. That is correct. 
Mr. CRANSTON. It is my understand

ing that the date of submission of the 
report, February 28, was chosen so that 
the date for compliance with section 
755 is the same as the release of the an
nual State Department human rights 
report. The simultaneous release of the 
two reports, I would hope, will give ad
ditional standing and emphasis to the 
plight of millions of native peoples. 

Mr. PELL. The Senator makes a good 
point, and that was certainly my un
derstanding of why the February 28th 
date was chosen. Let me just say that 
section 502B has been one of the most 
important tools we have to work with 
in ensuring the promotion of American 
concepts and values around the world. 
Section 755 is worth continuation of 
that effort. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
would like to point out that the lan
guage of section 755 also requires re
porting on the economic rights and tra
ditions of indigenous peoples. 

Recently Richard Schultes, a noted 
ethnobiologist from Harvard Univer
sity, gave a cogent sample of one as
pect of these rights and traditions, 
which is the promotion and protection 
of indigenous knowledge. According to 
Schultes: 

The accomplishments of indigenous peo
ples in learning plant properties is a result of 
a long and intimate association with, and 
utter dependence on, their ambient vegeta
tion. This native knowledge warrants careful 
and critical attention on the pa.rt of modern 
scientific efforts. If phytochemists must ran
domly investigate the constituents of bio
logical effects of 80,000 species of Amazonian 
plants, the task may never be finished. Con
centrating first on those species that people 
have lived and experimented with for millen
nia offers a short cut to the discovery of new 
medically or industrially useful compounds. 

Mr. President, as a recent cover story 
on indigenous peoples in Time maga
zine suggested, these issues-the pro
motion and protection of indigenous 
knowledge-is one of the cutting edge 
issues of scientific progress and human 
advancement in our time. 

For example, information on 119 
known useful plant-derived drugs were 
analyzed to determine how many were 
discovered because of traditional 
knowledge on the plants from which 
they were isolated. 

Analysis of plant-based products on 
today's market shows that 74 percent 
have the same or related use in West
ern medicines as originally used by in
digenous curers. Yet, if selected ran
domly, estimates are that only one in 
10,000 to 35,000 plant samples will yield 
a medically useful activity. 

As many as 25 percent of prescrip
tions in the United States contain nat
ural products extracted from plants. 
Including medicines sold over the 
counter and herbals, the estimated 
value of plant-based drugs sold in the 
United States was $11 billion in 1985. 

Yet, today there exists no consistent 
or conclusive international program to 
monitor ownership of, or protection 
for, traditional knowledge. Con
sequently, the invaluable contribution 
of indigenous peoples in use of their 
plant and animal resources remains 
left uncompensated. 

By failing to acknowledge and place 
value on this knowledge, the United 
States is overlooking a critical oppor
tunity for sustainable development. 

It could promote the conservation of 
biological resources in situ by 
ecosystems, sustain the livelihoods and 
lifestyles of indigenous cultures, and 
equitably distribute the benefits of de
velopment to the technicians who have 
discovered, maintained and developed 
this knowledge within their cultures 
for generations. 

I, therefore, would hope that the lan
guage, "economic rights and traditions 
of indigenous peoples,'' would take 
these vital issues into account. 

This might be done, if, perhaps, not 
in an exhaustive way, at least in a way 
that delineates their importance for in
digenous peoples in each of Latin 
America's republics and those of the 
Caribbean of the promotion and protec
tion of indigenous knowledge. 

I also believe that in outlining the is
sues involved, and how they play out in 
each country, the report could provide 
an important reference for what has 
been done, and what needs to be done, 
both nationally and internationally, so 
everyone benefits from this vast, . but 
quickly depleting, natural reservoir of 
knowledge. 

Mr. President, I would like to ask the 
Senator from Rhode Island if it is his 
understanding as well that the phrase 
"economic rights and traditions" en
compasses the concerns I have just 
mentioned. 

Mr. PELL. That is my understanding, 
too. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I thank the Senator 
for his patience and help in establish
ing congressional intent concerning 
this legislation. I look forward to his 
insight and guidance as we move to-
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ward the next step in dealing with this 
issue. 

Mr. President, the report require
ment contained in section 755 comes on 
the heels of the release by the Congres
sional Research Service of an excellent 
work, "Latin American Indigenous 
Peoples and Considerations for U.S. As
sistance," prepared at my request. 

The CRS study focuses on three 
countries in Latin America where in
digenous peoples form large, and large
ly underrepresented, populations in re
cently-emerging democracie&-Bolivia, 
Ecuador and Guatamala. I recommend 
this path-breaking work to both my 
colleagues and to those at State and 
AID who will be responsible for prepar
ing the hemisphere-wide report man
dated by section 755. 

I would also like to take this oppor
tunity to thank the CRS staff who 
worked on the report for their impor
tant contribution. They are: Nine M. 
Serafino, Mark P. Sullivan, Maureen 
Taft-Morales, Curt Tarnoff, Roger 
Walke, and Sherry B. Shapiro. Their 
unique perspectives inform and enliven 
the debate on this issue, and I am sure 
that the report will be used as an im
portant tool for study for some time to 
come. 

Mr. President, I recently shared cop
ies of the CRS report with top officials 
of AID, the National Endowment for 
Democracy, and the National Demo
cratic Institute for International Af
fairs [NDI]. I ask unanimous consent 
that their reactions to the report be 
printed in the RECORD, as well as an ex
cellent article by foreign service officer 
Thomas A. Shannon, which appeared in 
the September issue of the Foreign 
Service Journal. 

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

AGENCY FOR 
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT, 

Washington, DC, August 6, 1991. 
Hon. ALAN CRANSTON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: Thank you for 
your letter of July 15, 1991, concerning the 
Congressional Research Service (CRS) re
port, Latin American Indigenous Peoples and 
Consideration for U.S. Assistance. Dr. 
Roskens has asked me to reply on his behalf. 

CRS has prepared a thoughtful analysis of 
historic and present, social and political dif
ficulties faced by the indigenous peoples of 
Latin America. The Agency for International 
Development (A.I.D.) shares your concern for 
these peoples, their survival, culture and fu
ture. 

As noted in the study, native peoples of 
Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC) have 
suffered serious offenses to human, civil and 
political rights. It is an important U.S. pol
icy objective to support these rights for all 
individuals. Experience shows that countries 
governed through a democratic system main
tain a responsiveness to the needs of its peo
ple. A.I.D. works throughout the LAC region 
to strengthen elements contributing to 
strong democracies. Many efforts, including 
the strengthening of educational, judicial, 

and electoral systems, are identified in the 
report. 

A.I.D.'s family health and training pro
grams also emphasize meeting needs of in
digenous poor in both rural and urban areas. 
Rural development, agricultural training, 
technical services, and environmental con
servation programs, in cooperation with the 
host government, provide direct benefits to 
many indigenous groups in the LAC region. 

In addition to focusing on specific needs, 
A.I.D. directs assistance designed to support 
broad-based sustainable economic growth 
which will lead to more jobs and greater op
portunities for indigenous peoples in the 
LAC region. 

We appreciate your forwarding a copy of 
the CRS report for our review. As the 500th 
anniversary of Columbus' arrival approaches, 
it is imporant that we continue to focus on 
the needs of the indigenous peoples in the 
Western Hemisphere. 

Sincerely, 
R. RAY RANDLETT, 
Assistant Administrator 

for Legislative Affairs. 

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR DEMOCRACY, 
Washington, DC, July 31, 1991. 

HON. ALAN CRANSTON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: Thank you for 
your letter of July 23, in which you urge in
creased Endowment support for the political 
development of indigenous groups in Central 
and South America. I found the accompany
ing Congressional Research Service study to 
be highly informative, and have passed it on 
to our Latin American program staff for 
their review. 

In its worldwide grant program, the En
dowment takes into account national and 
cultural diversity which exists within sov
ereign states as well as among them. In 
Latin America, the Endowment seeks to be 
as responsive as possible to requests for local 
groups and to assist in their efforts to fur
ther democratic development through the 
peaceful mobilization of forces for genuine 
political participation and national self-ex
pression. While we are sensitive to the need 
for greater support for programs that pro
mote the well-being of Latin America's na
tive people's, our program plans are largely 
dependent on the quality and quantity of 
proposals received. To date, very few propos
als from Latin American movements rep
resenting the concerns and aspirations of na
tionality groups or ethnic minorities have 
come to our attention. However, as noted in 
the CRS report, such groups are often the 
beneficiaries of a number of NED-funded 
democratic civic education programs in the 
region. We would certainly welcome propos
als directly from democratic indigenous or
ganizations for promising initiatives in this 
area. · 

I appreciate your continued support and 
interest in the Endowment, and I hope that 
the future will provide us with new opportu
nities for enhancing the role of ethnic cul
tures in the Latin American democratic 
process. 

Sincerely, 
CARL GERSHMAN. 

NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTE 
FOR INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS, 

Washington, DC, August 8, 1991. 
HON. ALAN CRANSTON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR ALAN: Thank you for a copy of your 
CRS study analyzing the impact of U.S. for-

eign assistance on native Americans living 
in Central and South America. 

As you know, NDI has been working in 
Guatemala and has noted with concern the 
political and economic marginalization of 
the indigenous population. The enclosed re
port on the 1990 elections in Guatemala 
notes as one of its summary conclusions the 
lack of incentives for indigenous groups to 
participate in national political life. Unhap
pily, the CRS report concludes that such op
portunities are limited throughout Central 
and South America. 

NDI is very interested in continuing its 
program in Guatemala and it is our hope 
that a portion of this work can focus on the 
serious problems facing the indigenous popu
lation. Democracy in Guatemala (or Bolivia 
or Ecuador) will not be completely realized 
until this portion of the population is in
cluded in the political process on equal 
terms. 

Best personal regards. 
Sincerely, 

J. BRIAN ATWOOD. 

[From the Service Journal, September 1991) 
DIPLOMACY'S ORPHANS: NEW ISSUES IN HUMAN 

RIGHTS 
(By Thomas A. Shannon) 

We are living through a period of quiet but 
profound change in the international human 
rights agenda, which will pose new diplo
matic challenges to the United States. While 
the principal human rights issue of the 
1980&-political repression-will remain our 
primary human rights concern through this 
decade, several new issues have emerged that 
do not easily fit into our traditional under
standing of human rights. Nevertheless, the 
United States must come to terms with 
these "new" issues, or lose what influence it 
has over the human rights agenda. 

CHILDREN OF POVERTY 
First on the list are the rights and welfare 

of children. Vigilante killings of street chil
dren in several Latin American countries 
have highlighted an explosive Third World 
social problem that has been declared a 
human rights issue by such groups as Am
nesty International and Americas Watch. 
Rapid urbanization and the breakdown of 
family structure under grinding poverty 
have turned millions of children out onto the 
streets of Latin America, Asia, and Africa. 
Deprived of normal care, feeding, and edu
cation, many of these children take to petty 
thievery, prostitution and drugs. Lack of so
cial services and creaky judicial systems 
have provided few institutional means to 
deal with this problem. Consequently, off
duty policemen and businessmen in some 
cities have taken matters into their own 
hands, forming extrajudicial groups that 
harass, intimidate, and kill street children. 

The reemergence of death squads in some 
Latin American cities, but this time without 
the political overtones of the past decade, 
underscores the precarious existence of 
many of the world's children, who neither 
have a voice in government nor wield eco
nomic or political clout. The recognition 
that many nations are failing their children 
prompted the 1990 UN-sponsored World Sum
mit for Children, the largest-ever gathering 
of heads of state. The World Convention on 
the Rights of the Child, adopted unani
mously by the UN General Assembly in 1990, 
set benchmarks by which nations' treatment 
of children can be judged. 

CULTURAL SURVIVAL 
Second is the right of indigenous people to 

retain their cultures and ways of life. His-
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torically, this issue has been treated as an 
anthropological problem. It achieved human 
rights status only recently, when Indian cul
tures were violently and systematically re
pressed by central governments, as in the 
cases of the Guatemalan Maya and Nica
raguan Miskito during the 1980s. 

This understanding is changing. Respon
sibility for protecting primitive Indian 
groups has devolved upon governments, as 
publics acknowledge that some groups face 
cultural and physical extinction unless their 
contact with the modern world is better con
trolled. Although some governments are re
luctant to accept this responsibility, inter
national human rights organizations are not 
reluctant to assert it. Amnesty 
International's interest in the fate of Bra
zil's Yanomami Indians-a tribe decimated 
by disease and the depredations of their 
homeland by timber poachers, ranchers, and 
miners-is evidence that the issue has en
tered the mainstream of the human rights 
community. 

Environmental organizations, too, have ex
pressed interest in the fate of indigenous 
peoples, adding political urgency to the 
issue. Environmentalists know that most in
digenous groups depend for their survival on 
their habitat; the economic development of 
their traditional lands is a direct and imme
diate threat to them. The melding of human 
rights and environmental concerns is a new 
and politically powerful development which 
will ensure that the plight of many indige
nous peoples is well publicized throughout 
Europe and North America. 

STRUGGLE AND FLIGHT 

The last item on the emerging human 
rights agenda is the rights of refugees and 
other displaced persons. Again, the problem 
is not a new one; what has changed is our un
derstanding of it. In the past, refugee rights 
have been viewed largely as a humanitarian 
issue, acquiring a human dimension only 
when the displaced persons were political ex
iles. However, the suffering inflicted on refu
gee groups in the Middle East, Southeast 
Asia, Central America, and Africa-either 
through political manipulation, denial of re
lief supplies, or outright attack-has high
lighted the central human rights aspect of 
this problem. America's own strapped re
sources and public "compassion fatigue" 
make uncertain the U.S. ability to continue 
to respond to these man-made disasters. The 
result is a growing consensus that the inter
national community must hold to account 
governments that provoke, countenance, and 
manipulate the mass displacement of human 
beings. 

The emerging human rights agenda poses a 
tough diplomatic challenge. The issues on 
the agenda reflect deep-rooted economic, so
cial, and political problems that admit of no 
quick fixes. Unlike political violence, these 
issues also are not amenable to the cus
tomary finger-pointing and condemnation. 
This is not to diminish responsibility for 
human suffering, but to recognize that in 
most cases, harsh rhetoric gives reluctant 
governments an excuse to resist inter
national pressure. 

Unless handled adroitly and in good faith, 
human rights issues will drive a wedge be
tween the developed and developing worlds. 
Third World nations are already nervous 
about what they perceive as the erosion of 
the traditional concept of state sovereignty, 
which provided them some measure of pro
tection from outside interference. While 
international interest in human rights pro
tection is legitimate, it must keep govern
ments focused on human rights and not per-

mit them to slide off the point by claiming 
that national independence is at stake. 

WAYS AND MEANS 

How to accomplish this? A modest begin
ning would include the following: first, a re
examination of the structure of the State 
Department's annual human rights report 
(see page 33). The format needs to be revised 
and expanded to include these new issues. 
Since much of the human rights report's 
structure is legislatively mandated, such a 
review would probably require consultation 
with the Congress. 

Second, redouble U.S. efforts in multilat
eral human rights fora. Such fora are a use
ful means to engage countries that would 
otherwise resist bilateral approaches on 
human rights. For such fora to be effective, 
however, they must focus on real human 
rights issues. Efforts by some Third World 
nations to introduce extraneous issues, such 
as national economic development as a 
human right, or to include as fora members 
known human rights abusers, such as Cuba, 
must be resisted. Finally, we must look for 
creative ways to express our willingness to 
help countries struggling to improve their 
human rights records-for instance, Admin
istration of Justice programs that help train 
police and courts in juvenile justice. Al
though such programs would have only a 
limited impact, they would identify us dip
lomatically as part of the solution and not 
part of the problem. 

While efforts to provide protection to Po-
11 tically marginalized and vulnerable groups 
is a marked expansion of our traditional 
human rights policy, it is in keeping with its 
overall purpose. The history of the 19808 
should be evidence enough that human 
rights issues can be ignored only at our own 
risk. 

(Thomas A. Shannon is special assistant to 
the ambassador at Embassy Brasilia.) 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am 
voting in favor of the legislation before 
us today, the International Security 
Cooperation Act of 1991. I am support
ing this bill because it contains two 
important provisions: It overturns the 
Mexico City policy and restores fund
ing for the U.N. Fund for Population 
Assistance [UNFPA]. These two issues 
are crucial in our efforts to make qual
ity family planning services available 
to women all over the world. 

Mr. President, I have been involved 
for many months now in the fight to 
overturn HHS regulations which pro
hibit federally funded family planning 
clinics from providing any information 
about abortion to pregnant women, 
even when a woman asks for that infor
mation. These regulations have been 
dubbed the gag rule because they put a 
gag on the mouths of health profes
sionals and prohibit them from talking 
about certain subjects, namely, abor
tion. 

The Mexico City policy is the inter
national gag rule. This policy began in 
1984 and it prohibits U.S. population 
assistance funds from going to indige
nous private family planning agencies 
overseas that provide information 
about abortion with private and non
U.S. funds. In many countries all over 
the world, abortion is a legal option, 
yet family planning clinics which re-

ceive U.S. funds must either deny pa
tients information or forego their criti
cal U.S. dollars. 

This policy undermines the purpose 
of our international family planning 
program. The program is designed to 
increase access to quality family plan
ning services, yet the Mexico City pol
icy does just the opposite. It harms the 
very people we are attempting to help 
through our international population 
assistance program. Much of this as
sistance goes to underdeveloped, Third 
World countries to help the poorest of 
the poor. I am pleased that the meas
ure before us today overturns this 
cruel and discriminatory policy. 

I am also pleased, Mr. President, that 
this bill restores funding for the U .N. 
Fund for Population Assistance 
[UNFPA]. UNFPA is the largest multi
lateral organization providing family 
planning and population assistance in 
the world. More than 141 developing 
countries receive family planning as
sistance from the UNFP A. 

The United States has withheld its 
contribution to the fund for the past 6 
years because China allegedly has a 
policy of coerced abortion and involun
tary sterilization. But the fact is there 
is no evidence that UNFP A provides 
support for the programs in China. In 
1985, the same year we stopped giving 
money to the fund, the Agency for 
International Development [AID] con
ducted a study on this issue and deter
mined that UNFPA "neither funds 
abortions nor supports coercive family 
planning practices through its pro
grams.'' 

Mr. President, I do not support any 
so-called family planning policy which 
would coerce women to have abortions, 
nor would I support a policy which 
forces women to bear children against 
their will. The provision included in 
the bill before us today contains many 
safeguards to ensure that the money 
we contribute to the UNFPA will not 
go toward supporting such policies as 
heinous as forced abortion and steri
lization. It states explicitly that the 
funds will not be made available for 
programs in the People's Republic of 
China and that the United States funds 
will be kept separately and monitored 
by the United States Ambassador to 
the United Nations. 

Our contribution to the UNFPA is 
critical, and I am pleased that this bill 
restores funding for this worthwhile 
program. 

There are provisions in this bill, how
ever, that cause me serious concern-so 
much so that were it not for the 
UNFP A section, I would vote against 
this measure. One such provision is 
section 124, which deals with the pur
chase of U.S. goods and services and 
cargo preference. The bill, approved by 
the Senate, required those countries 
receiving more than $10 million in U.S. 
cash assistance to buy an equivalent 
amount of U.S. goods and services, and 
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to ship at least half of those goods to 
their countries on U.S.-flag carriers 
with a cap on U.S. shipping rates of no 
more than 30 percent above average 
international rates. 

This new requirement is bad news. If 
we place such restrictions on our cash 
assistance, not only will we hurt the 
very Third World countries to whom 
we are trying to extend some help, but 
we also will hurt the effectiveness of 
our cash transfers as a policy tool. The 
countries that would be affected by 
this provision already import a higher 
value of U.S. goods than the amount of 
the cash assistance we give them. As a 
result, this provision would simply 
force those countries to use U.S.-flag 
vessels. That would have two negative 
results-a double-whammy. 

First, according to the Agency for 
International Development [AID], the 
shipping rate for U.S.-flag carriers is 
significantly more than the competi
tive international shipping rate. That 
means the recipient countries will be 
forced to pay out more money to ship 
our goods than they would have paid in 
the competitive market. And second, 
that in turn means that the recipient 
countries will end up taking a large 
share of the very cash assistance we 
have given them to pay for our higher 
shipping rates. That is money that 
might have gone to our farmers for 
more commodity purchases, but will 
end up going toward U.S. shipping 
costs. 

It does not take a rocket scientist to 
realize why this provision will reduce 
the effectiveness of our tool of foreign 
assistance-why would any country 
want to take assistance with so many 
strings attached? It is not a good deal 
for them. 

I had hoped that the conferees would 
drop this cargo preference provision. 
Instead, the conference changed the 
terms of the new requirement. Now, 
the recipient country need only spend 
an amount equal to 75 percent-by fis
cal year 1996-of our cash aid on U.S. 
goods. Now, the requirement does not 
apply to countries receiving less than 
$25 million, rather than $10 million. 
And finally, instead of the 30-percent 
cap on U.S. shipping rates, the con
ference report requires 50 percent of all 
U.S. goods to be shipped on U.S.-flag 
vessels "to the extent such vessels are 
available at fair and reasonable rates." 

Mr. President, those are not much in 
the way of changes. They do not ad
dress the problems caused by this new 
requirement; some details are changed, 
but the essence is the same. 

Also of concern is the bill language 
which changes the manner in which the 
Foreign Military Financing [FMF] Pro
gram is administered. As presently 
crafted, the bill would require that aid 
to Greece, which heretofor has con
sisted primarily of loans, be converted 
to 40 percent grants in fiscal year 1992 
and 70 percent grants in fiscal year 

1993. This poses a problem for two im
portant reasons-first, it ties the hands 
of the administration by earmarking a 
substantial portion of the program. 
Second, because of overall limits on 
the program, drastically increasing the 
earmarked aid for one country, of ne
cessity, means that aid for numerous 
other countries will have to be reduced. 

As it stands now, four countries-Is
rael, Egypt, Turkey, and Greece-re
ceive the lion's share of FMF funds. 
When two other priority nations-
Pakistan and the Philippines-are 
added, there is only a small amount 
left over for all the rest of the world. In 
1992 the administration would have to 
cut $75 million elsewhere and in 1993 
$180 million. Since several countries re
ceive only a small grant now, many of 
these nations would have to be elimi
nated from the program entirely to 
make up this shortfall. I believe the ad
ministration needs to have the power 
to make the determination of where 
this money will best advance American 
interests. As such, I am opposed to pas
sage of this portion of the bill. 

In closing, Mr. President, I would say 
that I am distressed about certain 
major provisions of this bill. At the 
same time, I believe very strongly that 
the Mexico City policy and the UNFPA 
should be resolved; indeed, were it not 
for these provisions, I would be in
clined to vote against this bill. So, for 
the sake of these family planning is
sues, I will vote for this measure today. 

Should the President veto this bill, I 
am prepared to reconsider my views 
and again weigh the good and the bad 
features of this measure. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I rise to oppose final passage of the for
eign assistance authorization con
ference report. I do so for the very 
same reasons I voted against the au
thorization bill when it came before 
the Senate in July. 

I strongly object to those provisions 
that overturn the crucially important 
United States-Mexico City policy on 
foreign assistance for family planning 
programs. I also oppose the provisions 
that provide funding for the U.N. Fam
ily Planning Agency, which is also in
volved in abortion services. 

Additionally, the provisions expand
ing cargo preference regulations are 
completely unacceptable. The Senate
passed provisions were bad enough, but 
the conference committee inserted 
House language that only made mat
ters worse. 

President Bush has indicated that he 
will veto this bill because of these var
ious provisions, and I support him in 
that decision. 

As many of my colleagues and con
stituents know, the 1972 Foreign As
sistance Act forbids the use of U.S. 
public funding for abortions in foreign 
countries. The Mexico City policy of 
1984 expanded this restriction, for bid
ding United States funding of any for-

eign organization that performs or pro
vides counseling services for abortion. 

I am strongly opposed to the use of 
taxpayers' money, directly or indi
rectly, to promote abortion in any 
way. 

Mr. President, I must also object to 
the cargo preference provisions of the 
bill, which by any reasonable defini
tion, are anti-farmer and anti-Amer
ican jobs. During the Senate debate on 
the original authorization bill, I co
sponsored an amendment, which did 
not prevail, that would have struck the 
provisions that require 50 percent of 
U.S. goods purchased through the for
eign aid program be shipped on U.S.
flag vessels. 

Current cargo preference provisions 
are bad enough, but the measure passed 
by the Senate and made worse by the 
conference expands those provisions, 
compounding an already unsatisfactory 
system. 

According to AID, it costs almost $30 
more per ton to ship on U.S.-flag ves
sels than it does to ship on foreign-flag 
vessels. AID indicates that in 1990, that 
translates into S21.6 million worth of 
goods that were not purchased from 
suppliers in each and every one of our 
States. 

To put it as succinctly as possible, 
Mr. President, each dollar spent for the 
more expensive U.S.-flag carriers is one 
less dollar spent to purchase U.S.-made 
products, especially agriculture prod
ucts. 

Mr. President, this is an important 
piece of legislation, and I want to con
gratulate my colleagues on the Foreign 
Relations Committee for bringing the 
foreign assistance authorization bill 
this far. It makes a valuable contribu
tion to the foreign assistance process 
in this country. 

It had been my hope that the con
ference committee would address and 
correct the problematic sections so 
that President Bush could sign the bill 
into law. But there are simply too 
many objectionable provisions. I will 
vote against final passage of this con
ference report and urge my colleagues 
to do so as well. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, It is 
regrettable that the House-Senate con
ferees ignored the explicit warnings of 
the administration when it issued its 
veto threats over various provisions of 
H.R. 2508, the International Security 
Cooperation Act of 1991. It is no wonder 
that it has been over 5 years since a 
foreign aid authorization bill has been 
enacted. 

I share the President's concern about 
several of these provisions, and had 
thought that the conferees would 
strike them. One provision left in the 
conference report which drew the 
President's attention in his veto mes
sage is that which expands cargo pref
erence, the backdoor, hidden maritime 
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subsidy which like a parasite, latches 
onto the lifeblood of other programs-
such as those included in this bill, 
which are aimed at feeding the world's 
starving. The maritime industry and 
unions of this country realize they can 
not withstand the scrutiny of having to 
come forth publicly to argue for the 
amount of subsidy they now receive, so 
they rely upon this backdoor approach 
provided by cargo preference. Cargo 
preference is virtually an open check
book into Uncle Sam's bank account. 

The cargo preference provision in 
this conference report is even worse 
than the earlier Senate passed provi
sion which I, along with 41 of my Sen
ate colleagues, strongly opposed. The 
Senate version allowed for the reim
bursement of no more than 30 percent 
above what the competitive world rates 
would bear. 

This conference report allows cargo 
preference to "the extent such vessels 
are available at fair and reasonable 
rates." 

This standard defined as "fair and 
reasonable rates" is nothing new, and 
it has been proven time and time again 
to be a hollow, meaningless farce. Let 
me share an example of what our mari
time industry views as fair and reason
able which was reported in the Septem
ber 10, 1990, edition of U.S. News & 
World Report. The article, entitled 
"Unpatriotic Profits" follows: "The 
Pentagon is miffed at what it feels is 
profiteering by operators of two U.S. 
cargp ships. Because the Navy is re
quired to use American bottoms before 
contracting with foreign-owned ships, 
it paid the two U.S. carriers $70,000 to 
send war materials to the gulf. The 
comparable foreign bid: $6,000." 

Mr. President, our maritime industry 
believes that forcing American tax
payers to pay nearly 12 times above the 
world competitive rate is "fair and rea
sonable." I think not, and I believe 
that my Senate colleagues concerned 
about fraud and waste should be in 
agreement with me. 

Mr. President, this conference report 
should be vetoed. It expands cargo pref
erence beyond what was covered by the 
1985 farm bill compromise, it reduces 
the amount of food and assistance we 
can direct to needy countries, it dam
ages our competitiveness of our com
mercial exports, and it disadvantages 
U.S. ports not served by ocean-going 
U.S. ships. 

Congress needs to go back to the 
drawing board on this foreign aid pack
age, and for this reason, I oppose the 
conference report. 

In addition, the conference report is 
a serious attack on the administra
tion's international family planning 
programs that reverse reasonable and 
effective policies that have been in 
place for years. I support the Presi
dent's strong opposition to these items. 

On the other hand, there are a num
ber of provisions in the bill that I 

strongly support including our firm 
support for Israel and other important 
allies around the world. I look forward 
to Congress modifying the bill to ex
clude the unacceptable provisions so 
that we can finally, after 5 years, get a 
foreign aid authorization bill signed 
into law. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, after 
much consideration I must reluctantly 
vote against H.R. 2508, the Inter
national Cooperation Act of 1991. This 
past summer I voted for the Senate's 
foreign aid authorization bill. While I 
had serious reservations about the bill 
there were a number of provisions in it 
which I strongly support, and I voted 
for it in the hope that those provisions 
which I opposed would not be contained 
in the conference report we are now 
considering. My support for the bill 
was also partly premised on its inclu
sion of my amendment establishing an 
emergency border environmental fund 
with Mexico. 

Unfortunately, Mr. President, al
though some of the provisions which I 
opposed were removed during con
ference, some others which gravely 
concern me remain in H.R. 2508. Of 
most concern, are the provisions in the 
conference report on the Mexico City 
policy and the earmarking of funds for 
the U.N. Fund for Population Assist
ance that clearly contradict the admin
istration's antiabortion policy. 

I might also add, Mr. President, that 
my amendment concerning the United 
States/Mexico emergency border envi
ronmental fund was dropped in con
ference thereby removing one strong 
incentive for my support of this bill. 
There are a number of other concerns 
raised in the administration's veto 
message which I share with the admin
istration, and which I believe provide 
sufficient reason to reject the con
ference report. 

Having said all this, Mr. President, I 
cannot help but admit to my lingering 
reluctance to oppose the report. As I 
have said, there are a great many pro
visions in this bill which deserve our 
strong support. There are provisions 
for aid to countries which I think 
strengthen many of our most impor
tant relationships with other coun
tries, and which would substantially 
promote our shared vision of a new 
world order. 

Moreover, I think the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee and the managers 
of the bill deserve the commendation 
of the Senate for the hard labor and 
good faith which have characterized 
their success in bringing the bill this 
far. It is my sincere hope that if this 
conference report passes and is subse
quently vetoed by the President that 
Congress will send the President a 
modified conference report absent the 
provisions which the President and I 
and other Senators oppose. I would 
welcome the opportunity to lend my 
strong support to such a measure. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, the 
time for discussion of this foreign aid 
conference report is very limited, but I 
want the record to show why I must 
vote against its adoption. 

Since the last major foreign aid au
thorization was enacted in 1985, the 
world we live in has changed in ways 
no one could have foreseen. The most 
dramatic examples are the end of the 
cold war and the disintegration of the 
Soviet Union. 

This country, too, has changed. We 
are much more aware now than in 1985 
that domestic challenges should be our 
main focus. We are much more aware 
that we can ill afford the billions we 
borrowed to send abroad. There is 
much more skepticism about the use
fulness of foreign aid today. 

The managers of this bill worked 
hard. They gave the President some of 
the flexibility he requested. They de
leted some obsolete provisions. Unfor
tunately, the conferees were unable to 
give any direction to our foreign aid 
programs. They didn't consolidate any 
old programs. This foreign aid bill con
tinues to attempt to be something for 
everyone. In no way does it reflect the 
changes I just mentioned. It's old aid 
in a new package. 

This 262-page bill lacks direction. It 
piles more new agencies, centers, and 
other institutions onto the bureau
cratic mess we call foreign aid. It does 
nothing to convince the American peo
ple that foreign aid will benefit them, 
or, for that matter, substantially assist 
the new democracies that desperately 
need help. The new democracies, in 
fact, get very little attention here. 

This bill evades decisions on help for 
the Republics of the former Soviet 
Union. It exempts an indefinite amount 
of Israeli loan guarantees from the dol
lar limits imposed on every other coun
try, but it doesn't provide one penny of 
guarantees. Yet, some are being asked 
to vote for this measure because it sup
ports the guarantees. 

The main beneficiaries of this con
ference report are those who admin
ister these programs: The contractors, 
the international agencies, the lobby
ists, and the special interest groups. 
Some of these groups would actually 
receive tax dollars to educate the pub
lic on the benefits of their programs. 

For these reasons, Mr. President, I 
must oppose this foreign aid conference 
report. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise to support the conference report 
on H.R. 2508, the Foreign Aid Author
ization Act. The conferees have done a 
fine job in forging a compromise. 

I am particularly grateful for the ef
forts made by Senators SARBANES and 
McCONNELL and their fine staffs to en
sure that my amendment, and the com
panion amendment of Senators BOREN, 
BENTSEN, BAUCUS, and BYRD, on trade 
and aid was included in the conference 
report. While the amendments were 
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changed somewhat, the basic purpose 
remained intact. This is a good first 
step toward getting AID more involved 
with developmentally sound capital 
projects. 

Through capital projects, AID can 
help U.S. exporters with their efforts 
to capture markets in the more ad
vanced developing nations and Eastern 
Europe. Exports remain crucial to our 
Nation's economic growth. Throughout 
the present recession, the one bright 
spot in the economy has been trade. 
Our exporters have kept the economy 
afloat. This is particularly true in my 
home State of Connecticut. In 1990 
alone, State exports grew by nearly 18 
percent. Exports provided 84,000 manu
facturing jobs in the State and another 
63,000 jobs in firms dependent on ex
porting. Close to 20 percent of the 
State's 6,700 manufacturers export 
compared to the national average of 12 
percent. In short, Connecticut's eco
nomic future is tied to exports. 

But the problem for Connecticut ex
porters, as well as exporters across the 
country, is how to remain competitive 
against increasing foreign competition. 
This competition used to be primarily 
from Germany and Japan, but that is 
no longer the case. The other dynamic 
Asian economies of Korea, Taiwan, 
Hong Kong, and Singapore are compet
ing for global markets. And as Europe 
approaches 1992 and the final stages of 
European economic unity, the Euro
pean Community [EC] is rapidly be
coming a more potent economic force. 

While it is not the role of the Federal 
Government to try to solve all the 
problems confronting our exporters, 
the Federal Government must work 
with the American exporting commu
nity to help them capture new markets 
and hold old ones. The lack of Govern
ment support for U.S. exporters has 
caused them to lose out to their com
petitors in valuable overseas markets, 
for sales of a wide range of products in
cluding computers and telecommuni
cations equipment and projects. This 
means less jobs at home. 

According to Ambassador Ernie 
Preeg, a former chief economist at AID 
and one of the foremost experts on this 
issue: 

Current market for capital goods trans
action* * *which is inaccessible to U.S. ex
porters because of other governments, is $10 
to $12 billion per year, resulting in an esti
mated $2.4 to $4.8 billion annual loss to U.S. 
exports. Future U.S. export loss in high
growth developing country markets could be 
far greater. 

Capital projects are those projects 
that are integral to building a nation's 
infrastructure: Projects relating to 
telecommunications, transportation, 
environmental management, and the 
building of power systems. Infrastruc
ture development is crucial to the 
building of an economy. Without a so
phisticated infrastructure, a market 
cannot develop, and a nation cannot 
prosper. 

My amendment and the one intro
duced by Senators BOREN, BENTSEN, 
and BYRD, was really about one thing: 
Using foreign aid to help not only the 
aid recipient, but also the U.S. econ
omy by emphasizing capital projects in 
our foreign aid programs. When AID 
funds a capital project in our foreign 
aid programs. When AID funds a cap
ital project in a developing nation, 
then that means that American prod
ucts will be used in the building of the 
project. 

For instance, if AID funds a road in 
Indonesia, American manufacturers of 
heavy machinery will sell their equip
ment to the Government of Indonesia 
to aid in the building of that road. Our 
engineers can help to design it. Our 
AID dollars will, therefore, be used to 
help create jobs back home. Tradi
tional development projects are not 
often capital intensive, which means 
that there is less of an opportunity for 
our exporters to sell their product&
capital products such as heavy equip
ment-than there would be if we fo
cussed on infrastructure development 
programs. 

In order to achieve the goal of jobs at 
home and development overseas, my 
amendment put special emphasis on 
AID as a source of funding for capital 
projects by establishing a Capital 
Projects Office within the Private En
terprise Bureau at AID to work with 
other AID bureaus in putting together 
capital projects that are developmen
tally sound but also beneficial to our 
exporters. 

My amendment was merely seeking 
to build on work already being done by 
AID. In testimony before the House 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee ear
lier this year, Henrietta Holsman Fore, 
an assistant administrator at AID, 
made a strong case for the usefulness 
of AID involvement in capital projects. 
She said: 

The development rationale for capital 
projects is compelling. Capital projects help 
build strong economies by providing the 
basic infrastructure needed for commerce 
and industry.* * *They also address specific 
developmental needs. * * * Capital projects 
provide employment. 

We do not emphasize capital projects 
as part of our foreign assistance pro
grams nearly as much as the other G-
7. We tend to stress basic development 
assistance. For example, over 60 per
cent of bilateral aid from Japan and 
Italy involves capital projects, as com
pared to 14 percent for the United 
States. This is not to say that we 
should not continue to emphasize hu
manitarian assistance, but if as Ms. 
Fore indicates, capital projects are 
good for development and American ex
porters, then there is no reason for us 
not to be doing more of these projects. 

AID has been working hard to get 
more involved with capital projects. 
Average AID spending on capital 
projects for the last few years has been 

between $500 and $600 million. Unfortu
nately, projections for this year fell 
below $500 million to about $420 mil
lion. We need to offer more support for 
capital projects, and the Capital 
Projects Office will help to guarantee a 
long-term commitment toward pursu
ing these projects. 

If we do not institutionalize support 
for capital projects through the cre
ation of a special office, and if we do 
not put in place a tied program with 
real financial support behind it, then 
our exporters will continue to lose 
markets, and we will lose jobs here at 
home. We need to create a Capital 
Projects Office so that our exporters 
will know that we are with them not 
merely this year and next but for the 
long haul. The Federal Government 
often complains about the short-term 
focus of the business community, but 
we are too often guilty of the same 
shortcoming. We need to develop a 
long-term strategy in helping our ex
porters. 

There was a time in our Nation's re
cent history when trade was considered 
to be a foreign aid program for our 
friends and allies. After World War II, 
we developed a world trading system 
that was designed to give foreign na
tions access to our market while allow
ing them to protect their own. Well, 
this system worked-too well. Now we 
run trade deficits that are out of con
trol. 

In a recent study on aid to the Phil
ippines, Ambassador Preeg summarizes 
the related problem of how we view our 
foreign aid programs, 

The central issue for U.S. foreign economic 
assistance * * * is how to reconcile short
term foreign policy objectives with longer
term support for development and strength
ened economic relations with developing 
countries. A case is made-in his study-to 
separate the two more clearly and to place 
greater emphasis on the economic dimen
sion. 

This complements Ambassador 
Preeg's thesis from an earlier study on 
tied aid where he makes a strong case 
argument against the Federal Govern
ment's policy of using scarce financial 
resources to support noneconomic ob
jectives that have little commercial 
value. 

We should listen to these arguments 
and refocus our foreign assistance pro
grams so that they are more reflective 
of the changing global economy and 
the need to help American companies 
keep their ground against powerful for
eign competitors. 

We have to take control of our eco
nomic destiny, and one way of achiev
ing this is by eliminating our trade def
icit. There are things we need to do at 
home to achieve that end, but there are 
things that we must do abroad as well. 
One of those is to get the Government 
behind our exporters. A good place to 
start is by supporting export financing 
programs. The Lieberman amendment 
and the companion amendment intro-



October 8, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 25911 
duced by Senators BoREN, BENTSEN, 
BAucus, and BYRD contained in this 
conference report sends a positive sig
nal to our exporters that we are serious 
about helping them. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I plan to 
vote against the foreign aid conference 
report and want to make my reasons 
for this clear. There has not been a for
eign aid authorization bill since 1985. I 
support the efforts of my colleagues to 
pass a bill which is enacted into law 
this year, but the bill, as it is, is unac
ceptable. 

Several provisions included in the 
legislation make the bill unacceptable. 
I oppose the cargo preference provision 
contained in the bill. This language 
would make U.S. exports more expen
sive and less competitive, and give an 
unfair disadvantage to States like Indi
ana because ocean-going flag ships are 
not serving the ports in the Great 
Lakes region. The language added to 
the bill under foreign military financ
ing is unduly restrictive as well. I be
lieve that the President should be 
given utmost flexibility in making 
these decisions. 

I also oppose the language which 
would provide funding to the United 
Nations Fund for Population Assist
ance, a program which has been in
volved in China's coercive abortion pol
icy. In addition, the bill overturns the 
longstanding Mexico City policy, and 
thus would allow United States funding 
to go to nongovernmental organiza
tions which promote or perform abor
tions as a method of family planning. I 
am strongly opposed to these provi
sions which are contrary to President 
Bush's antiabortion policy. 

There are some good things in this 
bill, Mr. President, most notably, the 
continued assistance to Israel. I 
strongly support the bill's language, 
providing $1.2 billion in economic sup
port and $1.8 billion in foreign military 
financing assistance. Israel is an im
portant ally of the United States and 
the assistance provided in this bill in
dicates our continued strong support 
for Israel. 

President Bush has indicated that he 
will veto the bill for the reasons I have 
described. I urge him to veto it and 
send it back to the conferees quickly, 
that they strip these irresponsible pro
visions and send it back to the Senate, 
so that we can get a foreign aid bill 
passed this year. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
today the Senate considers the first 
foreign aid authorization bill since 1985 
that may have a chance of becoming 
law. For 6 years, foreign aid bills have 
been stonewalled under threat of veto, 
or vetoed after passage. For 6 years 
Congress has been denied its role in the 
foreign aid authorization process. Most 
of the time, the bill was vetoed on 
rightwing ideological grounds: 

Sometimes the problem was military 
aid to Central America. 

Sometimes the problem was covert 
aid to insurgencies. 

Sometimes the problem was human 
rights. 

But most often, the problem was 
family planning. No other issue has 
driven foreign policy ideologues more 
over the past decade than family plan
ning. 

Mr. President, it appears that this 
bill too will fall victim to the "family 
planning veto". 

I'm not talking about abortion: I'm 
talking about family planning-contra
ception; counseling; or ob-gyn services. 

Responsible international organiza
tions have promoted family planning in 
less-developed countries for many 
years. The United States used to be a 
key player in these efforts. For exam
ple, the United States was the largest 
donor to the U .N. fund for population 
activities from its creation in 1969, 
until 1985. Then-zero: A cutoff. The 
United States went from supporter to 
spoiler. No foreign aid authorization 
bill that included family planning 
funds could pass the Congress without 
a two-thirds majority. Under this for
eign aid "new math," a simple major
ity wasn't good enough: We needed a 
super-majority. Congress' role in for
eign aid policy was held hostage by ad
ministration ideologues and their 
rightwing antiabortion allies. 

Mr. President, the population explo
sion is literally the single greatest 
threat to the world's future. 

The menace of global nuclear war has 
taken second place to the threat of 
overpopulation. It is tragic that U.S. 
action on this crisis has taken second 
place to politics. 

President Bush came into office ap
pearing less ideological about foreign 
policy: Who wouldn't be? 

The Reagan policy on Contra aid was 
bankrupt; 

Gorbachev and Yeltsin had remade 
Reagan's "evil empire." It's tougher 
today to play the ideological game in 
foreign relations than it has been in 
years past. 

And, of course, President Bush is a 
foreign policy expert. 

Mr. President, one would think that 
a foreign policy expert would not let 
his world outlook be held hostage to 
partisan ideology. 

One would think that a foreign policy 
expert would not let political zealotry 
take precedence over action on the 
population crisis. 

One would think that such a Presi
dent would stand up to the high priests 
of conservative ideology. 

But Mr. President, it appears, once 
again, that family planning may be the 
downfall of the foreign aid authoriza
tion bill. 

Mr. President, the Committee on 
Foreign Relations has produced a good 
bill. It addresses the new world order. 
It provides congressional input to the 
foreign policy process. It is in keeping 

with the Congress' constitutional man
date in foreign policy. 

The bill also provides funds for inter
national family planning: Some $300 
million out of a $12.5 billion bill. 

Primarily for this reason, the entire 
bill must fall. The State Department 
has strongly recommended that the bill 
be vetoed. 

Mr. President, George Bush has used 
the veto 22 times in the 102d Congress. 
He used it 39 times during the lOlst 
Congress. Most often, the target of 
Bush's veto pen was a piece of domestic 
legislation-family leave, child care, 
extended unemployment benefits. 
We're accustomed to President Bush's 
domestic agenda: Veto, veto, and more 
veto. 

But now the veto has spread to even 
the President's cherished foreign policy 
agenda. 

Mr. President, it has been wrong for 
President Bush to pursue his domestic 
agenda through the veto: It will be 
wrong for President Bush to pursue his 
foreign policy agenda through the veto. 
Let this country be a leader once again 
in the fight against overpopulation. 
Let this foreign aid authorization bill 
become law. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I intend to 
vote against the conference report on 
the International Cooperation Act, de
spite my strong support for certain 
provisions it contains. 

I am strongly opposed to the provi
sion that would reverse the Mexico 
City policy concerning abortion, and 
another earmarking funds for the 
UNFP A. While I understand that the 
President will veto this bill and the 
proabortion provisions in it will be 
stripped out, I cannot in good con
science vote for this conference report 
while it contains provisions reversing 
the policies prohibiting the use of 
America's tax dollars for abortions 
abroad. 

Once the abortion related provisions 
are stripped from the bill, I will be vot
ing for the bill because it contains a 
number of important provisions, in
cluding three offered by this Senator. 

The conference report includes a pro
vision that this Senator has worked on 
for almost 2 years that would close a 
major loophole in the United States 
economic embargo of Cuba. The Mack 
Cuba embargo amendment prohibits 
foreign subsidiaries owned or con
trolled by United States companies 
from trading with Cuba. 

At a time when the Soviet Union and 
Eastern Europe have cut back on their 
trade with Cuba, the value of licenses 
for trade with Cuba by subsidiaries of 
United States companies have more 
than doubled, from $332 million in 1989 
to $705 million in 1990, according to the 
United States Department of the 
Treasury. It is high time that the Con
gress close this loophole and I am 
pleased and proud that we are doing so 
now. 
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NOT VOTING-1 In this regard, I would like to pub

licly thank the managers of this bill 
for their support and cooperation on 
the Mack amendment, particularly the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCON
NELL], the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
SARBANES] and the chairman of the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee, Con
gressman DANTE F ASCELL. 

I am also pleased that the conference 
report contains an important provision 
conditioning United States support for 
Soviet membership in the Inter
national Monetary Fund on democratic 
and free market reforms and all but 
ending aid to dictatorial regimes like 
Cuba. This provision would also apply 
to any successor states or republics 
seeking IMF membership, except the 
Baltic States. 

While the provision was drafted be
fore the recent failed coup in the So
viet Union, I believe the conference 
was correct to conclude that it not 
only remains relevant, but is impor
tant to retain in the bill. Congress be
lieves that there should be no rush to 
aid the Soviet Union's Central Govern
ment unless democratic and free mar
ket reforms have begun in earnest, de
fense spending is drastically cut, and 
aid to failing dictatorships is essen
tially terminated. 

In this regard, I would urge the ad
ministration not to exercise the waiver 
included in this bill of the Byrd and 
Stevenson limits on lending to the So
viet Union by the Export-Import Bank, 
until the Soviet Union adheres to the 
conditions in the Mack amendment 
concerning Soviet membership in the 
IMF. 

The American people would not un
derstand it if the United States were to 
lend their tax dollars to the Soviet 
Union before that Government has 
ended aid to Cuba. They are right, and 
the Congress is right to demand that 
minimal conditions be met before aid 
goes forward. 

The best thing we can do to help re
formers in what was the Soviet Union 
is to hold their leaders to conditions 
they are seeking to implement-de
mocracy, free markets, cutting defense 
spending, and ending aid to foreign dic
tatorships. By holding to these condi
tions we are not only being true to our 
own interests and values, but doing the 
best we can for the cause of democracy 
and reform in the Soviet Union. 

I am also pleased that the conference 
report includes elements of the Mack 
Index of Economic Freedom. The idea 
behind the Index is that the progress of 
nations toward economic freedom can 
and should be measured, because that 
progress is the key to sustainable eco
nomic growth and to alleviating pov
erty. 

The conference report requires an an
nual report by the Agency for Inter
national Development describing the 
progress being made by countries that 
receive U.S. assistance "in adopting 

economic policies that foster and en
hance the freedom and opportunity of 
individuals to participate in and pro
mote economic growth in that coun
try. * * *" 

The bill also requires AID to develop 
"a series of factors that provide a com
mon standard by which such progress 
can be evaluated and compared be
tween countries and over time." In 
other words, the conference report re
quires AID to come up with its own 
Index of Economic Freedom that I hope 
will be a tremendous tool for the Unit
ed States to promote and encourage 
progrowth policies in developing coun
tries. 

I thank the managers again for their 
support and cooperation in including 
these important provisions. Again, I 
hope and understand that the abortion 
related provisions opposed by the ad
ministration will be stripped from the 
bill and that the bill will be sent back 
to and signed by the President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
conference report. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP] 
is necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. WALLOP] would vote "nay." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de
siring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 61, 
nays 38, as follows: 

Adams 
Aka.ka 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Biden 
Bingama.n 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Brya.n 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Cha.fee 
Cohen 
Cranston 
Da.schle 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Exon 
Fowler 
Glenn 

Bond 
Boren 
Burns 
Byrd 
Coe.ts 
Cochran 
Conrad 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Da.nforth 
DeConc1n1 
Dole 
Domenic! 

[Rollcall Vote No. 219 Leg.] 
YEAS--61 

Gore Nunn 
Gra.ham Packwood 
Harkin Pell 
Hatfield Pryor 
Heflin Reid 
Inouye Riegle 
Jeffords Robb 
Johnston Rockefeller 
Kassebaum Rudman 
Kennedy Sa.nford 
Kerrey Sarba.nes 
Kerry Sasser 
Lau ten berg Seymour 
Leahy Shelby 
Levin Simon 
Lieberman Specter 
McConnell Wellstone 
Metzenbaum Wirth 
Mikulski Wofford 
Mitchell 
Moyniha.n 

NAYS-38 
Duren berger Mack 
Ford McCain 
Garn Murkowski 
Gorton Nickles 
Gramm PreBBler 
Grassley Roth 
Hatch Simpson 
Helms Smith 
Hollings Stevens 
Kasten Symms 
Kohl Thurmond 
Lott Warner 
Lugar 

Wallop 
So the conference report was agreed 

to. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote on the con
ference report. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

NOMINATION OF CLARENCE THOM
AS, OF GEORGIA, TO BE AN AS
SOCIATE JUSTICE OF THE SU
PREME COURT OF THE UNITED 
STATES 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the nomination. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Maine is recognized. 
ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, Mem
bers of the Senate, as I indicated ear
lier in the day, I have had a number of 
meetings with the distinguished Re
publican leader, the chairman and 
ranking member of the Judiciary Com
mittee, and several other Senators who 
are involved in the proceedings with re
spect to the pending Supreme Court 
nomination. 

The discussions are continuing now, 
and it is my intention shortly, follow
ing any brief comments the distin
guished Republican leader wishes to 
make, to suggest the absence of a 
quorum for the purpose of permitting 
the chairman and ranking member of 
the committee, and others involved, to 
conclude their discussions on the best 
way to proceed with respect to this 
matter. 

I am pleased to yield to the distin
guished Republican leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me re
affirm what the majority leader said. 
We have not made a judgment whether 
there will be a vote tonight, whether 
there will be a delay, or how long the 
delay might be. That is under discus
sion. It seems to me that the most ex
citing thing we could do now is have a 
quorum call. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I re
gret the inconvenience of Senators who 
may have other commitments and an
ticipated the vote would commence 
precisely at 6. But we will attempt to 
resolve it as soon as possible one way 
or the other and make the announce
ment at the earliest opportunity. 

Accordingly, Mr. President, I now 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, while 
the discussions are continuing, to 
which I earlier replied, a number of 
Senators have requested the oppor
tunity to speak on other matters. I, 
therefore, following consultation with 
the Republican leader, now ask unani
mous consent that there be a period for 
morning business not to extend beyond 
the hour of 6:30 p.m., during which Sen
ators be permitted to speak for up to 5 
minutes each, during which time no 
other business be in order, and that at 
6:30 I be recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Missouri. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, the events 

of the past 3 days have been both de
pressing and disturbing. 

A NEW LOW IN THE 
CONFIRMATION PROCESS 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, it is bad 
enough that one of the most solemn 
duties of the Senate-the power to con
firm lifetime appointees to the Su
preme Court-has, in recent years, de
teriorated into a circus in which nomi
nees are hauled before the Senate, and 
forced to defend everything they have 
said or done, every statement they 
have ever made, every word they have 
ever written, whether taken in context 
or not. And it is bad enough that nomi
nees must endure the personal indig
nity of having their personal lives 
thrown open to public scrutiny, their 
families harassed, and their trash root
ed through. 

That is bad enough. But now we have 
reached a new low. Now it has become 
clear that a nominee must not only 
subject himself or herself to the ordeal 
already described, but the nominee 
must also be prepared to weather last
minute, orchestrated smear campaigns 
designed to manipulate public opinion. 

It is clear that the publication of the 
charges that have been raised by Ms. 
Hill was made for the purpose of scut
tling Judge Thomas' nomination. The 
timing and handling of the publication 
is too much like the October surprise 
too often seen in political campaigns 
to be otherwise. It seems clear to me 
that his opponents saw that they had 
lost in their effort to defeat Judge 
Thomas on the issues, on his qualifica
tions, or on his philosophical beliefs, so 
they decided to make one last-minute 
attempt to sling mud at him person
ally. 

Certainly, the charges raised are seri
ous-the kind that deserve thorough 
investigation. However, they have been 
considered, and they have been re
jected. The Judiciary Committee inves
tigators were aware of Ms. Hill's 
charges, and they gave them thorough 

consideration; and FBI investigators 
were called in, as well. 

Committee members of both parties 
have said they were aware of the 
charges when they voted on the nomi
nation. Not one of them, including 
those who are now calling for a delay 
in the vote, made any effort to delay 
the nomination in order to further in
vestigate the charges. None even raised 
an objection. I have no doubt that they 
would have done so, had they believed 
it would have helped to scuttle the 
nomination. 

What has changed? 
I will tell you whl;Lt has changed, Mr. 

President. One simple fact: Someone, 
in a clear violation of the rules of this 
body, leaked to the media the informa
tion contained in a confidential report. 
Once that happened, Judge Thomas' 
opponents saw one last opportunity to 
scuttle his nomination, and they 
jumped on it like a pack of wolves. It 
is a sickening spectacle. 

I pause to ask a question of those 
leading the effort to delay the vote: If 
the vote is delayed, and if Judge Thom
as is successful in def ending himself 
against these charges, will this change 
your vote? I feel confident that the an
swer, for the most part, would be a re
sounding no. 

Clarence Thomas has dedicated his 
life to public service. The people who 
know him, and I consider myself 
among them, will testify to his ability, 
his integrity, and his character. 
Through no apparent fault of his own, 
that integrity has now been stained 
with a blotch that he will never be able 
to erase, regardless of how hard he may 
try to prove his innocence. That, of 
course, is bad enough, but it does not 
even begin to address the burden his 
family has had to bear. That seems like 
an unfair payback for the almost 20 
years of service he has given this Na
tion. 

I wonder, Mr. President, what will be 
the ultimate impact of this sorry af
fair. Regardless of whether Judge 
Thomas is today confirmed as an Asso
ciate Justice of the U.S. Supreme 
Court, as I believe he should be, how 
many capable young men and women 
have been deterred from planned ca
reers in public service because they are 
now convinced it is not worth the per
sonal sacrifice, not worth the burden 
on the families? Hund.reds? Thousands? 
If it is even one, it is a tragedy indeed. 

Mr. President, Clarence Thomas has 
said that he is innocent of the charges 
against him. He has even signed a 
sworn affidavit to that effect. And now 
he has called for a delay in the vote in 
order to clear his name. 

The charges were investigated by the 
Senate Judiciary Committee and the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation and 
neither saw fit to pursue them. If we 
now let this smear campaign go for
ward, we will be doing a great disserv
ice to this Nation and to this man. 

My senior colleague, on behalf of 
Judge Thomas, has called for a 48-hour 
delay in this vote. I do not think I need 
to reiterate the respect I have for JACK 
DANFORTH and for his intense feelings 
on this matter; and I compliment 
Judge Thomas for his desire to wait 
and to attempt to clear his name. It is 
just one more illustration of the depth 
of his character. But it is my view that 
this vote has been delayed long enough. 
I fail to see what we will learn from a 
1- or 2-day delay. I fail to see what we 
can do beyond the investigations that 
have already taken place. I think we 
need to move to a vote. 

In closing, I would just return to a 
point that the senior Senator from 
Missouri raised just a few moments ago 
on this floor. That is that the allega
tions that are before us today were 
raised through someone breaking the 
rules of this body-through someone 
releasing confidential information. I 
hope that the same people who are call
ing for an investigation of the charges 
raised by Ms. Hill will be just as vocal 
in calling for an investigation of who 
broke those rules so that proper action 
can be taken. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Idaho. 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to proceed for 5 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator has the right to 
proceed for 5 minutes and the Senator 
is recognized for that amount of time. 

NOMINATION OF JUDGE CLARENCE 
THOMAS 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, yesterday 
morning as I was preparing to come to 
this floor to offer remarks in behalf of 
Judge Clarence Thomas, I paused be
cause of a news story that had been 
leaked over the weekend that was on 
the front page of every newspaper and 
on every morning talk show. I paused 
because I wanted to read the statement 
of Professor Hill. I paused because I 
felt it was necessary that I know as 
much as possible and knew as much as 
possible before I would come to the 
floor to delivery any kind of statment 
in behalf of Clarence Thomas and his 
candicacy. 

So I began to request of the appro
priate committee and its staff that I be 
made available all of the necessary 
documentation, and I was. 

I spent the bulk of this morning read
ing the statement of Professor Hill and 
all of the chronological information 
that has been provided by the chair
man of the committee and the ranking 
member of the committee to this en
tire body at this time. 

After having read all of it, after hav
ing tried to understand it as best I 
could, feeling that as a freshman in 
this body who for the first time was in-
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volved in the most important and le
gitimate constitutional responsibility 
of this body and that is to advise and 
consent that I had done what was fair 
and responsible and necessary, what 
were my findings? 

My findings are that the information 
that the committee looked at and re
viewed, that was ultimately leaked in a 
prohibition-against the committee 
rules-to the press has no smoking gun. 
It is of the kind that I can understand 
why the committee basically glanced 
at and reviewed in great extent and re
ferred to it as not within the need of 
the committee to review any further. 

It, therefore, is with no reservation 
that tonight I stand in support of 
Judge Thomas and his nomination. 
Why? Because I think like everyone 
else in this body in taking this respon
sibility seriously we recognize how. im
portant it is to weight all of the facts 
at hand, but I think it is also impor
tant that we understand the proper 
role and the kind of thing that has 
transpired here in the last good num
ber of days, to try to put a dark cloud 
over this nomination and by some for 
all purposes to attempt to destroy the 
name and the character of the individ
ual involved. 

Alexander Hamil ton in his remarks 
concerning the role of advice and con
sent of the Senate I think made a 
statement that fits this body so appro
priately today, that it was as if he were 
in the gallery and in the body politic of 
this country watching us today and 
making this kind of a determination. 

Let me quote: 
In every exercise of the power of appoint

ing to offices by an assembly of men, we 
must expect to see a full display of all the 
private and party likings and dislikes, 
partialities and antipathies, attachments 
and animosities, which are felt by those who 
compose the assembly. The choice which 
may at any time happen to be made under 
such circumstances will of course be the re
sult either of a victory gained by one party 
over the other, or of a compromise between 
the parties. In either case, the intrinsic 
merit of the candidate will be too often out 
of sight. 

Let me repeat, Mr. President: "the 
intrinsic merit of the candidate will be 
too often out of sight." 

Mr. President, I am not sure there 
could be anything further from the 
truth today. The values of the man are 
forgotten for the moment. The values 
of the hours of testimony and all that 
were assembled to judge the character 
of Clarence Thomas are forgotten for 
the moment. They are forgotten be
cause of the spin of illegal information 
that has been leaked to the press in di
rect violation of the rules of this Sen
ate. 

I read it. We have all read it. Now we 
are de bating and discussing the oppor
tunity of those who were in the first 
instance and clearly in the second in
stance the enemies of this candidate as 
to whether he can survive and his nom-

ination can survive, and we will offer 
on this floor a legitimate consider
ation. 

Alexander Hamilton, you were pro
found in what you said. The candidate 
has been forgotten for the cause. 

Mr. President, we have certainly seen 
the truth of Hamilton's observation in 
recent days-and the reason our 
Founders wisely chose to divide the re
sponsibility for appointments, resting 
on the President the primary duty of 
nomination, and on the Senate the role 
of consenting to the nomination. Al
though the difference of opinion re
garding this particular nomination 
does not fall along party lines, it cer
tainly seems to reflect a desire by some 
in this body to force their personal ide
ological viewpoints onto the Court. 

In an effort to return to the real sub
ject before us, I am here to discuss my 
views on the "intrinsic merit of the 
candidate." 

My own deliberations began with a 
presumption in favor of the President's 
nominee-which I think is appropriate 
in view of the Senate's constitutional 
role. I have carefully reviewed the ac
cumulated evidence concerning Judge 
Thomas' competence, character and 
philosophy. I have not found anything 
to overcome my original presumption. 

On the contrary, as I reviewed the 
record, I was struck by the fact that 
there is no real controversy as to the 
first two elements: competence and 
character. I am not a lawyer, but the 
vast majority of views collected from 
members of the bench and bar confirm 
that Judge Thomas is amply qualified 
to serve on the Supreme Court. I find it 
significant that his performance as a 
sitting judge has been described as dis
tinguished, fairminded, independent, 
and intelligent. 

As to his character, even those who 
oppose his confirmation agreed that 
Judge Thomas has demonstrated a high 
degree of integrity both personally and 
professionally. I have spoken with him 
myself and came away impressed. It's 
also worth noting that his demeanor 
throughout these proceedings was con
sistently dignified, discreet, and cour
teous-not an easy accomplishment for 
one pinned beneath the microscope of 
Senate and media scrutiny. 

In short, there is no question this ex
traordinary man has the qualifications 
and the temperament we expect in 
those who serve on the highest court in 
the land. 

That brings us to the question of phi
losophy. Mr. President, this has cer
tainly been the question dominating 
the confirmation hearings. It is over 
this issue that we have seen the most 
intense display of the prejudices, 
ideologies and sentiments of individual 
Senators. It also seems to me this is 
the point where many in this body 
have, as Hamilton predicted, lost sight 
of the "intrinsic merits of the 
candiate"-and instead of focusing on 

Judge Thomas himself, have attempted 
to turn him into an instrument for en
acting their social agenda. 

Let me be frank about my own bias. 
I do not have a list of opinions for 
Judge Thomas to endorse. He doesn't 
have to recite a particular political 
catechism to satisfy me. Quite the con
trary. What's most important to me is 
that a judge keeps his or her personal 
agenda out of the courtroom. I do not 
believe the bench is the proper plat
form for political activism. I do believe 
judges should adhere to the law and to 
the Constitution. Judge Thomas' 
record and his testimony convince me 
that he understands these fundamental 
principles. 

For these reasons, I intend to support 
the nomination of Judge Clarence 
Thomas as an Associate Justice of the 
U.S. Supreme Court. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Who seeks recognition? 
Under the previous order does the 

Senator desire to be recognized? 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

The Senator from Connecticut is rec
ognized. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. DODD. Are the Members speak
ing as if in morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate is conducting morning business and 
the vote on the Thomas nomination 
has been thus delayed for 30 minutes. 

Mr. DODD. Is it appropriate to dis
cuss any matter? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. He may discuss any 
matter as in morning business. 

NOMINATION OF JUDGE CLARENCE 
THOMAS 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, first let 
me speak on the issue involving the de
bate here ongoing regarding Judge 
Thomas. I have been one of those Mem
bers who had not declared his views on 
whether to vote for or against Judge 
Thomas. I planned to over the early 
part of the week, yesterday and today. 

In light of events over the weekend I 
join with those who feel that a few 
days delay here is probably in the in
terest of everyone, including and most 
specifically Judge Thomas. I know that 
disappoints many of our colleagues, 
not the least of whom is the distin
guished Senator from Missouri, who 
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has worked so diligently and so hard on 
this particular effort. 

Mr. President, I must say that in 
light of the allegations, and I certainly 
do not want to disagree at least in part 
with those who have suggested that 
how we got here is disastrous. I am ter
ribly disappointed by what appears to 
be and may, in fact, be a violation of 
rules of law. The fact is we are here. 
How we got here is certainly going to 
be the subject of some examination and 
discussion by appropriate authorities. 
But nonetheless, we are here whether 
we like it or not and the allegations 
are serious and need to be examined 
and explored. 

I think one of the worse things we 
can do for Judge Thomas, even those 
like myself who are inclined quite 
frankly to be supportive of him, would 
be to have him leave here with con
firmation and yet a cloud over his head 
hang with him the rest of his life. I do 
not think he deserves that. 

My hope would be we would be able 
to achieve a couple days' delay on this 
and give the FBI and other appropriate 
authorities time to examine this issue, 
give our colleagues on the Judiciary 
Cammi ttee a chance to examine these 
questions, and, of course, the crucible 
of examination and cross-examination 
are the best places to determine truth 
or falsity. 

We are not going to end up with a 
Perry Mason decision, in my view, 
probably, here at all, where the truth 
is going to leap out at us. I suspect 
that it is going to be still somewhat 
cloudy by the time this process is com
pleted over the next several days. But, 
nonetheless, I think we will all be bet
ter off having gone through it. 

I hope this does not become a prece
dent. Some have worried that it will 
become standard operating procedure. I 
have been here, Mr. President, for the 
consideration now of five nominations 
to the U.S. Supreme Court. This is the 
only such case I can recall where we 
have had last minute information com
ing to our attention that has caused 
some here to at least raise questions 
about whether or not we are able to 
move forward procedurally to be able 
to vote. I know to some there is a con
cern that this may end up in a flood of 
allegations in years to come. I hope 
that will not be the case. Certainly, 
nothing would be more harmful to this 
process if that were the case. 

So, Mr. President, for what it is 
worth, this Member, while not having 
stated his absolute intention regarding 
this particular nomination, I do not 
want to play games with anyone. My 
intention was to be supportive of this 
nomination. And I will take the time 
at the appropriate time to explain why. 

But in light of these allegations that 
have come forward, given the credibil
ity of the sources, at least at this point 
it seems to me in the interests of all of 
us-in the interest of the nominee, in 

the interest of the person making the 
charges, in the interest of this body, 
but most importantly in the interest of 
the American public-that we do our 
jobs and spend a few more days exam
ining these questions and then reach a 
decision to vote for or against this 
nominee once we have completed that 
process. 

So I hope that would be the case this 
evening as my colleagues consider this 
matter. I hope they take these remarks 
in the spirit in which they are offered. 

I realize there may be some who are 
enjoying this and see this as some won
derful opportunity to undermine this 
nominee. I think most of my colleagues 
know me well enough to know that I 
would not be a party to that. Nor 
would I want to be a party to some
thing that I would look back on and 
say, "but for a few more days, we 
might have satisfied ourselves and oth
ers regarding these questions that have 
been raised.'' 

THE LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE 
WASTE POLICY ACT AND AMEND
MENTS OF 1980 AND 1985 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise 

today to address an issue that not only 
impacts upon my State but on all of 
the States in this country. As you all 
know, the Low-Level Radioactive 
Waste Policy Act of 1980, as amended in 
1985, required States, either separately 
or in compacts of two or more, to dis
pose of commercial and some Federal 
low-level radioactive waste generated 
within their borders. 

The States had three options upon 
enactment of this requirement. They 
could build a low-level radioactive 
waste facility; compact with other 
States for waste disposal-which also 
involves building a waste disposal fa
cility in at least one of the compacting 
States-or contract to dispose of the 
waste outside of their State. 

The above requirement was enacted 
in the face of the decisions made by the 
States of Washington, Nevada, and 
South Carolina to close their facilities 
to the Nation's waste. The amend
ments were also a response to the need 
to dispose of the 3.8 million cubic feet 
of low-level radioactive waste that was 
being produced each year. 

Mr. President, I believe that the dis
posal of low-level radioactive waste is 
a national problem. Many questions 
have arisen concerning the cost effec
tiveness and wisdom of the acts' re
quirements, given the decline in the 
total amount of waste produced nation
ally. 

First, many have suggested that 
since that time, Congress' concerns 
have largely been obviated by techno
logical advancements that have re
sulted in a two-thirds reduction, to 
about 1.1 million cubic feet, in the 
amount of low-level radioactive waste 
produced per year, as compared to 1981. 

As a result of this decline in the 
amount of low-level radioactive waste 
produced nationally, the economic and 
environmental need for 15 proposed 
new sites appears to be in question. 

Second, there has been a great 
amount of debate in my State concern
ing the need for and the economic via
bility of building and operating new 
low-level radioactive waste facilities. 
These concerns have been supported by 
the fact that there has also been some 
evidence that the sites in Connecticut 
and, indeed, several places nationwise 
were selected without regard to the en
vironmental safety and soundness of 
the region, the effect on the people liv
ing in the affected towns, the geology 
of the region, including the proximity 
to water sources, or any meaningful 
citizen input. 

Third, if the current site proposals 
move forward to construction and cur
rent estimates are correct, it will cost 
somewhere between $40 million and 
$100 million to build each site and an 
additional $20 million each year to op
erate them. In all cases, revenue to pay 
these costs will come directly from the 
tipping fees of waste disposed at the fa
cilities. Those fees, which are currently 
about $40 per cubic foot, are estimated 
to rise to between $400 and $700 per 
cubic foot, and you can believe that 
these additional costs will be borne by 
the taxpayer. I ask, of corirse, as many 
would, can the taxpayer afford this ad
ditional burden? 

Finally, the States of Texas, Massa
chusetts, North Carolina, Michigan, 
New York, Maine, New Jersey, and 
Connecticut are all behind the January 
1, 1996, deadline for the disposal of low
level radioactive waste. Additionally, 
the State of Michigan had been se
lected as the host State for the Mid
west Compact. However, Michigan 
failed to find a suitable site for that fa
cility. Ohio has taken over the respon
sibility of being the host State for the 
Midwest Compact. 

This change has retarded the siting 
process for, and the actual disposal of, 
waste in the seven-State Midwest Com
pact, which accounts for 11 percent of 
the national total. This, in effect, 
means that at least 18 States account
ing for more than 31 percent of the na
tional total have found the congres
sionally imposed deadlines impossible 
to meet and will therefore be required 
to find alternatives, possibly environ
mentally hazardous ones, to their own 
disposal pro bl ems. 

In the light of these concerns, I feel 
that a comprehensive GAO Study ex
amining the economic and environ
mental costs of building the proposed 
facilities is needed. 

I have, therefore, asked the GAO to 
address these considerations and others 
in a report which will analyze the cost/ 
feasibility and environmental concerns 
with regard to proposed low-level ra-
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dioactive waste facilities, both on a na
tional level and in my State. 

It is my hope that this report will 
shed some light on this troubling issue. 

Mr. President, I hope that our col
leagues on the appropriate committees 
that deal with this matter would be 
willing to take a look at this issue. It 
is one that is particularly important to 
several communities in the State of 
Connecticut. But I believe as we look 
across the States, there are a number 
of other States facing this problem. We 
should look at this rather than rush 
forward and demand environmentally 
unsound policies here. I think that 
would be a tragic mistake. 

NOMINATION OF JUDGE CLARENCE 
THOMAS 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I rise to 
explain my decision to vote against the 
nomination of Judge Clarence Thomas 
to be an Associate Justice of the U.S. 
Supreme Court. 

First, Mr. President, I believe it is a 
serious mistake not to delay a few days 
to allow Senators to review the re
cently disclosed allegation of sexual 
harassment against Judge Thomas. Al
though the details of this incident have 
been available to the Judiciary Com
mittee for some time, for the majority 
of the body, the alleged incident is new 
information. 

Sexual harassment is a serious and 
pernicious workplace menace. As a 
body composed of 98 men we cannot af
ford to project to Americans any hint 
that we regard it as a frivolous matter. 
Refusing to delay this vote-particu
larly given our sluggishness on other 
matters of the day-sends just such a 
signal. 

In particular, I regret that the White 
House has chosen to use language that 
implies political motivation in bring 
these charges to light shortly before 
the vote on the nomination. This de
fensiveness does not add to the public's 
sense of confidence that we have given 
full consideration to the facts. Failure 
to review these allegations thoroughly 
could permanently taint Judge Thom
as' reputation by giving the appearance 
of trivializing any charge of sexual 
harrassment. 

On the overall question of Judge 
Thomas' nomination, my reason for 
voting against Judge Thomas is simple: 
I do not have confidence that he will be 
a good Justice. I began with a desire 
and a preference to vote to confirm. 
However, as the hearings proceeded, 
my confidence deteriorated. 

I lost confidence in his capacity to 
make the serious, society-changing 
judgments of the U.S. Supreme Court 
when I heard him say he did not re
member ever having an argument or a 
discussion of the 1973 Supreme Court 
decision in Roe versus Wade. I lost con
fidence when I heard him reverse him
self on a number of previously articu-

lated positions. I lost confidence when 
I heard his struggle to articulate a 
clear and convincing judicial philoso
phy and when he appeared confused 
about the meaning of important con
stitutional cases. 

Although I have faced this decision 
on only one previous occasion in the 
U.S. Senate, I have interviewed and ap
pointed many judges while serving as 
Governor of Nebraska. In every case 
the question I tried to answer was: Did 
I believe the individual had the capac
ity to formulate and declare judgments 
that were clear, independent, consist
ent, and fair. In the case of Judge 
Thomas, I reluctantly conclude that 
the answer is no. 

A U.S. Supreme Court Justice must 
be strong. As H.L. Mencken once ob
served, justice is more difficult to bear 
than injustice. An Associate Justice 
must be conscious of the tension be
tween our individual passion to secure 
the blessings of liberty and the collec
tive need for domestic tranquility. We 
have made great progress in America 
toward both of these goals and cannot 
afford to retreat. In the end, I do not 
have the confidence that Judge Thom
as can do the job according to the 
standards I believe we should have for 
the U.S. Supreme Court. I am con
cerned that he would not maintain the 
necessary independence of judgment. I 
am concerned he would consider over
turning established judicial precedent 
that would be detrimental to the rights 
of the individual. 

I conclude, after most thoughtful 
study, that Judge Thomas has not dem
onstrated the capacity to adjudicate 
competently and fairly the profound 
constitutional issues which place an 
awesome responsibility on the Supreme 
Court. 

NOMINATION OF JUDGE CLARENCE 
THOMAS 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise to join in calling for a delay in the 
vote on the nomination of Judge Clar
ence Thomas, to allow for a full exam
ination of the charge made that Judge 
Thomas engaged in unlawful sexual 
harassment at the Department of Edu
cation and at the EEOC. 

I have already stated my intention to 
vote against the nomination-on the 
basis of the judge's record and views on 
constitutional rights. 

Yet, for those Members who have yet 
to decide how they will vote, and for 
those Members who may change their 
mind in light of this new evidence
there should be an opportunity to re
view these most serious allegations of 
sexual harassment by Judge Thomas. 

But, Mr. President, even if not one 
vote were changed, even if the ultimate 
result to confirm Judge Thomas were 
unchanged, the Senate should still re
view these charges. 

It should review these charges for the 
sake of the Senate. For the sake of the 
Court. And for the sake of the public. 

What message do we send about the 
Senate, if we rush headlong into a vote, 
brushing aside charges of this mag
nitude? We send a message that the 
Senate is unconcerned about possible 
violations of law by those who hold 
high office. We send a message specific 
to the nature of the allegations-the 
Senate does not take seriously a 
charge of sexual harassment. 

It is our duty to advise and consent. 
It is our duty to carefully consider a 
nominee's fitness. 

Mr. President, if we fail to fully air 
these charges, we would bring harm 
not only to the Senate. We would bring 
harm to the Supreme Court itself. 

We are about to vote on the nomina
tion of an individual to hold a lifetime 
appointment to the highest court in 
the land. The Supreme Court is the ul
timate arbiter of Americans' rights. Its 
decisions have profound impact on our 
lives. Many of the issues before the 
Court are hotly debated. Its decisions 
are controversial. 

Yet, the Court commands public re
spect for its rulings in part by drawing 
from a reservoir of public respect for 
the integrity and impartiality of its 
members and the fairness of its proc
ess. 

Mr. President, we should not allow 
that reservoir to be siphoned off by 
unending questions and doubts about 
the integrity of one of its members. 
These charges raise serious questions 
about not only Judge Thomas' personal 
qualifications, but his impartiality to 
rule on cases involving sexual discrimi
nation and harassment. 

Mr. President, we do not know the 
facts of the matter. 

Before the Senate votes, we should 
satisfy ourselves and the public that 
we have done our utmost to find the 
facts. 

For these reasons, I believe the vote 
on the nomination of Judge Thomas 
should be delayed. 

IN OPPOSITION TO THE NOMINA
TION OF JUDGE CLARENCE 
THOMAS TO THE SUPREME 
COURT 
Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, the Sen

ate is expected to vote soon on Judge 
Thomas' confirmation. However, with 
the weekend revelation that a former 
aid to Judge Thomas has alleged sexual 
harassment against this Supreme 
Court nominee, I strongly believe it 
would be imprudent to proceed with 
the scheduled vote. 

The charges levied against Clarence 
Thomas are serious and demand a full 
review if the Senate is to properly dis
charge its responsibility under the 
Constitution. I saw the FBI report on 
Professor Hill and Judge Thomas' 
statements only this morning and do 
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not believe that all of my colleagues 
have had the opportunity to assess this 
matter fully. 

Last week I announced my opposi
tion to this nomination based on my 
concerns that Judge Thomas would not 
adequately protect basic constitutional 
guarantees that previous Supreme 
Courts have affirmed. Despite my ear
lier position, my request to delay this 
vote is not an action that I take light
ly. 

Some Members have inferred that 
Professor Hill's allegations are wrongly 
motivated. I don't believe this is the 
case. I closely watched her news con
ference yesterday and witnessed her 
pain as she defended herself-which is 
exactly why women are so reluctant to 
talk about sexual harassment. 

The American people should be con
cerned if the Senate fails to fully re
view this matter. Sexual harassment is 
an extremely serious issue, governed 
by Federal and State laws which the 
Supreme Court is called on from time 
to time to interpret. It would be wrong 
to vote today without a thorough re
view of these allegations. 

Mr. President, the best interests of 
the American people will not be served 
if the Senate votes on this confirma
tion today. The most responsible 
course would be to postpone today's 
vote so that Judge Thomas and Profes
sor Hill can appear before the Judici
ary Committee to respond under oath 
to these allegations so that this matter 
can be dealt with in a fair and open 
manner. I would also urge that ques
tions be limited to these allegations. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
seeking a postponement of this vote. 

CHARGES OF SEXUAL HARASS
MENT BY JUDGE CLARENCE 
THOMAS 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I urge 

my colleagues to delay today's sched
uled vote on the nomination of Judge 
Clarence Thomas to the Supreme 
Court. 

Over the last few days, questions 
have been raised about allegations of 
sexual harassment by Clarence Thomas 
against Prof. Anita Hill, who was his 
assistant at the time of the incidents. 
Judge Thomas has denied these allega
tions. I am not prepared to judge the 
truth of these allegations, and I submit 
that no Senator can make a judgment 
on these issues based on the informa
tion we have before us. That is pre
cisely why the Senate must put off this 
vote, to allow time for these allega
tions to be fully investigated. 

I have said before that the respon
sibility placed on the Senate to advise 
and consent on nominations to the Su
preme Court is something I take very 
seriously. I believe all Senators do. 
And I do not think it is unreasonable 
to take a few more days to carefully 
consider this issue before voting to put 

a man on the Supreme Court who will 
likely serve for the next 40 years. 

My post ti on on this nomination is 
quite clear. I decided to oppose this 
nomination before these allegations be
came public, based on Judge Thomas' 
record and statements before the Judi
ciary Committee. But others have indi
cated that this question will play an 
important part in their decision proc
ess, and I believe that we must give 
each Senator the time to make his or 
her decision. 

Finally, the charged partisan atmos
phere in the Senate of the last two 
days is hardly conducive to such an im
portant vote. Nothing about this nomi
nation demands immediate action. The 
Senate should not be rushed to judg
ment on so significant a decision as the 
nomination of a Justice to the Su
preme Court, just to satisfy a more 
procedural deadline. I urge a delay in 
this vote. 

THOMAS NOMINATION 
Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, when 

Clarence Thomas' nomination to the 
Supreme Court was first announced, I 
publicly expressed deep concern at that 
time with reference to his very trou
bled tenure at the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission. 

In the months since, my concerns 
have deepened-and I do not believe 
Mr. Thomas should receive lifetime ap
pointment to the Supreme Court. 

As the American Bar Association has 
formally indicated after a full evalua
tion of Mr. Thomas's legal career, he 
would bring only the minimum legal 
qualification to the highest court in 
our land. I cannot find a single highly 
distinguishing aspect in Mr. Thomas' 
modest legal career that would warrant 
his serious consideration for the Su
preme Court. 

In a Nation of some 250 million citi
zens, the 9 lifetime appointments on 
the Supreme Court ought to go to per
sons with truly exceptional legal talent 
and accomplishments. They are starkly 
absent in this case. 

Assisted as he was by affirmative ac
tion efforts in his impressive climb 
from poverty-he has, to his credit, 
fully used those opportunities to ad
vance himself to his present situation. 
In light of these facts, one wonders at 
his reluctance to see similar opportuni
ties afforded to others, when they were 
so important to his own personal ad
vancement. 

Also very troubling to me was the 
way he flatly disavowed his own 
strongly stated and recent positions on 
various important issue when he testi
fied before the Judiciary Committee. 
His sudden changes in opinion on these 
matters in the committee hearings 
were not convincing and did not pro
vide a coherent body of well articu
lated legal reasoning one would expect 
of a Supreme Court Justice. 

I reached the judgment to oppose 
Judge Thomas prior to learning of the 
statement made by Prof. Anita Hill. In 
light of this matter, I feel that more 
time must properly be taken to assess 
her assertions and Mr. Thomas' re
sponse. Many Michigan citizens have 
expressed this view to me today, in
cluding Mrs. Helen W. Milliken. 

If he were to be confirmed, and if 
Judge Thomas were to serve until the 
same age as Thurgood Marshall, he 
would serve on the Supreme Court 
until the year 2031. We must take 
whatever time is necessary to resolve 
all outstanding issues-before making 
a decision that may well bind the coun
try for the 40 years. 

THE NOMINATION OF JUDGE 
CLARENCE THOMAS 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I am sad 
that we are here at this hour and that 
we have not already confirmed Judge 
Clarence Thomas to be an Associate 
Justice of the Supreme Court. It sad
dens me. 

Mr. President, I have to say that you 
have to hand it to Clarence Thomas' 
Democratic opponents for pulling the 
last gasp effort out over the weekend 
to try to in some way discredit him or 
set this vote off or delay it or whatever 
happens, no matter who gets hurt in 
the crossfire-his son, himself, his wife, 
his former wife, his mother, his sister, 
whoever gets hurt in the crossfire-
wt th absolute utter disregard for the 
people, the human beings, and the trag
edy that goes with this kind of an inci
dent. But I am reminded of a quote 
which was made by one of the greatest 
philosophers to have lived in the 20th 
century, and I want to give the quote 
first before I attribute who made the 
statement. 

The first point was that "In any con
flict"-and this will just take a minute 
or so, Mr. President, and I hope my col
leagues will think this through and 
those others that are interested. But 
"In any conflict between two people-
or two groups-who hold the same 
basic principles, it is the more consist
ent one who wins" in the long run, in 
the discussion, in the war of ideals, or 
whatever the conflict. 

In any collaboration between two men-or 
two groups-who hold different basic prin
ciples, it is the more evil or irrational one 
who wins. 

The third point is, "When opposite 
basic principles are clearly and openly 
defined, it works to the advantage of 
the rational side; when they are not 
clearly defined but are hidden or 
evaded, it works to the advantage of 
the irrational side." 

I was moved by the comments of my 
colleague from Idaho, Senator CRAIG, 
about what Alexander Hamilton said 
about this 200 years ago. And it re
minds me, it is the same point that 
Ayn Rand made in the quotes that I 
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just gave to my colleagues in the Sen
ate. 

When opposite basic principles are clearly 
and openly defined, it works to the advan
tage of the rational side: when they are not 
clearly defined but are hidden or evaded, it 
works to the advantage of the irrational 
side. 

Now here, in the world's most delib
erative body, we have gone through the 
entire process, Mr. President, with the 
Judiciary Committee; we have had 100 
days; this man has been dissected, lit
erally every part of his life, by the Sen
ate Judiciary Committee. And now at 
the last hour, the vote is being delayed 
because of a scurrilous attempt to dis
credit this fine man. 

I know Clarence Thomas. I have 
known him for 10 years. I commend my 
colleague from Missouri, Senator DAN
FORTH, for the job he has done. And I 
am sorry that every Senator did not 
hear the eloquent remarks of the Sen
ator from Missouri. 

I am sorry that every Senator did not 
hear the eloquent remarks of the Sen
ator from Missouri. I agree with the 
Senator from Missouri, Mr. President. I 
think it is sad if we have to set this 
vote off. It is not a credit to this insti
tution. It saddens me. It is not a credit 
to any Member of the Senate to see 
this vote set off. We have been through 
the process. 

Of course, that call is not mine to 
make as to whether or not we should 
put off the vote. And if people can eas
ily say I was for him but now I will 
vote against him because of these new 
allegations, it is a sad day-that a vio
lation of Senate rules is what seems to 
be driving the operation here, driving 
the Senate to set aside this vote, be
cause of fear. 

Senator DOLE has made it very clear. 
We only have 41 votes that we can as
sure we have from this side of the aisle. 
We have to have some help from the 
other side of the aisle. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
for morning business has expired. 

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

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the current 
status as described in the previous 
unanimous-consent agreement con
tinue until 7 p.m., at which time I be 
recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The vote on 
the Thomas nomination is thus post
poned. At 7 p.m. the majority leader 
will be recognized. 

The Senator from California. 

THE SEXUAL HARASSMENT 
CHARGES 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
have been appalled at the prospect that 
the Senate would proceed to vote on 

the nomination of Clarence Thomas 
without reconvening the Judiciary 
Committee to hear the very serious al
legations which have been made by 
Professor Hill. I am appalled at state
ments being made that these are not 
serious charges because they involve 
verbal, not physical abuse. I am ap
palled at these stunning admissions of 
a lack of sensitivity to the problem of 
sexual harassment. I am appalled by 
the vicious attacks upon Professor Hill 
which have been made on and off the 
Senate floor. 

What has the majority of this body 
been saying to all the women who are 
subjected to sexual harassment; who 
have been, are now, or will be subjected 
to sexual harassment? 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
CONRAD] so eloquently stated on this 
floor this morning: 

Is it any wonder that women are hesitant 
to come forward when they are harassed, 
when they know that they can be subjected 
to this kind of abuse? 

Both Professor Hill and Judge Thom
as deserve the opportunity to respond 
under oath to the charges and 
countercharges that are being made. 
Judge Thomas and his supporters and 
the entire country ought to welcome 
the opportunity to have this matter 
thoroughly investigated. 

But more important, the women of 
this Nation need to know that a major
ity of the 98 men who serve in the Unit
ed States Senate are not trying to 
sweep this issue under the rug. What 
kind of a deliberative body is this insti
tution if a majority is not willing to 
take the time necessary to resolve this 
issue in an appropriate way? How could 
American women help but read a re
fusal to investigate this matter as a 
statement that this issue is not impor
tant? How can any woman who has 
been subjected to sexual harassment in 
the workplace feel any confidence in 
elected officials who do not think these 
charges are important enough to delay 
a vote, by whatever time is necessary, 
until the facts can be ascertained? 

Negotiations, as we all know, are 
now underway to decide when to vote. 
Those who were unwilling to put off 
the vote when they through they would 
win and put Judge Thomas on the Su
preme Court were willing to put off the 
vote when it became, suddenly, appar
ent that they would lose if they forced 
the 6 p.m. vote. They had the power to 
force that vote at that time, since to 
do otherwise required the consent of 
every single Member of this body. 

I want to pay tribute to those who in
tended to vote for Judge Thomas, for 
deciding to indicate they would vote 
otherwise if a vote was held now, at 6 
p.m., before the matter was resolved. 

Let me say that I hope we will not 
decide, as some of us have suggested, to 
vote on Friday. That does not give 
time to explore the whole issue. It does 
not guarantee we will get to the bot-

tom of it before, once again, we would 
face a deadline. 

I hope and I urge that the decision be 
postponed a bit longer than that, into 
the following week, to ensure that 
there is time to understand what we 
are doing before we do it. This is too 
important a matter to rush to judg
ment. 

Judge Thomas, if confirmed, might 
well serve on the Supreme Court for 40 
years or more. We should know what 
we are doing in regard to this nomina
tion before we do it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

seeks recognition? 
The Senator from Maine. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

REID). The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the current 
status continue until 7:15 p.m. at which 
time I be recognized. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I am 
going to yield momentarily to the dis
tinguished Republican leader who will 
make a unanimous-consent request, 
following which I will make a unani
mous-consent request, following which 
there will be statements of explanation 
by myself, the Republican leader, the 
chairman of the Senate Judiciary Com
mittee, and the ranking member, Sen
ator DANFORTH, and others who may 
wish to address the subject. 

Mr. President, I yield to the distin
guished Republican leader. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank the 

majority leader. 
Mr. President, I am going to make a 

unanimous-consent request. I ask as if 
in morning business that the vote on 
the Thomas nomination occur at 6 p.m. 
on this Friday, October 11. 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the unanimous-consent re
quest? 
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Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ob

ject. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard to the unanimous-consent 
request. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I now 

ask unanimous consent as in executive 
session that the vote on the Thomas 
nomination previously set for 6 p.m. 
this evening occur at 6 p.m. on Tues
day, October 15, and that the cloture 
vote on the motion to proceed to S. 
1745, the civil rights bill, be vitiated. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the unanimous-consent re
quest? 

Mr. DOLE. Reserving the right to ob
ject. 

Mr. BROWN. Reserving the right to 
object. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I reserve 
the right to object. 

Mr. President, I think it is fair to 
state at this time we have had nearly 4 
hours of discussion-the majority lead
er, myself, other members of the Judi
ciary Committee, and Senator DAN
FORTH. And after all this discussion, 
after all the detailed discussion we 
have had, it seems to me that notwith
standing my preference of voting on 
Friday, it is not going to happen. Tues
day would be the earliest time and, 
therefore, I withdraw my reservation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re
quest? 

SPECIAL COUNSEL 

Mr. BROWN. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. President, I will not object, 
but I do feel it is appropriate at this 
point to point out that there clearly 
has been a violation of Senate rules in 
the procedures involving this nomina
tion. 

I have drafted a prepared resolution 
that calls for a special counsel to in
vestigate those violations. I have dis
cussed it with the majority leader, and 
he has appropriately requested time to 
review the matter before he makes a 
decision on that. 

I ask unanimous consent to enter 
this resolution in the RECORD, and 
serve notice that it is my intention to 
pursue this matter at the appropriate 
time. 

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

S.RES.-
Whereas Article II, section 2 of the Con

stitution requires the President to nominate, 
with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
Justices of the Supreme Court; 

Whereas in carrying out its constitutional 
responsib111ty to advise the President, the 
Senate wishes to encourage appointment of 
the most competent individuals to serve as 
Supreme Court Justices; 

Whereas the Senate of the United States 
wishes to advise the President and to con-
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firm or not confirm Presidential nominees to 
the Supreme Court based on their merits; 

Whereas an unbiased evaluation by the 
Senate of a nominee's competence to serve 
on the Supreme Court requires the compila
tion of complete information about the 
qualifications of the nominee; 

Whereas this may include personal or po
tentially sensitive information about the 
nominee; 

Whereas it is appropriate that the con
fidentiality of certain information be main
tained to preserve the integrity of the senate 
confirmation process; 

Whereas allegations have been made of the 
unauthorized disclosure of a confidential 
Senate committee report during the consid
eration of the nomination of the Clarence 
Thomas to be an Associate Justice of the Su
preme Court; 

Whereas the unauthorized release of con
fidential information has potentially com
promised the confirmation process; and 

Whereas the unauthorized release of such 
confidential information is a violation of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate that provide 
that any Senator or officer of the Senate 
who shall disclose the secret or confidential 
business or proceedings of the Senate shall 
be liable, if a Senator, to suffer expulsion 
from the body, and if an officer, to dismissal 
from the service of the Senate, and to pun
ishment for contempt: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That (a) the Majority Leader, in 
consultation with the Minority Leader, shall 
appoint a special counsel to investigate the 
unauthorized disclosure of a confidential 
Senate committee report during the consid
eration of the Clarence Thomas nomination 
to be an Associate Justice of the Supreme 
Court. The special counsel shall consider 
whether any Member, officer, or employee of 
the Senate committed any of the activities 
prohibited in paragraph 5 of rule XXIX of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, or any other 
rules, regulations, or laws of the United 
States. 

(b) The special counsel shall report the 
findings and conclusions of the investigation 
to the Senate not later than 30 days after the 
date of adoption of this resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re
quest of the majority leader? Hearing 
none, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I be
lieve that the delay just agreed upon 
with respect to the vote on this nomi
nation is important and appropriate. 
The events of the past weekend have 
created a circumstance in which many 
Senators believe and have stated that 
there should be a delay in the vote so 
that the issues now publicly raised can 
be publicly and fairly resolved. I share 
that view. I believe there should be a 
delay. 

I believe that it is necessary, in fair
ness to all concerned. It is important 
that Senators and the American people 
understand how we have come to this 
situation. 

On the evening of September 25, 2 
weeks ago tomorrow, Senator BIDEN, 
the chairman of the Judiciary Commit
tee, and Senator THURMOND, the rank
ing Republican member of the commit
tee, requested a meeting with the mi
nority leader, Senator DOLE, and my
self, the majority leader. In that meet
ing, they described to us the nature of 

the statement made by Prof. Anita fill 
and Judge Thomas' denial of those as
sertions. 

Professor fill had requested two 
things: 

First, that the information she pro
vided in the form of a sworn statement 
be made available to Members of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee. 

Second, that it not be made available 
to anyone else because of her concern 
for the protection of her identity. 

Senator BIDEN indicated to me that 
he intended to comply with that re
quest; that he would make the infor
mation available to the Democratic 
members of the committee, and would 
not make it available beyond that, in 
accordance with Professor Hill's re
quest. 

Two days later, the committee voted 
and recommended that the matter be 
sent to the Senate. The vote in the 
committee was 7 to 7. To my knowl
edge, at that time, there had been com
pliance with Professor Hill's request, 
both with respect to making the infor
mation available to members of the 
committee prior to their vote, and not 
making it available beyond that. Fol
lowing that, the committee acted. 

I then discussed the matter with Sen
ator DOLE and with many other in
volved Senators. As a result of those 
discussions, I then proposed to the Sen
ate that there be 4 days for debate on 
the nomination; those 4 days being last 
Thursday and Friday, yesterday and 
today, and that at 6 p.m. today, follow
ing 4 days of debate, the Senate vote on 
the nomination. That was approved by 
unanimous consent. Each of the 100 
Senators agreed to that procedure. No 
one objected. 

As we all know-but it bears repeat
ing because there has been some mis
understanding among the American 
people-once the Senate has agreed to 
set a vote by unanimous consent, that 
is, with the approval of each and every 
one of the 100 Senators, the only way 
the Senate can change that time is 
with the agreement of each of the 100 
Senators. 

Last evening, and throughout the day 
today until just now, I have been dis
cussing this matter with a number of 
Senators-Democrats and Repub
licans-in an effort to obtain an agree
ment on the best way to proceed in this 
matter. The contradictions between 
the statements of Professor fill and 
Judge Thomas have not been resolved. 
Indeed, with the information now 
available to us, those conflicts cannot 
be resolved this evening, the time for 
which the vote was set under the unan
imous-consent agreement. 

The situation that confronted us, 
therefore, was that unless the Senate 
now agreed otherwise, we face the vote 
this evening on a nomination with seri
ous and highly controversial and unre
solved charges, and denials having been 
made publicly, simply because the Sen-
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ate had previously agreed to set a vote 
at this time. 

As I indicated earlier, in the Senate, 
when 100 Senators agreed to a time to 
vote, the only way in which that time 
can be changed is by the similar agree
ment of all 100 Senators. That has now 
occurred, and I believe it to have been 
an appropriate action. I believe the 
delay now approved is important to the 
integrity of the Senate, the integrity 
of the confirmation process, the integ
rity of the Supreme Court, and not 
least, the intregrity of those who find 
themselves deeply involved in this 
matter. 

It is most unfortunate that we have 
been placed in this situation. But 
events which are unpredictable, un
planned, and unfortunate can and fre
quently do intervene and cause a 
change in the plans of human beings. 
That has now occurred in this matter, 
in my judgment. 

For that reason, I believe the action 
we have taken to change the time of 
the scheduled vote until next Tuesday, 
and to give time for further inquiry 
into this matter by the Judiciary Com
mittee, is an appropriate action. 

I thank my colleagues for their co
operation in this matter. I thank all of 
those who have been involved in the 
discussions, including, of course, the 
distinguished Republican leader, the 
chairman, and ranking member of the 
Judiciary Committee, and all others. 

Mr. President, if I might state that, 
in view of the agreement having been 
reached, there will be no further roll
call votes this evening. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 
Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re

publican leader is recognized. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I certainly 

do not quarrel with anything the ma
jority leader said. I think it is accurate 
and factual and indicates what has 
happened today. 

I think there are some who would 
have rolled the dice at 6 p.m. There 
were some who felt-some on my side 
of the aisle-that when the chips were 
down, there would be enough votes for 
confirmation this evening. But none of 
those who were making those state
ments were the nominee. So it seemed 
to me that it was a gamble that should 
not be taken. 

In addition, there was a serious alle
gation, and notwithstanding our best 
efforts through affidavits, phone logs, 
and other things to take care of that 
allegation, still some questions re
main. 

I would certainly hope that people 
will not misinterpret or misjudge what 
we have just agreed to. I have heard 
some comment that this means the 
nomination is in trouble. Some have 
already predicted its demise, but some 
are hopeful. I have enough faith in 
many of my colleagues-in this case, 
on the other side of the aisle, I have 

talked to personally in the past several 
hours to Senators who are prepared to 
vote for Judge Thomas' confirmation, 
but who told me personally that they 
thought the matter should be further 
investigated. I am not certain that I 
disagree with them. 

This is a very important vote. I have 
enough confidence in the judgment of 
the 16 to 18 Senators who have indi
cated they may support Judge Thomas 
on the Democratic side that, in my 
view, by agreeing to the extension
longer than we wanted-we have 
strengthened the case and the chance 
of this nomination. 

Over the years, I have been a fairly 
good vote counter, and I could not put 
together 50 votes at 6 o'clock. As I said 
earlier, the bottom line in our business 
is how many votes do you have. If you 
do not have a majority, you do not 
have enough, and you are out of busi
ness. 

I know the Senator from Delaware, 
Senator BIDEN, and the Senator from 
South Carolina, Senator THURMOND. 
and other members of the Judiciary 
Committee, and Senator DANFORTH, 
have been talking about the scope, 
when the hearings wm start, how 
many witnesses may be called, the 
order of witnesses and all of those 
things that I think should be deter
mined by the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina and the distin
guished Senator from Delaware, rather 
than the leadership. It is a Judiciary 
Cammi ttee determination. 

Somebody asked, "What about next 
Tuesday at 6 o'clock?" 

I think it is fair to say leaders hope 
that is it. This is it. If the investiga
tion goes as everybody believes it will 
go, it probably will be it. We cannot be 
totally certain. 

Finally, I would say that this is a 
test for Clarence Thomas, It is a test of 
his character. I believe he is up to the 
test. He has indicated as much to Sen
ator DANFORTH who will be speaking in 
a moment or two. 

But I would say to those, even those 
who are violently opposed to his nomi
nation, that Clarence Thomas is a 
human being, too, and he has certain 
rights that should be protected, just as 
Miss Hill has certain rights that should 
be protected. As Clarence Thomas indi
cated earlier today, he wanted to clear 
his name. It is important to him. It is 
important to his mother. It is impor
tant to his sister. It is important to his 
family. It is important to people who 
came to testify on his behalf. It is im
portant to us as an institution not to 
overreach but to make certain-as I 
have great confidence in the Senator 
from Delaware, the chairman of the 
committee-that he will be treated 
fairly, because he is the one who has 
been accused. He is the one who is on 
trial, in effect, between now and next 
Tuesday. Mind you, he has been on 
trial by some for 100 days. 

So I just ask my colleagues, particu
larly those who have indicated they are 
favorably disposed to the nomination, 
to continue that open mind and that 
impression of Clarence Thomas. 

As a Republican leader I have a cou
ple of responsibilities. One is to make 
certain there is a fair disposition of 
this matter. When I say "a fair disposi
tion," I mean fair to everyone, includ
ing the nominee. Sometimes the nomi
nee is forgotten. I happen to think he 
is a decent person. 

I guess from the standpoint of poli
tics, to try to make certain that Clar
ence Thomas is confirmed. He is Presi
dent Bush's nominee. We believe he de
serves to be confirmed. We believe 
there should be bipartisan support, and 
I believe there will be bipartisan sup
port. Without it, it is over. 

So I thank the majority leader and I 
thank my colleagues on this side of the 
aisle who have been involved in the ne
gotiations throughout the day. I think 
the best disposition of this matter is to 
have a vote on Friday. That is not 
going to happen. I think this is the 
next best way to dispose of this matter, 
and I am willing to stand here and pre
dict, unless there is some bombshell 
out there that I have not heard about, 
that on next Tuesday Clarence Thomas 
will be confirmed by a good margin and 
by a bipartisan margin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I would 
like to make a couple points if I may, 
and I will be brief. 

For the last 2 days it has been a dif
ficult time to get us to a point where 
we are tonight, with a unanimous-con
sent agreement, and that is that this 
vote be delayed so that we could fur
ther investigate this matter. 

I want to make two points. It was not 
until Monday, September 23, after the 
hearing was over, which ended on Fri
day, September 20, that I was able to 
get permission from Professor Hill 
even to have the FBI look at this mat
ter. We have honored and continued to 
honor every request Professor Hill 
made to me as chairman of the com
mittee. 

Understandably, this is an incredibly 
difficult thing for her to do. September 
12, which was the third day of the hear
ing, was the first time Professor Hill's 
concerns were made known to the com
mittee and made known to me. From 
that point on it is understandable how 
difficult it was for Professor Hill to 
reach the point where she agreed to 
allow me to have the FBI investigate 
and the nominee be made aware of the 
charges. 

At that point what happened was 
that, having honored her request, we 
continued to honor her request which 
was that no one in the U.S. Senate be 
made aware of her allegations beyond 
the members of the committee unless 
we were able to guarantee that her 
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name would never be mentioned, that 
no one would ever know, a guarantee 
that could not and I would add should 
not have been made. So, consequently, 
the committee was unable to move on 
any further with the investigation be
yond what the FBI had done. 

But that all changed on Monday 
when Professor Hill went public, au
thorizing, directly and indirectly, the 
committee and the Senate to look fur
ther into her allegations. 

It is a difficult thing for Professor 
Hill and a difficult thing for the nomi
nee and a difficult dilemma in bal
ancing each of their rights. But the one 
point I want to make is the first bal
ance that took place was the balance 
between the right of the institution to 
know and the right of Professor Hill to 
determine whether or not the institu
tion should know. I took her charges 
seriously, as we did on the committee, 
but we also took her request not to 
have anyone outside the committee be 
aware of this seriously. 

One of the reasons we spent so much 
time in conference these last 2 days is 
after she had gone public we continued 
to take the matter seriously and con
tinued to work toward undoing the 
unanimous-consent request. 

So, Mr. President, once we were 
given clearance, and now have been 
given clearance as of Monday, by Pro
fessor Hill to proceed, the Senate is 
going to do just that. 

In consultation for many hours with 
the ranking Republican Member, with 
the leadership on the Republican side, 
as well as Senator DANFORTH, who has 
a keen interest in all of this, we have 
agreed upon a procedure that would 
allow the committee to begin possibly 
as early as Friday holding public hear
ings. 

I want to make it clear to everyone 
involved in this: This will be public; all 
of it will be public, first. Second, peo
ple who say they have something to 
offer, and even those who do not say 
they have anything to offer but have 
spoken to this issue of the alleged har
assment, will be subpoenaed by the 
committee because we are going to 
ventilate this subject to give both Pro
fessor Hill the opportunity to make her 
case in full and give the nominee his 
opportunity to state his defense in full. 

It is my hope and expectation that a 
continued investigation and hearing 
can be completed and that we will-not 
my expectation-we will vote on Tues
day night at 6 o'clock. 

Let me conclude by suggesting once 
again the nominee has the right to be 
confronted by his accusers. So any ac
cusation against any nominee before 
any committee which I chair that is 
not able to be made public to the nomi
nee will not be made known to the Sen
ate unless the individuals wish to do it 
all by themselves. Then it is known to 
the nominee. It is not a star chamber. 
But, on the other hand, it is incredibly 

difficult, assuming for the moment 
that Professor Hill is telling the truth, 
in cases relating to harassment, in 
cases relating to sexual violence, in 
cases where women have been victim
ized-I have spent too many hours, had 
too many hearings, spent too much of 
my professional career dealing with 
that subject as chairman of the Judici
ary Committee not to know that it is 
incredibly difficult for an alleged vic
tim to come forward without worrying 
about whether they will be victimized 
by the system. 

So it is explainable, in my view-it is 
not dispositive-that Professor Hill 
was unwilling to let me use her name 
or make the allegations known even to 
the nominee in the beginning, and to 
the Senate later. But it is not disposi
tive, absent the ability of the nominee 
to be able to come before the commit
tee under oath and present his denial 
and any rebuttal that he wishes to 
present. 

This is not going to be an easy hear
ing. This is not going to be easy to con
duct. This is not going to be easy for 
the members of the committee, nor 
Professor Hill, nor the nominee. It is 
uncomfortable for everyone. But it 
must be done because we cannot fail to 
take seriously such a charge. But we 
cannot conclude the charge is correct 
without the evidence being presented 
and the nominee having an opportunity 
to rebut it. 

So, Mr. President, I thank my col
leagues for this time. I have delib
erately remained silent on this subject 
for the last 2 days in an attempt to re
solve our ability to conclude in public, 
in a hearing, this issue. We now have 
that agreement. I expect that the 
members of the committee, Democrat 
and Republican alike, will operate in 
good faith in an attempt to be able to 
give the nominee every opportunity to 
make his case on the issue and put for
ward a rebuttal. 

But we are entitled to know. The al
legation is serious. Harassment is seri
ous, and it warrants us looking further 
into it. 

I thank the Chair, and I thank my 
colleagues. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
hold in my hands an affidavit made 
today by Clarence Thomas in which he 
says: 

I totally and unequivocally deny Anita 
Hill's allegations of my misconduct of any 
kind toward her, sexual or otherwise. These 
allegations are untrue. 

Mr. President, in spite of this affida
vit, also today Judge Clarence Thomas 
said that he would welcome an oppor
tunity to go before the Judiciary Com
mittee and explain any matter that is 
brought before the committee. That is 
one reason that this agreement has 
been reached. 

Another reason is, some of the promi
nent Senators on the other side of the 
aisle feel that it would be helpful, 

those who are supporting Judge Thom
as, if this delay is made. So for those 
two reasons this delay has been 
reached. 

I am confident when the facts come 
out that Judge Thomas w111 be vindi
cated and will be confirmed on next 
Tuesday when we vote. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I 
have some observations to make but 
before I make them I would like the at
tention of the chairman of the Judici
ary Committee for a minute, if I could. 

It is my understanding that the scope 
of the hearings will be limited; that it 
is not to be an open-ended review of ev
erything anybody wants to say about 
Clarence Thomas. A specific charge has 
been made. The specific charge relates 
to harassment, and it is my under
standing that harassment is to be the 
scope-and the only scope-of the hear
ing of the Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, that is 
correct, to this extent: Any questions 
about Clarence Thomas' philosophy, 
any questions about Clarence Thomas' 
former rulings, any questions about 
Clarence Thomas' administrative capa
bility are all irrelevant and off base. 
Any questions about his conduct in 
terms of whether or not he harassed 
this individual, Professor Hill, or any 
other individual, are relevant. They are 
relevant, as we discussed. 

But it is the intention of the Chair to 
limit this scope to the conduct of the 
nominee, in particular as it relates to 
Professor Hill. But if-and I have no 
evidence of this, to make the point 
clear-in the scope of the investiga
tion, the FBI and/or committee staff, 
or out of the blue, some credible person 
comes forward and says, "By the way, 
I was harassed," that is within bounds, 
assuming the person is credible. The 
majority and minority staff will inter
view that person. 

There are none; there are none that I 
am aware of. But to make the point, if 
they did come forward, that would be 
relevant to the scope of the inquiry. 

One of the issues-I will hit it right 
on point-one of the issues that is still 
out there that people are complaining 
about in the Senate and are wanting 
more information on is whether or not 
he withheld an opinion or did not with
hold an opinion as a circuit court 
judge. That is not relevant to this 
hearing. 

There are general parameters of what 
is relevant and not relevant. It relates 
to conduct and harassment and his be
havior toward women, and harassing or 
not harassing. 

Mr. DANFORTH. That is also my un
derstanding. Sexual harassment, con
duct toward employees, is the scope of 
this hearing. 

Mr. BID EN. The Senator asked me 
that in private, Mr. President, before. 
That is correct. 

But jl.).st as we are not going to have 
testimony from outside witnesses what 
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constitutes or does not constitute har
assment, whether for or against him, 
the issue of whether or not Clarence 
Thomas harassed as an employer or not 
as an employer, if such an allegation 
were made, would be relevant. It is not 
limited to whether or not there was an 
employee, because it goes to the issue. 

There is no evidence of any of this, 
none that I am aware of. No one has 
come forward. But I do not want to 
mislead anybody. 

As I said to the Senator in our meet
ing, if someone were to come forward, 
Miss X came forward, did not work for 
the nominee, and said, "By the way, I 
once was out with the nominee and the 
nominee did A, B, C, D to me, and har
assed me, and did this and did that"-
1 do not even want to make up 
hypotheticals-and she were a credible 
witness, that would be credible testi
mony. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, it 
would be the view of this Senator, if 
the matter did not pertain to the 
charge or the category of charges made 
by Miss Hill, that it would not be. 

Mr. BIDEN. I understand that, Mr. 
President. But the Senator under
stands, I knew his view, he knows my 
view. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, be
cause I think there otherwise is going 
to be a fishing expedition all over the 
country, which is going to be going on 
now for the next week. I can see it 
coming: advertising, virtually, for peo
ple to come forward with whatever 
they want to dump on Clarence Thom
as. 

I think that there are going to be 
more and more demands on the chair
man and the committee and on individ
ual Senators to open this up so that 
anything anybody wants to bring about 
Clarence Thomas comes up again. If 
this is not limited to matters relating 
to this charge, when we have set aside 
a unanimous agreement for a vote at 6 
o'clock tonight, then I think that is 
not what this Senator understands. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, let me re
spond if I may. The Senator will recall, 
the Senator asked me this very same 
question in the presence of four or five 
of this Republican colleagues, as we 
were deciding whether or not we could 
reach agreement. The Senator from 
Delaware gave him the same answer I 
just gave him now. And, if the Senator 
wishes me to give the hypotheticals I 
gave then-I would rather not because 
people will say, "Why is he raising that 
hypothetical? Maybe that happened.'' 

But the Senator knows what I just 
told him, and what I can continue to 
tell him, if he wishes, if he wants me to 
raise it-

Mr. DANFORTH. No, I think we un
derstand each other. 

Mr. BIDEN. All right. 
Mr. DANFORTH. The chairman does 

not have to come up with a variety of 
titillating hypotheticals that never oc
curred. 

But I think that we have an under
standing. I simply wanted to point out 
that the chairman of the committee is 
going to exercise the power of the 
chairman in order to try to contain 
this particular inquiry that what is 
reasonably relevant to what is now be
fore us. 

Mr. BIDEN. That is correct. 
Mr. DANFORTH. All right, I thank 

the chairman. 
Mr. President, I do have some addi

tional comments I would like to make. 
First of all, I think that my leader, 

Senator DOLE, at one point in his com
ments said that the fair , thing to do 
would be to extend this matter for 
some period of time. I want the Senate 
to know that in the view of this Sen
ator, what is happening now is grossly 
unfair-grossly unfair to Clarence 
Thomas. What is fair, Mr. President, is 
the normal process of the U.S. Senate. 
What is fair is what each one of us has 
experienced when we reviewed FBI files 
of a whole variety of nominees that 
come before the Senate. We review 
those files and many of them contain 
various allegations against nominees. 
Many files have various statements, 
some of which related to sexual activ
ity. When that happens we usually 
share it with other members of our 
committee quietly, secretly, dis
cretely, try our best to reach a conclu
sion, and then have a vote in the com
mittee and that is the end of it. That is 
the normal process of U.S. Senate, and 
it is fair. 

Mr. President, that is not what has 
happened in this case. What happened 
in this case is that those of us who sup
port the nomination of Clarence Thom
as won the fight. We had the votes. 
Last Friday, last Saturday, we won 
committed votes of U.S. Senators and 
were heading to a vote on Tuesday. 
And we won. 

And I can remember the great sense 
of relief that I had on Friday and Sat
urday. I knew about this particular 
charge. I knew that the FBI inves
tigated this charge, that the investiga
tion was made available to the major
ity leader, to the minority leader, to 
the members of the Judiciary Commit
tee; that they were briefed on the FBI 
report, and that on the basis of that 
briefing they concluded that nothing 
more was to be done. They concluded 
on reading the FBI report, on reading 
the statement of Ms. Hill, they be
lieved that nothing further had to be 
done. The time had come to vote. 

So, they had the vote in the commit
tee, and I am told by the chairman of 
the Judiciary Committee any member 
of the committee, as a matter of right, 
could have set that vote aside for a 
week. Nobody did it. They read the re
port and they agreed to a time certain, 
today at 6 p.m. for a vote on the floor 
of the Senate, knowing what was in 
that report. 

Now, that is the normal process of 
the Senate. And had the normal proc-

ess been followed, we would have voted 
3 hours ago and Clarence Thomas· 
would have been confirmed as an Asso
ciate Justice of the U.S. Supreme 
Court. That is how the Senate oper
ates. And that is fair. 

And what has happened, Mr. Presi
dent, is not fair. What has happened is 
a violation of Senate rules because, 
failing to get the committee to take 
any further action on the basis of their 
review of the report, the FBI report 
was then leaked to the media. That is 
the factor left out by the presentation 
of the Senator from Delaware. It was 
leaked. 

And, Mr. President, leaking an FBI 
file is a violation of Senate rules sub
jecting a Member of the Senate to ex
pulsion from this body and subjecting a 
staff member to dismissal from the 
staff of the U.S. Senate. That is how 
serious leaking an FBI file is. It sub
jects a Member to dismissal, expulsion; 
it subjects a staff member to dismissal 
from the staff of the U.S. Senate. 

This was leaked. And had it not been 
leaked we would have had the vote. But 
it was leaked and the furor erupted; it 
was the lead 1 tern on the evening news 
and it was the headline item in the 
newspapers. It was not Ms. Hill who did 
this. It was not Ms. Hill who was at
tempting to do in Clarence Thomas. It 
was not Ms. Hill who wanted to come 
forward, according to her own state
ments. It was somebody who had access 
to a file of the Federal Bureau of Inves
tigation and who leaked that file. The 
normal process of the Senate was not 
followed and Clarence Thomas is being 
crucified. 

Now, the majority leader says un
planned events have occurred. Mr. 
President, with all due respect to the 
majority leader-and I have great re
spect for him-that simply is not the 
case. 

Oh, no, it is not the case. There is not 
anything unplanned about this. There 
is not anything unplanned about the 
campaign against Clarence Thomas. It 
is the most highly planned and orches
trated effort I have ever seen. It has in
volved who knows how many people. 

The People for the American Way are 
even now calling up employees of the 
EEOC to get the dirt on Clarence 
Thomas. The leaking of an FBI file-
that is not unplanned. It is planned. It 
is intentional. And it is wrong. And 
anybody who says it is fair to hold this 
over for another week-no, it is not 
fair. It would have been fair to have 
the vote at 6 tonight. That was what 
was fair. But leaking an FBI file, hav
ing been reviewed by the Democratic 
members of the Judiciary Committee 
and found by them not to warrant fur
ther action? That would have been fair. 
And it is not fair, not fair then to go 
peddling an FBI file to the media. And, 
Mr. President, lamentably, this is not 
the first time this has happened. 

Remember Mr. Ryan? What was he? 
RTC? RTC chairman. Here was a man 
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who was a husband and a father and he 
made the mistake of saying in his FBI 
file that at one time he had used dope. 
That was leaked to the media. What 
did it do to him and his family? 

But I guess that is the way we do 
things around here. Oh, I guess if we 
want to defeat somebody, we destroy 
them. No holds barred. What are rules 
of the Senate? Rules are made to be 
broken. Whoever disciplined the people 
who leaked Mr. Ryan's file? Whatever 
happened? Nothing. And what will hap
pen in this case? Nothing. And the next 
time and the next time and the next 
time. It is not fair. 

Mr. President, I want to make a few 
predictions. The first prediction is this: 
That the next week is going to accom
plish nothing good and much that is 
bad. The majority leader says that the 
conflicts between the nominee and the 
complaining party will be resolved. 
They are not going to be resolved. 
They are not going to be resolved. 

Oh, we will have a hearing. Both par
ties will testify under oath. One will 
say one thing, and one will say another 
thing. It is not going to be resolved. At 
the end of the hearing, people will ei
ther believe Judge Thomas or they will 
believe Ms. Hill or they will not believe 
either. 

I bet nobody's mind is going to be 
changed because it is a question of 
credibility. So it is going to remain 
murky. It will not be resolved. It is 
going to be a field day for the interest 
groups, for the so-called leadership 
conference on civil rights, People for 
the American Way. Their American 
way is the way of lynching. 

It is going to be a field day for all the 
groups ginning up all the phone calls 
and all the pressure on Senators. It is 
going to be field day for the scurrilous 
little rumors. It is going to be a field 
day for people who slip the unmarked 
envelope over the transom or under the 
door. Oh, it is going to be a field day. 
Read all about it. Tune in tomorrow 
and every day for the next 7 days to get 
everything and anything that anybody 
wants to say about Clarence Thomas. 
Do you want to get your names in the 
paper? If you want to use your name or 
just slip it under the door. 

I will predict something absolutely. I 
predict as a matter of certainty that 1 
week from today there is going to be 
massive push to put off the vote. New 
charges have been made. New witnesses 
have been found, more people to be 
interviewed by the FBI. We have seen 
this before in this body. John Tower. 
. There is not going to be any end to 
this. This is not going to be an effort 
that will dissipate the clouds. The 
clouds are going to be there. The at
tacks are going to be there. That will 
be in the next week. 

Mr. President, I know what we are 
doing to Clarence Thomas because he is 
my friend. I will tell you, it does not 
take a great doctor of the soul to know 

how a human being is hurting. And at 
the end of this whole things, he is 
never going to be able to recover the 
reputation that he had before he went 
into this because it is not possible, be
cause charges like this stick. They 
stick. It is impossible to make the 
stain go away. 

I know what we have done to Clar
ence Thomas. Not we, all of us. I know 
what we are doing by putting off the 
vote a week. I know what those who 
have leaked the FBI report have done 
to Clarence Thomas. And I guess if you 
are fighting a crusade, just like the 
crusaders of old, anything goes. 

But, Mr. President, what are we 
doing to the country? What are we 
doing to this wonderful country? This 
is not advise and consent. This is slash 
and burn. What are we saying to future 
nominees? I spoke 2 nights ago to a 
person who now serves on the Supreme 
Court and this person said, "I wouldn't 
do it again." 

So all of our nominees are going to 
be people who come from the moun
tains of New Hampshire or someplace 
or suckers. I yield the floor. 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader is recognized. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, since 

the Senator from Missouri referred to 
me several times during his remarks, I 
feel it appropriate to respond with re
spect to those aspects in which he re
ferred to me. 

First, if there is any intention to cre
ate any implication that I participated 
in the plan involving the release of this 
document---

Mr. DANFORTH. No, none, abso
lutely none. I do not want to interrupt 
the majority leader. I want that under
stood, absolutely none. It has never 
crossed my mind. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I thank my col
league for that clarification because I 
think that was the clear implication of 
his remarks. 

Second, I did not say that this mat
ter will be resolved next week. My 
exact words were, after saying that it 
has not been resolved were, and they 
are written down so I will repeat them, 
I believe our best option is to change 
the time of the schedule a vote and 
proceed as best we can to determine 
the truth and then make our judg
ments. The Senator misstated what I 
said with respect to the resolution of 
the vote. 

Third, I think it should be stated, be
cause it is not obvious from these re
marks, that the agreement to delay the 
vote for 1 week was unanimous. Any 
Senator could have objected, including 
the Senator from Missouri. No Senator 
did object. Not the Senator from Mis
souri or others. 

Fourth, with respect to the pre
dictions of what may or may not occur 
next week, the same situation will 
exist. 

This vote will occur at 6 p.m. next 
Tuesday night unless there is a unani
mous-consent agreement by every Sen
ator to the contrary, so there should be 
no implication that somehow this is 
going to be delayed through some force 
with which we cannot contend. 

The decision tonight was a decision 
by every single Member of the Senate. 
We are all happy with it? Clearly not. 
The Senator from Missouri is very 
deeply and personally involved with 
this matter, and I respect that. But the 
reality is that he agreed to this delay, 
as did each of the other 99 Senators. 
Any delay beyond next Tuesday would 
also require the consent of each and 
every Senator. 

Third, I want to say that I have great 
respect for the Senator from Missouri, 
but I think there is a point of view 
which was not included in his remarks, 
and that point of view is that whatever 
the circumstances leading up to the 
situation-and I referred to them ear
lier-we are now confronted with a sit
uation in which a serious allegation 
was made and with respect to which 
public discussion, public hearing, was 
not possible prior to this week. 

That was not something-certainly I 
will speak for myself-that I antici
pated or could have anticipated. I 
speak for no one else. Being confronted 
with this situation it seemed to me 
that the reasonable, prudent, respon
sible, commonsense thing to do was to 
permit a brief period of delay within 
which there could be a public hearing 
on the matter and then to schedule a 
vote. 

As the Senator from Missouri well 
knows, much of the time in disagree
ment over the past several hours has 
been over how long would be the delay. 
He proposed earlier today a 48-hour 
delay, suggesting that the matter 
could be investigated, hearings held, 
and a vote occur on Thursday evening 
of this week. Many others felt that 
that time period did not permit the 
kind of fair and thorough inquiry that 
would be possible and that a somewhat 
longer period should occur. And the re
sult is a compromise, as is almost ev
erything we do here. 

Some thought it should be longer 
than a week, some thought it should be 
less than a week, and the product of 4, 
or 5, or 6 hours of negotiation among a 
lot of people is that it will be a week. 

I have great respect for the Senator 
from Missouri, but I think there are 
competing considerations here, and I 
think in the circumstance in which we 
found ourselves the result was a rea
sonable, fair and common sense one, 
and I do not believe that it does rep
resent-I do not share the characteriza
tion of that which has been presented 
by the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOMENIC I addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
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Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I will 

not speak long. Clearly, I do not even 
feel comfortable trying to compete 
with the likes of my good friend from 
Missouri. And I want to say to him 
there are few times that I have been 
very pleased I was on the floor of the 
Senate in my 19 years in this body, and 
I want to tell the Senator that the last 
30-or-so minutes was one of those rare 
occasions, not only because of the is
sues the Senator addressed but because 
of the depth of understanding the Sen
ator has of what we are doing, and 
what we are not doing, and what we 
might be doing to this place, the Sen
ate. 

So I want to make a few remarks. 
And I am pleased that while there are 
not many Senators here, there are two 
leaders here, the Democratic leader 
and the Republican leader. And I say to 
both of them, as one Senator who has 
been here a while, and a Senator who is 
seeing Senator after Senator dismayed 
at what is happening to this place-no 
aspersion on the majority leader, no 
aspersion on the minority leader, just 
concern about what is happening to the 
Senate-I submit to the two Senators, 
if they do not proceed to make whoever 
it was who took an FBI file-and let us 
review in a moment what was in that 
file and under what conditions it was 
taken-if you do not proceed to see to 
it that that person, that staff member 
or that Senator, is determined and 
punished, you might as well forget 
about having any serious rules in this 
place. 

There is no doubt in my mind that as 
I listened to the facts for the first time 
tonight by the chairman of the com
mittee, because it was not told to the 
public, that as late as Monday he had a 
file, and the file was an FBI file, and 
the instructions from the witness were 
I do not want anybody to know my 
name, and I do not want to be called as 
a person; I just want the committee to 
know about it. 

Now, let me tell you, that is serious 
business. What if that person was di
vulging something about a nominee 
and at the same time was saying that 
the witness has a very serious problem 
herself or himself? Think of that. 
Think of that. What if there would 
have been an admission by a witness 
that they had stolen money and com
mitted a felony for which they were 
not charged, but I want to tell you that 
I am worried about this nominee. 

Would not that just be wonderful? We 
would send that out to the press, and 
here would be a witness who wanted to 
help us and begged us not to reveal it, 
and what would happen? They would 
publish that the witness was a felon, 
and that the nominee was not to be 
nominated because he also was a thief, 
and here we would be. 

That is why it is serious. And here we 
sit today investigating all kinds of 
things that Congress has done, and per-

haps it is right. We are investigating 
bad checks, I understand, and we 
should. But I believe the day after this 
nomination is completed by this com
mittee, an investigation of who did 
that and the appropriate punishment 
ought to be forthcoming. 

In fact, as I read the statute, I say to 
the Senator from Missouri, it would 
even be worse than he suggested. It 
seems to me there is one section of the 
statute that may make it a crime to 
release to the public an FBI secret file. 
But, indeed, the Senate has contempt 
authority over the person who does it, 
meaning we can do whatever it is that 
our authority in contempt gives us. 
That makes it serious. 

Now, why do I say this? I say this be
cause, frankly, we are confronted-and 
on this I think the majority leader did 
the best he could. You are confronted 
with a witness now who after the story 
was leaked got on television and told 
everybody about it, and what are you 
going to do about it? 

It is not that our leaders did not 
want a vote tonight. It is that a num
ber of Senators who were going to vote 
a certain way were saying we want 
some more time. Let us only hope 
when that is all finished they will vote 
the way they did before and we will be 
finished and it will be something that 
comes up positive, Mr. President, rath
er than with the gloom and concern the 
Senator had in his voice and words to
night. 

Frankly, looking at all of this, none 
of us can do much more than say well, 
let us go; let us do it; let us get the evi
dence. But let me tell you there are a 
lot of Senators who talked to me today 
who are absolutely close to being out
raged at the way this case has evolved, 
not at Professor Hill, not at Clarence 
Thomas, not at JOE BIDEN, but at the 
way it evolved. 

I say to the distinguished majority 
leader, whom I have known and got to 
respect greatly, I think he has to agree 
that something is wrong with this kind 
of process. 

Now, another week is there, as the 
Senator from Missouri said, for every
body to have all kinds of new ideas 
about this person. He was literally con
firmed for all intents and purposes. The 
Senate would have ratified him no 
doubt, somewhere between 56 and 59, 
maybe 60 votes, and now that is all out 
the window because somebody decided 
that the rules of the Senate for whom 
they worked or for whom they served 
did not amount to anything, and we 
just ought to let it go and get this 
thing started so we can get that Clar
ence Thomas. That is what it really 
amounts to. 

So we have a witness who did not 
want any of this known who is now 
forced to make herself known. We have 
to think of that. We are all thinking 
about Clarence, but look at this profes
sor. She did not want this. How did this 

happen to her? For the very same rea
son that I have just described it is hap
pening to him-because somebody in 
this body does not care about what 
governs the Senate. 

Mr. President, there may be people 
around, maybe even sitting up there, 
who think we should not have these 
.kinds of rules. 

In fact, I think they probably, some 
of them, would think it is good that ev
erything will be known. But let me 
suggest if that is the case, then we had 
better change our rules because if we 
ask witnesses to testify before FBI 
agents with a set of rules, and it goes 
this time-and nobody does anything 
about it, and here we are asking them 
to do it, then we submit them to what
ever happens-I submit it is going to 
get more and more difficult to get peo
ple to testify that way; more and more 
difficult to get decent Americans to ac
cept nominations to very high and con
troversial posts. 

We are getting very contentious as a 
people; very controversial. That is fine. 
How are you going to get people to do 
it under this kind of fact or these kinds 
of rules when actually it is dog eat 
dog? And if you can get something out 
there, it does not matter what rules we 
violate. Let us just go get them. 

I want to say tonight to Clarence 
Thomas, we never expected you to have 
to go through this. I do not think tlie 
committee did. But, frankly, it will be 
over with soon. For those of us who 
thought very highly of you and knew 
you, we still feel the same way. 

To Senator DANFORTH, from Mis
souri, let me say never has a Senator 
done a better job of helping and rep
resenting a friend of his, and for that, 
we can all be proud. We need a few 
more people like that around. 

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

appreciate the sense of outrage which 
we have seen here on the Senate floor 
tonight over the leak of this document 
as expressed by the Senator from New 
Mexico and the Senator from Missouri 
because I had much the same feeling 
myself a few months ago when day 
after day after day confidential docu
ments before the Ethics Committee 
were leaked. I did not express it with 
quite the emotion that has been exhib
ited here this evening. 

I do not think one can equate con
fidential documents submitted to the 
Ethics Committee with the FBI report 
in a legal sense but I am sure the Sen
ator from New Mexico will agree the 
principle is the same. It is the Senate 
rule. The rule is violated. In the case of 
the Ethics Committee, it was not vio
lated once; it was not violated twice; it 
was violated time after time after 
time, day after day after day. I wished 
then I had gotten up and expressed the 
outrage that the Senator from New 
Mexico had, and perhaps he would have 
joined me then. 
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Mr. DOMENIC!. I can say right now I 

would have. 
Mr. MITCHELL. I am sorry the Sen

ator from Missouri has left the floor. 
They did not express that outrage on 
that occasion. But I am sure they had 
the same feeling about that. 

So it is unfortunate. It is something 
I deeply regret and I strongly deplore. 
But in fairness, let us deplore it and re
gret it whenever it occurs, not just 
when it occurs in a circumstance in 
which an individual Senator is in
volved, or when it is adverse to the 
case that that Senator is pursuing. A 
leak which helps one Senator's cause is 
just as bad as a leak which hurts one 
Senator's cause. 

So I join the Senator in his expres
sion of condemnation. I hope the next 
time that it happens we will all join to
gether, all of us, not only deplore it, 
but to do something about it, and I in
tend to try to do something about it. I 
intend to try to do something about it 
in every case in which it occurred. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. The majority leader 
can count on it. I do not think we can 
run the place too much longer with 
these kinds of rules, to tell the truth. I 
think there is going to be all kinds of 
actions on the part of the people who 
are going to be pressured and pushed 
by their emotions and sentiments, and 
they are going to say there is not any
thing holding us back. 

So I think we ought to have rules. If 
they are broken, those who break them 
ought to be held accountable, whatever 
the rule, and to the extent that the 
rule is a significant one, or lesser, they 
would have to take the kind of punish
ment that is due. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I agree with that. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me in

dicate to the majority leader that I do 
not disagree. If, in fact, you go back to 
a few cases of leaks, I do think the Sen
ator from New · Mexico had a good 
point. If some Member had written a 
bad check, this is big news. But leaking 
an FBI file does not seem to be very 
important to most people in the media. 
But if you have written a $5 check 
bounced in a House bank, that is a lead 
story on the evening news. 

Somehow we have gotten values all 
out of whack. We have been talking 
about somebody leaked something. I 
think we ought to go back and take a 
look at the Ethics Committee, and this 
or whatever may be coming up. 

I just say that I am prepared to co
operate with the majority leader be
cause we do have rules. They should be 
followed. There are certain punish
ments proscribed. But I do think we 
have a little tilt in the media too. That 
may take care of some of the leaks but 
others may be a one line, one page 
story. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that the Members of the Senate 
have decided to postpone voting on the 
nomination of Judge Clarence Thomas 

to be an Associate Justice of the Su
preme Court of the United States. As I 
said last week when I announced my 
opposition to this nomination, the ad
vice and consent function is one of the 
most important duties entrusted to us 
by the people of this Nation. It is a 
duty we must not take lightly, for the 
very foundation of our democracy-the 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights-is 
at stake. And it is a duty we can per
form only when we are fully informed, 
with full access to all relevant infor
mation. 

Today, because of serious allegations 
made public just this weekend, I do not 
believe that we are fully informed. I do 
not believe that we have full access to 
critically important information, and I 
know we have not had the time to fully 
examine the information we do have. 
Mr. President, we have all heard these
rious, troubling allegations regarding 
sexual harassment. We have heard 
Judge Thomas' denial of the allega,;, 
tions. But, again, we have not heard all 
the facts, and in my view, the allega
tions have not been given a thorough 
examination. 

Mr. President, I have already an
nounced my decision to oppose Judge 
Thomas' nomination. I simply do not 
believe he is qualified to serve on the 
Supreme Court. But I believe my col
leagues-and the American people--de
serve a full, public review of these seri
ous allegations before being asked to 
support or reject this nominee. If con
firmed, Judge Thomas could serve on 
the Supreme Court well into the next 
century. His actions over the next 40 or 
so years will impact our lives and the 
lives of our children, grandchildren, 
and great-grandchildren. Surely the 
vote can wait a few more days. 

TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS TO 
VARIOUS INDIAN LAWS ACT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the previous 
Senate action on the message from the 
House on S. 1193, the bill to make tech
nical amendments to the various In
dian laws, be vitiated, and that the 
Chair lay the message before the Sen
ate. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the following message 
from the House of Representatives: 

Resolved, That the bill from the Senate (S. 
1193) entitled "An Act to make technical 
amendments to various Indian laws", do pass 
with the following amendment: 

Page 3, strike out lines 5 through 13 inclu
sive, and insert: 

(b) REAUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR THE NATIONAL INDIAN GAMING COMMIS
SION.-Section 19(b) of the Indian Gaming 
Regulatory Act (25 u.s.c. 2718(b)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

"(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of sec
tion 18, there is authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary to 

fund the operation of the Commission for the 
fiscal year beginning October l, 1991.". 

AMENDMENT NO. 1253 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, on 
behalf of Senator INOUYE, I move that 
the Senate concur in the House amend
ment with the following amendment 
which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Maine [Mr. MITCHELL], 

for Mr. INOUYE, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1253. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
In lieu of the language inserted by the 

House amendment, insert the following: 
(b) REAUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR THE NATIONAL INDIAN GAMING COMMIS
SION.-Section 19(b) of the Indian Gaming 
Regulatory Act (25 U.S.C. 2718(b)) is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new sentence: "Notwithstanding the provi
sions of section 18, there are authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
to fund the operation of the Commission for 
each of the fiscal years beginning October 1, 
1991, and October 1, 1992. ". 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new sections: 
SEC. 5. AMENDMENT TO THE CRANSTON-GON

ZALEZ NATIONAL AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING ACT TO PROVIDE AUTHOR
ITY FOR THE PROVISION OF ASSIST· 
ANCE UNDER TITLE IX OF THE ACT 
TO PROGRAMS ADMINISTERED BY 
THE STATE OF HAWAII UNDER THE 
ACT OF JULY 9, lB'll. 

(a) Title IX of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na
tional Affordable Housing Act (Public Law 
101-625) is amended by adding at the end of 
subtitle D the following: 
'"SEC. 962. AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PROVISION 

OF ASSISTANCE TO PROGRAMS AD
MINISTERED BY THE STATE OF HA
WAII UNDER THE ACT OF JULY 9, 
lB'll. 

"(a) ASSISTANCE AUTHORIZED.-The Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Development is 
authorized to provide assistance, under any 
housing assistance program administered by 
the Secretary, to the State of Hawaii, for use 
by the State in meeting the responsibilities 
with which it has been charged under the 
provisions of the Act of July 9, 1921 (42 Stat. 
108). 

"(b) MORTGAGE INSURANCE.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 

other provision or limitation of this Act, or 
the National Housing Act, including those 
relating to marketability of title, the Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Development 
may provide mortgage insurance covering 
any property on lands set aside under the 
provisions of the Act of July 9, 1921 (42 Stat. 
108), upon which there is or will be located a 
multifamily residence, for which the Depart
ment of the Hawaiian Home Lands of the 
State of Hawaii-

"(A) is the mortgagor or co-mortgagor; 
"(B) guarantees in writing to reimburse 

the Secretary for any mortgage insurance 
claim paid in connection with such property; 
or 

"(C) offers other security that is accept
able to the Secretary, subject to appropriate 
conditions prescribed by the Secretary. 
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"(2) SALE ON DEFAULT.-In the event of a 

default on a mortgage insured pursuant to 
paragraph (1), the Department of Hawaiian 
Home Lands of the State of Hawaii may sell 
the insured property or housing unit to an 
eligible beneficiary as defined in the Act of 
July 9, 1921 (42 Stat. 108).". 

(b) Section 958 of the Cranston-Gonzales 
National Affordable Housing Act (Public 
Law 101~) is repealed. 
SEC. 8. AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS. 

(a) FISCAL YEARS 1989 AND 1990.-(1) Moneys 
appropriated under the heading "Community 
Planning and Development" and the sub
heading "Community Development Grants" 
in the Department of Housing and Urban De
velopmen t-lndependen t Agencies Appropria
tions Act, 1989, and under the same heading 
and subheading in title II of the Dire Emer
gency Supplemental Appropriations and 
Transfers, Urgent Supplementals, and Cor
recting Enrollment Errors Act of 1989, for in
frastructure development on Hawaiian Home 
Lands are hereby made available for the pur
poses for which appropriated without regard 
to any fiscal year limitation, Public Law 88-
352, Public Law 90-284, or any other law. 

(2) Moneys appropriated under the heading 
"Community Planning and Development" 
and the subheading "Community Develop
ment Grants" in the Departments of Veter
ans Affairs and Housing and Urban Develop
ment, and Independent Agencies Appropria
tions Act, 1990, for infrastructure develop
men t on Hawaiian Home Lands are hereby 
made available for the purposes for which ap
propriated without regard to any fiscal year 
limitation, Public Law 88-352, Public Law 90-
284, or any other law. 

(b) FISCAL YEARS 1991AND1992.-(1) Moneys 
appropriated for special purpose grants 
under the heading "Annual Contributions 
For Assisted Housing" and the subheading 
"(Including Rescission And Transfer Of 
Funds)" in the Departments of Veterans Af
fairs and Housing and Urban Development, 
and Independent Agencies Appropriations 
Act, 1991, for infrastructure development on 
Hawaiian Home Lands are hereby made 
available for the purposes for which appro
priated without regard to any fiscal year 
limitation, Public Law 88-352, Public Law 90-
284, or any other law. 

(2) Moneys appropriated for special purpose 
grants under the heading "Annual Contribu
tions For Assisted Housing" and the sub
heading "(Including Rescission and Transfer 
of Funds)" in the Departments of Veterans 
Affairs and Housing and Urban Development, 
and Independent Agencies Appropriations 
Act, 1992, for infrastructure development on 
Hawaiian Home Lands are hereby made 
available for the purposes for which appro
priated without regard to any fiscal year 
limitation, Public Law 88-352, Public Law 90-
284, or any other law. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

DESIGNATING OCTOBER 
AND OCTOBER 16, 
"WORLD FOOD DAY" 

16, 
1992 

1991 
AS 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 

proceed to the immediate consider
ation of House Joint Resolution 230, 
designating "World Food Day," just re
ceived from the House; that the resolu
tion be deemed read three times and 
passed; that the motion to reconsider 
be laid upon the table; and that the 
preamble be agreed to. 

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

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 230) 
was deemed read the third time and 
passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

NATIONAL LAW ENFORCEMENT 
MEMORIAL DEDICATION DAY
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 107 
AND WORLD POPULATION 
AWARENESS WEEK-SENATE 
JOINT RESOLUTION 160 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Judiciary 
Committee be discharged from and the 
Senate proceed to the immediate con
sideration, en bloc, of Senate Joint 
Resolutions 107 and 160; that the joint 
resolutions be deemed read a third 
time and ·passed; that the preambles be 
agreed to; that the motion to recon
sider the passage of the joint resolu
tions, en bloc, be laid upon the table; 
that the consideration of these items 
appear individually in the RECORD, and 
that any statements appear at the ap
propriate place as though read. 

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

The joint resolutions (S.J. Res. 107 
and S.J. Res. 160) were deemed read a 
third time and passed. 

The preambles were agreed to. 
The joint resolutions, with their pre

ambles, are as follows: 
S.J. RES. 107 

Whereas each day over 500,000 law enforce
ment officers place their lives at risk in 
order to maintain law and order in society 
and apprehend people who violate Federal, 
State, and local laws; 

Whereas over the last 10 years over 1,500 
law enforcement officers have been killed in 
the line of duty; 

Whereas in 1989, 148 law enforcement offi
cers were killed in the line of duty and pre
liminary figures for 1990 indicate that 119 
law enforcement officers were killed; 

Whereas over 60,000 law enforcement offi
cers a.re assaulted in line of duty each year, 
resulting in over 20,000 injuries; and 

Whereas the National Law Enforcement 
Officers Memorial was established by an Act 
of Congress in 1984, and the memorial is 
scheduled for completion at Judiciary 
Square in Washington, District of Columbia 
in October 1991: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That October 15, 1991, is 
designated as "National Law Enforcement 
Memorial Dedication Day" and President is 
authorized and requested to issue a procla
mation designating October 15, 1991, as "Na
tional Law Enforcement Memorial Dedica
tion Day". 

S.J. RES. 160 
Whereas the population of the world today 

exceeds 5,000,000,000 and is growing at an un-

precedented rate of approximately 90,000,000 
per year; 

Whereas virtually all of this growth is oc
curring in the poorest countries, those coun
tries least able to provide even basic services 
for their current citizens; 

Whereas the demands of growing popu
lations have contributed substantially to 
enormous environmental devastation and 
pose threats of even greater ha.rm to the 
world; 

Whereas one-half of the 10,000,000 infant 
deaths and one-quarter of the 500,000 mater
nal deaths that occur ea.ch year in the devel
oping world could be prevented if voluntary 
child spacing and maternal health programs 
could be substantially expanded; 

Whereas research reveals that one-half of 
the women of reproductive a.ge in the devel
oping world want to limit the size of their 
families but la.ck the means or ability to 
gain access to family planning; 

Whereas the global community has for 
more than 20 yea.rs recognized that it is a. 
fundamental human right for people to vol
untarily and responsibly determine the num
ber and spacing of their children and the 
United States has been a lea.ding advocate of 
this right; 

Whereas the demands of growing popu
lations force many countries to borrow heav
ily and sell their natural resources to cover 
the interest on their debt; 

Whereas selling off natural resources in 
such circumstances often ca.uses irretriev
able losses, such as the destruction of the 
tropical rain forests at a rate of 50,000 acres 
per day; 

Whereas the reliance of a rapidly growing 
world population on burning fuels is a criti
cal factor in the emission of carbon dioxide 
into the atmosphere, which many scientists 
believe has already catalyzed a warming of 
the Earth's climate; 

Whereas pollution is damaging the ozone 
layer to such a.n extent that within 40 years 
the a.mount of ultraviolet light reaching our 
planet is expected to increase by a.s much a.s 
20 percent; and 

Whereas in 1990, the President proclaimed 
"World Population Awareness Week" nation
ally, and 38 State Governors proclaimed 
"World Population Awareness Week" in 
their respective States, to call attention to 
the consequences of rapid population growth, 
and the Congress also passed a resolution to 
that effect: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, that the week beginning 
October 20, 1991, is designated a.s "World Pop
ulation Awareness Week". The President is 
authorized and requested to issue a procla
mation calling upon the people of the United 
States to observe such week with appro
priate programs, ceremonies, and activities. 

NATIONAL MEMORIAL CEMETERY 
OF ARIZONA 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider
ation of S. 1823, regarding the oper
ation and maintenance of the National 
Memorial Cemetery of Arizona, intro
duced earlier today by Senators 
DECONCINI and MCCAIN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1823) to amend the Veterans' Ben

efit and Services Act of 1988 to authorize the 
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Department of Veterans Affairs to use for 
the operation and maintenance of the Na
tional Memorial Cemetery of Arizona funds 
appropriated during fiscal year 1992 for the 
National Cemetery System. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I am 
introducing, along with my distin
guished colleague, Senator McCAIN, an 
important bill which will authorize the 
Department of Veterans Affairs [DVA] 
to use funds appropriated during fiscal 
year 1992 for the operation and mainte
nance of the National Memorial Ceme
tery of Arizona. In 1988, as part of the 
Veterans' Benefit and Services Act, the 
then Arizona Veterans Memorial Ceme
tery became part of the National Cem
etery System. This marked a long ef
fort on the part of Arizona veterans, 
their families, and the Arizona con
gressional delegation to secure a na
tional cemetery in their home State 
for the burial of their veterans and 
loved ones. 

Mr. President, part of the conditions 
of transfer of the cemetery from the 
State to the Department of Veterans 
Affairs [DV A] was a requirement that 
the maintenance of the cemetery be 
funded by a combination of Federal re
imbursements for burial services and 
State of Arizona resources for the first 
3 years. Since then, all operating and 
maintenance costs have been met with 
these resources. However, the DV A now 
finds that these resources have become 
inadequate to meet the National Ceme
tery System standards. Since the Fed
eral funding restriction expires in 
March 1992, now seems an appropriate 
time to provide sufficient funding for 
the future to ensure that the National 
Memorial Cemetery of Arizona can 
meet a standard befitting a national 
cemetery. I am glad to say that my 
view as well as that of my distin
guished colleague, Senator McCAIN, is 
shared by the distinguished chairman 
and the ranking members of the Senate 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs, Sen
ators CRANSTON and SPECTER. 

It had been hoped that this bill could 
have been included as part of the De
partment of Veterans Affairs, Housing 
and Urban Development and independ
ent agencies appropriations bill for fis
cal year 1992, H.R. 2519. While it was 
part of the Senate bill, the House Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs, although 
supporting this particular provision, 
asked that all authorization provisions 
be removed from the bill. The Senate 
conferees on H.R. 2519 were able to sal
vage a short-term authorization of 
funding through November 30, 1991, but 
this compromise will only provide a 
temporary cure for the cemetery's 
funding woes. It is therefore necessary 
to introduce this bill to authorize ex
penditures for operation and mainte
nance beyond that date. 

Mr. President, the National Memo
rial Cemetery of Arizona was estab
lished in order to provide a fitting bur
ial ground for Arizona veterans which 
is close to their families. As such, it is 
our duty to enact this legislation to 
ensure that this cemetery is properly 
maintained. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the full text of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD following my re
marks. 

Last, Mr. President, I would like to 
take this opportunity to thank the 
Senate leaders, Senator MITCHELL and 
Senator DOLE, for their assistance. I 
would like to also express my apprecia
tion to the chairman and ranking 
member of the Senate Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs, Senators CRANSTON 
and SPECTER, for their extraordinary 
attention to this very important issue 
for Arizona veterans and their families. 
And finally. I would like to extend my 
sincere gratitude to Secretary Der
winski, Assistant Secretary Principi, 
and Jo Sherman for their help in this 
matter and, most importantly, their 
continuing commitment to the restora
tion of equity and accountability in 
the delivery of services to Americas' 
veterans. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to offer a few comments about the 
legislation that Senator DECONCINI and 
I are introducing today. This bill will 
assure the continued maintenance and 
operation of the National Memorial 
Cemetery of Arizona through March 
1992. 

This legislation is of considerable im
portance to many veterans and their 
families in Arizona. Veterans in my 
State had long strived for a national 
veterans cemetery in Arizona, in order 
to afford them a respectful resting 
place that properly recognizes their 
sacrifice and service to our Nation. 

In 1988, I was pleased to author a pro
vision of Public Law 100-332, which 
transferred the Arizona Veterans Me
morial Cemetery from State jurisdic
tion to status as a national veterans 
cemetery. The law provided for cost 
sharing between Arizona and the Fed
eral Government during the 3-year 
transfer period. Under this law, the VA 
will assume total responsibility .for 
funding and operating the cemetery as 
of April 1, 1992. 

Although language authorizing such 
expenditures was passed by the Senate 
as part of H.R. 2519, the 1992 VA/HUD 
appropriations bill, the conference 
agreement reached with the House of 
Representatives limits this authoriza
tion to November 30 of this year. 

Mr. President, it is vital that the 
Senate promptly pass this measure in 
order to prevent any problems from 
arising in the operation of the National 
Memorial Cemetery of Arizona. If en
acted into law, this bill will allow VA 
and State officials to meet the mainte
nance and operational requirements of 

the cemetery until the transfer to full 
Federal responsibility. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
adoption of this legislation. The pas
sage of this bill will be an important 
step in bolstering the only national 
veterans cemetery in Arizona, and se
curing a hallowed resting ground for 
veterans and their families in my 
State. 

I am hopeful that the House of Rep
resentatives will now also act swiftly 
to pass this legislation, and remove 
any concerns veterans and cemetery of
ficials may have about a smooth final 
transfer to Federal jurisdiction. 

I want to express my appreciation to 
the chairman and ranking member of 
the Veterans' Affairs Committee, Sen
ators CRANSTON and SPECTER, for their 
support of this legislation. I also want 
to thank majority leader MITCHELL, 
and minority leader DOLE, for their as
sistance in bringing this bill before the 
Senate in an expeditious manner. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is before the Senate and open to 
amendment. If there be no amendment 
to be proposed, the question is on the 
engrossment and third reading of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed, as follows: 

s. 1823 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That (a) paragraph (1) of 
section 346(f) of the Veterans' Benefits and 
Services Act of 1988 (Public Law 1~2; 102 
Stat. 542) is amended in the matter preceding 
clause (A)-

(1) by striking out "appropriated funds"; 
and 

(2) by inserting "funds appropriated to the 
Department of Veterans Affairs• Compensa
tion and Pension account" after "Ceme
tery". 

(b) The amendments made by subsection 
(a) shall take effect with respect to expenses 
incurred on or after October 1, 1991. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

SAN CARLOS WATER RIGHTS 
CLAIMS SETTLEMENT ACT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider
ation of Calendar No. 199, S. 291, re
garding water rights of the San Carlos 
Apache tribe. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 291) to settle certain water rights 

claims of the San Carlos Apache Tribe. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the immediate consider
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill which 
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had been reported from the Select 
Committee on Indian Affairs, with an 
amendment to strike all after the en
acting clause and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following:*ERR08* 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "San Carlos 
Apache Tribe Water Rights Settlement Act of 
1991". 
SBC • .!. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS. 

(a) SPECIFIC FINDINGS.-The Congress finds 
and declares that-

(1) it is the policy of the United States, in ful
fillment of its trust responsibility to Indian 
tribes, to promote Indian self-determination and 
economic self-sufficiency, and to settle, wher
ever possible, the water rights claims of Indian 
tribes without lengthy and costly litigation; 

(2) meaningful Indian self-determination and 
economic self-sufficiency depend on the develop
ment of viable Indian reservation economies; 

(3) qualification of rights to water and devel
opment of facilities needed to utilize tribal water 
supplies effectively is essential to the develop
ment of viable Indian reservation economies, 
particularly in arid western States; 

(4) on November 9, 1871, and by actions subse
quent thereto, the United States Government es
tablished a reservation for the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe in Arizona; 

(5) the United States, as trustee for the San 
Carlos Apache Tribe, obtained water entitle
ments for the Tribe pursuant to the Globe Eq
uity Decree of 1935; however, continued uncer
tainty as to the full extent of the Tribe's entitle
ment to water has severely limited the Tribe's 
access to water and financial resources nec
essary to develop its valuable agricultural lands 
and frustrated its efforts to reduce its depend
ence on Federal program funding and achieve 
meaningful self-determination and self-suffi
ciency; 

(6) proceedings to determine the full extent 
and nature of the Tribe's water rights are cur
rently pending be/ ore the United States District 
Court in Arizona and in the Superior Court of 
the State of Arizona in and for Maricopa Coun
ty, as part of the General Adjudication of the 
Gila River System and Source; 

(7) recognizing that final resolution of pend
ing litigation will take many years and entail 
great expense to all parties, continue economi
cally and socially damaging limits to the Tribe's 
access to water, prolong uncertainty as to the 
availability of water supplies and seriously im
pair the long-term economic planning and devel
opment of all parties, the Tribe and its neigh
boring non-Indian communities have sought to 
settle their dispute to water and reduce the bur
dens of litigation; 

(8) after lengthy negotiations, which included 
participation by representatives of the United 
States Government, the Tribe, and neighboring 
non-Indian communities of the Salt River and 
Gila River Valleys, who are all party to the 
General Adjudication of the Gila River System 
and Source, the parties are prepared to enter 
into an Agreement to resolve all water rights 
claims between and among themselves, to quan
tify the Tribe's entitlement to water, and to pro
vide for the orderly development of the Tribe's 
lands; 

(9) pursuant to the Agreement, the neighbor
ing non-Indian communities will relinquish 
claims to approximately 58,735 acre-feet of sur
face water to the Tribe, provide the means of 
storing water supplies of the Tribe behind Coo
lidge Dam on the Gila River in Arizona to en
hance fishing, recreation, and other environ
mental benefits, and make substantial addi
tional contributions to carry out the Agree
ment's provisions; and 

(10) to advance the goal of Federal Indian 
policy and to fulfill the trust responsibility of 

the United States to the Tribe, it is appropriate 
that the United States participate in the imple
mentation of the Agreement and contribute 
funds for the rehabilitation and expansion of 
existing reservation irrigation facilities so as to 
enable the Tribe to utilize fully its water re
sources in developing a diverse, efficient res
ervation economy. 

(b) PURPOSES OF ACT.-lt is the purpose of 
this Act-

(1) to approve, ratify, and confirm the Agree
ment to be entered into by the Tribe and its 
neighboring non-Indian communities, 

(2) to authorize and direct the Secretary of the 
Interior to execute and per/ orm such Agreement, 
and 

(3) to authorize the actions and appropria
tions necessary for the United States to fulfill its 
legal and trust obligations to the Tribe as pro
vided in the Agreement and this Act. 
SBC. 8. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act: 
(1) "Active conservation capacity" means that 

storage space, exclusive of bank storage, avail
able to store water which can be released 
through existing reservoir outlet works. 

(2) "Agreement" means that agreement among 
the San Carlos Apache Tribe; the United States 
of America; the State of Arizona; the Salt River 
Project Agricultural Improvement and Power 
District; the Salt River Valley Water Users' As
sociation; the Roosevelt Water Conservation 
District; the Arizona cities of Chandler, Glen
dale, Globe, Mesa, Safford, Scottsdale and 
Tempe, the town of Gilbert; Buckeye Water Con
servation and Drainage District, Buckeye Irri
gation Company, the Phelps Dodge Corporation 
and the Central Arizona Water Conservation 
District, together with all exhibits thereto, as 
the same is executed by the Secretary of the In
terior pursuant to sections lO(c) and 11(a)(7) of 
this Act. 

(3) "CAP" means the Central Arizona Project, 
a reclamation project authorized under title III 
of the Colorado River Basin Project Act of 1968 
(43 U.S.C. 1521 et seq.). 

(4) "CAWCD" means the Central Arizona 
Water Conservation District, organized under 
the laws of the State of Arizona, which is the 
contractor under a contract with the United 
States, dated December 15, 1972, for the delivery 
of water and repayment of costs of the Central 
Arizona Project. 

(5) "Globe Equity Decree" means the decree 
dated June 29, 1935, entered in the United States 
of America v. Gila Valley Irrigation District, et 
al., Globe Equity 59, in the District Court of the 
United States in and for the District of Arizona, 
and all decrees and decisions supplemental 
thereto. 

(6) "Reservation" means the reservation au
thorized by the Treaty with the Apache Nation 
dated July 1, 1852 (10 Stat. 979), established by 
the Executive orders of November 9, 1871 and 
December 14, 1872, as modified by subsequent 
Executive orders and Acts of Congress including 
the Executive order of August 5, 1873. 

(7) "RWCD" means the Roosevelt Water Con
servation District, an irrigation district orga
nized under the laws of the State of Arizona. 

(8) "Secretary" means the Secretary of the In
terior. 

(9) "SRP" means the Salt River Project Agri
cultural Improvement and Power District, a po
litical subdivision of the State of Arizona, and 
the Salt River Valley Water Users' Association, 
an Arizona Corporation. 

(10) "SCIP" means the San Carlos Irrigation 
Project authorized pursuant to the Act of June 
7, 1924 (42 Stat. 475), expanded pursuant to the 
Act of March 7, 1928 (45 Stat. 200, 210), and ad
ministered by the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

(11) "Tribe" means the San Carlos Apache 
Tribe, a tribe of Apache Indians organized 

under section 16 of the Indian Reorganization 
Act of June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 987; 25 U.S.C. 476), 
and duly recognized by the Secretary. 
SBC. 4. WA7XR. 

(a) REALLOCATION OF WATER.-The Secretary 
shall reallocate, for the exclusive use of the 
Tribe, all of the water ref erred to in subsection 
(/)(2) of section 2 of the Act of October 19, 1984 
(98 Stat. 2698), which is not required for delivery 
to the Ak-Chin Indian Reservation under that 
Act. The Secretary shall exclude, for the pur
poses of determining the allocation and repay
ment of costs of the CAP as provided in Article 
9.3 of Contract No. 14--06-W-245, Amendment 
No. 1, between the United States and CA WCD 
dated December l, 1988, and any amendment or 
revision thereof, the costs associated with such 
water from CA WCD's repayment obligation and 
such costs shall be nonreimbursable. 

(b) PARTIAL SATISFACTION OF CLAIMS.-Not
withstanding any other provision of this Act, in 
the event the authorizations contained in sec
tion 8(b) do not become effective, the water re
ferred to in subsection 4(a) of this Act shall con
stitute partial satisfaction of the Tribe's claims 
for water in the proceeding entitled "In Re the 
General Adjudication of All Rights To Use 
Water in the Gila River System and Source, 
Maricopa County Superior Court Nos. W-1, W-
2, W-3, and W-4 (consolidated), as against the 
parties identified in section 3(2) of this Act. 

(c) ADDITIONAL ALLOCATIONS.-The Secretary 
shall reallocate to the Tribe an annual entitle
ment to 14,655 acre-feet of water from the 
Central Arizona Project having a CAP munici
pal and industrial priority, which the Secretary 
previously allocated to Phelps Dodge Corpora
tion in the Notice of Final Water Allocations to 
Indian and non-Indian Water Users and Relat
ed Decisions, dated March 24, 1983 (48 F.R. 
12446 et seq.). The Tribe shall pay the United 
States or, if directed by the Secretary, CAWCD, 
all operation, maintenance and replacement 
costs associated with such CAP water. Water 
service capital charges, or any other charges or 
payments for such CAP water other than oper
ation, maintenance and replacement costs shall 
be nonreimbursable. The Secretary shall ex
clude, for the purposes of determining the allo
cation and repayment of costs of the CAP as 
provided in Article 9.3 of Contract No. 14--06-W-
245, Amendment No. 1, between the United 
States and CAWCD dated December 1, 1988, and 
any amendment or revision thereof, the costs as
sociated with such water from CAWCD's repay
ment obligation and such costs shall be 
non reimbursable. 

(d) ADDITIONAL ALLOCATIONS.-The Secretary 
shall reallocate to the Tribe and annual entitle
ment to 3,480 acre-feet of water from the Central 
Arizona Project having a CAP municipal and 
industrial priority, which the Secretary pre
viously allocated to the city of Globe, Arizona in 
the Notice of Final Water Allocations to Indian 
and Non-Indian Water Users and Related Deci
sions, dated March 24, 1983 (48 F.R. 12466 et 
seq.). The Tribe shall pay the United States or, 
if directed by the Secretary CA WCD, all oper
ation, maintenance and replacement costs asso
ciated with such CAP water. Water service cap
ital charges, or any other charges or payments 
of such CAP water other than operation, main
tenance and replacement costs shall be 
nonreimbursable. The Secretary shall exclude, 
for the purposes of determining the allocation 
and repayment of costs of the CAP as provided 
in Article 9.3 of contract No. 14--06-W-245, 
Amendment No. 1, between the United States 
and CAWCD dated December l, 1988, and any 
amendment or revision thereof, the costs associ
ated with such water from CAWCD's repayment 
obligation and such costs shall be reimbursable. 

(e) WATER STORAGE POOL.-Notwithstanding 
the Act of June 7, 1924 (43 Stat. 475), as amend-
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ed by the Act of March 7, 1928 (45 Stat. 200, 210), 
in order to permit the Tribe to maintain perma
nently a pool of stored water for rish, wildlife, 
recreation and other purposes, the Secretary 
shall designate for the benefit of the Tribe such 
active conservation capacity behind Coolidge 
Dam on the Gila River in Arizona as is not 
being used by the Secretary to meet the obliga
tions of SCIP for irrigation storage, except that 
any water stored by the Tribe shall be the first 
water to spill ("spill water") from Coolidge 
Dam. The water stored by the Tribe shall be, at 
the Tribe's designation, the water provided to 
the Tribe pursuant to subsections (a), (c) and 
(d) of this section, its entitlement of 12,700 acre
feet of water under its Tribal CAP Delivery Con
tract dated December 11, 1981; the water ref erred 
to in section lO(f), or any combination thereof. 
A pro rata share of evaporation and seepage 
losses shall be deducted daily from the Tribe's 
stored water balance as provided in the Agree
ment. The Tribe shall pay an equitable share of 
the operation and maintenance costs for the 
water stored for the benefit of the Tribe, subject 
to the Act of July 1, 1932 (47 Stat. 564, 25 U.S.C. 
386 et seq.) The water stored by the Tribe pursu
ant to this subsection shall not be subject to ap
portionments pursuant to Article VIII (2) of the 
Globe Equity Decree. Not later than January 31 
of each year, the Secretary shall notify the 
United States District Court for the District of 
Arizona of the Tribe's stored water balance as of 
January 1 of that year. The Secretary shall no
tify said Court of the Tribe's stored water bal
ance at least once per calendar month and at 
such more frequent intervals as conditions, in 
the Secretary's judgment, may require. 

(f) EXECUTION OF AGREEMENT.-The Secretary 
shall execute the Agreement which establishes, 
as between and among the parties to Agreement, 
the Tribe's permanent right, except as provided 
in paragraphs 13.0, 14.0 and 15.0 of the Agree
ment, to the on-reservation diversion and use of 
all ground water beneath the Tribe's Reserva
tion, subject to the management plan referred to 
in section lO(D) of this Act, and all surface 
water in all tributaries within the Tribe's Res
ervation to the mainstreams of: The Black 
River, the Salt River below its confluence with 
the Black River, the San Pedro River and the 
Gila River, including the right, except as pro
vided in paragraphs 14.0 and 15.0 of the Agree
ment, to fully regulate and store such water on 
the tributaries. The Tribe's rights to the main
stream of Black River, San Pedro River and the 
Gila River shall be as provided in the Agreement 
and the Globe Equity Decree. With respect to 
parties not subject to the waiver authorized by 
subsection 8(b) of this Act, the claims of the 
Tribe and the United States, as trustee for the 
Tribe, are preserved. 

(g) GILA RIVER EXCHANGES.-Any exchange 
pursuant to this legislation of Gila River water 
for water supplied by the CAP shall not amend, 
alter or conflict with the exchanges authorized 
by section 304(f) of the Colorado River Basin 
Project Act (43 U.S.C. 1524(!)). 
SBC. &. IlATIFICATION AND CONFIRMATION OF 

CONTRACTS. 
(a) RATIFICATION OF CONTRACT.-Except as 

provided in section lO(i), the contract between 
the SRP and the RWCD District dated October 
24, 1924, together with all amendments thereto 
and any extension thereto entered into pursuant 
to the Agreement, is ratiried, confirmed, and de
clared to be valid. 

(b) SUBCONTRACT.-The Secretary shall revise 
the subcontract of the Roosevelt Water Con
servation District for agricultural water service 
from the CAP to include an addendum substan
tially in the form of Exhibit "A" to the Agree
ment and to execute the subcontract as revised. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the 
Secretary shall approve the conversions of agri-

cultural water to municipal and industrial uses 
authorized by the addendum at such time or 
times as the conditions authorizing such conver
sions, as set forth in the addendum, are found 
to exist. 

(c) RESTRICTIONS.-The lands within RWCD 
and SRP shall be free from the ownership and 
full cost pricing limitations of Federal reclama
tion law and from all full cost pricing provisions 
of Federal law. 

(d) DISCLAIMER.-No person, entity or lands 
shall become subject to the provisions of the 
Reclamation Reform Act of 1982 (43 U.S.C. 390aa 
et seq.) or any full cost pricing provision of Fed
eral law by virtue of their participation in the 
settlement or their execution and performance of 
the Agreement, or the use, storage to delivery of 
CAP water pursuant to a lease, sublease or ex
change of water to which the Tribe is entitled 
under this Act. 

(e) FULL COST PRICING PROVISIONS.-The 
lands within the Tribe's Reservation shall be 
free from all full cost pricing provisions of Fed
eral law. 

(f) CERTAIN EXTENSIONS AUTHORIZED.-Not
withstanding any other provision of law or any 
other provision of this Act, the Secretary, sub
ject to tribal approval, is authorized and di
rected to: extend the term of that right-of-way 
permit granted to Phelps Dodge Corporation on 
March 8, 1950, and all amendments thereto, for 
the construction, operation and maintenance of 
an electrical transmission line and existing road 
for access to those facilities over the lands of the 
Tribe; extend the term of that right-of-way per
mit numbered 2000089 granted on July 25, 1944, 
to Phelps Dodge Corporation, and all amend
ments thereto, for the construction, use, oper
ation and maintenance of a water plant, pipe
line, canal, water flowage easement through 
Willow Creek and existing road for access to 
those facilities over the lands of the Tribe; and 
grant a water flowage easement through the 
portions of Eagle Creek flowing through the 
Tribe's Reservation. Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, each such right-of-way and 
flowage easement shall be for a term expiring on 
March 8, 2090, and shall be subject to the right 
of Phelps Dodge to renew the rights-of-way and 
flowage easements for an additional term of up 
to 100 years, subject to payment of rental at a 
rate based upon fair market retail value. 
SEC. 6. WATER DELIVERY CONTRACT AMENIJ. 

MENTS; WATER LEASE, WATER WITH· 
DRAWAL. 

(a) AMENDMENT OF CONTRACT.-The Secretary 
shall amend the CAP water delivery contract be
tween the United States and the Ak-Chin In
dian Community dated December 11, 1980, and 
the contract between the United States and the 
Ak-Chin Indian Community dated October 2, 
1985, as is necessary to satisfy the requirements 
of section 4(a) of this Act. 

(b) CONTRACT AMENDMENT.-The Secretary 
shall amend the CAP water delivery contract be
tween the United States and the Tribe dated De
cember 11, 1980 (hereinafter referred to as the 
"Tribal CAP Delivery Contract"), as follows: 

(1) To include the obligation by the United 
States to deliver water to the Tribe upon the 
same terms and conditions set forth in the Trib
al CAP Delivery Contract as follows: water from 
those sources described in subsections (a), (c), 
and (d) of section 4 of this Act; except that the 
water reallocated pursuant to such subsections 
shall retain the priority such water had prior to 
its reallocation. The cost to the United States to 
meet the Secretary's obligation to design and 
construct new facilities to delivery CAP water 
shall not exceed the cost of construction of the 
delivery and distribution system for the 12,700 
acrefeet of CAP water originally allocated to the 
Tribe. 

(2) To extend the term of such contract to De
cember 31, 2100, and to provide for its subse-

quent renewal upon the same terms and condi
tions as the Tribal CAP Delivery Contract, as 
amended. 

(3) To authorize the Tribe to lease or to enter 
into an option or options to lease the water to 
which the Tribe is entitled under the Tribal CAP 
Delivery Contract, as amended, within Mari
copa, Pinal and Pima Counties for terms not ex
ceeding one hundred years and to renew such 
leases. 

( 4) To authorize the Tribe to lease water to 
which the Tribe is entitled under the Tribal CAP 
Delivery Contract, as amended, to the city of 
Scottsdale under the terms and conditions of the 
Water Lease set forth in Exhibit "B" to the 
Agreement. 

(5) To authorize the Tribe to lease water to 
which the Tribe is entitled under the Tribal CAP 
Delivery Contract, as amended, including, but 
not limited to, the cities of Chandler, Glendale, 
Goodyear, Mesa, Peoria, Phoenix, Scottsdale, 
Tempe and the town of Gilbert. 

(c) APPROVAL OF AMENDMENTS.-Notwith
standing any other provision of law, the amend
ments to the Tribal CAP Delivery Contract set 
forth in Exhibit "C" to the Agreement are here
by authorized, approved and confirmed. 

(d) CHARGES NOT TO BE IMPOSED.-The United 
States shall not impose upon the Tribe the oper
ation, maintenance and replacement charges de
scribed and set forth in section 6 of the Tribal 
CAP Delivery Contract or any other charge with 
respect to CAP water delivered or required to be 
delivered to the lessee or lessees of the options to 
lease or leases herein authorized. 

(e) WATER LEASE.-Any Water Lease entered 
into by the Tribe as authorized by section 6 
shall specifically provide that-

(1) the lessee shall pay all operation, mainte
nance and replacement costs of such water to 
the United States, or if directed by the Sec
retary, to CAWCD; and 

(2) the lessee shall not be obligated to pay 
water service capital charges or municipal and 
industrial subcontract charges or any other 
charges or payment for such CAP water other 
than the operation, maintenance and replace
ment costs and lease payments. 

(f) ALLOCATION AND REPAYMENT OF COSTS.
For the purpose of determining allocation and 
repayment of costs of the CAP as provided in 
Article 9.3 of Contract Numbered 14-06-W-245, 
Amendment No. 1, between the United States of 
America and CA WCD dated December l, 1988, 
and any amendment or revision thereof, the 
costs associated with the delivery of water to 
which the Tribe is entitled under the Tribal De
livery Contract, as amended, to the lessee or les
sees of the options to lease or leases herein au
thorized shall be nonreimbursable, and such 
costs shall be excluded from CA WCD 's repay
ment obligation. 

(g) AGREEMENTS.-The Secretary shall, in con
sultation with the Tribe, enter into agreements 
necessary to permit the Tribe to exchange, with
in the State of Arizona, all or part of the water 
available to it under its Tribal CAP Delivery 
Contract, as amended. 

(h) RATIFICATION.-As among the parties to 
the Agreement, the right of the city of Globe to 
withdraw and use water from under the Cutter 
subarea under the Agreement, as limited and 
conditioned thereunder, is hereby ratified and 
confirmed. 

(i) USE OF WATER.-As among the parties to 
the Agreement, the right of the city of Safford to 
withdraw and use water from the Bonita Creek 
watershed as provided in the Agreement, as lim
ited and conditioned thereunder, is hereby rati
fied and confirmed. 

(j) WITHDRAWAL AND USE OF WATER.-As be
tween the Tribe and Phelps Dodge, the right of 
Phelps Dodge to divert, withdraw and use water 
as provided in the Agreement, as limited and 
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conditioned thereunder, is hereby ratified and 
confirmed. 

(k) PROHIBITIONS.-Except as authorized by 
this section, no water made available to the 
Tribe pursuant to the Agreement, the Globe Eq
uity Decree, or this Act may be sold, leased, 
transferred or in any way used off the Tribe 's 
Reservation. 
SBC. 1. CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION; 

TRUST FUND. 
(a) DUTIES.-The Secretary is directed-
(1) pursuant to the existing authority of the 

Colorado River Basin Project Act (43 U.S.C. 1501 
et seq.) to design and construct new facilities for 
the delivery of 12,700 acre-feet of CAP water 
originally allocated to the Tribe to tribal res
ervation lands at a cost which shall not exceed 
the cost for such design and construction which 
would have been incurred by the Secretary in 
the absence of the Agreement and this Act; and 

(2) to amend the contract between the United 
States Economic Development Administration 
and the Tribe relating to the construction of 
Elgo Dam on the San Carlos Apache Indian 
Reservation, Project No. 07-81--000210, to provide 
that all remaining repayment obligations owing 
to the United States on the date of the enact
ment of this Act are discharged. 

(b) FUND.-There is established in the Treas
ury of the United States a fund to be known as 
the ''San Carlos Apache Tribe Development 
Trust Fund" (hereinafter called the "Fund") 
for the exclusive use and benefit of the Tribe. 
The Secretary shall deposit into the Fund the 
funds authorized to be appropriated in sub
section (c) and the $3,000,000 provided by the 
State of Arizona pursuant to the Agreement. 
There shall be deposited into the Fund any 
monies paid to the Tribe or to the Secretary on 
behalf of the Tribe from leases or options to 
lease water authorized by section 6 of this Act. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION.-There are authorized to 
be appropriated $18,800,000 in fiscal year 1993, 
and $19,600,000 in fiscal year 1994, together with 
interest accruing thereon beginning one year 
from the date of enactment of this Act at rates 
determined by the Secretary of the Treasury, 
taking into consideration the average market 
yield on outstanding Federal obligations of com
parable maturity, to carry out the provisions of 
subsection (b). 

(d) USE OF FUND.-When the authorizations 
contained in section 8(b) of this Act are effec
tive, the principal of the Fund and any interest 
or income accruing thereon may be used by the 
Tribe to put to beneficial use the Tribe's water 
entitlement, to defray the cost to the Tribe of 
CAP operation, maintenance and replacement 
charges as appropriate, and for other economic 
and community development purposes. The in
come from the Fund shall be distributed by the 
Secretary to the San Carlos Apache Tribe only 
upon presentation to the Secretary of a certified 
copy of a duly enacted Resolution of the Tribal 
Council requesting distribution and a written 
budget approved by the Tribal Council. Such in
come may thereafter be expended only in ac
cordance with such budget. Income not distrib
uted shall be added to principal. The principal 
from the Fund may be distributed by the Sec
retary to the San Carlos Apache Tribe only 
upon presentation to the Secretary of a certified 
copy of a duly enacted Resolution of the Tribal 
Council requesting distribution and a written 
budget approved by the Tribal Council and the 
Secretary. Such principal may thereafter be ex
pended only in accordance with such budget: 
Provided, however, That the principal may only 
be utilized for long-term economic development 
projects. In approving a budget for the distribu
tion of income or principal, the Secretary shall, 
in accordance with regulations promulgated 
pursuant to subsection (e) of this section, be as
sured that methods exist and will be employed to 

ensure the use of the funds shall be in accord
ance with the approved budget. 

(e) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary shall, no 
later than 30 days after the date the authoriza
tions contained in section 8(b) are effective, pro
mulgate regulations necessary to carry out the 
purposes of subsection (d). 

(f) DISCLAIMER.-The United States shall not 
be liable for any claim or cause of action arising 
from the Tribe's use or expenditure of monies 
distributed from the Fund. 
SBC. 8. SATISFACTION OF CLAIMS. 

(a) FULL SATISFACTION OF CLAIMS.-Except as 
provided in subsection (e) of this section, the 
benefits realized by the Tribe and its members 
under this Act shall constitute full and complete 
satisfaction of all members' claims for water 
rights or injuries to water rights under Federal, 
State and other laws (including claims for water 
rights in ground water, surface water, and ef
fluent) from time immemorial to the effective 
date of this Act. Notwithstanding the foregoing, 
nothing in this Act shall be deemed to recognize 
or establish any right of a member of the Tribe 
to water on the Tribe's Reservation. 

(b) RELEASE.-The Tribe, on behalf of itself 
and its members, and the Secretary on behalf of 
the United States, are authorized, as part of the 
performance of the obligations under the Agree
ment, to execute a waiver and release, except as 
provided in the Agreement, of all claims of 
water rights or injuries to water rights (includ
ing water rights in ground water, surface water 
and effluent), from time immemorial to the eff ec
tive date of this Act, and any and all future 
claims of water rights (including water rights in 
ground water, surface water and effluent), from 
and after the effective date of this Act, which 
the Tribe and its members may have, against the 
United States, the State of Arizona or any agen
CY or political subdivision thereof, or any other 
person, corporation, or municipal corporation, 
arising under the laws of the United States, the 
State of Arizona or otherwise. 

(c) ADDITIONAL RELEASES.-Except as pro
vided in the Agreement, the United States shall 
not assert any claim against the State of Ari
zona or any political subdivision thereof, or any 
person, corporation or municipal corporation, 
arising under the laws of the United States, the 
State of Arizona or otherwise in its own right or 
on behalf of the Tribe based upon-

(1) water rights or injuries to water rights (in
cluding water rights in ground water , surface 
water and effluent) of the Tribe and its mem
bers, or 

(2) water rights or injuries to water rights (in
cluding water rights in ground water, surface 
water and effluent) held by the United States on 
behalf of the Tribe and its members. 

(d) SAVINGS PROVISION.-In the event the au
thorizations contained in subsection (b) of this 
section do not become effective pursuant to sec
tion ll(a), the Tribe and the United States shall 
retain the right to assert past and future water 
rights claims as to all Reservation lands. 

(e) DISCLAIMER.-Nothing in this Act shall af
fect the water right or claims related to the San 
Carlos Apache Allotments outside the exterior 
boundaries of the Reservation. 

(f) AK-CHIN WATER CLAIMS; WAIVER AND RE
LEASE.-Lands receiving CAP water shall be free 
from the ownership and full cost pricing limita
tions of Federal reclamation law and from all 
full cost pricing provisions of Federal law: Pro
vided, That, as to each non-Indian agricultural 
contractor of such water, such exemptions shall 
be contingent upon the execution by such con
tractor of a waiver and release of any and all 
claims resulting from the reallocation of water 
to the Tribe pursuant to section 4(a) of this Act. 
SBC. 9. ENVIRONMENTAL COMPUANCB. 

(a) No MAJOR FEDERAL ACT/ON.-Execution 
of the settlement agreement by the Secretary as 

provided for in section lO(c) shall not constitute 
major Federal action under the National Envi
ronmental Poliey Act (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). 
The Secretary shall carry out all necessary envi
ronmental compliance during the implementa
tion phase of this settlement. 

(b) AUTHORIZATIONS.-There are authorized to 
be appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out all necessary environmental compli
ance associated with the settlement under this 
Act, including mitigation measures adopted by 
the Secretary. 

(C) LEAD AGENCY.-With respect to such set
tlement, the Bureau of Reclamation shall be 
designated as the lead agency in regard to envi
ronmental compliance, and shall coordinate and 
cooperate with the other aft ected Federal agen
cies as required under applicable Federal envi
ronmental laws. 

(d) ENVIRONMENTAL ACTS.-The Secretary 
shall comply with all aspect of the National En
vironmental Poliey Act (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) 
and the Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1531 
et seq.), and other applicable Federal environ
mental Acts and regulations in proceeding 
through the implementation phase of such set
tlement. 
SBC. 10. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

(a) WAIVER OF SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY-In the 
event any party to the Agreement files a lawsuit 
in any United States district court relating only 
and directly to the interpretation or enforcement 
of this Act or the Agreement, naming the United 
States of America or the Tribe as parties, au
thorization is hereby granted to joining the 
United States of America or the Tribe, or both, 
in any such litigation, and any claim by the 
United States of America or the Tribe to sov
ereign immunity from such suit is hereby 
waived. 

(b) CERTAIN CLAIMS PROH/BITED.-The United 
States of America shall make no claims for reim
bursement of costs arising out of the implemen
tation of this Act or the Agreement against any 
lands within the San Carlos Apache Indian Res
ervation, and no assessment shall be made with 
regard to such costs against such lands. 

(C) APPROVAL OF AGREEMENT.-Except to the 
extent that the Agreement conflicts with the 
provisions of this Act, such Agreement is hereby 
approved, ratified and confirmed. The Secretary 
shall execute and perform such Agreement as 
approved, ratified and confirmed. The Secretary 
is authorized to execute any amendments to the 
Agreement and perform any action required by 
any amendments to the Agreement which may 
be mutually agreed upon by the parties. 

(d) GROUND WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN.-The 
Secretary shall establish a ground water man
agement plan for the San Carlos Apache Res
ervation which, except as is necessary to be con
sistent with the provisions of this Act, wtll have 
the same effect as a management plan developed 
under Arizona law. 

(e) AMENDMENT TO THE ACT OF APRIL 4, 
1938.-The Act of April 4, 1938 (52 Stat. 193; 25 
U.S.C. 390) is amended by inserting immediately 
before the period at the end thereof a colon and 
the following: "Provided further, That conces
sions for recreation and fish and wildlife pur
poses on San Carlos Lake may be granted only 
by the governing body of the San Carlos Apache 
Tribe upon such conditions and subject to such 
limitations as may be set forth in the constitu
tion and bylaws of such Tribe". 

(f) SAN CARLOS RESERVOIR.-There is hereby 
trans/erred to the Tribe the Secretary's entitle
ment of 30,000 acre-feet of water, less any evap
oration and seepage losses from the date of ac
quisition by the Secretary to the date of trans
fer, which the Secretary may have acquired 
through substituting CAP water for water to 
which the Gila River Indian Community and the 
San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District had 
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a right to be released from San Carlos Reservoir 
and delivered to them in 1990. 

(g) LIMITATION.-No part of the Fund estab
lished by section 7(b) of this Act, including prin
cipal and income, or income from options to 
lease water or water leases authorized by sec
tion 6, may be used to make per capita payments 
to members of the Tribe. 

(h) DISCLAIMER.-Nothing in this Act shall be 
construed to repeal, modify, amend, change or 
affect the Secretary's obligations to the Ak-Chin 
Indian Community pursuant to the Act of Octo
ber 19, 1984 (98 Stat. 2698). 

(i) WATER RIGHTS.-Nothing in this Act shall 
be construed to quantify or otherwise affect the 
water rights, claims or entitlements to water of 
any Arizona tribe, band or community, other 
than the San Carlos Apache Tribe. 

(j) PLANET RANCH.-The Secretary is author
ized and directed to acquire, with the consent of 
and upon terms mutually acceptable to the city 
of Scottsdale ("city") and the Secretary, all of 
the city's right, title and interest in Planet 
Ranch located on the Bill Williams River in Ari
zona, including all water rights appurtenant to 
that property, and the city's January 1988 ap
plication filed with the Arizona Department of 
Water Resources to appropriate water from the 
Bill Williams River through a land exchange 
based on fair market value. If an exchange is 
made with land purchased by the Bureau of 
Reclamation for the construction and operation 
of the Central Arizona Project, then, upon com
mencement of repayment by CA WCD of the re
imbursable costs of the Central Arizona Project, 
the fair market value of those lands so ex
changed shall be credited in full against the an
nual payments due from CA WCD under Article 
9.4(a) of Contract No. 14--06-W-245, Amendment 
No. 1, between the United States and CA WCD 
dated December 1, 1988, and any amendment or 
revision thereof, until exhausted: Provided, 
however, That the authorized appropriation 
ceiling of the Central Arizona Project shall not 
be affected in any manner by the provisions of 
this subsection. 

(k) REPEAL.-Section 304(c)(3) of the Colorado 
River Basin Project Act (43 U.S.C. 1524(c)(3)) is 
hereby repealed. This subsection does not au
thorize transportation of water pumped within 
the exterior boundary of a Federal reclamation 
project established prior to September 30, 1968, 
pursuant to the Act of June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 
388; 43 U.S.C. 391), as amended and supple
mented, across project boundaries. 

(l) WATER RIGHTS.-Nothing in this Act shall 
be construed to affect the water rights or the 
water rights claims of any Federal agency other 
than the Bureau of Indian Affairs on behalf of 
the San Carlos Apache Tribe, nor shall any
thing in this Act be construed to prohibit the 
United States from confirming in the Agreement, 
except on behalf of Indian tribes other than the 
San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Gila River and 
Little Colorado River watershed water rights of 
other parties to the Agreement by making ex
press provisions for the same in the Agreement. 
SBC. ll. BFFBCTIVB DATE. 

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE OF AUTHORIZATION.-The 
authorization contained in section 8(b) of this 
Act shall become effective as of the date the Sec
retary causes to be published in the Federal 
Register a statement of findings that-

(1) the Secretary has fulfilled the requirements 
of sections 4 and 6; 

(2) the Roosevelt Water Conservation District 
subcontract for agricultural water service from 
CAP has been revised and executed as provided 
in section 5(b); 

(3) the funds authorized by section 7(c) have 
been appropriated and deposited into the Fund; 

(4) the contract referred to in section 7(a)(2) 
has been amended; 

(5) the State of Arizona has appropriated and 
deposited into the Fund $3,000,000 as required 
by the Agreement; 

(6) the stipulations attached to the Agreement 
as Exhibits "D" and "E" have been approved; 
and 

(7) the Agreement has been modified, to the 
extent it is in conflict with this Act, and has 
been executed by the Secretary. 

(b) CONDIT/ONS.-If the actions described in 
paragraphs (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6), and (7) of 
subsection (a) of this Act have not occurred by 
December 31, 1994, subsections (c) and (d) of sec
tion 4, subsections (a) and (b), of section 5, sec
tion 6, subsection (a)(2), (c), (d), and (f) of sec
tion 7, subsections (b) and (c) of section 8, and 
subsections (a), (b), (c), (d), (e), (g), (h), (j), and 
(l) of section 10 of this Act, together with any 
contracts entered into pursuant to any such sec
tion or subsection, shall not be effective on and 
after the date of enactment of this Act, and any 
funds appropriated pursuant to section 7(c), 
and remaining unobligated and unexpended on 
the date of the enactment of this Act, shall im
mediately revert to the Treasury, as general rev
enues, and any funds appropriated by the State 
of Arizona pursuant to the Agreement, and re
maining unobligated and unexpended on the 
date of the enactment of this Act, shall imme
diately revert to the State of Arizona. 

(2) Notwithstanding the provision of para
graph (1), if the provisions of subsections (a) 
and (b) of section 5 of this Act have been other
wise accomplished pursuant to provisions of the 
Act of October 20, 1988, prior to the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the provisions of para
graph (1) shall not be construed as affecting 
such subsections.* ERR08* 

AMENDMENT NO. 1254 

(Purpose: To make certain technical 
amendments) 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I send 
a technical amendment to the desk on 
behalf of the Senator McCAIN and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. SIMPSON), 

for Senator McCAIN, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1254. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 36, line l, strike out "Water serv

ice" and insert in lieu thereof "Except as 
provided in subsection (e)(3) of section 6, 
water service". 

On page 36, line 22, strike out "Water serv
ice" and insert in lieu "Except as provided in 
subsection (e)(3) of section 6, water service". 

On page 40, line 15, strike out "to" and in
sert in lieu thereof "or". 

On page 44, line 4, strike out "Any" and in
sert in lieu thereof "Except as provided in 
paragraph (3) of this subsection, any". 

On page 44, line 11, strike out "the" and in
sert in lieu therof "Except as provided in 
paragraph (3) of this subsection, the". 

On page 44, between lines 15 and 16, insert 
the following: 

(3) With respect to the water reallocated to 
the Tribe pursuant to subsections (c) and (d) 
of section 4, the Tribe or lessee shall pay any 
water service capital charges or municipal 
and industrial subcontract charges for any 
water use or lease from the effective date of 
this Act through September 30, 1995. 

On page 57, line 11, strike out "If'' and in
sert in lieu thereof "(1) If''. 

On page 58, line 3, strike out "provision of 
paragraph (1)" and insert in lieu thereof 
"provisions of paragraph (1) of this sub
section". 

On page 58, line 6, beginning with the sec
ond comma, strike out all through "Act" on 
line 7. 

On page 58, line 8, immediately after "(l)", 
insert "of this subsection". 

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

The amendment (No. 1254) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I am 
very pleased to rise in support of S. 291, 
the San Carlos Apache Tribe Water 
Rights Settlement Act of 1991. 

In Arizona, as elsewhere in the arid 
West, no resource is more valuable 
than water. No resource is subject to 
more disagreement, dispute and litiga
tion. 

Accordingly, it is with great pride 
and pleasure that I urge the Senate to 
approve this legislation, which pro
vides for settling water-related dis
putes and eliminating or greatly reduc
ing the scope of litigation. S. 291 will 
ratify a series of agreements, reached 
after more than 2 years' of tough nego
tiations involving representatives of 
the Secretary of the Interior, the San 
Carlos Apache Tribe, the State of Ari
zona, and an array of municipal, agri
cultural, and mining entities. 

The United States has filed in State 
court, on behalf of the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, claims to more than 
290,000 acre-feet of water for the tribe's 
1.8 million-acre reservation. These 
claims, and related water disputes be
tween and among the parties, are the 
subject of the settlement agreement 
and S. 291. 

For the United States and the tribe, 
the settlement will secure for the tribe 
rights to a total of 153,000 acre-feet of 
water annually. 33,300 acre-feet of this 
amount is central Arizona project 
[CAP] Indian water excess to the Sec
retary's needs under the 1984 AK-CHIN 
settlement; 18,135 acre-feet is pre
viously allocated CAP municipal-in
dustrial water; 6,000 acre-feet was allo
cated to the tribe by the GILA decree 
of 1935, 7,300 acre-feet is Black River 
water from the Salt River project and 
the Roosevelt Water Conservation Dis
trict; and 12, 700 acre-feet is the tribe's 
existing CAP allocation. The tribe 
would be entitled to an estimated 50,000 
acre-feet of on-reservation tributary 
flows and 25,000 acre-feet of ground 
water annually. Agreements with the 
cities of Safford and Globe and the 
Phelps Dodge Corp. will secure and 
place certain limits on use of surface 
and ground water supplies that have 
been in dispute. 

The settlement also enables the tribe 
to maintain a pool of water in San Car
los Lake behind Coolidge Dam on the 
Gila River. This pool and revised proce-
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dures for managing the water behind 
the dam will serve to prevent any re
currence of the disastrous fish kills 
that occurred behind the dam in the 
1970's and which almost occurred in 
each of the last 2 drought years. 

Mr. President, my friend and former 
House colleague, the recently retired 
Interior Committee Chairman Morris 
K. Udall, will be particularly pleased 
about this provision of S. 291. After the 
last fish kill, Mo Udall promised to try 
and find a permanent solution to pre
vent another one. During the past 2 
very dry years, when events threatened 
to destroy the fishery resource again, 
his intervention was crucial in finding 
interim solutions that averted another 
kill. Mo Udall saw eventual enactment 
of a San Carlos water settlement as the 
key to a permanent solution that 
would fulfill his promise. I am de
lighted that we are so close to achiev
ing it. 

The United States' claims to water 
on behalf of the San Carlos Apache 
Tribe can be conservatively estimated 
to be worth more than $1 lf.z billion. If 
one discounts this amount to account 
for normal risks of litigation, and con
siders the record of the United States' 
performance as trustee for the tribe-a 
record that can be charitably charac
terized as less than diligent-the Fed
eral share of this settlement package 
can only be considered fair and reason
able. 

Overall, Federal contributions to the 
settlement are valued at approxi
mately $55 million, including $38,400,000 
in direct appropriations to a tribal de
velopment fund. Local contributions-
in water and in revenues to the tribe-
are valued at no less than $55 million. 
This amount includes $3 million from 
the State of Arizona in lieu of litiga
tion costs and revenues to the tribe 
from leases of portions of its CAP M&I 
and indian water to municipalities. 
The overall value of the contributions 
of the local parties fairly reflects their 
respective interests and liabilities. 

If all of the requirements of the set
tlement agreement and the legislation, 
including approval of necessary stipu
lations to ligitation by the appropriate 
courts, are met no later than December 
31, 1993, then the settlement will be
come effective. 

·As introduced, S. 291 was essentially 
the same as legislation pased by the 
House late in the last Congress and not 
acted on by the Senate. As reported by 
the select committee, the bill includes 
a compromise on the one critical issue 
left unsettled in last year's House bill. 
This compromise resolves a dispute 
over the use of so-called excess AK
CHIN water under the terms of 1984 
Senate amendments to the 1978 AK
CHIN Indian Water Rights Settlement 
Act. 

The history of this dispute is detailed 
in the committee report on S. 291. The 
compromise that has been worked out 

is satisfactory to the delegation, the 
tribe, the State, the Central Arizona 
Water Conservation District, and the 
other parties in Arizona, and to the 
best of my knowledge is acceptable to 
the administration. Achieving com
promise on this issue has been very dif
ficult, and I believe it is fair to say 
that without it, we would not be able 
to move this settlement through the 
Congress. 

What the compromise does is allow 
the tribe to obtain and profit from the 
excess AK-CHIN water by leasing it to 
municipalities. It will allow agricul
tural users, who will be effectively pre
cluded from using the excess AK-CHIN 
water, to make more economical use of 
their other CAP and groundwater sup
plies consistent with the purposes of 
the central Arizona project authorizing 
legislation and Arizona's Groundwater 
Management Act. 

S. 291 also includes a provision, re
quested by the Interior Department 
and the city of Scottsdale, authorizing 
the Secretary of the Interior to nego
tiate with the city to obtain Planet 
Ranch through a fair market value ex
change of Federal lands elsewhere in 
Arizona. Federal acquisition of the 
water rights associated with the ranch, 
which is located on the Bill Williams 
River in western Arizona, will secure 
water supplies critical to the continued 
health and well-being of species and ri
parian habitat along the river as it 
flows into the Bill Williams unit of the 
Havasu National Wildlife Refuge. 

Federal acquisition of the planet 
ranch is strongly supported by the In
terior Department and by all parties 
concerned in Arizona. Its aquisition 
would be a big plus for the environ
ment that would have the virtue of 
also eliminating the need for a great 
deal of litigation that would have to be 
funded by State, Federal, and local tax
payers. 

Accordingly, I am very pleased to 
have the Planet Ranch provision in
cluded in this legislation. 

Mr. President, the Congressional 
Budget Office Report on S. 291 found a 
problem with the Budget Enforcement 
Act, specifically, a potential loss of $1.1 
million in revenue to the United States 
in fiscal years 1994 and 1995 as a result 
of approximately 18,000 acre-feet of 
CAP municipal and industrial water 
being reallocated to the San Carlos 
Tribe. The lost revenue would be in the 
form of water service capital charges 
that would otherwise be paid by munic
ipal and industrial water contractors. 
As a result of negotiations with tribal 
representatives, I have included in the 
block of technical amendments to S. 
291 is an amendment providing that 
any such water service capital charges 
shall be paid to the United States dur
ing the fiscal years 1994 and 1995 by the 
tribe or its lessee. I have been advised 
by CBO that this amendment effec-

tively eliminates S. 291's budget act 
problem. 

I want to congratulate all who have 
contributed to the San Carlos settle
ment effort, in particular the rep
resentatives of the San Carlos Apache 
Tribe, the cities of Chandler, Glendale, 
Globe, Mesa, Stafford, and Scottsdale, 
and the town of Gilbert, the Salt River 
project, the Central Arizona Water 
Conservation District, the Phelps 
Dodge Corp., the Buckeye Water Con
servation and Drainage District, and 
the Buckeye Irrigation Co., and the 
State of Arizona. 

Although they are not signatories to 
the settlement agreement, I would also 
like to recognize the Gila River Indian 
Community, the San Carlos Irrigation 
and Drainage District, and the Gila 
Valley and Franklin Irrigation Dis
tricts for their cooperation. 

I want to express special thanks to 
my colleague, Senator DECONCINI, and 
his staff, in particular for their role in 
developing the compromise on the ex
cess AK-CHIN water. Senator DECON
CINI's commitment to the settlement 
process has been a key to the San Car
los settlement as well as to the other 
successful settlements of Arizona In
dian water rights claims. 

I thank Senator DOMENIC! for his ef
forts to ensure that appropriate lan
guage was included in S. 291 to meet 
the concerns of New Mexico citizens 
along the Upper Gila River regarding 
future water exchanges. 

Finally, let me express my deep ap
preciation to the distinguished chair
man of the Select Committee on Indian 
Affairs, Senator INOUYE. His leadership 
and comm! tmen t to providing fair and 
just resolution of Indian water rights 
claims has been crucial to the success 
of the settlement process. I thank him 
for his attention to and support for the 
effort to achieve the San Carlos Apache 
water rights settlement. 

Mr. President, this legislation is elo
quent testimony to the wisdom of a 
policy of supporting negotiation, rath
er than litigation, in seeking to resolve 
disputes involving highly complex and 
emotional issues. I strongly urge its 
passage. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, S. 291 
as reported by the Select Committee 
on Indian Affairs includes several pro
visions involving matters that fall 
within the jurisdiction of the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources. 
Since the select committee's report 
was filed on July 31, I have had an op
portunity to review these provisions 
and the explanations of them in the se
lect committee's report and am per
suaded that a further, formal review by 
the Energy Committee is not nec
essary. However, for the record, I 
would ask the junior Senator from Ari
zona, the vice chairman of the select 
committee, if he would respond to 
three questions about the legislation. 

Mr. McCAIN. I will be happy to re
spond. 
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Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, section 

lO(j) of the bill authorizes the Sec
retary of the Interior to acquire from 
the city of Scottsdale, AZ, Planet 
Ranch on the Bill Williams River, in
cluding all appurtenant water rights 
and the city's pending application with 
the State Department of Water Re
sources to appropriate additional water 
from the river, through a land ex
change based on fair market value. If 
the lands the Secretary exchanges for 
Planet Ranch are lands previously pur
chased by the Bureau of Reclamation 
for the construction and use of the 
Central Arizona Project (CAP), how 
will this affect the repayment obliga
tions of the Central Arizona Water 
Conservation District (CAWCD)? 

Mr. McCAIN. There will be no change 
in the district's repayment obligation. 
Under the terms of CAWCD's repay
ment contract and reclamation law, 
once repayment of the CAP begins, if 
the Bureau of Reclamation sells lands 
it purchased for CAP use, the CAWCD 
is entitled to receive credit against the 
annual payments due on its repayment 
obligation. Section lO(j) ensures that in 
the event these same lands are ex
changed for Planet Ranch, the CA WCD 
will receive the same fair market value 
credit against its annual payments as 
it would if the lands were sold. The ef
fect is to ensure that the CAWCD, as a 
third party, neither receives a windfall 
nor suffers a penalty as a result of a 
Planet Ranch exchange. 

Mr. WALLOP. I thank the Senator 
for his answer. Section lO(k) of S. 291 
repeals section 304(c)(3) of the Colorado 
River Basin Project Act of 1968. Will 
the Senator from Arizona please ex
plain why this provision is in the bill? 

Mr. McCAIN. I will be happy to ex
plain. First let me say that section 
304(c)(3) requires the Secretary of the 
Interior to find that a surplus of 
ground water exists and that drainage 
is or was required as a precondition for 
permitting ground water to be pumped 
from within the exterior boundaries of 
a CAP contractor's service area for any 
use outside that contractor's service 
area. This provision, which was en
acted 12 years before Arizona enacted a 
comprehensive ground water manage
ment law and 23 years before Arizona 
enacted statewide comprehensive legis
lation governing the transportation of 
ground water, has provided the only 
Federal requirement with respect to 
the transfer of ground water within the 
State of Arizona and applies to no 
other State. 

Although the Secretary to date has 
not invoked the provision, municipali
ties in Maricopa County, including the 
city of Phoenix, are concerned that 
section 304(c)(3) might be interpreted 
as a bar to a variety of water manage
ment activities either under way or 
contemplated pursuant to the State's 
Groundwater Management Act or pur
suant to Indian water rights settle-

ments. Consequently, they sought its 
repeal as part of the Fort McDowell In
dian water rights settlement in the 
lOlst Congress. However, rural Arizona 
counties and municipalities opposed re
peal until the Arizona legislature en
acted statewide comprehensive legisla
tion on ground water transportation. 
The Arizona delegation agreed that, 
upon enactment of such legislation by 
the State, we would seek repeal of 
304(c)(3). 

In May of this year Arizona enacted 
comprehensive ground water transpor
tation legislation that included a dec
laration of the State's support for leg
islation in Congress to armed section 
304(c)(3). Accordingly, section lO(k) was 
added to S. 291. 

I would observe that this affirmative 
response to the State's request is en
tirely consistent with longstanding 
Federal policy to defer to State law on 
matters concerning the management 
and use of a State's water within its 
boundaries. 

Mr. WALLOP. I thank the Senator 
for his explanation. My third question 
concerns section am of s. 291, which 
provides for a waiver of ownership and 
full cost pricing limitations of rec
lamation law to CAP contractors who 
waive any claims to the so-called ex
cess Ak-Chin water. Would the Senator 
explain the basis for this provision? 

Mr. McCAIN. I am glad to explain. 
Mr. President, the waivers authorized 
by section 8(f) constitute a compromise 
that eliminates opposition to a key 
provision of the San Carlos settlement 
that allocates to the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe 33,300 acre-feet of Colo
rado River water which is excess to the 
Secretary's requirements under the 
1984 Ak-Chin Indian water settlement. 
S. 291 provides for the tribe to lease 
this water to various Arizona munici
palities and thereby obtain a signifi
cant, long term source of revenue-es
timated at more than $40,000,000 over 
the next 100 years-with which to de
velop its water and other resources. 

However, reallocation of the excess 
AK-Chin water to the San Carlos Tribe 
for lease to municipal users will effec
tively preclude CAP non-Indian agri
cultural contractors from having any 
access to that water. Because these 
contractors were intended to have such 
access pursuant to the 1984 Senate 
amendments to the AK-Chin settle
ment, they, as well as the State and 
the Central Arizona Water Conserva
tion District, strongly opposed the 
reallocation and the settlement with
out some offsetting consideration. The 
select committee adopted the view of 
the State, the CAWCD and the contrac
tors that a waiver of the ownership and 
full cost pricing limitations of rec
lamation law would be appropriate con
sideration primarily because these lim
itations operate to frustrate efficient 
and economical use of water in central 
Arizona, which is directly contrary to 

the purposes of the 1968 Colorado River 
Basin Project Act and Arizona's 
Groundwater Management Act. 

Mr. President, because section 8(f) is 
such an important provision of the San 
Carlos settlement, I think it is appro
priate to include at this point in the 
RECORD those portions of the report of 
the Select Committee on Indian Affairs 
on S. 291 (S. Rept. 10~133), which detail 
the history of the 1984 AK-Chin amend
ments and further explain the basis for 
the Reclamation waiver. 

I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

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

ExCERPT FROM SENATE REPORT 102-133 
In 1983 the Secretary and the AK-Chin In

dian Community renegotiated the terms of 
the 1978 AK-Chin settlement after it had be
come clear that problems associated with ac
quiring the water sources identified in that 
settlement made those sources not viable. As 
introduced and passed by the House in Sep
tember, 1984, the settlement amendments re
quired the Secretary to provide 75,000 AF an
nually to AK-Chin, with the first 50,000 AF to 
be Colorado River water acquired from the 
Yuma-Mesa Division of the Gila Project, and 
the balance to come from AK-Chin's 58,300 
AF CAP Indian allocation. 

Arizona's governor and Department of 
Water Resources (DWR) objected to the allo
cation of the unused Yuma-Mesa water for 
AK-Chin. DWR, which had included the allo
cated but unused Yuma-Mesa water in its 
calculation of Central Arizona Project sup
plies available for ultimate allocation to 
non-Indian agricultural and municipal users, 
saw the allocation to AK-Chin as causing 
shortages for other allottees in future dry 
years. After the House passed the renegoti
ated settlement on September 17, 1984, the 
governor and DWR director sought changes 
in the legislation in the Senate. 

Arizona Senators Goldwater and DeConcini 
declined to change the terms of the renegoti
ated settlement, but did agree to two amend
ments that addressed the State's concerns. 
One modified Section 2(k) of the House bill, 
which provided that: 

"Whenever the aggregate water supply 
* * *exceeds the quantity necessary to meet 
the obligations of the Secretary under this 
Act, the Secretary shall have the authority 
to contract, on an interim basis, for the allo
cation of any of the water * * * which is not 
required for delivery to the AK-Chin Indian 
Reservation under this Act." The House Re
port (98-1026) was ambiguous as to the mean
ing of this provision. On page 5 it stated that 
"any water from these combined sources of 
water that is in excess of the Community's 
entitlement will be available for allocation 
to other water users in central Arizona", al
though the actual language in 2(k) did not 
specify central Arizona. On page 13, in the 
section-by-section analysis of section 2(K), 
the report states that "It is the intent of the 
Committee that any such excess water be al
located for use in Arizona." 

The State wanted to eliminate any doubt 
that the access AK-Chin water would be used 
in central Arizona. Accordingly, Arizona's 
Senators agreed to amend subsection 2(K) to 
read "the Secretary shall allocate on an in
terim basis TO THE CENTRAL ARIZONA 
PROJECT any of the water * * * which is not 
required for delivery to the AK-Chin Indian 
Reservation under this Act." 
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Relevant portions of both Senators' state

ments made during Senate consideration of 
H.R. 6206, as well as subsequent statements 
made in the House by Interior Committee 
Chairman Udall and representative McCain 
concurring in the Senate amendments, de
scribe the intent of requiring the Secretary 
to allocate the excess AK-Chin water to the 
Central Arizona Project so as to ensure that 
the water would be available to the Central 
Arizona Water Conservation District, the 
eventual operator of the CAP, for use by its 
non-Indian contractors. 

At the March 28, 1991 joint hearing on S. 
291, Senator DeConcini and witnesses from 
the State of Arizona, the CAWCD, CAP agri
cultural contractors and Pinal County mu
nicipalities expressed support for the San 
Carlos settlement but strongly opposed S. 
291's provisions allocating the excess AK
Chin water to the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
and authorizing its lease to municipal enti
tles. The common base for their opposition is 
that these provisions, by effectively denying 
CAP agricultural contractors, who are not 
otherwise parties to the settlement, any op
portunity to use the AK-Chin excess water, 
would frustrate the purpose and intent of the 
1984 Senate amendments to the AK-Chin set
tlement. Only if the non-Indian CAP agricul
tural contractors received some consider
ation to offset their loss of all future access 
to the excess AK-Chin water would these 
parties support the settlement and S. 291. 

The Tribe and the Interior Department tes
tified that the settlement would be unac
ceptable to them without the reallocated ex
cess Ak-Chin water and its lease revenues 
going to the Tribe. The Department has as
serted that because the actual language of 
the 1984 amendments to the Ak-Chin settle
ment arguably did not vest any legally en
forceable right to the excess Ak-Chin water 
in the State, CAWCD or its contractors, the 
purpose and intent of the Senate amend
ments in effect should be ignored and the 
water reallocated to San Carlos by the set
tlement legislation notwithstanding the un
derstandings of the parties to those amend
ments. 

The Committee agrees with the Tribe and 
the Department that the use of the excess 
Ak-Chin water as provided in S. 291 is essen
tial if the Tribe's claims are to be fairly set
tled. However, the Committee also recog
nizes and gives great weight to the under
standings of Arizona's Senators and the 
other parties supporting those amendments 
as to the purpose and intent of the amend
ments. The Committee also notes that the 
contributions of the State of Arizona and the 
cooperation of the CA WCD are essential to 
the implementation of the San Carlos settle
ment. 

Extensive discussions among the parties 
subsequent to the March hearing produced 
agreement that appropriate and acceptable 
consideration to the Central Arizona Project 
agricultural contractors for their loss of ac
cess to the excess Ak-Chin water would be a 
waiver of the ownership limitations and full 
cost pricing provisions of Federal Reclama
tion law and the full cost pricing provisions 
of Federal Reclamation law and the full cost 
pricing provisions of other Federal law. Ac
cordingly, Section 8(f) of the Committee sub
stitute provides for such a waiver in ex
change for the contractors' waiver and re
lease of any and all claims to the use of the 
excess Ak-Chin water. 

The appropriateness of the waiver is sup
ported by information provided to the Com
mittee by the State and the Central Arizona 
Water Conservation District that indicates 

that the ownership limitation and full cost 
pricing provisions of Federal reclamation 
law, fully applied to Central Arizona Project 
non-Indian agricultural contractors, operate 
to produce results contrary to the purposes 
for which the Central Arizona Project was 
authorized and to the purposes of Arizona's 
1980 Groundwater Management Act. 

As described in a 1967 Senate report on the 
Central Arizona Project (S. Rept. 90-408, p. 
27), the project was "needed to (1) Reduce a 
dangerous overdraft upon ground water re
serves (2) Maintain as much as possible of 
the area's 1,250,000 acres of irrigated farm 
land. (3) Provide a source of additional water 
for municipal and industrial use that will be 
required during the next 30 years." To this 
end, the 1968 authorizing legislation barred 
the use of Central Arizona Project water di
rectly or indirectly for irrigation of lands 
not having a recent history of irrigation (In
dian lands and state and Federal Wildlife ref
uges were excepted from this bar). 

Arizona's 1980 Groundwater Management 
Act (GMA) was enacted in part as a condi
tion for receiving the Federal funding nec
essary to complete the Central Arizona 
Project. The GMA's primary goals include 
controlling the severe overdraft occurring in 
many parts of the state and providing a 
means to allocate the state's limited ground
water resources. Among its provisions, the 
GMA required integration of water conserva
tion programs with the Central Arizona 
Project. 

The GMA established four Active Manage
ment Areas (AMA), which include 80 percent 
of Arizona's population and 70 percent of the 
state's groundwater overdraft, to provide 
comprehensive groundwater management. In 
the Prescott, Phoenix and Tucson AMAs, 
which include the large urban areas of the 
state, the primary management goal is to 
achieve safe-yield, defined as a long-term 
balance between the annual amount of 
groundwater withdrawn in the AMA and the 
annual amount of natural and artificial re
charge, by the year 2025. In the Pinal AMA, 
where a predominantly agricultural econ
omy exists, the management goal is to pre
serve that economy for as long as feasible, 
while considering the need to preserve 
groundwater for future non-irrigation uses. 

Under conservation and management plans 
for Arizona's agricultural sector, which ac
counts for about 75 percent of total water use 
in the AMA's, each farm's water use is to be 
reduced by increasing irrigation efficiency. 
In addition, CAP agricultural contractors 
are required to reduce groundwater pumping 
by one acre-foot for each acre-foot of CAP 
water they receive. The combination of more 
efficient irrigation systems with new surface 
supplies from the Colorado River via the 
CAP, which reduces the need to pump 
groundwater, is therefore crucial to the suc
cess of the state's efforts to met its goal of 
safe-yield in the AMA's by 2025. 

The GMA assumes that CAP agricultural 
contractors will be able to take deliveries of 
large amounts of Colorado River water in the 
early years of the project, which would slow 
the rate of groundwater depletion, and, as 
municipal and industrial uses increase and 
agricultural areas convert to urban uses, fur
ther reduce depletion. Consistent with this 
assumption, agricultural users took deliv
eries of 594,000 acre-feet of water in calendar 
year 1990 and municipal and industrial users 
took deliveries of 151,000 acre-feet of Colo
rado River water. 

Arizona's Department of Water Resources, 
the CAWCD and representatives of CAP agri
cultural contractors testified that a waiver 

of the ownership limitations of federal law 
would enable the contractors to achieve 
more economical and efficient use of their 
water supplies, and to take delivery of in
creased amounts of CAP water, with cor
responding reductions of groundwater pump
ing, as envisioned by the 1968 CAP authoriz
ing legislation and the GMA. Doing so would 
not result in increases in lands subject to ir
rigation, as such increases are restricted 
under both the 1968 CAP authorizing legisla
tion and the GMA. 

Similarly, these witnesses testified that 
the application of full-cost pricing provisions 
of Reclamation law and of federal law to 
CAP agricultural contractors is contrary to 
the goals of the CAP and the GMA. When the 
CAP is declared complete (anticipated some 
time in 1993), the contract rate for CAP agri
cultural water, including operation, mainte
nance and repair charges, will be about $57 
per acre-foot. The cost of pumping an acre
foot of groundwater will remain less than 
that amount, while the full cost of CAP 
water is estimated to be about $250 per acre
foot. 

The CAP's economics and the requirements 
of Reclamation law attendant to contracting 
for CAP water were major factors that 
caused 13 of the 23 Arizona agricultural enti
ties that were offered contracts for CAP 
water to decline those contracts. Relying on 
the calculations of water delivery and con
struction costs provided by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, the ten agriculture districts 
that did sign long term water service con
tracts obligated themselves to repay the 
United States over $250,000,000 for the cost of 
constructing their distribution systems. Six 
of the ten incurred more than $70,000,000 in 
additional bonded indebtedness to private 
lenders in order to meet a federal require
ment that they pay twenty percent of the 
cost of their distribution system up-front. 

Given their reliance on the information 
provided by the United States and notwith
standing the rates that they would pay for 
CAP water would be less than full cost, as 
provided in their water service contracts, 
CAP agricultural contractors remain con
cerned that full-cost provisions of Reclama
tion law might be applied to their operations 
or that federal law might be amended to re
quire payment of full cost for project water 
as a condition of their eligibility for partici
pation in various federal programs. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I hope 
that this explanation of the com
promise on the Ak-Chin water makes 
clear that the circumstances that gave 
rise to section 8(f) of S. 291 are unique 
to Arizona and to the central Arizona 
project. The excess Ak-Chin water is a 
crucial element of the San Carlos set
tlement. It represents a major source 
of future revenue for the improverished 
San Carlos Apache Tribe-revenue 
from local, non-Indian entities rather 
than from federal appropriations. I 
would emphasize that without the ex
cess Ak-Chin water compromise, the 
entire San Carlos settlement and the 
benefits it would provide both the tribe 
and non-Indians are likely to be lost. 

I know the Senator from Wyoming 
understands all too well how difficult 
and complex are the problems and is
sues posed by unresolved federal and 
Indian claims to water on western wa
tersheds. I appreciate his concerns 
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about S. 291, and thank him for the op
portunity to answer his questions. 

Mr. WALLOP. I thank the Senator 
from Arizona for his responses. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, the 
bill before the Senate, S. 291 the San 
Carlos apache tribe water rights settle
ment act of 1991, will provide for the 
settlement of the water rights claims 
of the San Carlos Indian Tribe. This 
legislation is extremely important to 
the water future of Arizona. 

For the information of my col
leagues, the United States on behalf of 
the tribe has filed claims for 292,406 
acre-feet per year against a variety of 
parties. At the rate used by the Depart
ment of the Interior in previous settle
ments, the value of these claims is esti
mated to be $511 million. This legisla
tion resolves these claims. In return 
for extinguishing these claims, the 
Tribe will receive 152,435 acre-feet per 
year [AFIY] of water from a variety of 
sources as well as sufficient money 
from the Federal Government, the 
State of Arizona, the city of Safford, 
Phelps Dodge, and receipts from long
term leasing of water in order to de
velop the beneficial uses of this water 
on the reservation. 

While I now support the bill, as it 
was reported by the committee, it has 
not always enjoyed my support. I 
would like to take a moment to touch 
upon a previous concern of mine with 
the bill and discuss how it will be re
solved in the bill currently before the 
Senate. 

The San Carlos legislation as intro
duced, proposed using the 33,000 ac/ft in 
excess of the amount needed to satisfy 
the Ak-Chin Indian settlement to com
plete the water budget for the San Car
los settlement. However, Senator Gold
water and I successfully offered an 
amendment to the 1984 Ak-Chin legisla
tion which specifically stated that any 
water not utilized by the Ak-Chin com
munity for this settlement would re
turn to the central Arizona project to 
be reallocated by the State. Because of 
this, the State of Arizona, the central 
Arizona Water Conservation District, 
along with myself, were opposed to 
using this water for the settlement. 

To respond to this issue, the bill was 
modified to exempt irrigation districts 
receiving cap water from the ownership 
and full cost pricing limitations of 
Federal reclamation law. In return, 
these irrigation districts will drop 
their claims to the Ak-Chin surplus 
water. It is my understanding that this 
solution is agreeable with all of the 
concerned parties including this Sen
ator. 

Another issue I would like to touch 
upon is the acquisition of Planet 
Ranch. The bill authorizes the Sec
retary to acquire Planet Ranch by ex
change. This is a good provision and I 
support it. This action will allow for 
the protection of one of our precious, 
but rapidly disappearing, desert ripar-

ian areas. Some questions have arisen 
concerning who should manage this 
area once it has been acquired; the 
BLM or the Fish and Wildlife Service. 
The language in the bill is neutral in 
this regard. 

There were other issues in the bill as 
introduced that I had concerns about. 
These included the impact to the water 
supply of the city of Safford and 
Greenlee County's largest employer. 
These issues have been addressed to my 
satisfaction in the bill before the com
mittee. 

I applaud the vice-chairman, Senator 
MCCAIN, for his efforts to work through 
these and other issues and bring this 
bill to the floor. I also want to thank 
the chairman of the Select Committee 
on Indian Affairs, Senator INOUYE, for 
his leadership in enacting these Indian 
water settlements. 

The San Carlos Apache Tribe Water 
Rights Settlement Act of 1991 is a good 
piece of legislation and I ask that my 
colleagues join me in supporting it. 
This bill is an outstanding example of 
how good legislation is enacted in this 
body. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be pro
posed, the question is on agreeing to 
the committee amendment in the na
ture of a substitute. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

for a third reading and was read the 
third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

So the bill (S. 291), as amended, was 
passed. 

s. 291 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "San Carlos 
Apache Tribe Water Rights Settlement Act 
of 1991". 
SEC. 2. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS. 

(a) SPECIFIC FINDINGS.-The Congress finds 
and declares that-

(1) it is the policy of the United States, in 
fulfillment of its trust responsibility to In
dian tribes, to promote Indian self-deter
mination and economic self-sufficiency, and 
to settle, wherever possible, the water rights 
claims of Indian tribes without lengthy and 
costly litigation; 

(2) meaningful Indian self-determination 
and economic self-sufficiency depend on the 
development of viable Indian reservation 
economies; 

(3) qualification of rights to water and de
velopment of facilities needed to utilize trib
al water supplies effectively is essential to 
the development of viable Indian reservation 
economies, particularly in arid western 
States; 

(4) on November 9, 1871, and by actions sub
sequent thereto, the United States Govern
ment established a reservation for the San 
Carlos Apache Tribe in Arizona; 

(5) the United States, as trustee for the 
San Carlos Apache Tribe, obtained water en-

titlements for the Tribe pursuant to the 
Globe Equity Decree of 1935; however, con
tinued uncertainty as to the full extent of 
the Tribe's entitlement to water has severely 
limited the Tribe's access to water and fi
nancial resources necessary to develop its 
valuable agricultural lands and frustrated its 
efforts to reduce its dependence on Federal 
program funding and achieve meaningful 
self-determination and self-sufficiency; 

(6) proceedings to determine the full extent 
and nature of the Tribe's water rights are 
currently pending before the United States 
District Court in Arizona and in the Superior 
Court of the State of Arizona in and for Mar
icopa County, as part of the General Adju
dication of the Gila River System and 
Source; 

(7) recognizing that final resolution of 
pending litigation will take many years and 
entail great expense to all parties, continue 
economically and socially damaging limits 
to the Tribe's access to water, prolong uncer
tainty as to the availability of water sup
plies and seriously impair the long-term eco
nomic planning and development of all par
ties, the Tribe and its neighboring non-In
dian communities have sought to settle their 
dispute to water and reduce the burdens of 
litigation; 

(8) after lengthy negotiations, which in
cluded participation by representatives of 
the United States Government, the Tribe, 
and neighboring non-Indian communities of 
the Salt River and Gila River Valleys, who 
are all party to the General Adjudication of 
the Gila River System and Source, the par
ties are prepared to enter into an Agreement 
to resolve all water rights claims between 
and among themselves, to quantify the 
Tribe's entitlement to water, and to provide 
for the orderly development of the Tribe's 
lands; 

(9) pursuant to the Agreement, the neigh
boring non-Indian communities will relin
quish claims to approximately 58, 735 acre
feet of surface water to the Tribe, provide 
the means of storing water supplies of the 
Tribe behind Coolidge Dam on the Gila River 
in Arizona to enhance fishing, recreation, 
and other environmental benefits, and make 
substantial additional contributions to carry 
out the Agreement's provisions; and 

(10) to advance the goal of Federal Indian 
policy and to fulfill the trust responsibility 
of the United States to the Tribe, it is appro
priate that the United States participate in 
the implementation of the Agreement and 
contribute funds for the rehabilitation and 
expansion of existing reservation irrigation 
facilities so as to enable the Tribe to utilize 
fully its water resources in developing a di
verse, efficient reservation economy. 

(b) PURPOSES OF ACT.-lt is the purpose of 
this Act-

(1) to approve, ratify, and confirm the 
Agreement to be entered into by the Tribe 
and its neighboring non-Indian communities, 

(2) to authorize and direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to execute and perform such 
Agreement, and 

(3) to authorize the actions and appropria
tions necessary for the United States to ful
fill its legal and trust obligations to the 
Tribe as provided in the Agreement and this 
Act. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act: 
(1) "Active conservation capacity" means 

that storage space, exclusive of bank stor
age, available to store water which can be re
leased through existing reservoir outlet 
works. 

(2) "Agreement" means that agreement 
among the San Carlos Apache Tribe; the 
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United States of America.; the State of Ari
zona; the Salt River Project Agricultural Im
provement and Power District; the Salt 
River Valley Water Users' Association; the 
Roosevelt Water Conservation District; the 
Arizona cities of Chandler, Glendale, Globe, 
Mesa, Safford, Scottsdale and Tempe, the 
town of Gilbert; Buckeye Water Conserva
tion and Drainage District, Buckeye Irriga
tion Company, the Phelps Dodge Corporation 
and the Central Arizona Water Conservation 
District, together with all exhibits thereto, 
as the same is executed by the Secretary of 
the Interior pursuant to sections lO(c) and 
ll(a)(7) of this Act. 

(3) "CAP" means the Central Arizona 
Project, a reclamation project authorized 
under title ill of the Colorado River Basin 
Project Act of 1968 (43 U.S.C. 1521 et seq.). 

(4) "CAWCD" means the Central Arizona 
Water Conservation District, organized 
under the laws of the State of Arizona, which 
is the contractor under a contract with the 
United States, dated December 15, 1972, for 
the delivery of water and repayment of costs 
of the Central Arizona Project. 

(5) "Globe Equity Decree" means the de
cree dated June 29, 1935, entered in the Unit
ed States of America v. Gila Valley Irriga
tion District, et al., Globe Equity 59, in the 
District Court of the United States in and 
for the District of Arizona, and all decrees 
and decisions supplemental thereto. 

(6) "Reservation" means the reservation 
authorized by the Treaty with the Apache 
Nation dated July 1, 1852 (10 Stat. 979), estab
lished by the Executive orders of November 
9, 1871 and December 14, 1872, as modified by 
subsequent Executive orders and Acts of 
Congress including the Executive order of 
August 5, 1873. 

(7) "RWCD" means the Roosevelt Water 
Conservation District, an irrigation district 
organized under the laws of the State of Ari
zona. 

(8) "Secretary" means the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

(9) "SRP" means the Salt River Project 
Agricultural Improvement and Power Dis
trict, a political subdivision of the State of 
Arizona, and the Salt River Valley Water 
Users' Association, an Arizona Corporation. 

(10) "SCIP" means the San Carlos Irriga
tion Project authorized pursuant to the Act 
of June 7, 1924 (42 Stat. 475), expanded pursu
ant to the Act of March 7, 1928 (45 Stat. 200, 
210), and administered by the Bureau of In
dian Affairs. 

(11) "Tribe" means the San Carlos Apache 
Tribe, a tribe of Apache Indians organized 
under section 16 of the Indian Reorganiza
tion Act of June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 987; 25 
U.S.C. 476), and duly recognized by the Sec
retary. 
SEC. 4. WATER. 

(a) REALLOCATION OF WATER.-The Sec
retary shall reallocate, for the exclusive use 
of the Tribe, all of the water referred to in 
subsection (0(2) of section 2 of the Act of Oc
tober 19, 1984 (98 Stat. 2698), which is not re
quired for delivery to the Ak-Chin Indian 
Reservation under that Act. The Secretary 
shall exclude, for the purposes of determin
ing the allocation and repayment of costs of 
the CAP as provided in Article 9.3 of Con
tract No. 14-06-W-245, Amendment No. 1, be
tween the United States and CAWCD dated 
December 1, 1988, and any amendment or re
vision thereof, the costs associated with such 
water from CA WCD's repayment obligation 
and such costs shall be nonreimbursable. 

(b) PARTIAL SATISFACTION OF CLAIMS.-Not
withsta.nding any other provision of this Act, 
in the event the authorizations contained in 

section 8(b) do not become effective, the 
water referred to in subsection 4(a) of this 
Act shall constitute partial satisfaction of 
the Tribe's claims for water in the proceed
ing entitled "In Re the General Adjudication 
of All Rights To Use Water in the Gila River 
System and Source, Maricopa County Supe
rior Court Nos. W-1, W-2, W-3, and W-4 (con
solidated), as against the parties identified 
i'n section 3(2) of this Act. 

(c) ADDITIONAL ALLOCATIONS.-The Sec
retary shall reallocate to the Tribe an an
nual entitlement to 14,655 acre-feet of water 
from the Central Arizona Project having a 
CAP municipal and industrial priority, 
which the Secretary previously allocated to 
Phelps Dodge Corporation in the Notice of 
Final Water Allocations to Indian and non
Indian Water Users. and Related Decisions, 
dated March 24, 1983 (48 F.R. 12446 et seq.). 
The Tribe shall pay the United States or, if 
directed by the Secretary, CAWCD, all oper
ation, maintenance and replacement costs 
associated with such CAP water. Except as 
provided in subsection (e)(3) of section 6, 
water service capital charges, or any other 
charges or payments for such CAP water 
other than operation, maintenance and re
placement costs shall be nonreimbursable. 
The Secretary shall exclude, for the purposes 
of determining the allocation and repayment 
of costs of the CAP as provided in Article 9.3 
of Contract No. 14-06-W-245, Amendment No. 
l, between the United States and CAWCD 
dated December l, 1988, and any amendment 
or revision thereof, the costs associated with 
such water from CAWCD's repayment obliga
tion and such costs shall be 
nonreimbursable. 

(d) ADDITIONAL ALLOCATIONS.-The Sec
retary shall reallocate to the Tribe and an
nual entitlement to 3,480 acre-feet of water 
from the Central Arizona Project having a 
CAP municipal and industrial priority, 
which the Secretary previously allocated to 
the city of Globe, Arizona in the Notice of 
Final Water Allocations to Indian and Non
Indian Water Users and Related Decisions, 
dated March 24, 1983 (48 F .R. 12466 et seq.). 
The Tribe shall pay the United States or, if 
directed by the Secretary CA WCD, all oper
ation, maintenance and replacement costs 
associated with such CAP water. Except as 
provided in subsection (e)(3) of section 6, 
water service capital charges, or any other 
charges or payments of such CAP water 
other than operation, maintenance and re
placement costs shall be nonreimbursable. 
The Secretary shall exclude, for the purposes 
of determining the allocation and repayment 
of costs of the CAP as provided in Article 9.3 
of contract No. 14-06-W-245, Amendment No. 
1, between the United States and CAWCD 
dated December 1, 1988, and any amendment 
or revision thereof, the costs associated with 
such water from CA WCD's repayment obliga
tion and such costs shall be reimbursable. 

(e) WATER STORAGE POOL.-Notwithsta.nd
ing the Act of June 7, 1924 (43 Stat. 475), as 
amended by the Act of March 7, 1928 (45 Stat. 
200, 210), in order to permit the Tribe to 
maintain permanently a pool of stored water 
for fish, wildlife, recreation and other pur
poses, the Secretary shall designate for the 
benefit of the Tribe such active conservation 
capacity behind Coolidge Dam on the Gila 
River in Arizona as is not being used by the 
Secretary to meet the obligations of SCIP 
for irrigation storage, except that any water 
stored by the Tribe shall be the first water 
to spill ("spill water") from Coolidge Dam. 
The water stored by the Tribe shall be, at 
the Tribe's designation, the water provided 
to the Tribe pursuant to subsections (a), (c) 

and (d) of this section, its entitlement of 
12,700 acre-feet of water under its Tribal CAP 
Delivery Contract dated December 11, 1981; 
the water referred to in section 10(0, or any 
combination thereof. A pro rat.a share of 
evaporation and seepage losses shall be de
ducted daily from the Tribe's stored water 
balance as provided in the Agreement. The 
Tribe shall pay an equitable share of the op
eration and maintenance costs for the water 
stored for the benefit of the Tribe, subject to 
the Act of July 1, 1932 (47 Stat. 564, 25 U.S.C. 
386 et seq.) The water stored by the Tribe 
pursuant to this subsection shall not be sub
ject to apportionments pursuant to Article 
Vill (2) of the Globe Equity Decree. Not later 
than January 31 of each year, the Secretary 
shall notify the United States District Court 
for the District of Arizona of the Tribe's 
stored water balance as of January 1 of that 
year. The Secretary shall notify said Court 
of the Tribe's stored water balance at least 
once per calendar month and at such more 
frequent intervals as conditions, in the Sec
retary's judgment, may require. 

<O ExECUTION OF AGREEMENT.-The Sec
retary shall execute the Agreement which 
establishes, as between and among the par
ties to Agreement, the Tribe's permanent 
right, except as provided in paragraphs 13.0, 
14.0 and 15.0 of the Agreement, to the on-res
ervation diversion and use of all ground 
water beneath the Tribe's Reservation, sub
ject to the management plan referred to in 
section lO(D) of this Act, and all surface 
water in all tributaries within the Tribe's 
Reservation to the mainstreams of: The 
Black River, the Salt River below its con
fluence with the Black River, the San Pedro 
River and the Gila River, including the 
right, except as provided in paragraphs 14.0 
and 15.0 of the Agreement, to fully regulate 
and store such water on the tributaries. The 
Tribe's rights to the mainstream of Black 
River, San Pedro River and the Gila River 
shall be as provided in the Agreement and 
the Globe Equity Decree. With respect to 
parties not subject to the waiver authorized 
by subsection 8(b) of this Act, the claims of 
the Tribe and the United States, as trustee 
for the Tribe, are preserved. 

(g) GILA RIVER EXCHANGES.-Any exchange 
pursuant to this legislation of Gila River 
water for water supplied by the CAP shall 
not amend, alter or conflict with the ex
changes authorized by section 304<0 of the 
Colorado River Basin Project Act (43 U.S.C. 
1524(0). 
SEC. 5. RATIFICATION AND CONFIRMATION OF 

CONTRACTS. 
(a) RATIFICATION OF CONTRACT.-Except as 

provided in section lO(i), the contract be
tween the SRP and the RWCD District dated 
October 24, 1924, together with all amend
ments thereto and any extension thereto en
tered into pursuant to the Agreement, is 
ratified, confirmed, and declared to be valid. 

(b) SUBCONTRACT.-The Secretary shall re
vise the subcontract of the Roosevelt Water 
Conservation District for agricultural water 
service from the CAP to include an adden
dum substantially in the form of Exhibit 
"A" to the Agreement and to execute the 
subcontract as revised. Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Secretary shall 
approve the conversions of agricult ural 
water to municipal and industrial uses au
thorized by the addendum at such time or 
times as the conditions authorizing such 
conversions, as set forth in the addendum, 
are found to exist. 

(c) RESTRICTIONS.-The lands within RWCD 
and SRP shall be free from the ownership 
and full cost pricing limitations of Federal 
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reclamation law and from all full cost pric
ing provisions of Federal law. 

(d) DISCLAIMER.-No person, entity or lands 
shall become subject to the provisions of the 
Reclamation Reform Act of 1982 (43 U.S.C. 
390aa et seq.) or any full cost pricing provi
sion of Federal law by virtue of their partici
pation in the settlement or their execution 
and performance of the Agreement, or the 
use, storage or delivery of CAP water pursu
ant to a lease, sublease or exchange of water 
to which the Tribe is entitled under this Act. 

(e) FULL COST PRICING PROVISIONS.-The 
lands within the Tribe's Reservation shall be 
free from all full cost pricing provisions of 
Federal law. 

(f) CERTAIN ExTENSIONS AUTHORIZED.-Not
Withstanding any other · provision of law or 
any other provision of this Act, the Sec
retary, subject to tribal approval, is author
ized and directed to: extend the term of that 
right-of-way permit granted to Phelps Dodge 
Corporation on March 8, 1950, and all amend
ments thereto, for the construction, oper
ation and maintenance of an electrical 
transmission line and existing road for ac
cess to those facilities over the lands of the 
Tribe; extend the term of that right-of-way 
permit numbered 2000089 granted on July 25, 
1944, to Phelps Dodge Corporation, and all 
amendments thereto, for the construction, 
use, operation and maintenance of a water 
plant, pipeline, canal, water flowage ease
ment through Willow Creek and existing 
road for access to those facilities over the 
lands of the Tribe; and grant a water flowage 
easement through the portions of Eagle 
Creek flowing through the Tribe's Reserva
tion. Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, each such right-of-way and flowage 
easement shall be for a term expiring on 
March 8, 2090, and shall be subject to the 
right of Phelps Dodge to renew the rights-of
way and flowage easements for an additional 
term of up to 100 years, subject to payment 
of rental at a rate based upon fair market re
tail value. 
SEC. 8. WATER DELIVERY CONTRACT AMEND

MENTS; WATER LEASE, WATER WITH· 
DRAWAL. 

(a) AMENDMENT OF CONTRACT.-The Sec
retary shall amend the CAP water delivery 
contract between the United States and the 
Ak-Chin Indian Community dated December 
11, 1980, and the contract between the United 
States and the Ak-Chin Indian Community 
dated October 2, 1985, as is necessary to sat
isfy the requirements of section 4(a) of this 
Act. 

(b) CONTRACT AMENDMENT.-The Secretary 
shall amend the CAP water delivery contract 
between the United States and the Tribe 
dated December 11, 1980 (hereinafter referred 
to as the "Tribal CAP Delivery Contract"), 
as follows: 

(1) To include the obligation by the United 
States to deliver water to the Tribe upon the 
same terms and conditions set forth in the 
Tribal CAP Delivery Contract as follows: 
water from those sources described in sub
sections (a), (c), and (d) of section 4 of this 
Act; except that the water reallocated pursu
ant to such subsections shall retain the pri
ority such water had prior to its 
reallocation. The cost to the United States 
to meet the Secretary's obligation to design 
and construct new fac111ties to delivery CAP 
water shall not exceed the cost of construc
tion of the delivery and distribution system 
for the 12,700 acrefeet of CAP water origi
nally allocated to the Tribe. 

(2) To extend the term of such contract to 
December 31, 2100, and to provide for its sub
sequent renewal upon the same terms and 

conditions as the Tribal CAP Delivery Con
tract, as amended. 

(3) To authorize the Tribe to lease or to 
enter into an option or options to lease the 
water to which the Tribe is entitled under 
the Tribal CAP Delivery Contract, as amend
ed, within Maricopa, Pinal and Pima Coun
ties for terms not exceeding one hundred 
years and to renew such leases. 

(4) To authorize the Tribe to lease water to 
which the Tribe is entitled under the Tribal 
CAP Delivery Contract, as amended, to the 
city of Scottsdale under the terms and condi
tions of the Water Lease set forth in Exhibit 
"B" to the Agreement. 

(5) To authorize the Tribe to lease water to 
which the Tribe is entitled under the Tribal 
CAP Delivery Contract, as amended, includ
ing, but not limited to, the cities of Chan
dler, Glendale, Goodyear, Mesa, Peoria, 
Phoenix, Scottsdale, Tempe and the town of 
Gilbert. 

(C) APPROVAL OF AMENDMENTS.-Notwith
standing any other provision of law, the 
amendments to the Tribal CAP Delivery 
Contract set forth in Exhibit "C" to the 
Agreement are hereby authorized, approved 
and confirmed. 

(d) CHARGES NOT To BE lMPOSED.-The 
United States shall not impose upon the 
Tribe the operation, maintenance and re
placement charges described and set forth in 
section 6 of the Tribal CAP Delivery Con
tract or any other charge with respect to 
CAP water delivered or required to be deliv
ered to the lessee or lessees of the options to 
lease or leases herein authorized. 

(e) WATER LEASE.-Except as provided in 
paragraph (3) of this subsection, any Water 
Lease entered into by the Tribe as author
ized by section 6 shall specifically provide 
that-

(1) the lessee shall pay all operation, main
tenance and replacement costs of such water 
to the United States, or if directed by the 
Secretary, to CA WCD; and 

(2) except as provided in paragraph (3) of 
this subsection, the lessee shall not be obli
gated to pay water service capital charges or 
municipal and industrial subcontract 
charges or any other charges or payment for 
such CAP water other than the operation, 
maintenance and replacement costs and 
lease payments. 

(3) with respect to the water reallocated to 
the Tribe pursuant to subsections (c) and (d) 
of section 4, the Tribe or lessee shall pay any 
water service capital charges or municipal 
and industrial subcontract charges for any 
water use or lease from the effective date of 
this Act through September 30, 1995. 

(f) ALLOCATION AND REPAYMENT OF COSTS.
For the purpose of determining allocation 
and repayment of costs of the CAP as pro
vided in Article 9.3 of Contract Numbered 14-
06-W-245, Amendment No. 1, between the 
United States of America and CAWCD dated 
December 1, 1988, and any amendment or re
vision thereof, the costs associated with the 
delivery of water to which the Tribe is enti
tled under the Tribal Delivery Contract, as 
amended, to the lessee or lessees of the op
tions to lease or leases herein authorized 
shall be nonreimbursable, and such costs 
shall be excluded from CA WCD's repayment 
obligation. 

(g) AGREEMENTS.-The Secretary shall, in 
consultation with the Tribe, enter into 
agreements necessary to permit the Tribe to 
exchange, within the State of Arizona, all or 
part of the water available to it under its 
Tribal CAP Delivery Contract, as amended. 

(h) RATIFICATION.-As among the parties to 
the Agreement, the right of the city of Globe 

to withdraw and use water from under the 
Cutter subarea under the Agreement, as lim
ited and conditioned thereunder, is hereby 
ratified and confirmed. 

(i) USE OF WATER.-As among the parties 
to the Agreement, the right of the city of 
Safford to withdraw and use water from the 
Bonita Creek watershed as provided in the 
Agreement, as limited and conditioned 
thereunder, is hereby ratified and confirmed. 

(j) WITHDRAWAL AND USE OF WATER.-As 
between the Tribe and Phelps Dodge, the 
right of Phelps Dodge to divert, withdraw 
and use water as provided in the Agreement, 
as limited and conditioned thereunder, is 
hereby ratified and confirmed. 

(k) PROHIBITIONS.-Except as authorized by 
this section, no water made available to the 
Tribe pursuant to the Agreement, the Globe 
Equity Decree, or this Act may be sold, 
leased, transferred or in any way used off the 
Tribe's Reservation. 
SEC. 7. CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION; 

TRUST FUND. 
(a) DUTIES.-The Secretary is directed-
(!) pursuant to the existing authority of 

the Colorado River Basin Project Act (43 
U.S.C. 1501 et seq.) to design and construct 
new facilities for the delivery of 12,700 acre
feet of CAP water originally allocated to the 
Tribe to tribal reservation lands at a cost 
which shall not exceed the cost for such de
sign and construction which would have been 
incurred by the Secretary in the absence of 
the Agreement and this Act; and 

(2) to amend the contract between the 
United States Economic Development Ad
ministration and the Tribe relating to the 
construction of Elgo Dam on the San Carlos 
Apache Indian Reservation, Project No. 07-
81-000210, to provide that all remaining re
payment obligations owing to the United 
States on the date of the enactment of this 
Act are discharged. 

(b) FUND.-There is established in the 
Treasury of the United States a fund to be 
known as the "San Carlos Apache Tribe De
velopment Trust Fund" (hereinafter called 
the "Fund") for the exclusive use and benefit 
of the Tribe. The Secretary shall deposit into 
the Fund the funds authorized to be appro
priated in subsection (c) and the $3,000,000 
provided by the State of Arizona pursuant to 
the Agreement. There shall be deposited into 
the Fund any monies paid to the Tribe or to 
the Secretary on behalf of the Tribe from 
leases or options to lease water authorized 
by section 6 of this Act. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION.-There are authorized 
to be appropriated $18,800,000 in fiscal year 
1993, and $19,600,000 in fiscal year 1994, to
gether with interest accruing thereon begin
ning one year from the date of enactment of 
this Act at rates determined by the Sec
retary of the Treasury, taking into consider
ation the average market yield on outstand
ing Federal obligations of comparable matu
rity, to carry out the provisions of sub
section (b). 

(d) USE OF FUND.-When the authorizations 
contained in section 8(b) of this Act are ef
fective, the principal of the Fund and any in
terest or income accruing thereon may be 
used by the Tribe to put to beneficial use the 
Tribe's water entitlement, to defray the cost 
to the Tribe of CAP operation, maintenance 
and replacement charges as appropriate, and 
for other economic and community develop
ment purposes. The income from the Fund 
shall be distributed by the Secretary to the 
San Carlos Apache Tribe only upon presen
tation to the Secretary of a certified copy of 
a duly enacted Resolution of the Tribal 
Council requesting distribution and a writ-
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ten budget approved by the Tribal Council. 
Such income may thereafter be expended 
only in accordance with such budget. Income 
not distributed shall be added to principal. 
The principal from the Fund may be distrib
uted by the Secretary to the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe only upon presentation to the 
Secretary of a certified copy of a duly en
acted Resolution of the Tribal Council re
questing distribution and a written budget 
approved by the Tribal Council and the Sec
retary. Such principal may thereafter be ex
pended only in accordance with such budget: 
Provided, however, That the principal may 
only be utilized for long-term economic de
velopment projects. In approving a budget 
for the distribution of income or principal, 
the Secretary shall, in accordance with regu
lations promulgated pursuant to subsection 
(e) of this section, be assured that methods 
exist and will be employed to ensure the use 
of the funds shall be in accordance with the 
approved budget. 

(e) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary shall, no 
later than 30 days after the date the author
izations contained in section 8(b) are effec
tive, promulgate regulations necessary to 
carry out the purposes of subsection (d). 

(f) DISCLAIMER.-The United States shall 
not be liable for any claim or cause of action 
arising from the Tribe's use or expenditure 
of monies distributed from the Fund. 
SEC. 8. SATISFACl'ION OF CLAIMS. 

(a) FULL SATISFACTION OF CLAIMS.-Except 
as provided in subsection (e) of this section, 
the benefits realized by the Tribe and its 
members under this Act shall constitute full 
and complete satisfaction of all members' 
claims for water rights or injuries to water 
rights under Federal, State and other laws 
(including claims for water rights in ground 
water, surface water, and effluent) from time 
immemorial to the effective date of this Act. 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, nothing in 
this Act shall be deemed to recognize or es
tablish any right of a member of the Tribe to 
water on the Tribe's Reservation. 

(b) RELEASE.-The Tribe, on behalf of itself 
and its members, and the Secretary on be
half of the United States, are authorized, as 
part of the performance of the obligations 
under the Agreement, to execute a waiver 
and release, except as provided in the Agree
ment, of all claims of water rights or injuries 
to water rights (including water rights in 
ground water, surface water and effluent), 
from time immemorial to the effective date 
of this Act, and any and all future claims of 
water rights (including water rights in 
ground water, surface water and effluent), 
from and after the effective date of this Act, 
which the Tribe and its members may have, 
against the United States, the State of Ari
zona or any agency or political subdivision 
thereof, or any other person, corporation, or 
municipal corporation, arising under the 
laws of the United States, the State of Ari
zona or otherwise. 

(C) ADDITIONAL RELEASES.-Except as pro
vided in the Agreement, the United States 
shall not assert any claim against the State 
of Arizona or any political subdivision there
of, or any person, corporation or municipal 
corporation, arising under the laws of the 
United States, the State of Arizona or other
wise in its own right or on behalf of the 
Tribe based upon-

(1) water rights or injuries to water rights 
(including water rights in ground water, sur
face water and effluent) of the Tribe and its 
members, or 

(2) water rights or injuries to water rights 
(including water rights in ground water, sur
face water and effluent) held by the United 

States on behalf of the Tribe and its mem
bers. 

(d) SAVINGS PRoVISION.-In the event the 
authorizations contained in subsection (b) of 
this section do not become effective pursu
ant to section ll(a), the Tribe and the United 
States shall retain the right to assert past 
and future water rights claims as to all Res
ervation lands. 

(e) DISCLAIMER.-Nothing in this Act shall 
affect the water right or claims related to 
the San Carlos Apache Allotments outside 
the exterior boundaries of the Reservation. 

(f) AK-CHIN WATER CLAIMS; WAIVER AND 
RELEASE.-Lands receiving CAP water shall 
be free from the ownership and full cost pric
ing limitations of Federal reclamation law 
and from all full cost pricing provisions of 
Federal law: Provided, That, as to each non
Indian agricultural contractor of such water, 
such exemptions shall be contingent upon 
the execution by such contractor of a waiver 
and release of any and all claims resulting 
from the reallocation of water to the Tribe 
pursuant to section 4(a) of this Act. 
SEC. 9. ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE. 

(a) No MAJOR FEDERAL ACTION.-Execution 
of the settlement agreement by the Sec
retary as provided for in section lO(c) shall 
not constitute major Federal action under 
the National Environmental Policy Act (42 
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). The Secretary shall 
carry out all necessary environmental com
pliance during the implementation phase of 
this settlement. 

(b) AUTHORIZATIONS.-There are authorized 
to be appropriated such sums as may be nec
essary to carry out all necessary environ
mental compliance associated with the set
tlement under this Act, including mitigation 
measures adopted by the Secretary. 

(c) LEAD AGENCY.-With respect to such 
settlement, the Bureau of Reclamation shall 
be designated as the lead agency in regard to 
environmental compliance, and shall coordi
nate and cooperate with the other affected 
Federal agencies as required under applica
ble Federal environmental laws. 

(d) ENVIRONMENTAL ACTS.-The Secretary 
shall comply with all aspects of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4321 et 
seq.) and the Endangered Species Act (16 
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), and other applicable Fed
eral environmental Acts and regulations in 
proceeding through the implementation 
phase of such settlement. 
SEC. 10. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

(a) WAIVER OF SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY.-ln 
the event any party to the Agreement files a 
lawsuit in any United States district court 
relating only and directly to the interpreta
tion or enforcement of this Act or the Agree
ment, naming the United States of America 
or the Tribe as parties, authorization is here
by granted to joining the United States of 
America or the Tribe, or both, in any such 
litigation, and any claim by the United 
States of America or the Tribe to sovereign 
immunity from such suit is hereby waived. 

(b) CERTAIN CLAIMS PROHIBITED.-The Unit
ed States of America shall make no claims 
for reimbursement of costs arising out of the 
implementation of this Act or the Agree
ment against any lands within the San Car
los Apache Indian Reservation, and no as
sessment shall be made with regard to such 
costs against such lands. 

(c) APPROVAL OF AGREEMENT.-Except to 
the extent that the Agreement conflicts with 
the provisions of this Act, such Agreement is 
hereby approved, ratified and confirmed. The 
Secretary shall execute and perform such 
Agreement as approved, ratified and con
firmed. The Secretary is authorized to exe-

cute any amendments to the Agreement and 
perform any action required by any amend
ments to the Agreement which may be mu
tually agreed upon by the parties. 

(d) GROUND WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN.
The Secretary shall establish a ground water 
management plan for the San Carlos Apache 
Reservation which, except as is necessary to 
be consistent with the provisions of this Act, 
will have the same effect as a management 
plan developed under Arizona law. 

(e) AMENDMENT TO THE ACT OF APRIL 4, 
1938.-The Act of April 4, 1938 (52 Stat. 193; 25 
U.S.C. 390) is amended by inserting imme
diately before the period at the end thereof a 
colon and the following: "Provided further, 
That concessions for recreation and fish and 
wildlife purposes on San Carlos Lake may be 
granted only by the governing body of the 
San Carlos Apache Tribe upon such condi
tions and subject to such limitations as may 
be set forth in the constitution and bylaws of 
such Tribe". ' 

(f) SAN CARLOS RESERVOIR.-There is here
by transferred to the Tribe the Secretary's 
entitlement of 30,000 acre-feet of water, less 
any evaporation and seepage losses from the 
date of acquisition by the Secretary to the 
date of transfer, which the Secretary may 
have acquired through substituting CAP 
water for water to which the Gila River In
dian Community and the San Carlos Irriga
tion and Drainage District had a right to be 
released from San Carlos Reservoir and de
livered to them in 1990. 

(g) LIMITATION.-No part of the Fund estab
lished by section 7(b) of this Act, including 
principal and income, or income from op
tions to lease water or water leases author
ized by section 6, may be used to make per 
capita payments to members of the Tribe. 

(h) DISCLAIMER.-Nothing in this Act shall 
be construed to repeal, modify, amend, 
change or affect the Secretary's obligations 
to the Ak-Chin Indian Community pursuant 
to the Act of October 19, 1984 (98 Stat. 2698). 

(i) WATER RIGHTS.-Nothing in this Act 
shall be construed to quantify or otherwise 
affect the water rights, claims or entitle
ments to water of any Arizona tribe, band or 
community, other than the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe. 

(j) PLANET RANCH.-The Secretary is au
thorized and directed to acquire, with the 
consent of and upon terms mutually accept
able to the city of Scottsdale ("city") and 
the Secretary, all of the city's right, title 
and interest in Planet Ranch located on the 
Bill Williams River in Arizona, including all 
water rights appurtenant to that property, 
and the city's January 1988 application filed 
with the Arizona Department of Water Re
sources to appropriate water from the Bill 
Williams River through a land exchange 
based on fair market value. If an exchange is 
made with land purchased by the Bureau of 
Reclamation for the construction and oper
ation of the Central Arizona Project, then, 
upon commencement of repayment by 
CA WCD of the reimbursable costs of the 
Central Arizona Project, the fair market 
value of those lands so exchanged shall be 
credited in full against the annual payments 
due from CA WCD under Article 9.4(a) of Con
tract No. l~W-245, Amendment No. l, be
tween the United States and CAWCD dated 
December 1, 1988, and any amendment or re
vision thereof, until exhausted: Provided, 
however, That the authorized appropriation 
ceiling of the Central Arizona Project shall 
not be affected in any manner by the provi
sions of this subsection. 

(k) REPEAL.-Section 304(c)(3) of the Colo
rado River Basin Project Act (43 U.S.C. 
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1524(c)(3)) is hereby repealed. This subsection 
does not authorize transportation of water 
pumped within the exterior boundary of a 
Federal reclamation project established 
prior to September 30, 1968, pursuant to the 
Act of June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388; 43 U.S.C. 
391), as amended and supplemented, across 
project boundaries. 

(1) WATER RIGHTS.-Nothing in this Act 
shall be construed to affect the water rights 
or the water rights claims of any Federal 
agency other than the Bureau of Indian Af
fairs on behalf of the San Carlos Apache 
Tribe, nor shall anything in this Act be con
strued to prohibit the United States from 
confirming in the Agreement, except on be
half of Indian tribes other than the San Car
los Apache Tribe, the Gila River and Little 
Colorado River watershed water rights of 
other parties to the Agreement by making 
express provisions for the same in the Agree
ment. 
SEC. 11. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE OF AUTHORIZATION.
The authorization contained in section 8(b) 
of this Act shall become effective as of the 
date the Secretary causes to be published in 
the Federal Register a statement of findings 
that-

(1) the Secretary has fulfilled the require
ments of sections 4 and 6; 

(2) the Roosevelt Water Conservation Dis
trict subcontract for agricultural water serv
ice from CAP has been revised and executed 
as provided in section 5(b); 

(3) the funds authorized by section 7(c) 
have been appropriated and deposited into 
the Fund; 

(4) the contract referred to in section 
7(a)(2) has been amended; 

(5) the State of Arizona has appropriated 
and deposited into the Fund $3,000,000 as re
quired by the Agreement; 

(6) the stipulations attached to the Agree
ment as Exhibits "D" and "E" have been ap
proved; and 

(7) the Agreement has been modified, to 
the extent it is in conflict with this Act, and 
has been executed by the Secretary. 

(b) CONDITIONS.-(1) If the actions described 
in paragraphs (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6), and (7) 
of subsection (a) of this Act have not oc
curred by December 31, 1994, subsections (c) 
and (d) of section 4, subsections (a) and (b), 
of section 5, section 6, subsection (a)(2), (c), 
(d), and (f) of section 7, subsections (b) and 
(c) of section 8, and subsections (a), (b), (c), 
(d), (e), (g), (h), (j), and (1) of section 10 of 
this Act, together with any contracts en
tered into pursuant to any such section or 
subsection, shall not be effective on and 
after the date of enactment of this Act, and 
any funds appropriated pursuant to section 
7(c), and remaining unobligated and unex
pended on the date of the enactment of this 
Act, shall immediately revert to the Treas
ury, as general revenues, and any funds ap
propriated by the State of Arizona pursuant 
to the Agreement, and remaining unobli
gated and unexpended on the date of the en
actment of this Act, shall immediately re
vert to the State of Arizona. 

(2) Notwithstanding the provisions of para
graph (1) of this subsection, if the provisions 
of subsections (a) and (b) of section 5 of this 
Act have been otherwise accomplished pursu
ant to provisions of the Act of October 20, 
1988, the provisions of paragraph (1) of this 
subsection shall not be construed as affect
ing such subsections. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR CONSENT 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, as if 

in executive session, I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate proceed to the 
immediate consideration, en bloc, of 
all nominations reported today by the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, with 
the exception of Jill Kent. 

David A. Colson to be Assistant Sec
retary of State for Oceans and Fish
eries Affairs; 

Richard Clark Barkley to be Min
ister-Counselor to the Republic of Tur
key; 

James F. Dobbins to be U.S. Rep
resentative to the European Commu
nity; 

John C. Kornblum to be an Ambas
sador during his tenure as Head of Del
egation to the Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe; 

John F. W. Rogers to be Under Sec
retary of State for Management; 

Paul E. Sussman to be a member of 
the Board of Directors of the Inter
American Foundation; 

Elaine L. Chao to be Director of the 
Peace Corps; 

William Hybl and Walter R. Roberts 
to be members of the Advisory Com
mission on Public Diplomacy; and 

Foreign Service promotions placed 
on the Secretary's desk. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
any statements be printed in the 
RECORD, as if read, that the nomina
tions be confirmed, en bloc; that the 
motions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, en bloc; and that the President 
be notified of the Senate's action. 

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

The nominations considered and con
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

David A. Colson, of Maryland, a career 
member of the Senior Executive Service, for 
the rank of Ambassador during his tenure of 
service as Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
State for Oceans and Fisheries Affairs. 

Richard Clark Barkley, of Michigan, a ca
reer member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
class of Minister-Counselor, of the United 
States of America to the Republic of Turkey. 

James F. Dobbins, of New York, a career 
member of the Senior Foreign Service, class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be representative 
of the United States of America to the Euro
pean Communities, with the rank and status 
of Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary. 

John Christian Kornblum, of Michigan, a 
career member of the Senior Foreign Serv
ice, class of Minister-Counselor, for the rank 
of Ambassador during his tenure of service 
as Head of Delegation to the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). 

John F. W. Rogers, of New York, to be 
Under Secretary of State for Management, 
vice Ivan Selin. 

Paul Edward Sussman, of Illinois, to be a 
member of the Board of Directors of the 
Inter-American Foundation for a term expir
ing October 6, 1992, vice John C. Duncan. 

Elaine L. Chao, of California, to be Direc
tor of the Peace Corps, vice Paul D. 
Coverdell, resigned. 

The following named persons to be mem
bers of the United States Advisory Commis
sion on Public Diplomacy: 

William Hybl, of Colorado, for a term ex
piring July l, 1994 (reappointment). 

Walter R. Roberts, of the District of Co
lumbia, for a term expiring April 6, 1994, vice 
Louis B. Susman, term expired. 

ANNUAL REPORTS OF THE DE
PARTMENT OF EDUCATION-MES
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
PM 83 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be

fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I transmit herewith the annual re

ports of the Department of Education 
for fiscal years 1989 and 1990, pursuant 
to section 426 of the Department of 
Education Organization Act (Public 
Law 96-88; 20 U.S.C. 3486). 

GEORGE BUSH. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 8, 1991. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 

SIGNED 
At 2:28 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bills and joint 
resolution: 

S. 1773. An act to extend until October 18, 
1991, the legislative reinstatement of the 
power of Indian tribes to exercise criminal 
jurisdiction over Indians; 

R.R. 2387. An act to authorize appropria
tions for certain programs for the conserva
tion of striped bass; 

R.R. 3259. An act to authorize appropria
tions for drug abuse education and preven
tion programs relating to youth gangs and to 
runaway and homeless youth, and for other 
purposes; and 

H.J. Res. 189. Joint resolution designating 
October 8, 1991, as "National Firefighters 
Day." 

The enrolled bills and joint resolu
tion were subsequently signed by the 
Acting President pro tempore [Mr. 
ROBB]. 

At 6:03 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House agrees to the 
report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Sen
ate to the bill (H.R. 2698) making ap
propriations for Agriculture, Rural De
velopment, Food and Drug Administra
tion, and Related Agencies programs 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1992, and for other purposes; it recedes 
from its disagreement to the amend
ments of the Senate numbered 28, 31, 
61, 68, 75, 94, 111, 116, 125, 127, 138, 162, 
178, 202, 209, 212, 213, 214, 215, 219, 222, 
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237, 239, and 240 to the bill, and agrees 
thereto; and it recedes from its dis
agreement to the amendments of the 
Senate numbered 25, 27, 34, 35, 36, 48, 49, 
50, 52, 63, 64, 70, 83, 88, 103, 107' 108, 156, 
176, 177, 184, 205, and 241 to the said bill, 
and agrees thereto, each with an 
amendment, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House agrees to the report of the com
m! ttee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
2426) making appropriations for mili
tary construction for the Department 
of Defense for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1992, and for other pur
poses; it recedes from its disagreement 
to the amendments of the Senate num
bered 10, 28, and 29 to the said bill, and 
agrees thereto, and that the House re
cedes from its disagreement to the 
amendments of the Senate numbered 1, 
3, 5, 15, 19, 22, and 30 to the said bill, 
and agrees thereto, each with an 
amendment, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

The message further announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of section 
1205(a)(4) of Public Law 101-628, the 
Speaker appoints on the part of the 
House Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, 
to the Civil War Sites Advisory Com
mission to fill the existing vacancy 
thereon. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc
uments, which were referred as indi
cated: 

EC-2003. A communication from the Sec
retary of Agriculture, transmitting, pursu
ant to law, the 1990 annual report entitled 
"Trade Policies and Market Opportunities 
for U.S. Farm Exports"; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-2004. A communication from the Comp
troller General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the 
President's sixth special impoundment mes
sage for fiscal year 1991; pursuant to the 
order of January 30, 1975, as modified by the 
order of April 11, 1986, referred jointly to the 
Committee on Appropriations, the Commit
tee on the Budget, the Committee on Armed 
Services, and the Committee on Foreign Re
lations. 

EC-2005. A communication from the Comp
troller General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the de
ferral of certain budget authority in the De
partment of Veterans Affairs; pursuant to 
the order of January 30, 1975, as modified on 
April 11, 1986, referred jointly to the Com
mittee on Appropriations, the Committee on 
the Budget, and the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

EC-2006. A communication from the Sec
retary of the Army, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report that the current procure
ment unit cost baseline has been exceeded by 
25 percent or more for the Multiple Launch 

Rocket System; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

EC-2007. A communication from the Gen
eral Counsel of the Department of Defense, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to amend title 10, United States Code, to per
mit the Department of Defense to adhere to 
uniform Federal regulations requiring the 
informed consent of persons participating in 
human medical research; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

EC-2008. A communication from the Gen
eral Counsel of the Department of Defense, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to improve foster care available overseas to 
the children of members of the armed forces; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-2009. A communication from the Presi
dent and Chairman of the Export-Import 
Bank of the United States, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report on a transaction 
involving a medium-term financial guaran
tee to support United States exports to the 
Czech and Slovak Federative Republic; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC-2010. A communication from the Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Development, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
rent control; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-2011. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a pay-as-you-go esti
mate; to the Committee on the Budget. 

EC-2012. A communication from the Chair
man of the Federal Trade Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual re
port of the Commission for fiscal year 1990; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC-2013. A communication from the Chair
man of the National Transportation Safety 
Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
1993 budget submission of the Board; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-2014. A communication from the Acting 
Deputy Associate Director for Collection and 
Disbursement, Minerals Management Serv
ice, Department of the Interior, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report on the refund 
of certain offshore lease revenues; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

EC-2015. A communication from the Acting 
Deputy Associate Director for Collection and 
Disbursement, Minerals Management Serv
ice, Department of the Interior, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report on the refund 
of certain offshore lease revenues; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

EC-2016. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
annual report on activities under the Toxic 
Substances Control Act for fiscal year 1989; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub
lic Works. 

EC-2017. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of General Services, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a proposed prospectus 
for the lease of certain space for elements of 
the Department of Commerce in Suitland, 
Maryland; to the Committee on Environ
ment and Public Works. 

EC-2018. A communication from the Execu
tive Director of the Prospective Payment As
sessment Commission, transmitting, pursu
ant to law, the report entitled "Medicaid 
Hospital Payment"; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

EC-2019. A communication from the Com
missioner of Social Security, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the publication entitled 
"Congressional Inquiries Guide"; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC-2020. A communication from the Comp
troller General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, the third report on 
the assignment or detail of General Account
ing Office employees to congressional com
mittees as of July 31, 1991; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-2021. A communication from the Dis
trict of Columbia Auditor, transmitting, pur
suant to law, a report entitled "Analysis of 
the Home Purchase Assistance Program 
Moratorium"; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

EC-2022. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, notice of final funding priorities for 
fiscal year 1992-National Assessment of 
Educational Progress Data Reporting Pro
gram; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
The following petitions and memori

als were laid before the Senate and 
were ref erred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM-227. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Texas; to 
the Cammi ttee on Armed Services. 

"HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 177 
"Whereas, The recent conflict in the Per

sian Gulf has highlighted once again the con
tribution of this nation's soldiers and re
turned veterans; and 

"Whereas, Integral to the success of our 
military forces are those servicemen and 
servicewomen who have made a career of de
fending their country; in peacetime, they 
may be called away to places remote from 
their families and loved ones; in war, they 
face the prospect of death or of serious dis
abling wounds; and 

"Whereas, Legislation has been introduced 
in the United States Congress to remedy an 
inequity applicable to military careerists; 
and 

"Whereas, Military retirees who have 
served at least 20 years accrue retirement 
pay based on longevity; disabled veterans re
ceive compensation proportionate to the se
verity of their injuries; and 

"Whereas, The inequity concerns those 
veterans who are both retired and disabled; 
under an antiquated law that dates to the 
nineteenth century, they are denied. concur
rent receipt of full retirement pay and dis
ability compensation benefits; rather, they 
may receive one or the other or must waive 
an amount of retirement pay equal to the 
amount of disability compensation benefits; 
and 

"Whereas, This duration unfairly denies 
disabled military retirees the longevity pay 
they have earned by their years of devoted 
patriotism; it effectively requires them to 
pay for their own disability compensation 
benefits; and 

"Whereas, No such deduction applies to the 
federal civil service; a disabled veteran who 
has held a non-military federal job for the 
requisite duration receives full longevity re
tirement pay undiminished by the subtrac
tion of disability compensation benefits; and 

"Whereas, A statutory change is necessary 
to correct the injustice; America's occa
sional commitment to war in pursuit of na
tional and international goals must be 
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matched by an allegiance to those who sac
rifice in behalf of those goals; now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the 72nd Legislature of the 
State of Texas hereby urge the United States 
Congress to amend Section 3104(a), Title 38, 
of the United States Code to permit full con
current receipt of military longevity retired 
pay and service-connected disability com
pensation benefits; and, be it further 

Resolved, That official copies of this resolu
tion be forwarded to the president of the 
United States, to the speaker of the House of 
Representatives and president of the Senate 
of the United States Congress, and to all 
members of the Texas delegation to the con
gress with the request that it be officially 
entered in the Congressional Record as a me
morial to the Congress of the United States 
of America." 

POM-228. A resolution adopted by the City 
Council of Seattle, Washington affirming the 
City's anti-apartheid positions and opposing 
President Bush's actions in lifting sanctions 
against South Africa; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

POM-229. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of New Jer
sey; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
"ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION Nos. 114 

AND 103 
"Whereas, On June 11, 1990, the United 

States Supreme Court ruled that the recent 
federal law making it a crime to burn or de
face the American flag violates the free 
speech guarantee of the First Amendment; 
and 

"Whereas, Previously, on June 21, 1989, the 
United States Supreme Court had made a 
similar ruling that the burning of the flag of 
the United States of America is constitu
tionally protected as a form of freedom of 
expression; and 

"Whereas, Both Supreme Court rulings 
were decided by a vote of five to four, which 
constitutes the barest of majorities; and 

"Whereas, These shocking rulings are an 
affront to all citizens of the United States, 
and are particularly disturbing to those who 
have served this grand flag in the armed 
services so that freedom may forever flour
ish in this great and wondrous nation; and 

"Whereas, The degradation of the flag, 
which serves as a symbol of freedom, democ
racy and opportunity, is an offense to the 
community values of this land of the free 
and home of the brave; and 

"Whereas, These recent rulings have made 
it apparent that a statutory means of pro
tecting the flag have not produced sufficient 
results and have reinforced the need for a 
constitutional amendment to prohibit the 
desecration of the flag; now, therefore, 

Be it resolved by the General Assembly of the 
State of New Jersey (the Senate concurring): 

"1. This Legislature hereby deplores the 
ruling of the United States Supreme Court 
which provides constitutional protection for 
those who would desecrate or burn the flag 
of the United States of America and strongly 
urges the Congress of the United States to 
enact a constitutional amendment prohibit
ing the burning of the flag of the United 
States of America. 

"2. Duly authenticated copies of this reso
lution, signed by the President of the Senate 
and the Speaker of the General Assembly 
and attested by the Secretary of the Senate 
and the Clerk of the General Assembly, shall 
be transmitted to the Chief Justice and each 
Associate Justice of the United States Su
preme Court, the President of the United 
States, the President of the United States 

Senate and the Speaker of the United States 
House of Representatives. 

"CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
"Urges the Congress of the United States 

to enact a constitutional amendment prohib
iting flag burning." 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. HOLLINGS, from the Committee 

on Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
with an amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute: 

S. 1410. A bill relating to the rights of con
sumers in connection with telephone adver
tising (Rept. No. 102-177). 

By Mr. HOLLINGS, from the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
with an amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute: 

S. 1462. A bill to amend the Communica
tions Act of 1934 to prohibit certain practices 
involving the use of telephone equipment for 
advertising and solicitation purposes (Rept. 
No. 102-178). 

By Mr. BURDICK, from the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works, with amend
ments: 

S. 391. A bill to amend the Toxic Sub
stances Control Act to reduce the levels of 
lead in the environment, and for other pur
poses (Rept. No. 102-179). 

By Mr. BURDICK, from the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works, without 
amendment: 

S. 1278. A bill to authorize appropriations 
for the Office of Environmental Quality for 
fiscal years 1992, 1993, and 1994, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 102-180). 

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute: 

S. 772. A bill to amend title V of Public 
Law 96-550, designating the Chaco Culture 
Archaeological Protection Sites, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 102-181). 

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment: 

S. 870. A bill to authorize inclusion of a 
tract of land in the Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area, California (Rept. No. 102-
182). 

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with 
amendments: 

S. 1117. A bill to establish the Bureau of 
Land Management Foundation (Rept. No. 
102-183). 

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute: 

S. 1254. A bill to increase the authorized 
acreage limit for the Assateague Island Na
tional Seashore on the Maryland mainland, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 102-184). 

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute: 

H.R. 355. A bill to amend the Reclamation 
States Drought Assistance Act of 1988 to ex
tend the period of time during which drought 
assistance may be provided by the Secretary 
of the Interior, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No. 102-185). 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on For
eign Relations: 

Jill E. Kent, of the District of Columbia, to 
be Chief Financial Officer, Department of 
State; 

David A. Colson, of Maryland, a career 
member of the Senior Executive Service, for 
the rank of Ambassador during his tenure of 
service as Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
State for Oceans and Fisheries Affairs; 

John Christian Kornblum, of Michigan, a 
career member of the Senior Foreign Serv
ice, class of Minister-Counselor, for the rank 
of Ambassador during his tenure of service 
as head of delegation to the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe; 

John F. W. Rogers, of New York, to be 
Under Secretary of State for Management; 

Paul Edward Sussman, of Illinois, to be a 
member of the Board of Directors of the 
Inter-American Foundation for a term expir
ing October 6, 1992; and 

Elaine L. Chao, of California, to be Direc
tor of the Peace Corps. 

The following-named persons to be 
members of the U.S. Advisory Commis
sion on Public Diplomacy: 

William Hybl, of Colorado, for a term ex
piring July l, 1994. (Reappointment). 

Walter R. Roberts, of the District of Co
lumbia, for a term expiring April 6, 1994, vice 
Louis B. Susman, term expired. 

Richard Clark Barkley, of Michigan, a ca
reer member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
class of Minister-Counselor, to the United 
States of America to the Republic of Turkey. 

(Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination.) 

Nominee: Richard C. Barkley. 
Post: Ambassador Republic of Turkey. 
Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 
1. Self: None. 
2. Spouse: None. 
3. Children and spouses, names: Katharina 

Lynn Barkley, none. 
4. Parents names: Kenneth Goulet, $35, 

1988, the Republican Party. Stepfather, de
ceased; mother, Chrystal L. Goulet, none. 

5. Grandparents, names: NIA. 
6. Brothers and spouses names: N/ A. 
7. Sisters and spouses names: Robert and 

Marcia Joan Sammis, none. 

James F. Dobbins, of New York, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Representative 
of the United States of America to the Euro
pean Communities, with the rank and status 
of Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary. 

(Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination.) 

Nominee: James F. Dobbins. 
Post: Ambassador to U.S. Mission to the 

European Community (USEC). 
'Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 
1. Self: None. 
2. Spouse: None. 
3. Children and spouses names: James 

Christian Kleivdal Dobbins and Colin Kaare 
Kleivdal Dobbins (no contributions). 

4. Parents names: James F. Dobbins, none; 
Agnes Anne Dobbins, $10, 1989, Democratic 
Party. 

5. Grandparents names: Deceased over 4 
years ago. 

6. Brothers and spouses names: Peter Dob
bins, none; Andrew & Julia Dobbins, $20, 1989, 
Bentsen's Senate Campaign. 
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7. Sisters and spouses names: Victoria Dob

bins, none; Elizabeth & John Fuller, none. 
(The above nominations were re

ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi
nees' commitment to respond to re
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen
ate.) 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, for the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, I also 
report favorably a nomination list in 
the Foreign Service which was printed 
in full in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
September 27, 1991, and ask unanimous 
consent, to save the expense of reprint
ing on the Executive Calendar, that 
these nominations lie at the Sec
retary's desk for the information of 
Senators. 

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

Treaty Doc. 102-11. International Conven
tion on Oil Pollution Preparedness, Response 
and Cooperation, 1990 (Exec. Rept. No. 102-
16). 

Treaty Doc. 102-12. International Conven
tion on Salvage (Exec. Rept. No. 102-17). 

TEXTS OF RESOLUTIONS OF ADVICE AND 
CONSENT TO RATIFICATION 

Resolved, (two-thirds of the Senators present 
concurring therein), That the Senate advise 
and consent to the ratification of the Inter
national Convention on Oil Pollution Pre
paredness, Response and Co-Operation, 1990, 
with Annex, adopted at London November 30, 
1990. 

Resolved, (two-thirds of the Senators present 
concurring therein), That the Senate advise 
and consent to the ratification of the Inter
national Convention on Salvage, 1989 (Sal
vage Convention) done at London April 28, 
1989 and signed by the United States March 
29, 1990. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. REID (for himself· and Mr. 
WELLSTONE): 

S. 1815. A bill to amend title II of the So
cial Security Act to promote fairness in So
cial Security by providing a more gradual 
period of transition (under a new alternative 
formula with respect to such transition) to 
the changes in benefit computation rules en
acted in the Social Security Amendments of 
1977 as such changes apply to workers born 
in years after 1916 and before 1927 (and relat
ed beneficiaries) and to provide for increases 
in such workers' benefits accordingly, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

By Mr. MOYNillAN (for himself and 
Mr. SYMMS): 

S. 1816. A bill to repeal the prohibition on 
the importation of gold coins from the So
viet Union; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself and 
Mr. GRASSLEY): 

S. 1817. A bill to amend the Trade Act of 
1974 to require the National Trade Estimate 
include information regarding the impact of 
Arab boycotts on certain United States busi
nesses; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. HATCH: 
S. 1818. A bill to permit certain justices 

and judges to retire to senior service, at re
duced pay, upon attaining the age of sev
enty; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. AKAKA (for himself and Mr. 
INOUYE): 

S. 1819. A bill to establish the American 
Samoa Study Commission; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN: 
S. 1820. A bill to establish a Classrooms for 

the Future Program, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

By Mr. PACKWOOD (for himself and 
Mr. DOLE): 

S. 1821. A bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 to simplify the definition of 
dependent, to provide a uniform definition of 
child, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Finance. 

By Mr. SIMON (for himself and Mr. 
KENNEDY): 

S. 1822. A bill to improve the college par
ticipation rates of groups underserved by in
stitutions of higher education and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

By Mr. DECONCINI (for himself and 
Mr. MCCAIN): 

S. 1823. A bill to amend the Veterans' Ben
efit and Services Act of 1988 to authorize the 
Department of Veterans Affairs to use for 
the operation and maintenance of the Na
tional Memorial Cemetery of Arizona funds 
appropriated during fiscal year 1992 for the 
National Cemetery System; considered and 
passed. 

By Mr. D'AMATO: 
S. 1824. A bill to amend the Internal Reve

nue Code of 1986 to provide that, where there 
is a distress termination of a pension plan, 
the tax on the failure to meet minimum 
funding standards shall be waived in certain 
cases; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. CRANSTON: 
S. 1825. A bill to authorize the sale of Bu

reau of Reclamation loans to the Redwood 
Valley County Water District, California; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, Mr. 
BOREN, Mr. PRYOR, and Mr. ExON): 

S. 1826. A bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 to encourage parity giving 
in order to increase prices to farmers while 
assisting in feeding the starving of the 
world; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. GARN (for himself, Mr. BOND, 
Mr. DODD, Mr. DoLE, Mr. NUNN, Mr. 
DANFORTH, Mr. BURDICK, Mrs. KASSE
BAUM, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. KASTEN, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. SEYMOUR, Mr. 
WALLOP, and Mr. SPECTER): 

S. 1827. A bill to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint coins in commemora
tion of the 200th anniversary of the White 
House; to the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr. 
METZENBAUM, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. 
ExON, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. SIMON, Mr. 
PELL, Mr. ADAMS, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. SPEC
TER, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. 
RocKEFELLER, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. LAU
TENBERG, Mr. KOHL, Mr. HARKIN, and 
Ms. MIKULSKI): 

S. 1828. A bill to provide extended unem
ployment benefits during periods of high un
employment to railroad employees who have 

less than ten years of service; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. GLENN (for himself and Mr. 
METZENBAUM): 

S.J. Res. 213. Joint resolution to designate 
October 12, 1991, as "Centennial of Concrete 
Paving in America Day"; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RIEGLE (for himself, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. BRADLEY, 
Mr. BURNS, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. DODD, 
Mr. FOWLER, Mr. GLENN, Mr. HEFLIN, 
Mr. INOUYE, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. RocKE
FELLER, Mr. SANFORD, Mr. BURDICK, 
Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. SEYMOUR, Mr. 
DOLE, Mr. METZENBAUM, and Mr. 
CRANSTON): 

S.J. Res. 214. Joint resolution to designate 
May 16, 1992, as "National Awareness Week 
for Life-Saving Techniques"; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself and Mr. 
LUGAR): 

S. Res. 193. A resolution expressing support 
for a just peace in Yugoslavia; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. CRANSTON (for himself, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
D'AMATO, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. 
WOFFORD, Mr. KASTEN, and Mr. MOY
NIHAN): 

S. Con. Res. 69. A concurrent resolution 
concerning freedom of emigration and travel 
for Syrian Jews; to the Committee on For
eign Relations. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. MOYNIBAN (for himself 
and Mr. SYMMS): 

S. 1816. A bill to repeal the prohibi
tion on the importation of gold coins 
from the Soviet Union; to the Commit
tee on Finance. 

REPEAL OF PROHIBITION ON IMPORTATION OF 
SOVIET GOLD COINS 

•Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today with my esteemed colleague Sen
ator SYMMS to introduce a bill to re
peal the prohibition on the import of 
gold coins from the Soviet Union. This 
prohibition was included in the Com
prehensive Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986 
along with language pro hi bi ting the 
import of South African krugerrands. 

The prohibition on Soviet gold coins 
is an example of the lingering vestige 
of the now ended cold war. I ask my 
colleagues to join us in taking another 
small step toward normalization of re
lations between the former Soviet Re
publics and the United States, and ask 
that the text of the bill be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
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Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

That section 510 of the Comprehensive 
Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986 (22 U.S.C. 5100) is 
repealed.• 
• Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I am 
happy to join with my colleague and 
good friend Senator MOYNIHAN in offer
ing this bill to repeal the current law 
prohibiting the sale of Soviet gold 
coins in the United States. 

It was just a few short years ago that 
I offered an amendment to the Com
prehensive Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986 
to couple the prohibition on importa
tion of South African gold coins with a 
similar prohibition of Soviet coins. 
That amendment eventually became 
the law that Senator MOYNIHAN's bill 
seeks to repeal. 

My amendment in 1986 was appro
priate given conditions within the So
viet Union at the time. We were still 
deep in the cold war. The conflict be
tween freedom and oppression was 
being waged in battlefields across the 
globe. It was appropriate to prevent 
the Soviets from enjoying access to the 
United States market for coins as a 
small step toward weakening that evil 
empire and ·reminding the Soviets of 
our disapproval of their regime. 

The empire has fallen; the cold war is 
over; freedom has prevailed. It may be 
months or it may be years before we 
know what nation-state or states will 
emerge from the ruins of the Com
munist empire. Our actions can have 
an effect on those results. There will be 
a thousand small steps, and a few large 
ones, needed to normalize fully the po
litical and economic relations between 
the United States and the Republics of 
the old Soviet Union. The Moynihan
Symms bill is one such step which we 
ought to take as soon as possible.• 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for him
self and Mr. GRASSLEY): 

S. 1817. A bill to amend the Trade Act 
of 1974 to require the National Trade 
Estimate include information regard
ing the impact of Arab boycotts on cer
tain United States businesses; to the 
Committee on Finance. 
INFORMATION REGARDING IMPACT OF ARAB BOY

COTTS ON CERTAIN UNITED STATES BUSI
NESSES 

•Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
today I introducing legislation to re
quire the United States Trade Rep
resentative to include the Arab League 
boycott of American companies that do 
business with or invest in Israel in its 
annual report on significant foreign 
barriers to United States exports. The 
USTR report is called the National 
Trade Estimate Report on Foreign 
Trade Barriers. I am pleased that Sen
ator GRASSLEY is introducing this leg
islation with me. 

The USTR is required by law to sub
mit a report to Congress and the Presi
dent outlining significant foreign bar-

riers to and distortions of trade. The 
USTR report highlights the practices 
of foreign countries that keep Amer
ican products out of their market and 
put our products at a competitive dis
advantage. 

In the report, the USTR is also re
quired to provide, if feasible, estimates 
of the impact of these foreign practices 
on the volume of U.S. exports. The re
port outlines the actions our Govern
ment is taking to eliminate these bar
riers to the export of American prod
ucts and is used to facilitate negotia
tions. 

Mr. President, the Arab League boy
cott of American companies that do 
business with Israel is a barrier to 
trade. It impedes exports of our compa
nies' products. It puts American prod
ucts at a competitive disadvantage. It 
should be analyzed and included in the 
USTR's annual report. Nonetheless, 
the USTR's Foreign Trade Barriers re
port is silent on the issue. Nowhere 
does the report discuss the Arab boy
cott and the losses in export potential. 
I think it should. This legislation 
would simply require the USTR to in
clude the Arab boycott of American 
companies in its annual report. 

It is outrageous that Arab League 
countries boycott our products, espe
cially after the United States defended 
so many of those countries in the gulf 
war. Our troops were not boycotted 
when they were sent to defend against 
Saddam Hussein's naked aggression. 
American products and companies 
must not be boycotted either. 

American companies are prohibited 
by law from complying with the boy
cott. The Boycott Compliance Office at 
the U.S. Department of Commerce 
keeps track of boycott requests and is 
supposed to make sure that American 
companies do not comply. As Our chief 
trade negotiator, the USTR should be 
aggressively demanding an end to the 
trade practices so our companies will 
no longer be asked to comply. The 
USTR's office should aggressively seek 
to eliminate the practice so American 
companies will be able to export their 
quality products to the Middle East 
without hindrance. 

But the USTR cannot be effective in 
demanding an end to the boycott if it 
doesn't know the scope of the problem. 
It can't be effective if its major trade 
barriers report, which is used as the 
basis for negotiations, doesn't even rec
ognize the Arab League boycott as a 
significance barrier to trade. 

Requiring the USTR to include the 
Arab boycott in its annual report 
would be an important step in the right 
direction. I would put the Arab League 
countries on notice that our Govern
ment's trading arm will not tolerate 
the barrier to trade erected by its boy
cott of our products. It would enable 
our Government to better quantify the 
lost exports to the Middle East from 
the boycott. Most importantly, it 

would give the USTR the facts and am
munition it needs to negotiate an end 
to this nefarious practice which un
justly discriminates against products 
from American companies that do busi
ness with our friend and ally Israel. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this legislation, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

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

s. 1817 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. NATIONAL TRADE ESTIMATE. 

Section 181(a) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 
U.S.C. 2241(a)) is amended by redesignating 
paragraph (3) as paragraph (4), and by insert
ing after paragraph (2) the following new 
paragraph: 

"(3) ARAB BOYCOTT OF CERTAIN UNITED 
STATES PERSONS. The United States Trade 
Representative shall include in the analysis 
and estimates made under paragraph (1) in
formation with respect to the Arab League 
boycott of 

(A) United States persons doing business 
with or investing in Israel, and 

(B) United States persons doing business 
with a person who does business with or in
vests in Israel.".• 

By Mr. HATCH: 
S. 1818. A bill to permit certain jus

tices and judges to retire to senior 
service, at reduced pay, upon attaining 
the age of 70; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

RETIREMENT TO SENIOR SERVICE OF CERTAIN 
JUSTICES AND JUDGES 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am 
pleased today to introduce a bill to 
amend title 28 of the United States 
Code, section 371, concerning the re
tirement and senior status of Federal 
judges. 

This bill would make it possible for 
all judges with at least 5 years of serv
ice to take senior status upon reaching 
the age of 70, thus increasing the ranks 
of this valuable judicial resource. It 
recognizes the biological fact that, 
with age, some judges find it increas
ingly difficult to carry the heavy work
load that is expected of Federal judges 
on active service. My bill would give 
those reaching 70, who now are not 
qualified to do so, the opportunity to 
move to senior status at reduced pay 
on the condition that they continue to 
meet the minimum work requirement 
specified in the bill. 

It is important that our Federal 
judges be encouraged to elect senior 
status. Congress established the cat
egory of senior judge in 1919 to bring in 
younger judges and to expand the ca
pacity of the Federal cour.t. Many be
lieve senior judges are essential to the 
Federal court system because they 
offer experience on the bench and help 
to ease the court calendar. Allowing 
judges appointed after age 60 to fulfill 
requirements for senior status at age 70 
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will encourage many of them to make 
this election, thus expanding the num
ber available to assist in disposing of 
the vast judicial backlog that clogs so 
many of our courts. 

Before addressing the proposed bill, 
it is important to first understand the 
statute as it works today. Currently, 
under section 371 of title 28, United 
States Code, a Federal judge who has 
met certain age and service require
ments has three options; First, to con
tinue working full time, since a Fed
eral judgeship is a lifetime appoint
ment; second, to take full retirement 
by resigning and receive for life the an
nual salary equal to the salary he or 
she was receiving on the last day on 
the bench; or third, to retire in "senior 
status"-semiretirement that allows 
full pay and benefits and a salary that 
rises with those of active judges as 
long as certain work requirements are 
met. 

To qualify for options two and three, 
judges must generally meet an age and 
service requirement called "the rule of 
80" whereby the sum of a judge's age 
and number of years on the bench to
tals 80. For example, a Federal judge 
who is 65 years of age and has served on 
the bench for at least 15 years meets 
the requirement for the "rule of 80;" so 
also does a judge who is 70 years of age 
and has served at least 10 years. The 
present law, however, imposes a mini
mum service requirement of 10 years. 
Thus, a judge who begins service at age 
64 must wait until he or she is 74 before 
being able to elect senior status. 

As of January 1, 1990, specific work 
standards have been established for 
judges on senior status. (28 U.S.C. 
371(0.) In order to continue to receive 
"the salary of the office," that is to 
say the same salary received by col
leagues in active status, a senior judge 
must be certified each year as having 
performed, during the prior year, at 
least 25 percent of the work required of 
active judges in his or her court. 

My proposed amendment to section 
37l(b)(l) would allow a Federal judge 
who has served at least 5 years but less 
than 10 to retire in senior status upon 
reaching the age of 70. That judge, 
however, would be required to continue 
to perform the minimum amount of 
work required by subsection (0 during 
the balance of the 10 years of service 
remaining in order to become entitled 
to pay for life. Moreover, the amount 
of that pay would be reduced to that 
proportion of full pay as the period of 
active service prior to the election 
bears to 10 years. 

For example, a judge who has com
pleted 6 years of active service when he 
or she reaches 70 must continue to per
form a minimum of 25 percent of an ac
tive judge's normal workload for 4 ad
ditional years. When the judge has 
served a total of 10 years, he or she 
may either retire from the judiciary or 
continue to serve in senior status. Ei-

ther way, he or she would continue to 
receive the same level of pay---60 per
cent of regular pay-for life. 

I believe that this proposed system 
provides a reasonable and fair alter
native to what at present is an all-or
nothing system: Unless a judge contin
ues to work full time until qualified to 
retire at full pay, he or she will not re
ceive a penny in retirement benefits. 
My bill will correct that situation be
cause it acknowledges the facts of 
human biology. After a certain age, in
dividuals may begin to slow down, al
beit at different rates. Age 70 appears 
an appropriate time to allow individ
uals to lighten their work load should 
they desire to do so. 

At the present time, however, Fed
eral judges who have not yet served 
sufficient years to enable them to re
tire in senior service do not have that 
option. It is in order to prevent judges 
from hanging on and serving full-time 
when they might otherwise wish to 
take senior status that this bill is pro
posed. It replaces the all-or-nothing 
system with a sliding scale that will 
enable judges who reach the age of 70 
and have completed a minimum of 5 
years in active service to retire in sen
ior status at reduced pay. 

Finally, Mr. President, while my bill 
would add to the pool of senior judges 
available for judicial service, it would 
not add to the overall cost of the judi
ciary. The reason for this is actuarial. 
The present life expectancy of a 70-
year-old American is 13.6 years. Thus, 
under present law, a judge who has 
reached the age of 70 will receive, dur
ing the balance of his life, total com
pensation equal to 13.6 times the com
pensation of an active judge. 

Under my bill, a judge electing senior 
status who, on reaching 70, has served 
6 years would receive 60 percent of ac
tive service pay for 13.6 years, for a 
total of 8.16 times regular pay. To this, 
however, must be added the 4 years of 
compensation that would be paid to the 
active judge appointed to fill the va
cancy created by the retiring judge's 
election of senior service, for a total 
cost of 12.16 times regular pay. Thus, 
the net saving over the life expectancy 
of that judge would be 1.44 times regu
lar pay, or approximately $185,000 at 
the current rate of compensation. 

I look forward to hearings in the Ju
diciary Committee on this bill and 
hope that my colleagues will join me in 
support of this needed and worthwhile 
legislation. 

By Mr. PACKWOOD (for himself 
and Mr. DOLE): 

S. 1821. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to simplify the 
definition of dependent, to provide a 
uniform definition of child, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

FAMILY SIMPLIFICATION ACT 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, 
today Senator DoLE and I are introduc-

ing the Family Simplification Act of 
1991. 

There has been a lot of talk about 
tax simplification this year. Several 
bills have been introduced in Congress 
but none of them address the difficul
ties low-income working families face 
in computing their earned income tax 
credit [EITC]. 

The legislation we are introducing 
today will correct this so that the In
ternal Revenue Service [IRS] can com
pute the EITC from the front page of 
someone's tax return, eliminating the 
need for additional forms of work
sheets. 

The EITC is a key means of helping 
low-income workers with dependent 
children get off and stay off welfare. 
First enacted in 1975, the EITC was 
originally intended to ease the burden 
of Social Security taxes on low-income 
workers. Since that time, the EITC has 
been expanded to partially cover the 
cost of other work-related expenses and 
health insurance, and to reduce the 
burden of regressive excise taxes. 

Generally, to qualify for the EITC, at 
least one parent must work and a de
pendent child must live with the fam
ily. In 1991, the Basic EITC is roughly 
$100 a month-$1,192 for the year. The 
EITC amount is increased if the family 
has more than one dependent child, a 
child under the age of 1 or heal th insur
ance expenses. To receive the full 
EITC, family income cannot exceed 
$11,250-in 1991. Families with income 
between $11,250 and $21,242 will receive 
a partial EITC. 

About 13 million working families 
currently receive the EITC. That's 1 in 
every 10 American households. In my 
home State of Oregon, over 120,000 fam
ilies receive the EITC. 

But here's the rub. Many hard-work
ing families have never heard of the 
EITC. They are too busy trying to feed 
their families and make ends meet 
every day to attempt to learn about 
the intricacies of our tax laws. Even if 
they know of the EITC, they must 
wade through a morass of complicated 
rules, instructions, and forms, only to 
end up confused about whether or not 
they qualify for the EITC. As a result, 
many needy families are not receiving 
this important benefit. 

Our bill corrects this by making sev
eral changes and clarifications to cur
rent law. 

First, the bill eliminates a major 
source of confusion over whether some
one qualifies for the EITC by adopting 
the same definition of "dependent 
child" for both the dependency deduc
tion and the EITC. The bill eliminates 
the current law requirement that a 
taxpayer generally must provide more 
than one-half of the support of a child 
to claim him/her as a dependent. In
stead, the bill adopts a simpler stand
ard that a child must live with the tax
payer for more than one-half of the 
year-the same rule used for the EITC. 
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This change will not only clear up con
fusion over EITC eligibility but also 
will greatly simplify the tax returns of 
almost 40 million families having de
pendent children. 

Second, the bill makes similar 
changes to the definitions of "head of 
household" and "suriving spouse" in 
the Tax Code by eliminating the re
quirement that the taxpayer provide 
more than one-half of the cost of main
taining a household for a dependent. 
Instead, the bill adopts a simpler 
standard that a dependent must live 
with the taxpayer for more than one
half of the year-also the same rule 
used for the EITC. This change will 
simplify the tax status of more than 10 
million families. 

Third, the bill includes a uniform 
definition of the term "child," clarify
ing the meaning of this term in over 50 
places in the Tax Code. This is not, 
however, intended to change the attri
bution rules in section 267 of the Tax 
Code in any way. 

Fourth, the bill eliminates the so
called interactions of the health insur
ance and young child features of the 
EITC with the medical deduction, de
pendent care tax credit, and exclusion 
for employer-provided dependent care 
assistance. These changes were rec
ommended by the Department of the 
Treasury in recent testimony before 
the Committee on Finance. Eliminat
ing these interactions will greatly sim
plify EITC computations and is nec
essary for the IRS to be able to com
pute the EITC from the front page of 
someone's tax return. 

Lastly, the bill corrects an inequity 
in current law by allowing military 
personnel living overseas with their 
family to qualify for the EITC. 

A more detailed explanation of our 
legislation has been prepared by the 
staff of the Joint Committee on Tax
ation. Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent for this explanation to appear 
in the RECORD at the end of my state
ment along with the full text of the 
bill. 

It is my understanding that the IRS 
has recently announced a temporary 
solution to some of the problems 
sreaddressed by our legislation. For 
this year-1991-only, the IRS will at
tempt to compute the basic EITC from 
the front page of the tax return. The 
ms acknowledges that it will not be 
able to compute the EITC for all tax
payers, such as those serving in the 
military. Nor will the IRS be able to 
compute additional EITC amounts for 
children under age 1 and health insur
ance. 

Our bill provides a permanent solu
tion to the complexity problems asso
ciated with the EITC. Low-income 
working families will automatically re
ceive the full EITC because the ms 
will compute it from the front page of 
the tax return. These families will not 
have to make any complicated com-

putations or file any additional tax 
forms. Those who are eligible for the 
EITC, but unaware of it, will now re
ceive it. 

This legislation is needed now. The 
EITC is extremely important to low-in
come workers with dependent children. 
It helps with the expenses of going to 
work. These hard-working families 
should not have to sift through a maze 
of complicated tax rules to receive the 
EITC. Our bill will relieve them from 
this burden. 

Mr. President, I hope that our col
leagues will join us and cosponsor this 
important bill. 

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

s. 1821 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; AMENDMENT OF 1988 

CODE. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited as 

the "Family Simplification Act of 1991". 
(b) AMENDMENT OF 1986 CODE.-Except as 

otherwise expressly provided, whenever in 
this Act an amendment or repeal is ex
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or re
peal of, a section or other provision, the ref
erence shall be considered to be made to a 
section or other provision of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986. 

TITLE I-DEFINITION OF DEPENDENT 
SEC. 101. DEDUCTION FOR PERSONAL EXEMP

TION FOR DEPENDENTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 152 (defining de

pendent) is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 152. DEPENDENT DEFINED. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-14.,or purposes of this sub-
title, the term 'dependent' means

"(l) a qualifying child, or 
"(2) a qualifying relative. 
"(b) ExcEPTIONS.-For purposes of this sec

tion-
"(1) DEPENDENTS INELIGIBLE.-If an individ

ual is a dependent of a taxpayer for any tax
able year of such taxpayer beginning in a 
calendar year, such individual shall be treat
ed as having no dependents for any taxable 
year of such individual beginning in such 
calendar year. 

"(2) DEPENDENTS OF 2 OR MORE TAX
PAYERS.-If, after application of all provi
sions of this section other than this para
graph, an individual would be treated as the 
dependent of 2 or more taxpayers for taxable 
years beginning in the same calendar year, 
such individual shall be treated as the de
pendent of the taxpayer with the highest ad
justed gross income for such taxable years. 

"(3) MARRIED DEPENDENTS.-An individual 
shall not be treated as a dependent of a tax
payer under subsection (a) if such individual 
has made a joint return with the individual's 
spouse under section 6013 for the taxable 
year beginning in the calendar year in which 
the taxable year of the taxpayer begins. 

"(4) CITIZENS OR NATIONALS OF OTHER COUN
TRIES.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-An individual who is not 
a citizen or national of the United States 
shall not be treated as a dependent under 
subsection (a) unless such individual is a 
resident of the United States. 

"(B) ExCEPTION FOR ADOPTED CHILD.-Sub
paragraph (A) shall not apply to any legally 
adopted child of a taxpayer if-

"(i) for the taxable year of the taxpayer, 
the child's principal place of abode is the 
home of the taxpayer, and 

"(ii) the taxpayer is a citizen or national of 
the United States. 

"(c) QUALIFYING CHILD.-For purposes of 
this section-

"(l) IN GENERAL.-The term 'qualifying 
child' means, with respect to any taxpayer 
for any taxable year, an individual-

"(A) who is a child of the taxpayer or a de
scendant of a child of the taxpayer, 

"(B) who has the same principal place of 
abode as the taxpayer for more than one-half 
of such taxable year, and 

"(C) who meets the age requirements of 
paragraph (2). 

"(2) AGE REQUIREMENTS.-An individual 
meets the requirements of this paragraph if 
such individual-

"(A) has not attained the age of 19 as of the 
close of the calendar year in which the tax
able year of the taxpayer begins, or 

"(B) is a student who has not attained the 
age of 24 as of the close of such taxable year. 

"(3) SPECIAL RULES FOR DISABLED CHIL
DREN .-In the case of an individual who is 
permanently and totally disabled (as defined 
in section 22(e)(3)) at any time during the 
calendar year described in paragraph (2}-

"(A) the requirements of paragraph (2) 
shall be treated as met with respect to such 
individual, and 

"(B) if the requirement of paragraph (l)(B) 
is not met, such requirement shall be treated 
as met if the taxpayer provided over half of 
the individual's support for such calendar 
year. 

"(d) QUALIFYING RELATIVE.-For purposes 
of this section-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-The term 'qualifying rel
ative' means, with respect to any taxpayer 
for any taxable year, an individual-

"(A) who bears a relationship to the tax
payer described in paragraph (2), 

"(B) whose modified adjusted gross income 
for the calendar year in which such taxable 
year begins is less than the exemption 
amount, 

"(C) with respect to whom either-
"(1) the principal place of abode of the indi

vidual is the same as the taxpayer for more 
than one-half of such taxable year, or 

"(ii) if clause (i) does not apply to any tax
payer bearing a relationship to the individ
ual described in paragraph (2), the taxpayer 
provides over half of the individual's support 
for the calendar year in which such taxable 
year begins, and 

"(D) who is not a qualifying child of such 
taxpayer or any other taxpayer for any tax
able year beginning in the calendar year in 
which such taxable year begins. 

"(2) RELATIONSHIP.-An individual bears a 
relationship to the taxpayer described in this 
paragraph if the individual is any of the fol
lowing with respect to the taxpayer: 

"(A) A child or a descendant of a child. 
"(B) A brother, sister, stepbrother, or step

sister. 
"(C) The father or mother, or an ancestor 

of either. 
"(D) A stepfather or stepmother. 
"(E) A son or daughter of a brother or sis

ter of the taxpayer. 
"(F) A brother or sister of the father or 

mother of the taxpayer. 
"(G) A son-in-law, daughter-in-law, father

in-law, mother-in-law, brother-in-law, or sis
ter-in-law. 

"(3) MULTIPLE SUPPORT AGREEMENTS.-For 
purposes of paragraph (l)(C)(ii) and sub
section (c)(3(B), over half of the support of an 
individual for a calendar year shall be treat
ed as received from the taxpayer if-

"(A) no one person contributed over half of 
such support, 
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"(B) over half of such support was received 

from 2 or more persons each of whom, but for 
the fact that any such person alone did not 
contribute over half of such support, would 
have been entitled to claim such individual 
as a dependent for a taxable year beginning 
in such calendar year, 

"(C) the taxpayer contributed to the sup
port of the individual in an amount equal to 
or greater than the exemption amount, and 

"(D) each person described in both sub
paragraphs (B) and (C) (other than the tax
payer) files a written declaration (in such 
manner and form as the Secretary may by 
regulations prescribe) that such person will 
not claim such individual as a dependent for 
any taxable year beginning in such calendar 
year. 

"(4) MODIFIED ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME.
For purposes of this subsection, the term 
'modified adjusted gross income' means ad
justed gross income-

"(A) determined without regard to sec
tions 135, 911, 931, and 933, and 

"(B) increased by the amount of interest 
received or accrued by the taxpayer during 
the taxable year which is exempt from tax. 

"(5) CERTAIN INCOME OF HANDICAPPED DE
PENDENTS NOT TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of para
graph (l)(B), the gross income of an individ
ual who is permanently and totally disabled 
(as defined in section 22(e)(3)) at any time 
during the taxable year shall not include in
come attributable to services performed by 
the individual at a sheltered workshop if-

"(i) the availability of medical care at 
such workshop is the principal reason for the 
individual's presence there, and 

"(11) the income arises solely from activi
ties at such workshop which are incident to 
such medical care. 

"(B) SHELTERED WORKSHOP DEFINED-For 
purposes of subparagraph (A), the term 'shel
tered workshop' means a school-

"(1) which provides special instruction or 
training designed to alleviate the disability 
of the individual, and 

"(11) which is operated by an organization 
described in section 501(c)(3) and exempt 
from tax under section 501(a), or by a State, 
a possession of the United States, any politi
cal subdivision of any of the foregoing, the 
United States, or the District of Columbia. 

"(e) SPECIAL RULES FOR DIVORCED PAR
ENTS, ETC.-

"(1) SPECIAL RULE WHERE CHILD LIVES WITH 
BOTH PARENTS FOR REQUIRED PERIOD.-Not
withstanding subsection (b)(2), if a child has 
parents-

"(A) who---
"(1) are divorced or legally separated under 

a decree of divorce or separate maintenance, 
"(11) are separated under a written separa

tion agreement, or 
"(111) live apart at all times during the last 

6 months of the calendar year, and 
"(B) who both satisfy the requirements of 

subsection (c)(l)(B) or subsection (d)(l)(C)(i), 
then such child shall be treated as the quali
fying child or qualifying relative, whichever 
is applicable, of the parent wit;h. whom such 
child shared the same principal place of 
abode for the greater portion of the calendar 
year (hereafter in this subsection referred to 
as the 'custodial parent'). 

"(2) ExCEPl'ION WHERE CUSTODIAL PARENT 
RELEASES CLAIM TO EXEMPI'ION FOR THE 
YEAR.-A child of parents described in para
graph (l)(A) shall be treated as being the 
qualifying child or qualifying relative of the 
noncustodial parent for a calendar year if-

"(A) the non custodial parent provides sup
port for such calendar year in an amount 

equal to or greater than the exemption 
amount, and 

"(B) the custodial parent signs a written 
declaration (in such manner and form as the 
Secretary may by regulations prescribe) that 
such custodial parent will not claim such 
child as a dependent for any taxable year be
ginning in such calendar year, and the 
noncustodial parent attaches such written 
declaration to the noncustodial parent's re
turn for the taxable year beginning during 
such calendar year. 
For purposes of this subsection, the term 
'noncustodial parent' means the parent who 
is not the custodial parent. 

"(3) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN PRE-1992 IN
STRUMENTS.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-A child of parents de
scribed in paragraph (l)(A) shall be treated 
as being the qualifying child or qualifying 
relative of the noncustodial parent for a cal
endar year if-

"(i) a qualified pre-1992 instrument be
tween the parents applicable to the taxable 
year beginning in such calendar year pro
vides that-

"(!) the noncustodial parent shall be enti
tled to any deduction allowable under sec
tion 151 for such child, or 

"(II) the custodial parent will sign a writ
ten declaration that such parent will not 
claim such child as a dependent for such tax
able year, and 

"(ii) in the case of an agreement executed 
before January 1, 1985, the noncustodial par
ent provides at least $600 for the support of 
such child during such calendar year. 

"(B) QUALIFIED PRE-1992 INSTRUMENT.-For 
purposes of this paragraph, the term 'quali
fied pre-1992 instrument' means any decree of 
divorce or separate maintenance or written 
agreement-

"(!) which is executed before January l, 
1992, 

"(ii) which on such date contains either of 
the provisions described in subparagraph 
(A)(i), and 

"(111) which is not modified on or after 
such date in a modification which expressly 
provides that this paragraph shall not apply 
to such decree or agreement. 

"(f) OTHER DEFINITIONS AND RULES.-For 
purposes of this section-

"(1) STUDENT DEFINED.-The term 'student' 
means an individual who during each of 5 
calendar months during the calendar year in 
which the taxable year of the taxpayer be
gins-

"(A) is a full-time student at an edu
cational organization described in section 
170(b)(l)(A)(ii), or 

"(B) is pursuing a full-time course of insti
tutional on-farm training under the super
vision of an accredited agent of an edu
cational organization described in section 
170(b)(l)(A)(ii) or of a State or political sub
division of a State. 

"(2) PLACE OF ABODE.-An individual shall 
not be treated as having the same principal 
place of abode of the taxpayer if at any time 
during the taxable year of the taxpayer the 
relationship between the individual and the 
taxpayer is in violation of local law. 

"(3) SPECIAL RULES FOR SUPPORT.-For pur
poses of this section-

"(A) payments to a spouse which are in
cludible in the gross income of such spouse 
under section 71 or 682 shall not be treated as 
a payment by the payor spouse for the sup
port of any dependent, 

"(B) amounts expended for the support of a 
child or children shall be treated as received 
from the noncustodial parent to the extent 
that such parent provided amounts for such 
support, and 

"(C) in the case of the remarriage of a par
ent, support of a child received from the par
ent's spouse shall be treated as received from 
the parent. 

"(4) CROSS REFERENCES.-
"For provision treating child as dependent of 
both parents for purposes of certain provi
sions, see sections 105(b), 132(f)(2)(B), and 
213(d)(5)." 

(b) MODIFICATIONS OF DEDUCTION.-Section 
15l(c) (relating to additional exemption for 
dependents) is amended to read as follows: 

"(c) ADDITIONAL EXEMPTIONS FOR DEPEND
ENTS.-An exemption of the exemption 
amount for each individual who is a depend
ent (as defined in section 152) of the taxpayer 
for the taxable year." 

(c) MODIFICATIONS OF CERTAIN CREDITS.
DEPENDENT CARE CREDIT.-
(A) In general.-Section 21(a) is amended 

by striking "who maintains a household 
which includes as a member one or more 
qualifying individuals (as defined in sub
section (b)(l))" and inserting "who has one 
or more qualifying individuals (as defined in 
subsection (b)(l)) who have the same prin
cipal place of abode as the taxpayer for more 
than one-half of the taxable year". 

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT .-Section 
21(e)(l) is repealed. 

(2) EARNED INCOME CREDIT.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-Paragraph (3) of section 

32(c) is amended to read as follows: 
"(3) QUALIFYING CHILD.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The term 'qualifying 

child' means a qualifying child of the tax
payer (as defined in section 152(c)) with re
spect to whom the taxpayer is entitled to a 
deduction under section 151(c) for the taxable 
year (determined without regard to section 
152 (d)(3) or (e)(2)). 

"(B) PLACE OF ABODE.-For purposes of sub
paragraph (A), the requirements of section 
152(c)(l)(B) shall be met only if the principal 
place of abode is in the United States. The 
preceding sentence shall not apply during 
any period during which the taxpayer is sta
tioned outside the United States while serv
ing on extended active duty (as defined in 
section 1034(h)(3)) with the Armed Forces of 
the United States." 

(B) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS ON CERTAIN 
EXCLUDABLE INCOME.-

(!) IN GENERAL.-Subsection (a) of section 
6051 (relating to receipts for employees) is 
amended by striking "and" at the end of 
paragraph (8), by striking the period at the 
end of paragraph (9) and inserting a comma, 
and by inserting after paragraph (9) the fol
lowing new paragraphs: 

"(10) in the case of an employee who is a 
member of the Armed Forces of the United 
States, such employee's earned income as de
termined for purposes of section 32 (relating 
to earned income credit), and 

"(11) in the case of a minister of the gospel, 
any amount excludable from gross income 
under section 107 (relating to rental value of 
parsonages)." 

(ii) SIMPLIFIED VALUATION.-The Secretary 
of the Treasury or his delegate may, for pur
poses of paragraphs (10) and (11) of section 
6051(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
(as added by clause (i)), prescribe a sim
plified valuation method for determining the 
value of any housing allowances of members 
of the Armed Forces and the rental value of 
parsonages. 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
32(c)(l) is amended by striking subpara
graphs (B) and (C) and by redesignating sub
paragraph (D) as subparagraph (B). 

(d) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND
MENTS.-



October 8, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 25947 
(1) Section 21(e)(5)(A) is amended by strik

ing "or (4)" and inserting "or (3)". 
(2) Section 51(i)(l) is amended to read as 

follows: 
"(1) RELATED INDIVIDUALS.-No wages shall 

be taken into account under subsection (a) 
with respect to an individual-

"(A) who bears a relationship described in 
section 152(d)(2) to--

"(i) the taxpayer, 
"(ii) if the taxpayer is a corporation, to an 

individual who owns, directly or indirectly, 
more than 50 percent in value of the out
standing stock of the corporation (deter
mined with the application of section 267(c)), 
or 

"(iii) if the taxpayer is an estate or trust, 
a grantor, beneficiary, or fiduciary of the es
tate, or trust, or 

"(B) in the case of a taxpayer which is an 
estate or trust, who is a grantor, beneficiary, 
or fiduciary of the estate or trust." 

(3) Section 170(g)(3) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(3) RELATIVE DEFINED.-For purposes of 
paragraph (1), the term 'relative of the tax
payer' means an individual who bears a rela
tionship described in subsection (d)(2) of sec
tion 152 to the taxpayer." 

(4) Section 2032A(c)(7)(D) is amended by 
striking "section 151(c)(4)" and inserting 
"section 152(f)(l)". 

(5) Section 7701(a)(17) is amended by strik
ing "152(b)(4), 682," and inserting "682". 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to taxable years begin
ning after December 31, 1991. 

(2) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.-The amend
ments made by subsection (c)(2)(B) shall 
apply to taxable years beginning after De
cember 31, 1992. 
SEC 102. MODIFICATIONS OF DEFINITIONS OF 

HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD AND SURVIV
ING SPOUSE. 

(a) SURVIVING SPOUSE.-Section l(a)(l) is 
amended-

(1) by striking subparagraph (B) and insert
ing; 

"(B) subject to the provisions of subsection 
(e), who has a child who is a dependent with 
respect to whom the taxpayer is entitled to 
a deduction for the taxable year under sec
tion 151.'', and 

(2) by striking the last sentence. 
(b) HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD.-Section 2(b) is 

amended to read as follows: 
"(b) HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD.-For purposes of 

this subtitle-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-An individual shall be 

considered a head of a household for any tax
able year if-

"(A) such individual is not married as of 
the close of the taxable year, and 

"(B) subject to the provisions of subsection 
(e), such individual is entitled to a deduction 
for such taxable year under section 151(c) for 
1 or more dependents (determined without 
regard to section 152 (d)(3) or (e)(2)). 

"(2) DETERMINATION OF STATUS.-For pur
poses of this subsection-

"(A) an individual who is legally separated 
from his spouse under a decree of divorce or 
of separate maintenance shall not be consid
ered as married; 

"(B) a taxpayer shall be considered as not 
married at the close of his taxable year if at 
any time during the taxable year his spouse 
is a nonresident alien; and 

"(C) a taxpayer shall be considered as mar
ried at the close of his taxable year if his 
spouse (other than a spouse described in sub
paragraph (B)) died during the taxable year. 

"(3) LIMITATION.-A taxpayer shall not be 
treated as a head of a household under this 
subsection if any time during the taxable 
year the taxpayer is a nonresident alien." 

(C) CERTAIN DEPENDENTS MUST LIVE WITH 
TAXPAYERS.-Section 2 is amended by redes
ignating subsection (e) as subsection (f) and 
by inserting after subsection (d) the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(e) CERTAIN DEPENDENTS MUST LIVE WITH 
TAXPAYER.-For purposes of subsections 
(a)(l)(B) and (b)(l)(B), an individual shall not 
be treated as entitled to a deduction under 
section 151(c) for a qualifying relative unless 
the requirements of section 152(d)(l)(C)(1) are 
met with respect to such relative. The pre
ceding sentence shall not apply to the father 
or mother of a taxpayer." 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1991. 
SEC. 103. MARRIED INDMDUALS LIVING APART. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 7703(b) (relating 
to married individuals living apart) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(b) CERTAIN MARRIED INDIVIDUALS LIVING 
APART.-For purposes of the provisions of 
this title which refer to this subsection or 
section, an individual shall not be treated as 
married for a taxable year if-

"(1) such individual-
"(A) is married (within the meaning of sub

section (a)) and files a separate return, and 
"(B) has a principal place of abode for more 

than one-half of such taxable year which is 
the same principal place of abode of a child 
(as defined in section 7701(1)) with respect to 
whom such individual is entitled to a deduc
tion under section 151 (or would be so enti
tled but for paragraph (2) or (3) of section 
152(e)), and 

"(2) such individual's spouse does not have 
at any time during the last 6 months of such 
taxable year the same principal place of 
abode as such individual." 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) Section 21(e)(4) is amended to read as 

follows: 
"(4) CERTAIN MARRIED INDIVIDUALS LIVING 

APART.-lndividuals described in section 
7703(b) for any taxable year shall not be 
treated as married." 

(2) Section 7703(a) is amended by inserting 
"or section" after "subsection". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1991. 
SEC. 104. COORDINATION OF BENEFITS FOR DE· 

PENDENTS. 
(a) HEALTH INSURANCE CREDIT AND MEDICAL 

DEDUCTIONS.-
(!) MEDICAL EXPENSE DEDUCTION.-Section 

213 is amended by striking subsection (f). 
(2) SELF-EMPLOYED INDIVIDUALS.-Para

graph (3) of section 162(1) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(3) COORDINATION WITH MEDICAL DEDUC
TION.-Any amount paid by a taxpayer for in
surance to which paragraph (1) applies shall 
not be taken into account in computing the 
amount allowable to the taxpayer as a de
duction under section 213(a)." 

(b) YOUNG CHILD CREDIT AND DEPENDENT 
CARE CREDIT AND ExCLUSION.-Section 
32(b)(l)(D) is amended by striking the last 
sentence. 

(c) EFFECTIV DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1991. 

TITLE II-DEFINITION OF CmLD 
SEC. 201. UNIFORM DEFINITION OF CHILD. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 7701 is amended 
by redesignating subsection (1) as subsection 

(m) and by inserting after subsection (k) the 
following new subsection: 

"(1) UNIFORM DEFINITION OF CHILD.-For 
purposes of this title-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-The term 'child' means, 
with respect to any individual, the son, 
daughter, stepson, or stepdaughter of the in
dividual. 

"(2) ADOPTION.-The term 'child' includes
"(A) any legally adopted child of an indi

vidual, and 
"(B) any child who is a member of an indi

vidual's household if placed with such indi
vidual by an authorized placement agency 
for legal adoption by such individual. 

"(3) OTHER ClllLDREN.-The term 'child' in
cludes any individual not described in para
graph (1) or (2) who-

"(A) a taxpayer cares for as the taxpayer's 
own child, and 

"(B) has the same principal place of abode 
as the taxpayer for the taxpayer's entire tax
able year." 

(b) TEcHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND
MENTS.-

(1) Section 21(e)(6) is amended by striking 
"a child of the taxpayer (within the meaning 
of section 151(c)(3))" and inserting "a child of 
the taxpayer (within the meaning of section 
7701(1))". 

(2) Section 129(c)(2) is amended by striking 
"a child of such employee (within the mean
ing of section 151(c)(3))" and inserting "a 
child of such employee (within the meaning 
of section 7701(1))". 

(3) Section 132(f)(2)(B) is amended by strik
ing "any child (as defined in section 
151(c)(3))" and inserting "any child (as de
fined in section 7701(1))". 

(4) Section 318(a)(l) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(1) MEMBERS OF FAMILY.-An individual 
shall be considered as owning the stock 
owned, directly or indirectly, by or for-

"(A) his spouse (other than a spouse who is 
legally separated for the individual under a 
decree of divorce or separate maintenance), 
and 

"(B) his children, grandchildren, or par
ents." 

(5) Section 1563(e)(6) is amended by strik
ing subparagraph (C). 

(6) Section 2032A(e)(2) is amended by strik
ing the last sentence. 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on 
January l, 1992, except that such amend
ments shall not apply to taxable years begin
ning before such date. 

FAMILY SIMPLIFICATION ACT 
PRESENT LAW 

Earned income tax credit 
Under present law, eligible low-income 

workers are able to claim a refundable 
earned income tax credit (EITC) of up to 16.7 
percent (17.3 percent for taxpayers with more 
than 1 qualifying child) of the first $7,140 of 
earned income for 1991. The maximum 
amount of credit of 1991 is $1,192 ($1,235 for 
taxpayers with more than 1 qualifying child), 
and this maximum is reduced by 11.93 per
cent (12.36 percent for taxpayers with more 
than 1 qualifying child) of earned income in 
excess of $11,250. The EITC is totally ·Phased 
out for workers with the greater of adjusted 
gross income or earned income over $21,250. 
Earned income consists of wages, salaries, 
other employee compensation (including cer
tain allowances provided to military person
nel and the rental value of parsonages), and 
net self-employment income. 

To be eligible for the EITC, the taxpayer 
must have a "qualifying child". In order to 
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be a qualifying child, an individual must sat
isfy a relationship test, a residency test, and 
an age test. The relationship test requires 
that the individual be a child, stepchild, de
scendant of a child, or a foster or adopted 
child of the taxpayer. The residency test re
quires that the individual have the same 
place of abode as the taxpayer for more than 
one half the taxable year. This place of abode 
must be located in the United States. The 
age test requires that the individual be 
under 19 (24 for a full-time student) or be per
manently and totally disabled. If two or 
more persons would be eligible to claim the 
EITC with respect to a qualifying child, then 
only the person with the highest adjusted 
gross income is treated as eligible. A tax
payer who is qualifying child with respect to 
another taxpayer cannot claim the EITC. 

There are two additional credits that are 
part of the EITC. A supplemental young 
child credit is available for qualifying chil
dren under the age of one year. The young 
child credit rate is 5 percent and the phase
out rate is 3.57 percent. It is computed on the 
same base as the ordinary EITC (the maxi
mum credit for 1991 is $375). 

A supplemental credit for health insurance 
costs is also provided for taxpayers who pur
chase health insurance policies that include 
coverage for qualifying children. The health 
insurance credit rate is 6 percent and the 
phase-out rate is 4.285 percent. It is com
puted on the same base as the ordinary EITC 
(the maximum credit for 1991 is $428). The 
maximum credit available to a taxpayer is 
limited to the amount paid for the health in
surance coverage. 

To claim the EITC, the taxpayer must 
complete a separate schedule and attach it 
to his or her income tax return. In addition, 
the taxpayer must supply each qualifying 
child's name, age and, for children over the 
age of one, taxpayer identification number 
(social security number). 

Present law contains a number of so-called 
"anti-double dipping" provisions designed to 
prevent a taxpayer from claiming both the 
ETIC and other tax benefits with respect to 
the same child or expenses. Thus, a taxpayer 
cannot claim the dependent care tax credit 
(DCTC) or receive an exclusion of employer
provided dependent care assistance with re
spect to a child for which the taxpayer 
claimed the supplemental young child credit 
portion of the EITC. Similarly, the amount 
of expenses that may be taken into account 
for purposes of the itemized deduction for 
medical expenses and the deduction for med
ical expenses for self-employed individuals is 
reduced by the amount of the supplemental 
health insurance credit allowable. 

Personal exemption for dependent children 
In general, a taxpayer is entitled to claim 

an exemption for any dependent children of 
the taxpayer. In order to claim a child as a 
dependent, the taxpayer must provide more 
than one half of the child's total support 
during the calendar year as well as meet cer
tain other requirements. For purposes of the 
support test, governmental benefit payments 
(e.g., Aid to Families with Dependent Chil
dren (AFDC) payments, food stamps, and 
housing) are not treated as support provided 
by the taxpayer but rather are treated as 
support provided by the governmental unit. 

Also, the Code provides special support 
rules in the case of a child of parents: (1) who 
are divorced or legally separated under a de
cree of divorce or separate maintenance, (2) 
who are separated under a wr1 tten separa
tion agreement, or (3) who live apart at all 
times during the last 6 months of the cal
endar year. If the child is in the custody of 

one or both of these parents for more than 
one half of the calendar year then the parent 
having custody for the greater portion of the 
calendar year satisfies the support test. That 
parent can release claim to the exemption 
for any year by filling the proper written 
declaration with the Secretary of the Treas
ury. 

A child over the age of 19 (24 if the child is 
a full-time student) cannot be claimed if the 
child has gross income equal to or in excess 
of the personal exemption amount ($2,150 for 
1991 returns). 
Personal exemption for dependents other than 

children 
A taxpayer may claim an exemption for 

specified relatives other than if the taxpayer 
provides more than half the support of the 
relative for the year, the relative has income 
less than the exemption amount, and certain 
other requirements are satisfied. A taxpayer 
may also claim an exemption for an individ
ual other than a specified relative if the tax
payer provides more than one half of the in
dividual's support for the year and the indi
vidual lives with the taxpayer for the entire 
year, has gross income less than the exemp
tion amount, and satisfies certain other re
quirements. 

Other rules 
To qualify as a dependent under any cat

egory, a person must be a U.S. citizen, resi
dent or national, or a resident of Canada or 
Mexico for some part of the calendar year in 
which the taxpayer's tax year begins. Also, a 
person is disqualified as a taxpayer's depend
ent if he or she files a joint income tax re
turn. In the case of a dependent who is per
manently and totally disabled, income from 
a sheltered workshop is not taken into ac
count for this purpose. 

Interaction with filing status 
A taxpayer may be entitled to file an in

come tax return as a surviving spouse or as 
a head of household if the taxpayer is enti
tled to a dependency exemption for certain 
dependents and the taxpayer pays more than 
one half of the cost of maintaining a home 
which is the principal place of abode for such 
dependents. A taxpayer may claim head of 
household filing status if the taxpayer pays 
more than one half the cost of maintaining a 
home which is the principal place of abode 
for a non-dependent, unmarried son, stepson, 
daughter, stepdaughter or a descendent of a 
son or daughter of the taxpayer. 

Uniform definition of child 
The word "child" is used throughout the 

Internal Revenue Code but lacks a common 
definition. 

REASONS FOR CHANGE 

The different tests used under present law 
to determine if a child may be claimed as a 
dependent or qualifies a taxpayer for the 
basic EITC and supplemental young child 
credit component or surviving spouse or 
head of household filing status create com
plexity for taxpayers and prevent the Inter
nal Revenue Service from determining an in
dividual's eligibility for the basic EITC and 
the supplemental young child credit compo
nent from his or her tax return without spe
cialized tax forms. The support test for de
pendency and the maintenance of household 
test used in the surviving spouse and head of 
household filing status are complex, often 
requiring difficult factual and legal deter
minations by taxpayers. A single rule for all 
these provisions will reduce taxpayer bur
dens and increase taxpayer compliance. Also, 
use of a residency test will approximate the 
greatest single component of support, name
ly the cost of housing. 

Generally, conforming the deflnition of a 
qualifying child in both the personal exemp
tion for dependents and the EITC will allow 
the Internal Revenue Service to determine 
an individual's eligibility for the basic EITC 
and the supplemental young child compo
nent from his or her tax return and to com
pute the amount of the EITC to which the in
dividual is entitled without the use of spe
cialized tax forms. This should increase the 
number of eligible individuals who actually 
receive the EITC. 

The interactions of the EITC with other 
tax provisions, (e.g., the DCTC) make it dif
ficult for affected taxpayers to properly com
plete their tax returns. They also require 
complex calculations for the taxpayer to de
termine which provision provides the largest 
benefit. The EITC could be simplified by re
pealing the complicated rules dealing with 
the interaction of the supplemental young 
child credit and the child health insurance 
credit with the dependent care tax credit 
(DCTC), the medical expense deduction, the 
exclusion of employer-provided dependent 
care, and the deduction for health insurance 
costs of self-employed taxpayers. 

Present law requires taxpayers to take 
into account certain noncash compensation 
for purposes of the EITC, (e.g., military al
lowances for housing and subsistence). It 
may be difficult for taxpayers to ascertain 
the proper value of such compensation. 

DESCRIPTION OF BILL 

In general 
The bill simplifies the personal exemption 

for dependents by generally replacing the 
complicated factual determination necessary 
under the present-law support test. Instead, 
the bill utilizes a residency test similar to 
that used in the computation of the EITC. 

The bill also simplifies the determination 
of a taxpayer's filing status as a surviving 
spouse or head of household by generally re
placing the current rules requiring the main
tenance of a household with a residency test 
for qualifying dependents. 

Finally, the bill simplifies the operation of 
the Code by standardizing the definition of a 
child. 

Earned income tax credit 
The residency test of the EITC is extended 

to the personal exemption to ease taxpayer 
burdens and to facilitate compliance. Also, 
the bill repeals the provisions that reduce 
the expenses that are taken into account for: 
(1) The medical expense deduction and (2) the 
deduction of health insurance costs for self
employed taxpayers for the allowable supple
mental health insurance credit component of 
the EITC. Also, the provision that denies the 
dependent care credit and the exclusion for 
employer-provided dependent care assistance 
for expenses incurred or employer care pro
vided for children claimed under the supple
mental young child credit component of the 
EITC is repealed. 

The bill also extends eligibility for the 
EITC to members of the Armed Forces whose 
principal place of abode is outside of the 
United States. 

Personal exemptions 
In General 

The bill generally conforms the personal 
exemption rules to those used in the EITC. 
Specifically, the bill provides that an indi
vidual must be either a qualifying child or a 
qualifying relative (described below) to be a 
dependent of a taxpayer. Any individual who 
can be claimed as a dependent by another 
taxpayer for any taxable year shall not be 
treated as having any dependents for that 
taxable year. 
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Also, the bill modifies present law to limit 

the exemption to citizens or nationals of the 
United States and residents of the United 
States. An exception is provided for any le
gally adopted children of a U.S. citizen or 
national whose principal ;place of a.bode is 
the taxpayer's home for the entire taxable 
year. Genera.Uy, these modifications conform 
the definition of a qualifying child for pur
poses of the dependency exemption to that 
used in the EITC. 

Dependent Children 
The bill generally applies the definition of 

a qualifying child, which is currently used 
for purposes of the EITC, to the personal ex
emption for dependent children. This defini
tion of dependent child is then used to deter
mine eligibility for the EITC and for filing 
status. Under this definition, a qualifying 
child is a child of the taxpayer or a descend
ant of a child of the taxpayer who has the 
same principal place of a.bode as the tax
payer for more than half the year. For these 
purposes, temporary absences from the a.bode 
(e.g., due to schooling or illness) will not af
fect this determination. 

Dependent Relatives 
The bill provides that non-relatives (and 

relatives not listed in section 152(a.)(1) 
through 152(a.)(8)) may no longer be claimed 
as dependents. With respect to the definition 
of qualifying relative, three changes a.re 
ma.de to the present-law rules for dependents 
who are not qualifying children of the tax
payer. First, the support test is replaced 
with the same residency test used for quali
fying children. If an individual does not sat
isfy the residency test with respect to any 
taxpayer, then the present-law support test 
applies. Second, in the case of multiple sup
port agreements, any otherwise qualifying 
taxpayer who contributed support in an 
a.mount at lea.st equal to the exemption 
a.mount may claim the exemption if all other 
qualifying taxpayers file a written declara
tion with the IRS that they will not also 
claim the exemption. This determination 
may be modified ea.ch taxable year. Third, 
the bill modifies the definition of gross in
come for these purposes to mean adjusted 
gross income determined without regard to 
section 135, 911, 931, and 933 plus the a.mount 
of interest received or accrued by the indi
vidual during the taxable year which is ex
empt from tax and the a.mount, if any, of so
cial security and Tier 1 railroad retirement 
benefits included in gross income under sec
tion 86. 

Divorced or separated parents 
In the case of divorced or separated par

ents, a child may be treated as the qualify
ing child or relative of the noncustodial pa.r
ent for a calendar year if the noncustodial 
parent provides support for the calendar year 
equal to or greater than the exemption 
amount and the custodial parent signs a 
written delcaration (which declaration must 
be attached to the noncustodial pa.rent's tax 
return) that the custodial parent will not 
claim the child as a dependent for such year. 
However, agreements executed before Janu
ary 1, 1992, a.re exempt from these require
ments under a special grandfather provision. 

If in the year of divorce or separation, a 
child lives with ea.ch parent for more than 6 
months, the parent with whom such child 
lived for the greater portion of the year is 
deemed to be the custodial parent. 

Interaction with ftltng status 
Both the surviving spouse and head of 

household filing status generally require 
that the taxpayer pay more than half of t:.e 

cost of maintaining a home which is the 
principal place of abode for certain depend
ents. Generally, the bill replaces these re
quirements with the requirement that the 
taxpayer be eligible for a dependency exemp
tion for one or more individuals. 

The bill also modifies the treatment of cer
tain married individuals living a.pa.rt. Spe
cifically, it repeals the maintenance of a 
household requirement. 

Uni/ orm definition of child 
The bill creates a uniform definition of 

"child" for purposes of the Code. For these 
purposes, a child means, with respect to an 
individual, a son, daughter, stepson, or step
daughter of the individual. It also includes: 
(1) the legally adopted son or daughter of an 
individual, (2) any child who is a member of 
an individual's household placed there by an 
authorized placement agency for legal adop
tion by that individual, and (3) any other in
dividual who the taxpayer ca.res for as the 
taxpayer's own child, and has the same prin
cipal place of a.bode as the taxpayer for the 
taxpayer's entire taxable year. 

Reporting requirements 
The bill requires that the employers of 

members of the Armed Forces and ministers 
of the gospel report to their employees the 
a.mount of excluda.ble income received in the 
form of allowances for housing and subsist
ence and the rental value of parsonages, re
spectively. The bill also allows the Secretary 
of the treasury to prescribe a simplified 
valuation method for these purposes. 

EFFECTIVE DATES 

Generally, the bill is effective for taxable 
years beginning after December 21, 1991. 

The provision relating to the reporting re
quirements on certain excluda.ble income of 
members of the Armed Forces of the United 
States and ministers of the gospel is effec
tive for taxable yea.rs beginning after De
cember 31, 1992. 

The provision relating to the uniform defi
nition of "child" is effective on January 1, 
1992, except that such provision does not 
apply to taxable yea.rs beginning before such 
date. 

By Mr. SIMON (for himself and 
Mr. KENNEDY): 

S. 1822. A bill to improve the college 
participation rates of groups under
served by institutions of higher edu
cation, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

HISPANIC ACCESS TO HIGHER EDUCATION ACT 

•Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I rise to 
introduce the Hispanic Access to High
er Education Act of 1991. In my role as 
this year's chairman of the Senate His
panic Task Force, I am introducing 
this bill to ensure that the Hispanic 
community's recommendations and 
concerns are heard as we work on the 
reauthorization of the Higher Edu
cation Act. 

When I was chairman of the Sub
committee on Postsecondary Edu
cation in the House of Representatives, 
I held a hearing on Hispanic participa
tion in higher education. I found that 
Federal student aid programs can and 
do make a difference in the ab111ty of 
economically disadvantaged students 
to obtain a higher education. For His
panic youth, who are twice as likely to 

come from low-income families than 
white youth, these programs are criti
cal. 

The expansion of Federal student aid 
programs in the 1960's and 1970's made 
an important difference in enabling 
more minority and low-income stu
dents to attend colleges. During the 
late 1970's and the 1980's, however, Fed
eral student aid has failed to keep pace 
with the increasing cost of college, and 
the aid that is available has shifted 
overwhelmingly toward loans, rather 
than direct grant assistance. Low-in
come students, in particular, have suf
fered from these changes. Reversing 
these trends could have a revitalizing 
effect on the college entrance rates of 
these groups, and thus mitigate not 
only the problem of lower college ac
cess for African Americans and His
panics but of low degree attainment. 

In its report last year, "The Decade 
of the Hispanic: An Economic Retro
spective," the National Council of La 
Raza calls for an expansion of the Pell 
Grant Program. I would agree that we 
must establish a Pell grant entitle
ment, and while we do not include that 
in this bill, it is equally a part of the 
agenda. 

I must give credit for much of this 
bill to Senators KENNEDY and PELL. 
The teacher recruitment programs, in 
particular, are virtually identical to 
the proposals that my colleagues devel
oped in the lOlst Congress, and intro
duced again this year in the National 
Teacher Act, S. 329. 

While any teacher can be a good role 
model, it is natural for Hispanic stu
dents, bombarded with negative racial 
stereotypes in the mass media, to look 
for a teacher who looks like them, and 
who might sometimes feel the way 
they do about being Hispanic. It is 
equally important that students who 
are not Hispanic have Hispanic teach
ers to counter those stereotypes. In 
testimony I provided to the Depart
ment of Education last year, I recited 
some of the statistics on Hispanic 
teachers in Illinois, and the numbers 
are appa111ng. While 8 percent of the 
students are Hispanic, less than 2 per
cent of the teachers are Hispanic. In 
Chicago, with an almost 25 percent His
panic student population, less than 6 
percent of the teachers are Hispanic. In 
particular subject areas, finding an 
Hispanic role model can be virtually 
impossible. For example, in the 19~7 
school year, only one in every 157 math 
teachers was Hispanic, and there was 
not one Hispanic physics teacher to be 
found in all of Illinois. 

The bill we are introducing today es
tablishes programs to attract more mi
norities into college and into teaching, 
and offer scholarships and loan forgive
ness, especially for those who agree to 
teach in the innercity. 

A study of eighth graders released 
last year found that while two-thirds of 
the students surveyed planned to finish 
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college, only one-third were slated to 
enter a high school program that would 
prepare them for college. This points to 
the need for the current Upward Bound 
Program, and for expanded early inter
vention programs that start as early as 
the sixth grade. This bill includes a 
new $200 million program of matching 
grants to States to significantly ex
pand early inter·vention activities. The 
bill also proposes some amendments to 
the TRIO programs, to ensure that cer
tain groups or areas are not being un
derserved. 

Mr. President, I commend the Con
gressional Hispanic Caucus, and in par
ticular its chairman, Mr. ORTIZ, for de
veloping this proposal in the House. It 
is important not only for Hispanic 
Americans, but for all Americans.• 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, today 
I am cosponsoring the introduction of 
the Hispanic Access to Higher Edu
cation Act of 1991. Hispanics in this 
country have suffered a long history of 
discrimination and racism. These bar
riers have been particularly notable in 
the area of education. Even though 
Hispanics are highly concentrated 
among the school-age population, they 
are less likely than their non-Hispanic 
peers to have been enrolled in pre
school programs or to go on to second
ary education. The Hispanic high 
school completion rate remains at only 
55 percent. 

The failure of elementary and sec
ondary school systems to meet the edu
cational needs of Hispanic students is 
reflected in our Nation's postsecondary 
institutions. Except for our native 
American population, the Hispanic 
population in the United States has the 
lowest college participation rate for 18 
to 24-year-olds of any major race or 
ethnic group. Furthermore, of those 
Hispanics who do enroll in post-second
ary education, 56 percent attend 2-year 
institutions. An almost negligible mi
nority of these students transfer to 4-
year colleges and universities. Thus, 
the share of bachelor's degrees con
ferred upon Hispanics is not com
parable to their proportion of under
graduate enrollment. 

In light of these historic inequalities 
it is appropriate that during National 
Hispanic Heritage Month, I am cospon
soring the introduction of the Hispanic 
Access to Higher Education Act. This 
bill will help increase the college par
ticipation and graduation rates of His
panics by establishing early interven
tion programs designed to prevent at
risk students from dropping out of high 
school; by establishing a migrant stu
dent minicorps program to provide fi
nancial assistance to migrant students 
in higher education in return for serv
ing as mentors to migrant students in 
elementary and secondary education, 
and by enhancing TRIO programs. In 
addition, the bill requires the Sec
retary to annually conduct a national 
survey of factors associated with par-

ticipation including data on academic 
progress and college enrollment of ra
cial and ethnic minorities under
represented in higher education. All of 
these programs need to be given seri
ous consideration as we enter the High
er Education Act reauthorization proc
ess. This bill will increase the edu
cational opportunities for Hispanics 
and other disadvantaged youth. It will 
challenge them to reach their poten
tial, and it will benefit all of us for we 
will be enriched by their accomplish
ments and their achievements. 

By Mr. CRANSTON: 
S. 1825. A bill to authorize the sale of 

Bureau of Reclamation loans to the 
Redwood Valley County Water Dis
trict, California; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

SALE OF CERTAIN BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
LOANS 

• Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I in
troduce for appropriate reference a bill 
to authorize the Secretary of the Inte
rior to sell loans made pursuant to the 
Sma~l Reclamation Projects Act to the 
Redwood Valley County Water Dis
trict. This water district is located in 
Mendocino County, CA, and serves 
fewer than 1,200 residential and agri
cultural customers. 

In the Budget Reconc111ation Act of 
1987, Congress authorized the Secretary 
of the Interior to sell Small Reclama
tion Projects Act loans during fiscal 
year 1988. Loan borrowers were offered 
the opportunity to repurchase their 
outstanding loans at a discounted 
price. About 150 water districts in the 
Mid-Pacific region of the Bureau of 
Reclamation bought back their loans. 
The Redwood Valley County Water Dis
trict, however, was unable to take ad
vantage of the opportunity due to its 
poor financial condition at the time. In 
fact, while other districts were 
repurchasing their loans, the Redwood 
Valley County Water District was 
seeking congressional authority to 
defer its loan repayments and to re
negotiate its loan repayment schedule. 
Congress provided such authority in 
Public Law 100-516. 

Today, the water district is finan
cially sound and would like to have the 
opportunity it missed in 1988 to repur
chase the two Small Reclamation 
Projects Act loans it has from the Bu
reau of Reclamation. 

This bill would renew the authority 
for the Secretary of the Interior to sell 
these loans to the Redwood Valley 
County Water District for 1 year. The 
legislation provides that the sale price 
would be determined through the appli
cation of the discount rate methodol
ogy used by the Secretary during the 
loan assets sales program in 1988, but 
reflecting the investment factors appli
cable at the time of the sale. In 1988, 
the Secretary offered to sell the loans 
to the district for $2,460,042.00. Addi
tionally, the bill would require the dis-

trict to pay all administrative costs as
sociated with the sale. The original 
program used revenues from the sales 
to cover the costs. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the b111 be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the b111 was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1825 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SALE OF BUREAU OF RECLAMA
TION LoANS. 

(a) The Secretary of the Interior (herein
after in this Act referred to as the "Sec
retary") shall sell loans made pursuant to 
the Small Reclamation Projects Act (43 
U.S.C. 422a-4221) to the Redwood Valley 
County Water District. 

(b) The sale of the loans which are num
bered 14-06-200--8423A and 14-06-200-842A 
Amendatory to the Redwood Valley County 
Water District shall realize an amount to the 
federal government as determined by the 
Secretary through application of the dis
count rate methodology used by the Sec
retary during the loan assets sales program 
authorized by Section 5301 of the Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1987. Said amount shall 
reflect the investment factors applicable at 
the time of the determination of the amount. 

SEC. 2. SAVINGS PROVIBIONB.-Nothing in 
this Act, including prepayment or other dis
position of any loans, shall 

(a) except to the extent that prepayment 
may have been authorized heretofore, relieve 
the borrower from the applications of the 
provisions of Federal Reclamation Law (Act 
of June 17, 1902, and Acts amendatory thereof 
or supplementary thereto, including the Rec
lamation Reform Act of 1982), including acre
age limitations, to the extent such provi
sions would apply absent such prepayment, 
or 

(b) authorize the transfer of title to any 
federally owned facilities funded by the 
loans specified in section 1 of this Act with
out a specific act of Congress. 

SEC. 3. FEES AND ExPENSEB OF PROGRAM.
In addition to the amount to be realized by 
the United States as provided in section 1, 
the Redwood Valley County Water District 
shall pay all reasonable fees and expenses in
curred by the Secretary relative to the sale. 

SEC. 4. TERMINATION.-The authority 
granted by this Act to sell loans shall termi
nate one year after the date of enactment of 
this Act.• 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, 
Mr. BOREN, Mr. PRYOR, and Mr. 
EXON): 

S. 1826. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to encourage par
ity giving in order to increase prices to 
farmers while assisting in feeding the 
starving of the world; to the Commit
tee on Finance. 

CROP-SHARING HUNGER RELIEF ACT 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I rise 

to introduce an innovative proposal 
that addresses the dual challenges of 
creating new markets for surplus agri
cultural products and feeding the hun
gry. 

In my years as a representative of 
the State of South Dakota, I can say 
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that nothing frustrates a farmer more 
than to have grain wasting away in a 
bin because prices are too low to sell it, 
while he watches television news sto
ries about the growing numbers of hun
gry people around the world, even in 
our own country. There's something 
wrong in a world where we have bush
els and tons of excess commodities rot
ting and spoiling, while millions of 
people are starving. 

The statistics on hunger tell one side 
of the story. In this country, 37 percent 
of homeless persons report eating 1 
meal per day or less, and 36 percent re
port going at least 1 day per week 
without any nourishment. A survey of 
30 major U.S. cities in 1990 reported a 
22 percent increase in demand for 
emergency food assistance. At present 
rates, more than 100 million children 
will die in the world from illness and 
malnutrition in the 1990's. An esti
mated 1 billion people, roughly 20 per
cent of the world's population, are dis
eased, in poor heal th or malnourished. 

At the same time, the Federal Gov
ernment spends enormous sums pur
chasing surplus commodities each 
year. The Commodity Credit Corpora
tion has 518 million pounds of butter, 
240 million pounds of nonfat dry milk, 
and 387 million pounds of corn in its in
ventory. Moreover, some 15 percent of 
our wheat acreage and 7 .5 percent of 
our corn acreage is idle. 

It's not often that one problem offers 
a solution to another. But I think 
that's what we have here. 

The proposal I am introducing today, 
the Crop Sharing Hunger Relief Act, 
will enable the American taxpayer to 
provide the link between our surplus 
commodities and hungry people every
where. Here's how it works. 

An individual purchases commodities 
that are in surplus in a given year. 
That same year, he or she donates the 
commodities to a qualifying hunger re
lief organization and takes a tax deduc
tion for the "parity" price of the com
modity. The deduction would also be 
available for taxpayers who fall under 
the alternative minimum tax. 

The parity price is published month
ly by the Department of Agriculture. 
Simply put, it reflects the cost of a 
commodity in today's market, plus a 
fair return to the farmer. 

The proposal includes several provi
sions to focus it and ensure that the 
taxpayer contributes to the trans
action. For example, no individual may 
use the deduction for more than $10,000 
worth of commodities. Furthermore, 
regardless of the parity price, in no 
event would a taxpayer be able to take 
a deduction for more than twice what 
he or she paid for the commodities. Fi
nally, the deduction is available only 
for commodities that are in surplus. 

It is possible that this proposal would 
result in revenue loss in its initial 
phases, and I plan to ask the Joint 
Committee on Taxation to estimate its 
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revenue impact. Once it is fully uti
lized, however, the benefits of the Crop 
Sharing Hunger Relief Act could be 
substantial. It is anticipated that the 
proposal will spur a system of private 
purchasing of surplus commodities 
that are donated to the hungry. The 
use of these commodities would rep
resent a net gain in consumption that 
would not occur without the program. 
The more individuals who participate, 
the more surplus commodities are sold, 
with a corresponding increase in the 
prices of commodities and reduction in 
Federal spending on agricultural sub
sidies. 

Some in Congress believe that the 
best way to accomplish sustained 
growth in markets for our abundant 
agricultural products is by increasing 
the purchasing power of the countries 
in need of those products. They argue 
that it is far better from our perspec
tive for other countries to purchase our 
agricultural goods on the open market 
than for us to donate our goods in sur
plus. 

To achieve economic development 
among the countries in greatest need 
of our products, however, is a long
term objective. Even among countries 
that receive significant amounts of 
economic development aid, the bene
ficial effects of that aid do not occur 
overnight. Moreover, there is a limit to 
how much the United States alone can 
finance or even guarantee the financ
ing of other countries' growth-at least 
in the short term. 

That is why we need interim solu
tions. We need to find ways to get from 
here to there. Certainly, we must never 
lose sight of the goal of encouraging 
long-term economic growth among de
veloping countries so that they can 
purchase our goods outright, but at the 
same time we must not hesitate to find 
innovative ways to create new avenues 
for the flow of our agricultural prod
ucts in the short term. What better 
way to do so than through a proposal 
that directs those products to the peo
ple who need them the most. 

As chairman of the Finance Sub
committee on Energy and Agricultural 
Taxation, I plan to hold hearings this 
month on the Crop Sharing Hunger Re
lief Act. At that time, we will have an 
opportunity to hear comments on the 
measure with a view toward making 
necessary refinements. 

The Crop Sharing Hunger Relief Act 
represents a new approach to the per
sistent concern about markets for one 
of this country's greatest resources. It 
also meets a glaring humanitarlan 
need in a way that ultimately should 
be cost-effective. I believe this proposal 
merits the consideration of my col
leagues, and I ask unanimous consent 
that its text be printed in the RECORD. 

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

s. 1826 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Crop-Shar
ing Hunger Relief Act". 
SEC. 2. DEDUCTION FOR PARITY GIVING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 170(e) of the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to cer
tain contributions of ordinary income and 
capital gain property) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new para
graph: 

"(6) QUALIFIED COMMODITY CONTRIBU
TIONS.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-ln the case of a con
tribution of an eligible commodity which 
constitutes a qualified commodity contribu
tion, the amount of such contribution taken 
into account under this section shall be 
equal to the lesser of-

"(i) the parity price of the commodity, or 
"(ii) 200 percent of the taxpayer's basis in 

such property. 
"(B) DOLLAR LIMITATION.-Contributions of 

eligible commodities shall not be taken into 
account under subparagraph (A) for any tax
able year to the extent that the taxpayer's 
aggregate basis in all such commodities con
tributed exceeds $10,000. 

"(C) QUALIFIED COMMODITY CONTRIBUTION.
For purposes of this paragraph, the term 
'qualified commodity contribution' means a 
charitable contribution by an individual of 
an eligible commodity to an organization 
which is described in section 501(c)(3) and 
which is exempt from taxation under section 
501(a) (other than a private foundation de
scribed in paragraph (3)(A)), but only if-

"(i) the use of the property by the donee is 
solely for the purpose of feeding individuals 
in famine, disaster, or other economically 
depressed areas, and 

"(ii) requirements similar to the require
ments of clauses (ii), (iii), and (iv) of para
graph (3)(A) are met with respect to the con
tribution. 

"(D) ELIGIBLE COMMODITY.-For purposes of 
this paragraph-

"(i) IN GENERAL.-The term 'eligible com
modity' means any agricultural commodity 
which, at the time of purchase (or, if not 
purchased by the taxpayer, at the time of 
contribution), is a commodity on the surplus 
commodity list under clause (ii). 

"(ii) SURPLUS COMMODITY.-The Secretary, 
in consultation with the Secretary of Agri
culture, shall establish a list of surplus com
modities for purposes of this paragraph. 
Such list shall be revised to reflect any 
changes in the availability of any commod
ity. 

"(E) PARITY PRICE.-For purposes of this 
paragraph, the parity price for any agricul
tural commodity shall be determined under 
section 301(a)(l) of the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1301(a)(l)). 

"(F) ExCLUSION OF ESTATES AND TRUSTS.
For purposes of this paragraph, an estate or 
trust shall not be treated as an individual." 

(b) ExEMPTION FROM ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM 
TAX.-Section 57(a)(6)(B) of the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 (defining capital gain prop
erty) is amended by adding at the end there
of the following sentence: "Such term shall 
not include any eligible commodity contrib
uted in a qualified commodity contribution 
described in section 170(e)(6)." 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to contribu
tions a~er December 31, 1991, of commodities 
acquired after December 31, 1991. 
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By Mr. GARN (for himself, Mr. 

BOND, Mr. DODD, Mr. DOLE, Mr. 
NUNN, Mr. DANFORTH, Mr. BUR
DICK, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. 
JOHNSTON, Mr. KASTEN, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. SEYMOUR, Mr. 
WALLOP, AND Mr. SPECTER): 

S. 1827. A bill to require the Sec
retary of the Treasury to mint coins in 
commemoration of the 200th anniver
sary of the White House; to the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 
WHITE HOUSE COMMEMORATIVE COIN ACT OF 1991 

• Mr. GARN. Mr. President, the White 
House is one of the enduring symbols of 
our great country, emblematic of our 
history of strong leaders and a testa
ment to the principles of democracy 
which forged this Nation, and which 
are now shaping the face of the world. 
It is surely one of the most, if not the 
most, recognizable landmarks in Amer
ica; not only to the people of our Na
tion, but to people all over the world. 

Every year, more than ll/2 million 
people-Americans, visitors from 
abroad, and heads of state-visit the 
White House. Literally hundreds of 
millions more have seen the White 
House in pictures or on television. 

In 1792, the President's House was the 
first of the Federal buildings to be 
commenced in the new national cap
ital, even before the city was named 
"Washington." The American Revolu
tion had ended only 9 years before and 
the Cons ti tu ti on was just 3 years old. 

Today, the White House continues to 
serve not only as home of the President 
and the First Lady, but as an integral 
part of our constitutional government, 
where important decisions are made 
every day, decisions which affect us 
and the rest of the world. Treaties are 
signed at the White House and foreign 
heads of state and dignitaries are re
ceived there. The public rooms of the 
White House also serve as a cultural 
center and a museum of American his
tory and decorative and fine art. 

.The Congress appropriates funds for 
the daily operation and maintenance of 
the White House. However, refurbish
ing projects and important historical 
acquisitions have traditionally been 
funded primarily by the generosity of 
private contributors. The First Lady, 
Barbara Bush, has been working tire
lessly to assure the future of the White 
House. At the request of the First 
Lady, the White House Endowment 
Fund was established in January 1990 
as a not-for-profit organization to raise 
a $25 million endowment to provide 
permanent support for the White House 
collection of fine art and furnishings 
and to preserve the historic character 
of the public museum rooms of the 
White House. 

The White House Historical Associa
tion, a not-for-profit private organiza
tion whose historical and educational 
purpases are to enhance understanding, 
appreciation, and enjoyment of the 

White House, has proposed as one of 
the projects that would contribute to 
the endowment, the sale of a com
memorative coin to celebrate the 200th 
anniversary of the laying of the corner
stone of the White House, which took 
place on the 13th day of October, in the 
year 1792. 

Mr. President, I am therefore pleased 
to be able to introduce the White 
House Commemorative Coin Act of 
1991, which authorizes the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint a White House 
Commemorative Coin under the spon
sorship of the association. Proceeds 
from the sale of the silver dollar coin, 
after paying the expenses of the mint, 
will go to the White House Endowment 
Fund to help in fulfilling the purpose of 
ensuring the future of the White House. 
These moneys will augment private 
contributions to the fun. 

This legislation has strong bipartisan 
support and has been cosponsored by 
Senators BOND, DOLE, DODD, KASSE
BAUM, DANFORTH, KASTEN, GRASSLEY, 
SEYMOUR, BURDICK, NUNN, WALLOP, and 
SPECTER. In addition, it has the sup
port of the First Lady, the Department 
of the Treasury, the U.S. Mint, and the 
Office of Management and Budget, all 
of whose suggestions have been incor
porated in the bill. I urge my col
leagues to join me in supporting this 
important legislation to help ensure 
the future of one of the great symbols 
of our country, the White House. 

Mr. President, I would also like to in
clude in the RECORD following my re
marks, a statement prepared by the 
White House Historical Association, 
which more fully describes the cir
cumstances of laying the cornerstone 
of the White House. 

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

THE CORNERSTONE OF THE WHITE HOUSE 

The President's House was the first of the 
federal buildings to be commenced in the 
new national capital, even before the city 
was named "Washington." Few quiet mo
ments in the history of our country have 
been more symbolic than October 13, 1792, 
when the cornerstone of the White House 
was laid. The American Revolution had 
ended only ten years before; the Constitution 
was three years old. With sincere faith and 
high hopes the federal government, under 
the presidency of George Washington, was 
laying the cornerstone for the future of the 
new country. 

The cornerstone of the White House is in 
fact not the traditional stone familiar in 
public architecture, but a brass plate, which 
has been hidden within the walls of the 
White House since it was put there in the au
tumn of 1792. On the plate is engraved the 
following: 

"This first stone of the President's House 
was laid the 13th day of October 1792, and in 
the seventeenth year of the independence of 
the United States of America. George Wash
ington, President. Thomas Johnson, Doctor 
Stewart, Daniel Carroll, Commissioners. 
James Hoban, Architect. Collen Williamson, 
Master Mason. Vi vat Republica." 

It was a simple little ceremony that 
marked the completion of the first corner-

stone of the first public building begun in 
Washington. The city as yet had no name; 
from the hill where the White House was to 
be, the few participants could look over the 
sprawl of tobacco fields and meadows where 
the Mall would be, and perhaps even as far 
away as the impressive and higher hill upon 
which, in the next year, the cornerstone of 
the Capitol would be la.id in a far more au
gust ceremony. The small company that had 
gathered to lay the cornerstone of the Presi
dent's House, at the close of the building sea
son, 1792, walked after their work was done 
to Suter's Tavern in Georgetown, where they 
ate an "elegant dinner' and drank many 
toasts into the night. 

Two of the great ironies of history a.re that 
George Washington was not present at the 
cornerstone laying-public business kept 
him away-and that he would never live in 
the White House. He was the only President 
of the United States never to live in the 
White House; yet, he was the man who built 
that house. When Congress approved the 
erection of a new city, a capitol and a house 
for the President, the President put forward 
ideas of his own. He wanted a city that would 
impress the world. To implement his plan he 
turned to, Pierre Charles L'Enfant, who 
ma.de a plan of a city and described to Wash
ington public buildings of great extent. The 
house of the President was first imagined as 
a pa.lace (somewhat the size of today's Na
tional Gallery of Art) and over the protests 
of the commissioners of the Federal District, 
the cellars for this palace were dug. Streets 
were laid out to conform to the palace, and 
they remain so described in the city plan. 

George Washington would yield to building 
a smaller house only when it became clear 
that the palace could not be completed by 
November 1800, the deadline Congress had 
designated for occupancy of the new city. 
The White House is about one-fifth the size 
of the palace originally envisioned. When it 
came time to site the new house in the cel
lars dug for the palace, the commissioners 
dared not make the decision on their own. 
Washington himself appeared on the scene 
and, being a surveyor by training, located 
the house without hesitation precisely where 
it stands today and drove the stakes in the 
ground himself. Al though he had started 
work on the largest house the United States 
was to know for eighty years, he frequently 
remarked that it was built for the ages, and 
could be enlarged by the addition of wings. 
He ordered for the house the most elaborate 
stone carving seen in America up until that 
time. 

He built the house we know today. Changes 
a.re few, although the White House has been 
rebuilt twice within its original walls, the 
first time after it was burned by British in
vaders in 1814 and the second time in the 
1948-1952 restoration by President Truman. 
The cornerstone of 1792 lies undisturbed. Two 
centuries will soon have passed since the cor
nerstone was la.id. 

America's greatest moments a.re its sim
plest, and the laying of the White House cor
nerstone is one of these. Those who gathered 
on that hill two hundred yea.rs ago had no 
idea what was to come, any more than we do 
today. The cornerstone was a ma.rk of faith, 
and promise, and carries that message well 
into its third century.• 
• Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join Senator GARN in intro
ducing this bill to commemorate the 
laying of the cornerstone of the White 
House. 

Mr. President, 1992 will mark the 
200th anniversary of the laying of the 
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White House cornerstone. This bill pro
vides a treasured and lasting monu
ment to this historic event. 

On October 13, 1792, the first of the 
Federal buildings was commenced in 
the new Capital City. George Washing
ton, being a surveyor by training, sited 
the house where it now stands today. 
Yet, ironically, he was not present at 
the laying of the cornerstone, nor did 
he ever live in the White House. 

He built the house to last through 
the ages and the changes made since 
that time are few. The cornerstone 
brass plate, commemorating the begin
ning of construction on the White 
House, has lain undisturbed for almost 
200 years. 

Every year, more than 1.5 million 
people visit the White House to view 
its elaborate stone carvings, collection 
of fine art, and historic furnishings. 

Although Congress provides the fund
ing for the daily operation and mainte
nance of the White House, the special 
refurbishing projects are usually fund
ed by appeals for private contributions. 

The White House Endowment Fund 
was established in 1990, at the request 
of First Lady Barbara Bush, as a non
profit organization to raise a $25 mil
lion endowment to provide permanent 
support for the White House collection 
of fine art and furnishings and for the 
public rooms of the White House. 

This bill will authorize the minting 
of the White House commemorative 
coin. The proceeds from the sale of this 
coin, after repaying all costs to the 
Government, will go to the White 
House Endowment Fund. These mon
eys, in addition to private contribu
tions, will establish a permanent fund 
for the maintenance of the White 
House art collection, antique furnish
ings, and public rooms for which Gov
ernment funds are not available. 

First Lady Barbara Bush, Honorary 
Chairman of the White House Endow
ment Fund, is very supportive of a 
White House commemorative coin. It is 
her hope and it is my hope that 
through the endowment fund, the sale 
of this coin will assure permanent sup
port for the historic and museum char
acter of the White House in such man
ner that all Americans can be proud of 
this national treasure. 

I believe that the 200th anniversary 
of the laying of the cornerstone of the 
White House is a special event which 
deserves a lasting and distinguished 
commemorative and I encourage my 
colleagues to please join me in support
ing the White House Commemorative 
Coin Act of 1991.• 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, 
Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. EXON, Mr. 
CONRAD, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. PELL, Mr. ADAMS, 
Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
HEFLIN, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 

LIEBERMAN, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. 
SPECTER, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. SAR
BANES, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. 
BURDICK, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
KOHL, Mr. HARKIN, and Ms. MI
KULSKI): 

S. 1828. A bill to provide extended un
employment benefits during period of 
high unemployment to railroad em
ployees who have less than 10 years of 
service; to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources. 
EXTENDED RAILROAD UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
legislation I am introducing today is 
intended to ensure that railroad work
ers are not left out of the relief we are 
providing for unemployment workers 
in other industries. 

This is an issue that Senators 
METZENBAUM, EXON. WELLSTONE, 
CONRAD, the other original sponsors 
and I have been particularly concerned 
about. We had hoped to amend S. 1722 
to ensure equal treatment for railroad 
workers under that bill, but because of 
procedural complications, that was not 
possible, and this legislation is nec
essary. 

It was not the intention of S. 1722's 
sponsors to exclude any group of work
ers from the benefits provided under 
the bill. However, because unemploy
ment compensation for railroad work
ers is provided under a separate rail
road unemployment system, an amend
ment to the Railroad Unemployment 
Insurance Act is necessary to enable 
railroad workers to receive extended 
benefits. 

It would be unfair to deny these ben
efits to unemployed railroad workers. 
They are experiencing the same dif
ficulties in finding jobs as workers in 
other industries in this recession. This 
bill will correct this inequity by estab
lishing an extended benefit program for 
railroad workers under the Railroad 
Unemployment Insurance program. 

The legislation will give approxi
mately 3,000 unemployed railroad 
workers with less than 10 years in the 
railroad system up to 13 weeks of ex
tended benefits through July 4, 1992, as 
long as the national unemployment 
rate equals or exceeds 6 percent. Under 
reachback provisions identical to those 
for other workers, these benefits will 
be available to workers who exhausted 
their regular benefits prior to enact
ment of the extended benefit program, 
but after March 31, 1991. 

In every previous recession, when 
Congress has acted to provide supple
mental unemployment benefits to 
workers who have exhausted regular 
benefits, we have always included pro
visions to ensure that railroad workers 
receive similar benefits. The needs of 
unemployed railroad workers are just 
as great as the needs of other workers, 
and they deserve these benefits too. 

The benefits for railroad workers 
under this legislation will be paid out 
of the existing surplus in the Railroad 

Unemployment Insurance Trust Fund. 
The current balance of that fund is $324 
million, compared to an average base
line balance of $225 million. 

The Railroad Retirement Board, 
which administers the fund, has stated 
that the current balance is sufficient 
to pay the extended unemployment 
benefits under this legislaiton without 
the need for additional funding. The 
Congressional Budget Office has esti
mated that the cost of this program 
will be less than $10 million. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
effort to extend unemployment bene
fits for workers in all industries, in
cluding the railroad industry. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

s. 1828 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. EXTENDED RAILROAD UNEMPLOY· 

MENT INSURANCE BENEFITS DUR
ING PERIODS OF HIGH NATIONAL 
UNEMPLOYMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of section 
2(h)(2) of the Railroad Unemployment Insur
ance Act (45 U.S.C. 352(h)(2)), a "period of 
high unemployment" includes any month if 
the average unadjusted total rate of unem
ployment (as determined by the Secretary of 
Labor) for the period consisting of the most 
recent 6 months for which data are available 
as of the close of such month equals or ex
ceeds 6 percent. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATEB.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

paragraphs (2) and (3), no employee shall 
have an extended benefit period under the 
second proviso of section 2(c) of the Railroad 
Unemployment Insurance Act beginning be
fore October 6, 1991, or after July 4, 1992. 

(2) TRANBITION.-If an employee has estab
lished an extended benefit period under the 
second proviso of section 2(c) of the Railroad 
Unemployment Insurance Act and the last 
day of such extended benefit period, as estab
lished, is after July 4, 1992, such employee 
shall continue to be entitled to extended un
employment benefits for days of unemploy
ment in registration periods included in such 
extended benefit period, provided that such 
employee meets the eligibility requirements 
of this Act and the Railroad Unemployment 
Insurance Act. 

(3) REACHBACK PROVISIONS.-If (A) an em
ployee has exhausted his rights to normal 
unemployment benefits under section 2(c) of 
the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act 
after February 28, 1991, but before October 6, 
1991, and (B) a period described in subsection 
(a) is in effect as of October 6, 1991, such em
ployee can have an extended benefit period 
under the second proviso of section 2(c) of 
the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act 
beginning with his first day of unemploy
ment after February 28, 1991. If an employee 
exhausted his rights to normal unemploy
ment benefits after February 28, 1991, and is 
not a qualified employee, within the mean
ing of section 3 of the Railroad Unemploy
ment Insurance Act, with respect to the gen
eral benefit year beginning July l, 1991, such 
employee can have an extended benefit pe
riod under the second proviso of section 2(c) 
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of the Railroad Unemployment Insurance 
Act beginning with his first day of unem
ployment in such general benefit year, pro
vided that no such extended benefit period 
shall begin after October 5, 1991. 

(c) LIMITATION ON PAYMENT.-Extended 
benefits under this section shall be payable 
for a maximum of 65 days of unemployment, 
including any extended benefits payable by 
reason of the application of the reachback 
provisions. 

By Mr. GLENN (for himself and 
Mr. METZENBAUM): 

S.J. Res. 213. Joint resolution to des
ignate October 12, 1991, as "Centennial 
of Concrete Paving in America Day"; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
CENTENNIAL OF CONCRETE PAVING IN AMERICA 

DAY 

• Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce a joint resolution 
designating October 12, 1991, as "Cen
tennial of Concrete Paving in America 
Day." My colleague from Ohio, Mr. 
HOBSON, has introduced this joint reso
lution in the House of Representatives. 

One hundred years ago, George W. 
Bartholomew of Bellefontaine, OH, 
confident that concrete was a superior 
material for paving streets, convinced 
the city council to test his idea by pav
ing an 8-f oot wide section of the Main 
Street next to the hitching rail of the 
Logan County Courthouse. That origi
nal concrete paving has been in contin
uous use since 1891 and has been recog
nized in the National Register of His
toric Places as the first concrete street 
in the United States. 

The concrete street in Bellefontaine, 
OH, was the genesis of our highway 
system. Since concrete paving made a 
more durable road, trucks and auto
mobiles were more productive, and 
commerce expanded. The durability 
and reliability of concrete roads is an 
effective investment for government 
and taxpayers. 

Mr. President, a celebration of the 
Centennial of Concrete Pavement is 
planned on October 12, 1991 in 
Bellefontaine, OH. I urge my col
leagues to join me in commemorating 
this event.• 

By Mr. RIEGLE (for himself, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. BRAD
LEY, Mr. BURNS, Mr. D'AMATO, 
Mr. DODD, Mr. FOWLER, Mr. 
GLENN, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. INOUYE, 
Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. ROCKE
FELLER, Mr. SANFORD, Mr. BUR
DICK, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. SEY
MOUR, Mr. DOLE, Mr. METZEN
BAUM, and Mr. CRANSTON): 

S.J. Res. 214. Joint resolution to des
ignate May 16, 1992, through May 22, 
1992, as "National Awareness Week for 
Life-Saving Techniques"; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

NATIONAL AWARENESS WEEK FOR LIFE-SAVING 
TECHNIQUES 

• Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, today 
with my distinguished colleague Sen
ator CHAFEE, and 20 of our colleagues, 

we are introducing a joint resolution to 
designate May 16 through May 22 of 
1992 as "National Awareness Week for 
Life-Saving Techniques." 

There is a very serious problem that 
deserves our earnest attention: It is 
the pervasive illiteracy that Americans 
have to basic life-saving techniques. 

Every year, about 850,000 Americans 
die from accidents or heart attacks, ac
cording to the National Center for 
Health Statistics and the National 
Safety Council. Accidents alone took 
nearly 95,000 U.S. lives in 1990, ranking 
as the No. 1 killer of young Americans 
between 1 and 37 years old. Strikingly, 
75 percent of those who die due to acci
dental causes are male. Overall, heart 
disease remains to be the predominant 
cause of death in America today, kill
ing 725,010 people in 1990. In Michigan 
alone, 28,031 people died from heart dis
ease and 3,228 were lost to accidental 
causes in 1989. Many of these lives may 
have been saved if someone had known 
basic rescue breathing, cardiopul
monary resuscitation, and other such 
skills that save lives. 

The irony is that opportunities to 
learn these vital lifesaving skills are 
available to all Americans through the 
American Red Cross, the American 
Heart Association, the YMCA, and 
other national organizations. 

Although many Americans have 
taken the time to learn lifesaving tech
niques, close to 10 million, there are 
significantly more people who have 
never learned them. It appears that 
many Americans are unaware of the 
need to be prepared to use such skills. 

Imagine, Mr. President, what one 
such person would do on an ordinary 
day when encountering an out-of-the 
ordinary accident or heart attack. 
Imagine a situation that depends upon 
rapid intervention for another person 
to survive. Imagine the helplessness 
and final horror of watching another 
person's life slip away out of ignorance. 
No one should ever have to face such a 
moment, and no one has to. 

On an ordinary day at Kneff Lake in 
Grayling, MI, the McGuire family, of 
Dearborn, MI, were celebrating their 
son Joe's fourth birthday. That same 
day, 16-year-old Buddy Latesky was 
swimming at the lake with some 
friends when he noticed a white T-shirt 
floating in the water. When he drew 
closer he found a small boy, Joe 
McGuire, floating facedown in the 
water. Buddy immediately pulled the 
boy from the water and performed the 
mouth-to-mouth resuscitation tech
niques he learned in a middle school 
health class. After a few unpredictable 
minutes, Joe began coughing up water 
and breathing on his own. He was then 
treated by and released from a local 
hospital. 

Because of Buddy Latesky, 4-year-old 
Joe McGuire, who had momentarily 
wandered from his parents, lived 
through the trauma of his fourth birth-

day. Because of training received in a 
health class, Buddy knew how to pre
vent Joe from becoming a statistic. 
And today, Buddy is a hero and exam
ple to us all. 

Senate Joint Resolution 214 designat
ing May 16 through 22, 1992, as "Na
tional Awareness Week For Life-Sav
ing Techniques" is designed to inform 
and prompt Americans to take advan
tage of the lifesaving educational pro
grams that are available to them in 
their areas and create more happy 
endings. Because accidental deaths in
crease by approximately 1,000 every 
June, July, and August, the month of 
May is the most appropriate time for 
"National Awareness Week For Life
saving Techniques." I urge my col
leagues to cosponsor this important 
resolution. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the full text of the joint reso
lution be printed in the RECORD. 

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

S.J. RES. 214 
Whereas the National Safety Council re

ported that about 850,000 Americans died in 
1990 as a result of accidents and heart dis
ease; 

Whereas accidents are the leading cause of 
death for children and youth ages 1 to 24 
years; 

Whereas drowning and choking are a lead
ing cause of accidental death in children 
under the age of 5 years; 

Whereas Rescue Breathing and 
Cardiopulmonary Resuscitation, commonly 
referred to as CPR, are life-saving tech
niques that significantly reduce the inci
dence of sudden death due to accidents and 
heart disease; 

Whereas it is critical that more Americans 
learns such basic life-saving techniques in 
order to reduce the number of deaths related 
to accidents and heart disease; 

Whereas the opportunity to learn basic 
life-saving techniques is available to all 
Americans through the American Red Cross, 
the American Heart Association, the YMCA, 
and other national organizations; and 

Whereas the death rate due to accidents 
and heart disease would be greatly reduced if 
more Americans received training in basic 
life-saving techniques: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That May 16, 1992, 
through May 22, 1992, is designated as "Na
tional Awareness Week for Life-Saving Tech
niques". The President is authorized and re
quested to issue a proclamation calling on 
the people of the United States to observe 
the week with appropriate ceremonies and 
activities designed to encourage training in 
life-saving techniques for Americans.• 
•Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senator RIEGLE in in
troducing a resolution to designate the 
week of March 16, 1992, as "National 
Awareness Week for Life-Saving Tech
niques." 

According to the National Safety 
Council almost 850,000 Americans died 
in 1991 as a result of accidents and 
heart disease. Many of these deaths 
could have been prevented if lifesaving 



October 8, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 25955 
techniques, such as the Heimlich ma
neuver and cardio-pulmonary resus
citation [CPR], were administered to 
victim in a timely manner. 

As you may recall last month, Troy 
Trice, a local high school football play
er, was struck by lightning during 
practice. The lightning struck Troy 
with such force that it knocked off his 
shoes and helmet. Troy's heart and 
lungs stopped functioning, and his 
arms and legs were burned. Imme
diately after the lightning struck, 
teammates and coaches began CPR on 
Troy. Last week, Troy was released 
from the hospital and is expected to re
cover completely. Doctors credited 
Troy's teammates and coaches with 
saving his life by administering CPR. 

It does not take long to learn CPR 
and other life-saving techniques. And 
as Troy and his family found out, 
knowing them can mean the difference 
between life and death for an accident 
victim. The Senate Health Promotion 
Office offers a CPR course that requires 
a 6-hour time commitment. The YMCA, 
Red Cross, and the American Heart As
sociation also regularly hold classes. 
The resolution we are introducing 
today will help improve awareness 
about opportunities to learn CPR and 
other life-saving techniques. I am 
hopeful that Members will join us in 
cosponsoring this important resolu
tion.• 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 291 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
291, a bill to settle certain water rights 
claims of the San Carlos Apache Tribe. 

S.359 

At the request of Mr. BOREN, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro
lina [Mr. THuRMOND] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 359, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro
vide that charitable contributions of 
appreciated property will not be treat
ed as an i tern of tax preference. 

s. 567 

At the request of Mr. SANFORD, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. D'AMATO] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 567, a bill to amend title II of 
the Social Security Act to provide for 
a gradual period of transition (under a 
new alternative formula with respect 
to such transl ti on) to the changes in 
benefit computation rules enacted in 
the Social Security Amendments of 
1977 as such changes apply to workers 
born in years after 1916 and before 1927 
(and related beneficiaries) and to pro
vide for increases in such workers' ben
efits accordingly, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 1069 

At the request of Mr. MITCHELL, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DODD] was added as a cosponsor of 

S. 1069, a bill to assess and protect the tice of Medicaid payment of Medicare 
quality of the nation's lakes. cost sharing, and for other purposes. 

s. 1087 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. BURNS] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1087, a bill to require the Sec
retary of the Treasury to mint coins in 
commemoration of the lOOth anni ver
sary of the Pledge of Allegiance to the 
Flag. 

s. 1111 

At the request of Mr. MITCHELL, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DODD] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1111, a bill to protect the Public 
from Health Risks from Radiation Ex
posure from Low-Level Radioactive 
Waste, and for other purposes. 

s. 1175 

At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. JOHNSTON] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1175, a bill to make eligibility 
standards for the award of the Purple 
Heart currently in effect applicable to 
members of the Armed Forces of the 
United States who were taken pris
oners or taken captive by a hostile for
eign government or its agents or a hos
tile force before April 25, 1962, and for 
other purpose. 

s. 1179 

At the request of Mr. JOHNSTON, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. WIRTH] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1179, a bill to stimulate the pro
duction of geologic-map information in 
the United States through the coopera
tion of Federal, State, and academic 
participants. 

s. 1257 

At the request of Mr. BOREN, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. PELL] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1257, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 with respect to 
the treatment of certain real estate ac
tivities under the limitations on losses 
from passive activities. 

s. 1330 

At the request of Mr. HOLLINGS, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
ROBB] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1330, a bill to enhance the productivity, 
quality, and competitiveness of U.S. in
dustry through the accelerated devel
opment and deployment of advanced 
manufacturing technologies, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 1423 

At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 
of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
AKAKA] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1423, a bill to amend the Securities Ex
change Act of 1934 with respect to lim
ited partnership roll ups. 

s. 1482 

At the request of Mr. DIXON, the 
name of the Senator from North Da
kota [Mr. BURDICK] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1482, a bill to amend the 
Social Security Act to improve the no-

s. 1574 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] and the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. BURNS] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1574, a bill to ensure 
proper and full implementation by the 
Department of Heal th and Human 
Services of Medicaid coverage for cer
tain low-income Medicare bene
ficiaries. 

s. 1623 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. MOYNIHAN] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1623, a bill to amend title 17, 
United States Code, to implement a 
royalty payment system and a serial 
copy management system for digital 
audio recording, to prohibit certain 
copyright infringement actions, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 1663 

At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
names of the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. BOND] and the Senator from Mis
souri [Mr. DANFORTH] were added as co
sponsors of S. 1663, a bill to amend the 
act of May 17, 1954, relating to the Jef
ferson National Expansion Memorial, 
to authorize increased funding for the 
East St. Louis portion of the memorial, 
and for other purposes. 

s. 1777 

At the request of Mr. ADAMS, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. WELL STONE] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1777, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to establish 
the authority for the regulation of 
mammography services and radiologi
cal equipment, and for other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 96 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. BROWN] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 96, a joint 
resolution to designate November 19, 
1991, as "National Philanthropy Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 100 

At the request of Mr. KOHL, the 
names of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
AKAKA], the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. BRADLEY], the Senator from Mon
tana [Mr. BURNS], the Senator from Il
linois [Mr. DIXON], the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. GRAMM], the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN], the Senator 
from New York [Mr. MOYNIHAN], the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON], and 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
THURMOND] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 100, a joint 
resolution designating January 5, 1992 
through January 11, 1992 as "National 
Law Enforcement Training Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 107 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. SIMPSON] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 107, a joint 
resolution to designate October 15, 



25956 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE October 8, 1991 
1991, as "National Law Enforcement 
Memorial Dedication Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 133 

At the request of Mr. HOLLINGS, the 
name of the Senator from West Vir
ginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER] was added as 
a cosponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 
133, a joint resolution in recognition of 
the 20th anniversary of the National 
Cancer Act of 1971 and the over 7 mil
lion survivors of cancer alive today be
cause of cancer research. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 166 

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name 
of the Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEF
FORDS] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 166, a joint 
resolution designating the week of Oc
tober 6 through 12, 1991, as "National 
Customer Service Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 188 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the names of the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. LIEBERMAN], the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. CRAIG], the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR], the Sen
ator from Nevada [Mr. REID], and the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 188, a joint resolution 
designating November 1991, as "Na
tional Red Ribbon Month." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 190 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. BURNS] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 190, a joint 
resolution to designate January l, 1992, 
as "National Ellis Island Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 197 

At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 
names of the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. BURNS], and the Senator from 
California [Mr. CRANSTON] were added 
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu
tion 197, a joint resolution acknowledg
ing the sacrifices that military fami
lies have made on behalf of the Nation 
and designating November 25, 1991, as 
"National Military Families Recogni
tion Day." 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 57 

At the request of Mr. DOMENIC!, the 
names of the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. LUGAR], the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. CHAFEE], and the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY] were added 
as cosponsors of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 57, a concurrent resolution 
to establish a Joint Committee on the 
Organization of Congress. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 68 

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. BURNS] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 68, a 
concurrent resolution expressing the 
sense of the Congress relating to en
couraging the use of paid leave by 
working parents for the purpose of at
tending parent-teacher conferences. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 184 

At the request of Mr. DIXON, the 
names of the Senator from Minnesota 

[Mr. DURENBERGER], the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. MACK], the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], the Senator 
from Hawaii [Mr. AKAKA], the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY], the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON], the 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. BUR
DICK], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
BRYAN], the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. DOMENIC!], the Senator from Ha
waii [Mr. INOUYE], the Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. WARNER], and the Sen
ator from Montana [Mr. BURNS] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Resolu
tion 184, a resolution to recommend 
that medical health insurance plans 
provide coverage for periodic mammog
raphy screening services. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU
TION 69--RELATIVE TO FREEDOM 
OF IMMIGRATION AND TRAVEL 
FOR SYRIAN JEWS 
Mr. CRANSTON (for himself, Mr. 

JEFFORDS, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
D' AMATO, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. 
WOFFORD, Mr. KASTEN, and Mr. MOY
NIHAN) submitted the following concur
rent resolution; which was referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations: 

S. CON. RES. 69 
Whereas the estimated 4,000 Jews who re

main in Syria are deprived of their inter
nationally recognized human right to travel 
freely; 

Whereas Syrian Jews who wish to leave the 
country must post an onerous monetary de
posit and leave family members behind as as
surance for their return; 

Whereas the restrictions on emigration 
and movement on Syrian Jews violate the 
Universal Declaration on Human Rights, to 
which Syria is a signatory; 

Whereas Syrian Jews are restricted in the 
extent of their contact with their families 
outside Syria; 

Whereas the Syrian secret police 
(Mukhabarat) engage in 24 hour a day sur
veillance of the Jewish quarter in Damascus, 
keep a file on every Jewish person, monitor 
all contacts between Jews and foreigners, 
and read mail and wiretap hone conversa
tions of Syrian Jews; 

Whereas some members of the Syrian Jew
ish community have been arrested on mere 
suspicion of intention to leave Syria and are 
imprisoned without trial, often tortured, and 
held incommunicado; 

Whereas families of those Syrian Jews who 
succeed in fleeing the country are subject to 
imprisonment and torture; 

Whereas there are at present 6 Syrian Jews 
in prison for attempting to leave Syria, 2 of 
which have been incarcerated since 1987; and 

Whereas Syrian President Hafez al-Assad 
has ignored the repeated efforts of the Unit
ed States President, the State Department, 
and Members of Congress to secure the free
dom of emigration for the Syrian Jewish 
community 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring): Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That the Congress-

(1) condemns Syria's continuing denial of 
Syrian Jews' basic human right to travel 
freely and calls upon the Syrian Government 
~ 

(A) immediately grant Syrian Jews the 
right to travel freely without imposing any 

tax, levy, fine or other fee (other than the 
standard fee for administrative expenses); 
and 

(B) release all Jewish prisoners who were 
charged or suspected of traveling illegally; 

(2) urges the President to encourage the al
lies and trading partners of the United 
States to make similar pleas to the Syrian 
Government on behalf of Syrian Jews' right 
to emigrate freely; and 

(3) calls upon the United Nations to send 
an official delegation to Syria to investigate 
the present condition of Syrian Jews. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to submit a concurrent resolu
tion concerning freedom of emigration 
and travel for Syrian Jews. 

While our attention is focusing on 
the latest revelations about the Iraqi 
nuclear program, the vicissitudes of 
the hostage situation, and the ad.minis
tration's efforts to further the peace 
process by bringing all the parties, in
cluding the Syrians, to the negotiating 
table, we must not forget the Syrian 
Jewish community being held hostage 
by the brutal Assad regime. 

Approximately 4,000 Syrian Jews are 
trapped in Syria, prevented from emi
grating and from moving freely around 
the country. They are concentrated in 
three Syrian cities: Damascus, where 
there. are approximately 3,500 Jews, 
Aleppo, where there are approximately 
400, and Quamishli, where a small com
munity of 100 remains. In these cities, 
the Jewish communities are con
centrated in ghettos where they are 
monitored 24 hours a day by the Syrian 
secret police, the Mukhabarat. 

Life for Syrian Jews is full of restric
tions and arbitrary repression. It is not 
uncommon for Syrian Jews to be incar
cerated without cause or trial. All con
tacts between Syrian Jews and foreign
ers are monitored. Mail is read and 
phone calls are tapped. Al though there 
are Jewish elementary schools, they 
are supervised by Muslim headmasters 
and instruction in Hebrew, as a lan
guage, is strictly forbidden. 

Syrian Jews must receive approval 
for the Mukhabarat for all transactions 
involving the purchase and sale of 
property. And the property of Jews who 
leave Syria is given to the Palestinian 
Refugee Agency. 

Jews who wish to travel are subject 
to government interviews to explain 
why they want to travel abroad. They 
must post a huge monetary deposit and 
leave behind family members to ensure 
that they will return. And even after 
meeting these requirements, Syrian 
Jews are often subject to extreme re
prisals for attempting to leave. 

There are presently six men in Syr
ian prisons, two who have been held for 
more than 4 years, on the grounds that 
they were trying to flee the country. 
Reports of their treatment are appall
ing. Severe beatings and torture, im
prisonment without trial, and incarcer
ation for extensive periods of time in
communicado. 

The Syrian Government has repeat
edly resisted United States pleas to 
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grant this community basic freedoms, 
especially the freedom to immigrate. 
We must send a strong signal to Assad 
and let him know that human rights 
practices and the w111ingness to respect 
international standards of human 
rights are an appropriate measure of 
Syria's wi111ngness to abide by inter
national commitments overall. If we 
are to have confidence in the peace 
process, we must have confidence in 
the commitments of those being asked 
to make peace. 

This resolution, identical to a resolu
tion introduced in the House by Con
gressman MEL LEVINE earlier this year, 
condemns Syria for continuing to deny 
its Jewish community the right of free 
travel and calls on the Syrian Govern
ment to grant this right without im
posing an exorbitant economic burden 
on the community. 

This resolution also calls for the re
lease of all Jewish prisoners who were 
charged or suspected of traveling ille
gally and it urges the President to en
courage our allies to petition the Syr
ian Government on behalf of the Syr
ian Jewish community. 

Above all, this resolution calls upon 
the United Nations to send an official 
to Syria to investigate the present con
dition of Syrian Jews. 

It is essential that we raise the pro
file of this issue with the international 
community. As Syria looks to the West 
for support, now that they have lost 
their Soviet patron, I believe we can 
make a difference in the direction the 
Syrian Government takes on this issue. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 193-SUP
PORTING A JUST PEACE IN 
YUGOSLAVIA 
Mr. LEVIN (for himself and Mr. 

LUGAR) submitted the following resolu
tion; which was referred to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES.193 
Whereas the civil war in Yugoslavia 

threatens stability and peace in Europe and 
the world, 

Whereas the unfolding events in Yugo
slavia are a challenge to the United Nations' 
ability to find peaceful resolution to conflict 
in the post-cold-war world, and 

Whereas the United States and the free na
tions of the world have a vested interest in 
the United Nations' ability to secure and 
maintain peace in troubled areas of the 
world: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that: 

The Senate condemns the use of force by 
the parties in Yugoslavia to resolve their po
litical differences, 

The Senate urges the President to support 
efforts at the United Nations to promote and 
maintain a cease-fire, and to support by any 
appropriate actions the resolutions of the 
Security Council, including consideration of 
sending a peace-keeping force to Yugoslavia 
which would help preserve a cease-fire, 

The Senate urges the President to advo
cate the furtherance of human and civil 
rights for all minority groups, and 

The Senate urges the President to also 
support the European Community and other 

international efforts to find a just peace in 
Yugoslavia. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the on
going civil war in Yugoslavia threatens 
the stability of peace in Europe. The 
war is both a challenge and a threat to 
the United Nations peacekeeping abil
ity. As the European Community's ne
gotiated temporary 3-month suspen
sion of Slovenian and Croatian inde
pendence expires, and as the European 
Community mounts an 11th hour effort 
to once again put in place a cease-fire 
that will hold, Senator LUGAR and I are 
introducing a resolution that con
demns the violence in Yugoslavia, and 
urges the President to support United 
Nations and European Community ef
forts to forge and maintain a cease
fire, including consideration of sending 
a U.N. peacekeeping force to Yugo
slavia. 

Mr. President, the loss of life and vio
lations of human rights and decency in 
this war are appalling. The destruction 
of cultural and historical treasures is a 
tragedy. This resolution urges the 
President to work for and support ef
forts to find a just peace in Yugoslavia, 
before this terrible war escalates even 
further. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS TO 
VARIOUS INDIAN LAWS ACT OF 
1991 

INOUYE AMENDMENT NO. 1253 

Mr. MITCHELL (for Mr. INOUYE) pro
posed an amendment to the amend
ment of the House to the amendment 
of the Senate to the bill (S. 1193) to 
make technical amendments to various 
Indian laws, as follows: 

In lieu of the language inserted by the 
House amendment, insert the following: 

(b) REAUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR THE NATIONAL INDIAN GAMING COMMIS
SION.-Section 19(b) of the Indian Gaming 
Regulatory Act (25 U.S.C. 2718(b)) is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new sentence: "Notwithstanding the provi
sions of section 18, there are authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
to fund the operation of the Commission for 
each of the fiscal years beginning October 1, 
1991, and October 1, 1992.". 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new sections: 
SEC. 5. AMENDMENT TO THE CRANSTON-GON· 

ZALEZ NATIONAL AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING ACT TO PROVIDE AUTHOR
ITY FOR THE PROVISION OF ASSIST· 
ANCE UNDER TITLE IX OF THE ACT 
TO PROGRAMS ADMINISTERED BY 
THE STATE OF HAWAil UNDER THE 
ACT OF JULY 9, 1921. 

(a) Title IX of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na
tional Affordable Housing Act (Public Law 
101-625) is amended by adding at the end of 
subtitle D the following: 

"SEC. 982. AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PROVISION 
OF ASSISTANCE TO PROGRAMS AD
MINISTERED BY THE STATE OF HA· 
WAii UNDER THE ACT OF JULY 9, 
1921. 

"(a) ASSISTANCE AUTHORIZED.-The Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Development is 
authorized to provide assistance, under any 
housing assistance program administered by 
the Secretary, to the State of Hawaii, for use 
by the State in meeting the responsibilities 
with which it has been charged under the 
provisions of the Act of July 9, 1921 (42 Stat. 
108). 

"(b) MORTGAGE lNSURANCE.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 

other provision or limitation of this Act, or 
the National Housing Act, including those 
relating to marketability of title, the Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Development 
may provide mortgage insurance covering 
any property on lands set aside under the 
provisions of the Act of July 9, 1921 (42 Stat. 
108), upon which there is or will be located a 
multifamily residence, for which the Depart
ment of the Hawaiian Home Lands of the 
State of Hawaii-

"(A) is the mortgagor or co-mortgagor; 
"(B) guarantees in writing to reimburse 

the Secretary for any mortgage insurance 
claim paid in connection with such property; 
or 

"(C) offers other security that is accept
able to the Secretary, subject to appropriate 
conditions prescribed by the Secretary. 

"(2) SALE ON DEFAULT.-In the event of a 
default on a mortgage insured pursuant to 
paragraph (1), the Department of Hawaiian 
Home Lands of the State of Hawaii may sell 
the insured property or housing unit to an 
eligible beneficiary as defined in the Act of 
July 9, 1921 (42 Stat. 108).". 

(b) Section 958 of the Cranston-Gonzales 
National Affordable Housing Act (Public 
Law 101-625) is repealed. 
SEC. 8. AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS. 

(a) FISCAL YEARS 1989 AND 1990.-(l) Moneys 
appropriated under the heading "Community 
Planning and Development" and the sub
heading "Community Development Grants" 
in the Department of Housing and Urban De
velopment-Independent Agencies Appropria
tions Act, 1989, and under the same heading 
and subheading in title II of the Dire Emer
gency Supplemental Appropriations and 
Transfers, Urgent Supplementals, and Cor
recting Enrollment Errors Act of 1989, for in
frastructure development on Hawaiian Home 
Lands are hereby made available for the pur
poses for which appropriated without regard 
to any fiscal year limitation, Public Law 88-
352, Public Law 90-284, or any other law. 

(2) Moneys appropriated under the heading 
"Community Planning and Development" 
and the subheading "Community Develop
ment Grants" in the Departments of Veter
ans Affairs and Housing and Urban Develop
ment, and Independent Agencies Appropria
tions Act, 1990, for infrastructure develop
ment on Hawaiian Home Lands are hereby 
made available for the purposes for which ap
propriated without regard to any fiscal year 
limitation, Public Law 88-352, Public Law 90-
284, or any other law. 

(b) FISCAL YEARS 1991 AND 1992.-(1) Moneys 
appropriated for special purpose grants 
under the heading "Annual Contributions 
For Assisted Housing" and the subheading 
"(Including Rescission And Transfer Of 
Funds)" in the Departments of Veterans Af
fairs and Housing and Urban Development, 
and Independent Agencies Appropriations 
Act, 1991, for infrastructure development on 
Hawaiian Home Lands are hereby made 
available for the purposes for which appro-
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priated without regard to any fiscal year 
limitation, Public Law 88-352, Public Law 90-
284, or any other law. 

(2) Moneys appropriated for special purpose 
grants under the heading "Annual Contribu
tions For Assisted Housing" and the sub
heading "(Including Rescission and Transfer 
of Funds)" in the Departments of Veterans 
Affairs and Housing and Urban Development, 
and Independent Agencies Appropriations 
Act, 1992, for infrastructure development on 
Hawaiian Home Lands are hereby made 
available for the purposes for which appro
priated without regard to any fiscal year 
limitation, Public Law 88--352, Public Law 90-
284, or any other law. 

SAN CARLOS WATER RIGHTS ACT 

McCAIN AMENDMENT NO. 1254 
Mr. SIMPSON (for Mr. MCCAIN) pro

posed an amendment to the bill (S. 291) 
to settle certain water rights claims of 
the San Carlos Apache Tribe, as fol
lows: 

On page 36, line l, strike out "Water serv
ice" and insert in lieu thereof "Except as 
provided in subsection (e)(3) of section 6, 
water service". 

On page 36, line 22, strike out "Water serv
ice" and insert in lieu thereof "Except as 
provided in subsection (e)(3) of section 6, 
water service". 

On page 40, line 15, strike out "to" and in
sert in lieu thereof "or". 

On page 44, line 4, strike out "Any" and in
sert in lieu thereof "Except as provided in 
paragraph (3) of this subsection, any". 

On page 44, line 11, strike out "the" and in
sert in lieu thereof "Except as provided in 
paragraph (3) of this subsection, the". 

On page 44, between lines 15 and 16, insert 
the following: 

(3) With respect to the water reallocated to 
the Tribe pursuant to subsections (c) and (d) 
of section 4, the Tribe or lessee shall pay any 
water service capital charges or municipal 
and industrial subcontract charges for any 
water use or lease from the effective date of 
this Act through September 30, 1995. 

On page 57, line 11, strike out "If'' and in
sert in lieu thereof "(1) If''. 

On page 58, line 3, strike out "provision of 
paragraph (1)" and insert in lieu thereof 
"provisions of paragraph (1) of this sub
section". 

On page 58, line 6, beginning with the sec
ond comma, strike out all through "Act" on 
line 7. 

On page 58, line 8, immediately after "(l)," 
insert "of this subsection". 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the information of 
the Senate and the public that the Per
manent Subcommittee on Investiga
tions of the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs, will hold hearings on 
efforts to combat fraud and abuse in 
the insurance industry: part 4. 

These hearings will take place on 
Thursday, October 17, 1991, at 9:30 a.m. 
in room 342 of the Dirksen Senate Of
fice Building. For further information, 
please contact Eleanore Hill of the sub
committee staff at 224-3721. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Small 
Business Committee be authorized to 
hold a field hearing in Milwaukee, WI, 
on Tuesday, October 8, 1991, from 9:30 
to 11:30 a.m. Senator KASTEN will chair 
a full committee hearing on economic 
opportunity, empowerment, and urban 
and minority business development. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen
ate on Tuesday, October 8, at 2 p.m. to 
receive a closed briefing from adminis
tration officials on the situation in 
Haiti. 

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

COMMI'ITEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen
ate on Tuesday, October 8, at 5:45 p.m. 
to hold a business meeting to vote on 
pending committee business. 
BUSINESS MEETING, TUESDAY, OCTOBER 8, 1991 

Immediately following the scheduled 5:30 
p.m. floor vote on the foreign aid authoriza
tion conference report-Approximately 5:45 
p.m. 

The Committee will consider and vote on 
the following business items: 

NOMINATIONS 

(1) Mr. David A. Colson, of Maryland, for 
the rank of Ambassador during his tenure of 
service as Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
State for Oceans and Fisheries Affairs. 

(2) Mr. Richard Clark Barkley, of Michi
gan, to be Ambassador to the Republic of 
Turkey. 

(3) Mr. James F. Dobbins, of New York, to 
be U.S. Representative to the Economic 
Communities, with the rank of Ambassador. 

(4) Mr. John Christian Kornblum, of Michi
gan, for the rank of Ambassador during his 
tenure of service as Head of Delegation to 
the Conference on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe (CSCE). 

(5) Ms. Elaine L. Chao, of California, to be 
Director of the Peace Corps. 

(6) Mr. John F. W. Rogers, of New York, to 
be Under Secretary of State for Manage
ment. 

(7) Ms. Jill E. Kent, of the District of Co
lumbia, to be Chief Financial Officer for the 
Department of State. 

(8) Mr. Walter R. Roberts, of the District of 
Columbia, to be a Member of the U.S. Advi
sory Commission on Public Diplomacy, for a 
term expiring April 6, 1994. 

(9) Mr. W1lliam Hybl, of Colorado, to be a 
Member of the U.S. Advisory Commission on 
Public Diplomacy, for a term expiring July 
1, 1994. 

(10) Mr. Paul E. Sussman, of Illinois, to be 
a Member of the Board of Directors of the 
Inter-American Foundation for a term expir
ing October 6, 1992. 

(11) Foreign Service Officers' Promotion 
List, Mr. Taft, et. al., dated September 27, 
1991. 

TREATIES 

(1) The International Convention on 011 
Pollution Preparedness, Response and Co
operation (Treaty Doc. 1~11) 

(2) The International Convention on Sal
vage, 1989 (Treaty Doc. 1~12) 

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

JOHN EV ANS ON THE NATIONAL 
THEATER FOR THE DEAF AND 
THE NATIONAL ENDOWMENT 
FOR THE ARTS 

• Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the State 
of Connecticut is blessed in many 
ways, not the least of which is in its 
status as home to the National Theater 
for the Deaf. For the past 25 years, first 
in Waterford, and now in Chester, the 
National Theater for the Deaf has 
served as a center for theater for deaf 
Americans and has been a training 
ground for a number of deaf actors and 
actresses, including Marlee Matlin, 
Phy111s Frelich, and countless others. 
It has also enriched Americans all 
across the country who have seen the 
theater on tour. 

On June 16, the theater gave a party 
to celebrate its 25th anniversary. It 
was a delightful occasion, complete 
with a birthday cake and a brief per
formance by the theater. In addition, it 
marked one of the last official func
tions for Mr. John Evans in his role as 
chairman of the board of the theater. 

Mr. Evans has done much to make 
the theater what it is today. Under his 
leadership over the past decade, the 
theater broke its ties to other organi
zations, and successfully established it
self as an independent nonprofit oper
ation. Mr. Evans also worked diligently 
to gain add! tional funding for the thea
ter, and he has been responsible in no 
small measure for the theater's grow
ing reputation during the past 10 years. 
In fact, it was under his leadership that 
the National Theater for the Deaf be
came the first Western theater com
pany invited to China, in 1986. 

During the anniversary celebration 
in June, Mr. Evans delivered some ex
cellent remarks on the role of the arts 
in America and on the clear need for 
both public and private support of the 
arts. I ask that Mr. Evans' comments 
be printed in the RECORD so that all of 
my colleagues may have the benefits of 
his insight. 

The remarks follow: 
NOT THE ICING ON THE CAKE 

It seems to me that most Americans 
should have little trouble in recognizing the 
central role that the Arts have played in civ
ilized life since the very dawn of civilization 
itself. A single trip to a museum of natural 
history or a major museum of art, a single 
issue of National Geographic, or for that 
matter its equivalent on television, should 
disclose that most civilized societies have 
been remembered more for their arts than 
for their politics or their wars. 
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It should be surprising to all of us that in 

the past few years the very priority of the 
Arts in America has been a topic of debate. 
Most of us should know that without our 
Arts, past and present, we would be a breed 
of mere economic animals. So it should be 
clear that the Arts justify our labors in 
fields, factories and office buildings-not the 
other way around. 

In other words, the Arts are not ''the icing 
on the cake." A cake without icing can still 
be a perfectly good cake. But life without 
the Arts cannot be good. It cannot be civ
ilized-or even human as we understand the 
word. 

For instance, what defines the Russians? 
Communism, and its poverty? Or the rich

ness of Russian authors, playwrights, com
posers, dancers, icon makers? 

For another, I contend that we Americans 
could have had no western movies as we 
know them without the paintings, drawings 
and sculpture of Frederic Remington and 
Charles Russell. And some western movies in 
turn have aimed to tie, and have become, 
works of art-and shapers of our rather 
colorful image of ourselves. 

From the Hanging Gardens of Babylon dur
ing the Mesopotamian beginnings of settled 
societies, art has been supported with public 
resources. Very few people know anything 
about the Egyptian pharaoh Tutankhamen 
except that he collected great art and paid 
the artists by collecting taxes. The major 
ducal patrons of Renaissance Italy got for
tunes from taxes after all, and the Vatican of 
the day was not exactly the private sector. 
Today the British government owns the 
Royal Opera House Covent Garden and sup
ports the Royal Opera and Ballet companies. 
The Japanese government similarly supports 
the Kabuki Theatre-and pays the pensions 
of the leading actors. What bas happened in 
America to cause us to think of diminishing, 
or even dispensing with, public support? Pub
lic support that is so small to begin with 
that it gets rounded off in most of the budget 
figures everyone sees? 

Also from the beginning, it has been ex
perimentation and innovation in the Arts 
that have changed our images of the world 
from one age to another. Even though 
change has always been scary for some, not 
many of us who have seen Matisse or heard 
Beethoven would like to have been denied 
those experiences because both artists were 
little understood at first by most of the peo
ple of their day. What bas happened that 
should cause us even to consider repression 
of public support of artistic experimentation 
and innovation in our confident, mature de
mocracy? If it's junk it won't last very 
long-but most gems come out of the ground 
looking like junk. 

In a place like the United States today, 
simply put, the Arts have an urgent need for 
public, corporate and individual support and 
a fair toleration of experiment. All of us 
must strongly argue this case. 

As I have thought about these things dur
ing the budgetary trials of The National En
dowment for the Arts and the state commis
sions, the example of The National Theatre 
of the Deaf (NTD) has repeatedly come to 
mind. 

Twenty-five years ago The NTD was a fair
ly far-out experiment in the Arts paid for by 
the taxpayers of the United States. 

As was its intent, The NTD has lifted a 
crushing stigma from an innocent minority 
that has been persecuted since the beginning 
of history-and probably before. That minor
ity now proudly includes a president of a 
great university and the new co-artistic di
rector of The National Theatre of the Deaf. 

But The NTD, with its very visual and the
atrical style, has also brought joy and en
lightenment to thousands of audiences in 50 
United States and many foreign countries. It 
has created lasting images that could not 
have been dreamed of without it. Along the 
way it has won a "Tony", the Connecticut 
Commission on the Arts Award and rep
resented the U.S.A. at the Los Angeles 
Olympics Arts Festival. It numbers a 
"Tony" and an "Oscar" winner among its 
alumnae. 

The NTD has replicated itself, moreover, in 
a number of other countries-including 
Japan and China-and in so doing has given 
the world a glimpse of America in its best 
possible light. 

The Company has both public and private 
support these days. Both are inadequate in 
the sense that The NTD has had to endure 
painful artistic deficits in order to avoid fi
nancial ones and to stay in business. Times 
were tough for the Arts through the pros
perous but somewhat philistine 1980s. They 
are still hard in the poorer but wiser 90s. 

But The NTD, 25 years old, remains a dis
tinct presence in the living theatre of the 
world, thanks in no small part to the tax
payers of the United States and the State of 
Connecticut. 

The NTD is just one case among many, in 
which the taxpayers have gotten their mon
ey's worth. But I think it is high time the 
taxpayers were thanked for, and encouraged 
in, the part they play in the Arts throughout 
America. 

It would be fortunate indeed for the coun
try if more of our elected representatives got 
the message.• 

TRIBUTE TO MR. VIRGIL 
CARRITHERS AND ''OLD GLORY'' 

•Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
would like to take a moment from to
day's debate to bring my colleagues' 
attention to the patriotism of one of 
Kentucky's finest citizens-Mr. Virgil 
Carrithers of Louisville. 

At the age of 94, Mr. Carrithers has 
witnessed key events in our Nation's 
great history-from the Great Depres
sion of the 1930's to the allied victory 
in Operation Desert Storm. As a vet
eran of World War I, Captain Carrithers 
understands and appreciates the sac
rifices necessary to keep America 
strong and proud. 

A self proclaimed "working advocate 
for the proper respect and display of 
our flag," Mr. Carrithers enthusiasti
cally promotes "Old Glory." He freely 
distributes stickers of the flag to his 
fellow citizens, and has penned works 
in the flag's honor. Mr. President, I ask 
that Mr. Carrithers' work entitled the 
"Flag of the United States" and an 
essay entitled "Old Glory Speaks" be 
printed in the RECORD following my re
marks. 

Captain Carrithers holds close to his 
heart a 1908 song entitled "My Dream 
of the U.S.A." He composed a second 
verse of this ballad that will ring true 
in the hearts of all Americans: 
I saw Roosevelt at San Juan Hill; 
I saw Black-Jack Pershing in Mexico, Mac

Arthur impose his great will; 
I saw General Ike advance in France; Patton 

fight in Normandy, 

And they all preserve our liberty, In my 
dreams of the U.S.A. 

I am certain my colleagues will join 
me in extending admiration and praise 
to Mr. Carrithers for his patriotism 
and dedication to freedom. 

The material essays follow: 
OLD GLORY SPEAKS 

Hello! Remember me? Some people call me 
Old Glory. Others call me the Star Spangled 
Banner. But whatever they call me. I am 
your flag-the flag of the United States of 
America. Something has been bothering me 
and I want to talk it over with you because 
it concerns you and me. 

I remember when people would line up on 
both sides of the street to watch a parade go 
by, and naturally I was leading it, proudly 
waving in the breeze. When your daddy saw 
me coming, he immediately took off his hat 
with his right band and held it against his 
left shoulder so that his band was over his 
heart. Remember? And you; I remember you, 
standing there as straight as a soldier. You 
didn't have a hat, but you were giving the 
right salute. Remember little sister? Not to 
be outdone, she was saluting the same as 
you-with her right hand over her heart. 

What happened? I'm still the same old flag. 
Oh, I have a few more stars than I used to 
have, and a lot of blood has been shed since 
those parades of long ago. But now I don't 
feel as proud as I used to. When I come down 
the street you just stand there with your 
hands in your pockets. You may give me a 
glance, then you look away. I see all the 
children running around and playing. They 
don't seem to know who I am. I saw a man 
take off his hat and look around, and when 
he didn't see anyone else with theirs off, he 
immediately put his back on. 

Is it a sin to be patriotic anymore? Have 
you forgotten what I stand for and where I've 
been? Valley Forge, Bull Run, San Juan Hill, 
The Argonne, Iwo Jima, Korea, Vietnam? 
Take a look at the memorial honor rolls of 
those who gave their lives in order that this 
country might remain free-one nation 
under God. When you salute me, you are ac
tually saluting them. 

Well, it won't be long until I'll be coming 
down the street again, so when you see me, 
stand straight, give that right salute, and 
I'll salute you by waving back. 

Anonymous 
Distributed by V.E. Carrithers, Zachary 

Taylor Post 180, The American Legion, St. 
Matthews, Ky. 

The rules and customs pertaining to the 
display and use of the flag of the United 
States of America were established, cer
tainly, for the laudable purposes of instilling 
respect of it and providing appropriate ways 
to show that respect; and their enactment 
into Public Law 623 on June 22, 1942, surely 
was to standardize those rules and customs 
and to perpetuate that respect-and it be
hooves every citizen, individually and collec
tively, privately and publicly, to conform to 
those precepts. 

V .E. CARRITHERS, 
Army Veteran, World 

War I 
Captain, USAR (Re

tired). 
OUR FLAG FOREVER 

All of the supreme sacrifices that have 
ever been made in its service have made the 
flag of the United States of America forever 
worthy of all the honor that can ever be ac
corded to it. 

Don't ever forget that. 
And worthy of a constitutional amendment 

to prevent its desecration. 
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And have preserved our freedom to worship 

as we please. 
V .E. CARRITHERS. 

THE FLAG OF THE UNITED STATES 

From time immemorial flags of various 
colors and designs, shapes and sizes have 
been used as national symbols, and on June 
14th, 1777, the stars and strips motif of our 
flag was adopted when the Continental Con
gress resolved, "That the flag of the United 
States be thirteen stripes, alternate red and 
white; that the union be thirteen stars, 
white in a blue field, representing a new con
stellation." 

The Congress did not specify the arrange
ment of the stars, consequently some flags 
had the stars in a circle, some in rows, and 
some scattered on the blue field without any 
apparent design. 

After the admission into the union of Ver
mont in 1791 and Kentucky in 1792, the flag 
became one of fifteen stars and fifteen 
stripes. Realizing that the addition of a new 
stripe for each new state would soon make 
the flag unwieldy, naval Captain Samuel C. 
Reid suggested to Congress that the stripes 
again be thirteen to represent the thirteen 
original states and that a star be added to 
the blue field for each new state coming into 
the union. An April 4, 1818, law that resulted, 
requires that a star for each new state be 
added on the 4th of July after its admission 
and that the stripes again be thirteen as sug
gested. 

There is no legal or other official authority 
for assigning the stars to certain states-
they collectively represent all of the states; 
however there is a popular wish that each 
star should represent a certain state, accord
ing to the date it ratified the constitution or 
entered the union. It appears that this plan 
would cast no stigma on, or dishonor any 
state, but would be of historical significance 
by designating the sequence in which they 
entered the union. 

The rules and customs pertaining to the 
display and use of our flag were established 
certainly for the laudable purposes of instill
ing respect for it and providing appropriate 
ways to show that respect, and their enact
ment into Public Law 623 on June 22nd, 1942, 
and the five amendments thereto, surely was 
to standardize those rules and customs and 
to perpetuate that respect, and it behooves 
every citizen, individually and collectively, 
privately and publicly, to conform to those 
precepts. Those who do should be proud to do 
so-those who do not do so should be 
ashamed. 

That law, and the amendments thereto, 
were transcribed into flag laws and regula
tions in the old booklet Our Flag and into 
the new booklet Our Flag. 

Fringe is not an integral part of the flag 
but is sometimes used to enhance its appear
ance. 

The name Old Glory was given to the flag 
on March 17th, 1824 by Salem, Mass. sea cap
tain William Driver when he was presented 
with one. 

A 1976 "Year of the Flag" resolution passed 
by both houses of Congress states, in ". . . 
the colors of the flag signify qualities of the 
human spirit for which all Americans should 
strive: red for hardiness and courage, white 
for purity and innocence, and blue for 
vigilence and justice." 

All of the sacrifices that have ever been 
made in its service have not only preserved 
our freedom to worship as we please, but 
have made the flag of the United States for
ever worthy of all the honor that can ever be 
accorded to it and worthy of a Constitu-

tional Amendment to prevent its desecra
tion. Don't ever forget these facts. 

Virgil E. Carrithers, Capt. USAR (Ret.), 
age 94, Army Veteran, World War I. 

Because this essay is about the United 
States flag which is the glorious emblem of 
every citizen, it is not the exclusive property 
of any person, organization or magazine.• 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2519 
• Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, on Oc
tober 2, the Senate adopted the con
ference report on H.R. 2519, the VA
HUD-independent agencies appropria
tions bill for fiscal 1992. The VA-HUD
independent agencies appropriations 
bill funds several programs of special 
interest to our States and localities. 
These are programs which help provide 
basic services and support in our com
munities. 

One of these is the Community De
velopment Block Grant [CDBG] Pro
gram, perhaps the current staple of aid 
to our cities. It is an old and proven 
program and it continues to serve us 
well. For fiscal 1992, the conferees have 
agreed to the Senate figure of $3.4 bil
lion. 

Another is the HOME Investment 
Partnership Program, a new program 
which offers our communities the oir 
portunity to meet their varied housing 
needs in a flexible manner. For this 
first year of funding, the conference 
agreement provides $1.5 billion. In ad
dition, the agreement waives for 1 year 
the match requirement, which should 
make it more feasible for many of our 
communities to participate. 

The bill also includes $2.8 billion for 
public housing modernization and $2.4 
billion for public housing operating 
subsidies. These are the funds which 
allow our public housing authorities to 
do the maintenance and repairs and uir 
keep which will keep public housing 
units viable. 

Finally, the conference agreement 
includes $2.4 billion for EPA's 
Wastewater Construction Program, as 
proposed by the Senate. This $2.4 bil
lion figure is particularly important 
since the budget request was for $1.9 
billion, with more than $300 million of 
that earmarked. Since the administra
tion's request was already less than the 
fiscal 1991 appropriation and since 
there were earmarks, we could have 
had substantial reductions in the 
States programs. Under the Senate and 
conference figure, however, we are able 
to approximate last year's appropria
tion for the States and also fund the 
earmarks for five coastal cities. 

These five cities-Boston, New York, 
Los Angeles, San Diego, and Seattle-
represent the largest communities that 
have not yet achieved secondary treat
ment at their water pollution control 
plants. They are all densely populated 
areas where a special effort to address 
water pollution will benefit millions of 
Americans. In New York City alone, 
over 20 million people, residing in three 

States, will benefit from cleaning up 
the waters surrounding the city. The 
Boston Harbor project is an effort to 
restore what is said to be the dirtiest 
harbor in America. 

As a member of the Subcommittee on 
VA-HUD-Independent Agencies, I want 
to commend the chair, Senator MIKUL
SKI, for the extraordinary and exem
plary manner in which she handled this 
bill. With an allocation far below the 
President's request, she fashioned and 
guided through the legislative process 
a bill which recognizes the myriad wor
thy programs which compete for fund
ing in this legislation. Again, I com
mend Senator MIKULSKI and her rank
ing member, Senator GARN.• 

SPEECH BY LYNNE CHENEY 
• Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on 
September 25, Lynne Cheney, Chair
man for the National Endowment for 
the Humanities, addressed the National 
Press Club on a very troubling problem 
which is spreading through our colleges 
and universities, and indeed has ex
panded its reach into such venerable 
institutions as the Smithsonian. It is 
known to many as Poli ti cal Correct
ness, or P.C., others might use the 
term "thought police." Indeed, George 
Orwell's "Big Brother" would be 
pleased with the kind of thought patrol 
encouraging "Political Correctness." 

I urge my colleagues to read and con
sider the remarks of Mrs. Cheney. She 
is absolutely right in her conclusion 
that political correctness is a threat to 
the free inquiry and free expression 
which have made this Nation so great. 

Quite frankly, I am amazed at the 
lack of press coverage of this speech. 
Because of that lack, Mr. President, I 
ask to have the remarks of Mrs. Che
ney printed at the end of my state
ment. 

The remarks follow: 
POLITICAL CORRECTNESS AND BEYOND 

(Remarks by Lynne V. Cheney, Chairman, 
National Endowment for the Humanities) 
It's a great pleasure to be here with you 

today. I know that with a group as knowl
edgeable as this one I do not have to begin in 
the way I often do: that is, by explaining 
what the humanities are. There is confusion 
on this point, as my mail frequently makes 
clear. I received a letter not long ago ad
dressed to the Natural Endowment for the 
Humanities-a mistake that has a certain 
woodsy charm about it. My favorite 
misaddressed piece of mail, though, was a 
card sent to me recently at the National En
dowment for the Amentities. 

That is an interesting slip, partly because 
of the truth it reveals. There is pleasure con
nected with the humanities. Through the 
ages, history, literature, and philosophy 
have been sources of immense satisfaction. 
Long ago, St. Augustine observed that the 
only reason to philosophize was in order to 
be happy. 

But the humanities, particularly in West
ern civilization, have also been contentious; 
and that has certainly been the case in re
cent years. Today I want to talk about some 
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of the reasons for this contentiousness, fo
cusing particularly on "political correct
ness," or "p.c.," a.s it's sometimes called. 

Political correctness typically involves 
faculty members trying to impose their 
views on others, a.nd the results can be 
funny-particularly when the forces of poli t
ical correctness try to identify ever new 
forms of offense. At a recent conference at 
Yale, for example, a distinguished professor 
of literature suggested that limiting the hu
manities to the study of humankind was a 
form of "speciesism." Now, this concept at
tracted my attention, and so I tried to find 
other examples of it. Speciesists, I have 
learned, are people who refer to their dogs 
and cats as "pets"-a term much too con
descending to be politically correct. Or the 
speciesist is the person who talks about 
"wild" animals, when the proper description 
is "free-roaming." 

Smith College did its part to add to the 
English language when it recently warned 
the incoming class to beware no only of 
classism and ethnocentrism, but also of 
"look- ism," a form of oppression that in
volves putting too much stock in personal 
appearance. John Leo, a wonderful columnist 
for U.S. News and World Report, suggested not 
long ago that this new vocabulary-and the 
sensibility it reflects-is going to require us 
to rename some of the old classics. Beauty 
and the Beast, for example, is hopelessly in
correct, with part of the title too concerned 
with female appearance and the other part 
putting animals in a negative light. A politi
cally correct title for Beauty and the Beast, 
Leo suggests, might be something like . . . 
Lookism Survivor and a Free-roaming Fellow 
Mammal. 

I'm not sure it will sell. 
Political correctness does invite parody, 

but there is a serious aspect to it as well, and 
I thought I'd begin talking about that today 
by telling a story. It begins in the spring of 
1990 when the English Department at the 
University of Te:r.:as at Austin decided to re
vise its freshman composition program. 
Henceforth English 306, the required com
position course taken by some 3,000 fresh
men, would focus on race and gender; and all 
classes would use the same text, an anthol
ogy called Racism and Sexism. 

This book-the central required test for 
every section of freshman English-begins by 
defining racism as something only white 
people can be guilty of, and it tells students 
that sexism is unique to men. It goes on to 
portray the United States as a society so 
profoundly racist and sexist as to make a. 
mockery of a.ll our notions of liberty a.nd jus
tice. There a.re no comparisons with other 
cultures offered, no context to show how 
American ideals and practices actually stand 
up against those of the rest of the world-or 
the rest of history. The overwhelming im
pression that this textbook leaves is that 
every injustice of race or gender that human 
beings ever visited upon one another hap
pened first and worst in this country. And 
the only way we ca.n redeem ourselves, the 
textbook tells us, is to change fundamen
tally the way we produce and distribute 
wealth. Abandon capitalism, in other words. 

Now, one might well think that the deci
sion to focus English 306 on Racism and 
Sexism would cause some debate. For one 
thing, English 306 is a course intended to 
teach students how to write. Will they be 
better writers when they have stopped refer
ring to poor people and instead speak of the 
"economically exploited," a.s one essay in 
the book instructs them to do? Will they be
come better writers from reading sentences 
such as the following? 

Demagogic conservative imagery is built 
on the loss associated with the decline in 
family life. 

When you see demagogic a.nd conservative 
lined up together like this, you sense a cer
tain political inclination; but there's not 
much here by way of clear meaning-and 
shouldn't textbooks used in composition 
classes provide, above all, examples of clear 
expression? 

Some people in the English Department 
did object to the plans to revise course 306, 
but they had little effect, until finally, Alan 
Gribben, a noted scholar of American lit
erature, decided to go public. He sent letters 
to newspapers around the state, and citizens 
began to express their opinions about the 
English 306 revision. Fifty-six faculty mem
l>ers from a.cross the university signed a 
"Statement of Academic Concern." The re
vised course was revised a.gain so that Eng
lish 306 would include a. broader array of sub
jects, a. diversity of viewpoints, and exten
sive instruction on how to analyze, argue, 
and write. 

But Alan Gribben was unable to take much 
pleasure in this victory. He found himself 
vilified at campu·s rallies. He was the victim 
of hate mail, rumors, and anonymous late
night phone calls denouncing him as racist. 
Most members of the English Department 
stopped speaking to him, and they certainly 
didn't send graduate students his way or put 
him on departmental committees. Finally, 
in the spring of this year, he announced his 
intention to leave Texas, where he had been 
for seventeen years, and move to Montgom
ery, Alabama, where he will teach at a 
branch of Auburn University. "If I continued 
to live here," he told a newspaper in Texas, 
"I'd have to live under siege." 

Several aspects of this story make it an al
most classic example of what is happening 
on many campuses today. There is, first of 
all, the idea underlying the English 306 re
form that it is perfectly all right-even de
sirable-to use the classroom and the cur
riculum for political purpose. This would 
once have been regarded as unethical. It was 
once thought that teachers who used the 
classroom to advance a political agenda were 
betraying their professional responsibilities. 
But on many campuses now faculty members 
have taken the political transformation of 
their students as a mission. They believe 
deeply in the radical critique offered by 
books like Racism and Sexism and see them
selves furthering the cause of social justice 
by using the classroom and the curriculum 
to advance their views., 

This approach to the classroom and the 
curriculum is one of the sources of con
troversy in the humanities today. There are 
people, myself among them, who object to 
making teaching and learning into the 
handmaidens of politics. Students ought to 
hear the good as well as the bad about our 
society, know about our triumphs as well as 
our failures. There ought to be an attempt to 
get at the complex truth of our experience 
rather than imposing a singleminded, politi
cal interpretation on it. Yes, there has been 
oppression, but the history of Western civili
zation in the United States is also marked 
by the discovery and blossoming of remark
able concepts: individual rights, democracy, 
the rule of law. In 1989, before Tiananmen 
Square, the distinguished Chinese dissident 
Fang Li Zhi put it this way: "What we are 
calling for is extremely basic," he said, 
"namely, freedom of speech, press, assembly 
and travel. Concepts of human rights and de
mocracy," he went on, "the founding prin
ciples of the U.S. government, a.re a. legacy 
[of the West] to the world." 

These ideas a.re no small gift to have 
brought to humankind. They are gifts of 
such worth that people go into exile for them 
and into prison. They a.re gifts of such great 
worth that people die for them, as they did 
in Tia.nanmen Square, as they have done in 
Vilnius and Riga-and Moscow. 

I think of it as my great good fortune that 
I have opportunities to speak for he freedoms 
we enjoy. The case for them is so strong that 
it is immensely gratifying to make. It is not 
only my right but my pleasure to dissent 
from university officials who decide, as offi
cials at the University of Maryland did dur
ing the Persian Gulf War, that students can
not display the American flag. It might of
fend someone, they said; and they relented 
only after students called in the media.. It is 
not only my right but my plea.sure to dissent 
from university officials who decide, as ad
ministrators at Rice University in Texas did, 
that students could not tie yellow ribbons to 
trees in the main academic quadrangle. 

But I also recognize that I am able to ex
press myself so freely because I am neither 
part of a university nor do I long for a uni
versity career. The views I hold represent 
dissent from the orthodoxy that reigns on 
our campuses, and such dissent is not very 
well tolerated there. That's the most signifi
cant pa.rt of Alan Gribben's story. He dis
agreed, and he was driven from the univer
sity. 

About the time Gribben was resigning, I 
received in the mail a. copy of the minutes of 
a University of Texas English department 
faculty meeting. The person who sent them 
to me was appalled at talk that had gone on 
in the meeting of "flushing out" other oppo
nents of the revised English 306 syllabus. 
This student recognized the signs of the new 
McCarthyism, and he was afraid of becoming 
himself a. victim of it. "Please let me remain 
anonymous," he wrote. "If it came out that 
I had written to you-or to someone else 
similarly disreputable-I wouldn't be [here] 
for long." 

The new McCarthyism-like the old-often 
works its way by name-calling. People aren't 
labeled "communist" now, but "racist." Har
vard professor Stephen Thernstrom found 
himself denounced that way. His offenses in
cluded using the word Oriental to describe 
the religion of 19th century Asian immi
grants and assigning students to read an ar
ticle that questioned affirmative action. New 
York University professor Carol Iannone 
found herself called racist for writing an ar
ticle in which she said that certain literary 
prizes have been a.warded on the basis of race 
rather than literary merit. She was not the 
first to make such an assertion. Two of the 
five judges on the National Book Award fic
tion panel had said the same thing. Never
theless, Carol Iannone was said to be racist. 

Using this word so loosely and carelessly 
hurts the people who are smeared by it. And 
in the end it hurts all of us by cheapening 
the concept of racism. A word that can mean 
almost anything, eventually comes to mean 
almost nothing, and we are encouraged to 
overlook how reprehensible true racism real
ly is. 

Sexual harassment is a phrase that has 
been similarly misused. In the politically 
correct world of the post-modern campus, it 
can, apparently, mean almost anything. At 
the University of Minnesota not long ago six 
members of the Scandinavian Studies De
partment were charged with sexual harass
ment by a. group of graduate students. The 
complaint provided a long list of the pro
fessorial activities that had led to the 
charge: not greeting a student in a friendly 
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enough manner, for example. Not teaching in 
a sensitive enough way. Not having read a 
certain novel. The charges against the pro
fessors were finally dropped, but not until 
the faculty members had incurred consider
able expense and suffered deep, personal 
pa.in. One professor reported that it cost him 
$2,000 to have a lawyer draft a response to 
the complaint. Another confessed that he 
wept when the charges were finally dropped. 

Yale's Benno Schmidt, one of the few uni
versity presidents to speak out forcefully 
a.bout what is happening in so many colleges 
and universities today, has declared: "The 
most serious problems of freedom of expres
sion in our society . . . exist on our cam
puses." And one of the most important con
sequences of this freedom's being suppressed 
is the chilling effect that results, the silenc
ing of discussion a.bout important issues. 
Stephen Thernstrom, the Harvard professor I 
told you a.bout earlier, decided to quit teach
ing the course a.bout American immigrants 
that had resulted in his being called racist. 
In order to protect himself, he decided, he 
would have to record all his classes, record 
conversation with students, too, perhaps, so 
that no one could take his remarks out of 
context. Better, he concluded, to discontinue 
the course. Reynolds Farley, a distinguished 
demographer and scholar of race relations, 
ma.de a similar decision when students in a 
course he was teaching at the University of 
Michigan accused him of racial insensitivity. 
If reading from Malcolm X's autobiography 
that portion in which Malcolm X describe 
himself as a pimp and thief-if reading from 
that was enough to bring charges of racism 
down upon himself, Farley decided, there 
was simply no way he could continue to 
tea.ch the course. 

On crucial issues, faculty members a.re si
lent. Perhaps a.pa.thy plays some pa.rt, but 
concern for reputation, concern for profes
sional well-being-these, I suspect, play a 
role as well. The University of California. at 
Berkeley has adopted an ethnic studies re
quirement to go into effect this fall. Now, 
this requirement was a major step for the 
university. There are no other required 
courses, and so instituting one represents a 
sharp break with practice. But on this cru
cial matter, only one-fifth of the eligible fac
ulty members voted. The measure passed 
narrowly and it seems reasonable to suspect 
that among the 1,500 or so faculty members 
who didn't vote were some who had doubts. 
What is the purpose of the ethnic studies re
quirement? Is it a response to political pres
sure? Are curricular requirements now to be 
set by interest groups who lobby for them? 
If, on the other hand, the aim is educational, 
then aren't there other courses that should 
be required? Perhaps a course in American 
history, one that would stress the demo
cratic values we share and thus provide bal
ance to the ethnic studies approach, which 
emphasizes differences that set us a.part. 
Perhaps a course in world history that would 
prepare students for the decades a.head in 
which people of all countries and continents 
a.re going to be increasingly interdependent. 
Shouldn't a foreign language be required? If 
the goal is really to understand people dif
ferent from ourselves, isn't foreign language 
study the most effective route? Surely 
among the 80 percent of faculty who didn't 
vote were some who had such questions, but 
the atmosphere on our campuses today 
doesn't encourage questions. And expressing 
doubts can be costly. 

This is true not only of large universities, 
but of some smaller institutions too. Profes
sor Christina. Sommers of Clark University 

has been interviewing faculty and students 
across the country, and she has particularly 
striking interviews from Wooster College in 
Wooster, Ohio, a school near Cleveland that 
enrolls 1800 students. At Wooster, the text
book Racism and Sexism-the textbook that 
the University of Texas finally rejected-is 
required reading for all freshmen. Or 
fresh persons, I should say. The term fresh
man is forbidden at Wooster. If you use it, 
one student warned Professor Sommers, you 
could be taken before the Judiciary Boa.rd. 

Another student described the seminar re
quired of all first year students. "Difference, 
Power, and Discrimination," it is called, 
with the subtitle "Perspectives on Race, 
Gender, Class, and Culture." According to 
the student, the seminar resembled "a reedu
cation camp" more than a "university pro
gram." "Now we know," he said, "that when 
we read the Declaration of Independence 
that it's not about equality and inalienable 
rights-but it is a sexist document written 
by white ma.le elites." 

Faculty, who a.re evaluated on their "gen
der sensitivity," said they are afraid to 
speak out. According to one, to do so would 
be "suicidal." Another said, "I am getting 
old and tired and I do not want to get fired. 
Until there is an atmosphere of tolerance, I 
do not want to go on the record." Promised 
anonymity, he noted, "What you have here, 
on the one hand, are a lot of students and 
faculty who are very skeptical, but they are 
afraid to voice their reservations." 

When political correctness steps off cam
pus, the results can be instructive. In Wash
ington, DC, the Smithsonian Institution re
cently put together a show called "The West 
as America.." Its purpose was to show that 
westward expansion in this country was not 
an heroic effort, worthy of our awe, but that 
it was instead one more tale-in a long, sad 
string of such tales-of white, male, capital
ist oppression. The exhibit deconstructed 
paintings by Bingham and Farney and Stan
ley and Remington so that viewers could per
ceive the race and class conflict and the eco
nomic exploitation that they a.re really 
about. Frederick Remington's "Fight for the 
Water Hole,'' the exhibit explained, is, de
spite the fact that it shows five cowboys de
fending a water hole in the middle of the 
desert, not really about anything so simple 
as a battle over a desert water hole. Instead, 
it is really a.bout the anxieties of Ea.stern in
dustrialists who found themselves chal
lenged by the foreign la.borers they had im
ported to work in their mills and factories. 

So heavy-handedly p.c. was "The West as 
America" that it created a firestorm. Histo
rian Daniel Boorstin declared it "a perverse, 
historically inaccurate, destructive exhibit." 
A critic for the Washington Post said "it ef
fectively trashes not only the integrity of 
the art it presents, but most of our national 
history as well." The Smithsonian, to its 
credit, organized forums on the exhibit 
where its ma.in tenets could continue to be 
challenged. 

Which is exactly as it should be. The point 
of opposing political correctness is not to si
lence those who advance it, but to open their 
views to challenge and debate. This often 
happens when p.c. enters the larger world, 
but it will not happen on our campuses, I 
fear, unless those of us who live in the larger 
world help it to happen. People who care 
a.bout higher education in this country ought 
to inform themselves about what is happen
ing on campuses and to work whenever it is 
in their power to nurture free expression 
there. When it is time for us to help our chil
dren choose a college, we should ask ha.rd 

questions a.bout which campuses not only 
allow but encourage a diversity of opinion. 
When it comes time for us to make contribu
tions as alumni, we should ask how well the 
college we attend is doing at making sure all 
sides a.re heard. Those who serve on boards of 
trustees should encourage discussion of free 
speech itself. Does political correctness reign 
on this campus? That's a topic that should 
provide lively debate-though not if it's done 
as the University of Michigan plans to do it. 
A conference is being held there called "The 
PC Frame-Up: What's Behind the Attack?"
which hardly seems a formulation likely to 
encourage debate. And let me add an ironic 
footnote here. I couldn't help but notice that 
on the same page of the Chronicle of Higher 
Education which announced the Michigan 
conference-the conference that will prove 
that p.c. does not exist-on the same page 
there was a story a.bout Reagan appointee 
Linda Chavez being disinvited from a speech 
she was scheduled to make at Arizona. State 
University. It seems that minority students 
there had decided her views were politically 
unacceptable. 

The New York Times today reports on its 
front page a.bout a group, mostly English 
professors, who a.re uniting to prove that po
litical correctness is nothing more than the 
product of overheated conservative imagina
tions. But they are going to have a very hard 
time maintaining that view. There a.re too 
many examples of p.c. at work, powerful ex
amples like that of Alan Gribben. And there 
a.re people from a.cross the political spec
trum-not just conservatives but liberals as 
well-<:oming together now to defend free 
speech on our campuses: people like Duke 
University's James David Barber, a former 
president of Amnesty International; Emory's 
Eliza.beth Fox Genovese who heads the Wom
en's Institute there; Berkeley's John Searle; 
Harvard's David Riesman; Yale's Benno 
Schmidt-none of whom do I suspect of being 
registered Republicans. 

All of these people know the stakes a.re 
high. All of them know the issue here is 
whether the rising generation of Americans 
will come to understand what free inquiry 
is-and how it can sometimes be heard-and 
how it is always necessary if truth and jus
tice a.re to have a cha.nee. 

These a.re no small matters-and I greatly 
appreciate your interest in them.• 

DROUGHT IN PENNSYLVANIA 
• Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to address an issue that has af
fected over 90 percent of the counties 
in Pennsylvania. Unprecedented 
drought conditions exist in 60 out of 67 
counties. The drought has placed many 
of our farmers and agribusinesses in 
yet another tough bind, straining their 
finances and their families. As I trav
eled across Pennsylvania from West
moreland to Wayne and from Lancaster 
to Erie County the effect is the same-
some 40 percent of our crops and $600 
million in economic activity lost in the 
State's No. 1 industry. 

It took the administration more than 
a month to finally grant the Federal 
disaster declaration. The pastures and 
CRP lands that are eligible for grazing 
were already dried up because we were 
in a drought for 2 months by that time. 
Much of the corn dried up, hay fields 
are short, and barns are all but empty 
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in many parts of the State. Farmers 
have been forced to use up next win
ter's feed supplies now-placing them 
in an even tougher financial position. 
Just as the recent heavy rain fall has 
reassured us that there is a higher 
power than Congress, they came too 
late to put any more corn in the crib 
and cash in the account. Many of these 
farmers will have to borrow to feed 
their livestock, increasing their debt 
even further. 

We have to remember that when our 
farmers borrow money to grow a crop 
and for some reason they cannot 
produce, they are still responsible to 
pay it back. The banks do not say 
"well since you were affected by the 
drought don't worry about paying us 
back." 

Many of these farmers will hang on 
as long as they can, but the drought-
coupled with the current dairy situa
tion-will force many of them to seri
ously reevaluate their financial posi
tions. Once they have depleted their 
feed supply they will be forced to make 
a tough decision whether to stay in 
business or get out for good. This deci
sion will be forced on them much more 
quickly if the administration fails to 
see the drought as a human emergency. 
Just as they failed to see the unem
ployed workers and their need for ex
tended jobless benefits as an emer
gency right here at home. 

The disaster declaration makes farm
ers eligible for low interest loans from 
the Farmers Home Administration. 
This aid will help, but it will not pay 
the bills. New loans will only force 
farmers deeper into debt as they strug
gle to repay their operating loans. The 
kind of assistance they need must be 
immediate, direct payment for losses 
due to drought conditions. That is why 
it is so important to pass an appropria
tion with emergency aid to our farm
ers. Either we support our farmers, 
when for no fault of their own they run 
into financial difficulties, or we allow 
them to leave the business further 
weakening our rural areas. 

The administration wants to give un
conditional most-favored-nation trade 
status to China. I think it is time we 
give most-favored-neighbor status to 
America's farmers. I find it incompre
hensible that this administration will 
reach out with emergency aid for the 
Kurds and the Turks and the people of 
Bangladesh, but wants to turn its back 
on American farm families. I say it is 
time to take care of our own and help 
our farmers make it through this un
precedented drought. 

Mr. President, the Senate, hopefully 
in the next few weeks, will be delib
erating S. 1441, the Disaster Assistance 
Act of 1991 which will provide the 
framework for disaster payments that 
may become available if the Bush ad
ministration believes that this drought 
is an emergency. I strongly encourage 
my colleagues to support this bill and 

more importantly support the $1.75 bil
lion emergency supplemental for agri
culture. We have to send a very clear 
signal to our farmers and all who rely 
upon their output that we care what 
happens in rural America.• 

SLAYING OF BUDDHIST MONKS IN 
PHOENIX TEMPLE 

• Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, while 
newspaper reports of violent acts of 
crime and multiple killings have be
come disturbingly commonplace, the 
murder of nine individuals in Phoenix 
on August 10, 1991, shocked the people 
of Arizona. That shock turned to dis
belief when it was discovered that 
those nine individuals included six 
Buddhist monks and three lay mem
bers of the Thai Buddhist community. 
Their bodies had been found inside the 
temple Wat Promkunaram in a small 
community west of the city, appar
ently the work of thieves intent on 
robbery. 

While authorities have arrested four 
individuals and are continuing their in
vestigation into the slayings, this trag
edy has had a resounding effect on the 
Arizona religious community. It has 
brought them together to discuss the 
need to work together to foster inter
faith cooperation. Recently, religion 
editor Kim Sue Lia Perkes authored an 
article in the September 21, 1991 edi
tion of the Arizona republic, which out
lined 10 commandments of religious 
pluralism, or lessons learned from the 
Buddhist temple massacre. These 
guidelines were developed by the Rev
erend Arlo Nau and members of the Ar
izona ecumenical council in response 
to the Buddhist temple slayings. Mr. 
President, while these guidelines were 
authored in a religious context, we 
would be well served to apply these 
guidelines to our own lives. They serve 
as a reminder that we often neglect to 
conduct ourselves with kindness and 
respect for individuals. It is regrettable 
that these lessons are often learned 
only through adversity. I am hopeful 
that, as a tribute to the individuals 
whose lives were lost, the people of Ari
zona will work together to improve the 
acceptance of persons of differing cul
tural, ethnic and religious back
grounds. Mr. President, I ask that the 
complete text of the article be included 
in the record following my statement. 

The article follows: 
MONK'S DEATHS ALTER RELIGIOUS COMMUNITY 

It's hard to believe that something good 
can evolve from such a tragedy as the Aug. 
10 killngs of six Buddhist monks and three 
others at Wat Promkunaram. 

But mainline Valley religious leaders say 
they have learned a lesson: It's time to reach 
out to religious outside the loop. 

It's time to invite all non-Judeo-Christian 
groups to get involved with the Arizona Ecu
menical Council. 

And it's time to apologize to Thai Bud
dhists for not responding immediately to the 
tragedy. 

"The religious community, I thought, let 
them (Buddhists) down," said Rabbi Albert 
Plotkin of Temple Beth Israel in Phoenix. 
"We acted like it (the killings) happened in 
no-man's land." 

The Rev. Arlo Nau, spokesman for the Ari
zona Ecumenical Council and a Lutheran 
minister, said Valley religious leaders were 
in a quandary over what to do for the temple 
congregation. 

"Our initial hesitance when this happened 
was, 'Are we interfering?'" Nau said . 

Plotkin, who in 1978 lived with a Buddhist 
monk in Japan, hosted an ecumenical meet
ing that included members of the Thai Bud
dhist community at Temple Beth Israel a 
month ago. As a result, the ecumenical coun
cil released a statement deploring the mass 
slaying and extending its heartfelt condo
lences to the Thai community. 

"It's a blight on all of us that such a trag
edy should happen here," Plotkin said. "We 
need to educate our community as to the 
meaning of non-Judeo-Christian religions." 

From that meeting, Nau developed his "10 
Commandments of Religious Pluralism," or 
"Lessons Learned From the Buddhist Tem
ple Massacre." 

NEW COMMANDMENTS 

1. Make a conscious effort to identify all 
ethnic and religious minority groups in your 
community. 

2. Research in advance their culture, his
tory, art, religion. Demonstrating some spe
cific knowledge suggests honest interest. Ig
norance is insulting. 

3. Be intentional about contacting them. 
Do not be put off by initial expressions of 
discomfort or distrust. Repeat the contacts 
as opportunities arise. 

4. Respect their basic humanity. Do not see 
them as foreigners or competitors for jobs, 
etc. 

"Have we not all one father? Has not one 
God created us?" (Malachi 2:20) 

5. Respect their independence but not to 
the point of indifference. Fear of interfering 
may be seen as lack of interest and sincerity. 

6. Respect individuality. Not all members 
of the same nationality are exactly alike. 

7. Be specific. Avoid generalizations, 
stereotypes, assumptions. 

8. Do not mistake apologies about dif
ficulty with the English language, their refu
gee status or poverty as expressions of cul
tural inferiority. They have pride, too. 

9. Understand their perception of national
ity and religion as synonymous. Our concept 
of the separation of church and state is un
usual, and may be foreign to them. Our "sin" 
of denominational division may be even 
more difficult for them of them to under
stand. 

10. Analyze honestly many of our own cus
toms and practices. It will make you mucli 
more tolerant of theirs. 

GROUPS CAN CONTACT COUNCIL 

"If we can speak of anything positive from 
this experience, this tragic experience at the 
temple, it's that it has sensitized to a great
er extent than ever before the need to be 
aware of the pluralistic society in which we 
live," Nau said. 

"We are continuing to try to get a list of 
the minority religious groups around the 
Valley to send them a letter telling them 
that if there is anything the council can do 
for you, or be of service to you, let us know." 

The council can be contacted at 468-3818. 
Arizona's population is growing. It's time 

for all of us to grow, too.• 
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ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSAL TO 

RESTRUCTURE THE RESOLUTION 
TRUST CORPORATION 

• Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, re
cently the Bush administration cir
culated a proposal to restructure the 
Resolution Trust Corporation. This 
was quickly followed by an announce
ment that Albert Casey would be ap
pointed to fill a newly created position 
as Chief Executive Officer of the RTC. 

I welcome the administration's at
tention to problems with the structure 
of the RTC, which many in Congress 
have been raising since the original 
FIRREA legislation was passed in 1989. 
However, the administration's proposal 
merely address the symptoms and not 
the cause of the problems faced by the 
RTC. 

The proposal, if enacted, would not 
address the current lack of account
ability and openness in the RTC's oper
ation. It is merely a shell game: boards 
are expanded, individuals are moved 
around, but the underlying weaknesses 
remain. 

From the beginning Secretary Brady 
has insisted on keeping complete con
trol of the decisions made at the RTC. 
He has resisted and opposed all efforts 
to dilute his and the President's direct 
authority over decisions at the RTC. 
Further, the Treasury Secretary ob
jects to increasing the number of pub
lic meetings which would go a long way 
toward increasing public confidence in 
the handling of the bailout. 

Under the administration's proposal, 
the agency would still be governed by a 
dual Board. This arrangement is not 
found in any other area of the Federal 
Government. Secretary Brady will re
tain the Chair and control of the Over
sight Board. This gives both he and 
President Bush veto power over Mr. 
Casey's decisions and allows the policy 
to be determined in a closed, private 
manner. 

The new Chief Executive Officer 
would continue to be accountable to 
both Boards and lack the authority he 
or she needs to properly oversee the 
RTC's work. In fact, Stephen Labaton 
reported in the New York Times, Sep
tember 24, 1991, that there was already 
behind the scenes wrangling between 
William Taylor, the new Chair of the 
RTC Board of Directors, and Treasury 
officials over the extent of Mr. Casey's 
authority. 

One of my strongest concerns about 
the RTC is that the Treasury appears 
interested in retaining authority over 
the agency's work, while seeking si
multaneously to avoid responsibility. 
They effectively exercise decisive in
fluence over the agency's work behind 
the scenes, although publicly the re
sponsibility is spread around to two 
separate Boards with the Secretary of 
the Treasury sitting only on the Over
sight Board. Unless we create a single 
Board overseeing the agency's work it 

is difficult to imagine that we can be 
assured of attaining accountability. 

Under the administration's proposal 
there is some effort made to increase 
the power of the RTC Board of Direc
tors and better delineate the specific 
responsibilities of the two Boards. 
However, any action short of establish
ing a single Board will fail to address 
the root of the problem. 

One suggestion offered by many is 
the importance of putting one individ
ual in charge and granting that indi
vidual the necessary authority to exe
cute the RTC's mandate. The adminis
tration's proposal falls short on this 
count. The new CEO would be ap
pointed by the RTC Oversight Board 
and would serve at their pleasure, yet 
without eliminating the dual Board 
structure this individual would be re
sponsible to two separate Boards. Al
though the CEO is granted a seat on 
the Oversight Board, it is only a 
nonvoting position. I suspect this move 
is designed to demonstrate that the ad
ministration is concerned about coordi
nation between the two Boards. Coordi
nation would be far better served by 
eliminating the source of the problem: 
The dual Boards. 

Efforts to give a single executive suf
ficient authority to be in charge should 
not be confused with guaranteeing ac
countability. A single Board enhances 
accountability, but the composition of 
that Board is equally important. I have 
offered a proposal that would establish 
a single Board with a non-Government 
majority headed by a non-Government 
Chair and I would like to include re
quirements that proceedings of the 
Board be as public as possible. The cur
rent system makes it difficult for the 
public to know what is going on and 
consequently does nothing to enhance 
the public's trust in the RTC's work. 

Before the Congress provides an addi
tional $80 billion for the RTC's work, 
we must ensure that an accountable 
structure is in place.• 

HEARINGS ON INTERIOR'S 
GRAZING PROGRAM 

• Mr. WALLOP. Will the Senator from 
Louisiana yield for a question? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I would be happy to 
yield to the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. WALLOP. During the Senate 
floor debate on the Interior appropria
tions bill, we spent many hours on the 
subject of grazing and specifically a 
proposal to raise the fees charged by 
the Departments of Agriculture and 
the Interior to permit holders on the 
public lands in the Western States. 

There are obviously two sides to the 
grazing issue. I agree that we need to 
review how we can improve program 
management, particularly at the field 
level. I ask the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Energy and Natu
ral Resources if he would support my 
endeavor to hold hearings on the graz-

ing program during the early months 
of the second session of this Congress. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
would note that this is the first request 
to hold such hearings that has been 
made to our committee in a number of 
years and I would support the Senator 
from Wyoming in that request. 

Mr. WALLOP. I thank that Senator 
for his response and appreciate his in
terest in and assistance in this endeav
or.• 

EASTERN ORCHID CONGRESS 
• Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, later 
this month the Southwest Pennsylva
nia Orchid Society [SEPOS] will host 
the Eastern Orchid Congress which will 
be held in Valley Forge, PA. This con
gress will bring representatives from 
across the United States and the globe 
to Pennsylvania. 

I must admit, I have a special fond
ness for orchids as it is the State flow
er of my wife Clare's home State of 
Minnesota. It is fitting that the East
ern Orchid Congress selected SEPOS 
for this honor-36 years ago, SEPOS 
founded the Eastern Orchid Congress 
and hosted the first show at the world 
famous Longwood Gardens. 

Orchids are one of the most versatile 
and beautiful flowers in the. world. Wild 
orchids grow in all 50 States and on al
most every continent. Crossbreeding 
among the 35,000 varieties of orchid 
plants has produced millions of dif
ferent orchid flowers-each a unique 
testimony to the beauty of the orchid. 

It is expected that over 10,000 vari
eties of orchid flowers and plants will 
be displayed-including some one-of-a
kind orchids, that no longer exist due 
to environmental destruction. These 
orchids have been saved by devoted or
chid enthusiasts, private growers, and 
breeders. 

I ask that the Senate join me in hon
oring the Southwest Pennsylvania Or
chid Society as the host society for the 
36th annual Eastern Orchid Congress.• 

SOCIAL SECURITY NOTCH 
ADJUSTMENT ACT 

•Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today out of concern, frustration, and 
frankly, anger, at the Government's 
failure to take action against the obvi
ous injustice of the Social Security 
notch. It is estimated that over 10 mil
lion senior citizens receive lower So
cial Security payments as a result of 
the notch, simply because they hap
pened to be born in the wrong year. 
These so-called notch babies have been 
dealt arbitrary and harsh cuts in the 
Social Security checks that provide 
their lifeline of support. This is wrong, 
and it cannot be allowed to continue. 

I have consistently supported meas
ures to correct this injustice. I have 
sponsored my own notch legislation in 
the 99th, lOOth, and lOlst Congresses, 
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and I have supported efforts to bring 
this matter to a vote on the Senate 
floor. Today, I am pleased to join 40 of 
my Senate colleagues in cosponsoring 
S. 567, the Social Security Notch Ad
justment Act. 

This legislation provides a more eq
uitable level of benefits for individuals 
born between 1917 and 1926 than they 
receive under current law. It does this 
by establishing a new 10-year transi
tion formula, which includes a $29,700 
cap on creditable earnings to ensure 
that retirees with modest earnings his
tories receive fairer, more adequate 
benefits. 

The sponsors of this legislation have 
tried to craft a consensus bill, and as a 
result they have had to make com
promises. Consequently, this bill does 
not contain certain provisions-such as 
some form of retroactive benefit-that 
I believe should be part of any final 
legislation to correct the notch. 

Nevertheless, I think it is vital that 
we demonstrate, both to the millions of 
notch babies who have been waiting 
more than a decade for their fair bene
fits, and to the Finance Committee 
which has to date refused to act on this 
issue, that there is strong, bipartisan 
support for this legislation. Those who 
are indifferent to the plight of the 
notch babies need to be put on notice 
that we won't just stand idly by while 
senior citizens are being denied their 
rightful benefits. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to join me in this effort to provide our 
Nation's notch babies with the just 
compensation they need and deserve.• 

WANDA LATHAM REEVES 
• Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to a dear friend of 
mine who has contributed greatly to 
the economic development and well
being of Colorado Springs, Wanda 
Lathan Reeves. Wanda recently an
nounced her retirement as executive 
vice president of the Colorado Springs 
Chamber of Commerce. She has decided 
to move her efforts to Texas to pursue 
other business and personal interests. 
Colorado's loss is certainly Texas' gain, 
and I wish her well at her new home. 

Wanda Reeves began her distin
guished career at the chamber in 1978 
as director of governmental affairs and 
was later promoted to vice president of 
governmental and internal affairs. 
From 1986, as executive vice president, 
she was responsible for governmental, 
military, staff management and devel
opment, events management, budget 
planning, and program of work over
sight. 

In addition to her duties at the 
chamber, Wanda Reeves was actively 
involved in various national, State, 
and community affairs through her 
membership at numerous organiza
tions, including, University of Colorado 
at Colorado Springs Engineering Advi-

sory Council, Wagon Wheel Girl Scout 
Council, Colorado Technical College 
Board of Governors, and the Colorado 
Association of Commerce and Industry. 
She is a founding member and first 
president of the Colorado Springs Exec
utive Women International Chapter 
and was instrumental in the develop
ment of the Domestic Violence Preven
tion Center. She was awarded an hon
orary degree in electronic engineering 
from Colorado Tech in 1983, and in 1988 
received the Women's Recognition 
Award of Special achievement in Over
all Community Involvement. 

Wanda Reeves has been recognized 
for her work in military-community 
relations and is a recipient of the Gen
eral Creighton C. Abrams Medal from 
the U.S. Army. She was invited by Sec
retary of Defense Richard Cheney to 
participate in the Joint Civilian Ori
entation Conference and in 1990 she was 
appointed a member of the Defense Ad
visory Committee on Women in the 
Services. It was in this capacity that I 
had the honor to work with Wanda 
Reeves in Colorado Springs. I found her 
ideas to be sound and her work thor
ough and innovative. 

Mr. President, I join all Coloradans 
in thanking Wanda Lathan Reeves for 
her contributions to military-commu
nity relations in Colroado and her com
mitment for bringing economic devel
opment to all the State. She will be a 
sorely missed asset to the Pikes Peak 
region and we are all sorry to see her 
move on.• 

S. 1808, THE VETERANS BILL OF 
RIGHTS 

• Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I rise 
today to inform my colleagues of a sig
nificant piece of legislation which I 
have introduced along with my col
league from Florida, Senator BOB GRA
HAM. The veterans bill of rights is de
signed to ensure that all veterans have 
access to the same care and benefits re
gardless of race, ethnicity, sex, reli
gion, age, or geographic location. 

Under this bill, for example, a 100-
percent service-connected disabled vet
eran living in Florida would be entitled 
to the same benefits as a 100-percent 
disabled veteran in any other State. 
This would include equal access to such 
services as VA medical facilities, treat
ment, and personnel; VA home loan 
guaranty assistance, job training as
sistance; the administrative claims 
process; equal treatment in the han
dling of claims for increased benefits; 
and the list could go on. 

While equal access to these essential 
veterans benefits is implied, in reality, 
it is not always the case. My home 
State of Florida, for example, has the 
most 100-percent service-connected dis
abled veterans in the United States. It 
is also home of the third largest overall 
veterans population. Consequently, the 
demand for services from the Depart-

ment of Veterans Affairs is far greater 
than other States. Florida's veterans 
population however, has less access to 
medical care and other benefits than 
nearly every other State. The same in
equity holds true in many other States 
as well. That is not right, and it must 
be changed. 

Our Government made a contract 
with the men and women who bravely 
served our country in times of need. 
The contract guaranteed that the Fed
eral Government would provide for 
them in return for their service. Many 
who honored this contract were injured 
or disabled. The Federal Government 
must live up to its end of the contract 
by providing equitable treatment re
gardless of where the veteran lives. 

Many States, like Florida, do not re
ceive their fair share of benefits. The 
veterans bill of rights corrects this in
equity, and I strongly urge my col
leagues to cosponsor this important 
legislation.• 

HAITIAN MILITARY COUP 

•Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, last 
year's Presidential elections provided 
Haitians with hope that the democratic 
process would finally prevail over the 
despotism, class warfare, and military 
thuggery which plagued the country 
throughout its history. Jean-Bertrand 
Aristide was named President of the 
country in an election in which Haiti's 
overwhelmingly poor majority was able 
to express its views. However, once 
again, the citizens of that poor island 
nation are being held hostage to the 
whims of a small number of military 
elites. 

I applaud President Bush for suspend
ing economic and military aid to Haiti. 
However, I urge President Bush to take 
all other actions, including suspension 
of economic and diplomatic ties, to iso
late the current military junta from 
the international community. 

I applaud the Organization of Amer
ican States [OAS] for its effort in favor 
of democracy and urge it to work with 
both the legitimate government and 
the military to insure that the con
stitutional process is respected and fol
lowed. 

I urge the Haitian military to with
draw from the Presidential Palace and 
cease killing innocent civilians. Haiti's 
constitution provides the military with 
an outlet for asserting its influence 
over the civilian government. The mili
tary should not have to resort to un
constitutional measures to vent its 
grievances. 

We in the United States have a re
sponsibility to strongly support democ
racy in Haiti just as we recently did in 
response to the military coup in the 
U.S.S.R. We must not allow despotism 
to retard the growing democratic spirit 
of the Haitian people.• 
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TERRORISM AND THE MIDDLE 
EASTERN PEACE CONFERENCE 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
to discuss the issue of terrorism and 
the Middle Eastern peace process. As 
the United States prepares to open the 
Middle East Peace Conference, it is im
perative that we include discussion 
aimed at the complete termination of 
Arab, state-sponsored terrorism. They 
must renounce all forms of terrorism 
and end the material and financial sup
port of all terrorist groups. 

Syria, a major party to this peace 
conference, has sponsored, trained, and 
financed bloody murderers such as Abu 
Nidal, Ahmed Jabril, and the 
terrorcrats of the PLO. Responsible for 
such atrocities as the bombings of Pan 
Am flight 103 and UTA flight 722, the 
massacres at the Rome and Vienna air
ports, and the bombing of the Marine 
barracks, the graduates of the "Syrian 
Academy of Terror," have cut a wide 
swatch of destruction and devastation 
worldwide. 

The victims' families well under
stand what terrorism is. They know 
the pain of receiving posthumously 
awarded medals and the sad telegrams. 
They are angry that these horrendous 
acts of terrorism, unpunished as they 
are, are being set aside merely to pla
cate certain parties, such as Syria. It is 
our moral obligation to confront ter
rorism, not to ignore it. 

At the upcoming Middle East Peace 
Conference, the issue of terrorism must 
be discussed. The Arab States must 
completely renounce all forms of ter
rorism and cease and desist all support 
for terrorism, including its finance, 
training, and basing on their territory. 

A peace conference without a discus
sion on the elimination of Arab terror
ism ignores an issue facing the entire 
world, not only the Middle East. A fail
ure to address terrorism is to dismisE 
it. Let us do what is just and right. We 
must insist that terrorism cease, or 
any peace will be illusory.• 

A GRAND BARGAIN 
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, in its Sep

tember 9 issue, Newsweek published an 
article by our colleague Senator MOY
NIHAN calling for dramatic break
throughs in arms control in exchange 
for some economic assistance to the 
Soviet Union. 

Since the article appeared, President 
Bush has taken an initiative that, 
frankly, could not have passed the U.S. 
Senate if a Member of the Senate pro
posed it. However, if it has been pro
posed by President Bush, it would have 
passed the Senate. That is simple polit
ical reality. 

Our colleague has proposed signifi
cantly greater steps, and who can suc
cessfully and reasonably argue that the 
initial steps taken by the President do 
not logically call for more dramatic 
steps? The President's plea in the mid-

dle of his talk for continuing the star 
wars fantasy, I trust, is going to re
ceive careful analysis by the Members 
of the Senate. 

Senator MOYNIHAN has managed to 
understand where this society is, and 
where it is going, as well as where the 
world scene is with remarkable clarity. 
Sometimes he has been criticized by 
his contemporaries only to find people 
praising his comm en ts more than a 
decade later. 

Because it contains so much common 
sense that it is just as valid today a 
when the President made his speech, I 
ask to insert Senator MOYNIHAN'S arti
cle from Newsweek in the RECORD at 
this point. 

The article follows: 
A GRAND BARGAIN: AID FOR ARMS CONTROL 

(By Daniel Patrick Moynihan) 
Back in 1979, when Newsweek published a 

forum on The '80s, I argued that the critical 
issue would be how to deal with the breakup 
of the Soviet Union. I warned that the 
U.S.S.R. could "blow up," and I added, "The 
world could blow up with it." Now that the 
U.S.S.R. is fast disintegrating, my fears have 
only grown. The empire of the czars has 
30,000 nuclear warheads. one third of them 
strategic and aimed at us, and about two 
thirds of them tactical or battlefield range. 
The intercontinental missiles are pretty well 
under the control of the Strategic Rocket 
Forces, a central command. But the theater 
weapons-artillery rounds, bombs-are scat
tered all over the different services through
out the Soviet Union. It is entirely possible 
that warring republics will use these weap
ons on each other. It is conceivable as well 
that military hard-liners would use them-or 
threaten to use them-against the West in a 
last-ditch gamble. 

The Soviets understand these risks. Nu
clear bombs and artillery shells, unfortu
nately, are quite durable and portable, and 
not very difficult to arm. Last week, we 
learned that the commander of Soviet Stra
tegic Rocket Forces withdrew mobile nu
clear missiles from their launch positions be
cause he feared some errant commander 
would try to fire them. Now Yevgeny 
Velikhov, science adviser to Soviet Presi
dent Gorbachev, has called for " the inter
national community to play a role in con
trolling the Soviet Union's nuclear arsenal 
while the country faces the possibility of po
litical collapse." 

A political collapse is all too possible. It 
wouldn't be the first time. After this suc
cessful Bolshevik coup of 1917, internecine 
warfare raged on until 1922. With rifles and 
machine guns, then. What, Velikhov asks, 
would it be like this time with tactical nu
clear weapons? 

A political collapse could easily be brought 
on by the economic disaster that beckons 
this winter. Anders Aslund reported in last 
week's Newsweek that it already seems cer
tain that the Soviet economy will suffer a 20 
percent slump in 1991-the worst economic 
crisis in Europe since World War II-indeed, 
surpassing the Great Depression in the Unit
ed States. In view of the current collapse, he 
predicts "it would be quite possible to see a 
decline to half the former level of production 
... before the end of the year." 

It seems obvious to me that we have to 
help the Soviet Union avoid this catas
trophe. It is in our national interest. I would 
propose a Grand Bargain: give the Soviets 

aid on the strict condition that they disman
tle all or most of the nuclear forces that now 
threaten them as much as us. 

To achieve this, we must convene an inter
national peace conference-and fast. Obvi
ously, the United States would have to agree 
to further reduce its nuclear arsenals, be
yond the limits already called for in the 
START treaty. START went a long way, cut
ting back the Soviet arsenal by a third. But 
both sides are still poised for a first strike, 
and both still have the power to make the 
rubble bounce. One simple approach would be 
to declare a nuclear-free zone from the Urals 
to the English Channel, with deep cuts in 
strategic systems and intrusive inspection 
systems on both sides. 

It will be said that we can't afford to aid 
the Soviet Union. To be sure, we wasted tril
lions building up our defenses against the 
Soviet Union under the false impression that 
its empire was expanding. Now that the em
pire has imploded, we have fewer resources 
left to ease the transition toward stability 
and safety. But surely we can afford to seize 
this chance to avoid Armageddon. I am not 
proposing that we seek to eliminate nuclear 
weapons altogether. Too late for that. But 
we could surely reduce the number of war
heads in the world by one half to three quar
ters and build in greater safeguards against 
the risk that they would ever be used. Just 
think. We will have escaped the 20th century 
with our lives.• 

TRIBUTE TO HAL DORAN 
• Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Mr. Hal Doran, 
who is retiring after 25 years as a pro
fessor of agricultural education and ag
ricultural economics, as well as direc
tor of Penn State's Cooperative Busi
ness Education Program. Earlier this 
month, Hal received the 1991 National 
Cooperative Education Award-a well 
deserved honor to Hal who has been a 
leader in Pennsylvania's agricultural 
community for nearly 40 years. 

Hal has devoted his life to two pur
suits-education and agriculture. The 
greatest testimony to Hal's service to 
Pennsylvania's cooperatives comes 
from his peers: "In Pennsylvania, Hal 
Doran's name is synonymous with co
operative education." In the agricul
tural community, Hal has been noted 
for his vision, his leadership, and his 
commitment to ensuring the success of 
cooperatives across Pennsylvania. 

As an educator, as cooperative busi
ness advocate, and as an agricultural 
extension agent, Hal has been a con
stant source of pride to Pennsylvania. 
Hal Doran's commitment and service 
to Pennsylvania's agricultural commu
nity will be missed but not forgotten.• 

NEW DEVELOPMENTS IN EL 
SALVADOR 

• Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
a number of momentous events have 
occurred recently concerning El Sal
vador. I want to comment briefly on 
these developments and to express my 
strong and enduring hope for the peo
ple and future of El Salvador. 
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Since the terrible tragedy of the Je

suits' murder in November 1989, the 
international community, the United 
States, and the people of El Salvador, 
have been monitoring very closely the 
progress of the investigation and judi
cial proceedings. Late last month, the 
jury finally returned a verdict in the 
case. 

A colonel and lieutenant have been 
convicted. Several others, including 
the accused gunmen, have been judged 
innocent, by reason they were follow
ing orders. The judge now has 30 days 
to punish these persons as well, on the 
terrorism charges. 

I ask that an article in the New York 
Times be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The article follows: 
[From the New York Times, Oct. 6, 1991] 
JESUITS WILL NOT OPPOSE AMNESTY IN 

KILLINGS 

(By Shirley Christian) 
SAN SALVADOR, October 5.-The Jesuit 

order has made known that it will not op
pose an amnesty or other legal reduction of 
the sentences for two military officers con
victed by a Salvadoran court last week in 
the country's most notorious human rights 
case, the murders of six Jesuit priests, their 
cook and her daughter. 

While criticizing the failure to convict the 
actual gunmen and calling for the investiga
tion to go ·higher than Col. Guillermo 
Alfredo Benavides Moreno, who was found 
guilty of ordering the massacre, the Jesuits 
said their interest was in eliminating "the 
culture of death" in El Salvador. 

"In this sense, we will not oppose any steps 
taken within the framework of existing law 
that tend to reduce the sentence for those 
convicted," the order said in a communique 
Wednesday. 

CONVICTIONS ON SEPT. 28 

On Sept. 28, a jury found Colonel Benavides 
guilty of eight counts of murder for sending 
an army patrol to the Jesuit residence with 
instructions to kill the rector of the Jesuit
run Central American University, Ignacio 
Ellacuria, and leave no witnesses. His aide, 
Lieut. Yusshy Rene Mendoza Vallecillos, was 
found guilty in ordering one death, that of 
15-year-old Celina Mariceth Ramos. 

The murders took place on the night of 
Nov. 15-16, 1989, in the midst of a major of
fensive launched against the capital by guer
rillas of the Farabundo Marti National Lib
eration Front. The army considered the Je
suits to be sympathetic to the guerrillas and 
suggested that the university might be a 
guerrilla command post. 

Two other lieutenants and five enlisted 
men were found innocent of murder charges 
in the case, even though four of the enlisted 
men confessed to directly participating in 
the killings. 

Under Salvadoran law, Judge Ricardo 
Zamora has 20 working days from the date of 
the convictions in which to process civil de
mands related to the case, then 30 working 
days in which to issue the sentences. The 
sentence for murder is 20 to 30 years in pris
on, with multiple sentences to run concur
rently. 

AMNESTY AS PART OF ACCORD 

There have been persistent rumors that 
Colonel Benavides and Lieutenant Mendoza. 
would benefit from a broad amnesty that 
could be presented to the Legislative Assem-

bly in coming months as pa.rt of efforts to 
settle the nearly 12-year-old civil war. 

President Alfredo Cristian! has said he will 
not rule out such an amnesty as long as it 
emerges from a consensus among the politi
cal parties that negotiated a sweeping accord 
last weekend intended to pave the way for a 
ceasefire, a political settlement and a 
reintegration of the Salvadoran guerrillas 
into mainstream society. 

The Jesuits said they considered the recent 
moves toward peace to be "a call to personal 
and social conversion." 

"Our eight assassinated brothers and sis
ters gave their lives for peace with justice in 
El Salvador," the statement continued. 
"And for our part, the trial makes sense only 
as an effort leading to the disappearance of 
the culture of death and the birth of a new 
style of coexistence backed by democratic 
institutions that guarantee peace and justice 
for all." 

Referring to the lack of convictions for the 
gunmen in the case, the Jesuits recalled an 
admonition by the former Archbishop of San 
Salvador, Oscar Arnulfo Romero, on March 
23, 1980, just days before he was murdered by 
an unidentified gunman. 

"The law of God, which says not to kill, 
must prevail over any order of man," Mon
signor Romero said, adding, "No soldier is 
obliged to obey an order against the law of 
God.'' 

CALLS FOR FURTHER INQUIRY 

The Jesuits, like international observers 
at the trial and many opposition political 
leaders, called for the investigation of the 
case to continue in an effort to find out 
whether anyone in the high command of the 
armed forces gave orders for the killings. 

But the Jesuits also said the convictions, 
the first in El Salvador involving military 
officers accused of killing civilians, "showed 
that the judicial system can function if it 
wants to." 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Notwithstand
ing some of our difficulties that the ju
dicial process has encountered during 
the past 2 years, this is a watershed 
event in El Salvador's determined 
drive toward a more open and just de
mocracy. 

Yes, there have been problems with 
the Jesuits investigation, and El Sal
vador cannot yet claim a fully func
tioning judicial system. But, bringing 
in these convictions demonstrates that 
the judicial system can work in El Sal
vador. 

In another watershed event recently, 
the government and guerrillas have 
agreed to major new steps to advance 
the peace process. I commend U .N. Sec
retary General Perez de Cuellar for 
taking such an active and productive 
role in helping to resolve some ex
tremely difficult issues. 

I also commend President Cristiani 
for his persistence and unyielding com
mitment to peace and democracy in his 
country. There are still significant 
hurdles to overcome, and the cease-fire 
and lasting peace that we all seek is 
yet to be achieved. But I believe we 
should be thankful for this progress, 
and pray that a final peace settlement 
can be arranged as quickly as possible. 

The leadership of the FMLN has had 
a difficult task. They still do. On the 

one hand, a peace settlement can bring 
an end to the conflict. On the other 
hand, if this is not Nicaragua, and it 
only bring back the death squads, how 
do you justify years of hardship. 

The FMLN now appear to recognize 
that the future holds nothing for them 
if they fail to embrace the democratic 
process in El Salvador. Times are 
changing in the world. And in El Sal
vador, they could change for the bet
ter. 

Earlier this summer, the U.S. Senate, 
thanks in large measure to the fore
sight and determination of my friend 
and colleague, Senator MCCAIN, with
held action that could have made mat
ters much worse in El Salvador. 

There are still those who argue for 
immediate action on the aid question. 
In fact, there are still those who say 
that we should cut off aid now, today. 
But, acting now on the aid question, 
when the negotiations seem to be ap
proaching the end game, would be 
counterproductive. 

Now is the time for the United States 
to plan to convert its military aid pro
gram to economic, development, and 
other humanitarian assistance. 

It is my understanding that the Sen
ate will consider the foreign operations 
bill sometime early next year. At that 
time, I want us to discuss and decide 
how best to help El Salvador consoli
date its democratic gains and move 
more confidently into the postwar pe
riod. 

If that is the case, these previous lev
els of military aid hopefully will no 
longer be necessary. For the time 
being, however, there can be no doubt 
that the Congress should leave well 
enough alone.• 

ORGAN DONOR CLASSIC 
•Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, this 
Columbus Day marks the fourth run
ning of the Organ Donor Classic at 
Philadelphia Park. The purpose of the 
Organ Donor Classic is simple-to raise 
funds to those in need of organ trans
plants and to underscore the need for 
organ donors. 

The greatest gift one person can give 
to another is the gift of life. Commu
nities across America work endlessly 
to ensure that the critical need for 
blood does not go unfulfilled. Unfortu
nately, we do not get this same support 
for people in need of organ transplants. 

In the Commonwealth of Pennsylva
nia there are approximately 3,000 to 
4,000 people in desperate need of organ 
transplants. When considering that all 
that is needed to save many of these 
peoples' lives is a simple signature, 
this is quite a tragic situation. 

On the occasion of the fourth running 
of the Organ Donor Classic, it is my 
hope that everyone who attends-and 
even those who do not-will use this 
opportunity to sign an organ donor 
card and join the struggle to give the 
gift of life.• 
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THE FIRST ANNUAL EDUCATION 

REPORT CARD 
•Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I rise 
today to address our Nation's first re
port card issued recently by the Na
tional Education Goals Panel. I com
mend the hard work and leadership of 
Gov. Roy Romer of Colorado. Deliver
ing news that is not completely posi
tive is not an easy or enviable task. 
But it must be done and I appreciate 
his willingness to provide the nec
essary leadership. He is holding our 
feet to the fire and keeping education 
at the forefront of our domestic agen
da. 

No one disagrees that education must 
be our domestic priority. But, unless 
we subject ourselves to an annual eval
uation to check our progress and use it 
to target additional resources on the 
shortcomings, I fear that all the great 
speeches extolling the importance of 
education will not translate into true 
progress. Clearly, this initial report 
card shows in graphic terms the tre
mendous price which a country pays 
for neglecting domestic responsibil
ities, especially one as critical as edu
cating its citizens. But it does rep
resent one important step in our ef
forts to improve the quality of edu
cation and, I hope, will force us to redi
rect our national fiscal priorities. 

While the report points out the fun
damental weaknesses of American edu
cation, it also shows that we have 
made some gains. We know that almost 
50 percent of the sophomores who 
dropped out in 1980 subsequently re
turned to school to get their high 
school degree by 1987. This doesn't 
mean, of course, that we have licked 
nor brought our shamefully high rates 
of student dropout under control. We 
still have t D.e 60 percent dropout rate 
among Hispanic students and must not 
relent in our efforts to reduce this 
number. 

An analysis of the 1990 National As
sessment of Educational Progress 
[NAEP] indicates that only 4 percent of 
our public and private high school 
graduates meet the NAEP standard for 
college readiness. This is shocking 
when compared to 20 to 30 percent of 
students in our competitor nations who 
are meeting achievement standards 
that are at least equivalent to NAEP's. 
Despite this dismal picture, student 
achievement trends at the junior high 
level reflect some positive movement. 
Science and math achievement went up 
among 9- and 13-year-olds from 1977 
until 1990. Math achievement also im
proved for 17-year-olds over the same 
period. More high school graduates 
completed challenging academic 
courses in English, math, science, and 
history from 1982 to 1987. These im
provements, though slight, reflect the 
initial benefits of emphasizing excel
lence in core subjects like math and 
science by schools in the past few 
years. 

I cannot help but wonder how much 
more they could have done had the 
U.S. investment in education kept pace 
with increasing costs associated with a 
quickly evolving high tech workplace. 
Afterall, we face a new global economy 
where the competition is intense. This 
international economy will become 
more complex and require higher job 
skill levels. Clearly we must raise our 
educational standards, and we must do 
so by increasing our investment in the 
Amercian education system. We cannot 
allow our support for education to 
stagnate as has happened in the past 
decade. 

The precipitous decline in the threat 
from the Soviet Union and Eastern Eu
rope to our national security in the 
past year offers a genuine opportunity 
to change our Federal capital invest
ment strategy. The sweeping arms cuts 
pledged by the United States and the 
Soviet Union in recent days signal the 
beginning of a new era where the cold 
war budget should no longer dictate 
our fiscal priorities. The prospect of 
war with the Soviet Union is "no 
longer a realistic threat" in the words 
of President Bush. Under these changed 
circumstances, we must reexamine the 
military budget and re-order our spend
ing priorities to emphasize domestic 
needs like education and reducing our 
national debt. 

No one can begrudge past domestic 
sacrifices we made collectively to en
sure our national security by making 
defense our highest national priority 
over the past decade. We believe those 
sacrifices helped to make the world a 
truly safer place for our children. Now 
we must attend to their domestic needs 
as they prepare to enter that world. As 
shown by the education report card, 
they will require a lot of help if they 
are to compete effectively and become 
fully productive citizens. 

They are America's future and we 
must reinvest in them. We can do so by 
shifting defense resources no longer re
quired to protect our national security 
to homefront needs like education. 
Until we do this, we will not see 
widescale improvements in our schools. 
We will not be able to give all students 
the same opportunity to advance them
selves through education. All the goals 
and standards we set for ourselves and 
schools will only continue to highlight 
our shortcomings. Let us make a sin
cere commitment to our children by re
investing the peace dividend in their 
future.• 

THE WASHINGTON AREA GIRL'S 
SOCCER TOURNAMENT 

• Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to announce that the world's 
largest women's soccer tournament 
will be held at George Mason Univer
sity in northern Virginia on October 12, 
1991. This event, the Washington Area 
Girl's Soccer Tournament, will feature 

the American team matched against a 
team representing China. 

This year, the American women's 
team qualified to play in the first ever 
FIFA Women's World Championship on 
November 16-30, 1991 in Ghangzhou, 
China. Athletes and soccer enthusiasts 
are particularly interested in gaining 
recognition for the sport as soon as 
possible because it will not be recog
nized as an exhibition sport in the 
Olympic games in Spain next year. The 
American women's team, as well as the 
11 other worldwide teams that qualified 
to participate, hope that this competi
tion will qualify women's soccer as a 
Gold Medal Sport in the Olympic 
Games beginning in 1996 in Atlanta, 
GA. 

Over 40 percent of all U.S. registered 
soccer players are women. I would like 
to propose today that the American 
women's soccer team be recognized as 
an exemplary model of U.S. citizens in
volved in a sport that has served as a 
source of pride for participants and 
spectators alike. The World Cup, the 
largest international single-sport 
event, offers athletes from around the 
world a chance to improve their ath
letic skills, represent their country, 
and inspire young players. Th.is year, 
the World Cup will help promote the 
game of women's soccer into the Olym
pic schedule. The current American 
women's team is ranked in the top five 
in the world, and I believe they have 
the ability to win this tournament. 

The women who are members of the 
American team truly deserve recogni
tion by their country and the Olympic 
Committee. I urge each of my col
leagues to join me in supporting them 
and wishing them good luck as they 
compete to bring home the gold.• 

WALLACE C. WILLIAMS, FOUNDER 
AND ORGANIZER OF MICHIGAN 
MINORITY BUSINESS WEEK 

• Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I wish to 
pay special recognition to Wallace C. 
Williams of Detroit, MI. 

As chairman of the board and imme
diate past president of the Booker T. 
Washington Business Association in 
Detroit, Wallace Williams continues to 
champion the cause of minority busi
ness persons. On October 25, he will be 
honored by the Minority Business 
Week Appreciation Committee for 
being the pioneer of Minority Business 
Week in 1971. For the past 20 years, 
Wally has helped numerous minority 
entrepreneurs. 

After taking an early retirement 
from the State of Michigan as director 
and founder of the Office of Minority 
Business Enterprise, Williams became 
a consultant to J.L. Dumas & Co. Pres
ently he is vice president of METCO/ 
SOMAT Engineering Services, Inc. and 
recently he was appointed research as
sociate of the University of Michigan 
business and industrial division. He is 
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responsible for coordinating and imple
menting the business and industrial di
vision's continuing effort to provide 
greater management and technical as
sistance to Michigan's minority firms. 

During his unprecedented 3 years as 
president of the Booker T. Washington 
Business Association, Wallace Williams 
increased the size and circulation of 
the association's monthly newsletter, 
appointed more women to leadership 
roles, and played a major part in the 
election of the first female president of 
the association. His networking efforts 
resulted in a greater awareness of the 
importance of the organization and its 
role in helping to shape Michigan's 
economy. 

In being an active member of the 
community, he has served as a director 
of the Greater Detroit Chamber of 
Commerce, chairman of the Wayne 
County Set-Aside Ordinance Citizens 
Advisory Council, director of Minority 
Business Enterprise for the State of 
Michigan, the American/Israel Cham
ber of Commerce, the Economic 
Growth Corp., executive board of Na
tional Symphony Orchestra Hall, the 
Northside Family YMCA, the St. Vin
cent DePaul Employment Agency, and 
is a deacon and president of the United 
Congregational Christian Church. 

Wallace Williams is a pioneer who 
has promoted the cause of minority en
trepreneurs throughout our State and 
Nation. After many years of involve
ment, he continues to place the welfare 
of others first.• 

HISPANIC EDUCATION COMMISSION 
NEEDS PUERTO RICAN REP
RESENTATION 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my concern about the 
state of Hispanic education in the 
United States and to call upon the 
President Bush to ensure that his new 
Advisory Commission on Educational 
Excellence fairly represent the His
panic community. 

Specifically, Mr. President, I must 
note with some concern that among 
the President's new Commission ap
pointments, 17 in all, not one is Puerto 
Rican. I recently received a letter from 
Louis Nunez, a former official at the 
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights and 
currently the president of the National 
Puerto Rican Coalition who has 
brought the lack of Puerto Rican rep
resentation to my attention. 

Mr. Nunez underscores the difficul
ties facing the Puerto Rican commu
nity in education today. Both on the 
island and on the mainland, the Puerto 
Rican community suffers from an ex
tremely serious educational deficit. 
According to census data released in 
March 1990, only 55 percent of Puerto 
Ricans over age 25 completed high 
school compared to 77 percent of the 
general population. In major metro
politan areas on the mainland, the high 

school dropout rate for Puerto Ricans 
exceeds 50 percent. Since 1976, the per
centage of Puerto Ricans graduating 
from college has steadily declined. 

I have written to President Bush ask
ing that he appoint one or more Puerto 
Ricans to the Advisory Commission on 
Educational Excellence for Hispanic 
Americans. These appointments will 
enable the Commission to adequately 
begin to address many of the edu
cational concerns of the entire His
panic community. 

Mr. President, I ask that my letter 
previously mentioned be printed in the 
RECORD immediately following my re
marks. 

The letter follows: 
U.S. SENATE, 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, DC, October 7, 1991. 

President GEORGE BUSH, 
The White House, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: It has been one year 
since you issued an Executive Order on Edu
cational Excellence for Hispanic Americans. 
In July, on behalf of the U.S. Senate Demo
cratic Hispanic Task Force, I wrote to urge 
you to appoint members to the Advisory 
Commission on Educational Excellence for 
Hispanic Americans established by the Exec
utive Order. Last month, one year after sign
ing the Executive Order, you named an exec
utive director and appointed seventeen indi
viduals to the commission. 

I am pleased that your appointees included 
some distinguished educators and respected 
Hispanic community leaders. I also noted 
that the commission's chairman hails from 
the state of Illinois. However, I am greatly 
concerned that you did not select any Puerto 
Ricans to serve on the commission. I ask 
that there be Puerto Rican representation 
among your next seven appointments to the 
commission. 

The Puerto Rican population on the island 
and on the mainland is now over six million. 
This community suffers from an extremely 
serious educational deficit. According to 
census data released in March 1990, only 55% 
of Puerto Ricans over age 25 completed high 
school compared to 77% of the general popu
lation. In major metropolitan areas on the 
mainland, the high school dropout rate for 
Puerto Ricans exceeds 50 percent. Since 1976, 
the percentage of Puerto Ricans graduating 
from college has steadily declined. 

I urgently ask that the Puerto Rican com
munity be placed in consideration when ap
pointing the 7 remaining positions on your 
Advisory Commission on Educational Excel
lence for Hispanic Americans. Appropriate 
staff support is needed so that more sub
stantive steps may be taken as soon as pos
sible. 

Certainly, 
PAUL SIMON, 

Chairman, U.S. Senate, 
Democratic Hispanic Task Force.• 

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, OCTOBER 11, 
1991, AND TUESDAY, OCTOBER 15, 
1991 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in recess until 9:45 a.m., Friday, 
October 11; that on Friday, the Senate 
meet in proforma session only; further 

that at the close of the pro forma ses
sion, the Senate stand in recess until 10 
a.m., Tuesday, October 15; that on 
Tuesday, following the time reserved 
for the 2 leaders, there be a period for 
morning business, not to extend be
yond 10:30 a.m., with Senators per
mitted to speak for up to 5 minutes 
each; that at 10:30 a.m., Tuesday, the 
Senate return to executive session to 
resume consideration of the Thomas 
nomination; and that on Tuesday, the 
Senate stand in recess from 12:30 p.m., 
to 2:15 p.m., in order to accommodate 
the party conferences. 

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

PROGRAM 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, for 

information of Senators, following the 
vote on the Thomas nomination next 
Tuesday at 6 p.m., it is my intention to 
complete action on the available con
ference reports. 

I am advised that the military con
struction and agriculture appropria
tions conference reports are here 
awaiting action, and by next Tuesday 
we could have available Transportation 
and Interior. 

Senators should be aware that the 
next vote will be at 6 p.m. next Tues
day, but that it is my intention that 
there will be additional votes on that 
evening following that vote to com
plete action on as many of these appro
priations conference reports as we pos
sibly can. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, let me 
just thank the majority leader for his 
again continued patience in the face of 
demands that are sometimes truly not 
just demands, but sometimes appalling 
demands. And I thank him for that, 
and know that the Judiciary Commit
tee will be laboring while the rest of 
the body is in the recess period with 
constituent visits. I think it is very 
important that we get about our busi
ness. We will do that in the interim. 

I wanted to state that I noted rule 
29.5, which has been discussed, was 
adopted in 1844, and the rule was cre
ated in response to a situation where a 
Senator Tappan leaked the terms of a 
proposed Indian treaty to the press. He 
did that in violation of a standing 
order, and rule 29.5 was later adopted 
to prevent that. And Tappan was later 
expelled for committing "a high breach 
of trust." So he was sacked in the proc
ess. 

We would not want to do that. But 
we might find some poor, wandering 
staff member that deserves an adroit 
cuffing. Let me just say that I will 
pledge to join in that. 

And I think it is very important, as 
the majority leader has said, and the 
Senator from New Mexico and the Sen
ator from Missouri cannot let that con
tinue. And I assure the majority lead
er, if he will notify me, in my great 
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pleasure to serve as an assistant Re
publican leader, whether it cuts one 
way or the other, I will join him in 
those activities. 

I hear very clearly what the majority 
leader was saying about the Ethics 
Committee, and I assure him that I 
will assist in that. And I think the 
sooner, the better, to bring these peo
ple to the bar of the Senate for delib
eration and their own presentation of 
their views, and then take it to its con
clusion. 

I thank the majority leader for all of 
the activity that made it possible for 
us to resolve this very tough situation, 
and we can get on with it now. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I thank my col
league for his cooperation. 

RECESS UNTIL FRIDAY, OCTOBER 
11, 1991, AT 9:45 A.M. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be-

fore the Senate, I now ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate stand in recess 
until 9:45 a.m. on Friday, October 11. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 9:36 p.m., recessed until Friday, Oc
tober 11, 1991, at 9:45 a.m. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate October 8, 1991 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

DAVID A. COLSON, OF MARYLAND, A CAREER MEMBER 
OF THE SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE, FOR THE RANK OF 
AMBASSADOR DURING HIS TENURE OF SERVICE AS DEP
UTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE FOR OCEANS AND 
FISHERIES AFFAIRS. 

RICHARD CLARK BARKLEY, OF MICHIGAN, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF TURKEY. 

JAMES F . DOBBINS, OF NEW YORK, A CAREER MEMBER 
OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MINISTER
COUNSELOR, TO BE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA TO THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES, 
WITH THE RANK AND STATUS OF AMBASSADOR EX
TRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY. 

JOHN CHRISTIAN KORNBLUM, OF MICHIGAN, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, FOR THE RANK OF AMBASSADOR 
DURING HIS TENURE OF SERVICE AS HEAD OF DELEGA-

TION TO THE CONFERENCE ON SECURITY AND OOOPERA· 
TION IN EUROPE (CSCE). 

JOHN F.W. BOOERS, OF NEW YORK, TO BE UNDER SEC
RETARY OF STATE FOR MANAGEMENT. 

INTER-AMERICAN FOUNDATION 

PAUL EDWARD SUSSMAN, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE A MEM· 
BER OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE INTER·AMER
ICAN FOUNDATION FOR A TERM EXPIRING OCTOBER 8, 
199'J. 

PEACE CORPS 

ELAINE L. CHAO, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE DIRECTOR OF 
THE PEACE CORPS. 

U.S. ADVISORY COMMISSION ON PUBLIC 
DIPLOMACY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED PERSONS TO BE MEMBERS OF 
THE U.S. ADVISORY COMMISSION ON PUBLIC DIPLOMACY: 

WILLIAM HYBL, OF COLORADO, FOR A TERM EXPIRING 
JULY 1, 1994. 

WALTER R. ROBERTS, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
FOR A TERM EXPIRING APRIL 8, 1994. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUBJECT 
TO THE NOMINEES' COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 

FOREIGN SERVICE 

FOREIGN SERVICE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING ROBERT 
A. TAFT, AND ENDING LAURENCE E . POPE, ll, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP· 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON SEPTEM· 
BER 27, 1991. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
JOHN DINGELL: THE BEST OF 

AMERICA 

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR 
OF MIClilGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, we've gotten so 

accustomed to seeing yet another JOHN DIN
GELL-inspired headline that when we see an 
article recapping his career, the breadth and 
depth of his interests takes us by surprise. 

That's the case with the recent profile of him 
in U.S. News & World Report, by Harrison 
Rainie and Gary Cohen. Appearing in the 
magazine's special issue detailing examples of 
the best of America, the article not only sum
marizes his achievements but captures JOHN 
DINGELL'S personality and wit. 

From the moment I first came to the House 
of Representatives I have had the privilege of 
getting advice and direction from this man who 
has contributed so much to American society, 
and has earned this fall's U.S. News accolade 
many times over. 

But not everyone in the House has had that 
experience. For that reason I insert this article 
in the RECORD, and commend it to my col
leagues: 

[From U.S. News & World Report, Aug. 26-
Sept. 2, 1991] 

CONGRESS' MOST FEARED DEMOCRAT 

(By Harrison Rainie and Gary Cohen) 
One day in 1982, John Dingell sat at his 

desk, playing with a rifle and arguing over 
the phone with then Interior Secretary 
James Watt about documents Dingell wanted 
to examine. As the lawmaker spoke, he at
tached a brand-new scope to the gun and 
started playing with the bolt and trigger. As 
metaphor, Dingell's end of the discussion 
was hardly subtle: "This is not a personal 
(tshick, tshick went the bolt ... click went 
the trigger) attack on you. I know others 
(tshick, tshick ... click) have made fun of 
your religious beliefs [Watt is a fundamen
talist Christian]. I think that's awful and I 
promise that's not what I'm doing. I just 
want to make sure your department is 
(tshick, tshick) doing its job properly. 
(Click.)" 

Those who watched Dingell talk are sure 
he was not aware his hunting metier was 
dominating the conversation. Yet in Din
gell's case, there is hardly a moment when 
he is not hunting and there are few times 
when he doesn't bag his prey. His office is 
adorned with numerous animal trophies, and 
his files are filled with other kinds of kills: 
His investigation of spurious "administra
tive cost" billings at Stanford University led 
to the announced resignation of its presi
dent, Donald Kennedy, this summer. Dingell 
brought a Nobel Prize-winning biologist to 
his knees this spring after a five-year science 
fraud investigation. The Red Cross said it 
would spend $120 million to change its han
dling of blood supplies recently after Dingell 
and a colleague, Rep. Ron Wyden, found it 
had allowed tainted blood into the system. 

All this on top of 10 years of investigations 
that cornered White House aides, defense 
contractors and financiers and reshaped the 
way the government treats everything from 
bottled water and heart pacemakers to nuts 
and bolts. 

Dingell is the most feared Democrat in the 
land. He has used the spacious authority of 
his House Energy and Commerce Committee 
to thwart much of the conservation plan to 
dismantle Washington's regulatory frame
work. Beyond his institutional power, 
though, the thing that makes Dingell the 
best of his breed is the vigor and intelligence 
of his investigative work. He has brought to
gether a dogged staff on his oversight and in
vestigations subcommittee, including a good 
number of ringers from other government 
agencies who have helped him promote his 
control over everything that moves, is sold 
or is burned-the things he argues are within 
his panel's purview. "He has instituted an 
ethos of permanent investigation into poli
tics," argues Suzanne Garment, author of 
the upcoming book "Scandal: The Culture of 
Mistrust in American Politics." 

The world of the Michigan Democrat is bi
nary-either the force is with you, or you've 
gone to the dark side. Those to be distrusted: 
bankers, Wall Street sharpies, big-league in
stitutions in almost every industry (except 
the U.S. auto makers, whom he usually pro
tects because they dominate his district in 
Dearborn), and gun controllers. The Jedi are 
those who uphold his father's legacy as a 
New Deal Democrat, whistle-blowers ("God's 
special men and women"), his aides, blue
collar workers, small investors and like
minded, aggressive colleagues on his panel 
such as Reps. Wyden of Oregon and Dennis 
Eckart of Ohio. 

Still and all, many politicians see the 
world through a Manichaean lens, have 
smart staffs with subpoena power and want 
to make headlines. Why do Dingell and his 
crew stand out? 

His voracious appetite. Dingell figures he 
has a right to go after anything he chooses. 
Sometimes his whims are capricious, but the 
motive is always the same: to extend his 
reach. After the now 65-year-old had a hip re
placement operation several years ago, he 
reported back to the staff that he was wor
ried about the safety of the nation's blood 
supply. That led to the investigation that 
prompted the upheaval at the Red Cross. 

Dingell maintains that his committee, the 
oldest in Congress, has been ceding its juris
diction ever since it was founded in 1795. His 
modern-era colleagues see matters dif
ferently. Since Dingell took over the panel 
in 1981, the committee has substantially 
broadened its investigative horizons by beat
ing his more politically inert peers to big is
sues. He aced out a host of environmental
panel legislators in the EPA scandal of the 
early 1980s that led to the resignation of 
Ronald Reagan's Environmental Protection 
Agency administrator, Anne Burford, and a 
perjury conviction against one of her key 
deputies, Rita Lavelle. He outgunned the 
Armed Services Committee to dominate the 
defense procurement outrages of the mid-
1980s, among other things unearthing such 
massive questionable billings at General Dy-

namics (including taxpayer funds to board 
the company chairman's dog) that the gov
ernment withheld a record $250 million in re
imbursements from the firm. And he rolled 
his education committee colleagues by un
covering the academic and science research 
scandals of the past year. Among them: the 
case of Dr. David Baltimore, a Nobel laure
ate immunologist who was forced to with
draw a paper done by a researcher using fal
sified data and apologize to his chief accuser, 
a whistle-blower named Margot O'Toole. 

His "Energizer" probing machine. The 
oversight subcommittee is the scandal-seek
ing machine that keeps going and going. 
Dingell's demands for documents are legend
ary. In the late 1980s, a worker at the EPA 
named Angie Holovka had the sole mission 
of coordinating the agency's return cor
respondence to Dingell, and there were usu
ally 20 pending appeals for information at 
any given moment. She called her self "Mrs. 
Dingell." 

The staff, too, has an unqualified mandate 
to prowl. In 1989, some subcommittee inves
tigators flew to Los Angeles with subpoenas 
for Michael Milken's accountants during a 
long-running probe of Milken investment 
schemes. There were guards at the door who 
prevented them from entering. But rather 
than return to Washington empty-handed, 
they decided to launch a surprise visit at a 
McDonnell Douglas Corp. plant in Long 
Beach to see the new C-17 cargo jet and peek 
inside its books. They did not like what they 
saw and a larger probe ensued. It turned up 
a massive cost overrun, and Air Force pay
ments to the firm were suspended for a 
while. 

In like manner, investigator Peter Stock
ton was on vacation in Maine in 1989 and had 
lunch in a restaurant near Bath. He noticed 
he was across from the Bath Iron Works, 
spotted the new DDG-51 destroyer in the 
water and decided to ask for a tour. In Wash
ington, he convinced Dingell something was 
awry. A General Accounting Office probe was 
ordered, and it discovered a substantial over
run. The company voluntarily cut its 
charges to the government by $3.2 million. 

His whistle-blowers' jubilee. Dingell's sub
committee has long been known as a safe 
haven for those who see wrongdoing and 
want redress. One of the highest com
pliments to the panel's work was paid by pri
vate investigators who had been hired by 
Mylan Laboratories, a generic-drug company 
that thought its applications for approval to 
market drugs were not being treated as 
quickly by the Federal Food and Drug Ad
ministration as those of competitors. The de
tectives combed the garbage of an FDA offi
cial two times a week for several months and 
dug out receipts for lavish vacations to Eu
rope and a host of other goodies. They de
cided to pass the information to Dingell's of
fice because they thought he would more 
quickly remedy the problem than any of the 
executive branch agencies that could probe 
the FDA. The result was a massive investiga
tion and these results, so far: Five former 
FDA employees, five generic-drug-company 
executives, one consultant and four drug 
companies have been convicted on varying 
charges, including racketeering and giving 
and receiving illegal gratuities. 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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Some of the best Dingell probes have re

sulted from a. kind of magic investigative 
congruence. La.st year, four investigators 
flew to San Francisco to meet with a. witness 
helping them look into alleged irregularities 
a.t a.n atomic laboratory. The witness told 
them "we can either meet in my stuffy office 
or meet on my boat." They chose the boat, 
and while they cruised San Francisco Bay, 
the witness said he knew the staff was look
ing into the use of research funds a.t Stan
ford. He pointed to a. 70-foot yacht and said: 
"That's their boat over there." Dingell's aids 
told GAO investigators to watch for the 
boat's expenses on the university's bills to 
the government. Within a month, the univer
sity admitted it was getting federal funds for 
the boat's maintenance. At the same time, 
a.n accountant with the Office of Naval Re
search named Paul Biddle provided Dingell 
with a. mother lode of information a.bout the 
all-too-cozy relationship between Biddle's 
colleagues and Stanford that allowed the 
university to bill taxpayers for such things 
a.s pa.rt of the cost of a. Sl,200 antique com
mode and university president Kennedy's 
wedding reception. Now, some 260 univer
sities a.re re-examining their billings or are 
under audit-and Dingell has extended his 
reach to higher education, one of the least
investiga.ted, most powerful establishments 
in the country. 

By far the biggest service whistle-blowers 
provide is the upfront evidence that justifies 
a. probe in the first place. "In more than 25 
years of investigations, I never asked for 'ac
cess' to documents from official sources 
without already having a copy of what I 
wanted from another source," says Michael 

· Barrett, the legendary staff chief of the 
panel, who left for the private sector la.st 
year. "That way, I knew from the start 
whether somebody was going to play ball and 
didn't have anything to hide-or going to 
play hide and seek, which told me we were 
on to a real _problem." 

His staff. Barrett's departure changed the 
chemistry of the subcommittee a bit but not 
its ardor or the unwavering support of the 
boss. Sta.ff chief Reid Stuntz is the quiet con
science of the "junkyard dogs," having long 
a.go been assigned the role of devil's advocate 
in investigations. The spark plugs are Peter 
Stockton, a.n Indiana Jones-type character 
whose bluff manner and rumpled dress con
vey a.n in-your-face fierceness, and Bruce 
Chafin, an ebullient character with a. photo
graphic memory. More low-key are Steve 
Sims, a. methodical worker who doesn't say 
much-perhaps because of his previous work 
a.t the CIA and Army intelligence; Dave Nel
son, a.n economist and exmember of the 
steelworkers union, and Debra Jacobson, a 
lawyer who knows more a.bout the EPA than 
most of its bosses. 

Critics say Dingell is a bully with a nar
row-minded, protectionist agenda. Indeed, 
his staff has been overzealous at times, Din
gell 's interests are sometimes parochial and 
he can be brutish during hearings. But those 
who think that is what propels Dingell miss 
a larger point. He and his minions a.re run
ning the nation's most ambitious hunting 
festival. When their motives are rinsed of the 
heartfelt bromides about "protecting tax
payers," the primal drive in all they do is 
the thrill of the kill. In her book, Garment 
quotes one of Dingell's aides saying that it 
was important to hummate Dr. Baltimore 
publicly in that probe because that's the 
only way to shake up a corrupt scientific es
tablishment. That is a full-throated 
"Gotcha!" Dingell himself has told associ
ates his favorite a.pres-hearing activity is 
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walking over to the witness table to see 
which seats are wet. Tshick, tshick . . . 
bang. 

ROBERT C. ROSENBERG: A TIRE
LESS WORKER FOR THE PEOPLE 
OF BROOKLYN 

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, today I have the 
profound pleasure of highlighting the achieve
ments of Mr. Robert C. Rosenberg on behalf 
of the people of Brooklyn. Mr. Rosenberg is 
chairman and CEO of Grenadier Realty Corp., 
and the first senior vice president of the 
renewed Starrett Housing Corp. 

A graduate of New York University, and Co
lumbia Law School, he has been at the fore
front of innovation and advocacy within the 
real estate arena. He is known for his monu
mental efforts and success in breaking all 
records for housing starts. 

In his varied life experiences Mr. Rosenberg 
serves as president of the Brooklyn Phil
harmonic Orchestra and is a trustee of the 
Brooklyn Academy of Music. Mr. Rosenberg is 
also the recipient of numerous civic awards 
such as the: Encore Award from the Arts & 
Business Council, and the Brooklyn Pioneer 
Housing Conference. He has also been hon
ored for his work with the New York Lung As
sociation for promoting a smoke-free work
place. 

Mr. Rosenberg is married and has four sons 
and resides in New York City. The borough of 
Brooklyn has been improved due to the efforts 
of this tireless worker. 

COMMENDING THE CITY OF ALA
MEDA BUREAU OF ELECTRICITY 

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
congratulate the city of Alameda Bureau of 
Electricity in California's Ninth Congressional 
District. Alameda's public power source will 
now be celebrating 104 years in operation and 
continues to provide its citizens with reliable 
electric service at the lowest possible cost. 

Since 1887, the citizens of Alameda have 
chosen to operate a community-owned, non
profit electric utility. They are both consumers 
and owners of their public power system and 
have a direct say in utility operations and poli
cies. 

The Alameda Bureau of Electricity is a valu
able community asset. Reliable, efficient, low
cost electricity is provided to all areas of the 
city. This power source not only contributes 
money to the city of Alameda, but it also con
tributes substantially to the well-being of local 
citizens. 

Alameda's Bureau of Electricity is part of a 
community of 2,000 publicly owned electric 
utilities in the United States. Consumer owner-
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ship of these utilities ensures cost-cutting 
competition in the electric utility industry to the 
benefit of electricity consumers everywhere. 

The American Public Power Association has 
declared the week of October fr 12 to be Pub
lic Power Week throughout the country. This 
week was initiated in 1987, and it has proven 
a successful means to educate the general 
public about public power's public service mis
sion and community betterment goals. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud of the city of Ala
meda Bureau of Electricity which is in its 
104th year of operation. It is a model public 
utility and I commend it for its many years of 
fine service. 

TRIBUTE TO THE WOMEN'S INTER
NATIONAL BOWLING CONGRESS' 
75TH ANNIVERSARY 

HON. JAMES A. TRAFICANf, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 

to pay tribute to the 75th anniversary of the 
Women's International Bowling Congress and 
the Youngstown Women's Bowling Association 
in my 17th District of Ohio. 

Currently, the Women's International Bowl
ing Congress has 2.7 million members. This 
organization offers all women an opportunity 
to better their athletic skills and to serve as 
role models for younger participants. Amidst 
the many advantages of participation in this 
group, the greatest is its development of lead
ership and community skills. 

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the Women's 
International Bowling Congress and the 
Youngstown Women's Bowling Association of 
Youngstown as they celebrate their 75th anni
versary on November 28, 1991. 

IRBY AND PEACHES SIMPKINS: 
OUTSTANDING TENNESSEANS 

HON. BOB CLEMENT 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute the two individuals who personify 
the term "public service,"-lrby C. Simpkins, 
Jr., publisher of the Nashville Banner news
paper, and his wife, Peaches Gunter 
Simpkins. 

Tonight the Simpkins · will be honored many 
years by the Middle-East Tennessee Chapter 
of the Arthritis Foundation for their "outstand
ing humanitarian and community contribu
tions." 

I have known the Simpkins for many years 
and have marveled at how they have continu
ously given their time, energy, and talent to 
charitable and civil causes in our community 
and State. They are two of the most talented 
and respected people I know. 

Peaches Simpkins is presently serving her 
second term as chair of the Tennessee Higher 
Education Commission and has been actively 
involved in numerous community organizations 
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including service on the board of directors of 
Bethlehem Center, the Bill Wilkerson Hearing 
and Speech Center, Planned Parenthood and 
the Nashville City Club. She was the first di
rector of the Hospital Alliance of Tennessee
the State's first association for not-for-profit 
hospitals-and was director of the Health Fa
cilities Commission as senior policy adviser to 
then-Governor Lamar Alexander. She is an 
alumna of Leadership Nashville and served as 
treasurer for the 1990 re-election campaign of 
Governor Ned Mcwherter. 

Irby Simpkins has been publisher of the 
Nashville Banner since 1982 and its principal 
owner since 1979. He has received numerous 
awards for his community involvement, includ
ing the "Three of Life" award from the Jewish 
National Fund in 1989 and the Human Rela
tions Award of the National Conference of 
Christians and Jews the same year. An alum
nus of Leadership Nashville, he chaired the 
1991 Boys Scouts Sustaining Membership 
Drive, the 1990 Girl Scout Campaign and the 
1988 United Way of Middle Tennessee Cam
paign. 

A former member of the Tennessee Higher 
Education Commission, he served on the 
board of trustees of Meharry Medical College 
and was appointed in 1981 by President Ron
ald Reagan to serve on the board of gov
ernors of the Student Marketing Association. 

Tonight's benefit for the Arthritis Foundation 
is expected to raise more than $100,000 for 
this very worthy charity. The Arthritis Founda
tion's board chairman, Ronald Green, put it 
best when he said, "the couple has given tire
lessly of their time and talents to help improve 
the quality in Middle Tennessee." 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me 
today in recognizing these great humanitarians 
for their contributions to our community. 

Everyone in Nashville knows that the 
Simpkins have not only assisted civic chari
table efforts, but have helped define local and 
State policies through their participation in is
sues ranging from freedom of the press to 
education reform. I ask my colleagues to join 
me in paying tribute to two outstanding individ
uals who have made our community and State 
a better place to live. They richly deserve the 
accolades they will be afforded tonight. 

TRIBUTE TO MRS. HAZEL PORTER 

HON. GEORGE (BUDDY) DARDEN 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. DARDEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor a most-outstanding Georgian and leg
endary leader in the Rome, GA community. 

Since coming to Rome as a college student 
in 1921, Hazel Porter, who celebrated her 
89th birthday in September, has given un
selfishlessly of her talents for the betterment 
of Floyd County for more than 70 years. 
Throughout this time, Mrs. Porter has touched 
the lives of thousands of Georgians through 
her work as a radio broadcaster, United Way 
volunteer, Boys Club of Rome worker and 
member of First Baptist Church of Rome. 
While juggling these commitments, she also 
managed to rear 3 children and serve as 
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grandmother to 9 grandchildren and 18 great
grandchildren. Mrs. Porter also is the aunt of 
Nancy Hutto, whose husband, EARL, is our 
distinguished colleague representing Florida's 
First District in the U.S. House of Representa
tives. 

Most recently, Mrs. Porter has resigned 
from her duties as community relations direc
tor of the Boys Club of Rome. I would like to 
take this opportunity to personally express my 
appreciation for Mrs. Porter and her lifetime of 
contributions for improving the quality of life 
for so many promising Georgians. The Rome 
community will remember her dedicated spirit 
and unique efforts for years to come. 

The following article which appeared in the 
"Rome News-Tribune" recounts Mrs. Porter's 
list of remarkable achievements. At this time, 
I also would like to share this piece with my 
distinguished colleagues. 

MENTOR TO MANY RETIRES-MRS. PORTER 
LEAVES JOB WITH BOYS CLUB 

(By Marla Edwards) 
In the fall of 1921, a young girl came here 

from her hometown in Florida to attend 
Shorter College. During the 70 years since, 
her name, her face and her voice have be
come familiar to generations of Romans. 

Hazel Porter celebrated her 89th birthday 
in September. Friends and co-workers paid 
tribute to her Tuesday in honor of her deci
sion to retire from her job as community re
lations director of the Boys Club of Rome. 

When Hazel Myers came to Shorter in 1921, 
she met a young chemistry professor who 
had just joined the faculty in 1920, Hazel left 
Shorter in 1923. In early 1924, she and Everett 
Porter were married. 

Later, she re-entered Shorter and grad
uated in 1931 with a degree in music. As an 
alumna and the wife of a professor who was 
also academic dean, Mrs. Porter had respon
sibilities. 

She had open house every Sunday night 
and students flocked there, said Randall 
Minor, president emeritus of Shorter. She 
even made wedding dresses for two or three 
Shorter girls. 

But Mrs. Porter didn't reserve all her time 
and energy for the Shorter community. 

She became involved with the Boys Club in 
1960 through her interest in its choir. She 
joined the board of directors in 1966 and took 
her first staff position in 1977 as community 
relations director. 

For years, she chaperoned the Boys Club 
choir in its travels and she said many former 
club members keep in touch. 

"It's wonderful to see them grow up," she 
said. 

While acting as a mentor for Rome's sons 
and Shorter's daughters, Mrs. Porter found 
time for other jobs. 

Mrs. Porter's voice first gained recognition 
through a radio show on WRGA, "Stories 
from Mrs. Santa Claus." For 25 years, she 
worked as a broadcaster, first with her Mrs. 
Santa show and later with "Around the 
Town, Around the Clock," in which she nar
rated community events. 

Her identity was kept a secret during the 
airing of the Mrs. Santa Claus show, but Mrs. 
Porter said people on the street still recog
nize her voice from the broadcast. 

She also worked for the United Way here. 
She joined in 1955 and was affiliated offi
cially with the organization until 1966. She 
was its first executive secretary. 

The First Baptist Church of Rome has been 
another of Mrs. Porter's long passions. She 
has been a choir member for the past 70 
years. 
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Sometime during the 70 years of service to 

the Boys Club, the radio station, the United 
Way, her church and, many other commu
nity organizations, Mrs. Porter raised three 
children-two sons and a daughter. Her fam
ily now includes nine grandchildren and 18 
great-grandchildren. 

Her voice is still strong and dignified. 
"We can appreciate and learn from our 

past," she said, "* * * we must live today 
and point toward tomorrow." 

The many honors she has received during 
her tribute included proclamations passed by 
the Georgia Legislature, a proclamation 
from the city of Rome, a letter from Gov
ernor Miller, whom she had long supported, 
and a "Women for Youth" award from the 
Boys Club. 

IDAHO THEATER FOR YOUTH 

HON. LARRY I.aROCCO 
OF IDAHO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, the Idaho The
ater for Youth is the first theater group from 
Idaho to be invited to perform at the Kennedy 
Center for the Performing Arts. They will ap
pear in the spring of 1992. 

Established in 1980, Idaho Theater for 
Youth is completing its 11th season. This trav
eling company's performances span the entire 
State, and their greatest allure is reserved for 
the imaginations of children. Their audiences 
are found not in great performance halls but 
rather in school auditoriums and gymnasiums. 
Idaho Theater for Youth has entertained more 
than 40 percent of Idaho's elementary school
children. 

I commend the Idaho Theater for Youth to 
my colleagues and, insert an editorial from the 
September 13, 1991, the Idaho Statesman, in 
the RECORD. 

SPOTLIGHT SHINES ON TROUPE 

Washington, D.C., audiences are in luck. 
They get to see the Idaho Theater for 

Youth in action at the Kennedy Center. · 
Idaho audiences already know the pleasure 

of watching this high-spirited entertain
ment. For years, the theater group has taken 
its shows to schools, to the delight of chil
dren all around the state. 

The Kennedy Center selection is a well-de
served reward for years of dedication and 
skill, not to mention the sweat and tears in
volved in keeping a small theater group up 
and running. 

And it will be Idaho, through and through. 
ITY's 10 performances in Washington will 
feature the work of a former Boise resident 
whose play will introduce young people to 
slapstick comedy. 

It's a long way from Boise to the Kennedy 
Center. But Eastern audiences are sure to be 
charmed by this band of merry-makers. 
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HEARING HELD ON THE STATUS 

OF THE AffiBORNE TRAFFIC 
ALERT AND COLLISION AVOID
ANCE SYSTEM PROGRAM 

HON. RON PACKARD 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, today the Pub
lic Works and Transportation Subcommittee 
on Investigations and Oversight will hold a 
hearing on the Status of the Airborne Traffic 
Alert and Collision Avoidance System [TCAS] 
Program. As the ranking Republican member 
of this subcommittee, I anxiously await the op
portunity to assess the progress of this tech
nology, which is ultimately designed to save 
lives. The 2 weeks preceding this hearing 
have provided us with harrowing evidence of 
the urgent need to in~tall traffic alert and colli
sion avoidance systems in all commercial air
craft as quickly as possible. At Chicago's Mid
way Airport last week, a near collision be
tween three passenger aircraft was avoided 
due to the TCAS safety device. The week be
fore there was another near miss involving tWo 
aircraft. 

In an incident last Thursday, disaster was 
averted when a warning from an TCAS sys
tem installed on a Midway passenger airline 
alerted a pilot that his plane was on a collision 
course with two other aircraft. The pilot imme
diately took evasive action and passed verti
cally within 800 feet of one aircraft, and hori
zontally within 1,000 feet of the other. FAA 
spokesman Jim Dermody acknowledged Fri
day that the near miss was the result of 
human error by air traffic controllers at Chi
cago's O'Hare Airport, where air traffic is di
rected for both airports. In a separate incident 
the preceding Thursday, a small private plane 
came within 50 feet of a Southwest passenger 
jet en route to Midway. Although neither of the 
planes were equipped with TCAS, thankfully, 
there were no injuries reported. 

TCAS is a device designed to assist pilots 
in locating potential midair collision threats and 
taking evasive action when necessary. In 
order to avert disaster caused by human error, 
it is simply technology designed to .save lives. 
The Airport and Airway Safety and Capacity 
Expansion Act of 1987 required the installation 
of TCAS on each civil passenger aircraft hav
ing more than 30 seats in order to fly in U.S. 
airspace. This legislation mandates that half of 
all commercial aircraft be equipped with the 
system by December 30, 1991, with a 
fleetwide installation deadline by December 
1993. 

The FAA was directed by this legislation to 
collect and assess safety and operational data 
from the performance of TCAS-equipped air
craft. Thankfully, last week's incident at Mid
way Airport can be reported to be a successful 
performance of the TCAS system: untold lives 
were saved. Today's hearing on this vital safe
ty device will assess the airline industry's 
progress in meeting the implementation 
schedule for TCAS. I have long been a pro
ponent of this life-saving device and urge my 
colleagues to support the subcommittee and 
full committee's efforts to see this technology 
installed on all commercial carriers. 
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THE NEED FOR R.R. 3535--A 
"USHEALTH" PROGRAM 

HON. EDWARD R. ROYBAL 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Speaker, almost 250 mil
lion Americans lack health insurance to cover 
them for chronic long-term illnesses such as 
cancer and Alzheimer's disease and 37 million 
have no health insurance whatsoever. Each 
year over a million Americans are forced into 
bankruptcy because of chronic illness and mil
lions more are denied needed health services. 
This crisis in health care is undoubtedly the 
most important domestic issue facing our Na
tion today. 

The following cases bring these statistics to 
life: 

In Cleveland, OH, an elderly man with dia
betes, heart problems, and cancer learns that 
Medicare, his private insurance, and retire
ment benefits together will not pay for his 
health care. Rather than leave his wife of 50 
years destitute and homeless, he commits sui
cide. His wife is forced back to work at age 73 
to support herself. 

In a small town on Long Island, NY, a family 
of five buys cemetery plots in order to reduce 
their savings enough to qualify for Medicaid, 
the health care program for the very poor. 
They need Medicaid because their 13-year-old 
son, crippled by a rare disease that destroys 
its victims' brains, requires round-the-clock 
care which they cannot afford. Ultimately, the 
family is forced to make their child a ward of 
the State--give their child u~in order to get 
needed assistance. 

What's wrong in America that things like this 
happen? In both cases, good and decent fami
lies were let down by our health care system 
when they needed it most. 

To address our current health care crisis, I 
have today introduced a bill creating a 
"USHealth Program" that would ensure ac
cess to comprehensive health care, including 
long-term care, for every man, woman, and 
child in America. It provides health security in 
the same successful way that Social Security 
provides income security, with everyone con
tributing toward the plan during their working 
years in exchange for health care protection 
when they are unemployed, retired, disabled, 
or chronically ill. And it contains stringent con
trols to contain costs and ensure quality
which I believe should be central to any blue
print for health care reform. 

Americans, young and old, rich and poor, 
Republican and Democrat, live in fear that 
they will someday become destitute trying to 
meet the costs associated with an accident, a 
birth defect, cancer, Alzheimer's disease, 
stroke, and other debilitating long-term ill
nesses which are not covered by Medicare 
and private insurance. Ironically, only Medicaid 
will help and only after one is destitute. 

Long-term care for all Americans is the cor
nerstone of USHealth's new Federal program. 
It should be the cornerstone of any com
prehensive health care plan. USHealth's long
term care program would be publicly financed 
and cover everyone for long-term care, includ
ing those who are employed. The General Ac-
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counting Office, Brookings Institution, 
Consumer Reports, and my own subcommit
tee have demonstrated the inability of private 
insurance to provide meaningful and afford
able long-term care protection now or in the 
future. 

USHealth builds on what is in place by 
maintaining the employers' responsibility to 
provide basic health insurance coverage for 
their employees and their dependents-either 
through continuing private insurance or by pur
chasing coverage through USHealth's new 
Federal program. The basic benefits package 
would provide hospital and physician benefits 
currently available under Medicare and add 
prescription drugs and preventive care, includ
ing prenatal and well child care. All those who 
are not employed would receive basic health 
coverage from the USHealth Program. 

Requiring employers to provide their em
ployees with basic health insurance is an es
sential element in health care reform. While 85 
percent of working Americans do receive 
health insurance in connection with their em
ployment, millions of working Americans re
main uncovered. Over one-third of Hispanic 
Americans have no insurance, yet over 80 
percent of these uninsured Hispanics are 
working! US Health would correct this inequity. 

USHealth would replace Medicaid. While the 
States would be required to maintain their cur
rent level of spending on health care, no 
longer would Americans have to impoverish 
themselves to gain eligibility for Federally as
sisted health care. Americans have a right to 
health care and should be entitled to it in the 
same manner they are eligible for Social Se
curity. 

I would urge the Congress to give consider
ation to the financing that I have chosen to 
pay for USHealth. USHealth would be fi
nanced largely by lifting the cap on wages 
subject to the health insurance and Social Se
curity taxes-these are currently $125,000 and 
$53,400 respectively. In lay terms, Americans 
only pay the Social Security tax on income up 
to $53,400 and health insurance tax on in
come up to $125,000 today; everything above 
that is free and clear of taxation. 

Ninety-five percent of working Americans 
pay these taxes on the entirety of their in
come. It does not seem fair that the 5 percent 
of Americans who are making over $53,400 
do not have to pay Social Security taxes on 
that income as well. USHealth would correct 
this inequity and apply the new revenues to 
the USHealth Program. In addition to lifting 
these caps, USHealth would increase the 
health insurance tax rate from 1.45 to 1.8 per
cent. 

With these two revenue sources, combined 
with employer mandated insurance coverage, 
and reasonable premiums, deductibles, coin
surance, and low-income assistance for cov
ered Americans-comprehensive health care 
reform in this country is possible. While 
USHealth has not yet received a formal cost 
estimate from the Congressional Budget Of
fice, its benefit package is similar to but more 
generous than the Pepper Commission pack
age estimated to cost $67 billion in new Fed
eral spending. Our revenues would generate 
about $67 billion. To the extent that additional 
revenues would be required, we would lift the 
health insurance tax above the recommended 
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1.8 percent to achieve the necessary reve
nues. 

There are those who argue that $67 billion 
is too much to spend on comprehensive 
health care. But consider the following facts: 

We will spend a total of $65 billion on the 
B-2 bomber program-enough to ensure that 
all Americans have comprehensive health care 
for an entire year; we spend $850 million for 
each B-2 bomber-enough to provide all 
pregnant women with adequate prenatal care 
or enough to provide 4 million women with life
saving breast cancer screening. 

We spend about $40 billion a year simply 
conducting research on how to wage war
enough to provide basic health insurance to all 
uninsured Americans and cover long-term 
home care for all Americans. 

We spend $63 billion a year buying weap
ons to kill people-almost enough to pay for 
the USHealth Program annually. 

USHealth can work because it utilizes a 
structure thaf s already in place-Medicare
and expands and improves upon it. It provides 
the public with an opportunity to evaluate its 
ability to provide quality care. Under 
USHealth, citizens would still be able to 
choose their own doctors and other providers, 
and employers would still be able to provide 
basic health coverage through private insurers 
or through the USHealth Program. Much of 
the waste in our current health system would 
be eliminated through the creation of a single 
payor for the Federal plan and regulation of 
private insurers. And, of course, critical to any 
health reform plan, and USHealth, is cost con
tainment. 

I am reminded that President Franklin Roo
sevelt first envisioned the Social Security Pro
gram providing both income and health care 
security. I believe, and public opinion polls by 
the dozens support me, that it is time to fulfill 
the remainder of Roosevelt's dream. It is time 
to conquer that last great frontier and give the 
American people an affordable and accessible 
health care system for which they will be for
ever grateful. I therefore urge all my col':' 
leagues to join me in supporting USHealth, 
H.R. 3535. 

MISTAKES COST MONEY 

HON. RICHARD RAY 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, recently the Agricul

tural Stabilization and Conservation Service, 
known as the ASCS, sent letters to 500 Geor
gia farmers. In every letter, the message was 
the same: "The General Accounting Office dis
agrees with our calculation of your 1988 disas
ter payments. Please remit the amount in 
question." And the amount of money the 
ASCS is asking farmers to repay runs into the 
thousands of dollars. A hay farmer in Zebulon, 
GA was asked to return $1,700. An apple 
grower in Cochran, GA was asked to return 
$30,000. 

Mr. Speaker, this is outrageous. Farmers 
who took the ASCS at their word, and re
ceived disaster payments in 1988 are being 
asked, 3 years later, to repay money because 
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of the agency's negligence. Worse than that, 
this is not the first time this has happened. 

Several days ago, my colleagues Mr. 
HATCHER and Mr. ROWLAND and I met with the 
ASCS and the GAO to get to the bottom of 
this. The results of this meeting were less than 
satisfactory. The ASCS has agreed to work 
out a repayment schedule for the farmers, but 
I believe it will take legislative action to pre
vent this problem from reoccurring. 

We all know that mistakes can be costly, 
but this blunder could cost a farmer his busi
ness and his livelihood. We should not let that 
happen. 

QUICK CONSIDERATION URGED 
FOR H.R. 1414 

HON.ROBERTJ.MRAZEK 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Speaker, in 1986, Con
gress enacted an ill-advised provision as part 
of the 1986 Tax Reform Act, commonly re
ferred to as the passive loss rules. Prior to 
1986, individuals could deduct unlimited tax 
losses that were derived from the ownership 
of rental real estate against their other income. 
The 1986 act, established a passive loss limi
tation, so that tax losses from passive activi
ties could only be offset against income from 
passive activities, subject to a transition rule. 
The ownership and operation of rental real es
tate was considered to be passive, even if the 
management, ownership, and operation of 
rental real estate were an integral part of a 
taxpayer's real estate business. 

The result of the passive loss rules in that 
real estate entrepreneurs are taxed more 
heavily on real estate operations-including 
sales, development, appraisals, etc.-than in
dividuals in other businesses. This is due to 
the fact that a real estate entrepreneur with 
rental real estate must segregate his or her 
nonrental real estate income and loss from his 
or her rental real estate income and loss. 

As a result, many in the real estate busi
ness are unable to carry troubled properties 
and are forced to turn them over to the lend
ers. It is no secret that many financial institu
tions are experiencing difficult times and that 
part of this has to do with their large inven
tories of real estate. 

H.R. 1414, introduced by Representatives 
MIKE ANDREWS and BILL THOMAS would close 
this loophole and I strongly urge quick consid
erations of this measure by the House. This is 
an industry that has been hard hit by the re
cession and its enactment will no doubt have 
a role in improving the troubled U.S. economy. 

GLORIA MORRIS SAUNDERS: A 
TffiELESS SERVANT 

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
praise the tireless efforts of Gloria Morris 
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Saunders, a tireless servant to her community. 
I am indeed fortunate to know Ms. Saunders 
and have her as an ally in my efforts to politi
cally empower, and generally improve the 
quality of life for the citizens of Brooklyn. 

Gloria is a member of the Leadership Coun
cil of Open Communities of Brooklyn. She has 
been an invaluable aide in helping me to con
sistently be re-elected to the seat for the 11th 
Congressional District by serving on the Com
mittee to Re-Elect Ed Towns. Her vast experi
ences include serving as a member of the 
board of trustees for the Harlem Dance Com
pany and utilizing her numerous talents to as
sist the members of the Allen A.M.E. Church 
in Jamaica. 

Whenever the call for help has been issued, 
Ms. Saunders has been quick to answer. Ex
cellence has always been her byword, in poli
tics, work, and life in general. Her efforts to 
improve the quality of life for all New Yorkers 
has been acknowledged by the city of New 
York and Mayor Dinkins. 

I am elated to sing the praises of this tire
less community servant. 

STOPPING THE INHUMANE MASS 
EUTHANASIA OF DISPOSABLE 
PETS 

HON. TOM I.ANTOS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

call the attention of my colleagues to an excel
lent op-ed in Saturday's Washington Post. 
"Disposable Pets," by Colman McCarthy, ad
dresses the persistent and disturbing issue of 
animal overpopulation and euthanasia. 

The problem of animal overpopulation and 
the resulting carnage plague every corner of 
this Nation. In Seattle, a journalist reports that 
approximately 15 tons of dog and cat corpses 
are removed from animal death houses in that 
city each month. Nationwide, up to 17 million 
animals-strays and throw-away pets-meet 
their end in publicly financed facilities annu
ally. Mr. McCarthy writes that effective steps 
to stem the rising tide of the slaughter are 
being taken by the Board of Supervisors of 
San Mateo County, CA, in my congressional 
district. 

Through the work of the Peninsula Humane 
Society and the San Mateo County Board of 
Supervisors, under the leadership of super
visor Tom Nolan, a far-sighted and thoughtful 
plan to combat this sad state of affairs has 
been initiated. The result of their progressive 
thinking and serious work is the nation's first 
law requiring that pets be spade or neutered. 
This legislation has generated a wave of simi
lar proposals across the country. 

I would like to commend Tom Nolan, the 
board of supervisors and the Peninsula Hu
mane Society for taking this responsible ac
tion. I am confident that their initiative will go 
a long way toward curbing the daily mass 
killings of healthy and innocent animals. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that McCarthy's insightful 
article be placed in today's RECORD: 

DISPOSABLE PETS 

Do consenting adult animals have con
stitutional rights to copulate? 
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We'll be finding out soon. The nation's 

first mandatory sterilization law for cats 
and dogs was enacted last December by the 
board of supervisors of San Mateo County, 
Calif. With an enforcement deadline of the 
ordinance weeks away, the mandatory spay
ing and neutering of the county's cats and 
dogs is expected to be tested in the courts, 
starting with suits brought by those who 
have financial stakes in the kitten and 
puppy littering. 

Fines of up to $500 are to be imposed on 
owners without a breeding license who refuse 
to have their animals sterilized. Last year, 
7,300 cats and 1,700 dogs were euthanized in 
San Mateo pounds. The Peninsula Humane 
Society, the organizing force behind the pio
neer legislation, reports that in a recent 12-
month period 15,000 animals were picked up 
as strays and 5,600 more brought in by own
ers bored or disenchanted with their pets. 

Disposable cats and dogs whose deaths in 
public fac111ties total as many as 17 million 
annually is the ghastliest of all the affronts 
imposed on society by irresponsible owners. 
It is also the most hidden. Except for work
ers in shelter kill rooms, few citizens ever 
see the daily death rituals: a few hundred 
animals a day in big city pounds, 30 or 40 a 
day in places like San Mateo County. 

Not much is known, either, about the 
thoughts and feelings of shelter workers who 
do the dirty work of pumping sodium pento
barbital into healthy animals, and then 
stacking corpses into crates or barrels to be 
carted into freezers until the renderer's 
truck pulls in. 

At the Willow Street pound in Long Beach, 
Calif., between $800 and $900 is paid monthly 
to renderers to take away bodies. In Seattle, 
a newspaper reporter who had the initiative 
to hang around the death houses estimated 
that 15 tons of dogs and cats are picked up 
weekly by renderers. 

In San Mateo County south of San Fran
cisco, it was the well-orchestrated visibility 
of executions that rallied pubic support for 
the breeding ban. Television cameras were 
brought in to record the injection of a dog, a 
cat and her kittens with "Fatal Plus," a le
thal drug. Newspaper ads showed trash cans 
packed with lifeless cats. 

Having shown the public its tax dollars at 
work, the county supervisor, Tom Nolan, was 
unprepared for the enormous and positive 
national response that his bill evoked. At a 
Washington, D.C. conference on pet over
population last week, Nolan reported that no 
other issue during his six years as supervisor 
had brought to his office as many letters, 
calls, reporters----or lawyers. 

While awaiting the expected legal chal
lenges, Nolan, a progressive Democrat who 
has announced for his district's open seat in 
Congress, argues reasonably that taking life 
is no solution to any problem, including sur
plus pets. Too many cats and dogs are less 
the crisis than too many lame justifications 
that indiscriminate owners, puppy mill oper
ators, veterinarians, fanciers and brokers 
offer when choosing not to sterilize their 
animals. 

Nolan recalls: "Efforts had been made 
these past 10 years to educate the public con
cerning this situation. Efforts had been made 
to increase adoptions. An extensive and in
tensive media campaign had been conducted, 
and yet the results remained tragically the 
same, namely, 10,000 ca.ts and dogs were 
killed every year. Voluntary efforts and 
goodwill had not worked." 

Will a. law work? The promise, at least, is 
there. Nolan's copying ma.chine has been 
busy duplicating his ordinance for hundreds 
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of counties and cities that see no other solu
tion. If anyone else has a way out besides a 
ban on breeding, it has either not worked or 
not been offered. As San Mateo is showing, 
the choices a.re now down to two: decrease 
the births, or increase the killings. 

BOAT EXPORTS HEADING TOWARD 
ANOTHER RECORD 

HON. E. CLAY SHAW, JR. 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I commend to my 
colleagues' attention the following September 
23 Journal of Commerce article regarding boat 
exports: 

BOAT EXPORTS HEADING TOWARD ANOTHER 
RECORD 

(By Richard Lawrence) 
WASHINGTON.-U.S. leisure boat exports, 

soaring in recent years, are expected to hit 
another record in 1991, but builders are wor
ried about the future. 

They foresee a possible loss of competitive 
edge and, perhaps, a slowing rise in foreign 
demand. U.S. exports in the first six months 
this year were up only 3% from a year ear
lier. 

Not all is gloom, however. Herbert 
Pocklington, export manager of Hatteras 
Yachts, a Genmar Industries division, traces 
the current slowdown to temporary factors
Canada's recession, a "shakeout" in the Jap
anese market, and the recent turmoil in the 
Middle East. 

SIZABLE TRADE SURPLUS 
The leisure boat industry is one of the few 

industries in this country that scores a siz
able trade surplus. Last year, the surplus 
topped S500 million, as boat exports jumped 
by almost 30% from a year earlier to $792 
million. 

Exports have done much to counter the ef
fects of a declining domestic market. Last 
year, the Commerce Department estimates, 
they accounted for 17% of all U.S. leisure 
boat shipments. 

The export surge reflects several factors
the U.S. industry's world-class products, ag
gressive marketing, rising living standards 
abroad, a relatively stable U.S. dollar, and 
more accommodative import policies by 
some foreign governments. 

But industry executives detect some loom
ing problems-a contracting U.S. market, 
which could make U.S.-made boats less cost 
competitive, and the prospect of tighter mar
kets abroad. 

Helping the U.S. industry compete world
wide, analysts say, is the sheer size of the 
U.S. market. It accounts for more than half 
of the world boating products market. 

This, said Jeff Napier, president of the Na
tional Marine Manufacturers Association, 
gives U.S. boat builders "many comparative 
advantages in design, technology, style and 
especially in price." 

But a contracting U.S. market portends 
the loss of economies of scale. It may also 
dampen innovation, said Mr. Napier. 

lOo/o EXCISE TAX 

Largely behind the market's contraction 
has been the U.S. economic recession and, 
more recently, the impact of a 10% excise 
tax on boats costing $100,000 or more. 

The new tax applies to a major industry 
export-large inboard motorboats, which last 
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year accounted for $115 million in foreign 
sales. 

"This home-grown burden on our export 
market," said Mr. Napier, "is probably as 
great a burden as any of the trade re
straints" other nations impose on U.S. boat 
exports. 

Still, leisure boat manufacturers are press
ing ahead in export promotion. They exhibit 
in large numbers at Europe's two premier 
boat shows, in Genoa and Dusseldorf, and at 
the annual Tokyo boat show. 

The International Marine Trades Exhibit & 
Conference in Chicago this month is ex
pected to draw about 4,500 buyers from 60 
countries. 

Meanwhile, there are promising develop
ments in such diverse foreign markets as 
Japan, Turkey and Mexico. 

JAPAN BIGGEST MARKET 
Japan has just become the biggest foreign 

market for U.S. leisure boats. U.S. exports to 
Japan last year totaled $163 million, double 
the total of only a year earlier, in dollar 
value and number of boats. 

This growth has come in the wake of joint 
U.S.-Japanese efforts to spur Japanese pur
chases. Japan has eased what had been con
sidered draconian boat standards and it is 
launching a marina expansion program. 

The Japanese government is flying U.S. 
boat builders to Japan to explore the market 
there and holding seminars in the United 
States advising boat builders on how to do 
business Japanese style. 

Turkey is seen as another growing market, 
thanks to a series of new marinas along the 
country's Anatolian coast. "Turkey," notes 
Mr. Napier, "now has a charter fleet of 2,500 
boats, a growing boating industry, and a 
boat show" of rising importance. 

Mexico's coastal resort expansion plans, 
which include more marinas, are another en
couraging sign, he said. 

OPTIMISTIC ON STANDARDS 
U.S. boat builders, meanwhile, seem opti

mistic that they and the 12-nation European 
Community, a big export market, can ham
mer out harmonized boat standards, which 
the EC may soon adopt. Eventually, it is 
hoped, those standards will be used world
wide. 

If this happens, it could prove a boon for 
U.S. boat exporters. France and Italy, among 
others, would abandon certification proce
dures that U.S. boat builders say discrimi
nate against imports. 

The U.S. government, said Mr. Napier, 
could do more to help leisure boat exports, 
besides repealing the export tax. 

His association is urging the Bush adminis
tration to accelerate tariff reductions on lei
sure boats under the U.S.-Canadian trade 
agreement. As of now, Canadian tariffs are 
about three times higher than U.S. boat tar
iffs. 

A downturn in exports to Canada, the U.S. 
industry's second largest foreign customer, 
was the biggest factor in the recent slowing 
of overall export growth. Boat shipments to 
Canada, in dollar terms, fell 15 percent from 
January to June. The Canadian recession 
was likely the main reason for the decline, 
analysts say. 

FAST PHASE-OUT 
The National Marine Manufacturers Asso

ciation also seeks a fast phase-out of boat 
tariffs in any trade pact the United States 
reaches with Mexico. 

The U.S. Export-Import Bank, said Mr. Na
pier, could further assist U.S. boat exporters 
by offering to finance boat inventories 
abroad, thereby helping promote better U.S. 
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boat displays by foreign distributors and 
agents. 

An Ex-Im Bank spokeswoman said, how
ever, that the agency is not yet considering 
this proposal. 

COMMENDS AHRENS FOR AIDS 
WORK 

HON. BRUCE F. VENTO 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

submit an article from the Minneapolis Star 
Tribune into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. The 
article, written upon the release of the first 
comprehensive report by the National Com
mission on AIDS, describes the reactions of 
Ms. Diane Ahrens, one of the 15 members of 
the Commission. Ms. Ahrens is a very capable 
Ramsey County Commissioner from the State 
of Minnesota and a special friend. For the past 
2 years, Diane Ahrens, along with the Com
mission on AIDS, has effectively explored the 
effects of AIDS and helped to develop a co
ordinated response to the disease. She elo
quently expresses how AIDS and our attempts 
to deal with the disease have magnified many 
existing societal problems. What she has wit
nessed in her work with the National Commis
sion on Al OS is a haphazard response to the 
disease due to the lack of a coherent national 
policy. I hope this thorough study will help to 
alert the public, creating a good understanding 
so that public views can move beyond an 
alarmist reaction to the Al OS virus and ad
dress the realities of such illness. 

I am proud to have recommended Commis
sioner Ahrens for appointment by then Speak
er of the House Jim Wright to the AIDS Com
mission. Today I am pleased to recognize 
such a devoted public servant and join her 
and the Commission in calling for better na
tional leadership in our response to AIDS. 

[From the Minneapolis Star Tribune, Sept. 
26, 1991) 

AHRENS SAYS AIDS SUFFERERS NEED HELP 

(By Pat Prince) 
Diane Ahrens hoped that nobody noticed 

the tears rolling down her face during her 
presentation at a Twin Cities. AIDS con
ference this month. She couldn't help it. 

One of only 14 members of the National 
Commission on AIDS for the past two years, 
she was thinking of Belinda Mason, the 33-
year-old activist and commission member 
who had died of AIDS-related pneumonia and 
whose funeral was underway at that mo
ment. 

Mason, a journalist and self-described 
"hillbilly from eastern Kentucky," con
tracted the virus from contaminated blood 
she received in a blood transfusion during 
the birth of her second child in 1987. Ahrens 
said that watching her waste away brought 
home the tragedy of the epidemic, which has 
claimed 118,411 lives during the past decade. 

Ahrens, a Ramsey County commissioner, 
was appointed to represent local govern
ments on the advisory group. She's the only 
Minnesotan on the commission, which yes
terday released its first comprehensive re
port, blasting the government's lack of a co
ordinated response to the epidemic. 

"My eyes were opened in terms of what 
this country is doing to itself," she said. 
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"Hundreds of thousands of people are just 
being wasted. We are losing thousands and 
thousands of people in the prime of their 
lives, many of whom are terribly talented 
and creative." 

Ahrens, who has headed the county's 
human services committee for much of her 17 
years as a commissioner, has earned a rep
uta tion as a social conscience. Yet the 60-
year-old graduate of Yale Divinity School 
found she had much to learn about social 
problems. 

"One of the things this epidemic has done 
is it has magnified for us the major social 
ills of our country," she said. "It has mag
nified diversity issues, human and cultural 
rights issues. It has really magnified the 
(issue of) discrimination against gays, les
bians and people of color. 

"It's magnified the weaknesses and gaps in 
our health-care system. It's magnified the 
issue of housing discrimination against peo
ple suspected of having AIDS. And it has 
reaffirmed and intensified what we already 
knew about the disintegration of our social 
infrastructure." 

During the past two years, the 15-member 
panel-aooolnted by Congress and President 
Bush-has heard from nearly 1,000 witnesses 
at hearings and site visits in more than 25 
cities. The panel originally was to complete 
its work this month, but Bush extended the 
commission's life for another year. It will 
monitor the implementation of its rec
ommendations, look at issues of AIDS pre
vention and women and children with AIDS. 

Ahrens criticized the "haphazard" way in 
which the nation has dealt with the epi
demic, resulting in vast differences in qual
ity of health care from state to state. While 
she praised Minnesota for responding quickly 
to the disease, she spoke of seeing lines of 
AIDS victims stretching the length of a hall
way in a Los Angeles hospital, with only four 
people on duty to care for them. 

She spoke of homeless children in the 
streets of Los Angeles and New York City, 
many infected with AIDS, selling their bod
ies to survive. She spoke of a director in a 
clinic in southern Georgia that services 16 
counties who said, "We need to open five 
more clinics to take care of (AIDS sufferers), 
but we would have no medicine, no staff for 
them." 

Said Ahrens: "If I could have had one wish, 
it's that every member of Congress and the 
President could have had the same experi
ence we did on the commission, I think it 
would have changed their agenda. 

"If we have the right leadership and the 
commitment to fight this disease, we can 
win it just like we won the Mideast War." 

WILLIAM "BILL" ROBINSON: A 
MAN YOU CAN DEPEND ON 

HON. EDOIPHUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
express my appreciation to Mr. William "Bill" 
Robinson for the invaluable assistance I have 
received from a man whose politi~I resource
fulness is only exceeded by his integrity. 

I have known Mr. Robinson for the past 17 
years. We have been through the political 
wars that the borough of Brooklyn is known 
for. I have the utmost respect and admiration 
for this man whose expertise at fundraising is 
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rooted in the old-fashioned method of starting 
with nothing, and building toward something 
more. 

Bill Robinson is a graduate of North Caro
lina Central University. He is also the founder 
of Inner City Maintenance, Inc. Bill Robinson 
is a devoted father and grandfather, and is 
truly a man that I have learned to depend on. 

SYSCO FOUNDER JOHN F. BAUGH 
INDUCTED INTO TEXAS BUSI
NESS HALL OF FAME 

HON. JACK FIELDS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Speaker, on October 23 in 

Houston, John F. Baugh, founder of the Hous
ton-based Sysco, Corp., will be formally in
ducted into the Texas Business Hall of Fame, 
and I wanted to take this opportunity to recog
nize this great business leader who has done 
so much to help the economy of the Houston 
area and the State of Texas. 

Sysco is the Nation's largest distributor of 
food products to restaurants, hotels and 
schools. John currently serves as senior chair
man of the corporation's board of directors, 
and as chairman of the company's executive 
committee. 

This latest honor that has been accorded to 
John is well deserved and, quite frankly, long 
overdue. But the fact that John Baugh pos
sesses keen business sawy, and the fact that 
his own intelligence and hard work have 
achieved for him a great deal of professional 
success should not obscure the fact that he is 
a genuinely great guy-a man concerned 
about the well-being of his family, his commu
nity and his country. 

John's list of business-related honors is ex
traordinarily impressive. He was the recipient 
of the Heritage Award of the Food Industry in 
1976 and was the first person elected to its 
Hall of Fame. He received the Herbert Hoover 
Award from the North American Wholesale 
Grocers Association in 1988, and he was the 
first person ever to be inducted into the Na
tional Frozen Food Association's Hall of Fame. 

But aside from his business honors, John 
has been recoglnized for the work he has per
formed-and continues to perform place for 
his neighbors and fellow citizens. 

He is a founding trustee of Houston Baptist 
University and continues to serve that institu
tion in an advisory capacity. Similarly, he 
served as a director of the Baptist Foundation 
of Texas for more than 25 years, including 
serving as its chairman. He continues to serve 
as an advisory director. Additionally, he serves 
as a member of the Advisory Council of 
Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary. 

John has given of his time as a regent of 
Baylor University, and is the recipient of 
Baylor University's W.R. White Service Award, 
Alumnus Honaris Causa and the Herbert H. 
Reynolds Award and the Founder's Medal. 

For more than 40 years, John has been an 
active member of the Houston Downtown Ro
tary Club. Also, he is active in the Petroleum 
Club, the University Club, Lakeside Country 
Club of Houston and Quail Creek Country 
Club of San Marcos. 
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John's many years of civic activism have 

earned him listings in Who's Who in America, 
Personalities of the South, and Who's Who in 
the World. 

John is married to the former Eula Mae 
Tharp, and they reside in Houston. Their 
daughter, Barbara, and son-in-law, Robert Lee 
Morrison, reside in San Antonio. 

The business successes John has achieved 
over the years have been spectacular and 
they have been well-deserved. More impor
tant, he has demonstrated that with success 
comes an obligation to help others. That obli
gation is one that John has fulfilled eagerly, 
working for many years on projects that di
rectly help the citizens of the Houston area 
and the entire State of Texas. 

Mr. Speaker, I know you join with me in sa
luting this great man, John F. Baugh. 

RAOUL W ALLENBERG: 10 YEARS 
SINCE THE UNITED STATES 
GRANTED HONORARY CITIZEN
SHIP 

HON. TOM I.ANTOS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, 10 years ago, a 

man responsible for saving the lives-mine in
cluded-of a hundred thousand people during 
World War II was proclaimed an honorary citi
zen of the United States. Today I ask my col
leagues to join me in remembering that man-
Raoul Wallenberg. 

By now Raoul Wallenberg's story is well 
known. Born into a wealthy Swedish banking 
family, Wallenberg by all intents and purposes 
should have lived the privileged life of an aris
tocrat. But his destiny was to be irrevocably 
altered by the horrors of both Nazi and Com
munist brutality. 

In 1944, at the request of United States offi
cials, Wallenberg left the comfort of Stock
holm, and went to the hell of Budapest under 
Nazi occupation. As an attache in the Swedish 
Embassy, he took great personal risks to save 
the lives of tens of thousands of Hungarian 
Jews. 

His actions were as ingenious as they were 
bold. He issued Swedish protective passports 
to thousands of Hungarians and literally pulled 
Jews from cattle cars destined for Nazi death 
camps. He also hid thousands in houses that 
flew the Swedish flag, shielding them from ar
rest and deportation. 

In January of 1945, Raoul Wallenberg was 
arrested by Soviet military forces as Budapest 
was liberated from Nazi occupation by the 
Red army. He has not been seen or heard 
from publicly since. 

Mr. Speaker, Raoul Wallenberg risked his 
life to save the lives of those caught in the 
web of Nazi terror. I am a grateful beneficiary 
of his brave and noble actions, and yet I am 
at a loss to characterize or explain the hero
ism of this one man. 

Mr. Wallenberg could have turned his back 
on the slaughter. He could have turned a blind 
eye and tacitly allowed the Nazi atrocities to 
occur-as so many others did at that time. In
stead, he took a stand that will be remern-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
bared as one of the most selfless and gener
ous of all time. 

To me, Raoul Wallenberg is a profound ex
ample of how every individual is empowered 
to resist the kind of institutionalized aggression 
and hatred characterized by the Nazi reign of 
terror. In the face of that terror, his loyalty was 
to his humanity; his allegiance was to decency 
and the brotherhood of man. 

Today, the world stands ready to learn the 
fate of Raoul Wallenberg. The new KBG chief, 
Vadim Bakatin, has promised a full accounting 
of Mr. Wallenberg's arrest and detention. At 
last, the truth will be known by those who 
have waited so many years for a resolution, a 
final chapter. 

Mr. Speaker, mindful of the deeds of this 
great man, my first legislative priority upon 
joining this distinguished body was to offer a 
bill naming Raoul Wallenberg an honorary citi
zen. Ten years ago this week, the bill was 
adopted and signed into law by the President. 
On this occasion, I ask that my colleagues join 
me in remembering Raoul Wallenberg, a man 
who represents the very best of what it means 
to be human. 

CORINNA GRANT: DEDICATED TO 
GIVING 

HON. EDOIJ>HUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
congratulate Mrs. Corinna Grant for her long
standing dedication and commitment to her 
work, family, and community. Throughout her 
lifetime she has been able to balance the very 
difficult tasks of working as a professional, 
raising three children, and performing numer
ous volunteer duties. 

Born in Harlem, NY, she moved to East 
New York and immediately set about the task 
of constructively transforming the community 
in which she resided. Her sense of civic re
sponsibility is matched by her devotion to her 
work as the director of Volunteer and Commu
nity Services at Kings County Hospital in 
Brooklyn. 

Corinna Grant's volunteer activities include: 
membership in the American Hospital Associa
tion; the Rosetta Gaston Reformed Demo
cratic Club; the Addiction Research Treatment 
Corp.; and member and past president of the 
Women's Caucus for Congressman Ed 
Towns. Mrs. Grant and her family attend St. 
Lawrence Roman Catholic Church in East 
New York. It is an honor to highlight the efforts 
of a woman dedicated to the spirit of giving. 

INTRODUCTION OF TELECOMMUNI
CATIONS ACT OF 1991 

HON. JIM COOPER 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, In the 1970's, 
Americans finally got to choose the brand of 
telephone they wanted to use. 
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In the 1980's, Americans were finally al

lowed to choose their long-distance carrier. 
Now, in the 1990's, Americans should be 

able to choose both their local telephone com
pany and their information service company. 

Congressmen BLILEY, SYNAR, BRYANT, and 
SCHAEFER and I are introducing legislation 
today, the Telecommunications Act of 1991, 
that will continue the trend toward an open, 
competitive, quality telephone network in 
America so that we can all have better 
choices. We believe that good, old-fashioned 
competition and free enterprise are the right 
ways to insure that America will always have 
the best and cheapest telephone service in 
the world. 

This legislation is in two parts. The first part 
allows smaller firms into the Bells' business, 
and the second allows the Bells into the so
called information services business. Our bill 
does not affect the manufacturing or long-dis
tance powers that the Bells are also seeking. 
Nor does our legislation repeal other tele
communications laws such as the Cable Act of 
1984. 

The first title of the bill takes the nearly 100 
percent monopolies that the seven Bell com
panies enjoy, and opens them up to other 
firms with better, cheaper ways to provide 
service. This last mile of copper wire between 
your home or business and the local Bell of
fice is the crucial communications bottleneck 
over which the Bells have near absolute con
trol. Every time you are in a Bell service area 
and you make a local call, a long-distance 
call, a 1-800 call, send a fax, use a computer 
modem, talk to your answering service, set off 
your burglar alarm, or dial up a database, you 
have to use the local Bell monopoly. You have 
no choice. This local loop used to be viewed 
as a natural and inevitable monopoly, but 
technology is changing so rapidly that it is in
creasingly viewed as an impediment to quality 
service. The Bells themselves realize this. 
They are getting into local service competition 
in the United Kingdom, which opened such 
markets this spring. 

In our own country, one interesting study 
has found that, far from being a bargain, local 
phone service costs several times more than 
other wire-delivered services to the home per 
minute of use. Phone service was found to be 
1 O times more expensive than cable TV serv
ice, and 30 times more expensive than electric 
service. 

The second title of the bill frees the Bell op
erating companies to get involved in informa
tion services. Until yesterday's D.C. Circuit 
Court of Appeals ruling, the Bells could not 
enter this line of business. Today, as a result 
of the court's ruling, they are allowed into this 
sensitive area, apparently without any safe
guards. We feel that the Bells should be al
lowed this freedom, but only with, as the Bells 
themselves have argued for years, congres
sionally determined safeguards. 

It is time for Congress to act. As a result of 
yesterday's court ruling, there is a race be
tween Congress and the Bells to determine 
American telecommunications policy. The 
Bells themselves have long insisted that Con
gress set such policy. 

It is important to emphasize that this bill is 
designed to help everyone, and hurt no one. 
At least until yesterday's court of appeals' rul-
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ing, every communications business in Amer
ica would enjoy greater freedom under this 
bill. It allows Bell and non-Bell firms into busi
ness that they have sought for years. And it 
does so in a way that should allow both Bell 
and non-Bell firms to flourish. Let the 
consumer decide who provides the best and 
cheapest service! 

Here are more details about our legislation. 
The first title of the bill accelerates the 

FCC's efforts to bring competition to local loop 
phone service, while maintaining quality, by 
requiring interconnection, colocation, 
unbundling, resale, nondiscriminatory access 
to both tariffed and nontariffed services, cost
based pricing, and so forth. In plainer English, 
once other firms see what parts of the local 
Bell monopoly they can compete against, and 
at what price, I think that competition from a 
host of businesses will result, as we are al
ready seeing in large markets. Alternative fiber 
networks such as Metropolitan Fiber, Teleport, 
and others are springing up, as are cable 
companies' efforts to turn their video cables 
into telephone systems. Time-Warner is protr 
ably the most famous example. Other tech
nologies that could compete are enhanced 
cellular, PCN, digital radio, or even satellite
based communications systems. 

The second title of the bill governs Bell 
entry into information services. The bill allows 
Bells to enter noncontent information services 
immediately and nationwide if they set up a 
separate subsidiary with strict accounting 
rules. This is a market which the U.S. Com
merce Department estimates to be 75 percent 
of the total information services market. It in
cludes services such as data processing, ac
counting and payroll, billing and collection, 
credit cards and verfication, point-of-sale infor
mation, inventory management, voice storage 
and forwarding, and protocol conversion. 

Regarding content-based information 
services, the Bells Would be allowed to pro
vide them outside their regional service area if 
they meet the separate-subsidiary/strict-ac
counting requirement. This means that each 
Bell could provide content-based information 
services in six-sevenths of the United States 
immediately. 

Within the Bells' own service areas, they 
could still provide content-based information 
services if they could show that only they 
could provide such service, and without harm
ing their other telephone customers. This 
means that even within each Bell's own serv
ice area, it could have a proprietary and edi
torial interest in information services if there 
were no one else to provide that service. No 
Bell should have to wait on another company 
in order to provide a needed service. If the 
Bells indeed have the only keys to the future, 
let them open the door. 

For content-based services in their own 
service area which the Bells do not have 
unique advantage in providing, we would 
make sure that the Bells did not exploit their 
local bottleneck power to promote their new 
service. We have a three-part bottleneck test 
which basically means that Bells can only 
have an 80 percent or 90 percent monopoly, 
not the near-total 100 percent that they now 
enjoy on local telephone service, before they 
can offer all remaining information services. 

It is important to remember what a small but 
vital area this is: an estimated 3 percent of the 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

market but with most of the news and propri
etary information that Americans depend on to 
conduct their daily lives and businesses. We 
feel that risks of Bell abuse are higher in this 
area than in any other and that it is important 
that Bell ownership of this content be carefully 
restructed in order to preserve competition. Di
versity of information service providers is an 
important national policy that must be pre
served. 

Overall, this is a reasonable, measured ef
fort to promote maximum information services 
competition while preserving affordable basic 
phone service for all Americans-including 
residents of small rural communities. It allows 
the Bells full opportunity to participate in the 
marketplace so long as they do not abuse 
their competitors or their ratepayers. 

The bill is supported by the Consumer Fed
eration of America and the International Com
munications Association, as well as numerous 
competitors in the information industry such as 
the American Newspaper Publishers Associa
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I include a summary of the bill 
for the RECORD. 

SUMMARY OF THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT 
OF 1991 

TITLE I-INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT 

Policy and purpose 
To encourage the development of an ad

vanced, open telecommunications infrastruc
ture that incorporates technological ad
vances and whose features and functions are 
available on a non-discriminatory basis. 

Network standards 
Service quality.-A newly-created Federal

State Joint Board will establish network 
quality standards for common carriers. The 
standards will be enforced by the FCC and 
the State commissions. Common carriers 
must make quarterly reports to the Joint 
Board regarding their compliance with the 
standards. 

Interconnection.-All local exchange 
carriers must provide interconnection, on a 
reasonable and non-discriminatory basis, to 
providers to telecommunications and infor
mation services. A carrier is required to pro
vide the interconnecting party with physical 
colocation, unless it demonstrates by clear 
and convincing evidence that physical 
colocation is not technically practicable, in 
which case virtual colocation is required. A 
rural exchange carrier (a carrier that serves 
50,000 or fewer lines) is not required to pro
vide interconnection to another local ex
change carrier Within 270 days after enact
ment, the FCC must initiate a rulemaking to 
require that interconnection offered by a 
carrier shall provide for number portability. 

Network access.-The FCC is required to 
revise its Open Network Architecture [ONA] 
order to ensure the unbundling of features 
and functions, and the availability of tariffed 
and non-tariffed features on a uniform and 
non-discriminatory basis. At least once 
every three years, the FCC must conduct a 
proceeding in which interested parties are 
given an opportunity to comment on the ef
fectiveness of ONA in providing reasonable 
and non-discriminatory access to public net
works. Within 6 months after receiving these 
comments, the Commission must make any 
necessary or appropriate revisions to the 
ONA order. 

Privacy.-A local exchange carrier may 
not disclose personally identifiable customer 
information to an affiliate or any third party 
without the express permission of the cus
tomer. 
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Tariffs.-The costs of providing network 

access and interconnection shall be borne 
solely by the users of such services. The tar
iffs for such services must be cost-based and 
shall not bundle any separable elements or 
features. A local exchange carrier may in
clude a "universal service element" in its 
interconnection tariffs to recover the 
amount necessary to preclude increases in 
the rates for telephone exchange service that 
may otherwise result from the introduction 
of competition into the local exchange. 

Resale.-Resale of exchange service may 
not be prohibited or subject to unreasonable 
conditions. 

Coordinated network planning.-The FCC 
is directed to adopt rules to ensure (1) the 
interconnection and interoperability of com
mon carrier networks and (2) that the design 
of these networks does not impede access to 
information services by customers of rural 
exchange carriers. The Commission is re
quired to initiate an inquiry to examine the 
effects of competition on the availability of 
and rates for rural telephone exchange serv
ice. 

Expedited review of complaints 
The FCC must issue a final order with re

spect to complaints alleging violations of 
service, quality, network access, and inter
connection rules within 270 days after such 
complaints are filed. 

Expedited licensing of new technologies and 
services 

The FCC must adopt rules and approve ap
plications for new services or technologies 
related to the furnishing of telecommuni
cations or information services within 48 
months after determining that such services 
or technologies are in the public interest. 

TITLE II-PROVISIONS AFFECTING DIVESTED 
OPERATING COMPANIES 

Policy and purpose 
To ensure that the provision of informa

tion services by divested operating compa
nies does not jeopardize the universal avail
ability of telephone exchange service at rea
sonable rates or undermine competition in 
the information services marketplace. 

Provision of information services 
Generally permitted.-A divested operat

ing company [RBOCJ may provide informa
tion services, subject to this title and title 
VI of the Communications Act of 1934. 

"Bottleneck" test.-An RBOC may not 
provide electronic publishing services within 
its region until the FCC determines that 

(1) At least 50% of all businesses and resi
dences within the areas in each State in 
which such divested operating company or 
affiliate provides telephone exchange service 
have access to transmission and switching 
fac111ties (other than those supplied by an 
RBOC or affiliate) that are comparable in 
quality, cost, geographic range, and 
functionality to those offered by the RBOC 
for the delivery of electronic publishing serv
ices; 

(2) At least 10% of all businesses and resi
dences within the areas in each state in 
which such company provides telephone ex
change service subscribe to services deliv
ered over such alternative facilities; and 

(3) The RBOC or affiliate seeking to pro
vide electronic publishing services has dem
onstrated that there is no substantial possi
bility that the divested operating company 
could use its position as a local exchange 
carrier to impede competition in the provi
sion of electronic publishing services or im
pose additional costs on basic telephone sub
scribers. 
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The "bottleneck" test is not applicable to 

out-of-region electronic publishing, or to the 
provision of information services in which 
RBOC does not have a proprietary or edi
torial interest in the content of the trans
mitted information (e.g., voice storage and 
forwarding; protocol conversion services). 

Waiver.-An RBOC or affiliate thereof 
seeking to provide an electronic publishing 
service may petition the FCC for a waiver of 
the bottleneck test requirement. The FCC 
must give notice of an opportunity for public 
comment with respect to any waiver request. 
The waiver will be granted if the RBOC can 
demonstrate by clear and convincing evi
dence that such service would not exist un
less offered by the RBOC, and that the 
provison of such service would not impose 
additional costs on basic telephone subscrib
ers. 

Separate subsidiary requirements.-Any 
information service offered by an RBOC or 
affiliate thereof after October 1, 1991, may be 
provided only through a subsidiary that is 
separated from the telephone exchange serv
ice operations of the divested company. The 
specific requirements are as follows: 

No more than 33% of the board of directors 
of a separate subsidiary can be officers or di
rectors of the RBOC; 

Any transaction between an RBOC and its 
subsidiary or any other affiliate must be on 
an arm's-length basis, as if there were no af
filiation; 

An RBOC and its subsidiary may not enter 
into any joint venture or partnership, have 
employees or a financial structure (except as 
provided in this section) in common, or own 
any property in common; 

A subsidiary may not establish any other 
subsidiary or affiliate except after notice to 
the FCC in such form as the FCC may re
quire; 

A subsidiary must carry out its own mar
keting, sales, accounting, hiring and train
ing of personnel, purchasing, and mainte
nance; 

A subsidiary must keep separate books and 
accounts, which identify transactions be
tween an RBOC and its affiliates, and must 
prepare financial statements that a.re sepa
rate from those of the RBOC or any of its af
filiates; 

A subsidiary must prepare and file with 
the FCC, whether or not the subsidiary is 
publicly traded, the annual and periodic re
ports required of publicly traded companies 
by the Securities and Exchange Commission 
(SEC); 

A subsidiary must submit to the FCC a 
copy of any statement or prospectus that it 
is required to file with the SEC; 

A subsidiary must carry out its own adver
tising, with a limited exception for joint in
stitutional advertising; 

A subsidiary must have at least 10% out
side ownership; 

A subsidiary may not own any trans
mission facilities, and may obtain the use of 
such facilities from the RBOC only pursuant 
to tariffs of general applicability; and 

An RBOC may not provide any services or 
information to the subsidiary unless such 
services and information are also made 
available to third parties on the same terms 
and conditions. 

Cost allocation rules.-RBOCs that provide 
any information services must establish a 
cost allocation system that prohibits any 
cross-subsidization, i.e., a system that pro
hibits the cost of providing such services 
from being subsidized by revenue from tele
phone exchange service or telephone ex
change access services. 
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Joint and common costs (those costs that 

cannot be allocated based upon direct or in
direct measures of cost causation) shall be 
allocated to unrelated services (1) under a 
formula that ensures that the rates for tele
phone exchange service are no greater than 
they would have been in the absence of such 
investment (taking into account any decline 
in the real costs of providing such service), 
or (2) based upon the highest forecast un
regulated usage of the investment over the 
life of the investment, whichever method re
sults in the lesser allocation of such costs to 
telephone exchange service. 

Basic ratepayers must be insulated from 
the economic risks associated with the pro
vision of information services by an RBOC or 
affiliate (including any increases in the 
RBOC's cost of capital that occur as a result 
of the provision of information services). An 
RBOC's information subsidiary may not ob
tain credit under any arrangement that 
would induce a creditor to rely on or that 
would permit recourse to the assets of the 
RBOC. 

The FCC shall prescribe regulations gov
erning the transfer of assets between an 
RBOC and its affiliates. Such regulations 
shall require that (1) any transfer of assets 
from an affiliate to the RBOC be valued at 
the lesser of net book cost or fair market 
value, and (2) any transfer of assets from an 
RBOC to its affiliate be valued at the greater 
of net book cost or fair market value. 

Each RBOC that engages in information 
services is subject to an annual outside audit 
to ensure compliance with cost allocation 
rules. The audit is conducted at RBOC ex
pense, and selection of the auditor is subject 
to FCC approval. The RBOC must provide 
the FCC, and the State commission of each 
State within which such company provides 
telephone exchange service, a report on the 
results of the independent audit, which must 
be certified by the person conducting the 
audit and by an appropriate officer of the af
filiate. The FCC must make the audit report 
available for public inspection. For purposes 
of conducting and reviewing the audit, the 
auditor, the FCC and the State commission 
shall have access to necessary accounts and 
records of the RBOC and its affiliate. 

Intangible assets.-The FCC and each 
State commission shall require an RBOC to 
recover from its subsidiary charges reflect
ing the value of any intangible assets used in 
the provision of information services. The 
RBOC must credit the a.mount of such 
charges to the provision of telephone ex
change service. 

Removal of barriers to entry.-An RBOC 
may not provide electronic publishing serv
ices in its region until all entry barriers to 
the competitive provision of telecommuni
cations services imposed by each State in 
which the RBOC provides basic telephone 
service have been removed with respect to 
the RBOC. 

Gateway services.-Any RBOC or affiliate 
thereof which offers a gateway service must 
make such service available concurrently to 
all of its subscribers at the same rates, 
terms, and conditions. 

Enforcement.-A person who is injured by 
a violation of any of the separate subsidiary 
requirements may bring an action for dam
ages and injunctive relief in Federal court. 
In such an action, the court may award the 
costs of litigation (including reasonable at
torneys fees). 

Authorization of appropriations 
Such sums as may be necessary are author

ized to be appropriated to enforce the sepa
rate subsidiary requirements. An RBOC may 
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not provide information services until such 
sums have been appropriated. 

TITLE ill-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

Jurisdiction 

A State may not regulate the rates, terms, 
and conditions for the offering of informa
tion services. However, a State may impose 
safeguards on local exchange carries to en
sure that the intrastate provision of infor
mation services is separate from the provi
sion of telephone exchange service. A State 
may also impose reasonable regulations in
tended to protect the privacy rights of cus
tomers of telephone exchange service. 

Rural areas 

The States retain the authority to take ac
tions, consistent with the findings and pur
poses of this Act, to ensure the availability 
of telephone exchange service at reasonable 
rates in rural areas. 

Applicability of other provisions of 
Communications Act 

Nothing in this bill shall be construed to 
relieve an RBOC of any of the obligations, 
limitations, or responsibilities imposed by 
any other provision of the Communications 
Act. 

Applicability of antitrust laws 

Applicability of MFJ.-An RBOC shall re
main fully subject to the Modification of 
Final Judgment in all respect except as ex
pressly provided in this bill. 

No antitrust immunity.-Nothing in the 
Telecommunications Act of 1991 shall be con
strued to create any immunity to any civil 
or criminal action under any Federal or 
State antitrust law, or to alter or restrict in 
any matter the applicability of any Federal 
or State antitrust law to the actions of an 
RBOC. 

HERMAN MERRITT: COMMUNITY 
ACTIVIST 

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Herman Merritt. Mr. Merritt's name has 
become synonymous with community activism. 
Born in the Gowanus/Wyckoff section of 
Brooklyn, he has worked primarily in the edu
cational arena for the New York Public School 
System. 

Mr. Merritt presently serves as the principal 
of Lewis H. Latimer School-P.S. 56-in dis
trict 13. Earlier in his career he served as a 
coordinator of the Attendance Improvement 
Dropout Prevention Program and as an assist
ant principal. 

Mr. Merritt has always felt a need to give 
something back to his community. In this re
gard he has been active as a member of the 
Sickle Cell Center and serves as a proud and 
dedicated member of the men's caucus in 
Brooklyn for Congressman Eo TOWNS. He also 
serves on the education commission of the 
11th Congressional District. 

Herman and his wife Sherry reside in the 
Bedfor~Stuyvesant section of Brooklyn. 
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JUDGE NICHOLAS J. BUA RETffiES 

HON. HENRY J. HYDE 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, on November 4 

one of the finest Federal judges and one of 
the finest gentlemen I have ever known is re
tiring from the bench. 

I have known Nick for about 40 years and 
he has been everything a judge should be
fearless, honest, energetic, scrupulously fair, 
and a great student of the law. 

It is a great regret that he did not get ad
vanced to the court of appeals, but nonethe
less he served the cause of justice brilliantly 
and I am pleased to provide a news story from 
the September 15 Chicago Sun Times about 
his retirement: 
[From the Chicago Sun Times, Sept. 15, 1991) 
JUDGE STEPS DoWN-FOR EDUCATION'S SAKE 

(By Rosalind Rossi) 
U.S. District Judge Nicholas J. Bua treas

ures the value of a good education. 
Forced to drop out of school at 15 to sup

port a widowed mother and family, Bua says 
he is the only federal judge in Chicago-and 
perhaps the nation-who did not attend high 
school. 

On the road to the federal bench, Bua 
worked as a 9-year-old shoeshine boy, 15-
year-old newspaper salesman and teenage en
trepreneur. On the side he sold his mother's 
sausage and meatball sandwiches for 10 
cents. 

But after 14 years as a U.S. District Court 
judge here, Bua announced last week he 
plans to retire Nov. 4 to join the law firm of 
Burke, Bosselman & Weaver as a trial law
yer. 

The reason? 
"I want to create an estate for my grand

children, to put them through law school or 
medical school, if that's what they want," 
said the 66-year-old jurist, perhaps best 
known for his landmark patronage ruling in 
the so-called Shakman case. 

"I'd like to be in the financial position to 
afford to let my grandchildren attend any 
school in the country without worrying 
about tuition, if they so opt. I don't want 
them to face what I faced." 

Bua's daughter and her family live with 
him. The judge; his wife, Camille; the two 
grandchildren, 11-year-old Nicole and 5-year
old Scott Krinch; the couple's daughter, Lisa 
Krinch, and her husband, Scott Krinch, all 
live in the Melrose Park colonial home 
where Lisa grew up. 

Bua concedes he could retire and "go fish
ing" on his $125,100 full-salary federal court 
pension, combined with a $30,000 annual pen
sion from his work as a Cook County and Ap
pellate Court judge. But, he said, then he 
couldn't secure the education of his grand
children's choice. 

Tragedy came early to Bua, the son of Si
c111an immigrants who was raised in the 
Taylor Street neighborhood. 

When he was 7, his father, a foundry work
er, was killed by a hit-and-run driver. After 
attending only a few months of Crane Tech
nical High School, Bua was forced to drop 
out of school to support his mother, sister, 
brother and grandmother. 

By age 15, he knew his dream job when he 
watched, awestruck, as a federal judge swore 
in his mother as a citizen. 

"I walked into a regal building, with mar
ble pillars and thick carpeting," Bua re-
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called last week. "And I thought, I would 
love to sit in a court like that." 

Only a few months after he married at 18, 
Bua was drafted into the Army during World 
War II. He calls it "the luckiest thing that 
ever happened to me," because veterans ben
efits helped pay for his schooling. 

Bua took a test to obtain a high school 
equivalency degree and talked his way into 
DePaul University undergraduate school and 
law school by promising to maintain a B av
erage. 

After about 10 years as an attorney, he was 
elected a Melrose Park village court judge in 
1963. Changes in the law boosted him to an 
associate Circuit Court judge and later to a 
full judgeship. 

In 1976, he was elected an Illinois Appellate 
Court justice. Seven numbers carved into a 
glass memento in his chambers boast the 
votes he garnered-1,139,183-"the highest 
vote total any judicial candidate ever re
ceived," Bua said proudly. 

"I outpolled [President] Jimmy Carter," 
Bua said. Within a year, he became Carter's 
first appointment to the federal bench here. 

Since that 1977 appointment, Bua has dis
tinguished himself as a judge "ahead of his 
time," said attorney Michael Shakman, who 
filed the famous anti-patronage suit against 
Cook County and city officials. In a land
mark 1979 ruling, Bua ruled political hiring 
and firing unconstitutional. 

"He was the first judge to address the ques
tion," Shakman said. "His decision preceded 
by some 11 years the same decision by the 
U.S. Supreme Court. . . . He's a first-rate 
judge, one of the best on the bench." 

That assessment was confirmed by a 1989 
survey of lawyers who gave Bua and U.S. 
District Judge Marvin E. Aspen the highest 
marks among Chicago's federal judges. Bua 
is known for his keen ability to push balky 
cases along and resolve lawsuits, while other 
judges struggle with record caseloads. In par
ticular, said Chief U.S. District Judge James 
B. Moran, Bua has a "certain magic" that al
lows him to forge settlements. As a result, 
Moran said, other judges often send their 
cases to Bua for possible settlement. 

"He's better at it [settling cases] than any 
judge on the bench," Moran said. "He knows 
the value of cases, and people trust his judg
ment." 

CIVILIAN RESEARCH 
FOR DOE WEAPONS 
TORIES 

MISSIONS 
LABO RA-

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, the President's 
announcement concerning a unilateral reduc
tion of our nuclear weapons arsenal can be an 
exciting turning point in history. The removal 
and destruction of nuclear warheads from Eu
rope will be a celebrated farewell to cold war 
horror and tension. 

There are, however, other legacies of the 
cold war whose Mures have yet to be deter
mined. They include the Department of Energy 
Nuclear Weapons Laboratories: Lawrence 
Livermore National Laboratory, Los Alamos 
National Laboratory, and Sandia National Lab
oratory. It Is my opinion that these significant 
components of the cold war cannot be closed 
or left to wallow and deteriorate in a climate of 
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limited defense spending. We must plan new 
post-cold-war missions for them now. 

These laboratories are national resources of 
the highest caliber. Their invaluable service to 
the country can and should continue. 

Without the need and funding for three nu
clear weapons laboratories, each laboratory 
must be evaluated to determine which should 
remain defense oriented and which should 
move on to post-cold-war national priorities. 

Although the Department of Energy is work
ing on a reconfiguration of the nuclear weap
ons complex, I believe a greater effort must be 
made to direct the works at the labs to reflect 
the needs of the time. These facilities are at 
their height of excellence. By not acting imme
diately we risk damaging the morale and moti
vation of the staff who have been key to the 
past achievements at these facilities. 

Today I am introducing a bill to establish a 
commission to determine which of the nuclear 
weapons laboratories would best lead the 
country in a civilian research capacity and 
which would be more suitable for continuing 
the advanced weapons research mission. The 
commission would also be responsible for rec
ommending a plan of conversion, for the lab
oratories it determines should evolve from a 
defense oriented mission. 

I'd like to share with you a Washington Post 
guest editorial which discusses the current 
state of the national weapons laboratories and 
why, in the author's opinion and mine, we 
must navigate a new course for our national 
labs. 

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 'l:l, 1991) 
LABS IN LIMBO 

(By Jessica Mathews) 
The end of the Cold War is pushing defense 

and intelligence agencies into a. frenzied 
search for survival strategies. Some of them 
would be funny 1f so much money were not 
at stake. Cold warrior Edward Teller argues, 
for example, that SDI would be terrific for 
environmental monitoring. Proposals that 
the CIA should build its strength in eco
nomic intelligence and industrial counter
espionage are more serious, though still 
highly debatable. So far, however, little at
tention has been spared for the future of 
what may be the most valuable legacy of the 
Cold War, the country's eight national lab
oratories. 

Los Alamos was the first. There J. Robert 
Oppenheimer collected the team that, in 'l:1 
months, turned an idea into the first nuclear 
weapon. Now the group includes Oak Ridge, 
Livermore, Brookhaven and others whose 
names rightfully evoke scientific excellence. 
For nearly five decades money has been 
poured into building unmatched technical fa
cilities, recruiting individual talent and nur
turing scientific and engineering teams that 
can tackle the most difficult mission. 

Today the labs a.re foundering, managing 
decline while trying to reinvent a future. 
They must find enough bits and pieces of 
work to support huge budgets whose central 
rationale the design and support of nuclear 
weapons, is eroding. The unaddressed public 
concern is how to effectively use the talent 
in which so much has been invested, while 
avoiding both the danger that large sums 
will be wasted in misguided ma.kework and 
the risk that this national asset will slowly 
dissolve as morale fa.Us and the best people 
drift away. 

There is no shortage of post-Cold War tech
nological needs-computing, energy, trans-
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portation, materials science, education, en
vironmental management and so on. A popu
lar notion is that the labs' undisputed exper
tise could be harnessed in pursuit of civilian 
technology in such fields. But it is not at all 
clear that such an effort would help make 
the country more competitive. 

Of necessity, the labs operate with much 
secrecy, a substantial hindrance in civilian 
research. By choice, they are physically and 
culturally remote from the marketplace. 
They excel in engineering, but know almost 
nothing about cost control, high-volume pro
duction, ease of use or consumer preference 
in the domestic, let alone the international 
market. Many of the innovative small busi
nesses to whom their services are being of
fered have nothing but a technology. These 
businesses don't need help with research and 
development, but with financing and mar
keting. As one skeptical CEO put it, "It's 
just hard to find a profit-driven attitude 
there." 

Ways may be found around these liabil
ities, but for now the labs' future is hostage 
to the national schizophrenia over central 
economic planning. There are those who 
want the United States to emulate Japan 
and Europe in investing in research and de
velopment that has long-term public value 
but whose payoffs are too remote for the pri
vate sector. For · others, the traditional 
American distrust of centralized economic 
decision-making runs too deep. 

For the time being, it has been agreed that 
a national industrial policy that would sin
gle out and promote particular industries is 
out of bounds. Technology policy, on the 
other hand, is politically correct, even 
though, once choices are made about par
ticular technologies, it can amount to much 
the same thing. Inside the White House, it is 
acceptable to talk only of supporting "pre
competitive generic technology," which is 
technology policy with a smile and a wink. 
At bottom, there is no consensus behind fed
eral support for technology save that related 
to national defense. In this limbo, the na
tional laboratories have been left dangling. 

A blue ribbon national commission is need
ed to reexamine their role, beginning with 
whether t he national laboratories should 
continue to serve a single master, the De
partment of Energy. Without a continuing 
Soviet nuclear threat one weapons design 
lab, rather than three, may be enough. Per
haps that one should be managed by the Pen
tagon, whose needs it serves and to whom its 
budget should logically be charged. 

The remaining labs might function better 
without the uneasy internal competition be
tween military and civilian interests and be 
more able to collaborate with the private 
sector. If some of the labs seem well suited 
to a new focus in areas such as bio
technology, advanced materials or transpor
tation, they might be better served by work
ing in whole or in part for other Cabinet de
partments. The commission would have to 
figure out how such transformations could 
be achieved without turning the laboratories 
into job shops or sacrificing their strengths 
in basic research. The commission might 
even make a contribution on the broader 
question of the appropriate federal role in 
promoting civilian technology. 

As the Cold War ended, this country was 
devoting 70 percent of its public R&D funds 
to defense, dwarfing the global average of 25 
percent and Japan's 4 percent. Inevitably 
there is a long and difficult transition to be 
navigated. Without an effort to consider 
what should be done with this unneeded sci
entific capacity, it is likely that the coun-
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try's total research effort will shrink just 
when it needs to rise. 

In 18 months the Los Alamos laboratory 
will be 50 years old. It would be nice to mark 
that anniversary with a clear vision of what 
it and the others should be doing for the next 
50. 

H.R.-
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "National Re
search Facilities Act of 1991". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that--
(1) the reductions in cold war tensions 

allow for reductions in the number of weap
ons laboratories operated by the United 
States; 

(2) the Lawrence Livermore National Lab
oratory, the Los Alamos National Labora
tory and the Sandia National Laboratory (in 
this Act referred to as the "Laboratories"), 
operated by the Department of Energy, em
ploy well-managed and extraordinarily tal
ented scientists and engineers; 

(3) under section 3l(a)(6) of the Atomic En
ergy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 205l(a)(6)), the 
original purpose of the research being con
ducted at the Laboratories included the pres
ervation and enhancement of a viable envi
ronment by developing more efficient meth
ods to meet the energy needs of the Nation; 
and 

(4) there are areas of research that require 
greater amounts of funding to allow the 
United States to preserve and improve the 
environment and to regain its economic and 
technological competitiveness. 

(b) PURPOSE.-It is the purpose of this Act 
to protect the investment of the public in 
the Laboratories by studying the most effec
tive methods of converting 1 or 2 of the Lab
oratories into national research facilities to 
conduct research in relevant areas of na
tional concern and to work with other re
search institutions and the private sector on 
relevant projects of mutual interest. 
SEC. 3. ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION. 

There is established a commission to be 
known as the "National Commission on Re
search Needs" (in this Act referred to as the 
"Commission"). 
SEC. 4. DUTIES. 

The Commission shall-
(1) study the areas of nondefense related 

research that have been neglected in the 
United States which require greater amounts 
of funding and Federal assistance; 

(2) determine which of the Laboratories 
has the ability to conduct research into the 
areas of nondefense research mentioned in 
section 4(1) above, and devise a revised mis
sion for that Laboratory (or Laboratories) 
most capable of providing leadership in those 
areas; and 

(3) identify research programs being con
ducted at the Laboratory (or Laboratories), 
that the Commission determines are most 
capable of a leadership role in nondefense re
search, and determine which programs 
should be transferred to the other Labora
tories operated by the Department of En
ergy. 
SEC. 5. MEMBERSHIP. 

(a) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.-The Com
mission shall be composed of 16 members ap
pointed as follows: 

(1) PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTMENTS.-12 mem
bers appointed by the President as follows: 

(A) 1 individual who is an officer or em
ployee of the Department of Energy. 
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(B) 2 individuals who are not officers or 

employees of any government and who are 
experts in the fields of science, engineering, 
or manufacturing processes. 

(C) 1 individual who is an officer or em
ployee of the National Science Foundation. 

(D) 1 individual who is an officer or em
ployee of the Defense Advanced Research 
Projects Agency. 

(E) 1 individual who is an officer or em
ployee of the Office of Science and Tech
nology Policy. 

(F) 2 individuals who are officers or em
ployees of the National Academy of Science 
and Engineering. 

(G) 1 individual who is an officer or em
ployee of the National Institutes of Health. 

(H) 1 individual who is an employee of the 
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. 

(I) 1 individual who is an employee of the 
Los Alamos National Laboratory. 

(J) 1 individual who is an employee of the 
Sandia National Laboratory. 

(2) CONGRESSIONAL APPOINTMENTS.-
(A) 2 Members of the House of Representa

tives, appointed by the Speaker. 
(B) 2 Members of the Senate, appointed by 

the majority leader of the Senate. 
(b) POLITICAL AFFILIATION.-With respect 

to members of the Commission who are 
Members of Congress, not more than 1 Rep
resentative and not more than 1 Senator 
may belong to the same political party. 

(C) WAIVER OF LIMITATION ON ExECUTIVE 
SCHEDULE POSITIONS.-Appointments may be 
made under this section without regard to 
section 53ll(b) of title 5, United States Code. 

(d) CONTINUATION OF MEMBERSlilP.-If a 
member was appointed to the Commission as 
a Member of Congress or an officer or em
ployee of the Federal Government and the 
member ceases to be a Member of Congress 
or such an officer or employee, or was ap
pointed to the Commission because the 
member was not an officer or employee of 
any government and later becomes an officer 
or employee of a government, that member 
may continue as a member for not longer 
than the 90-day period beginning on the date 
that member ceases to be a Member of Con
gress or such an officer or employee, or be
comes such an officer or employee, as the 
case may be. 

(e) TERMS; v ACANCIES.-Each member of 
the Commission shall be appointed for the 
life of the Commission. A vacancy in the 
Commission shall be filled in the manner in 
which the original appointment was made. 

(f) BASIC PAY.-
(1) RATES OF PAY.-Except as provided in 

subsection (g) and paragraph (2), members of 
the Commission shall each be pa.id at a rate 
equal to the daily equivalent of the maxi
mum annual rate of basic pay payable under 
section 5376 of title 5, United States Code, for 
each day (including travel time) during 
which they are engaged in the actual per
formance of the duties of the Commission. 

(2) PROIIlBITION OF COMPENSATION OF FED
ERAL EMPLOYEES.-Except as provided in sub
section (g), members of the Commission who 
are full-time officers or employees of the 
United States or Members of the Congress 
may not receive additional pay, allowances, 
or benefits by reason of their service on the 
Commission. 

(g) TRAVEL ExPENSES.-Each member of 
the Commission shall receive travel ex
penses, including per diem in lieu of subsist
ence, in accordance with sections 5702 and 
5703 of title 5, United States Code. 

(h) QUORUM.---8 members of the Commis
sion shall constitute a quorum but a lesser 
number may hold hearings. 
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(i) CHAIRPERSON; VICE CHAIRPERSON.-The 

Chairperson and Vice Chairperson of the 
Commission shall be designated by the Presi
dent from among the members of the Com
mission. 

(j) SECURITY CLEARANCES.-Each individual 
appointed to the Commission under sub
section (a) must have, at the time of ap
pointment, legal authority to access na
tional security information classified as top 
secret under Executive Order 12356 (50 U.S.C. 
401 note). 
SEC. 8. STAFF AND SUPPORT SERVICES. 

(a) DIRECTOR.-The Commission shall, 
without regard to section 531l(b) of title 5, 
United States Code, have a Director who 
shall be appointed by the Chairperson of the 
Commission. 

(b) STAFF.-Upon the recommendation of 
the Director and without regard to section 
531l(b) of title 5, United States Code, the 
Chairperson of the Commission may appoint 
personnel as the Chairperson considers ap
propriate. 

(C) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN CIVIL SERV
ICE LAWS.-The Director and staff of the 
Commission may be appointed without re
gard to the provisions of title 5, United 
States Code, governing appointments in the 
competitive service, and may be paid with
out regard to the provisions of chapter 51 and 
subchapter m of chapter 53 of that title re
lating to classification and General Schedule 
pay rates, except that an individual so ap
pointed may not receive pay in excess of the 
maximum annual rate of basic pay payable 
under section 5376 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(d) ExPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.-With the 
approval of the Commission, the Chairperson 
of the Commission may procure temporary 
and intermittent services under section 
3109(b) of title 5, United States Code. 

(e) STAFF OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.-Upon re
quest of the Chairperson of the Commission, 
the head of any Federal agency may detail, 
on a reimbursable basis, any of the personnel 
of the agency to the Commission to assist it 
in carrying out its duties under this Act. 

(0 SECURITY CLEARANCES.-The Director, 
and any other staff member so required by 
the Commission, must have legal authority 
to access national security information clas
sified as top secret under Executive Order 
12356 (50 U.S.C. 401 note). 
SEC. 7. POWERS OF COMMISSION. 

(a) HEARINGS AND SESSIONS.-The Commis
sion may, for the purpose of carrying out 
this Act, hold hearings, sit and act at times 
and places, take testimony, and receive evi
dence as the Commission considers appro
priate. 

(b) DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY.-Any mem
ber or agent of the Commission may, if au
thorized by the Commission, take any action 
which the Commission is authorized to take 
by this Act. 

(c) lNFORMATION.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Commission may se

cure directly from any Federal agency infor
mation necessary to enable the Commission 
to carry out this Act. Upon request of the 
Chairperson of the Commission, the head of 
the Federal agency shall furnish the infor
mation to the Commission. 

(2) EXCEPTION.-Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply to any information that the Commis
sion is prohibited to secure or request by an
other law. 

(d) MAILS.-The Commission may use the 
United States mails in the same manner and 
under the same conditions as other Federal 
agencies. 

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.
Upon the r~quest of the Commission, the Ad-
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ministrator of General Services shall provide 
to the Commission-

(1) on a reimbursable basis, the administra
tive support services necessary for the Com
mission to carry out its responsibilities 
under this Act; and 

(2) access to and use of Federal facilities as 
is necessary for the Commission to carry out 
its duties under this Act. 
SEC. 8. REPORT. 

Not later than the expiration of the 1-year 
period beginning on the date of the enact
ment of this Act, the Commission shall 
transmit to the President and the Congress a 
report containing a detailed statement of the 
findings and conclusions of the Commission 
relating to the studies and determinations 
made under section 4, together with its rec
ommendations for any legislative and ad
ministrative actions that the Commission 
considers necessary for 1 or more of the Lab
oratories to become oriented toward 
nondefense related research. 
SEC. 9. TERMINATION. 

The Commission shall terminate 90 days 
after submitting its report pursuant to sec
tion 8. 

TRIBUTE TO MACOMB COUNTY 
SHERIFF WILLIAM HACKEL 

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I am very 

pleased to join the Daughters of Isabella in 
honoring Macomb County Sheriff William 
Hackel for his dedication to excellence and 
outstanding contributions to our community. 

Over the years, Bill Hackel has come to 
symbolize Macomb County's dedication to law 
and order. The battle to keep our neighbor
hoods and streets safe is a responsibility we 
all share. Sheriff Hackel's long record of distin
guished service has proven him to be a natu
ral and effective leader. His personal dedica
tion, professional integrity, and, above all, 
deep sense of justice have made him one of 
our most popular and respected public offi
cials. 

On this special occasion, Mr. Speaker, 1. ask 
that my colleagues join me in saluting Sheriff 
William Hackel for his fine record of accom
plishment and service to our community. 

POSTAL SERVICE PROMOTES 
OLYMPIC SPEEDSTERS BUT 
MOVES MAIL AT A SNAIL'S PACE 

HON. WM.S. BROOMFIELD 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, the same 
Postal Service that just increased stamp 
prices by 16 percent and wants to increase 
them again has launched a multimillion dollar 
campaign as a corporate sponsor of the 1992 
Olympic Games. 

I support the Olympics. I support free enter
prise. 

But I have to question why the Postal Serv
ice is spending millions of dollars promoting 
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Olympic speedsters when its own distribution 
system now operates at a snail's pace. I can
not understand why the Postal Service is in 
the business of selling T-shirts and key chains 
when it hasni mastered the business of deliv
ering its own mail on time. 

For those of my colleagues who haveni co
sponsored House Resolution 194, I commend 
the following article from today's Federal 
Page. All of these trinkets the Postal Service 
is now selling woni succeed in distracting the 
consumer's attention from the poor job it is 
doing in fulfilling its real mission of delivering 
the mail. A review is long past due. 

PRESSURE Is ON POSTAL SERVICE IN ITS RUN 
FOR OLYMPIC GoLD 

(By Bill McAllister) 
When senior postal officials left the Bolger 

Postal Management Academy in Potomac 
two weeks ago, nine of the executives had a 
new reason to be delighted that their em
ployer had become a corporate sponsor of the 
1992 Olympic Games. 

The nine postal officials, including the 
head of the service's troubled New York City 
division, had won a five-day vacation for two 
at the Summer Games in Barcelona, a prize 
complete with air fare, hotel accommoda
tions and tickets to the games, valued at 
$7,500. 

The trips are part of one of the largest pro
motional campaigns the Postal Service has 
ever conducted. By the time it is completed, 
the service will have spent more than · $122 
million and, according to postal officials, 
reaped a profit of more than S55 million. 

Much of the profit will come from added 
sales of its overnight Express Mail and sec
ond-day Priority Mail services, as well as 
sales of T-shirts, key chains and other sou
venirs bearing the Olympic and Postal Serv
ice logos. 

But with Postmaster General Anthony M. 
Frank's repeated pleas for a 30-cent stamp, 
the Olympic campaign has come under in
creased scrutiny on Capitol Hill. Last week, 
Sen. David H. Pryor (D-Ark.), chairman of 
the Senate subcommittee on federal services, 
post office and civil service, warned Frank 
that he had "serious concerns on almost 
every aspect of this enormous undertaking." 

The Postal Service is expected to run a Sl.6 
billion deficit in the just-ended fiscal year 
and Pryor expressed fears that the campaign 
was draining resources "which the Postal 
Service can ill-afford to fritter away." 

In a letter to Frank, he cited contracts 
that postal officials have approved for $3.3 
million in hotel rooms, Sl million in Olympic 
merchandise, $253,764 in Winter Game tickets 
and dinner cruises valued at $95,900. 

"I simply don't understand how the Postal 
Service can justify spending millions of dol
lars on these kinds of items, while at the 
same time pleading poverty as you press 
ahead to increase the price of a first-class 
stamp to 30 cents," Pryor said. 

Assistant Postmaster General Deborah K. 
Bowker, an Arkansas native who is running 
the Olympic campaign, said in an interview 
that her senator has got it all wrong. "The 
fundamental thing is that we disagree with 
the senator," she said. 

The program, which postal executives have 
described as critical to boosting employee 
morale and revenues, has proved more suc
cessful than projected, she said. "If we 
stopped today and if we were never to spend 
another dime, we would have made $22 mil
lion." 

Sales by a St. Louis mail-order firm, which 
has contracted with the Postal Service to 
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offer more than 300 separate Olympic items
such as a $299 color TV or a $174 porcelain 
eagle-are running higher than expected, she 
said. The T-shirts, ties, playing cards and 
other items are primarily aimed at the 
750,000 workers in post offices but are being 
offered to the public by some post offices. 

"We're like any business. On some things 
we're ahead. On some we're behind. But on 
balance, we're making a profit," Bowker 
said. 

She acknowledged that Pryor's figures 
about the money the service has spent in Eu
rope are correct, but she said that most of 
the money has gone for travel packages that 
the Postal Service will sell to others. The 
service paid $10 million to become a cor
porate sponsor of the games and as such it 
was given priority rights for lodgings and 
game tickets, she said. 

About 2 percent of those tour packages will 
be allocated to postal employees and their 
guests, she said. The rest are being sold to 
the postal agencies of the 31 other foreign 
nations who have put up $4.6 million to share 
the corporate sponsorship rights with the 
U.S. Postal Service, Bowker said. 

The nine postal employees who won the 
first set of Olympic tickets were selected on 
the basis of their efforts to establish the 
Olympic program in their area, she said. 
Each had to sign up at least 100 new busi
nesses who began using the Express and Pri
ority mail services, she said. 

John Kelly, the New York division man
ager who won one of the trips, took a divi
sion that was "almost the worst" in terms of 
mail delivery and made major improvements 
in postal service there, she said. Other win
ners included divisional managers in Provi
dence, R.I., Greensboro, N.C., southern New 
Jersey, Tampa and Jacksonville, Fla., the 
North Chicago suburbs, Salt Lake City and 
Santa Ana, Calif. 

In addition to selling more businesses on 
premium mail services, the managers will 
continue to be urged to undertake Olympic 
programs that involve residents in their 
area. 

One such program, called "Sign, Seal and 
Deliver" is patterned after the successful 
letter-writing campaign that brought mil
lions of letters to "Any Soldier" during the 
Persian Gulf War. The Olympic program will 
urge every postal customer in the nation to 
return post cards and letters of support to 
"Any Athlete" on the U.S. team or to a par
ticular athlete from a local community. 

One Olympic program that is doing worse 
than initially projected is a Pen Pal Club, 
which had been expected to produce a 
$706,000 profit, Bowker said. Officials have 
cut the $9.95 participation charge to $5.95, 
cut in half the number of children expected 
to join and hope the project will break even, 
she said. 

Bowker said the Olympic program will 
withstand scrutiny from Congress and the 
public. "We can do a lot of good for the 
Olympic movement and it will not cost the 
rate-payer or the taxpayer," she said. 
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INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
TO ALLOW THE TRANSFER OF 
FORFEITED PROPERTY APPRO
PRIATE FOR USE AS A PUBLIC 
AREA TO THE STATE 

HON. GEORGE (BUDDY) DARDEN 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. DARDEN. Mr. Speaker, today, my col
league, Rov ROWLAND, and I are introducing 
legislation which will allow the U.S. Attorney 
General to transfer title of forfeited property 
appropriate for use as a public area to the 
chief executive officer of the State in which the 
property is located. As you may know, one of 
the goals of the Department of Justice's for
feiture program is to enhance cooperation 
among Federal, State and local law enforce
ment agencies through equitable sharing of 
assets recovered through this program. I can 
think of no better enhancement than providing 
States involved in drug enforcement with prop
erties suitable for parks or historic preserva
tion. Nor is there a better use for property con
fiscated from criminals involved in the insid
ious drug trade than for the benefit of commu
nities plagued by this type of activity. 

Our bill does not seek the wholesale 
confiscation of private property on the whim of 
a government official. Rather, this is property 
already owned by the Federal Government as 
the result of criminal activity, and subject to 
appropriate disposition. Allowing this land to 
be used for parks would be of lasting benefit 
both to the environment and the public. With 
our budget already strained, we must find new 
ways of preserving and protecting our natural 
resources without incurring the costs associ
ated with national parks designation. Our bill 
provides a reasonable and responsible alter
native and I urge my colleagues' support. 

EC ACTS ON GLOBAL WARMING; 
UNITED STATES IGNORES PROB
LEM 

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, the European 

Community has announced significant meas
ures to address the problem of global warming 
and carbon emissions. They are increasing 
energy taxes to directly address the problem 
of global warming. The EC is doing this even 
though their energy taxes are already signifi
cantly higher than those in the United States. 

What has been the Bush administration re
sponse? They ignore the scientific evidence of 
global warming. The Bush administration im
pedes progress at international conferences 
trying to act responsibly to deal with global 
warming. The Bush administration ignores the 
economic advantages of taxing energy to pre
vent global warming. The increased energy ef
ficiency would greatly help U.S. industrial com
petitiveness, a competitiveness that is lagging 
in many sectors. A carbon tax would create a 
real national energy strategy, and reduce our 
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reliance on imported oil. The revenue from a 
carbon tax can be applied to reduce the mas
sive budget deficit. 

We are faced with a huge crisis in global 
warming. Countries around the world are act
ing. We, too, can act. I hope my colleagues 
will take a serious look at H.R. 1086, a carbon 
tax, so that we can be the leader, not just in 
wars against tyrants, but in wars against glob
al environmental disasters. 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 26, 1991) 
EUROPEAN COMMUNITY ASKS HEAVY ENERGY 

TAX TO CURB EMISSIONS 
(By Paul L. Montgomery) 

BRUSSELS, Sept. 25-The European Commu
nity today became the first industrialized re
gion to propose a clean-energy tax in an at
tempt to curb worldwide emissions of carbon 
dioxide. 

The European Commission, the commu
nity's executive body, asked its 12 member 
nations to begin debate on proposals that 
would put a surcharge of $10 a barrel on oil 
by the end of the century, and surcharges of 
$14 for equivalent amounts of coal and $5 for 
nuclear power. 

The purpose of the package of proposals is 
to cut power consumption generally and, in 
particular, to discourage the use of those 
sources that produce the most carbon diox
ide. The plan represents an effort to meet 
the community's proclaimed target of sta
bilizing carbon dioxide emissions at 1990 lev
els by the year 2000. 

GREENHOUSE EFFECT 
Carbon dioxide, largely produced by the 

burning of fossil fuels like oil or coal, is the 
major contributor to the greenhouse effect, 
in which many scientists say the tempera
ture of the earth will gradually rise, thus 
raising the sea level, changing rainfall pat
terns and displacing flora and fauna. 

Carol Ripa Di Meana, the European com
missioner in charge of environmental mat
ters, said the community would ask the 
other major industrial powers, the United 
States and Japan, to adopt similar strate
gies. Japan in the past has expressed willing
ness to curb fossil fuels while both the 
Reagan and Bush Administrations have re
sisted calls by ecologists for an energy tax. 
"We will redouble our efforts to convince the 
American to change their minds," Mr. Ripa 
Di Meana said. 

Today's proposals were offered by the com
mission to the member nations for debate, 
and fell short of proposed legislation that 
would be binding on the 12 members-Bel
gium, Britain, Denmark, France, Germany, 
Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the 
Netherlands, Portugal and Spain. 

INDUSTRIES AGAINST TAX 
The tax proposal, has already drawn the 

wrath of most of the major European indus
trial lobbying groups, meaning that industry 
in all the member nations is against the sur
charge. 

Germany, the most powerful European 
country and also the most avid for ecological 
legislation, has indicated support for the 
proposals while others, including Britain, 
Greece and Portugal, have expressed reserva
tions. 

"Any hasty forecast would be dangerous 
from my point of view," Mr. Ripa Di Meana 
said when asked to assess the chances for ul
timate passage. The member nations are to 
begin their debate on Dec. 10. 

The greatest fear in countries subject to 
the community proposals is that industries 
will move to untaxed countries to keep their 
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costs down. Part of the European Commis
sion's strategy is to shelter basic industries 
like steel, chemicals, nonferrous metals, ce
ment, glass and pulp and paper from the ini
tial effects of the tax. Those industries 
would be encouraged to make voluntary cut
backs to curb unnecessary use of energy and 
to develop alternative energy sources that do 
not produce as much carbon dioxide. 

In the commission's proposals, the energy 
tax would be graduated, beginning, for exam
ple, at $3 for a barrel of oil in 1993 and adding 
$1 a barrel each year through 2000, for a total 
of $10 that year. It would be collected by in
dividual governments and could be used by 
them for any purpose. The proposals express 
the hope that some of the money would go 
into using alternative sources of energy, in
cluding the sun, wind or small dams, as well 
as into such measures as lower speed limits 
on the highways and better insulation in 
homes. 

CONSUMERS WOULD PAY 
The burden of the surcharge, as proposed, 

would fall most heavily on individual con
sumers, particularly for cars and home heat
ing, as companies would pass on the expense 
of the tax. Mr. Ripa Di Meana said gasoline 
prices would increase 3.2 percent by 1995, and 
5.9 percent by 2000. The equivalent increases 
for diesel fuel would be 5.3 percent in 1995 
and 9.6 percent in 2000. For heating, light oil 
would become 16.8 percent more costly by 
2000; natural gas, 11.9 percent more costly, 
and electricity, 14.3 percent higher. 

For industrial uses, the cost of coal would 
rise 30.3 percent by 1995 with the proposed 
tax, and 60.6 percent by 2000. Oil would be 
23.6 percent higher in 1995, and up 39.6 per
cent in 2000; natural gas would increase 18.9 
percent in 1995 and . 31 percent in 2000, and 
electricity would be up 8.1 percent in 1995 
and 16.3 by 2000. 

The commission had ordered a score of 
studies about the effects of the proposed tax 
before proposing it. Mr. Ripa Di Meana said 
the package of proposals could at most re
duce the yearly growth rate of the commu
nity by 0.1 percent and by as little as 0.05 
percent. By concentrating on energy sources, 
the tax would not penalize the least-devel
oped members of the community. According 
to one estimate, Portugal emits about two 
metric tons of carbon dioxide per person a 
year, while the comparable figure for Den
mark or Germany would be 14 metric tons. 

According to the commission's figures, the 
United States produces about 23 percent of 
the world's carbon dioxide emissions, Japan 
5 percent, the European Community 13 per
cent and Eastern Europe and the Soviet 
Union 25 percent. Mr. Ripa Di Meana ac
knowledged that the United States Govern
ment st111 took a hard line against energy 
taxes. 

AMERICANS ARE RESERVED 

"At present, the Americans are very re
served," he said. "The Americans have a cul
ture which is very extravagant in the use of 
energy-for example in big cars-which has 
developed over a long period of time." 

The commissioner noted that when OPEC 
forced up the price of oil in the 1970's by 
curbing production, energy consumption in 
the developed world went down. Now, he 
said, OPEC was protesting the idea of an en
ergy tax that would raise oil prices. 

"Someone said today that our tax is the 
same as theirs, but we hope that OPEC w111 
take that only as a witty remark," the com
missioner said. 
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TRIBUTE TO THE REPUBLIC OF 
CHINA ON HER 80TH BffiTHDAY 

HON. BOB CLEMENT 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, later this 
week, on October 10, people throughout the 
world will celebrate with the Chinese on Tai
wan their 80th national day. 

From its humble beginnings on mainland 
China in 1911, the Republic of China on Tai
wan has blossomed into a nation of economic 
might and vitality. Moreover, the friendship be
tween the Republic of China on Taiwan and 
the United States has had a long and produc
tive history. I know of several ties between 
businesses headquartered in my own State of 
Tennessee and the Republic of China on Tai
wan and I firmly believe that the friendship 
and ties between our two countries will grow 
stronger in the next eight decades. 

I congratulate the people of the Republic of 
China on Taiwan and their President, Lee 
Teng-Hui, and Premier, Hau Pei-Tsun, on this 
anniversary. 

DISCHARGE RULE ON 
UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 

HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 
my remarks earlier today on the House floor, 
I am today introducing a rule providing for the 
consideration of H.R. 1367, an unemployment 
compensation insurance bill introduced by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. DOWNEY] back 
on March 11, 1991. 

The reason I have chosen that bill is to 
comply with the requirement that no discharge 
motion may be filed on a bill until it has been 
pending for at least 30 legislative days. The 
Downey bill has been pending some 86 legis
lative days by my count. 

The rule I have introduced on H.R. 1367 
would make in order as original text for 
amendment purposes the text of S. 1791, the 
Dole unemployment compensation bill which 
provides for up to 10 weeks of additional un
employment benefits and pays for itself in 
compliance with the Budget Enforcement Act's 
pay-as-you-go requirements. 

Mr. Speaker, I regret that we find it nec
essary to embark on this discharge process, 
but the majority has repeatedly denied us an 
opportunity to offer our alternative and insists 
on recycling bills that cannot become law. 

In 7 legislative days from today I will be eli
gible to file a discharge motion on my rule to 
bring a signable, and fiscally responsible un
employment compensation bill to the floor. 
The time has come to quit playing politics with 
the unemployed and instead provide them with 
some long overdue relief. 
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A TRIBUTE TO THE UNIVERSITY 

OF GEORGIA'S COUNTY 
EXTENSION SERVICE 

HON. RICHARD RAY 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay 
tribute to the University of Georgia's County 
Extension Service. 

For the past 7 years I have held regular 
meetings with this fine organization. Last 
nighfs meeting was as informative and pro
ductive as ever. Although faced with severe 
budgetary cuts, the extension service is deter
mined to continue its needed work. 

The services provided by this organization 
touch the lives of thousands of Georgians. 
Farmers rely on this group to provide them 
with information, training, advice, and research 
in order to produce a strong, and healthy crop 
for the American consumer. 

The extension service also works with chil
dren throughout the State of Georgia, in both 
rural and metropolitan areas through their con
nection to the Georgia 4-H Program. 

Those children who have the opportunity to 
participate in the program gain a deep appre
ciation for our land, and a sense of respon
sibility for its care. 

The University of Georgia's County Exten
sion Service is one of the most respected or
ganizations in the State of Georgia. I am al
ways pleased to meet with these fine individ
uals, and I encourage my fellow colleagues to 
make themselves available to the extension 
services in their districts. You could not ask for 
a more informed, and enthusiastic group who 
is always willing to help their fellow citizens. 

COUNTY AGENTS ASSOCIATION MEETING WITH 
CONGRESSMAN RICHARD RAY-OCTOBER 7, 1991 

Georgia Extension Service personnel 
present: 

1. Greg Sheppard, Lamar County, 2. 
Donnie Tyler, Upson County, 3. Jimmy 
Howell, Marion County, 4. James Wil
liams, Troup County, 5. Stewart 
Newberry, Macon County, 6. Jimmy 
Savage, Central District, 7. Terry 
Hamsley, Pulaski County, 8. Carl 
Varnadoe, Butts County, 9. Sandra Wil
liams, Crawford County, 10. Tony How
ell, Meriwether County, 11. Tommy 
Cummings, Schley County, 12. Gordon 
Lee, Twiggs County, 13. Paul Bulloch, 
Talbot County, 14. John Pope, Monroe 
County, 15. Wayne Chestnut, Troup 
County, 16. Darrell Dunn, Southwest 
District, 17. Duren Bell, Houston Coun
ty, 18. Richard Smith, Muscogee Coun
ty, 19. Keith Lassiter, Baldwin County, 
20. Tom Jennings, Wilcox County, 21. 
John Parks, Bleckley County, 22. 
James Willis, Taylor County, 23. David 
Mills, Central District, 24. Paul John
son, Southwest District, 25. Melvin 
Davis, Central District, and 26. Marie 
Abercrombie, Central District. 
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COLLEGE OF IDAHO CELEBRATES 

lOOTH BIRTHDAY 

HON. LARRY LaROCCO 
OF IDAHO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, on October 7, 
the College of Idaho celebrated its 1 Oath birth
day, an exceptional accomplishment for a col
lege founded just a year after Idaho gained its 
statehood. 

The history of the State's oldest private 4-
year institution of higher learning is one of re
markable people accomplishing great things. 
The school's founder, the Reverend William 
Judson Boone, is an example. The Reverend 
Boone raised money tirelessly to get the col
lege underway and then became synonymous 
with the Caldwell School as its president for 
45 years. The high point of the celebrations 
was the dedication of a statue honoring the 
Reverend Boone. 

A number of remarkable individuals have at
tended the College of Idaho, including J.A. Al
bertson, who founded one of the largest 
chains of grocery stores in the country, and for 
whom a brand new activities center and a new 
international school are named. The college, 
which has a student body of just 640, has pro
duced a number of world-renown scholars. 
And yet, 1 00 years and thousands of grad
uates later, the college continues to be an ex
tended family rather than an institution. 

The college has enjoyed good times and 
suffered through lean years, Mr. Speaker. Ten 
years ago, the very future of the college was 
in question. But I am happy to report that on 
centennial day, the College of Idaho is 
blessed with fine leadership under President 
Robert Hendren, a growing endowment, new 
buildings, the support of its alumni and an in
creasing enrollment. 

As the College of Idaho enters its second 
hundred years, it faces a bright and promising 
future. As college professor, historian, and 
modern-day institution Louie Attebery said, 
"The mission is still to excite young minds." 

TRIBUTE TO EDWARD D. RE, 
FORMER CHIEF JUDGE OF THE 
U.S. COURT OF INTERNATIONAL 
TRADE 

HON. FRANK J. GUARINI 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. GUARINI. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
bring to the attention of my distinguished col
leagues the outstanding achievements and ex
traordinary service of the Honorable Edward 
D. Re. He recently retired as chief judge of the 
U.S. Court of International Trade, where he 
had served for 22 years. On October 11, 
1991, the U.S. Court of International Trade will 
hold a special session in recognition and in 
honor of his many years of dedication and 
service. 

Judge Re is a graduate of Public School 
176 and New Utrecht High School in' Brooklyn, 
NY. upon graduation, he attended .St. John's 
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University where he received a Bachelor of 
Science Degree cum laude and went on to 
pursue legal training at St. John's University 
School of Law. He distinguished himself early 
on and graduated summa cum laude and val
edictorian of his law school class. 

Judge Re has contributed greatly to legal 
scholarship and improving legal education. In 
1947, 4 years after graduation, he was ap
pointed to the faculty of St. John's University 
School of Law and served as a full professor 
there from 1951 to 1961. He also taught ad
ministrative, equity, and international law at 
the New York Law School and Georgetown 
Law Center in Washington, DC. 

To date, Judge Re is the author of nine 
scholarly books on law, various forwards and 
introductions in the works of others, and 
countless articles in law reviews and law jour
nals throughout the country. 

Judge Re's career in public service began in 
1961, when President Kennedy appointed him 
to serve as Chairman of the Foreign Claims 
Settlement Commission of the United States. 
In 1967, he was appointed by President John
son as Assistant Secretary for Educational 
and Cultural Affairs in the Department of 
State. On September 21, 1968, President 
Johnson nominated Edward Re to be a judge 
of the U.S. Customs Court. Confirmed by the 
Senate on October 2, 1968, he assumed his 
duties as a federal Judge on January 10, 
1969. Eight years later, Judge Re was des
ignated by President Jimmy Carter as chief 
judge of the Customs Court. On November 1, 
1980 Judge Re became the first chief judge of 
the U.S. Court of International Trade, the posi
tion from which he most recently retired. 

Judge Re has also been very active in the 
legal community. From 1965 to 1967 he 
served as chairman of the section of inter
national and comparative law of the American 
Bar Association. He was also chairman of the 
American Bar's Committee on Judicial Edu
cation on International Law. Judge Re also 
served tenures as president of such distin
guished legal organizations as the American 
Foreign Law Association, the American Justin
ian Society of Jurists, "Scribes," the American 
Society of Writers on Legal Subjects, and the 
American Association for the Comparative 
Study of Law, Inc. Judge Re has also served 
as a statutory member of the Judicial Con
ference of the United States since 1986. In 
1990, he was appointed to its executive com
mittee and committee on long range planning 
by Chief Justice Rehnquist. 

In addition to forging a very successful pro
fessional career, Judge Re has been a very 
dedicated family man. He married the former 
Margaret Anne Corcoran of New York, a grad
uate of Manhattanville College of the Sacred 
Heart and St. John's University School of Law, 
and together they are the proud parents of 12 
children. 

As a renowned legal scholar, accomplished 
career professional, a dedicated family mem
ber, and a proud member of the Italian Amer
ican community, Judge Re has been the recip
ient of numerous civic and cultural awards. In 
addition to winning the U.S. Air Force Com
mendation Medal and the American Bill of 
Rights Award, Judge Re was awarded the Lib
erty Medal by the mayor of the city of New 
York in 1986 and in 1987 was honored by 
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Governor Cuomo of New York at ceremonies 
commemorating "Italian Heritage and Culture 
Month." In 1986, the Prime Minister of Italy, 
Giulio Andreotti, conferred that country's high
est rank of the order of merit, "Cavaliere Di 
Gran Croce." 

Mr. Speaker and my distinguished col
leagues, please join me in saluting a man who 
has contributed so much to our country and its 
legal system. Judge Re is truly an accom
plished individual of extraordinary character. 

MEDICAL MALPRACTICE 
INSURANCE 

HON. JON L KYL 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, medical malpractice 

insurance premiums rose at an annual rate of 
15.1 percent from 1982 to 1989 and added 
$5.6 billion to the cost of health care in Amer
ica in 1989. Indirect health professional liability 
costs such as redundant testing and other de
fensive medicine practices added another 
$15.1 billion to the cost of health care, bring
ing total professional liability costs to $20. 7 bil
lion, or 17.6 percent of this country's total ex
penditures on physician services. 

In my home State of Arizona, for example, 
obstetricians pay an average malpractice in
surance premium of $52,900 per year. They 
are forced either to pass this cost along to 
their patients, or to enter different specialties. 

Today I have introduced legislation which 
will reform our out-of-control malpractice tort 
system by putting an end to astronomical 
awards for noneconomic damages. It will also 
establish incentives for States to set up alter
native dispute resolution systems so that peo
ple will not have to go to court and pay large 
attorneys' fees. 

As the Vice President said in his remarks to 
the American Bar Association, our system 
"should provide a multidoor courthouse, where 
parties have options other than formal litiga
tion. This idea will, of course, empower people 
with disputes, and it'll help unclog the courts." 

The Kyl/Stenholm malpractice tort reform bill 
will do this. 

Title I of the bill requires the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services to provide grants 
to States for the implementation and evalua
tion of innovative system~ to settle medical li
ability disputes. States will have the ability to 
design systems tailored to their needs. Each 
system will be examined and approved by the 
Secretary for a 2-year grant. After the 2-year 
period, the State will have the option of ex
tending the grant for an additional 2 years 

The Secretary also will collect and dissemi
nate information regarding the outcomes of 
the various alternative dispute resolution 
[ADRJ systems to interested parties. States 
desiring to implement their own ADR or fine 
tune their existing program will be able to ex
amine programs from around the country and 
determine what is effective. 

The second section requries Federal tort re
form, provided the Federal guidelines are 
more stringent that existing State laws. 

First, a health care practitioner may not be 
found to have committed malpractice unless 



October 8, 1991 
the conduct at the time of providing the health 
care services that are the subject of the action 
was not reasonable. 

Second, a series of damage limitations will 
be enforced. 

These include: limiting noneconomic losses 
to $250,000; requiring mandatory periodic pay
ments for damages exceeding $100,000; limit
ing attorney's contingency fees to 25 percent 
for the first $150,000 and 15 percent to 
amounts greater than $150,000; mandatory 
offsets for damages paid by a collateral 
source; requiring liability to be several only 
and not joint, with the defendant being liable 
only for the amount of noneconomic damages 
proportional to the defendant's percentage of 
responsibility; and limiting punitive damages to 
twice the compensatory damage award. In ad
dition, a State may opt to develop its own 
standards which exceed the Federal minimum 
standards provided by the HHS/Federal guide
lines. If more stringent guidelines developed, 
these would apply to all services provided in 
the State-both public and private. 

Third, the statute of limitations on a case 
shall be 2 years from the time the injury was 
or should have reasonably been discovered. 

Fourth, regarding obstetric services, health 
care practitioners who are seeing a woman for 
the first time during the labor and/or delivery 
of a baby shall not be held liable for problems 
resulting from the term of the pregnancy. The 
health care practitioners can still be held neg
ligent for their actions during labor and deliv
ery. 

Fifth, with respect to product liability, if a 
health care producer of medical devices or 
drugs goes through the Food and Drug Ad
ministration approval process, punitive dam
ages may not be awarded in medical product 
liability claim. However, if a company with
holds information or misrepresents the product 
during the approval process, punitive damages 
may be assessed. 

Sixth, a nationwide insurance risk pool will 
be created for Community and Migrant Health 
Centers. A grant for establishing the risk pool 
will be provided through the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services. Since Commu
nity and Migrant Health Centers have such a 
low rate of medical malpractice cases levied 
against them, creating a risk pool specifically 
for those centers will reduce their medical mal
practice insurance costs. 

I encourage my colleagues to cosponsor 
this important malpractice tort reform legisla
tion. 

SALUTE TO DR. MARIO VIGLIANI 

HON. JACK REED 
OF RHODE ISLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to sa
lute a distinguished gentleman, Dr. Mario 
Vigliani, who has practiced medicine in Rhode 
Island and is to receive the International Insti
tute of Rhode Island's Outstanding Citizen 
Award. 

Born in Italy, Dr. Vigliani came to New York 
in 1948, to do his residency and internship 
after graduating from medical school in Pisa, 
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Italy. He completed a second residency at the 
former Chapin Hospital in Providence, where 
he dedicated long hours and intricate study to 
contagious diseases. He established his first 
practice on Providence's Broadway. 

After Air Force service during the Korean 
war-as pediatrics chief of the Northeastern 
Command--he opened a practice in the 
Mount Pleasant area and joined the Atwood 
Medical Group in Johnston, where he prac
ticed until retirement in 1989. 

Dr. Vigliani has served as chief of pediatrics 
for the disabled at the State-run Zambarano 
Hospital. He has demonstrated his commit
ment to volunteer service at several medical 
clinics including the free clinics at Roger Wil
liams General Hospital and St. Joseph's Hos
pital. He is rightly revered for his loyalty to the 
field of medicine. 

Mr. Speaker, in recognizing his years of 
service, I ask my colleagues to join me in sa
luting Dr. Mario Vigliani. 

TRIBUTE TO ARTHUR G. YOUNG 

HON. JAMES A. TRAFICANT, JR. 
OFOIDO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to pay tribute to Mr. Arthur G. Young of my 
17th Congressional District of Ohio. On Octo
ber 25, 1991, Mr. Young will receive the "Man 
of the Year" award from the Mahoning Valley 
Economic Development Corp [MVEDC]. 

This year's celebration, "Salute to Financial 
Institutions" focuses on those businesses that 
have been consistent contributors to the val
ley's economic development. As vice-president 
and trust officer in 1959 and president and 
trust officer of Mahoning National Bank in 
1972, Mr. Young has served Youngstown in 
similar positions for over 40 years. 

Some of these positions include vice-presi
dent of MVEDC from 1981 to 1985, member 
of the executive committee and trustee cor
poration of Mahoning Bank and chairman of 
the board of the Youngstown Area Chamber 
of Commerce. 

Previous to his present position, Mr. Young 
served his country in World War II as captain 
with the 8th Air Force Fighter Command 
Headquarters Staff in London, England. 

From service to his community, Mr. Young 
has received numerous awards. In 1986, 
Youngstown State University awarded him the 
Distinguished Citizen's Award. In 1983, Mr .. 
Young was named "Manager of the Year" by 
the Mahoning Valley management Associa
tion. With such an admirable background, it is 
obvious that MVEDC chose the best man for 
their "Man of the Year." 

Mr. Speaker, it is with great respect and ad
miration that I rise today to congratulate Mr. 
Arthur G. Young as MVEDC's "Man of the 
Year." 
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CAROL BECK: THE CONSUMMATE 

EDUCATOR 

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
salute one of Brooklyn's finest and most dedi
cated educators and administrators, Ms. Carol 
Beck. Ms. Beck is the principal at Thomas Jef
ferson High Brooklyn, NY. She has estab
lished herself as a giant in her field, by under
taking the mammoth challenge of educating 
disadvantaged youth under increasingly dif
ficult economic circumstances. 

Carol Beck has responded to the challenges 
put before her by being an innovator. She is 
responsible for organizing, implementing and 
administering various meaningful educational 
programs, such as the congressional arts 
competition, and she is the creator of a nation
ally recognized program which serves as a 
high school based infant center for teenage 
parents. 

Ms. Beck has been the recipient of numer
ous awards such as the: American Hero in 
Education Award; Mother of the Year Award; 
Dedicated Service Award; and the Hometown 
Hero Award. 

Acknowledged as an expert in her field, she 
is respected by everyone and loved by many. 
I am immensely pleased to sing her praises 
for the truly unselfish work she has performed 
in the interests of her students and her com
munity. 

JUDGE CLARENCE THOMAS AND 
CHARGES OF SEXUAL HARASS
MENT 

HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, the sexual har
assment controversy surrounding Judge Clar
ence Thomas obligates me to speak out. I feel 
obligated because I am a former chair of the 
EEOC. I feel obligated because my Commis
sion and I wrote the sexual harassment guide
lines. I feel obligated because I am a lawyer 
who has fought hard for fair and open proc
esses. And, Mr. Speaker, I confess that I feel 
obligated because I am a black woman who 
cannot help but share some of the lonely pain 
Professor Anita Hill has courageously chosen 
to bear. · 

I cannot know where the truth lies, but I 
cannot imagine why Professor Hill would have 
chosen to invent a story she knew would sub
mit her to public torment. All that I do know, 
Mr. Speaker, is that this matter must not be 
suspended in time and in doubt. 

We wrote the sexual harassment guidelines 
more to put employers on notice of the nature 
of the conduct and the need to take personal 
responsibility than we did to punish offenders. 
We wrote the guidelines to give women the 
courage to come forward, as Professor Hill 
now has done, and by doing so to deter the 
most widespread from of sex discrimination in 



25988 
America today. No one is immune from the 
scrutiny the guidelines require in a court. And 
no nominee for high office, most especially the 
Supreme Court, must ever enjoy immunity 
when such a serious charge is responsibly 
made. For the sake of both Thomas and Hill, 
for the sake of the Court let this matter be re
solved, not avoided. 

HAPPY BOTH BIRTHDAY, TAIWAN 

HON. BOB LIVINGSTON 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, this Thurs
day, October 10, the Republic of China on 
Taiwan will celebrate its 80th Independence 
Day. As I know from personal experience, the 
Taiwanese are a very proud people, and they 
have every right to be. 

Taiwan is a modern, industrialized, demo
cratic nation. I think its worth special note that 
its people enjoy a standard of living far higher 
than that of their colleagues on the mainland. 

I would also like to make note of the Repub
lic of China's increasing willingness to shoul
der more international responsibilities. As the 
world turns away from communism and state
owned, state-run enterprises, there is going to 
be dramatic need for capital investment world
wide. 

The United States cannot accept these bur
dens alone and that's why the support and ex
pertise of other free countries is so 
indispensible. The Republic of China should 
be applauded for its efforts to be a responsible 
international partner. 

Also in that spirit, I am glad to see that 
President Bush is now on record as support
ing Taiwan's entry into GATT. 

Mr. Speaker, to all the citizens and leaders 
on the Republic of Taiwan, I send my best 
wishes for a happy Independence Day. 

PERMANENTMFNFORHUNGARY 
AND CZECHOSLOVAKIA 

HON. DONALD J. PEASE 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in en
thusiastic support of H.R. 1724, a bill to pro
vide for the termination of the application of 
title IV of the Trade Act of 1974, to Czecho
slovakia and Hungary. In short, this legislative 
initiative would normalize American trade rela
tions with these two deserving East European 
nations and place them on equal footing with 
other U.S. trading partners. 

I feel strongly about this perhaps because of 
the weight of the events that have led to its in
ception. The economic and political changes 
that we have witnessed over the past few 
years both in Eastern Europe and the 
U.S.S.R. are nothing short of monumental. I 
know I for one will look back on the early 
1990's as a time when history was in the mak
ing-replete with events about which we will 
want to tell our children and grandchildren. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

The portion of the Trade Act of 1974 with 
which this bill deals, that is, title IV or the 
Jackson-Vanik amendment, was written during 
an entirely different era in U.S. commercial 
and political relations. I think I can safely and 
happily say, that this era has come to an end. 
Many of the countries of Eastern Europe
Hungary and Czechoslovakia among the most 
progressive-are evolving from command to 
market economies. Additionally, the govern
ments of these nations have abandoned their 
restrictive immigration policies. 

With such far-reaching changes in the glob
al economic and political environment comes 
the inevitable need for change in U.S. foreign 
and commercial policy. The application of title 
IV of the Trade Act to Hungary and Czecho
slovakia represents one such policy in need of 
updating. 

In conclusion, I would note that H.R. 1724, 
if enacted into law, will help the United States 
as well as Hungary and Czechoslovakia. The 
markets of Eastern Europe offer tremendous 
opportunity to American businesses. Such po
tential could go untapped, however, if tradi
tionally risk-averse United States companies 
cannot be certain of the goodness of the com
mercial climate in markets like Czechoslovakia 
and Hungary. American companies seek pre
dictability and certainty before dealing in any 
foreign market. By rendering MFN status es
sentially permanent for Hungary and Czecho
slovakia, H.R. 1724 lays the basis for such 
certitude. 

Finally, H.R. 1724 will benefit Hungary and 
Czechoslovakia by catalyzing both capital in
vestment and trade. The link between the eco
nomic development of these economies and 
the viability of democratic reform is undeni
able, even intuitive. One might say that this bill 
offers a two-for-one deal: That is, with one 
change in American trade policy, we help to 
ensure the perpetuation of both the economic 
reform and the political liberalization that the 
courageous leaders of Hungary and Czecho
slovakia have undertaken. 

For these reasons, I urge my colleagues to 
join me today in supporting H.R. 1724. 

NEW YORK GUARD CELEBRATES 74 
YEARS OF SERVICE 

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, for the past 74 
years, the men and women of the New York 
Guard have lent their support to my home 
State and our Nation through their dedicated 
service in times of crisis and peace. On Au
gust 3, 1991, the people who execute the du
ties of and comprise the New York Guard 
celebrated their 74th anniversary as the Em
pire State's volunteer militia. 

The New York Guard functions as one of 
the four military components of the State's or
ganized militia under the direction and super
vision of the Division of Military and Naval Af
fairs. The devoted volunteers of the New York 
Guard stand ready to assume National Guard 
State missions should the need arise for an in
crease in the labors of Federal duty. A recent 
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example of their rush to the call of duty was 
illustrated during Operations Desert Storm and 
Desert Shield. During this time, members of 
the New York Guard provided countless hours 
in service to Army National Guard units, unit 
soldiers and their families. Services included 
unit mobilization assistance such as facility se
curity, medical assistance, administrative su~ 
rort and legal counseling for unit members 
and their families. 

Recently, as an officer in the Guard, I had 
the opportunity to participate in the awards 
ceremony at the New York Guard's annual 
training encampment. I was proud to witness 
Lt. Wayne R. Becker receive the New York 
State Medal of Valor, the highest State military 
award issued for a rescue from a burning 
building, demonstrating that the dedicated 
service of the Guard exists on the homefront 
as well as overseas. 

The New York Guard is comprised of vol
untary citizens who seek an opportunity to 
serve both their State and Nation. It is cur
rently operating 30 armories throughout the 
State with a fully mobilized strength of 18,000. 
They are prepared to serve in military and civil 
affairs and are prepared and willing to con
tinue to do so for the next 7 4 years. 

I invite my colleagues to join in congratulat
ing the New York Guard for their distinguished 
service. 

TRIBUTE TO RAOUL WALLENBERG 
AS AN HONORARY AMERICAN 
CITIZEN 

HON. Bill GREEN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speaker, I 

rise today to mark the 10th anniversary of the 
joint congressional action which named Raoul 
Wallenberg, a Swedish diplomat who saved 
the lives of approximately 100,000 Hungarian 
Jews during the Holocaust, as an honorary 
American citizen. That congressional action 
took place on October 5, 1981. 

Much of Mr. Wallenberg's recognition is due 
to the work of the Raoul Wallenberg Commit
tee of the United States, which is located in 
my congressional district. The committee, 
which celebrated its 10th year of work this 
past May, currently is developing a program 
targeted for schools across the country enti
tled, "Raoul Wallenberg: A Heroes Curricu
lum." The Heroes Curriculum is intended to 
educate students of Mr. Wallenberg's heroic 
actions. The curriculum is being tested in New 
York City Public Schools with the approval of 
the New York Board of Education as well as 
in the Oak Hill School District in High Point, 
NC. The committee currently is exploring 
States in the Far West as proposed sites to 
pilot the curriculum. 

At this time, I should like to thank the Raoul 
Wallenberg Committee of the United States for 
its dedication over the past decade to educat
ing the public about one of the world's most 
extraordinary heroes and investigating the de
tails of his fate. I join my colleagues in paying 
tribute once again to Raoul Wallenberg as an 
honorary American citizen. 
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FELIX MILAN, JR.: BUSINESS EX- great credit upon himself and the U.S. Air 

ECUTIVE, ENTREPRENEUR, AND Force. 
COMMUNITY LEADER 

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

salute Mr. Felix Milan Jr. Mr. Milan is a resi
dent of tremendous standing in Brooklyn. He 
represents the cultural mosaic for which that 
fine borough has become known. Born in 
Guayanilla, PR he has become the epitome of 
success through hard work. 

Mr. Milan's varied work experiences include 
his work at the Brooklyn Navy Yard as an ac
countant, his start-up of 747 Travel Tours in 
Jackson Heights, NY. He has also been ac
tively involved in community and professional 
organizations. Volunteerism has been his hall
mark. He is the treasurer of the Association of 
Latin American Travel Agents, and served in 
similar capacities for the Navy Yard Boys and 
Girls Club, and the New York City Hispanic 
Business and Professional Association. 

Mr. Milan is the proud father of three chil
dren, and the loving husband of Madalena 
Pinheiro. I am proud to salute the achieve
ments of a man who "gives consistently and 
unselfishly to his community." 

A TRIBUTE TO CAPT. FREDERICK 
D.KLUG 

HON. BOB McEWEN 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

honor an individual who has provided many 
years of excellent support and dedication to 
not only myself but to the Congress at large. 
Capt. Frederick D. Klug, Office of the Sec
retary of the Air Force, Legislative Liaison, In
quiry Division, will be reassigned from the 
Pentagon to Grissom AFB, IN, on October 21, 
1991. I, and many of my colleagues, have di
rectly benefited from his exceptional service in 
the Air Force's congressional inquiry office. 

As an action officer, Captain Klug's calm, 
logical, and thorough method of handling 
unique situations and constituent concerns, 
some of which were extremely time sensitive, 
resulted in the successful resolution of over 
800 cases each year during a 4-year tour. 
Time and time again, his can-do attitude at
tained favorable results. A seasoned traveler 
with a myriad of congressional members and 
their staffs, Captain Klug was among the first 
to escort a large delegation to Moscow. His 
thorough, efficient, professional planning as
sured that this trip, and others to follow, were 
completely successful. 

Mr. Speaker, I join with many of my col
leagues who have directly benefited from the 
professional support Captain Klug has pro
vided the Congress in congratulating him for a 
job extremely well done and wishing him and 
his wife Jackie, as well as his son, Jeffrey, the 
very best in the future. Captain Klug is a pro
fessional among professionals and brings 

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE BISHOP 
ALPHONSE GALLEGOS 

HON. ROBERT T. MATSUI 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
great sadness to advise you that an outstand
ing citizen of Sacramento, CA, Bishop Al
phonse Gallegos, was tragically killed on Mon
day. Gallegos, and driver Gonzalo Ruiz were 
traveling southbound on Highway 99 north of 
Yuba City when their car's engine stopped. As 
the two men pushed the car in the freeway 
fast lane, another southbound car slammed 
into their car and killed Bishop Gallegos. 

Gallegos was ordained to the priesthood 
May 24, 1958, in Suffern, NY, in the Order of 
Augustinian Recollects. Bishop Gallegos was 
50 when he was named by Pope John Paul II 
in 1981 to serve as auxiliary bishop of the 
Roman Catholic Diocese of Sacramento, a 
sprawling area of 20 counties and 42,000 
square miles. He was the first Hispanic to 
serve in the episcopacy of northern California 
since 1861. 

Reverend Gallegos has made numerous 
contributions to the Sacramento community 
and the State of California and we will all miss 
his presence. During his nearly 10 years in 
Sacramento, Bishop Gallegos was a forceful 
advocate for the concerns of Hispanics. He 
marched in solidarity with the United Farm 
Workers, opposed cuts in bilingual education, 
and worked with inner-city gangs up and down 
the State. He worked tirelessly to steer His
panic youth toward education and away from 
drugs and crime. 

Mr. Speaker, replacing such a beloved fig
ure will not be easy. We will all mourn the loss 
of such a giving, dedicated, and exceptional 
man. 

FffiST ANNUAL CONGRESSIONAL 
FISHING TOURNAMENT HELD 

HON. RICHARD K. ARMEY 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, on Saturday, Oc
tober 5, my wife, Susan, and I had the pleas
ure, along with several other Members of Con
gress and their spouses and children, of par
ticipating in the first annual congressional fish
ing tournament. The tournament was held on 
the Potomac River and sponsored by the U.S. 
Department of the Interior. 

The tournament was entirely funded by pri
vate sector sponsors. Hearst Magazines was 
the lead sponsor, and they contributed a 
$10,000 first prize in the form of a grant to a 
recreational or environmental program des
ignated by the tournament winner. 

Other sponsors included Ranger Boats, An
heuser-Busch, Tracker Boats, Bass Pro 
Shops, Shimano America, Yamaha Engines, 
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Berkley, Out Door Life Unlimited, and WMZQ 
Radio. 

The tournament provided a unique oppor
tunity for congressional families to enjoy the 
sport of fishing and to see firsthand the envi
ronmental care embodied in the sport. Several 
bass were caught, weighed, recorded, ap
plauded, and most important, returned safely 
to the water via the deluxe Shinaro Relcove 
Boat. Not a single fish was killed or injured. 

Congratulations are in store for Congress
man DICK SCHULZE, who won the tournament, 
and also to JOHN PAUL HAMMERSCHMIDT for 
having caught the largest fish. As for the rest 
of us-wait until next year. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE WETLANDS 
DISPOSITION AND PROTECTION 
ACT OF 1991 

HON. THOMAS J. RIDGE 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to in
troduce the Wetlands Disposition and Protec
tion Act of 1991. This legislation will provide 
for the protection and conservation of wet
lands by providing public agencies and non
profit organizations with the opportunity to ac
quire such properties from the Resolution 
Trust Corporation. The protection and con
servation of wetlands properties under the 
RTC's jurisdiction can play an integral part in 
achieving President Bush's "no net loss" goal. 

As the President develops his no net loss of 
wetlands policy, the disposition of RTC prop
erties must be handled with extreme care. 
While the mission of the RTC presents a tre
mendous challenge in most every respect, the 
need to properly identify wetlands is important. 
Federal agencies and private organizations 
should be given the opportunity to properly ex
amine the RTC's inventory of properties on a 
timely basis in order to be able to make critical 
acquisition decisions. The Wetlands Disposi
tion and Protection Act of 1991 will provide 
these entities with that opportunity by extend
ing a right of first review and first refusal to 
public agencies and qualified nonprofit organi
zations that intend to acquire these properties 
for conservation purposes. 

In addition, the public needs to be alerted of 
environmentally sensitive lands prior to pur
chase of any such properties. Given the strin
gent Federal regulations which protect wet
lands and limit land use, the prospective buyer 
should not be placed in the position of pur
chasing property without full knowledge of the 
possible restrictions which may be placed on 
their land. While I am working to clarify and 
improve existing wetlands regulatory policies, 
the RTC can be helpful in ensuring that wet
lands are in fact sold to buyers who fully un
derstand the restrictions on the use or devel
opment of such land. 

Ultimately, I believe that this legislation will 
result in sound public policy for the RTC, for 
the American private property owner who does 
not want to be burdened with properties that 
have limited use and for those who are com
mitted to wetlands preservation and conserva
tion. 
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TRIBUTE TO THE FORD-UAW 
APPRENTICESHIP PROGRAM 

HON. SANDER M. LEVIN 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today to pay tribute to the Ford-UAW Appren
ticeship Program on the occasion of its 50th 
anniversary. 

These are challenging times for many Amer
icans, Mr. Speaker. The development of a 
global, highly-integrated economy has placed 
American workers in direct competition with 
their counterparts in Japan, Germany, Mexico, 
and elsewhere. It has put a premium on those 
workers who have the skills and knowledge to 
design and build innovative quality products at 
low prices. 

America must adapt to the changed cir
cumstances we face. We must renew the 
drive for the excellence in education and train
ing that made our country the greatest eco
nomic power the world has even seen. We 
must equip our workers with the knowledge 
and skills they need to overcome the advan
tages that others possess. If we don't, our 
standard of living will continue to slip and our 
standing in the world will decline. 

That's why I'm so proud to call my col
leagues' attention to the Ford-UAW Appren
ticeship Program. When we look for success
ful blueprints to chart our economic future, 
we'll want to study this program closely. While 
others have talked and debated, the Ford
UAW program has been successfully training 
American workers to keep pace with their 
competition. 

Since 1941, the program has graduated 
22,000 men and women-as electricians, tool 
and die makers, machine repairers, plumber
fitters, millwrights, and others trades people 
critical to the productive manufacturing of cars 
and trucks. 

It has asked participants to meet very exact
ing standards. Training generally lasts 4 years 
and requires 8,000 hours of training for each 
apprentice. This training combines supervised 
shop floor experience with guidance by experi
enced journeymen and related classroom in
struction delivered primarily through commu
nity colleges. 

lhis Ford-UAW program is also praise
worthy for its vision of cooperation. It was one 
of the earliest joint management-union efforts 
in American history. For 50 years, apprentice
ship training at Ford has been in the hands of 
a National Joint Apprenticeship Committee 
and plant subcommittees consisting of equal 
numbers of management and union represent
atives. 

At a time when our country is in a fierce 
struggle to preserve its industrial base, when 
its workers are in great need of more training, 
the Ford-UAW Apprenticeship Program is a 
model in how to effectively fight the economic 
battles of the future. 

The skilled trades' expertise learned in this 
program is important to our auto workers, and 
to Ford as it fights to compete against it rivals, 
particularly foreign companies that often pos
sess unfair advantages. 

Just as importantly, the achievements of this 
program and its graduates are also contribut-
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ing mightily to the economic strength of this 
country, and I want to salute the program's il
lustrious past and wish it well in the future. 

WOMEN'S BUSINESS PROCURE-
MENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1991 

HON. JOHN J. LaFALCE 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, today I am in
troducing on behalf of myself and Congress
woman MARCY KAPTUR, the Women's Busi
ness Procurement Assistance Act of 1991. 
This legislation, which is also a part of the 
Economic Equity Act of 1991, is designed to 
promote greater access for women to Federal 
procurement opportunities by requiring numeri
cal goals to be established by Federal agen
cies for both prime contracts and subcontract
ing plans; by mandating affirmative action to 
identify and solicit procurement offers from 
women-owned businesses; by designating a 
Women-In-Business Specialist in each agen
cy, who will be responsible for implementing 
programs to assist women-owned businesses; 
and by establishing an Office of Women's 
Business Ownership at the Small Business 
Administration to promote and assist women
owned small businesses. 

The Women's Business Procurement Assist
ance Act builds on the work and intent of the 
Women's Business Ownership Act of 1988, 
Public Law 100-533. Indeed, the Women's 
Business Ownership Act as I originally intro
duced it in 1988 contained language almost 
identical to that now found in the Women's 
Business Procurement Assistance Act. The 
procurement provisions were dropped in 1988 
only because they were subject to 
multicommittee jurisdiction, which, given the 
press of legislative activity toward the end of 
the Congress, could have delayed passage of 
the entire bill beyond 1988. At that time, how
ever, I did pledge to revisit this issue and have 
chosen to introduce it as part of the Economic 
Equity Act to demonstrate my ongoing com
mitment to improving the economic status of 
American women. 

Mr. Speaker, according to the 1987 Survey 
of Women-Owned Businesses released in Oc
tober 1990 by the Bureau of the Census, for 
the period 1982-87: 

The number of women-owned business 
grew four times faster than all businesses; 

The number of women-owned business 
grew by 57 percent; 

Women are making significant gains in non
traditional sectors such as manufacturing and 
construction; and 

Women own over one-third of the Nation's 
businesses. 

One would think that Government and busi
ness would tap in to this highly active and 
growing segment of our economy and do the 
business-like thing: give women entrepreneurs 
fair and equal access to compete in the mar
ketplace. Unfortunately, this is all too fre
quently not the case. As chairman of the Com
mittee on Small Business, I have held seven 
hearings on women-owned businesses be
tween 1988 and 1991. One thing was clear 
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from the testimony: instead of windows of op
portunity, women business owners often find 
closed doors. Subtle forms of discrimination-
from lending to networki~abound. Indeed, 
women-owned businesses only receive about 
1 percent of all Federal procurement dollars 
for example. 

The Women's Business Procurement Assist
ance Act is an effort to improve contracting 
opportunities for women in part by requiring 
procurement officers in each Federal agency 
to make consideration of and opportunities for 
women-owned businesses a routine part of 
their procurement efforts. This is not being 
done enough at the present time. 

Mr. Speaker, my commitment to assist 
women business owners is not limited to this 
bill. Earlier this year I introduced the Women's 
Business Development Act to reauthorize and 
refine two programs created by the Women's 
Business Ownership Act of 1988. Those pro
grams are the guaranteed small loan program 
administered by the Small Business Adminis
tration and a demonstration project providing 
business counseling and training for women 
entrepreneurs. 

I am very pleased at the success of those 
programs. The loan program has helped alle
viate the chronic small business problem of 
access to credit and the training program has 
assisted a number of women in starting busi
nesses and others in expanding businesses. 

I am confident that the Women's Business 
Procurement Assistance Act will also be suc
cessful in integrating the increasingly impor
tant women's business sector into the econ
omy. 

MAGGI AMODEO HAS SERVED 
MALTA, NY, IN MANY WAYS FOR 
MANY YEARS 

HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, one of the 

pleasures of serving in Congress is the 
chance to know outstanding citizens who are 
working quietly and selflessly in communities 
across America in so many ways, including 
service in local offices. 

One such person is Marguerite Amodeo of 
Malta, NY, who is retiring this year after many 
years of dedicated involvement in the affairs of 
her town, including service as a member of 
the zoning board of appeals, the planning 
board, and as chairman of the town's assess
ment review board. In addition, she has been 
a ready and dependable volunteer in her town 
whenever called upon, whether helping to edit 
a town newsletter or helping with the celebra
tion of our national bicentennial in the 1970's. 

My own affection and respect for Maggi 
Amodeo is based not only on my observance 
of her many good works through the years, 
but also from her service on my district staff 
when I first entered Congress. 

Whatever Maggi Amodeo does, she can al
ways be counted on to bring a boundless en
thusiasm and a unique degree of diligence 
and competence to any endeavor she takes 
on. 
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On October 28, 1991, her many friends and 

neighbors are sponsoring a well-earned testi
monial in her honor, and it is my privilege to 
invite all of my colleagues at this time to join 
me in thanking Maggi Amodeo for her long 
and distinguished record of outstanding citi
zenship and devotion to public service. She is 
a truly special person, a very special Amer
ican, and a person I'm proud to call my friend. 

YOUTH HOMES CELEBRATES ITS 
GOLDEN ANNIVERSARY 

HON. GEORGE Mill.ER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
you and the Members of the House to join me 
in celebrating the Youth Homes Program of 
Contra Costa County's 25 years of invaluable 
community service to central and northern 
California. 

Since 1967, Youth Homes has provided 
short- and long-term care for adolescents in 
14 group homes across 5 California counties. 
Their goal is to help the participants in the 
program to develop a healthy self-concept and 
to view themselves and others as worthy of 
respect and trust. 

The program's participants suffer from prob
lems such as hyperactivity, depression, and 
self-destructive behavior stemming from situa
tions such as abandonment, dysfunctional 
families, and physical or emotional abuse. The 
counselors at each facility work with over 200 
adolescents a year to develop an individual
ized program for each participant to meet his 
or her developmental and therapeutic needs. 

I applaud the invaluable service this highly 
successful program has provided to the com
munities it serves, and I ask you, Mr. Speaker, 
and my colleagues, to join me in congratulat
ing Youth Homes on their golden anniversary. 

TRIBUTE TO JACK COBEN 

HON. ROBERT A. BORSKI 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
tribute to Jack Coben, who will be honored by 
the Philadelphia Knights of Pythias on October 
12. 

Mr. Speaker, the Order Knights of Pythias, 
to which Jack Coben gives his time and talent, 
was founded in Washington, DC, in 1864. Es
tablished during the Civil War, it was hoped 
the Knights of Pythias might help to heal the 
wounds and allay the hatred of the war's con
flict. 

Jack Coben was born in Philadelphia and 
graduated from Northeast High School. He at
tended Drexel University and served in the 
U.S. Navy. 

In 1950, Jack Coben joined Ben Ort Lodge, 
No. 515, of the Order Knights of Pythias. He 
served on numerous committees and in 1953 
and 1958 was the chancellor commander of 
Ben Ort. He also has been active in arranging 
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charity events for the lodge, as well as being 
a member of the Ben Ort newspaper writing 
staff. 

Jack Coben has been honored by Ben Ort 
with the Man of the Year Award, the Past 
Grand Chancellor's Award and the Morris R. 
Schwartz Charity Foundation Humanitarian 
Award. 

In addition, Jack is an active member of his 
community and was presented with the "Le
gion of Honor Award" by the Chapel of Four 
Chaplains, for outstanding community service. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for this opportunity 
to bring to the attention of this people's House 
some of the many accomplishments of Jack 
Coben, a man who has lived up to the philo
sophical triad that is the foundation of the 
Knights of Pythias: Friendship, Charity, and 
Benovolence. 

THE PASSING OF ORTHODOX 
PATRIARCH DIMITRIOS I 

HON. NICHOIAS MA VROULFS 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
with a heavy heart to mourn the passing on 
October 2 of Dimitrios I, the Ecumenical Patri
arch of the Orthodox Church. Patriarch 
Dimitrios was the spiritual leader of the world's 
300 million Orthodox Christians, including 6 
million in the United States alone. 

Ordained in 1942, and elected Ecumenical 
Patriarch in 1972, his reign was marked by a 
reopening of relations with Eastern Europe 
and the Soviet Union, and closer ties with the 
Western World. In 1987, Patriarch Dimitrios 
visited the Soviet Union, the first such visit in 
398 years. Dimitrios also reopened close ties 
with the Vatican, and met with the Pope in 
1975 and 1987. During the 1975 meeting, the 
Pope and Patriarch Dimitrios recited the Lit
urgy of the Word together, the first joint read
ing in almost 1,000 years. 

In 1990, for the first time in history, the Pa
triarch made a historic visit to the United 
States. During his stay in Washington, I was 
honored to have an audience with Patriarch 
Dimitrios. 

As His All Holiness noted in his visit last 
summer, "we are living at a time when we can 
discern the course of the future for human
kind." 

One of the greatest lives lighting the path 
toward peace and the fulfillment of humanity 
has been Patriarch Dimitrios, and his mark 
has been left on more than the 300 million Or
thodox Christians. Indeed, the world is a better 
place today due to the achievements of His All 
Holiness. It is my greatest hope that in the 
wake of the passing of Patriarch Dimitrios, all 
peoples of the world bear in mind the mes
sage of peace to which he dedicated his life. 
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THREE CHEERS FOR THREE OAKS 

HON. PORTER J. GOSS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, there is rightfully 
much concern around this country that our 
children areni getting the kind of education 
they need and deserve. We read every day 
about failures and problems, about youngsters 
who doni know where the Statue of Liberty is. 
But today I report with pride that students of 
Three Oaks Elementary in Fort Myers, FL, 
know about geography. 

And they also know about history. They 
know about chemistry, physics, religion, and 
the arts. 

Thanks to the hard work and creativity of 
Principal Connie Jones, these kindergartners 
through fifth graders are showing what enthu
siasm can do in the classroom. People are 
calling it a fever of learning-children just cani 
wait to go to school. They love to learn things 
about themselves, their history, and their 
world. To spark an interest in education and to 
open up the minds of her students, Mrs. Jones 
brought in E.D. Hirsch, a pioneer in education 
reform who wrote the best-selling book "Cul
tural Literacy". 

As a recent Life magazine article described 
it, Hirsch was impressed. Here's the scene as 
it was recorded in the article: 

"What do you know about the Nile?" the 
students were asked. 

"It's in Egypt," one student responded. 
"And what about Paul Revere?" 
"He didn't finish his ride." 
"Why not?" 
"He got caught." 
"And does anyone know how many elec-

trons are in hydrogen?" 
"One." 
"What's in a nucleus, does anyone know?" 
"Protons and neutrons." 
And so it went. The excitement level seems 

a notch higher at this school. One student 
checked out the classic book, "Treasure Is
land," and read it. Three times. 

Mr. Speaker, people spend a lot of time 
talking about the doom and gloom that is 
shrouding our schools these days. Unfortu
nately this frustration causes us to forget the 
hardworking students, like those at Three 
Oaks, and the dedicated teachers and prin
cipals, like Mrs. Jones, whose enthusiasm is 
making a difference. 

Three cheers for Three Oaks. 

SUPPORT REQUESTED FOR THE 
IMPACTED AID STUDENTS OF 
AMERICA 

HON. RON PACKARD 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I am here to 
discuss a very important issue. Not only is this 
issue critical to the 11,000 school children in 
the 43d district of California, but also to the 
1,800,000 children in 2,600 school districts 
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throughout this country whose educational 
needs hinge on the Federal Government. 

The question involving impact aid is not one 
of partisanship and politics but one of obliga
tion and fairness. The Impact Aid Program 
was created to partially compensate local 
school districts for property tax losses caused 
by the presence of nontaxable Federal prop
erties. The financial solvency of the school 
districts which provide direct services to these 
students is dependent on impact aid. Since 
Federal land is nontaxable, school districts 
that serve federally connected students are 
limited in the amount of revenue they can gen
erate. Impact aid is not a handout, it is a ne
cessity due to consequence of separate Fed
eral policy. 

In the 1950's, the Federal Government 
made a commitment to the families, which 
make up America's military services, to shoul
der some of the financial burdens of educating 
these American children. Every year the Fed
eral Government has tried to shirk more and 
more of it's financial responsibilities to our mili
tary families. 

Good schools are necessary for the families 
of these impacted areas. It is essential that 
these students receive proper instructions to 
ensure they have the opportunities to excel in 
their often changeable educational environ
ment. 

I ask my fellow colleagues to please support 
the impacted aid students of America. Helping 
meet the needs of our military families and 
their children is an obligation of the Federal 
Government. 

A TRIBUTE TO C.J. MARTIN
WINNER OF THE G.I. JOE AWARD 

HON. DICK SWETI 
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. SWETI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

pay tribute to a very unique individual. Five
year-old Carl (C.J.) Martin, from Litchfield, NH, 
is unique not only for his courage, but also for 
the young age at which he has exhibited that 
courage and level-headed thinking. 

Not long ago, C.J. was working with his fa
ther, Carl, who was using a table saw to cut 
wood. Tragically, Carl accidentally severed 
three fingers with the moving blade. C.J. had 
the presence of mind to immediately grab a 
towel to help stop the bleeding and then call 
his mother at work for help. C.J.'s fast thinking 
and calmness saved his father from losing a 
dangerous amount of blood and quickly 
brought help to the scene. 

I am proud to say that C.J. has been se
lected as New Hampshire's State award recip
ient for the 1991 "G.I. Joe Search For Real 
American Heroes." The Hasbro Toy Co., 
which conducts this search, honors children 
throughout the country who have performed 
outstanding or heroic deeds. C.J. is certainly a 
deserving recipient of this award. 

Mr. Speaker, in a time when the youth of 
our country face tremendous challenges, it is 
refreshing to see young people like C.J. who 
are setting examples of bravery and rational 
thinking for their peers and even many adults. 
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TRIBUTE TO ROBERT GRAHAM 

HON. IKE SKELTON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, on October 25, 
residents of the eastern Jackson County com
munity of Lee's Summit will gather to pay trib
ute to one of their own neighbors, Robert Gra
ham. He has distinguished himself with a ca
reer as an artist. 

Mr. Graham studied under the famous Kan
sas City artist, Thomas Hart Benton. His artis
tic talent was evidenced by the fact that one 
of his works, "Peaceful Evening," which Ben
ton had selected a part of an exhibition of stu
dent work at the Associated American Artist 
Gallery in New York in 1940, was bought by 
the gallery owner before the show opened. 
Emilu Genauer, a distinguished New York art 
critic, praised Graham's work in a exhibit as 
having "a particularly appealing illuminosity 
[sic]." Another of his student works, "Jessie 
and Greenberry Raga," first exhibited at the 
Kansas City Art Institute in 1940, was recently 
offered for sale in New York for $75,000 and 
sold to an anonymous buyer. 

During the Second World War, Graham 
served in the Air Corps and was eventually 
assigned as a combat artist under the Far 
East Air Service Command. A number of his 
works are included in the Pentagon's collec
tion of war art. Following the war, he contin
ued his studies at the Hoger Institute voor 
Schone Kunsten in Antwerp, Belgium. He has 
since taught art at Hunter College in New 
York, 1950, the University of Texas at Austin, 
1951-55, and from 1958 until 1975, at the 
University of Kansas City, now the University 
of Missouri-Kansas City. His work has ap
peared in numerous exhibitions and is in
cluded in many public and private collections. 
He has recently completed and exhibited a se
ries of paintings on the theme of the famous 
author, Thomas Wolfe, and his home in 
Ashville, NC. 

Graham has been introduced by an artist 
friend as a "modem romantic." Graham sums 
up the philosophy of his work as "* * * to 
create things uplifting, in some way thought
provoking-and always striving for the poetic." 
"All the words invented by the naked ape 
since the big bang," he wrote on another oc
casion, "cannot take the place of looking. A 
painting is what one sees-either the emperor 
is splendidly clothed or he is as the little boy 
saw him." 

Robert Graham now lives in Greenwood 
MO, near Kansas City, where he paints every 
day. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to use this 
occasion to join in commending Mr. Graham 
and thanking him for his contribution to a more 
beautiful world for all of us. 

HON. STEPHEN J. SOIARZ 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, later this month, 

one of New York's distinguished jurists will 
leave the bench after nearly two decades of 
service to the people of the Empire State. Jus
tice Sybil Hart Kooper will retire, leaving an 
extraordinary record of accomplishment. 

Justice Kooper has served as an associate 
justice of the appellate division of the Su
preme Court of the State of New York since 
June 1985. In 1975, she was elected to the 
State Supreme Court, which in New York is a 
court of original jurisdiction. Before her elec
tion to the supreme court, Justice Kooper 
served on the family court from 1973 to 1975. 
Before taking the bench, Justice Kooper was 
a partner with the Brooklyn firm of Kooper & 
Kooper and an associate with the New York 
firm of Garfield, Clifford, & Pagan. 

After graduating with honors from Wellesley 
College and Columbia School of General 
Studies, Justice Kooper attended New York 
Law School from which she was graduated in 
1956. Not well known is that Justice Kooper 
was already the mother of three children when 
she was awarded her law degree magna cum 
laude. 

For Justice Kooper, the practice of law has 
always been a family affair. Whether following 
in the footsteps of her father, Justice Walter 
Hart, to a seat on the New York State Su
preme Court, or sitting as the first husband
wife team in the appellate division with her 
distinguished husband the Honorable William 
Thompson. 

Justice Kooper's record on the bench 
speaks for itself. Journalist Jack Newfield has 
written of her, "She is probably the best and 
hardest working trial judge in the entire court 
system. Year after year she is assigned the 
most sensitive and controversial trials." The 
Daily News called her among the city's three 
most productive judges. 

Know as a tough but fair justice, Sybil Hart 
Kooper has never pulled her punches or 
ducked a difficult case. 

Justice Kooper has been a role model for 
young women aspiring to the bench. As she 
put it to a reporter a few years ago, "I look for
ward to many more women being on the 
bench as more and more women get out of 
law schools and receive the experience they 
need to become judges." With justice 
Kooper's life and accomplishments as an in
spiration many more have and will. 

Mr. Speaker, this Nation places extraor
dinary demands on our State court judges. We 
ask them to move a calendar packed with 
hundreds of complicated cases quickly and ef
ficiently. Yet we insist that every case be dis
posed with a scrupulous regard for the rights 
of parties and that the record be substantially 
free from error. The public demands an inde
pendent judiciary, yet judges often find them
selves having to decide some of the most 
hotly contested issues of their day. 

Being a judge is not an easy task. Being a 
highly renowned jurist in a court system as de-
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manding as New York's requires truly excep
tional personal and professional qualities. 

Justice Sybil Hart Kooper is truly an exem
plary member of the New York bench. With 
her retirement, the people of New York lose 
an experienced, tough-minded, scholarly, and 
scrupulously fair justice. I join my neighbors in 
wishing her well and in thanking her for her 
service to our State. 

HILTON 0. SMITH: ADVOCATE FOR 
AFFIRMATIVE ACTION 

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Hilton 0. Smith, a gentleman noted for 
his work regarding affirmative action and equal 
employment programs. Mr. Smith has been 
the vice president of Turner Construction Co. 
for the past 19 years. Under Mr. Smith's stew
ardship Turner Construction has awarded 
$578,883,548 and 651 contracts to minority 
and women-owned businesses in the Greater 
New York Metropolitan area. 

Mr. Smith has been the recipient of numer
ous awards for his corporate and community 
relations activities. Some of his most notable 
awards include: a proclamation from Mayor 
Koch for developing a course for minority and 
women-owned business enterprises which 
produced 164 graduates over a 3-year period. 
He also received the Small Business Adminis
tration Advocate of the Year Award, the Na
tional Association of Urban Bankers Minority 
Contractors Businessman of the Year Award 
and the NAACP Leadership, and Golden Her
itage Life Member Awards. 

In these turbulent economic and political 
times, there could be no nobler endeavor than 
Hilton Smith's advocacy efforts for equal op
portunity and affirmative action. I am delighted 
to herald the achievements of Hilton 0. Smith. 

THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
FORD-UAW APPRENTICESHIP 
PROGRAM 

HON. JOHN D. DINGEU 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I am exception
ally proud to recognize the anniversary of a 
very special program-the Ford-UAW Appren
ticeship Program. Over the last five decades, 
this program has trained 22,000 American 
men and women in the skilled trades. Many of 
those served have been residents of the 16th 
Congressional District of Michiga~they have 
benefited greatly and contributed much. 

Combining classroom instruction with super
vised work experience and guidance by expe
rienced journeymen, the Ford-UAW Appren
ticeship Program can rightfully boast of train
ing a large portion of our Nation's best and 
most experienced electricians, tool and die 
makers, machine repairers, plumber-pipe
fitters, millwrights, and other trades personnel. 
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As we approach the 21st century, Ford
UAW Apprenticeship Program represents one 
of our Nation's most positive competitive 
forces. Combining the knowledge and insight 
of both management and union representa
tives, the program is a model of success in 
training individuals to perform in an era of in
creasingly fierce international competition. 
Workers are taught not only the skills which 
are presently needed to perform their jobs, but 
are provided with the knowledge and the skills 
to help them adapt to changing conditions. 
The result is an educated and experienced 
labor force ready to contribute to both Ford 
Motor Co. and our Nation's accomplishments. 

I salute the spirit, enthusiasm, and coopera
tion which has made the Ford-UAW Appren
ticeship Program a great success during its 
first 50 years of service to our Nation, and 
wish the program many more years of contin
ued good service. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO ROBERT 
WOODS BOGLE 

HON. THOMAS M. FOGUETTA 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. FOGLIETIA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 

to pay special tribute to Robert Woods Bogle 
upon his election as president of the National 
Newspaper Publishers Association. The asso
ciation's goals are to provide a strong voice 
for African-Americans through newspapers 
that cover the issues and personalities of the 
African-American communities. Robert Bogie's 
commitment to Philadelphia's African-Amer
ican community and to journalism make him 
an outstanding choice for this important lead
ership position. 

The National Newspaper Publishers Asso
ciation has not only elected a strong talent in 
the publishing field, but someone who pro
motes the importance of educational programs 
and black economic empowerment through 
the newspaper medium. 

Robert Bogie's current position as president 
of the Philadelphia Tribune, the Nation's oldest 
African-American owned newspaper which 
was started in 1884, has allowed him to de
velop on-going programs such as The Learn
ing Key. This project features a different 
school each week and the accomplishments of 
students in a variety of areas. 

Mr. Bogle began with the Tribune as an ac
count executive in 1970 and became president 
and CEO in 1989. I am proud to say that Mr. 
Bogie's Tribune is one of the best newspapers 
in my district. With unrelenting determination, 
Robert Bogle has set out to redefine the rela
tionship between corporate America and black 
newspapers through new advertising strate
gies. I know he will bring the same leadership 
to the National Newspaper Publishers Asso
ciation. 

Mr. Bogle has also served as a community 
relations representative for Opportunities In
dustrialization Center-a community youth ad
vocate program. His affiliations include the 
Philadelphia Fire Department Citizen Commit
tee, the Philadelphia Center for Older People, 
the Kappa Alpha Psi Fraternity, and the Police 
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Athletic League. Mr. Bogie's dedication to the 
community has been awarded by the Parkside 
Human Services and Associates, the Christian 
Street YMCA, and the United Negro College 
Fund. 

I would like to thank Mr. Bogle for all of his 
efforts in the publishing field and for his sin
cere commitment to the people of Philadel
phia. I wish him continued success. 

MIDDLE TOWNSHIP HIGH SCHOOL 
KEY CLUB 

HON. WIWAM J. HUGHFS 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, in recent years 
Americans have been called upon with in
creasing frequency to perform volunteer serv
ices in their communities which government 
can no longer afford to provide. Indeed, vol
unteerism has become a defining symbol of 
the 1990's, as people give more of themselves 
to help make their communities and their 
country a better place to live. 

Nowhere has this spirit of volunteerism been 
captured more clearly or successfully than at 
Middle Township High School in Cape May 
County, NJ. There, the 60 members of the 
high school Key Club, under the direction of 
Mr. Sam Brewer, have taken an active role in 
a wide range of community activities. 

Their efforts have been so successful that 
Middle Township High School was honored as 
the outstanding Key Club of the New Jersey 
District in 1990, and was singled out by 
Kiwanis International for its outstanding com
munity involvement. Most recently, the Key 
Club was recognized by the New Jersey Na
tional Guard commanding officer for its efforts 
to support the servicemen and women of the 
253d National Guard unit during their deploy
ment in the Persian Gulf. 

Here is a sampling of the projects which the 
Key Club undertook to help mobilize commu
nity support for the local National Guard unit 
and, just as importantly, to promote the overall 
cause of world peace: 

They helped organize the festivities to honor 
the National Guard unit on the day they de
parted for the Persian Gulf, including handing 
out yellow ribbons and flags, serving food and 
providing baby-sitting services so that families 
could have a last few moments together. 

They designed and built a decorative board 
which was signed by all 130 members of the 
253d unit and placed on permanent display at 
the local armory, where it was visited by many 
family members and the general public 
throughout the conflict. 

The Key Club members built an award-win
ning float for the Middle Township Christmas 
parade entitled "Christmas at Home and in 
Saudi Arabia." Included in the float was a 
large mailbox to collect Christmas cards to 
send to the servicemen and women overseas, 
with the postage paid by the Key Club. They 
also organized letter-writing campaigns to help 
keep up the morale of the local Guard unit. 

The students collected donations throughout 
the community to put together Christmas food 
baskets for the needy families of unit mem-
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bers, and organized an "American spirit day" 
in school to focus attention and generate sup
port for our troops in the Persian Gulf. They 
also displayed large yellow ribbons throughout 
the school to honor the members of the 253d 
until they returned home from the gulf. 

Mr. Robert Penkethman, vice principal of 
Middle Township High School, recently told 
me that he has never seen such an outpour
ing of support by a student group, and I cer
tainly agree. At a time when society is quick 
to criticize the shortcomings of teenagers, and 
slow to recognize their achievements, I am 
proud to call attention to the efforts of the Key 
Club members. 

They have demonstrated a sense of respon
sibility, maturity and patriotism which goes well 
beyond their years. They have proven that 
young people today do care about others and 
can contribute in a positive way to their com
munities and their country. 

It's very reassuring to know that we have a 
new generation of leaders on the rise in Amer
ica, as exemplified by the students who are 
part of the Middle Township High School Key 
Club. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
TO CONTROL THE MAILING OF 
MEDICAL WASTE 

HON. WAYNE OWENS 
OF UTAH 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, today I 

am introducing legislation to control the mail
ing of medical waste, such as used syringes, 
unsterilized containers and other potentially in
fectious discarded items. My intention is to en
sure that the restricted mailing of medical 
waste which would be allowed under the bill 
takes place only with appropriate safeguards. 
Another fundamental principle underlying this 
legislation is my belief that, in dealing with 
waste disposal, States should handle their 
own problems rather than dump them on oth
ers. 

The rules which govern medical waste in 
the mail are inexplicably lax. It's no wonder 
that there have been problems. Packages of 
medical waste are generally processed in a 
routine manner with other fourth class mail. 
This increases the likelihood that the pack
ages will be breached during mechanized sort
ing, contaminating everyday correspondence 
and other items with their contents. Further, of 
great concern to me, postal employees han
dling packages of medical waste have been 
reported to have been injured by discarded 
needles. The Postal Service is looking at ways 
to address these problems, but I am con
cerned that these efforts will not go far enough 
in respect to the full range of difficulties posed 
by the mailinQ of medical waste. 

The experience of Murray, UT, illustrates 
other problems which can arise when medical 
waste is mailed in the absence of strict con
trols. The story began on the east coast, 
where a business venture sold boxes, pre-ad
dressed to Murray, to doctors and dentists. 
The boxes arrived in Murray loaded with medi
cal waste, which was initially trucked out to 
the public landfill. 
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The waste was eventually barred from the 
landfill, but the boxes kept on arriving in the 
mail. There was simply no way to stop them. 
Lacking a legitimate disposal site, these medi
cal wastes continue to be warehoused in the 
community of Murray-an intolerable, ghoulish 
state of affairs which is not even vaguely remi
niscent of sound waste management. 

To guard against this kind of fly-by-night 
abuse, my bill stipulates that medical waste 
can only be mailed directly to a disposal or 
treatment facility which meets all State re
quirements for handling this type of waste. 
The bill also restricts medical waste to first
class mail, registered, with a return receipt. 
This would better protect postal workers by re
moving the packages from rough handling by 
mechanized sorters and would also result in 
careful tracking of the waste as it moves 
through the postal system. These measures 
also provide the necessary opportunity for the 
packaging to be inspected before the Postal 
Service accepts the waste. 

In a different world, it might be easiest to 
simply restrict medical waste from the mail al
together. However, I am concerned that an 
absolute ban would seriously hurt rural medi
cal practitioners, some of whom may lack fea
sible, dependable alternatives for sending 
these wastes to legal treatment or disposal 
sites. To preserve a needed option for rural 
doctors, dentists and veterinarians, my bill al
lows medical waste to be mailed, but only 
within the State where it is generated. 

This reflects my belief that the postal sys
tem should not be misused to transfer the en
vironmental problems of the east, as vividly 
represented by the beach wash-ups of recent 
years, to unsuspecting communities in the 
west. I find it very disturbing that east coast 
doctors would send their waste all the way to 
Utah. It virtually defies imagination to think of 
medical waste being mailed more than half
way across the country. 

If States are going to regulate medical 
waste, they should make sure that they de
velop adequate means to take care of their 
own. We should certainly not allow this sort of 
abuse of the mail, which smooths the way for 
certain States to claim hollow environmental 
victories while they simultaneously dodge their 
responsibilities at the expense of others. My 
legislation would help close one more loop
hole--the postal system-which threatens to 
turn Utah and similarly beset States into na
tional dumping grounds. 

PROF. ANITA HILL 

HON. PETER HOAGLAND 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to take a moment to discuss Prof. Anita Hill's 
background because it is noteworthy. 

She grew up in a situation similar to that of 
Clarence Thomas-in a poor family in rural 
Oklahoma. 

The Directory of American Educators tells 
us this about Professor Hill's background: She 
graduated from Oklahoma State University in 
1977 and received her J.D. from Yale in 1980. 
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She was an associate at the Washington, 

DC, law firm of Wald, Harkrader & Ross from 
1980 to 1981. 

Professor Hill was special counsel to the 
Assistant Secretary of the Department of Edu
cation, Office of Civil Rights, from 1981 to 
1982, after that, she worked at the EEOC as 
an attorney advisor to then Chairman Clar
ence Thomas from 1982 to 1983. 

She worked at Oral Roberts University as 
an assistant professor from 1983 to 1986 and 
she has taught at Oklahoma Law School for 
the past 7 years, and unanimously received 
tenure a year ago. She teaches courses near 
and dear to those of us who suffered through 
law school also-commercial law, commercial 
paper, legal research and writing, trial and ap
pellate advocacy, and civil rights law. 

Professor Hill's colleagues speak of her im
peccable character, and the fact that she hesi
tated to come forward because she was not 
sure that people would believe her. That is a 
sad commentary on our system. 

With her outstanding background, time 
should be taken to review her allegations. 

GEJDENSON INTRODUCES RESOLU-
TION ON ClilNESE FORCED 
LABOR 

HON. SAM GEJDENSON 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, Chinese 
exiles and human rights groups have argued 
for years that forced labor is a brutal fact of 
life in Chinese prisons. Concrete evidence, 
however, has been elusive. 

Fortunately, recent investigative reports 
have managed to expose the shocking truth 
about the Chinese prison system: It is a vast 
commercial enterprise which chums out 
cheap, forced labor products for foreign con
sumption. Furthermore, by exporting forced 
labor goods to the United States, the Chinese 
Government routinely violates United States 
law which strictly prohibits the importation of 
forced labor products into the United States. 

Today, I am introducing a resolution to 
strike against modern-day slavery in China. 
The resolution condemns the Chinese Govern
ment for systematically exploiting the labor of 
prisoners in the Chinese gulag to produce 
cheap products for export, and urges imme
diate change in China's forced labor policies. 

The need for this resolution became clear in 
a recent hearing before the Subcommittee on 
International Economic Policy and Trade, 
which I chair. At the hearing, Harry Wu, a 
former Chinese political prisoner, and human 
rights groups described the horrors of the Chi
nese gulag: 

Chinese citizens are often sentenced to 
prison without a trial; 

A significant proportion of gulag inmates are 
political dissidents, arrested for the crime of 
counter-revolution; 

Prisoners, both political and nonpolitical, are 
often forced to work on production lines and in 
the fields, receiving little or no compensation 
for their work; 
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Gulag working conditions are horrendous

long hours, little food, unsafe factories, and lit
tle outside contact; and 

Prisoners are often forced to stay beyond 
their sentences so that prison officials can 
maintain a steady work force. 

Evidence presented at the hearing also 
demonstrates that the Chinese Government 
actively encourages Chinese prisons to export 
forced labor products. Harry Wu secretly 
videotaped officials at a Shanghai handtool 
factory openly acknowledging that the factory 
utilized forced labor, and stating that these 
forced labor products were regularly exported 
to the United States. 

Numerous Chinese Government publica
tions, furthermore, explicitly discuss the export 
of forced labor products, and encourage all 
Chinese prisons to sell their products on the 
international market. China's Ministry of For
eign Economic Relations and Trade 
[MOFERT] even gives certificates to Chinese 
prisons giving them permission to export their 
products. 

The resolution I am introducing today does 
more than condemn the Chinese Government 
for its forced labor practices. It also urges the 
Chinese to allow international inspections of 
suspected forced labor sites and to release 
the texts of any Government policies regarding 
forced labor exports. 

Furthermore, the resolution calls upon the 
Chinese to publicly detail the steps it will take 
to stop the exportation of forced labor prod
ucts and to reform the Chinese political, judi
cial, penal, and economic systems. 

Finally, the resolution urges the Government 
of Hong Kong to prohibit the importation of 
Chinese forced labor products and to thor
oughly investigate trading companies sus
pected of dealing in prison-made goods. Given 
the high percentage of Chinese exports which 
travel through Hong Kong, and the active in
volvement of Hong Kong trading companies in 
the China trade, Hong Kong must do more to 
put Chinese prisons out of the export busi
ness. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is not only an 
effort to promote human rights in China, but 
also to protect American jobs. Using slave 
labor, the Chinese can manufacture products 
at a fraction of the cost it takes to make the 
same product in the United States. American 
workers in important sectors of the United 
States economy, from textiles to toys, are 
placed at a critical disadvantage by cheap 
slave labor imports from China. 

I urge my colleagues to cosponsor this reso
lution. 

WHAT IS NATURAL LAW? 

HON. DANA ROHRABACHER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, the re
cent confirmation hearing of Judge Clarence 
Thomas have brought to light some of the 
more critical and interesting theories of con
stitutional adjudication. 

Judge Thomas has been attacked for advo
cating the use of natural law. Most of the criti-
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cisms, however, have come from the same 
people who denounced Judge Robert Bork for 
being a strict constructionist. 

As Prof. Harry Jaffa has said: "In a demo
cratic republic such as ours, judges are bound 
strictly by what the law is." It is not the duty 
of judges to determine what the law ought to 
be. But because of the importance our Found
ing Fathers attached to natural law, natural 
law analysis can be useful in determining the 
original intent of our Constitution. 

I hope that the following article by Professor 
Jaffa sheds some light on the theories of natu
ral law. 

NATURAL LAW AND CONSTITUTIONAL LAW 

(By Harry V. Jaffa, senior fellow, Center for 
the Study of the Natural Law, The Clare
mont Institute) 
Natural rights, and natural law, tell us 

what the law ought to be. When what the law 
is what it ought to be-as for the most part 
is true of the Constitution of the United 
States-understanding the natural law helps 
us understand what intentions animate and 
inform the words of the Constitution. 

"Natural rights" under "natural law" 
mean neither more nor less than what all of 
us understand when we speak of "human 
rights." What do we understand ourselves to 
intend when we accuse the Chinese govern
ment of abusing human rights? What did we 
mean when we denounced Hitler's govern
ment, and Stalin's, and Pol Pot's, and Sad
dam Hussein's, and Assad's, of being abusers 
of human rights? Do we not believe that free
dom of religion, freedom of speech, freedom 
of association, the right to a fair trial, and 
many other such freedoms and rights are de
serving of respect by any government what
soever? These rights and freedoms are what 
every government in the world owes its citi
zens, for the reason that they are human 
beings and not beasts or inanimate objects. 
Human law, or positive law, exists to imple
ment these rights, but the rights themselves 
exist independently of whether they are rec
ognized, or whether they are trampled upon 
and denied. 

What makes natural rights obligatory-ul
timately, if not immediately-is that they 
arise from human nature, something com
mon to all human beings because they are 
human beings. There have been, and are, cus
toms and practices of human societies that 
are utterly barbaric: suttee, clitorectomy, 
foot binding, human sacrifice, slavery, the 
subject of women. These arise from igno
rance of, or erroneous beliefs concerning, 
human nature. 

Natural law arises from the recognition of 
rights that are in harmony with human na
ture. Slavery in the antebellum United 
States constituted a massive contradiction 
of the very natural law to which Americans 
had appealed in securing their freedom from 
Great Britain. Slaves were legally chattels, 
although the legal definition of a chattel was 
a being without a rational will. Slaves, as 
chattels, had the same legal status as cattle 
(from which "chattel' is derived). As such, 
they could not make contracts, including the 
contract of marriage. Since they all be
longed to their masters, parents had no legal 
authority over their children. In the sale of 
slaves, wives could be separated from their 
husbands, and parents from their children, in 
the same manner as horses or dogs. Now 
today these horrors are no longer with us. 
But we Americans say that these things were 
just as wrong when they were lawful as now 
when they are unlawful. As testimony to the 
recognition of the human nature, and human 
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rights, of black people, before the Civil War, 
Abraham Lincoln said in 1854: 

"Equal justice to the South, it is said, re
quires us to consent to the extending of slav
ery to new countries. That is to say, inas
much as you do not object to my taking my 
hog to Nebraska, therefore, I must not object 
to your taking your slave. Now I admit this 
is perfectly logical, if there is no difference 
between hogs and Negroes. But will you thus 
require me to deny the humanity of the 
negro, I wish to ask whether you of the 
South yourselves, have ever been willing to 
do as much? * * * In 1820 you joined the 
north, almost unanimously, in declaring the 
African slave trade piracy, and in annexing 
to it the punishment of death. Why did you 
do this if you did not feel that it was wrong; 
why did you join in providing that men 
should be hung for it? The practice was no 
more than bringing wild negroes from Africa, 
to sell to such as would buy them. But you 
never thought of hanging men for catching 
and selling wild horses, wild buffaloes or wild 
bears.* * *And now, why will you ask us to 
deny the humanity of the slave, and esti
mate him only as the equal of the hog? 
* * *" 

Recognizing the humanity-the equal hu
manity-of the Negro, or women, Jews, the 
poor, the afflicted-is a function of human 
reason, which is why the tradition of natural 
law equates the law of nature with the law of 
reason. Lincoln's Socratic logic proves to 
those would deny the humanity of the slave 
that they do not and cannot do so consist
ently. The idea of natural law and the rights 
of human beings is therefore not only not it
self arbitrary, but is the means of denying to 
governments the right to be arbitrary. 

But, one might counter, what is to prevent 
Supreme Court Justices from arbitrarily dis
covering natural rights in the Constitution 
which their reason tells them ought to be 
there, but which the people of the United 
States have never put there? 

Whatever the philosophical virtues of nat
ural law and natural rights, in a democratic 
republic such as ours, judges are bound 
strictly by what the law is. However, let us 
recognize that there is nothing to prevent 
Justices, or anyone else, from abusing or 
misusing wise or just ideas, from the Golden 
Rule to natural rights. Chief Justice Taney, 
in the Dred Scott decision, made a most elo
quent and just plea to interpret the Con
stitution in accordance with the "original 
intention" of the Framers. He then pro
ceeded to give a totally mistaken account of 
what that intention was. The Supreme Court 
of the 1890s was equally misguided in inter
preting the 14th amendment in the Plessy 
case, upholding "separate but equal." But 
the example of Abraham Lincoln, using a 
method of reasoning first made famous by 
Socrates, is evidence of a natural rights and 
natural law tradition more than 2000 years 
old, a tradition intended to guard against ar
bitrariness as much as it is possible for any 
fallible human tradition to do. 

A more recent demonstration of natural 
law reasoning is found in Martin Luther 
King Jr.'s "Letter from Birmingham Jail," 
especially the following: 

"One has not only a legal but a moral re
sponsibility to obey just laws. Conversely, 
one has a moral responsibility to disobey un
just laws. I would agree with St. Augustine 
that "an unjust law is no law at all." Now 
what is the difference between the two? How 
does one determine whether a law is just or 
not? A just law is a man-made code that 
squares with the moral law or the law of 
God. An unjust law is a code that is out of 
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harmony with the mora.l la.w. To put it in 
terms of St. Thoma.a Aquinas: An unjust la.w 
is a huma.n la.w tha.t is not rooted in external 
law and natural law. Any law that uplins 
huma.n personality is just. Any law that de
grades human personality is unjust. All seg
regation statutes are unjust because segrega
tion distorts the soul and damages personal
ity. It gives the segregator a. false sense of 
superiority and the segregated a false sense 
of inferior! ty." 

One might only emend Dr. King in this re
spect: The Jim Crow "laws" were "no laws," 
not only because they were unjust, but espe
cially because they were unconstitutional. In 
fact, Dr. king did not break any laws at all: 
It was those who arrested and imprisoned 
him who were the lawbreakers, because they 
broke the "higher law" of the Constitution. 
The natural law had been incorporated into 
the Constitution in and by the 13th, 14th, and 
15th Amendments, and especially by virtue 
of the equal protection clause of the 14th 
Amendment, which incorporated the mean
ing of "equal" in the Declaration of Inde
pendence directly into the language of the 
Consti tu ti on. 

TEN KUWAITI CHILDREN VISIT 
CAPITOL lllLL 

HON. TOM LANfOS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, 7 months ago, 
Kuwait was liberated from the stranglehold of 
Iraqi occupation. But the consequences of that 
war still haunt the citizens of that newly freed 
nation. Last week, my distinguished colleague 
from Illinois, Congressman JOHN PORTER, and 
I, were given a graphic demonstration of how 
Saddam Hussein continues to plague the citi
zens of Kuwait. 

Accompanied by several adults, 10 Kuwaiti 
children visited Capitol Hill. They had one 
thing in common: All of them have not seen 
their fathers since the start of the war. Their 
whereabouts are unknown. 

These men were not killed during the con
flict. It is believed that they, along with many 
other Kuwaiti men and women, are being held 
in Iraqi prisons despite the resolution of 
hostilies. Can one doubt the plausibility of 
these allegations of illegal imprisonment given 
Saddam's long history of bringing misery to 
millions as he pursues his diabolical goals. 

The youngest boy in the group that visited 
Capitol Hill, no older than 8, stood before his 
hosts and read a poem he composed for his 
missing father. It was a unforgettable moment. 

Mr. Speaker I ask that this boy's poem be 
entered into the RECORD. I also ask my col
leagues to join me in demanding from Iraqi of
ficials a full accounting of those Kuwaiti citi
zens being held illegally in Iraqi jails. 

In the name of God gracious, most merciful 
Beloved Daddy, 

Now that the invaders have gone and their 
darkness has disappeared, the bright of day 
has begun to rise a.gain. Kuwait is once again 
hugged by the arms of its people who are 
praying to God Almighty for victory. Even 
the birds have returned to their nests. Ev
eryone is back except you Daddy. Where are 
you now? Are you dea.d or alive? Are you sick 
of well? Are you hungry or not? I wish we 
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knew something or have some news about 
you. I have seen for so many times my 
grandma crying and praying, wishing to hear 
a door knock, the knock of her missing be
loved one. My little brothers and sisters al
ways ask about you. They a.re always think
ing about you and remember your promises 
that Kuwait would become free again. And 
now, Kuwait is free, but you are not and 
your promises have disappeared with you. 
My mom has only God len for her and she is 
lost without you. Her eyes are always full of 
tears with a broken and no one knows the 
number of times she has ta.ken us searching 
and asking about you among the freed 
P.O.W.s but with no results for answers. 

Beloved Da.ddy, several ceremonies have 
gone by without any feeling of happiness. We 
fasted the holy month of Ramadan without 
you and we could not feel the happiness of 
both eid al Fatir and Adha because you are 
so far away and we do not know how many 
days or even months will pass by before see
ing you again. 

Oh Daddy, I miss you so so much. I know 
that I am not the only one who lost his fa
ther, there are thousands others like me who 
ask the same question. When are they com
ing back and until when will we have to 
wait. I wish all governments of the world can 
hear our calling and help us reach our fa
thers whom we miss so much. 

Finally, I pray to the almighty to release 
you and all the daddys and mothers, brothers 
and sisters. Oh Loving God, full of love and 
kindness, who does what he wishes, I ask you 
in your honor and in the power of your heav
enly kingdom and the light of your face that 
brightens the universe, to save our fathers 
from their evil and help them. 

Oh Allah, unite your people to help them 
a.nd praise be to Allah who cherishes and sus
tains of the worlds. 

SUMMARY OF "USHEALTH" A PRO
GRAM OF COMPREHENSIVE 
HEALTH CARE FOR ALL AMERI
CANS 

HON. EDWARD R. ROYBAL 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Speaker, this legislation 
would amend the Social Security Act to en
sure access for all Americans to high-quality 
health care, including long-term care, while 
containing the costs of the health care system. 
"USHealth" does this through the combination 
of a new Federal health plan--the "USHealth 
Program"-and qualified employer health 
plans. 

The USHealth Program incorporates and 
expands upon Medicare and replaces Medic
aid. 

SUMMARY 

TITLE I-PROVISION AND EXPANSION OF HOS
PITAL, MEDICAL, AND PREVENTIVE SERVICES 
TO COVER ALL AMERICANS EITHER THROUGH A 
USHEALTH PROGRAM OR QUALIFIED EMPLOYER 
HEALTH PLANS 

Coverage of Elderly, Disabled, Retired, and 
Other Non-Employed Individuals Through a 
U.S. Health Program 
USHealth combines current Medicare bene

fits (Part A for hospital services and Pa.rt B 
for medical services) into a. new Part A for 
all the non-employed population. USHealth's 
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Pa.rt A would expand Medicare's hospital and 
physician benefits and include many new 
benefits such as preventive care and pre
scription drugs. 

Benefits under Part A would include out
patient rehabilitation facility services and 
home I.V. services; certain acute care serv
ices in the home; alcohol and drug abuse re
habili ta.tion services; durable medical equip
ment; 50 outpatient mental health visits a 
year; and inpatient mental health services 
up to 225 days in any 5 year period. Covered 
preventive services would include prenatal 
care; well-child care and immunizations; 
screening mammography; screening pap 
smears; family planning services and sup
plies; colorectal cancer screening; counseling 
to modify risk factors for heart disease, can
cer, and stroke; and other preventive serv
ices that the U.S. Health Board determines 
are cost effective in the prevention of illness. 

Non-Employed individuals would pay a pre
mium for Part A of USHealth; however, low
income assistance would be available and 
premiums could not exceed 3% of an individ
ual's annual income. Deductibles would be 
limited to one annual deductible of $250 for 
an individual and $500 for a family; a 20% co
insurance would apply to physician care and 
mental health visits. 

Medicare's first day hospital deductible 
and hospital coinsurance would be elimi
nated. There are no deductibles or coinsur
ance for preventive services. The total of 
deductibles a.nd coinsurance could not exceed 
a yearly limit of $1500 for an individual or 
$2000 for a. family. 

Coverage of Employed Individuals Through 
Qualified Employer Health Plans 

Employers would be required to provide 
the same Part A benefit package as in the 
USHeal th Program to their employees and 
dependents, either through purchasing pri
vate health insurance or Part A of USHealth. 
Employers would pay at least 80% of the pre
miums; employees not more than 20%. Pri
vate insurers could not require deductibles 
and coinsurance higher than under 
USHealth. 

Large employers (with more than 100 em
ployees) would have until January 1 of the 
2nd year after enactment to enroll all their 
employees; medium employers (with 25 to 100 
employees) have until the 3rd year; small 
employers (with 1 to 24 employees) until the 
4th year. 

Qualified employer health plans would use 
the same payment rates as USHealth. Pre
existing condition exclusions would be 
phased out and discrimination based on 
health status would be prohibited. Extensive 
consumer protections are provided, including 
disclosure by insurance companies of all in
formation that employers and consumers 
would need in choosing a plan. Managed care 
plans such as HOM's, in which consumers do 
not have to pay deductibles and coinsurance, 
are encouraged. The National Association of 
Insurance Commissioners (NAIC) would de
velop specific standards, in the form of a 
model act and model regulations, to imple
ment the requirements of this title. 
TITLE II-PROVISION OF LONG-TERM HOME AND 

COMMUNITY BASED CARE, NURSING HOME 
CARE, AND OTHER BENEFITS FOR ALL AMERI
CANS THROUGH THE USHEALTH PROGRAM 

USHealth's Part B provides long-term care 
benefits for everyone, including home and 
community-based services a.nd nursing home 
care. Covered home and community-based 
services include: home health aide services; 
homemaker services; heavy chore services; 
adult day care; respite care; hospice care; 
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home mobility aids and minor adaptations to 
the home to promote independence; nursing 
care; medical social work services and men
tal health services; physical, occupational, 
respiratory, or speech therapy or rehabilita
tive services; transportation to and from 
health or social services; nutrition and die
tary counseling. Various grants, centers, and 
demonstration projects are authorized to 
train long-term care personnel, educate con
sumers, and provide planning and technical 
assistance. 

Certain additional benefits such as phys
ical exams, vision and hearing services, and 
dentures are covered under Part B. Early 
Periodic Diagnosis and Treatment Services 
(EPSDT) for children under 21 years of age 
are also provided. 

Part B would be publicly financed so there 
would be no premium requirements. There 
would be no coinsurance for home care or for 
the first 180 days in a nursing home. After 
180 days in a nursing home, beneficiaries 
would pay the cost of room and board, esti
mated to be about 35% of the total cost. The 
coinsurance would not be required of nursing 
home residents unless there is sufficient in
come remaining to support their spouses and 
dependents. 

TITLE III-LOW INCOME ASSISTANCE 

USHealth. provides low-income people 
with assistance in paying the premiums, 
deductibles and coinsurance. Premiums 
under Part A of USHealth. would be limited 
according to one's income. (There are no pre
miums for Part B.) Persons with incomes 
below 1331h% of poverty would not have to 
pay any premiums. Those with incomes 
above 133%% of poverty would pay premiums 
on a sliding scale as follows: someone with 
an income between 133¥.io/o and 166%% of pov
erty would pay no more than 1 % of their in
come on premiums; those between 166%% 
and 200%, no more than 2%; those with in
comes over 200%, no more than 3%. 

Deductibles and coinsurance would not be 
required of those with incomes below 100% of 
poverty; those with incomes between 100% 
and 200% of poverty pay on a sliding scale. 
The sliding scale for deductibles and coinsur
ance would work this way: someone with an 
income at 101 % of poverty and would pay 1 % 
of the deductibles and coinsurance; 150% 
would pay 50%; 175% would pay 75% and so 
on. 

TITLE IV-USHEALTH PROGRAM 
ADMINISTRATION 

USHealth. would be administrated by a 
separate, independent agency, the USHealth. 
Administration, governed by a USHealth. 
Board and an Administrator appointed by 
the Board. The Health Care Financing Ad
ministration (HCF A) would be replaced by 
the USHealth. Administration. The 
USHeal th. Program would be fully oper
ational January 1 of the second year after 
the date of enactment. 

Since the benefit package covered by 
USHealth would include all the benefits that 
States must cover under Medicaid, USHealth 
would replace Medicaid. States would con
tinue to cover, with Federal assistance under 
Title XIX of the Social Security Act, the op
tional Title XIX benefits that are not cov
ered by the USHealth Program. During the 
transitional period before USHealth is imple
mented, Medicaid would be expanded to 
cover pregnant women and infants with in
comes up to 185% of poverty. 

TITLE V-QUALITY ASSURANCE AND COST 
CONTAINMENT 

The Peer Review Organizations (PRO's) are 
required to devote a major effort to quality 
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assurance for all types of health services 
whether payment is made under USHealth or 
through a private payor. Quality Assurance 
Boards are created within each peer review 
organization. A consumers' bill of rights 
would guarantee numerous consumer protec
tions in the health care setting. 

USHealth would use Medicare's Prospec
tive Payment System for hospitals and Re
source Based Relative Value System 
(RBRVS) and volume standards for physician 
services. Qualified employer health plans 
along with USHealth would use Medicare 
rates, including Medicare's maximum allow
able charges. Utilization review, outcomes 
research, screening and care management 
would be used to ensure that services are ap
propriate and medically necessary. 

USHealth builds on Medicare which has a 
proven track record of providing health in
surance with very low overhead costs. Fur
ther administrative savings would be ob
tained by simplifying claims processing and 
requiring uniform forms for both USHealth 
and private health insurance. The USHealth 
Board would establish overall spending tar
gets to hold down increases in heal th care 
expenditures as a percentage of our Gross 
National Product. 

TITLE VI-FINANCING 

Premiums would be based on actuarial 
rates adjusted for family size and geographic 
region. Non-employed beneficiaries with in
comes over 200% of poverty would pay the 
actuarial rate, but their premiums could not 
exceed a cap of 3% of their income. The aged 
and disabled who meet the current eligibility 
requirements of Title xvm for Medicare 
would pay premiums equivalent to the pre
miums they pay now for Medicare Part B. 

Employed beneficiaries with incomes over 
200% of poverty who are covered under the 
USHealth Program would pay 20% of the ac
tuarial rate; employers would pay 80%. As
sistance would be provided to small employ
ers of low-wage workers by limiting the 
amount of the employers' premium pay
ments to 7% of payroll. 

Public financing to provide low income as
sistance to individuals and families, sub
sidize the rates for small employers, and pay 
for Part B coverage under USHealth would 
be provided largely by removing the cap on 
income subject to the health insurance and 
Social Security Taxes, currently $125,000 and 
$53,400 respectively. (95% of Americans al
ready pay these taxes on the entirety of 
their income.) The health insurance tax 
would be raised from 1.45% to 1.8%. States 
would contribute to the USHealth Trust 
Fund the amounts they are currently spend
ing on Medicaid benefits that will be pro-
vided by USHealth. · 

TITLE VIl-RURAL AND CENTRAL CITY DEM
ONSTRATION PROJECTS, AND EXPANSION OF 
PRIMARY CARE AND PUBLIC HEALTH DELIVERY 
CAPACITY 

USHealth would initiate research and dem
onstration projects into how Title xvm of 
the Social Security Act could be changed to 
provide better care for beneficiaries residing 
in rural areas and in central city areas of 
large cities. Authorizations for primary care 
and public health programs are extended 
through the year 2000. Planning and develop
men t grants are allocated for primary care 
centers and public health clinics. 
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THE 80TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
REPUBLIC OF CHINA ON TAIWAN 

HON. JOHNS. TANNER 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, this week, on 

October 10, the Republic of China on Taiwan 
will celebrate its 80th anniversary. While geo
graphically small, the industriousness of its 
people has propelled Taiwan to its current po
sition as our 6th largest trading partner and 
the possessor of the world's 13th largest 
economy. 

Its economic success is matched by its re
newed emphasis on human rights for the peo
ple of Taiwan. Its distinguished President, Lee 
T eng-hui, recognized the importance of human 
rights when he said, "A new world order can 
only be forged if built upon a respect for 
human rights." To further emphasize that 
statement, President Lee went on to say that 
the "world's political, economic, and cultural 
affairs should be based upon respect for 
human rights." 

It is encouraging to note that other govern
ments of the world recognize the simple prin
ciple that democracy is unattainable without 
the full recognition of individual human rights. 
Hopefully, the Republic of China will stand 
steadfast in its respect of human rights and its 
commitment to freedom and liberty for all its 
people. 

A TRIBUTE TO FATHER PAUL 
CULL 

HON. JOHN EDWARD PORTER 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 
Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to 

pay tribute to Father Paul Cull, the pastor of 
Saint Dismas Church in Waukegan, IL, where 
he has served since 1970. Next February, Fa
ther Cull will retire from the ministry after 46 
years of dedicated service to his parish and 
the community. 

Father Cull entered the ministry in 1945, be
ginning his distinguished career at St. Gene
vieve Church in Chicago. In 1950, he was 
called to Holy Family Parish in North Chicago, 
IL. During his time in North Chicago, Father 
Cull was a member of the citizens advisory 
committee to form the local high school, was 
the police department chaplain, played his 
trumpet as part of a group at the Department 
of Veterans Affairs Hospital, and helped orga
nize and acted as chaplain of the Lake County 
Sierra Club. 

After 5 years in North Chicago, Father cull 
was called to Immaculate Conception Church 
in neighboring Waukegan. In addition to his 
pastoral duties, Father Cull became the bu
gling instructor at the American Legion Hall 
and served on the boards of educational and 
civic organizations. During that time, he joined 
the Elks and Moose Lodges and was 
cocoordinator for the Archbishop of Canter
bury's Ecumenical Celebration in Chicago. 

In 1955, he was appointed to the Waukegan 
Human Relations Committee and worked with 
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the churches and local organizations to form 
the local Head Start Program, which at that 
time was only the second such program in the 
United States. In addition to his work with pro
grams sponsored by the city of Waukegan, 
Father Cull worked with the United Way Fund, 
the Boy and Girl Scouts, and numerous other 
social service organizations. 

During serious civil rights strife in 1968, Fa
ther Cull was called to St. Attacta Church in 
Cicero, IL, because of his involvement with the 
NAACP and the Conference on Religion and 
Race. His sensitivity and understanding 
helped ease tensions during that difficult time. 
In 1970, Father Cull returned to Waukegan 
and began serving his current parish, St. 
Dismas, which had been recently established. 

Over his 21 years at St. Dismas, Father Cull 
displayed outstanding civil leadership and 
community involvement. His church hall was 
often the site of rallies and meetings of politi
cal parties and community organizations alike. 
He was one of the first Catholic priests to 
serve as the president of a Rotary club. In his 
efforts to combat crime and help rehabilitate 
offenders, he has assisted the Deferred Pros
ecution Program and is currently a director of 
the Waukegan area Crimestoppers Program. 

During the past several years, Father Cull 
has been assisting Vietnamese families com
ing into the Lake County area as they cope 
with the difficult challenges of a new and unfa
miliar country. He has helped these families 
by taking them to see their physician, helping 
them find jobs, assisting them in securing edu
cational services, and has even provided lodg
ing and shelter for them. 

In summary, Mr. Speaker, Father Paul Cull 
has dedicated his life to the residents of Lake 
County and the Waukegan, North Chicago 
area. I know that he will be sorely missed and 
the next pastor of St. Dismas will have big 
shoes to fill. I am sure that I speak for all the 
residents of Lake County in saluting Father 
Cull and in thanking him for all of his invalu
able contributions to our area. 
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I am proud to join with the residents of Lake 
County in wishing Father Cull great happiness 
and success in his future endeavors. His 
achievements and accomplishments will not 
be forgotten, and will continue to remind us of 
how blessed we are to have an individual of 
such ability and compassion in our midst. 

A TRIBUTE TO DALE STORMER 

HON. MARCY KAPTIJR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 8, 1991 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, September 30, 
1991, was proclaimed "Dale Stormer Day" in 
Lucas County, OH in honor of Mr. Stormer's 
retirement from one major responsibility in our 
labor community to which he has devoted his 
life for the past 38 years. Mr. Stormer officially 
retired as CEO of the Hotel Employees and 
Restaurant Employees [HERE] International 
Union's welfare and pension fund and prin
ciple officer of the Toledo (Ohio) Area AFL
CIO Council. I would like to take this oppor
tunity to pay tribute to him for his meritorious 
service and devotion to labor on the local, na
tional, and international levels. No one could 
have been a more accomplished scholar of 
benefit plans and collective bargaining. And no 
one could have surpassed his relentless and 
dogged determination to the causes in which 
he believes. 

In 1953, Mr. Stormer was elected to the bar
gaining committee of the Retail Clerks Local 
Union in Detroit, Ml, beginning a distinguished 
career in collective bargaining and union man
agement. Assignment to Michigan Food Local 
876; Teamsters Union Local 298 in Michigan 
City, IN; local 688 in Bay City, Saginaw, and 
Flint, Ml; and Toledo, OH local 866 followed. 
In 1972, Mr. Stormer resigned as principle offi
cer of the Toledo Area AFL-CIO Council, a 
post which he held since 1966, to accept a 
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full-time position with the HERE International 
Union. Upon returning to Toledo in 1974 from 
an assignment with the Erie, PA local, Mr. 
Stormer was reelected to his post without the 
Toledo Area AFL-CIO, which he has held 
since in conjunction with his HERE post. With
out question, he has been an outstanding and 
honest community leader. His career has 
taken him to the far reaches of our Nation and 
globe where he has been known to do fierce 
battle with avid Communist sympathizers, un
savory elements, and rightwing and leftwing 
dogmatics. This is not a faint-hearted man. 

Mr. Speaker, Dale Stormer has . dedicated 
38 years of his life to improving the working 
conditions and lives of workers in numerous 
communities across the Midwest, including 28 
years in Ohio's Ninth District. His negotiations 
of collective bargaining agreements, and reor
ganization and establishment of Taft-Hartley 
funds, have benefited thousands of workers 
and set a pace for the Nation. 

In addition to his union work, Mr. Stormer 
has dedicated his time and talents to several 
community organizations, including 25 years 
each on the board of the United Way and the 
Labor-Management-Citizens Committee; 15 
years on the Lucas County Improvement As
sociation; 1 O years on the board of community 
relations; 5 years each at Channel 30 Public 
Broadcasting Service and on the Governor's 
Committee on Travel and Tourism. Mr. Storm
er was also appointed by the Governor to the 
board of the Medical College of Ohio, on 
which he has served for 3 years. 

Finally, and most importantly, this is a man 
who loves his family-his wife, his children, 
and all they have built together. 

I would like to thank Dale Stormer on behalf 
of all our citizens who have benefited from his 
various contributions over the past 38 years. 
His commitment has been true and lasting. 
Congratulations Dale on your many fine ac
complishments, and best wishes and God
speed in your new future from the Congress of 
the United States. 
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