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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, November 19, 1991

The House met at 1 p.m.

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

We rejoice, O God, that some hos-
tages have been released and we join
with them and their families that the
days of darkness and solitude and
chains are past and a new day has
begun. As these men have received de-
liverance from captivity, may each
person from every background or na-
tion, reaffirm the gifts of liberty and
freedom and celebrate these gifts each
day. As we give thanks for these free-
doms, we remember those hostages who
have not yet experienced release, and
we earnestly pray that unification with
those they love will be soon. May Your
blessings, gracious God, that are new
each day, be with the hostages and
with us all. 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 Georgia [Mr. JONES] please come
forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. JONES of Georgia led the Pledge
of Allegiance as follows:

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

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

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

H.J. Res. 130. Joint resolution designating
January 1, 1992, as “National Ellis Island
Day"; and

H.J. Res. 327. Joint resolution designating
1992 as the ‘““Year of the Gulf of Mexico™.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with amendments in
which the concurrences of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R. 2967. An act to amend the Older Amer-
icans Act of 1965 to authorize appropriations
for fiscal years 1992 through 1995; to author-
ize a 1993 National Conference on Aging; to
amend the Native Americans Programs Act

of 1974 to authorize appropriations for fiscal
years 1992 through 1995; and for other pur-
poses.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 2967) “‘An act to amend
the Older Americans Act of 1965 to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal years
1992 through 1995; to authorize a 1993
National Conference on Aging; to
amend the Native Americans Programs
Act of 1974 to authorize appropriations
for fiscal years 1992 through 1995; and
for other purposes’ requests a con-
ference with the House on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon,
and appoints from the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources: Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. ADAMS,
Mr. HATCH, and Mr. COCHRAN; from the
Committee on Finance (solely for the
Social Security Retirement Earnings
provisions): Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. Moy-
NIHAN, and Mr. PACKWOOD; to be the
conferees on the part of the Senate to
the above-entitled bill.

PRIVATE CALENDAR
The SPEAKER. This is the day for
the call of the Private Calendar. The
Clerk will call the first individual bill
on the Private Calendar.

PILAR MEJIA WEISS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 458)
for the relief of Pilar Mejia Weiss.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 458

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. CLASSIFICATION OF PILAR MEJIA
WEISS AS AN ADOPTED CHILD.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b),
Pilar Mejia Welss shall be classified as a
child under section 101(b)(1)(E) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act upon the ap-
proval of a petition filed under section 204 of
such Act by Charles Weiss and Teena Weiss,
citizens of the United States. Thereafter,
Pilar Mejia Weiss will be eligible for process-
ing under section 245 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act.

(b) DEADLINE FOR APPLICATION,—8ub-
section (a) shall only apply if the petition re-
ferred to in such subsection is filed within 2
years after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(c) DENIAL OF PREFERENTIAL IMMIGRATION
TREATMENT FOR CERTAIN RELATIVES.—The
natural parents, brothers, and sisters of
Pilar Mejia Weiss shall not, by virtue of such
relationship, be accorded any right, privi-
lege, or status under the Immigration and
Nationality Act.

With the
amendment:

following committee

On page 1, line 7, strike “101(b)(1}(F)" and
insert “101(b)(1)(E)".

The committee amendment was
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

ABBY COOKE

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 635)
for the relief of Abby Cooke.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 635

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. IMMEDIATE RELATIVE STATUS FOR
ABBY COOEE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b),
for the purposes of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, Abby Cooke, the widow of a
citizen of the United States, shall be consid-
ered to be an immediate relative within the
meaning of section 210(b) of such Act, and
the provisions of section 204 of such Act shall
not be applicable in this case.

(b) DEADLINE FOR APPLICATION.—Sub-
section (a) shall apply only if Abby Cooke
applies to the Attorney General for relief
pursuant to such subsection within 2 years
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

MICHAEL WU

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1917)
for the relief of Michael Wu.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 1917

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. NATURALIZATION OF MICHAEL WU.

(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section
322(a) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, Michael Wu shall be considered to be a
child under 18 years of age.

(b) DEADLINE FOR APPLICATION.—Sub-
section (a) shall apply only if a petition
under section 322(a) of such Act is filed by
Chi Shiang Wu or Caroline Wu, citizens of
the United States, within 2 years after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

MARIA ERICA BARTSKI

The Clerk called the Senate bill (8.
159) for the relief of Maria Erica
Bartski.

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., [0 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
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There being no objection, the Clerk

read the Senate bill, as follows:
8. 159

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That Maria Erica Bartski
shall be issued a visa and admitted to the
United States for permanent residence upon
filing an application for a visa and payment
of the required visa fees. Upon the granting
of permanent residence to such alien as pro-
vided for in this Act, the Secretary of State
shall instruct the proper officer to reduce by
the proper number, during the current fiscal
year or the fiscal year next following, the
total number of immigrant visas and condi-
tional entries that are made available to na-
tives of the country of the alien’s birth
under section 203(a) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (8 U.8.C. 1153(a)) or, if appli-
cable, the total number of immigrant visas
that are made available to natives of the
country of the alien’s birth under section
202(e) of such Act (8 U.8.C. 1152(e)).

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BOUCHER

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BOUCHER: At
the end of the bill, add the following: ‘“No
natural parent, brother, or sister, if any, of
Maria Erica Bartski shall, by virtue of such
relationship, be accorded any right, privi-
lege, or status under the Immigration and
Nationality Act.”.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wis-
consin?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BOUCHER].

The amendment was agreed to.

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

The SPEAKER. This concludes the
call of the Private Calendar.

————

THE SOUND OF FREE SPEECH
UNDER GEORGE BUSH

(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 (pe-
riod of silence) that’s the sound of free
speech under George Bush. Please vote
against the President’s gag rule. Vote
for the Labor-HHS Appropriations Act.

EDUCATION REFORM: THE
CONGRESS IS FLUNKING OUT

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

Mr. SUNDQUIST. Mr. Speaker, we
have many matters to complete before
we conclude this first session of the
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102d Congress. However, it does not
look like we will get to the President’s
education plan.

We hear Democrats constantly com-
plain about the President’s inattention
to the domestic agenda. We hear how
the President doesn’t care about the
children of this country, or about our
Nation's future.

But, Mr. Speaker, the public should
know one thing. The Democrat leader-
ship decides which matters will come
to the House floor.

Instead of having the President’s
America 2000 plan on the agenda, the
majority has decided to waste time and
money on an investigation of the so-
called October surprise.

When the President said he wanted
our students to have a better under-
standing of history, he did not mean
for the Congress to launch a partisan
inguiry into wild allegations about the
recent past.

The Democrats rhetoric says they
care about our Nation's children, but
their actions show they care more
about the October surprise.

When it comes to education, the
American people must learn one thing:
The Democrat-controlled Congress is
flunking out.

PRESIDENTIAL PICTURE ON
EDUCATION BECOMES CLEARER

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

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
President Bush is warming up the well-
worn veto pen to sign the 24th veto
message of the Presidency.

Last September, he used $26,750 of
the taxpayers’ education funds to pro-
mote himself as the education Presi-
dent by turning a classroom into a tel-
evision studio and turning students
into props.

But today, he is about to veto the
education budget that would turn his
expressions of concern into action—
real results. What we have is a gap be-
tween photo-opportunities and reality.

In photo-opportunities, the President
says he supports college student aid,
chapter one programs, and Head Start.

In reality he vetoes legislation that
would expand opportunity for college
students, for the educationally dis-
advantaged, and for children qualified
for Head Start.

The bill that the kinder, gentler
President is preparing to veto will also
provide funds for the Social Security
Administration; it will fund vaccines
for measles, mumps, and rubella; it will
fund programs to help stop the spread
of AIDS; and it will allow family plan-
ning clinics to provide honest, sound,
medical advice to their clients.

If George Bush has a domestic agen-
da, this is it: Posing for domestic pol-
icy photographs while vetoing the do-
mestic agenda our country needs.
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Mr. President, we get the picture.

ONLY THE EDUCATED ARE FREE

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

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, an ancient
philosopher once said “only the edu-
cated are free.”

America prides itself as the land of
the free. Yet, our education system has
failed to provide many of the tools nec-
essary to succeed in a rapidly changing
world.

In May of this year, President Bush
proposed an ambitious program to
overhaul our education system. This
proposal looked forward instead of
backward, challenged old assumptions,
and offered new alternatives to educat-
ing our young and old alike.

Unfortunately, the Congress has yet
to act on the most important aspects
of the President’s plan.

The new American schools and merit
schools programs have yet to be ad-
dressed. School choice has yet to be
fully debated on the House floor.

If Republicans were in control of this
Congress, we would make education a
top priority. Instead of delaying open
debate on these issues, we would bring
them to the floor.

Adequately educating all of our peo-
ple means preserving our Nation’s free-
dom for generations to come. Failing
in that endeavor, we risk undermining
a vital component of our form of gov-
ernment.

Unfortunately, it looks like the Dem-
ocrat leadership will not address this
important issue this session, and our
people and our democracy will suffer as
a result.

0 1310
GOVERNMENT BY VETO

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

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, my son,
Will, has a way of getting to the heart
of things. Will is 12. The other day,
when I could not be home in time to
take him to Scouts because we were in
session and I would miss a vote, he
asked: “What difference does it make?
Bush will just veto it anyway—he’s the
only one who makes the laws any-
more."”

To paraphrase the President, all
kinds of crazy things can happen with
this crowd that controls the White
House. And, today, another of those
crazy things happened. The veto Presi-
dent struck again.

When you do not know where you
want to take this country, when you do
not have a program for health or eco-
nomic growth, then at least keep the
other guys from doing anything.
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The origin of the word ‘“veto’ is in-
teresting. Of course, it is Latin for “I
forbid.” The language of the Caesars
and the Emperors of Rome. I suspect
the regal aspect of the veto makes it
especially appealing to the President.
It is quick and antiseptic—it does not
require you to get involved. Just say
“ﬂo."

So, now he has said “‘no’ to funding
for schools and student loans. He has
said *“no" to job training and worker
safety—forget the recession or the
tragic fire at the Imperial Food chick-
en plant. Winter is coming, but it is a
“no’ for heating assistance to the
poor. And while everybody else worries
about paying for health insurance, he
says ‘“‘no” to immunizing our children.

Must be some pretty powerful rea-
sons. What? He’s determined to keep
doctors and nurses from talking to
pregnant women—even victims of rape
or incest or some other God-awful trag-
edy—talking to them about the legal
choice of an abortion.

Now there's a guy who's really got
his priorities straight.

UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA'S SEC
CHAMPIONSHIP ADDS TO
STATE'S RICH FOOTBALL TRADI-
TION

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

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, since
Steve Spurrier came to the University
of Florida 2%z years ago he has brought
a lot of excitement to Gainesville, FL,
located in my district. But the excite-
ment his Florida Gator football team
delivered last Saturday was unprece-
dented in the State of Florida’s glori-
ous football history.

With a victory over Kentucky,
Spurrier’s Gators won the school’s first
outright Southeast Conference cham-
pionship with an undefeated conference
record. With great football programs
like Alabama, Auburn, Georgia, and
Tennessee in the Southeast Conference
an undefeated conference record is a
tremendous achievement.

f course tremendous achievement
on the gridiron has almost become
commonplace in the State of Florida.
One look at the Associated Press top 25
shows three Florida teams, Miami,
Florida State, and Florida, in the top
five. No other State in America comes
close to the State of Florida's college
football achievement this year.

Mr. Speaker, I salute Coach Steve
Spurrier for bringing the Southeast
Conference championship to Gaines-
ville. The achievement puts another
feather in the cap of America’s great-
est college football State.

PILAR MEJIA WEISS

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

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I would like to express my sincere
thanks to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. MazzoLi] for his compas-
sion and cooperation in bringing to the
floor this morning H.R. 458, a private
bill on behalf of Pilar Mejia Weiss. This
legislation, once it becomes law, will
bring great joy to a wonderful family
in Miami Beach.

The Weiss family adopted Pilar and
her younger brother 4 years ago, but
because Pilar was over the age of 16 at
the time she was not eligible for per-
manent resident status. Knowing the
Weisses, there is no doubt in my mind
that they have a loving and close-knit
family. Pilar was born in Colombia and
came to know the Weiss family when
she and her brother stayed with them
during a visit to her grandmother, who
was employed by the Weisses. This
visit blossomed into a warm and loving
family relationship that was eventu-
ally formalized by adoption proceed-
ings.

Pilar Weiss is exactly the kind of cit-
izen we want in this Nation. She ar-
rived knowing little English, and yet
she learned quickly and excelled in
school. She was accepted by Wellesley
College and graduated from there with
honors in 1990. Presently she is in med-
ical school at the University of Penn-
sylvania. I am certain that she will
make great contributions to our Na-
tion, and by putting her on the road to
citizenship we will enable her to stay
here, near her wonderful adopted fam-
ily and ready to serve others as a phy-
sician.

Mr. Speaker, I would again like to
thank the chairman of the subcommit-
tee for all his help.

PRESIDENT BUSH SPEAKS OUT ON
BEHALF OF SBA

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

Mr. IRELAND. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to commend President Bush and
SBA Administrator Pat Saiki on their
recent public service announcements.
These announcements, highlighting the
importance of small businesses and
available SBA services, have been sent
to television and radio stations nation-
wide.

The spots highlight SBA’s Inter-
national Trade Program by focusing on
a couple in Seattle who owns a sonar
manufacturing firm and exports their
equipment to 15 countries. They re-
ceived an SBA-guaranteed loan and
credit SBA with helping them achieve
success.

Here is what the President says
about small business:

Small businesses helped build our nation.
Today more than 20 million small businesses
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employ half of America's workforce. Small
business: building America’s future.

The President and Ms. Saiki are
doing their part to help keep American
small businesses competitive at home
and abroad.

I remind my colleagues that we can
do our part by remembering that it is
easy to say you are all for small busi-
ness, but it is how you vote that really
counts.

PRESIDENT'S EXPECTED VETO OF
THE LABOR-HHS BILL

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

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, because
the President does not want women to
be informed of their choices when mak-
ing the intensely personal decision of
whether or not to terminate a preg-
nancy, he will veto a bill that would
provide: $3 billion for job training, $280
million for the Ryan White AIDS Pro-
gram, $1.5 billion in low-income energy
assistance, $39 billion for Medicare and
Medicaid, $15 billion in family support,
$744 million in child care grants, more
than $100 million for research on wom-
en's health issues, nearly $2 billion for
Head Start, and $804 million in pro-
grams for seniors.

And, Mr. Speaker, that is not the
half of it. This President, who calls
himself the education President, is
vetoing his own education initiative
and 27 billion dollars’ worth of addi-
tional education programs.

He is ignoring the most basic needs
of our children, families, sick, and el-
derly in order to keep women in the
dark. It is time to end government by
veto. Let Congress lead. The President
won't. Vote to override.

AMERICA 2000

(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, if Republicans were in charge
of the House today, we would have al-
ready passed President Bush’s edu-
cation initiative, America 2000.

America 2000 is a bold strategy for
education reform that focuses on ener-
gizing local communities and urging
greater local participation in edu-
cation. America 2000 will help all of
America’s communities refocus their
attention on our most important re-
source, our children.

By graduation, a student will have
spent only 9 percent of their time in
the classroom, and 91 percent of their
time as members of their community.
Too often this time is wasted. The
President’s education proposal tries to
refocus the time spent in the commu-
nity as beneficial and educational.
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Mr. Speaker, my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle try to blame
President Bush for the weaknesses in
our education system. But it is the
Democratic leadership that refuses to
bring initiatives like America 2000 to
the floor for a vote. The American peo-
ple want us to improve the education
in our country, why will the Democrats
not allow us to vote on America 2000?

It is time for the Democratic leader-
ship to get serious about education.
Let us act on the President’s plan,
America 2000. Our children need our
help.

DOES THE PRESIDENT CARE
ABOUT AMERICA?

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

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, once again,
President Bush has shown his lack of
concern for the working families of
America.

By vetoing the Labor-HHS appropria-
tions bill, our President is telling the
American people that partisan politics
are more important than the well-
being of our families.

With one stroke of his pen, our Presi-
dent is willing to jeopardize student
aid, vocational and adult education,
Head Start and infant mortality pro-
grams, community health centers, and
even unemployment and job training
programs—all to protect the gag rule
and score points with rightwing
ideologies.

But he's not scoring points with most
Americans. By a margin of 2 to 1,
Americans oppose the gag rule. They
believe low-income women deserve the
same access to the same quality of care
as women who can afford private fam-
ily clinies.

The American Medical Association
says that it's an intrusion into the
physician-patient relationship. Our
colleagues JIM MCDERMOTT and J. ROy
RowLAND, the only two physicians
serving in the House, say ‘‘when we are
forbidden from talking honestly with
our patients, they are not getting the
best care.”’

Even some pro-life advocates say this
is about freedom of speech, not abor-
tion rights. The administration’s regu-
lations would stifle free speech, bla-
tantly intrude into the doctor-patient
relationship, and deny women complete
access to information on reproductive
matters.

Our President is ignoring the will—
and the problems—of the American
people to pay a political debt. I urge
my colleagues to override this veto and
let the American people know that
Congress, at least, is listening.
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WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR OUR
DOMESTIC AGENDA?

(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 public hears so much criticism of
the President coming from this side of
the aisle, sometimes one wonders who
is in charge. Let us take a look at who
is in charge.

The President is in charge of foreign
policy. That is what the Constitution
grants the President of the United
States. By and large, he has a large
area of authority in foreign affairs, and
he has received accolades from every-
one for his successes in foreign affairs.

Yes, we have had some miserable per-
formances when it comes to the domes-
tic economy, and the issues that affect
our economy and jobs, et cetera.

The President does not have control
of those policies. Instead, he has to
rely on Congress being responsible. So
when we hear criticism of the Presi-
dent about the recession that we are
in, let us remember who taxed, regu-
lated, mandated, and spent us into that
recession. Those people who are worry-
ing about their jobs should look and
find out who is responsible for putting
them out of work.

SUPPORT THE LABOR-HHS BILL

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

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I am
deeply disappointed the President has
vetoed the Labor-HHS appropriations
bill.

This bill contains critical funds for
preventive health care, research, treat-
ment, and education.

One message of the recent elections
is that the American people want bet-
ter health care.

But the President has decided to ig-
nore that message and veto the first
major health bill that comes before
him.

The President vetoed this bill be-
cause of the so-called gag rule.

The gag rule is bad policy and bad
medicine.

1t is bad for women, who deserve bet-
ter from their President than his re-
lentless attacks on their integrity and
judgment when it comes to decisions
about their reproduction.

It is bad for health care profes-
sionals, who are trained to provide
health care, not to promote political
ideology.

And it is bad for everyone when we
limit informed consent and invite mal-
practice.

This is not the time to sacrifice ethi-
cal medical care for political purposes.
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I urge my colleagues to override the
President’s veto and vote for honest
health care for all Americans.

PRESIDENT BUSH'S EDUCATION
PROGRAM—DEMOCRATS WILL
NOT BRING IT TO THE FLOOR

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
STEARNS].

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, if Re-
publicans were in charge of the House,
we would have already addressed legis-
lation to improve the quality of edu-
cation in our country.

President Bush announced the Amer-
ica 2000 Program earlier this year.
America 2000 is an innovative proposal
designed to make our education system
the best in the world. But the Demo-
crat leadership has refused to bring
this legislation to the floor for a vote.
Instead, the Democrats spend their
time and energy blaming President
Bush for the problems our children are
experiencing today.

America 2000 challenges everyone in
our country to become involved in edu-
cation. From the Federal Government
to the local communities, all individ-
uals will help our children become bet-
ter educated so that they may lead pro-
ductive lives.

Mr. Speaker, why can the Democrats
not rise to this challenge? What are the
Democrats afraid of? The American
people want us in Congress to address
this issue. Why does the Democrat
leadership continue to put it off?

Our children can't begin to improve
their lives through a better education
system until we in Congress pass legis-
lation to help them do so. Let us pass
President Bush’s America 2000 Pro-
gram. Let us show our constituents
that we care.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I say to
the gentleman from Florida, ‘“Well
said.” Let us get behind our President.

OVERRIDE THE VETO ON LABOR-
HHS BILL

(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,
we have only got one first amendment,
only one Bill of Rights, only one con-
stitutional guarantee of freedom of
speech. The President's promised veto
today of the Labor, Education and HHS
appropriations bill because of his in-
sistence on the gag rule is an out-
rageous attempt to limit the right of
patients to knowledge of their medical
options. It is a clear attack on the free-
dom of discourse and opinion. It is an
affront to the first amendment freedom
of speech and it must be met with an
unequivocal bipartisan veto override.
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Mr, Speaker, this should not be made
into a battle between pro-choice and
right-to-life arguments. This is clearly
a battle between free thought and gov-
ernment oppression. The American
people overwhelmingly oppose this gag
rule. When the people lead, Mr. Speak-
er, the leaders should follow.

DEMOCRATS BLOCK THE
PRESIDENT'S DOMESTIC AGENDA

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

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am
always intrigued listening to some of
these 1-minute speeches that come here
to the well. I have to say to my good
friend from Georgia [Mr. JONES] and
others if they are truly so committed
to what they are saying, why does their
leadership not bring up the title X re-
authorization? The fact is if they suc-
ceed in overriding the President’s veto
this afternoon, all they are doing is
creating a l-year delay. But should we
be surprised that they are not going to
bring up title X reauthorization? It is
because they do not want parental con-
sent and a number of other amend-
ments to be offered. It is typical of the
Democratic agenda in this Congress,
which is do not let the Republicans
have a chance. Do not let the American
people have a chance to enact the
President’s domestic agenda.

If we talk about the economy, way
back in 1989 the President first came
and twice since then has come to this
Congress and asked us to pass an eco-
nomic growth package. The President
asked us in that famous speech in
March can we pass a crime bill and a
highway bill in 100 days, and we have
not done it; can we pass an energy bill,
can we pass education reform. No, we
have done none of the above, but it is
time we do.

TWO REPUBLICAN SENATORS
HOLD UP CRIME BILL

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

marks.)

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, the pre-
vious speaker brought up the crime bill
and I am glad he did, because the Presi-
dent challenged us to pass a crime bill
and we have passed a crime bill and
sent it to the other House. The other
House has passed their bill, and what
has happened, two Republican Members
of the other House have put a hold on
the crime bill. If the President truly
wants a crime bill then he should
shake those two Republican Senators
and get that bill out of there, get con-
ferees appointed and we will get a
crime bill, Mr. President, because if
you do not get those conferees ap-
pointed we will not have a crime bill
this year.
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It is not the Democrats’ fault, it is
not the fault of the Republicans in the
House. It is two Republican Members of
that other House who have put a hold
on that bill, will not let it out, will not
let conferees be appointed, and the
American people are suffering because
of it.

Mr. President, call on those two Sen-
ators today and get them to release
that bill.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MFUME). The Chair will advise Mem-
bers that all remarks should be di-
rected to the Chair.

WE SHOULD SAVE AMERICA’S
MILITARY ACADEMIES

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
last night this House passed the De-
fense authorization bill. The bill marks
the beginning of the end of one of
America’s finest traditions—our serv-
ice academies,

Beginning in 1997, academy graduates
will no longer receive a regular com-
mission as an officer in our Armed
Forces. Instead, they will be placed in
a reserve pool with ROTC graduates
from 4-year universities.

Academy cadets have already passed
a rigorous selection process before ap-
pointment. They don’t deserve another
competition after graduation.

America’s service academies train
our best and brightest young men and
women to be tomorrow’s military lead-
ers. Parents and prospective appointees
are already asking—if academy grad-
uates are not allowed to become regu-
lar officers—what is the point of an
academy appointment?

Mr. Speaker, the President should
veto this bill and the Congress should
save these important American mili-
tary institutions.

THE PRESIDENT SHOULD GET OFF
THE BACKS OF THE AMERICAN
PEOPLE

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

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I am
surprised that the President tried to
run away from David Duke. After all,
much of the rhetoric used by the Duke
campaign came right from the White
House. And when we talk about the
message they tried to send, it was a
message to divide Americans, to make
Americans fearful about race and reli-
gion.
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Today we have another battle on the
same kind of lines. The President
talked about getting government off
our backs, but what we find is the gov-
ernment that this President wants goes
into our doctors’ offices and prevents
our doctors from giving our people the
kind of qualified medical advice that
every citizen ought to expect to get in
this society.

The buzz words of the Duke campaign
ought to end. They ought to end on ra-
cial bases, on religious bases, and on is-
sues like abortion. There are legiti-
mate differences in the abortion de-
bate, but one of them ought not be that
doctors not be allowed to give their pa-
tients medical advice.

Mr. Speaker, ask the President to get
government off our backs.

0O 1330
CLAMP DOWN ON ILLEGAL TRADE

(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,
America’s trade deficit for September
is close to $7 billion. It is no wonder
America is bankrupt. While the Presi-
dent concerns himself with school
prayer and abortion, American jobs
keep going overseas and Wall Street
keeps going up and down like a yo-yo.
This is ridiculous.

Mr. Speaker, let me remind Members
that illegal trade is a crime. About the
only thing we are allowing the Presi-
dent to do is suggest that people go out
and buy a house or buy a car who do
not have a job.

What is next? Is he going to rec-
ommend that everybody play Ed
McMahon'’s Publishers Clearing House
jackpot program?

I think it is time to clamp down on
illegal trade. We might solve some of
our economic problems.

CREDIT CARD DISTRIBUTION

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

Mr, NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, in the past week the Hill has
been buzzing about credit card rates.
This buzz began with the President ex-
pressing his concern about increasing
credit card rates. The other body soon
followed with an amendment that caps
credit card rates. Then Wall Street
started buzzing and the result was the
Dow falling 120 points.

It is my belief that the No. 1 concern
should be credit card distribution. The
credit card industry freely gives out
credit cards and this leads to an in-
crease in defaults. Ultimately, it is de-
fault that leads to a higher rate.

In order to make up for losses, banks
are targeting a new group for credit
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cards—college students. College stu-
dents are a growing new market with
3.68 million spenders. Students can
often obtain credit cards without the
usual requirements such as credit his-
tories and parental consent.

Student credit cards are creating a
new generation of debt addicts. For
these reasons, I am introducing legisla-
tion that will address this issue. The
legislation is targeted at full-time stu-
dents who have minimal income and
are dependents.

The legislation would allow for the
student to have a credit card but with
restrictions on the limit. The student
would be able to have a higher limit
with parental consent and the parent
would be liable if the student fails to
pay.

I am not trying to prevent students
from obtaining credit cards. The pur-
pose of this legislation is to protect
students and to prevent them from fac-
ing unsurmountable expenses.

————

THE PRESIDENT MUST CAPTAIN
OUR NATION TO ECONOMIC RE-
COVERY

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

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, the
President must propose an economic
recovery program now, not later.

Members of Congress can be viewed
as b3 sailors, each charting a separate
course to pilot our economy over trou-
bled seas.

But, no ship can have 535 captains.
We must have Presidential leadership
to get the economy moving again.

I personally favor a broad recovery
package—one combining tax relief for
middle-income Americans, restoring
deductions for IRA's with incentives
for business—lowering the capital
gains tax rate, adopting new passive
loss rules and offering an investment
tax credit. But I am just a lone sailor.

Oliver Wendell Holmes said:

I find the great thing in this world is not
s0 much where we stand, as in what direc-
tion we are moving:

To reach the port of heaven, we must sail
* * * sometimes with the wind and some-
times against it * * * but, we must sail, and
not drift, nor lie at anchor!

The President must come forward to
captain our recovery. We need “‘the vi-
sion thing.” We need a great ‘‘point of
light” to illuminate our way to eco-
nomic recovery.

IN SUPPORT OF CROATIAN
INDEPENDENCE

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

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in ardent support of Croatian

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

independence and to call upon Presi-
dent Bush to exercise all of this great
Nation’s influence in the United Na-
tions in an effort to bring peace to that
worn-torn region of eastern Europe.

Yesterday, after 3 months of coura-
geous fighting, the Croatian resistance
in Vukovar fell to the relentless bom-
bardment of the Serbian-controlled,
Yugoslavian Federal forces. I join Cro-
atian families here in America in their
grief of the atrocities committed
against innocent civilians and in their
pride for the heroic efforts of the Cro-
atian defense forces. In the face of this
vicious onslaught against the Croatian
people, the United States must aggres-
sively pursue all means to protect Cro-
atian families fleeing the systematic
destruction of their homeland.

Croatia is a longtime friend of the
United States. Croatia recognized our
fledgling Nation in 1776 during our
struggle for independence, and now we
should assist them in their time of
need. Mr. Speaker, United States rec-
ognition of Croatian independence is
important, but the United States has
the power to effect change in the re-
gion. We were once a friend in need. It
is time for us to be a friend in deed.

THE G-7T NATIONS SHOULD NOT IN-
VOLVE THEMSELVES IN REWRIT-
ING SOVIET DEFICIT

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

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, first of
all, I would like to associate myself
with the remarks of the distinguished
gentleman from Louisiana whole-
heartedly and call upon the President
to do what needs to be done on behalf
of freedom-loving people everywhere
and support the independence of Cro-
atia against the attack of the Com-
munist military under its Serbian lead-
ership.

Mr. Speaker, I rise particularly today
because the newspapers are full of the
suggestion that the G-7 nations should
involve themselves in rewriting the $80
billion deficit the Soviet Union has.

Now, very quickly, I ask this: Who is
this $80 billion owed to? Over a third of
it is owed to German banks, a signifi-
cant number to British banks, Belgian
banks, and others.

The United States is now being en-
couraged through the State Depart-
ment for the American taxpayer to join
in underwriting the obligation of the
Soviet Government to German and
Japanese banks.

Mr. Speaker, I ask, why? They have
the wherewithal. In Japan the first
$50,000 of savings is tax free. They are
going to underwrite most of those
loans. They will pick them up. They
will get the interest. The United States
taxpayer does not need to step in be-
tween the German bankers and the So-

November 19, 1991

viet Government. They should deal
with their problems on their own and
leave the taxpayers out of it.

WHO ARE THE POOR IN AMERICA?

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

Mr. SARPALIUS. Mr. Speaker, there
has been a lot of talk about the rich
getting richer and the poor getting
poorer. What type of people are we
talking about?

In this country today, if you earn
less than $10,000 you are in the bottom
10 percent of Americans. If you earn
$100,000, you are in the top 5 percent of
Americans.

Today in this country, 50 percent of
Americans earn less than $30,000. The
top 1 percent earn $617,000.

Do you know what is sickening, Mr.
Speaker? The bottom 10 percent of
Americans contributed 5.5 percent of
their income to charity, while the top
1 percent only gave 2.9 percent of their
income to charity, but yet the Govern-
ment gave them an $84 billion tax cut.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for us to start
listening to the middle- and low-in-
come people.

THE OUTRAGEOUS TREATMENT OF
HAITIAN REFUGEES

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

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask my
colleagues to join with me in express-
ing outrage that our Government
would send back to Haiti the people
who have been forced to flee because of
the illegal and outrageous conduct of
the military in that country.

To our credit, we have condemned
the coup. We have attempted to orga-
nize the Organization of American
States. We have imposed an embargo.

In retaliation, many Haitians, hun-
dreds, indeed thousands, have been
shot and many have been killed.

These people have fled seeking a bet-
ter way of life. That is what America is
all about.

It seems to me that our President
could exercise the same leadership that
he did when Kuwait was being attacked
by Saddam Hussein, to call countries
and ask them to assist us to provide
safe haven for these people, but to ship
them back to these ruthless killers to
me is inconsistent with what a great
democracy is all about.

No one downtown would put their
fingerprints on this. Please join and
give some type of asylum to these
human beings who need it.

THE WORSENING MERCHANDISE
TRADE DEFICIT
(Mr. LEVIN of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
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House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
the merchandise trade deficit increased
to $6.7 billion in September. That is the
third straight month the deficit has
worsened.

Japan represents over three-fifths of
our trade deficit.

This administration has no economic
policy. It has no trade policy clearly
vis-a-vis Japan, though it represents
more than half our trade deficit.

Sweet talk is certainly not a policy,
even if it is spiced now and then with a
dash of tough talk. The result of talk,
talk, talk, is what Secretary Baker got
in his trip to Japan; nothing, nothing,
nothing.

The answer is action, not reckless,
but resolute action.

Mr. Speaker, saying “It ain’t so” is
not an economic policy.

R —

LEGISLATION ESTABLISHING NA-
TIONAL FALLEN FIREFIGHTERS
FOUNDATION

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

Mrs. BYRON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize the firefighters from
Maryland and Pennsylvania who brave-
ly served and protected the people of
Westminster, MD.

On Sunday evening, 150 firefighters
from Carroll, Frederick, and Baltimore
‘tounties, and Adams County, PA, bat-
tled a seven-alarm fire in downtown
Westminster. All but 1 of the 22 fire
companies answering the call were vol-
unteer. Although two businesses were
burned out and three firefighters were
injured, the professionalism and dedi-
cation of these men and women pre-
vented any loss of life and held damage
to a minimum.

I would like to take this opportunity
to introduce legislation to establish a
National Fall Firefighters Foundation
that will commemorate firefighters
who have died in the line of duty and
to assist family members left behind.
The foundation will be a charitable,
nonprofit corporation to help maintain
and preserve the National Fallen Fire-
fighters Memorial.

This past year, 105 career and volun-
teer firefighters lost their lives in the
line of duty. The National Fallen Fire-
fighters Foundation will give these he-
roes the recognition and thanks they
deserve. I invite my colleagues to join
me in sponsoring this important piece
of legislation, and look forward to its
consideration and passage.
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SUPPORT FOR BILL PROVIDING
FOR NATURALIZATION OF MI-
CHAEL WU
(Mr. LOWERY of California asked
and was given permission to address
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the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to ask for the support
and to thank the House for approval of
H.R. 1917, which would enable a special
and deserving young man to become a
citizen of the United States. H.R. 1917
will provide for the naturalization of
Michael Wu of San Diego, CA.

First, I would like to extend my sin-
cere thanks to Chairman RON MAZzOLI
of the Immigration Subcommittee and
BiLL McCoLLuM, the ranking minority
member, for their evaluation and sup-
port of this legislation.

In addition, I appreciate the support
of Chairman BR0OKS, Congressman
FisH, and the Judiciary Committee to
enable this legislation to come to the
floor.

Mr. Speaker, Michael Wu is 25 years
old and was born on the island of Tai-
wan. He has been a permanent resident
of the United States since April 18,
1980. Unfortunately, Michael has
Down's syndrome.

Despite his handicap, Michael strong-
ly desires to become a citizen of this
great Nation. His parents and brothers
are naturalized citizens. They are all
hard-working, responsible residents of
San Diego who contribute to this coun-
try and would like to see Michael join
them as full citizens.

Michael has taken the naturalization
exam six times since 1985, but because
of his condition, he has been unable to
complete the history and government
portion of the exam. Despite his inabil-
ity to meet this requirement, Michael
understands the concept of citizenship
and wants to achieve this goal.

All who know Michael will attest to
his hard work and desire to learn. He is
currently enrolled at the Association
for Retarded Citizens in San Diego,
where he is developing skills to enable
him to support himself and contribute
to our society. He can speak both Eng-
lish and Chinese and his teachers de-
scribe him as an intelligent, friendly,
and hard-working individual.

Michael if the kind of person who
represents the best of what this Nation
is about: He is someone who has seri-
ous obstacles to overcome, but who
does his best to succeed and is grateful
for the opportunities given to him.

Mr. Speaker, private legislation
should be used to grant citizenship to
an individual only in the most special
of cases. This is such a case. Michael's
desire to become a citizen is perhaps
stronger than anyone I have ever
known. This legislation would allow
Michael to achieve his dream and I
thank the House for giving him this
chance and approving H.R. 1917.

REPUBLICANS HOLDING BACK THE
CRIME BILL

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

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, nearly
a year ago the President went on tele-
vision and told us that he had two do-
mestic priorities which had to be
passed in 100 days. One of them was the
crime bill, and then month after month
the President got on television saying
to the Congress and the Democrats,
“Where’s the crime bill?”’

Well, we passed a crime bill 27 days
ago, and now, lo and behold, who is
holding up the crime bill but Members
of the other body of the President’s
own party?

Mr. Speaker, I ask, “Why is the
President so strangely silent? Why
doesn’t the President jet around the
country, going from dinner to dinner,
blaming his own Republican colleagues
for failure to pass a tough crime bill?”’

Mr. Speaker, we are in the last days
of session. The President is strangely
silent. We do not hear a peep out of
him about getting his conferees, his
own party members, to stop holding up
this desperately needed bill, and Mr.
Speaker, if the President cannot get
his own Republicans to stop from hold-
ing back the crime bill, let him not
utter a word of criticism about Demo-
crats and the crime bill when we ad-
journ in November, because then it will
be too late.

INTRODUCTION OF DOMESTIC
MARSHALL PLAN RESOLUTION

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

Mrs. COLLINS of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, this Nation continues down a
path of economic and social despair.
All around us we see failed businesses;
we see roads, bridges, and other struc-
tures which have been damaged or de-
stroyed; and, we see a school system
which fails to meet the ever-expanding
needs of a world which demands in-
creasingly sophisticated knowledge.
These problems are multiplied many
times over in my own district in De-
troit.

Following World War II, the Marshall
plan was developed to assist in Eu-
rope’s recovery. Because of the
planned, comprehensive, and coordi-
nated effort to aid Europe, the coun-
tries of Western Europe are now
amongst the world’s leaders in both de-
veloping human resources, and in eco-
nomic power.

Many of us have grown tired of the
inaction of policymakers today toward
moving this Nation forward once more
into a world financial and social lead-
ership position. Yesterday, Congress-
man RAY THORNTON, Congressman TIM
ROEMER, and myself introduced a reso-
lution calling for a domestic Marshall
plan. I urge all of my colleagues to sup-
port this urgently needed congressional
mandate.
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OVERRIDE GOVERNMENT BY
INACTION

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

Mrs. LOWEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, we all know the economy is
stalled, but the leadership of this Na-
tion is in reverse.

For months, the President blocked
urgently needed unemployment bene-
fits. Now he is about to veto one of the
most important bills to aid working
people and jump start the economy.

He promised to help working people,
but he is about to veto job training,
funding for unemployment compensa-
tion operations, and aid for workers
harmed by unfair foreign trade.

He promised to be the education
President, but he is ready to veto Head
Start, chapter I, and aid for our college
students.

He promised action on health care,
but he is set to veto childhood immuni-
zations, AIDS prevention, and medical
research.

Mr. Speaker, our broken down econ-
omy is the logical result of broken
promises and absent leadership.

The President may think he can ride
out the storm by putting Air Force One
on autopilot, but the American people
are on a collision course with economic
disaster.

Today, we have a chance to take real
action to help real people. We can over-
ride the President’s autopilot and
chart a new course for economic
growth and prosperity.

Mr. Speaker, override government by
inaction. Override this veto.

TAX DOLLARS SHOULD NOT SUB-
SIDIZE REFERRAL OR COUNSEL-
ING FOR 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, everyone who berates the
President for vetoing the Labor-HHS
bill knows that the veto has nothing
whatsoever to do with cancer research,
education, student aid, Head Start, or
immunization. The President and most
House Members support these and
other vital programs in the bill. Fram-
ing the President’'s veto as opposition
to these programs just is not in touch
with reality. It is, unfortunately, intel-
lectual dishonesty, and I believe every-
body in this Chamber knows it.

The issue in dispute, Mr. Speaker, is
a new title X regulation which wisely
separates abortion from family plan-
ning. The purpose of the new title X
regulation is to ensure that Federal
tax dollars do not subsidize the pro-
motion, referral, or counseling for
abortions as a method of family plan-

ning.
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Sustain the President’s veto.

LET US NOT BE GAGGED BY THE
PRESIDENT

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

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, today the
President is vetoing the Labor-Health
and Human Services appropriation, and
he says one of the main reasons is the
gag rule. He does not believe that doc-
tors and federally funded commissions
ought to be able to advise women of all
their medical options when one of them
is abortion.

But let me show who else gets gagged
by this single-issue politics. The mil-
lions of students that would have got-
ten Pell grants under this appropria-
tion, they get gagged because their
money is in here, too. The millions of
students who would pass for guaran-
teed student loans, they get gagged be-
cause their money is in here, too. The
millions of those who would get job
training spots, 426,000, they get gagged
because of this veto. Their money is in
there. Mine health and safety inspec-
tors in the State of West Virginia has
had a cataclysmic increase in mine fa-
talities. Those Federal mining inspec-
tors get gagged because of the Presi-
dent’s veto over the gag rule. OSHA in-
spectors, black lung, medical training,
NIH research, medical research, for
Pete’s sake, is gagged because of the
President’s veto of this appropriation.

That is why I hope that my col-
leagues will dispel and repudiate sin-
gle-issue politics and vote to override
the President’s veto. Let us not be
gagged by the President.

A NATIONAL ELECTRONIC BILLING
SYSTEM WOULD CUT HEALTH
CARE COSTS

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

Mr. SCHULZE. Mr. Speaker, let us
cut the talk and do something about
health care costs. This summer I advo-
cated in a white paper, that this Na-
tion needs to standardize the billing
process as part of health care reform.
In my paper, I noted that standardiza-
tion can be achieved through a new na-
tional electronic billing system. The
technology is available, so let us use it
now.

Just 2 weeks ago, Secretary Sullivan
recognized the possibility of standard-
ization. The Secretary agreed in a
meeting with the American Associa-
tion of Retired Persons and U.S. Cham-
ber of Commerce, that standardization
could save between $20 and $50 billion.

Mr. Speaker. I challenge the Sec-
retary to make standardization a prior-
ity and a reality before it is too late.
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THE REAL VICTIMS OF THE
PRESIDENT'S VETO

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

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, if
this attempt to override the Presi-
dent’s veto fails, there will be those
who will see it as a defeat for the
Democratic Party or indeed for this
Congress generally, but in fact it will
only be the loss of the moment. The
real victims will not be in this Cham-
ber but across America—40,000 4-year-
olds who seek a start in Head Start, 7
million young Americans who want an
opportunity to seek student loans and
go to college, and millions of children
who are vulnerable to contagious dis-
ease and seek vaccines. These will be
the real victims.

And indeed, Mr. Speaker, there is one
other group: millions of American
women who want only the opportunity
at a vulnerable and important moment
in their own lives to speak to a doctor
and get honest and straightforward ad-
vice about a most important decision
in their own lives.

These are the victims, Mr. Speaker.
These are the people today who are vic-
timized by this veto, and it is with
them that Members of this House must
stand.

PRESIDENT'S VETO PUTS FUEL
ASSISTANCE FUNDING IN JEOP-
ARDY

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

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to override the President’s
veto of the Labor-HHS bill.

There are many important reasons
for overriding this veto, but none is
more important than the fuel assist-
ance program which needs immediate
funding.

I met a young family in Pittsfield
last week who were waiting in line to
apply for fuel assistance for the first
time. The young father was struggling
to find work, and their 18-month-old
had been cold in their own apartment.
They were worried that Federal money
had not yet come for fuel assistance
this year, and every day is a struggle
for this family and thousands of others
like them.

They should not have to suffer the
stress and pain of uncertain fuel fund-
ing because some folks in Washington
are more interested in keeping the
President’s veto streak alive than
keeping people in western Massachu-
setts warm this winter.

Winter has arrived, and the cold
nights are getting longer. Children are
getting cold, and in the Berkshires and
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in Hampshire, Hampden, and Franklin
Counties there are thousands of new
applicants for fuel assistance, people
who have been looking for jobs.

Mr. Speaker, in the name of the kids
who are cold, we should override the
President’s veto today.

DOMESTIC AGENDA NEEDED TO
FACE ECONOMIC PROBLEMS

(Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute, and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, it is a tortured trail that Re-
publicans have followed to come to the
well of this House for years while the
economy was growing and to say that
‘‘this is our economy, our responsibil-
ity, a Republican success.”” But now
when the economy goes sour and we
have a recession, they come to the
floor and say, *‘It’s not ours; it is some-
body else’s fault. We didn’t do it.”

Today we hear this from them: That
the problem is that we did not follow
President Bush’s agenda. The guestion
is, what agenda? President Bush has
not had a domestic agenda. The Amer-
ican people know that.

He has traveled the equivalent of
three times around the Equator, creat-
ing a ‘“‘new world order.”” He has not
had time for a national agenda. Edu-
cation, health care, agriculture, all are
failing in this country.

If the President had a national agen-
da, a real agenda that helped real peo-
ple, he would find plenty of support
from people here who want to roll up
their sleeves and go to work to put
America back on track, because we he-
lieve it is time to take care of our
needs here at home. When and if the
President comes to us with that kind
of an agenda, he will find plenty of
willing followers. But first he has to
park Air Force One and focus on needs
here at home.

PRESIDENT'S VETO AN OUTRAGE,
TARGETS AMERICAN WOMEN

(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, any
moment down this aisle will come
someone with a message from the
President, and the President will say
that he is going to veto the entire
kinder, gentler bill for all America
dealing with education, cancer re-
search, and all the things that really
make life better for Americans, be-
cause he does not want to treat women
as first class citizens. That is the bot-
tom line.

This is not about abortion. This is
not about anything else. What is this
about? This is about the fact that a
President does not want a woman in a
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federally funded family planning clinic
to be able to get a straight answer
from a doctor or a nurse, and that if
they ask a question, they will not be
able to answer it.

Anybody who does not vote to over-
ride this veto is really saying to Amer-
ica’s women, “We don’t think you are
adult enough to have your rights ex-
plained to you and your options ex-
plained to you by a medical doctor or a
nurse.”

Mr. Speaker, I think it is probably il-
legal for doctors and nurses to even
participate in a clinic where they can-
not talk and tell adults the full story.
I ask the Members to please vote to
override this veto. This is an absolute
outrage.

THE FAILED BUSH CHINA POLICY

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

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, the initial
results of the Baker visit to China
demonstrate that the Bush China pol-
icy has failed. Despite the best efforts
of Secretary Baker, the foggy message
of the President’s unwise China policy
was too much to overcome.

It is time to pull the veil of mystery
away from United States-China rela-
tions. It is time to encourage demo-
cratic change behind the Great Wall, as
we did behind the Berlin Wall. It is
time for the administration to join
Congress in granting most-favored-na-
tion status to China only if China be-
gins to act like a responsible world
player by taking action to make the
world safer, trade fairer, and its politi-
cal climate freer. China must stop sell-
ing nuclear capability to
unsafeguarded countries. China must
stop clobbering American workers with
its unfair trade practices in violation
of our trade agreements with them,
and China must free the prisoners who
risked their lives and their security in
Tiananmen Square.

A PLEA TO RETURN JOBS TO
AMERICA

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

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, the
American economy is in shambles. I
just listened to the television and
learned that the stock market is down
again. The last time I heard, it was
down over 60 points. And all the an-
swers and all that Congress can come
up with is a bunch of tax gimmicks and
short-term solutions.

What we are doing is sending our jobs
overseas, and we are sending our indus-
tries overseas. Consumer confidence is
down. Why is it down? Because people
do not have the money to buy any-
thing.
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We have got to get our jobs back, and
we have got to get our industries back.
We have got to stop passing legislation
that is forcing our industries to go out
of the country. We can do this through
some equitable trade policies, not what
we have today, so we can put Ameri-
cans back to work.

We have a highway bill that will cre-
ate 2 million jobs. We ought to do that
now. Americans do not want handouts.
They want to work. They want jobs to
take care of their families. Congress
and the administration have the power
to do it, so let us get down and do it.

IN SUPPORT OF THE PRESIDENT’S
VETO

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

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to support the President in the
veto of the Labor-HHS bill. I support
that veto because the language in the
title X regulations does not prevent a
physician from advising any patient,
any woman, of their health care.

I would like to read to the Members
from a statement of the Secretary of
Health and Human Services:

Nothing in these regulations is to prevent
a woman from receiving complete medical
information about her condition from a phy-
sician.

Title X projects are to provide necessary
referrals to appropriate health care facilities
when medically indicated.

If a woman is found to be pregnant and to
have a medical problem, she should be re-
ferred for complete medical care, even if the
ultimate result may be the termination of
her pregnancy.

Mr. Speaker, these regulations do not
prevent a physician from fully advising
any patient on medical treatment and
medical care. Therefore, I rise in sup-
port of the President’s veto in the
name of saving human life and young
children.
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A 33,000 TAX BREAK FOR EVERY
AMERICAN FAMILY

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

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, if you
ask most American families what they
would most like right now in terms of
getting their own economies started,
most of them would like a substantial
tax cut. Most of them could use an-
other $3,000 a year in their pocket. Not
just $3,000 a year for 1 year, but $3,000
a year as far out as they can see. In
other words, they would like to almost
win the lottery and have some real
money.

How can they do that? How could 70
million American families get a $3,000
tax cut?
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One of the ways would be if we were
not spending the money in the bill that
the President vetoed and we were
spending the money instead on the
American family, with them having a
tax cut. That is right, 70 million Amer-
ican families could get a $3,000 tax cut
with just the money that we are going
to spend in the Labor-HHS bill. Sev-
enty million American families would
be $3,000 better off with just the money
that we spend in that bill. Seventy mil-
lion American families would have real
money in their pocketbook, real money
to spend on the things that would help
drive our economy forward.

Mr. Speaker, I think a lot of Amer-
ican families would prefer the tax cut
to the Government spending.

OVERRIDE LABOR-HHS VETO FOR
THE GOOD OF AMERICA

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

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, the sug-
gestion of the previous speaker is in-
credible. What the gentleman has just
suggested is that the United States
should stop all medical research to find
a cure for AIDS, to find a cure for can-
cer, and to find a cure for heart dis-
ease. This is what is in this appropria-
tion bill.

The gentleman just called for elimi-
nating all assistance, Federal assist-
ance for America’'s college students.
That is what is in this bill.

The gentleman thinks that is the
way to get America moving again, keep
us sick and uneducated.

Thank goodness, this House of Rep-
resentatives, Democrat and Repub-
lican, thinks otherwise. I urge Mem-
bers to vote to override President
Bush’s veto in the Labor-HHS appro-
priation.

RESPONSIBILITY NECESSARY TO
AVERT ECONOMIC CHAOS

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I do not think that is what the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK-
ER] said. But let me just say one thing,
and I think this is very, very impor-
tant: The reason we have the economic
problems we have today started a long
time ago, and they have been building
and building and building because of
the liberal welfare state mentality of
Members on this side of the aisle.

The deficit this year is going to be
$400 billion, the largest in U.S. history.
We have increased the national debt
from $1 trillion to $4 trillion in just 10
years, and the responsibility rests with
this body. This is where all spending
originates.
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Mr. Speaker, they try to pass the
buck to the White House to say the
President is responsible, but the eco-
nomic problems facing this country
rests with the big spenders here. If we
get control of our appetite for spending
and start living within our means, this
country will survive and do well eco-
nomically. If we continue down the
path that these people have put us on,
we are going to have economic chaos.

CAMPAIGN REFORM LEGISLATION
SHOULD PROTECT WORKERS' PO-
LITICAL RIGHTS

(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, I
think it is safe to say that the major-
ity of my colleagues, like myself, are
interested in seeing campaign reform.
There are many proposals floating
around a lot of disagreement over
which direction to take these reforms.

However, I hope that my colleagues
agree that no American should be
forced to give financial support to po-
litical candidates or to causes they op-
pose.

Sadly enough, thousands of American
workers contribute millions of dollars
every election cycle against their will.
I am talking about the use of forced
dues spent on politics. I am speaking of
workers who are forced to pay union
dues as a condition of employment.
And a large percentage of those dues
goes toward activities that are unre-
lated to collective bargaining, includ-
ing political activity. Quite often these
forced dues come from workers who op-
pose the candidates or causes their
dues are financially supporting.

I ask my colleagues to join me in
ending this blatant disregard for the
rights of dissenting workers by outlaw-
ing the use of compulsory union dues
for politics. I oppose any campaign re-
form legislation which does not protect
workers’' political rights.

ONE SIZE FITS ALL ISN'T PART
OF THE SOLUTION

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

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, health care costs are out of
control. The Nation's spending on
health reached $666.2 billion in 1990, an
increase of 10.5 percent in a single year.
Clearly, reining in skyrocketing costs
is imperative.

There are some who propose simple
solutions like mandating that all pro-
viders accept Medicare payment levels
for all their services—Medicare and
non-Medicare patients, alike.

I asked my hospitals what this would
mean to them. To date, five of them
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have responded. The Charlotte
Hungerford Hospital, Connecticut’s
eighth lowest cost hospital, would have
a decrease in patient revenues of $8.3
million and turn a small positive oper-
ating margin into a $7.4 million operat-
ing loss. The John Dempsey Hospital
would go from a positive operating bal-
ance of $1.2 million to a loss of $19 mil-
lion. If the Medicare rates excluded
graduate medical education and indi-
rect medical education adjustments,
this teaching hospital would realize an
astounding operating loss of $35.5 mil-
lion. My hometown hospital, New Brit-
ain General, would experience a short-
fall of net patient revenues of 2 to 3
percent over existing new patient reve-
nues. Johnson Memorial Hospital
would have lost $4 million in fiscal
year 1991, an operating loss of 15.7 per-
cent which they estimate would rise to
$6.2 million and 22.5 percent in fiscal
year 1992. And the small hospital of
Winsted Memorial Hospital estimates
its operating loss for 1991 would have
been approximately $2 million.

Mandating Medicare rates for all
sounds like a solution to skyrocketing
costs. But ask your hospitals to run
their numbers for you. We might be
solving the cost problem simply by
eliminating care.

e ———

OVERRIDE ILL-ADVISED PRESI-
DENTIAL VETO ON LABOR-HHS

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

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, we will
soon consider the President’'s veto. I
want to read from a letter dated No-
vember 12, 1991, from the following list
of health organizations:

American Academy of Family Physicians.

American Academy of Nurse Practitioners.

American Academy of Pediatrics.

American College of Nurse Midwives.

American College of Obstetricians and
Gynecologists.

American College of Physicians.

American College of Preventive Medicine.

American Fertility Society.

American Group Practice Association.

American Medical Association.

American Medical Women’s Association.

American Nurses Association.

Association of Reproductive Health Profes-
sionals.

NAACOG: The Organization for Obstetric,
Gynecologic & Neonatal Nurses.

National Association of Community Health
Centers.

National Association of Neonatal Nurses.

National Association of Nurse Practition-
ers in Reproductive Health.

National Association of S8chool Nurses.

National Association of Gerontological
Nurse Practitioners.

National Medical Association.

National Organization of Nurse Practioner
Faculties.

They say;

The President's November 5th memo to
Secretary Sullivan “clarifying"” the regula-
tions has no legal standing and does not af-
fect the law—it merely confuses the issue.
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We are—

All the medical practitioners and
medical advisers in our country, the
doctors of our country,
opposed to the White House's intention to
exempt physicians from the counseling and
referral restrictions but not other health
professionals, This is unacceptable to all
members of the health care team—physi-
clans, nurses, and licensed counselors.

Mr. Speaker, let us vote for edu-
cation, let us vote for health care, let
us vote for worker safety. Let us over-
ride this ill-advised Presidential veto.

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.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, in view
of the important matter to next come
before the House, I move a call of the

House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members re-

sponded to their names:

[Roll No. 402]
Abercrombie Carper Engel
Ackerman Carr English
Alexander Chandler Erdreich
Allard Chapman E=py
Allen Clay Evans
Anderson Clement Ewing
Andrews (ME) Coble Fascell
Andrews (NJ) Coleman (MO) Fawell
Andrews (TX) Coleman (TX) Fazlo
Annunzio Collins (IL) Feighan
Applegate Collins (MI) Flelds
Armey Combest Flake
Atkins Condit Foglietta
AuColn Conyers Ford (MI)
Bacchus Cooper Ford (TN)
Baker Costello Franks (CT)
Ballenger Coughlin Frost
Barnard Cox (CA) Gallegly
Barrett Cox (IL) Gallo
Barton Coyne Gaydos
Bateman Cramer Gejdenson
Bellenson Crane Qekas
Bennett C ingham Gephardt
Bentley Dannemeyer Gibbons
Bereuter Darden Glichrest
Berman Davis Gilman
Bevill de la Garza Gingrich
Bllbray DeFazlo Glickman
Bilirakis DeLauro Gonzalez
Blackwell DeLay Goodling
Bliley Dellums Gordon
Boehlert Derrick Goss
Boehner Dickinson Gradison
Borski Dicks Grandy
Boucher Dingell Green
Boxer Donnelly Guarini
Brewster Dooley Gunderson
Brooks Doolittle Hall (OH)
Broomfleld Dorgan (ND) Hall (TX)
Browder Dornan (CA) HamilIton
Brown Downey Hammerschmidt
Bruce Dreler Hancock
Bryant Duncan Hansen
Bunning Durbin Harris
Burton Dwyer Hastert
Bustamante Dymally Hayes (IL)
Byron Barly Hayes (LA)
Callahan Eckart Hefley
Camp Edwards (CA) HeMmer
Campbell (CA) Edwards (OK) Henry
Campbell (CO) Edwards (TX) Herger
Cardin Emerson Hertel

Hoagland
Hobson
Hochbrueckner
Holloway
Hopklns
Horn

Horton
Houghton
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hunter
Hutto

Hyde

Inhofe
Ireland
Jacobs
James
Jefferson
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (8D)
Johnson (TX)
Johnston
Jones (GA)
Jones (NC)
Jontz
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klug

Kolbe

Kolter
Kopetski
Kostmayer
Kyl

LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Leach
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Lent

Levin (MI)
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lewls (GA)
Lightfoot
Lipinski
Livingston
Long

Lowery (CA)
Lowey (NY)
Luken
Machtley
Manton
Markey
Marlenee
Martin
Martinez
Matsul
Mavroules
Mazzoll
McCandless
McCloskey
McCollum
MecCrery
McCurdy
McDade
McDermott
McEwen
McHugh
McMillan (NC)
McMillen (MD)
McNulty
Meyers
Mfume

Michel
Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Miller (WA)
Mineta
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Morrison

Sarpalius
Savage
Sawyer
Baxton
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Schaefer
Scheuer

SBchiff
Schroeder
Schulze
Schumer
Sensenbrenner

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall, 409
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quorum.

Under the rule, further proceedings
under the call were dispensed with.
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DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR,
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1992—VETO MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 102-166)

The Speaker laid before the House
the following veto message from the
President of the United States:

To the House of Representatives:

I am returning herewith without my ap-
proval H.R. 2707, the “Departments of Labor,
Health and Human Services, and Education,
:Qné "Ralabed Agencies Appropriations Act,
H.R.2707 contains a provision that would
prohibit implementation of rules related to
the Title X family planning program and
abortion. I am therefore compelled to dis-
approve H.R. 2707. I will sign a bill that does
not include language that prohibits imple-
mentation of the abortion counseling and re-
ferral rule.

I have informed the Congress on numerous
occasions that, consistent with the intent of
the statute originally establishing Title X, I
would veto any legislation that would entan-
gle Title X with abortion. Accordingly, it is
my intention to ensure that no Federal funds
are used to support abortion except in cases
where the life of the mother would be endan-
gered if the fetus were carried to term.

Under the regulations upheld by the Su-
preme Court, pregnant women who seek
services from projects funded by Title X are
appropriately referred to qualified providers
for prenatal care and other soclal services,
including counseling. The Administration
seeks to ensure the integrity of Title X as a
prepregnancy family planning program and
to ensure that women who are pregnant, or
have a medical problem, are referred to pro-
viders who can ensure continuity of care. We
do not seek to limit in any way the counsel-
ing pregnant women receive when they seek
services from those providers.

In a memorandum to Secretary Sullivan
on November 5, 1991, I reiterated my commit-
ment to preserving the confidentiality of the
doctor/patient relationship and seeing that
the operation of the Title X family planning
program is compatible with free speech and
the highest standards of medical care. My
memorandum makes clear that there is no
‘‘gag rule” to interfere with the doctor/pa-
tient relationship. I have directed that in
implementing these regulations, nothing
prevent a woman from receiving complete
information about her condition from a phy-
sician. There can be no doubt that my Ad-
ministration is committed to the protection
of free speech. The United States Supreme
Court specifically found that the regulations
in no way violate free speech rights.

H.R. 2707 contains several provisions that
would delay the obligation of over $4.4 bil-
lion until the last few weeks of FY 1992 and
early FY 1993. The magnitude of the delays
contained in H.R. 2707 would make it much
more difficult to remain within the FY 1993
spending limits required by the Budget En-
forcement Act.

I urge the Congress to pass promptly an ac-
ceptable bill, one without objectionable lan-
guage relating to Title X, to provide needed
funding for the many important programs
contained in this legislation.

GEORGE BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, November 19, 1991.

The SPEAKER. The objections of the

President will be spread at large upon
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the Journal, and the message and bill
will be printed as a House document.

The question is, Will the House, on
reconsideration, pass the bill, the ob-
jections of the President to the con-
trary notwithstanding?

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from kentucky [Mr. NATCHER] for 1
hour.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. NATCHER. 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 the Presidential veto of
the bill, H.R. 2707.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 30 minutes
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
PurseLL] and I ask unanimous consent
that he be permitted to yield time to
other Members.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to urge the
House to override the President’s veto
of H.R. 2707, a bill that makes provi-
sions for appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Labor, the Department of
Health and Human Services, and the
Department of Education.

This bill, Mr. Speaker, is under the
ceilings established by section 602(b) of
the Budget Enforcement Act. We are
$70 million under the ceiling for budget
authority and we are $33 million under
in outlays.

It required 14% weeks to hold the
hearings on this bill. We had T30 wit-
nesses, 127 Members of the House ap-
peared before our subcommittee justi-
fying to the subcommittee various ap-
propriation requests including new pro-
grams and increases in other programs.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that these
Members will tell you that this is a
good bill.

This bill, Mr. Speaker, is the bill that
helps the poor, the elderly, the sick,
the unemployed, and our children.
That is what this bill is about.

Please keep in mind that in the bill
we have, Mr. Speaker, $2,020,000,000 for
Head Start; $31,965,000,000 for edu-
cation; $9,010,000,000 for the National
Institutes of Health for biomedical re-
search; $298 million for childhood im-
munization; $1,921,000,000 for AIDS; $825
million for child care grants; $771 mil-
lion for impact aid; $1,500,000,000 for
low-income fuel assistance; $650 mil-
lion for maternal and child care health
grants; $1,043,000,000 for vocational and
adult education; $22.5 million for rural
health outreach grants; $226 million for
trade adjustment; $3,081,000,000 for al-
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cohol, drug abuse, and mental health;
$4,582,000,000 for Social Security Ad-
ministration administrative costs;
$2,025,000,000 for unemployment com-
pensation operations.
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Mr. Speaker, these are just a few of
the programs in this bill, and, Mr.
Speaker, at this time I would like to
call the House's attention to the ‘“Dear
Colleague’ which they received this
morning. All of the ladies in the House,
on both sides of the aisle, Mr. Speaker,
that know as much about this bill as
anyone on the subcommittee or on the
full committee, signed this ‘‘Dear Col-
league’ letter with the exception of
two, Mr. Speaker. This is a bill that
the center aisle does not mean a thing
to. It means the same thing to every
Member in this House, Republican or
Democrat. Mr. Speaker, at this time I
ask my colleagues respectfully, I ask
the Members of the House today, to
please, override this veto.

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

Mr. Speaker, our subcommittee spent
8 long months putting this bill to-
gether. This is my first opportunity to
be ranking on this committee. I have
had the honor to serve on this commit-
tee 14 years, and I do not think I have
seen a better, more professional effort
to put together an outstanding bill.

Now I know title X is in this bill. I
am sorry that it did not have the op-
portunity to be addressed by the au-
thorizing committee, and our appro-
priation committee would have ful-
filled its responsibility by passing a
good clean appropriation bill. We
would not have gotten into a debate on
authorizing language, but the realities
are here.

Mr. Speaker, as our chairman said,
the outstanding gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. NATCHER], we have some
outstanding, programs in this bill that
were a result of bipartisan support.
Head Start, one of the outstanding pro-
grams for our young children of Amer-
ica. Student loans, for students going
on to college. Our jewel in our commit-
tee, in my opinion, the National Insti-
tutes of Health, 13 of them who are
working on dramatic breakthroughs
into cancer research, Alzheimer dis-
ease, and other critical illnesses. We
also have impact aid. We have 55 Mem-
bers of the House on both sides of the
aisle who came to us and pleaded for
impact aid. I assume that they will be
voting with the chairman and minority
ranking members today. President
Bush’s America 2000, the first break-
through in education in years, and the
result of some very creative work by
Lamar Alexander and the President of
the United States.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I must come
down on the side of the committee and
vote to override this veto.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. SMITH].
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Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
ask the House to override this veto.
The 1991 funding this bill for entitle-
ments and discretionary funding was
$185 billion. The 1992 amount for these
programs is $203 billion. That is an $18
billion difference. That increase is
being denied to all these programs and
all these departments that every day
that we go into the 1992 fiscal year
without this bill being enacted.

Mr. Speaker, we should not wait an-
other day to enact this bill into law.
This bill affects almost everyone in the
United States. In fact, it affects every-
one from conception through death. We
have all kinds of programs in here,
prebirth programs, children's pro-
grams, elementary and secondary edu-
cation, college funding, training pro-
grams, Social Security, all of those
kinds of programs in this bill and their
funding should not be held up because
of one emotional issue that is in this
bill.

Mr. Speaker, that issue should be re-
solved in a separate bill, enacted as a
separate law, and a l-year delay in im-
plementation should not hold up this
important piece of legislation, so I ask
my colleagues today to not let these
programs go another day without the
1992 level of funding. Vote to override
this veto.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to our distinguished minority
leader, the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. MICHEL].

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, at the
very outset may I pay my respects to
the very distinguished chairman, the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. NATCH-
ER], and the ranking member of my old
Subcommittee on Appropriations, the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. PUR-
SELL], for the great job that they both
do, and their committee members, in
meeting so many of the pressing needs
of the country on that very important
subcommittee. But I must say, Mr.
Speaker, and I rise to urge the Mem-
bers, to support the veto of the Presi-
dent; in other words, to sustain his
veto.

Mr. Speaker, after listening to the
veto message itself, I was encouraged
to see that the President vetoed the
bill, not only because of the provisions
on the so-called gag rule, but also be-
cause of the abuses that have taken
place on the money side.

As I indicated when we had the con-
ference report on the floor, I do regret
that so much attention is placed on the
legislative language that should be
considered separately as an individual
piece of legislation, as the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. SMITH] just pointed out.
I have seen numerous expressions of
concern from the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce over
the usurpation of the committee’s ju-
risdiction by the appropriation process,
but I do not recall seeing any such ex-
pression on the title X regulation. I
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wish I had, because that is clearly
where this issue belongs, over in the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

Mr. Speaker, what we have before us
is a $200 billion bill, vetoed in part be-
cause of the gimmicks employed to get
around a budget ceiling, and I urge
that we pay attention to this aspect
because what we are talking about here
is $4 billion in abuses.

Now I know the administration itself
proposed some of these deferred obliga-
tions but certainly not to the extent
undertaken in this bill. The distin-
guished chairman of the committee
brought that to my attention during
our earlier discussion of that, and I
concede that openly and above board
here as we discuss it today. As I say,
however, one wrong does not justify
tripling the wrong by what was done in
the committee.

So, if we go ahead and spend this $4
billion in deferred obligations, we will
actually be requiring cuts next year of
nearly $8 billion below this year’s ap-
propriation in order to live within the
budget caps. What this really means is
that we are going to see $8 billion in
education and health cuts next year or
a busted budget agreement.

Now, Mr. Speaker, the phrase ‘‘gag
rule’” has been used by those opposed
to title X regulations, but when it
comes to shifting expenditures, the ma-
jority has come up with something
new, a blindfold rule in which we sim-
ply shut our eyes to the shell game
being played here.

So, 1 urge we remove the blindfold
and see things as they are, and that
means that we sustain the veto and
urge the committee to then come back
with a bill that legitimately lives with-
in the budget guidelines we have estab-
lished for ourselves in this body.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. PURSELL] sincerely
for having yielded this time to me.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, for 45 years
the American people have paid taxes to
defend the world against the Soviet
Union. The average family share of the
cold war cost has been about $80,000 per
family. The Soviet Union has now col-
lapsed. The American people have
earned the right to bring some of those
dollars home to take care of our own.

Mr. Speaker, the new threat to
America is economic. We need to do
more to strengthen education, we need
to do more to prepare our young people
for the world of work, and this bill,
more than any other we will deal with,
does just that. It is aimed at meeting
the health, and education, and job
training needs of the American people,
and we owe it to them to pass it.

Let me say just a word on title X.
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My wife is a social worker. Like her,
I hope that every pregnant woman
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served by title X will choose not to
have an abortion, but they all have the
right to be fully informed when they
make that choice, without vague and
uncertain information from their Gov-
ernment about that choice. This bill
provides that information and that is
all it does.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Members to
support the bill and override the Presi-
dent’s veto.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. WEBER], a
member of our committee.

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Speaker, once again
let me compliment my chairman, the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. NATCH-
ER], and my ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. PURSELL].
It is a pleasure to serve with them on
this subcommittee, and it is truly an
act of sadness to have to oppose them
on this fine, fine bill with an unfortu-
nate but fatal flaw. The President said
that this bill would entangle title X
with abortion, and that is the fatal
flaw. That and that alone causes me to
oppose overriding the President’s veto.

What is this vote not about, Mr.
Speaker? This vote is not about edu-
cation. This vote is not about cancer
research or job training. I support all
those progams in my work on this sub-
committee.

The President’s
states:

I will sign a bill that does not include lan-
guage that prohibits implementation of the
abortion counseling and referral rule.

These programs will all be funded
once we have stripped out the objec-
tionable language regarding abortion.
That is not what is at issue.

This bill is also not about gagging
anybody. The President's message
makes it clear that the doctor-patient
confidentiality will be preserved. I re-
peat, there is no gag on physicians in
this bill.

Let me say also that this bill is not
or should not be about partisan poli-
tics. The arm-twisting on the other
side of the aisle has been well-reported
on this bill. I think that is unfortu-
nate.

Mr. Speaker, what this bill is about
is abortion. A majority of the Members
of this body have voted to oppose tax-
payer-financed abortion in the Hyde
amendment again and again. Without
the regulations against abortion coun-
seling and referral in this bill, we will
basically put the title X program in
the business of abortion referral and
abortion promotion, and that, Mr.
Speaker, is the issue. Will we tear
down the wall between family planning
and abortion and establish a nation-
wide system of taxpayer-financed abor-
tion referral centers?

Mr. Speaker, that and that alone is
the issue in this bill, and that is why
the President’s veto should be sus-
tained.

message clearly
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Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Oregon
[Mr. AUCOIN].

Mr. AuUCOIN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
speak to Members who have been
weighing their consciences over this
vote because of the gag rule.

On many past occasions this bill has
not been consistent with my con-
science because it contained the Hyde
amendment denying poor women the
right to choose, but I have often voted
for this bill on final passage and for the
conference report anyway because of
the crucial health, education, and
human services that are in this bill. I
urge pro-gag rule Members to approach
this vote today in this same spirit.

Let us keep in mind that the Hyde
amendment is in this bill that the
President vetoed. We should also keep
in mind that the Porter amendment
would merely restore free-speech rights
to health-care professionals. It does
not even require that a pregnant
woman receive counseling and referral
about a full range of legal options.

Mr, Speaker, if my conscience can
allow me to override a veto of this bill
containing the Hyde amendment, I
would hope that Members’ consciences
would allow them to vote to override a
veto and pass a bill that contains the
Porter amendment.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I have
the honor to yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from Maine
[Ms. SNOWE].

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of overriding the President’s
veto, and I deeply regret the fact that
the President has vetoed this legisla-
tion.

Make no mistake about it, the failure
to override is something that women
would not forget in this country, nor
should they. Let there be no question
among us as to what this really means
if there is a vote to sustain the Presi-
dent’s veto. We will have sent a mes-
sage to American women that it is un-
equivocal and disdainful.

A vote to sustain means that we feel
women do not deserve the same doctor-
patient relationship as men have. No
male patient is affected by this gag
rule; we are creating a situation for
women only.

A vote to sustain means that we ap-
prove of the Federal Government’s in-
trusion into what has always been a
very confidential relationship, that be-
tween doctor and patient, and we be-
lieve that a woman and a doctor are
not to be trusted.

1 wonder if you are willing to inject
the Government into this relationship
on this basis, where will you inject the
Government next? To those Members
who say doing so is unthinkable, I
would suggest that just a very few
years ago the step that we are con-
templating her today with this gag
rule would be totally unthinkable, and
certainly it has always been.
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A vote to sustain means that fun-
damentally you believe women are sec-
ond-class citizens that deserve second-
class treatment.

Let me note the irony in this legisla-
tion. Before us today we have health-
care initiatives to reverse decades of
discrimination and neglect toward
women's health issues such as breast
cancer and ovarian and cervical cancer.
These are hard-won issues. With the re-
peal of the gag rule and the womens’
health research in this legislation, we
would bring to an end society’s penalty
against women because of their gender.

So, Mr. Speaker, I would hope that
Members would vote to override the
President’s veto.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. MCDERMOTT].

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I
want to speak today as I rarely do—as
a physician and a member of the medi-
cal community.

Recently, the President indicated
that he believed in the Hippocratic
oath, which says that above all else, do
no harm.

He was talking about the economy,
but we need to remember that oath in
this debate as well.

Do no harm. Yet the President has
vetoed funding for health care that our
children, our elderly, our sick, and our
disabled desperately need. And for
what?

The concept of a President saying to
me, a8 a physician, what I can and can-
not tell a patient of mine about life-
and-death issues is the worst sort of
Government intrusion into people’s
private lives.

The doctor-patient relationship is
built on trust, not politics.

It must be defined by a patient's
medical needs, not White House politi-
cal strategy.

Today the President wants to step
between a physician and a woman faced
with a critical medical decision. This is
a precedent that needs to be reversed.

What is next? Who is next?

Are we to sit back and allow medical
care to be decided in the Oval Office in-
stead of the doctor's office?

I urge my colleagues to examine the
consequences of this precedent. It is a
dangerous policy, relinquishing our au-
thority to a Government authority. It
is voodoo medicine and we should re-
ject it.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I'd like to direct my remarks
to pro-life Members—especially to my
good friends on the Democratic side of
the aisle—who have been subjected to
extreme pressure to violate their con-
sciences on this vote.

It seems to me that you are being
asked today—my friends, you are being
pressured by the proabortionists
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today—to do something you believe to
be ethically wrong. You are being pres-
sured to facilitate abortion by over-
riding this veto.

No one has the right to demand and
expect you to override your conscience.
No one has the right to demand that
you trash your own deeply held convic-
tions. This vote is—or at least should
be—a matter of conscience. Yet a net-
work of special interest groups and in-
fluential Members of this House are
pressuring you to bar implementation
of the most important pro-life policy of
the year—the new title X regulations.

You are being pressured to flip-flop
on a profoundly important moral issue.
Abortion.

You are being pressured to turn your
back on hundreds of thousands of vul-
nerable unborn children who will die, if
this humane health regulation is sty-
mied or overturned.

Of course for the proabortion Mem-
bers, this isn’t a problem at all. Under
the guise of choice, unborn children by
the millions are slaughtered without so
much as an eyebrow being raised. Abor-
tion is, from their perspective, a serv-
ice rendered. The proabortionists treat
pregnancy as a disease—the unwanted
child as the moral equivalent of a dis-
eased kidney, pancreas, tumor, or
cyst—to be excised and destroyed. But
as a pro-life legislator who both recog-
nizes and respects the sacredness, dig-
nity, and worth of every mother and
every unborn baby, you see it dif-
ferently. As a pro-lifer you want to
help the mother—medically and other-
wise—and shield her baby from the
clutches of the abortionist.

Notwithstanding two decades of clev-
er euphemisms and slick marketing by
the abortion industry—from the squeal
rule, to the so-called gag rule, to the
bogus rhetoric of choice—there still is
nothing benign about what the abor-
tionist does—he kills kids.

I say to my pro-life colleagues, I have
no doubt whatsoever that the con-
sequence of overturning the new title X
regulations will be both more dead ba-
bies, and mothers denied the enormous
blessings of modern-day maternal and
prenatal care. Conveniently overlooked
by those who oppose the regulations is
the fact that the new title X regula-
tions actually require referrals for pre-
natal care. Thus, this policy is more
aptly described as the prenatal care
rule, not a gag rule.

Recently, the head of the U.S. Public
Health Service, Dr. James O. Mason,
pointed out that the President’s new
title X regulations—the prenatal care
rule—would have a positive impact on
the utilization of prenatal care in the
country and would result in reduction
in infant mortality.

Dr. Mason said on June 24, 1991:

Let me underscore the importance of this
program as a key component in our Depart-
ment’s effort to reduce the national problems
of infant mortality. I bellieve that an impor-
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tant and often overlooked aspect of this reg-
ulation is its requirement that if a client is
pregnant she will be assisted in obtaining ac-
cess to vital prenatal care. From the point
that pregnancy is confirmed, the public
health role is to provide quality medical care
for two patients, the mother, and her unborn
child.

Your vote—perhaps as never before—
will mean the difference between an
unborn child receiving referrals for life
affirming prenatal care as prescribed
by the regulations or violent death by
abortion.

As a pro-lifer, by now you know that
every year, a $380 plus million corpora-
tion called Planned Parenthood—a
major recipient of title X funds—coun-
sels, refers, or performs over 200,000
abortions. Every year 200,000 of our
daughters and sons lose their lives at
the hands of Planned Parenthood.

Every year, tens of thousands of
teenage mothers—many of them poor,
vulnerable, frightened, and extremely
impressionable—walk into Planned
Parenthood carrying perfectly healthy
babies only to leave the clinic having
had their babies shredded and ripped
apart by powerful suction machines, or
chemically killed, or maimed by injec-
tions of poison. And in many of the
cases, the teenager's parents aren't
even notified about their daughter’s
abortion.

By sustaining the President’s veto
today, we can save some of these kids
from a cruel fate.

While I know it isn’t always easy or
pleasant to remain faithful to prin-
ciple—in this case protecting human
life—let me encourage you to firmly
stand your ground. Resist the pressure.
And the arm twisting.

Bending with the wind—bending with
the pressure—may be the momentarily
easy path for some. However, bending
into the wind, remaining true to your
convictions, takes tremendous moral
courage, and strength, and character.
Many are counting on you.

I say to my pro-life colleagues, when
all the dust settles after today's vote,
either the pro-life or proabortion cause
will be advanced.

Either babies will be at more risk of
death or less.

You can be sure, however, that if the
pro-life side fails to win the day today,
the proabortion lobby will rush to
greet the television cameras to declare
a proabortion victory. And all the
cheap sophistry and issue framing that
preceded the vote concerning free
speech will be seen yet as another suc-
cessful ploy intended to divert atten-
tion from the real issue: abortion.

Vote to sustain the President’s veto.
This is the most important pro-life pol-
icy of the year.
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Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Mrs. BOXER].

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, I resent
the remarks of the gentleman from
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New Jersey [Mr. SmrTH]. I think they
are hateful remarks, and they have
nothing to do with what we are talking
about today.

Let word go out from this House
today that this is the land of the free,
not the land of the gagged. Here we
are, facing a veto override. No because
Federal funds in this bill can be used
for abortion. They cannot be used for
abortion. Not a penny can be used for
abortion. Not even if a woman is the
victim of rape of incest, can they be
used for abortion.

We are facing this override because
our President has put a gag around the
mouths of doctors and health profes-
sionals and is stopping them from
speaking the truth. And he is stopping
women who need to hear about all
their options. He is stopping them from
hearing the truth.

Let me tell the minority of this
House who may be thinking of voting
against freedom of speech—read the
Constitution. That is what this is
about. It is a precious document. It is
being sent for by every country in this
world.

Vote for the Constitution, vote for
our freedom, vote to override.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MFUME). The Chair would advise Mem-
bers controlling debate time that the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. PUR-
SELL] has 17 minutes remaining, and
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
NATCHER] has 22 minutes remaining.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from
Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA].

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I urge
my colleagues to vote to override the
President’s veto of the Labor-Health
and Human Services-Education Appro-
priations bill. It provides important
funding increases for health and edu-
cation, and it denies the use of funding
in the bill to implement the gag rule.

The gag rule is anathema to the
founding principles and freedoms of our
Nation. With the imminent celebration
of the 200th anniversary of the Bill of
Rights, this threat to the freedom of
speech should not be tolerated.

Family planning providers will have
to chose between providing complete
information to their clients and losing
Federal funding, or providing only Gov-
ernment-approved information in order
to receive Federal support. Even worse,
in the overwhelming majority of cases,
complete medical information will not
be available even for victims of rape,
incest, or potentially life-threatening
illnesses, such as cancer or diabetes.

In fact, this decision is expected to
result in the departure of many family
planning providers from the title X
program, thereby further eroding the
health of poor women and increasing
the number of unintended pregnancies
and abortions.

This issue is one that should have the
support of every Member of the House,
regardless of their view on abortion.
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Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. STOKES].

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of overriding the President’s
veto of this bill. This bill provides $204
billion for those entitlement and dis-
cretionary programs which help to
keep Americans employed, healthy,
and educated.

This bill provides significant funding
increases for compensatory education
for the disadvantaged, for cancer re-
search, for minority health improve-
ment activities, for higher education,
and many other programs.

I am proud to have been able to help
secure increased funding for many of
these programs, as well as those pro-
grams which improve the quality of
life for my constituents, as well as per-
sons across the country.

For the Department of Education
this bill provides $6.6 billion for com-
pensatory education for the disadvan-
taged representing a $900 million in-
crease over last year’s figures. This
program provides grants to support
supplementary educational and related
services designed to increase the at-
tainment of educationally disadvan-
taged children.

For lead poisoning prevention and
screening activities, this bill provides
$23 million. Currently it is estimated
that 17 percent of our Nation's children
are exposed to lead concentrations
which place them at risk of adverse
health effects.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill. I sup-
port the bill. I urge my colleagues to
override the veto.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Speaker, this is yesterday’s newspaper,
the metropolitan section, which deals
with all the death and mayhem of
crime and traffic accidents. Here is the
opening lines of a story by Margaret
Rankin. The headline is, ‘“Police chase
results in the death of innocents.”

A pregnant woman, her 3-year-old daugh-
ter, and her unborn child were killed yester-
day when their car crashed into a metropoli-
tan police cruiser hurrying to assist in a car
chase.

Her unborn child. Unborn child. Is
Margaret Rankin wrong to write those
words? Are those words politically in-
correct for a newspaper? No. We all
know that it is an unborn child.

Now, one of the gentlewomen from
California. got up and said my distin-
guished and noble and courageous
young colleague, the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] had used hate-
ful words. I went over to our Par-
liamentarian, bipartisan as he is in all
of his wise renderings, and he said that
was a close call. In other words, she
characterized his remarks and not him.

Well, generally we find hateful people
making hateful remarks, and Mr.
SMITH is certainly not a hateful person.
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I would not characterize the words of
the opposition as anything but mis-
guided, horribly misguided. I will make
a challenge to all of my colleagues who
are pro abortion, covering it under the
words “‘pro choice” or “free speech’ or
so-called gag rule in this House.

I ask you this question seriously, as
a philosophical, rhetorical guestion. I
want you to give me a credible answer
sometime in the Cloakroom or in the
Halls or at committee. Can we teach
our teenage daughters not to touch
drugs, not to lie to their parents about
not doing homework, not to be promis-
cuous, but tell them they can kill their
unborn child in their womb without
their parents’ consent?
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Those young women in the hall with
the sticker that says “Family planning
is not abortion,” they are women, too.
This is not a women’s issue. It is an
issue of life. It is an issue of decency.
Support the President's veto.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. FORD].

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
early this year when I became chair-
man of the Committee on Education
and Labor, I made a pledge to my com-
mittee and a public pledge to do every-
thing in my power to make George
Bush the education President that he
wants to be. With this veto he is mak-
ing it very, very tough for me.

I have demonstrated my good faith
by moving the legislation that he
asked us to mova, his Education 2000.
As a matter of fact, he even vetoed the
money for that, that is in this bill.

The President has pledged to prepare
American school children for the Na-
tion's future and make American work-
ers more competitive in the workplace.
But he vetoed a bill that provides the
funding for those goals. And he talked
about goals all across this country. It
has become the new in thing to go to a
meeting and hear somebody from the
Secretary of Education’s Department
talk about the education goals.

Members will remember that earlier
this year we came and asked them to
make education a priority, and we had
a budget fight when we adopted the
budget for the coming year, and we
upped the ante on education in that
budget with the home front initiative
that this House overwhelmingly sup-
ported saying, if there is a window
open and there is a little more money
that can be spent, we want to stake it
out for education.

We then came back to Members with
the bill of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. NATCHER] that appropriated
that money to the most important edu-
cation programs that can make a dif-
ference between now and the year 2000
in the work force of this country and
the education of our people. And over-
whelmingly, I think it was 353 Mem-
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bers of this House voted for it. And
then he had to go and fight with the
people from the other body to keep the
education commitment that this House
made at the level we made it.

What the President did today with
his veto was just to roll the clock back
and say, ‘‘All of this effort to increase
our commitment to education, to say
we really believe what we have been
saying about it being a front-burner
issue, an issue entitled to high priority
in our country, was wrong."”

The President’s veto denies an addi-
tional 600,000 disadvantaged children
the opportunity to receive compen-
satory education in grade schools so
that they can learn to read and com-
pute up to the standard of their peers.
I can tell my colleagues without that,
that 600,000, they are immediately
placed in peril of dropping out of
school. The President's veto leaves in
doubt the future education of 3.2 mil-
lion college students who are waiting
for the Pell grant money that is in this
appropriation, and 56,000 kids that we
would have added to the Head Start
Program, a program nobody speaks
against, will be denied that access if we
do not override the President’s veto.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. BOEHLERT].

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, gov-
ernment should serve our needs, not
dictate our choices. Government
should serve our needs, not dictate our
choices. Government should serve our
needs, not dictate our choices. How
many times do the American people
have to say that before it sinks in?

What we have to do is learn to listen.
That is a critical function of a Rep-
resentative. If we listen and pay atten-
tion, as we do so, among the things we
will discover is that American women
do not want the government at any
level to impose itself into the doctor-
patient relationship. That is a very
special relationship. It should be a very
privileged and a very confidential rela-
tionship.

American women and the medical
community do not want a gag imposed
upon health professionals as they
guide, counsel, treat their patients.

Make no mistake about it, the gag
rule is what today's debate is all about.
It is time to repeal the gag rule and to
override this ill-advised veto.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ohio
[Ms. OAKAR].

Ms, OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, 1 support
overriding the President’s veto, and I
want to say to my colleagues who are
pro-life that the Hyde language is in-
tact. I want to talk about life. I want
to talk about what this bill does.

It contains for one of the few times
funds for elder abuse, something very
neglected in our country. It contains
funds for senior nutrition programs. In-
deed, it covers American people from
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the cradle to the end of their lives. It
contains job training, summer youth
employment, dollars for dislocated
workers who are unemployed.

It contains funds for infant mortal-
ity, for health care for the homeless,
for maternity and child health care, for
Head Start, for grants so that our
young people can have access to edu-
cation, for the disabled.

It is a pro-life bill. It contains for the
first time in my judgment an increase
for women's health programs. We have
an epidemic in breast cancer. This Con-
gress has neglected that.

I am proud of the fact that they dra-
matically increased the research so
that we can find a care for breast can-
cer, a cure to prostate cancer, a cure to
cervical cancer, a cure to ovarian can-
cer,

I believe that this is a pro-life bill be-
cause it also contains finally more
funds to combat alcoholism, which is
destroying our country. So I hope we
do support the chairman of the com-
mittee and override the President’s
veto.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from New
York [Ms. MOLINARI].

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from New
York [Ms. MOLINARI].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from New York [Ms. MoOL-
INARI] is recognized for 2 minutes.

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

It is true, as those who have gone be-
fore me have stated, that the implica-
tions and the ramifications of our vote
here today will be felt by many, if not
all Americans. It will be felt by those
who are hungry, by those who are cold,
by those who are lonely.

But the debate today, Mr. Speaker, is
about freedom of speech. It is about
freedom of speech with regard to a
woman’s legal right to abortion. We
have finally gotten through, everyone
has been honest enough to say. The
President has finally come before this
Nation and said, ‘“That is my problem
with this bill.”” The opponents of this
bill have finally come before this Na-
tion and said, ‘““That is my problem
with this bill.”

So thankfully for the first time since
we have discussed this bill, we all know
what this issue is all about.

It is difficult, Mr. Speaker, to step
back and say that we disagree with the
law and yet we will be a servant to it.
But I believe that that is what we must
do when we stand in this well and take
a pledge. No, that is what we must do
when we admit that we are Americans,
that we admit that we are willing to
fight for freedom and democracy on
every shore in this world, that we will
be a servant to laws that we do not
like, that we disagree with.

That is what the debate is about in
this House today, my colleagues, to be
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a servant to a law that is a legal option
in this country today in America to
every woman and, therefore, we have
no option. We have no option to the
law but to say, yes, America, we will
support this conference report. We will
support the right to free speech.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. ROWLAND].

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

It grieves me that this is being de-
bated as an abortion issue. This is a
health care issue. This is an issue of
whether or not a physician or other
health care worker can discuss without
hesitation or a sense of evasion the sta-
tus of the health of a pregnant woman.
This is an issue of whether or not phy-
sicians will become more vulnerable to
malpractice ligitation.

Already, wrongful redress suits have
been filed in my own State of Georgia
when a pregnant woman was not fully
informed of the status of her preg-
nancy.
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It is an issue of whether or not appro-
priate health care will be given, and I
am particularly concerned about what
will happen in rural areas such as the
Eighth District in my own State of
Georgia, which I represent.

It has been said there is no gag rule
here. Let me read from the veto mes-
sage of the President. It is pretty clear
to me. ““I will sign a bill that does not
include language that prohibits imple-
mentation of the abortion counseling
and referral rule.” That is pretty plain.
That is plain enough to me.

Vote for override.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. KOLBE].

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I will vote
today to override the President’s veto
of H.R. 2707, the appropriation bill for
Labor, Health and Human Services,
and Education Departments.

My decision to override is not made
easily. Only a few days ago, I voted
against the conference report because
of the excessive use of budgetary gim-
micks. The $4.3 billion in delayed obli-
gations is a gross violation of the budg-
et summit agreement this body—and
the President—enacted last Fall. Weak
as the discipline in that agreement is,
creative as this Congress may be in de-
vising loopholes to avoid it—it remains
the only budgetary discipline available
to us. We should abide by it. This bill
does not.

However, on the issue of permitting
the regulations to stand which deny
some pregnancy counseling services to
women, I disagree emphatically with
the President. It is bad medicine; it is
worse public policy.

In his veto message, the President
has made clear that he will accept a
bill that eliminates this one provi-
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sion—enforcement of the gag rule. I am
faced with the worst of both worlds.
The President insists on denying coun-
seling services to women. The House
insists on doing violence to the budget
agreement. We will get both.

My vote to override is an attempt—
admittedly probably fruitless—to sal-
vage at least one good provision of this
otherwise terrible bill. I urge all my
colleagues that believe that women
should not be denied the right to a full
range of pregnancy counseling services
to vote to override the veto of H.R.
2707.

I include with my remarks a copy of
a letter which the ranking Republican
on the Budget Committee, Mr. GRADI-
SON, and I sent to President Bush yes-
terday.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, November 18, 1991.
President GEORGE BUSH,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are writing to
seek some guidance with regard to your posi-
tion on the continuing dispute over H.R.
2707, the FY 1992 appropriation for the De-
partments of Labor and Health and Human
Services.

We have been encouraged by your state-
ments that your intended veto rests as much
on your strong objections to the extensive
use of delayed obligations as it does to your
views on the so-called ‘‘gag rule”. As you
may know, both of us differ with your posi-
tion on the latter issue. We believe strongly
that such a prohibition, even with the recent
revisions to the regulations, violates sound
medical counseling practices.

However, we are both members of the
House Budget Committee and find ourselves
dismayed at the continuous assault on the
1991 budget summit agreement. The dis-
cipline contained in the agreement is cer-
tainly not perfect. But it is the only dis-
cipline available and both Congress and the
Administration should be required to adhere
to its mandate. The use of delayed obliga-
tions In excess of $4 billion in this appropria-
tion bill constitutes a gross violation of the
spirit of the budget summit agreement. It
was for this reason, and because of our long
term concern about the impact of deficit
spending on our economy, that we voted
against adoption of the Labor-HHS con-
ference report on November 6. \

Several different scenarios are possible in
the event your veto of H.R. 2707 is sustained.
One that has been widely suggested is that
the bill would be returned without the prohi-
bition against enforcing the ‘‘gag rule” but
with all the same offensive budgetary gim-
micks that led us to vote against the con-
ference report. If that event occurs, it is im-
portant for us to know what your position
would be. While we want to be helpful in
your efforts to enforce the summit agree-
ment and its budget discipline, if we are
faced with the prospect of losing both the
prohibition on enforcement of the “gag rule”
and the limited budget discipline available
to us, our position on a veto override would
be different.

We ask that you assure us that you would
continue to veto any Labor-HHS appropria-
tion bill that goes further than the bill origi-
nally enacted by the House In its use of de-
layed obligations and other budget gim-
micks.

We look forward to your early response to
our inquiry.
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Sincerely,
WiLLIS D. GRADISON, Jr.
JIM KOLBE.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. FAz1O0].

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, this is a
very tragic debate because of what it
says about the politics of our country
in the early 1990’s. Make no mistake
about it, this is a single issue veto for
a single special interest group. I would
like to contrast briefly the decision our
chairman, Mr. NATCHER, made with
that of the President to veto this bill.
The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
NATCHER] make no mistake about it,
opposes abortion, but he understands
that this is not about abortion. He has
been willing to compromise on a broad-
ly popular group of concerns about the
First Amendment, freedom of speech,
and the ability of a doctor and a pa-
tient to have a full and open relation-
ship about a health problem. He is
leading in this Congress to bring us to-
gether. This President is not leading.
In fact, instead of reconciliation, he is
bringing us confrontation and conflict.
He has opposed every effort to com-
promise the gag rule and we are here
now because we have been unable to
reach an accord.

Today he places at risk the very
funds that go to the quality of life is-
sues, the concerns that affect every
American after 46 years of cold war,
the investments we need to make in
the health care system and in our chil-
dren. BIiLL NATCHER knows a pro-life
vote when he sees one. This, more than
any other vote we will cast on this
floor this year, is a pro-life vote be-
cause it invests in the quality of all
our lives, all the lives of the American
people.

We have to send a message back to
this President that we need to come to-
gether in this country. We need to have
an end to the politics of division. We
need to stop playing political games
with the very lives of people. Let this
overwhelming two-thirds majority of
those of us in the people’s House reflect
on an even greater majority of Amer-
ican people, and let us send this tragic
veto down to defeat. Let us override
this President of confrontation and
support this man of reconciliation.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
30 seconds to the gentlewoman from
Nevada [Mrs. VUCANOVICH].

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, a
note to sustain the President’s veto is
a note of respect for women. I urge my
colleagues to vote to sustain the Presi-
dent’s veto.

Mr. Speaker, I find the most offen-
sive and inaccurate argument that op-
ponents of the title X reform regula-
tions have put forth are arguments
that promoting abortion as a family
planning option protects women. Given
that this argument comes from organi-
zations who most vociferously oppose
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informed consent legislation requiring
full disclosure of fetal development and
abortion procedures, it also strikes me
as hypocritical. I suggest, Mr. Speaker,
that the best planning program is to
keep the Federal Government out of
the decision over whether she should
abort her child or not.

The fact is that these reforms were a
response to evidence that the interests
of women were not being protected—
that the letter of the statute was not
being carried out. It became clear to
HHS officials that abuse of the title X
preventive, preconception family plan-
ning program called for reform.

If there were ever any doubt about
how the reforms treated the confiden-
tial relationship between a woman and
her doctor, those doubts have been put
to rest by the President's November 5
memorandum to Secretary Sullivan
and today’'s memorandum ordering en-
forcement of that directive from the
Secretary to Dr. James Mason, Assist-
ant Secretary for Health. Both docu-
ments make it clear that nothing in
these regulations is to prevent a
woman from receiving complete medi-
cal information about her condition
from a physician. Today, Secretary
Sullivan has instructed the Public
Health Service to implement the letter
and the spirit of the President’s direc-
tives.

As a woman, a mother, and a grand-
mother, it concerns me greatly that
without this regulation, the program
would return to the preregulation posi-
tion in which abortion was promoted as
a method of birth control. This would
renew a policy of providing abortion
counseling and referral to a minor
without her parents' knowledge. Abor-
tion is not a matter to be treated light-
ly, certainly with a frightened teenager
experiencing the pain of a crisis preg-
nancy. She needs the support of those
who know her emotional and medical
needs most—her parents. A very rea-
sonable compromise parental notifica-
tion amendment was struck from this
bill, thereby eliminating one more pro-
tection for women—the young women
who need the most protecion—our
daughters. Striking this measure on
the House floor was an extreme action
in the eyes of most Americans, and one
that makes this bill even more objec-
tionable. I rise in support of sustaining
the President’s veto.

Mr. Speaker, I have worked to obtain
adequate funding levels for several pro-
grams in this bill, especially for breast
cancer research. And I know that not
one gingle program is at risk of losing
its funding in this bill—mot cancer re-
search, not education funding, or any
other. There is absolutely no question
as to the issue at hand in this veto.
That issue is abortion, and the con-
ference report was vetoed because of
this issue only. If you don’t beleive me,
believe the President. Read his veto
message. The President has committed
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to signing this bill if the abortion lan-
guage is removed.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the behind-the-
scenes politicking that has occurred,
and is going on now regarding this
vote, is enough to cause a tremendous
amount of concern to Americans who
trust in this Congress to carry out its
wishes. So intent upon overriding the
President’s veto, the power of the
House’s leadership is being brought to
bear on the consciences of pro-life
Members. No Member should every be
presured into voting against his or her
conscience—especially concerning a
matter of such extreme moral weight
as the issue of abortion. I implore my
colleagues to listen to their con-
sciences.

Mr. Speaker, the wishes of 88 percent
of the American public who oppose
abortion as a method of birth control
should not be ignored. Women’s health
and the right to accurate information
must be protected. A vote to sustain
the President’s veto is a vote to keep
the Federal Government and the Na-
tion’s tax dollars out of the abortion
decision, a vote for integrity in the Na-
tion’s preventive family planning pro-
gram, and a vote of respect for women.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Ms. DELAURO].

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I have
heard my Republican colleagues here
today say that this vote is not about
education, or health care, or children.

But it is clearly about those issues.
The President has vetoed a bill that
would provide billions of dollars for
education, seniors, Head Start, health
care, and job training.

The President’s veto unveils his pri-
orities. He would rather bar women
from having the information they need
to make a difficult and personal
choice, than provide for our children,
seniors, and families.

This vote to override the President’s
veto is a test of what we value. It is
about freedom of speech for health care
professionals and the right of people
making a critical decision to have full
information.

And it is also about our desire to see
health care, education, and job train-
ing provided to people, working fami-
lies, who deserve at least this much.

They are looking to us for leadership.
Let us show them Congress cares.
Please vote to override.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GREEN], an outstanding lead-
er from his State.

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, no letter, not even from a President
to a Cabinet Secretary, can change a
duly adopted regulation like the gag
rule. We must vote to override if we are
going to assure poor women that when
they go to a family planning clinic,
perhaps their only access to health
care, they will get the whole truth
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from the health professional they see.
To my colleagues on this side of the
aisle I simply say, we could do George
Bush no greater political favor than to
override this veto and get this sorry
situation behind us.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. PELOSI].

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, when this
legislation came before the Appropria-
tions Committee I told my colleagues
at that time that for the first time in
many years it reminded me of a debate
that I attended when I was in high
school. Imagine when arriving at that
extemporaneous debate speech the
topic was, “Do Women Think?” I had
not thought about that for a long time
until the gag rule came up, because
that is what this is about. The Presi-
dent vetoing this legislation says that
women do not have the same opportu-
nities as men to think, or to hear, or to
learn about what medical options are
available to them.

This veto today is not about abor-
tion. It is not about who controls a
woman’s body. This is something more
serious even than that.
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This event is about who controls a
woman’s mind. This vote today is not
only about who controls a woman’s
body, this vote today is about who con-
trol’s a woman’s mind.

My colleagues, I ask you, I plead
with you, do not go along with this
veto of the President. Do not deprive
your daughters of their right to have
equal protection under the Constitu-
tion of the United States to freedom of
speech and discussion. Vote to override
the veto.

Mr. Speaker, unfortunately we are again de-
bating a bill that should already be law. And
| rise today in strong suport of this vote to
override the President's veto of the Labor-
HHS appropriations bill. There are many good
reasons to support ths legislation—funding for
programs necessary to our Nation's children,
poor and elderly, language barring enforce-
ment of the gag rule regulation, and increased
funding for women's health research.

Mr. Speaker, we have all heard the argu-
ments for and against the gag rule regulation
but | would like to add that this vote is not only
a vote on abortion or reproductive rights; it is
a vote to protect our first amendment rights by
not allowing the Federal Government to violate
the confidential physician-patient relationship.
It is a vote to say that we in Congress will not
allow the President to create a two-tier health
care system—one in which poor women are
allowed to hear only some of their medical op-
tions while wealthy women are able to hear all
of the available options.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to add further that
my constituents, and women across the coun-
try, are demanding an increase in funding for
women’s health research. Yet, the President
has spoken and, unfortunately, his message is
clear—women's health concemns are second-
ary. He wants to restrict access to health care
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options and not make women’s health con-
cerns a priority. But frankly, it is time that this
body listened to the women of this country
and demonstrate that their health concerns
are taken seriously.

Mr. PURS . Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. EMERSON].

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
strongly urge my colleagues to vote to
sustain the President’s veto of the
Labor-HHS appropriations bill. Let's
get one thing straight—this vote is
about one thing, and one thing only.
This vote is an abortion vote. A vote to
sustain the veto is not a vote against
education, or against cancer funding,
or against the doctor-patient relation-
ship, as some of our colleagues would
have us believe. A vote to sustain is a
vote against taxpayer-assisted abor-
tion—and that’s it.

I do not like to see the funding for all
these important programs held up;
none of us do. But the President was
clear from the beginning that if this
bill contained abortion language, it
would be vetoed. How many times must
we go through this exercise? Abortion
supporters knew that the abortion lan-
guage would draw a veto; still they in-
sisted on abortion language in this bill.
Abortion supporters are holding cancer
research and education funding hostage
to their single-minded purpose of over-
turning the administration’s title X
regulations.

Abortion supporters have managed to
cloud much of the debate so far—first,
they said that the regulations were un-
tenable because they violated the doc-
tor-patient relationship. But they were
wrong—under the regulations, doctors
must give patients complete medical
information about their condition.
Next, they conceded that the regula-
tions had no effect on the physician-pa-
tient relationship, but they said that
fact was unimportant. What was im-
portant, they said, is that women could
never hear about abortion, regardless
of what her circumstance is. Well, they
were wrong about that, too. If a preg-
nant woman has a medical problem,
she is to be referred for complete medi-
cal care, even if the ultimate result is
an abortion.

The regulations only prohibit clinic
staff from referring a woman to an en-
tity whose primary business is abor-
tions. We're talking about abortion
mills, Mr. Speaker. We are not talking
about health clinics, in the true sense
of the word. We're talking about the
multimillion dollar business of abor-
tion in this country. The title X regu-
lations prohibit the spending of tax-
payers' dollars to send a woman to a
profit-motivated abortion mill. Vote
‘no’ on the vote to override the Presi-
dent’s veto, and don't subsidize abor-
tionists who would get rich on hard-
earned taxpayer dollars.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Ha-
waii [Mrs. MINK].
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Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. MINK. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of overriding the Presi-
dent’s veto.

Mr. Speaker, | am here to discuss the unfor-
tunate Presidential veto of the Labor, HHS,
and Education appropriations bill. Instead of
repeating the rhetoric about federally funded
clinics that offer abortion counseling, | will
focus on the heart of this bill—the increasing
in funding levels that make education and lit-
eracy a national priority.

This bill provides a significant increase in
funding for programs that have proven to be
effective in the education of our children and
still remains within last year'’s budget agree-
ment. The bill provides:

A $239 million increase for special edu-
cation; $25 million for education of homeless
children and youth; a $139 million increase for
vocational education programs; $40 million for
dropout prevention demonstration programs;
and $6.9 billion for student financial assist-
ance.

Mr. Speaker, this bill expands the number of
preschoolers eligible for Head Start by provid-
ing $2.4 billion for this program.

This veto, in effect, disavows his pledge to
become the education President. The Presi-
dent can go back on his word, but this Con-
gress has a responsibility to American families
and must override the Presidential veto.

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, this is a sad
and tragic day, another veto placing
this country at risk. The wvery heart
and soul of our democracy is being put
to risk today over a principle which is
incomprehensible. There is a contest
being lodged by the President of the
United States that says that a physi-
cian in consultation with his patient
cannot have the freedom to discuss all
the options that his medical expertise
and knowledge have equipped him
with.

We are putting to risk the hard work
and the negotiations of our chairman
and the committee members on Appro-
priations that have fashioned together
the most incredible progressive bill
that will put us forward in the areas of
health and human services and edu-
cation.

I came back to Congress because I
wanted to help the people of this coun-
try, and yet we are putting ourselves
again through a litmus test of one
issue and sacrificing all these millions
and billions of dollars for the education
and for the quality of life which holds
this Nation together. I ask my col-
leagues to please vote to override.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in outrage, in utter
disbelief that the President of the United
States would deny women access to health
care and the benefits of this most fundamental
right in this country—the right to privately con-
sult your physician to have advice and counsel
on your reproductive needs. Today’s veto of
the Labor, Health and Human Services, and
Education appropriations bill based on the
sole issue of upholding the gag rule on title X
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family planning clinics is an affront to all
women across this Nation.

Once again, with a mere stroke of his pen,
the President has proved that he does not
care about women'’s rights or women's health.

He has in effect created an inequitable
health system which denies poor and dis-
advantaged women full and accurate informa-
tion about all their legal reproductive options—
information that is available to wealthier
women—solely because they are unable to
pay for a private physician or clinic.

The gag rule exacerbates the already insuf-
ficient health care available to poor women
and it further erodes their ability to obtain
health services, even when they are the vic-
tims of rape, incest, or life-threatening ill-
nesses.

Make no mistake, Mr. President, the women
of America will not tolerate this brash and in-
sensitive behavior without a fight. And, Mr.
President, this is a fight that you are not going
to win.

This is an issue that has been debated in
this very Chamber over and over again and
each time we have prevailed.

The tactic of using this one issue as a lit-
mus test for the entire bill is narrow minded
and detrimental to the welfare of this country,
and it will not work.

The $204 billion Labor-HHS-Education bill
touches the lives of virtually every person in
the United States—whether a high school stu-
dent in New York City attending a chapter |
school, an unemployed Detroit autoworker in a
retraining program, an elderly person here in
Washington who receives meals on wheels, or
a child in my State who goes to Head Start,
the impact of this bill is far reaching. And the
people of this Nation should not be denied the
benefits of this bill because of a divisive, politi-
cal issue that will never be reconciled.

With his veto, the President has singlehand-
edly abrogated the hard work and resolution of
the Congress to make education, women's
health, and overall assistance to the disadvan-
taged funding priorities, while keeping in line
with the budget agreement.

| personally worked hard this year to get in-
creased funding for research on an early de-
tection test for ovarian cancer. This year over
12,000 women will die of ovarian cancer be-
cause there is no way to detect the disease in
the early stages. By the time the disease is
discovered it is usually in its advanced stages,
leaving women with little hope of survival. With
the help of many of my colleagues we were
able to get language included in this bill which
directs the NIH to increase funding in this
area. But now, it is all in jeopardy.

Once again, the President will have us tumn
our backs on women, children, and poor, the
elderly, the sick, and the unemployed by deny-
ing funding levels which include:

A $1.8 billion increase for education which
will provide an additional 600,000 disadvan-
taged children access to reading and math;
$2.20 billion for Head Start; $25 million for the
Women’s Health Initiative and additional funds
for ovarian, breast, and cervical cancer; $1.9
billion for AIDS research, education, and care;
$298 million for childhood immunization; and
$1.5 billion for low income energy assistance.

Mr. Speaker, let us not turn our backs on
the American people. Vote “aye” to override
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the veto of the Labor, Health and Human
Services, and Education appropriations bill.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN].

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, the issue
we debate today is not one that is re-
ceiving its first debate on this floor. It
is an old issue, one that will be with us
a long time.

It is an issue that divides this coun-
try and divides all those in this Cham-
ber. It is an issue to which many feel
personally deeply committed on one
side or the other. let us recognize that
first and let us be tolerant and under-
standing of each other’s views on this
critical issue, because as I said, it is
something that divides this country
very deeply.

Second, let us not talk about wheth-
er we are debating free speech. the Su-
preme Court has already ruled on this,
the Supreme Court that ruled that
burning an American flag is free
speech, and has ruled that this is not a
free speech issue. It is not. We are de-
bating simply the question of whether
or not abortion counseling ought to
occur in federally funded clinics. We
are not debating whether doctors can
talk to patients in general or that doc-
tors can advise patients in general. We
are debating whether abortion counsel-
ing ought to occur in federally funded
clinics, in an area where people in
America are deeply divided, where we
are likely to see a Supreme Court deep-
ly divided, making a decision very soon
on whether or not this issue of abortion
ought to be one that does in fact come
out one way or the other, depending on
how you feel on the issue.

The bottom line is we debate today
the Presidential veto on that single
point, not on the bill as a whole. You
know he signed the bill. We settled
that issue.

I suggest to you that we ought to
sustain the President’s veto for the
sake of allowing this issue to go for-
ward in places where it ought to go for-
ward and not on a bill of this impor-
tance to the American public.

We all feel strongly about abortion.
We all feel deeply about it, and some of
us feel so deeply about it that it is a
part of our religious convictions here
in this body and in America. I do not
think we ought to confuse all these
things under a bill that requires so
much good to be done in so many
areas.

Let us sustain the President’s veto,
get the bill back up, and pass these
programs that are vital to America.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. ROYBAL].

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the override of the veto of
H.R. 2707, the Labor, Health and
Human Services, Education, and relat-
ed agencies appropriations bill for fis-
cal year 1992. The President has vetoed
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this appropriation because he is op-
posed to provisions within the bill
which prohibit funding to enforce or
implement the administration’s gag
rule. Mr. Speaker, the President is
wrong in this regard. I believe that the
policy set forth by this regulation is an
infringement upon a woman's right to
make informed decisions about her
health, and also an unwise restriction
on freedom of speech for those who
work in family planning clinics. The
regulation promulgated by the gag rule
is antithetical to democratic prin-
ciples. Regardless of one’s personal be-
liefs about abortion, this regulation
jeopardizes the relationship bhetween
the people and their government. The
gag-rule regulation is also detrimental
to the relationship between a woman
and her doctor. It is a professional re-
sponsibility to provide all available in-
formation to a patient in any cir-
cumstance. The gag rule prevents this
dissemination of information—a com-
plete denial of a woman’s right to
know and understand all of her op-
tions, and her ability to make an edu-
cated decision.

I must remind my colleagues that
this bill provides funding for all the
major labor, health, social services,
and education programs of importance
to the American people. This appro-
priations bill provides many signifi-
cant increases within the Department
of Labor, especially additional funds
for the Job Corps Program. The expan-
sion of existing centers and implemen-
tation of new programs will allow addi-
tional young persons to receive train-
ing and a new opportunity. Also within
the Department of Labor, the migrant
and seasonal farmworkers programs re-
ceived an increase of more than $7 mil-
lion to augment existing services for
these workers. The number of farm-
workers who are potentially eligible
for, and who need these services, has
grown significantly in recent years.
This funding increase is a step forward
in meeting this additional demand.

Within the Health Resources and
Services Administration, the bill es-
tablishes priorities for services to mi-
nority communities in several key
areas. The community health centers
along with migrant community health
centers received a substantial increase
to be used, in part, for the healthy
start initiative.

The Hispanic and Native American
Centers of Excellence both received in-
creases in appropriations and report
language specifying that additional
centers be established to better serve
these communities. These minority
centers of excellence seek to improve
recruitment and retention of minority
students in the medical and health pro-
fessions. The centers will focus on re-
moving cultural, education, and other
barriers that historically have discour-
aged Hispanic and minority students
from pursuing the health professions
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and have impeded Hispanic commu-
nities from receiving quality health
care.

Moneys were also provided within the
Centers for Disease Control for a tuber-
culosis demonstration project that will
target underserved minority and inner-
city communities in an effort to immu-
nize all children for TB.

The Labor, Health and Human Serv-
ices, Education appropriations bill con-
tinues to strengthen the Ryan White
AIDS care programs by adding $55.7
million to the three titles. The in-
creased funding in title I will allow ad-
ditional urban centers to receive emer-
gency assistance to combat this deadly
epidemic. The bill also provides in-
creased funding for the reimbursement
to dental schools for services provided
to HIV-AIDS infected patients. These
funds also provide an increase for the
special projects of national signifi-
cance to support the priority areas des-
ignated by HRSA, especially mental
health, rural, and native American pri-
orities.

This bill retains a Federal commit-
ment that ensures continued research
and services in the area of Alzheimer’s
disease and I am pleased that the Alz-
heimer's care grants now received
funding for needed demonstration
projects, training, and research. Grants
such as this demonstrate our under-
standing of the growing problem and
our commitment to finding its solu-
tion.

Included in this appropriations bill is
a significant increase for the National
Institute on Aging. These moneys will
be dedicated not only for Alzheimer’s
research, but also to other high prior-
ity areas such as osteoporosis, inconti-
nence, minority aging initiatives, the
Claude D. Pepper Centers, and frailty
research.

I am particularly proud of the in-
creases for research on illnesses that
affect women. Within the National In-
stitutes of Health, the National Cancer
Institute was substantially increased,
and the agency was directed to spend
this increase on breast, ovarian, and
prostate cancer. The NCI will be work-
ing in conjunction with other insti-
tutes to expand research initiatives in
the field of women'’s health.

Included in this appropriations bill is
funding for a variety of aging programs
under the Older Americans Act such as
nutrition, elder abuse, transportation
services, social services, ombudsmen
activities, as well as community em-
ployment for older persons. I am
pleased to report an increase of $3 mil-
lion for the elder abuse and ombuds-
men programs, and will continue to ad-
vocate for the authorized funding level
for the other facets of the Older Ameri-
cans Act.

The Congress has demonstrated its
commitment to the education of our
Nation by providing significant in-
creases in many education programs.
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The appropriations for chapter I and
impact aid increased substantially, al-
lowing for further assistance to dis-
advantaged children and school dis-
tricts. Bilingual education also re-
ceived an increase of over $27 million,
$12 million of which will be used to
fund competitive grants for commu-
nities with large numbers of new immi-
grants. Domestic activities within
international education programs and
urban community service grants as
well as the Star School Program are
three other areas which received the
renewed focus of the Congress and in-
creases in funding.

I urge my colleagues to override the
President’s veto.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
MCMILLAN].

Mr. McCMILLAN of North Carolina.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of sus-
taining the veto.

| rise in support of the veto of this Labor-
HHS appropriations bill, H.R. 2707, for budg-
etary reasons, not because it removes the gag
rule.

Through a variety of budgetary gimmicks,
this bill tries to shoehorn spending obligations
into fiscal year 1992 to the tune of close to
$4.2 billion. What this bill really does is force
additional spending into fiscal year 1993 under
the already tight fiscal year 1993 budgetary
cap while claiming credit for instituting pro-
grams on the last day of fiscal year 1992. |
can’t believe that there are still those in Con-
gress who buy this shell game but as a mem-
ber of the Budget Committee and one who
strongly feels that it is up to us in the 102d
Congress to adhere strictly to the spending
cap agreements of the budget enforcement
agreement of 1990, | cannot ignore these she-
nanigans.

As a result, | am voting to sustain the Presi-
dential veto of this bill.

| have a different view of the repeal of the
so-called gag rule than the President. | have
shared his views and have consistently op-
posed Federal funding of abortion, except
where the life of the mother was threatened or
where rape or incest is established, through-
out my time in Congress. | have taken this
stance because of my personal moral beliefs
and out of respect for those who also oppose
abortion.

However, | do not support the gag rule,
which has been sustained by a Supreme
Court decision. While | do not support abortion
or Federal funding of abortion, | don’t see how
a professional can be legally bound not to dis-
cuss abortion to the extent that it is permitted
by State law. This is, in my judgment, an issue
of free speech.

When the Labor-HHS appropriations bill was
first on the House floor, | voted against it, not
because of the gag rule issue, but because of
budgetary concerns. As a member of the
Budget Committee, | am committed to adher-
ing to the President’'s budget and the budget
deficit reduction agreement that was passed
last year.

On the other hand, in the Health and Envi-
ronment Subcommittee and the full Energy
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and Commerce Committee, | voted for H.R.
3090, the bill that reauthorizes title X funding,
in which it also overturns the gag rule. | did
not have the same budgetary concerns with
that bill as | do with H.R. 2707.

It is my hope that this bill will be sent back
to the Appropriations Committee so the prob-
lems with the budget can be corrected in an
above-board, honest manner. | also hope that
H.R. 3090, which contains language to over-
turn the existing title X regulations, will come
to the floor so we can deal with it in a proper
legislative manner and not improperly as legis-
lation in law appropriations bill.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. HYDE] one of the leaders in our
House on our side of the aisle.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, this is a
very sad day for me and I have had
some sad ones, I can assure you. I have
heard so many fine people, good com-
passionate sensitive people step into
this well and talk about this legisla-
tion and not care one scintilla about
the unborn, the tiny voiceless defense-
less unborn, that cannot vote, cannot
escape, cannot rise up in the streets,
totally vulnerable to an uncaring soci-
ety.

The fallacy of the false alternative—
in logic they call that the fallacy of
the false alternative—if you do not
override the veto you lose cancer re-
search, vou lose all these good things.
That is nonsense, and for people to
come up here and list all the wonderful
sparkling glittering things in this bill,
and they are here, as though if you sus-
tain the veto they are gone, you are
being deceived. You are being deceived.

This whole debate on abortion lacks
a certain honesty. When people who
really want abortion refuse to use the
word, they hide behind the language of
civil liberties, they talk about choice,
they talk about free speech.

Well, what they are talking about is
the extermination of unborn children
because somebody does not want them,
and there is no concern about that un-
born child.

Now, family planning clinics concern
themselves with helping women get
pregnant or avoiding pregnancy. Once
you are pregnant, you are no longer
within the purview of family planning.
You need prenatal care. That is for an-
other type of clinic, beyond family
planning.
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Now, if you want to turn family plan-
ning clinics into steering committees
for Planned Parenthood to get abor-
tions, if you want to turn them into
sales offices for abortion clinics, that is
fine, you can do so; but not at taxpayer
expense, because that is not what the
‘fia.mily planning program was set up to

0.

Now, the doctor-patient relationship
is inviolable, it is unimpaired, and I
have heard so many people come in the
well and talk about the regulations
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standing between a doctor and his or
her patient. The doctor-patient rela-
tionship is unimpaired. That is not
what you are concerned about. What
you pro-abortion people want are coun-
selors and receptionists to steer people
to Planned Parenthood. The doctor can
give any medical advice his medical
knowledge tells him to do. Read the
regulations, read the President’s veto.
It is counselors that you want to steer
people to for abortions. And that is
wrong. Counselors are not trained to
give medical advice. Read Planned Par-
enthood’s own analysis of their coun-
selors; they are volunteers, young, un-
trained. You want them to give medi-
cal advice?

Now, choice and free speech are very
neat and very painless. Abortion, by
the way is violence and destroys an un-
born child, a human being, and turns
that human being into a puree of blood
and bone. I quite understand why you
do not want to talk about that.

The gag rule? The last thing in the
world Planned Parenthood wants, and
many of you who advocate their agen-
da, is informed consent. You do not
want a pregnant woman to look at the
video cassettes of the fetus in the
womb; God forbid. Someone might then
understand that is a living child in the
womb.

No, you do not want informed con-
sent and you do not want parental con-
sent; you do not even want parental no-
tification. Who has got the gag, who
has got the blindfold?

The last thing Planned Parenthood
wants and the last thing the abortion
forces want is informed consent and pa-
rental consent.

Now, Government should serve our
needs, yes, it should; but what about
the unborn? What about the woman
who is pregnant using crack cocaine,
does that bother you at all? It ought

to.

Why? Is that a nothing in her womb,
or is that a human being, a member of
the human family?

You civil libertarians, I ask you to
include within the circle of people that
you are responsible for the unwanted,
the homeless, the handicapped and the
unborn. They are members of the
human family. That is what this is
about. It is not about cancer research.
I am for cancer research more than
maybe anybody in this building, I can
assure you. But we are going to get
cancer research once we take the bag-
gage, the stain of a pro-abortion
amendment out of this bill.

I plead, plead with you, and it breaks
my heart to go against BILL NATCHER,
but I plead with you on behalf of the
unborn who have no voice, who have no
eyes to weep with; I plead with you to
sustain the President’s veto. We will
get the bill back, and we will have all
of these good things included.

Call it abortion, not choice and come
up here on a freestanding bill, do not
bury it in the middle of this good bill.
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Sustain the President.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MFUME). The Chair will advise Mem-
bers controlling the time that the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. NATCHER]
has 9 minutes remaining and the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. PURSELL]
has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Oregon
[Mr. WYDEN].

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Speaker and col-
leagues, our very able friend from Illi-
nois said that Members will not speak
about abortion. Let me: This bill does
not cover abortion, period. It cannot
pay for abortion.

The fact of the matter is that the gag
rule turns mainstream medicine on its
head. What we want doctors in this
country to do is tell patients what
their options are, what their choices
are. This legislation does not permit it.
It in effect zips the collective lips of
the physicians in this country so that
patients cannot be told of their
choices.

That is what is at stake here.

I will mention abortion to our col-
league from Illinois, that is because
this bill does not pay for abortions and
does not cover them.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time. I have a
closing speaker.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from New
York [Ms. SLAUGHTER].

Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I do not want anybody
to make any mistake about what we
are doing here today. We have heard
one speaker after another saying, that
women simply do not have the ability
to make any choice of their own, and
that the country is deeply divided on
this issue. Neither statement is true.

Americans that have been polled on
the question say that they believe
every American woman, child, man,
male, female, black, white, deserves
the best medical care and advice that
they can get. This veto says that the
women of the United States are not en-
titled to it.

We hear all the time about our lack
of concern for the unborn—that some
of us do not care about the unborn. Let
me tell you about some of the items in
this bill that affect the ‘‘born". There
are a million homeless already born
children in America today—a million
of them. For 5 years, since I have been
in Congress, I have been trying to eke
out a penny or two here and there to
try to educate them.

I would like once to hear all my
prolife friends over there say, ‘‘All
right, these babies are already here.
What are we going to do about them?
How are we going to vaccinate them?
How are we going to feed them? How
are we going to educate them?” I never
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hear that. Part of the education needs
of these million homeless children will
be met by this bill, only part. The chil-
dren living in the subways, the chil-
dren moving from shelter to shelter,
need this help. This time, override this
veto for the born children.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. HOYER].

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, 1 minute is not enough
time, of course, to debate the sub-
stance of this bill. Some have talked
about this bill and the twisting of
arms. Maybe arms have been twisted.
Three-hundred and fifty-three Members
of this body, just a few months ago, in-
cluding those who have voiced support
for the veto today, voted for this bill.
They knew that this provision, the gag
rule, was in the bill. Not a jot nor a tit-
tle has been changed in this bill.

Three-hundred and fifty-three people
stood up and said this bill is good for
America, for our education, for our
health care, for workers’ safety, for the
vaccination of children, for research
for breast cancer and cervical cancer,
ovarian cancer and, yes, prostate can-
cer.

There were 353 of us who stood up.
Are we divided on the issue of abor-
tion? Yes, we are. We did not perceive
this issue as an abortion vote until this
issue was politicized. That is what hap-
pened. For political benefit, it was po-
liticized. There were 353 people who
voted for this bill. There are not 353
people in this House that are for or
against the right to choose, and you
know it. But in June, there were 353
people who stood in the well and voted
in these machines and said, “Yes, we
are for this bill.”

Let us stand up for America, override
this veto.

Mr. Speaker, the President had made a
grave error, and this House must not sustain
it.

On June 26, 353 Members of this House—
81 percent—voted to approve the Labor-HHS
funding bill. Why did we do this?

We did this because this is a bill about
America’s future: About our ability to compete,
about our ability to care for our parents, about
keeping our families together, about keeping
America healthy, and it is about our children.

This bill is a bill for all Americans, not spe-
cial interests. The Labor-HHS appropriation bill
is the bill which helps all Americans here at
home.

The only special interests this veto hurts are
the 12,000 children who are vulnerable to a
disease that could be prevented with a simple
vaccination, but did not get the shots last
year—the 39,000 children who will not have
the opportunity to participate in the Head Start
Program—the 56,000 women who die of
breast and ovarian cancer each year, whose
hopes are dashed as critical research is de-
layed—the 4 million students, and their fami-
lies, who receive college loans—the 600,000
additional school children who will not have
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access to the reading and math instruction in
the chapter | program because the education
President vetoed this bill—and the millions of
others who will benefit from the many other
important priorities in this legislation.

This bill is the domestic agenda of the coun-
try. It is our effort to improve education, giving
children and their families the opportunities
America promises to all, and fight the health
and nutrition threats to the fabric of our soci-
ety.

This veto ignores the forest and focuses on

a tree. Congress must focus on the concerns
of the American people; of concems ex-
pressed by the voters of Pennsylvania and
Mississippi last week. Joblessness, health
care, anxiety about the future: this is what you
point to when you go home for the holidays;
this is what the American people want and
need to hear about. And a vote to sustain the
President’s veto is a vote to ignore those con-
cerns.
We all have a personal responsibility to
work to improve our lives, those of our chil-
dren and our community. This bill is the Fed-
eral Government's end of the bargain: The
funding in this bill supports our schools, our
children and families, our very health and tra-
ditional values. President Bush one hour ago,
abdicated that responsibility for a short-term
political objective. He is wrong. Let us vote to
override.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to our majority leader, the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP-
HARDT].

Mr. GEPHARDT. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, Members of the House,
for a very long time the President has
promised that he wanted to be the edu-
cation President. But he breaks this
promise every time that he vetos a bill
that can make a difference, a real dif-
ference in the lives of the American
people.

When he vetoed this legislation, he
vetoed college loans and Head Start
funds, he vetoed the dreams of disabled
children who want to participate fully
in the programs in their schools.

He even vetoed an education program
to stop the spread of AIDS.
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The President says that we can send
him another bill without the gag rule,
and then all of these programs can be
properly funded. That may be true, but
we should not hold hostage all of the
education programs of this country
that everybody supports so that the
President can assert an indefensible po-
sition on the gag rule that few people
in this country support. That is why we
must override this veto today.

In the past 3 years the President has
vetoed unemployment compensation,
the minimum wage, family and medi-
cal leave, protections for Chinese stu-
dents, protections for textile jobs, civil
rights, legislation to prevent Japan
from grabbing United States aerospace
jobs and money, to a dozen other good
ideas that this House supported.
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I say to my colleagues, If you're
looking for George Bush’s domestic
program, and many people are, this is
it, this is it. This veto pen is more pow-
erful than 66 Senators and 289 Rep-
resentatives of this country. The Presi-
dent can stop what the American peo-
ple want through this pen if we allow it
to happen.

Mr. Speaker, this should be the first
time that this Congress rises up and
says, ““This pen is not more powerful
than the American people,” and I say
to my colleagues, “‘Stand up for what
you believe, and vote to override this
veto.”

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to close debate on our side of
the aisle to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. PORTER].

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, this is an
issue beyond abortion. It goes to the
essence of the relationship between the
Government and the governed. Are peo-
ple coming to a Government-funded
agency for help entitled to be told the
truth? Is there anyone, regardless of
their feelings about abortion, that be-
lieves that they are not? Apparently,
Mr. Speaker, there are. Apparently
there are.

JOHN CHAFEE and the White House
negotiated a package that included in-
formation on the developing fetus and
prenatal care, but that language, bal-
anced in its approach, was rejected be-
cause it included telling people about
the medical right to have an abortion.

This is America, Mr. Speaker. We do
not attempt to control people by with-
holding the truth from them. We do
not lie to people to control their con-
duct. We do not interfere in the rela-
tionship between physician and patient
and tell health professionals what they
can or cannot say to their patients.

The essential relationship of trust
between the Government and its citi-
zens was enshrined in our Constitution
and our Bill of Rights over 200 years
ago. But if this gag rule is allowed to
stand, America will enter into a new
era of government by mind control,
and there will be no court, Mr. Speak-
er, to protect against it. The court has
already, wrongfully, said in Rust ver-
sus Sullivan that, if the Government
provides the funds, it can control the
speech.

Please do not let this happen. We
cannot let this happen. The President
has been right so many times, but he
has received some terrible advice and
made a decision that flies in the face of
basic American principles.

Vote to override this ill-advised veto.
Suspend the enforcement of the gag
rule and allow more balanced regula-
tions to be drafted. Vote to preserve
the relationship of honesty and trust
that must exist in a free society be-
tween the Government and its citizens.
Vote to override.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
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gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
HoLLOwAY].

Mr. HOLLOWAY. Mr. Speaker, | understand
the concern for what some may think is a re-
striction of the flow of information between a
patient and her physician. However, there is
another side to this issue that deserves men-
tion: Based upon the results of several nation-
wide polls it is clear that the majority of Ameri-
cans consider it immoral to use abortion as a
method of family planning.

A June poll by the Wirthlin Group revealed
that a full 83 percent of Americans oppose the
use of abortion as a method of birth control.
Simply stated, American taxpayers feel strong-
ly that they should not be forced to subsidize
abortion a of any kind.

It's time to tell the truth about the title X reg-
ulations. It is clearly an issue of taxpayer's
choice. It is wrong to expect the majority of
Americans, who oppose abortion as family
planning, to support a program that makes no
distinction between the two. It also provides
no way for parents to have input in their
daughter’s decisions.

The fact is that title X was created as a
pregnancy prevention program. It was in-
tended to help poor women avoid unplanned
pregnancy and plan for the arrival of each
child. All discussion regarding title X makes it
very clear that there was never intended to be
any connection between title X activities and
abortion-related activities. These regulations
have corrected abuses of taxpayer dollars and
restored integrity to the program.

The Supreme Court recently concluded in

Rust versus Sullivan that the Government may
make a value judgment favoring childbirth over
abortion, and implement that judgment by the
allocation of public funds. Critics of this deci-
sion have argued heatedly that the court is en-
couraging a lack of communication between
the doctor and patient. That is misleading. The
flaw in that argument is that we can never
give more consideration to one individual's
right to freedom of opinion and free speech
than we do to the other individual’s right to be
born.
What is most difficult to understand is why
some of the Members feel that the taxpayers
are somehow obligated to fund an activity that
most Americans find morally wrong—the pro-
motion of abortion as family planning. Family
planning prevents pregnancy. Abortion stops a
beating heart.

The taxpayers, not proabortion forces, pay
for title X. | ask my colleagues to support tax-
payer choice and family planning with integrity.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to our Speaker, the distin-
guished gentleman from the State of
Washington [Mr. FOLEY], to close de-
bate.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I take the
well as the Representative of the 5th
Congressional District of Washington
to urge my colleagues to vote to over-
ride the President’s veto.

The gentleman who has preceded me,
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PoR-
TER], has said that, as a Republican, he
feels the President has been in error in
this veto. This is not an issue between
Democrats and Republicans. This bill
represents the hopes and aspirations of
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the Members of this Congress on both
sides of the aisle in education, in
health, in biomedical research, and in
so many other critical endeavors. In a
hundred ways it speaks to the social
policies and needs of our Nation, and
does so with tremendous unanimity
and consensus.

Mr. Speaker, it is the President that
has involved this in the question of
abortion. It is he who has attenpted to
bring that divisive issue into a legisla-
tive package that has otherwise enor-
mously broad support, and on the mis-
taken principle that these women who
seek counseling at family planning
centers should be denied, denied, infor-
mation that all other women are enti-
tled to, indeed, have the right to re-
ceive under the Constitution as well as
under the laws of our Nation.

This is a mistake the President has
made, and it is for this Congress to rec-
tify it. It can by overriding this veto.

We have before us an important op-
portunity to send a clear message that
not only is this legislation strongly
supported by both sides of the aisle,
but that the principles of truth, hon-
esty, openness, and fairness will attach
to all that we do in our laws, regardless
of the financial circumstances of
women who need the health care and
counsel of this bill.

I ask all Members of Congress to
override the President’s veto. We have
it in our hands to pass a good bill and
to rectify a serious mistake. Override
the President’s veto.

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Speaker, | rise reluc-
tantly to support the motion to override the
President’s veto of H.R. 2707, the Fiscal Year
1992 Appropriations Act for the Departments
of Labor, Health and Human Services, and
Education.

| voted against H.R. 2707 when the House
first considered the bill. | objected to the emer-
gency spending designations in the legislation
that clearly violated the Budget Enforcement
Act of 1990. | voted against the conference re-
port on H.R. 2707 and explained my reasons
for doing so in some detail in my statement of
November 7, 1991. Principally, | objected to
the serious budgetary problems in the bill—to-
talling over $4.2 billion. | also expressed my
concern at the continuing impasse over the
titte X program and hoped that by returning
the bill to conference a compromise could be
reached. | took the President's November 5,
1991, memorandum to Secretary Sullivan as a
hopeful sign.

Over the last several months, |, like many of
my colleagues, have suggested what | con-
sider to be eminently reasonable changes to
the title X regulations to the administration that
also, in my view, retain the necessary wall of
separation between preventive Federal family
planning programs and abortion. Notwithstand-
ing the President's recent memorandum and
Secretary Sullivan's directive to Assistant Sec-
retary for Health, James Mason, issued today,
my suggestions have been entirely rejected. |
do not rise, out of pride of authorship, to vote
to override this veto. | am concerned and dis-
appointed that all suggestions to compromise
have been rejected.
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The President’s veto message lays the en-
tire veto on the title X question. | believe that
is unfortunate, unnecessary, and was totally
avoidable.

With regard to the budgetary problems of
this bill which |, and other Members of this
House have decried, the President's veto
message virtually ignores these serious prob-
lems. In spite of the fact that the administra-
tion opposes forward funding, the President’s
message states: “| will sign a bill that does not
include language that prohibits implementation
of the abortion counseling and referral rule.”

The administration is prepared to accept
budget gimmicks to get its way on a provision
that could be compromised. The precedent is
disturbing to me.

| voted against last year's budget agreement
thinking we could do better. However, as the
ranking Republican member on the House
Budget Committee, | have defended that
agreement as the only barrier between this
House and fiscal chaos. In this case, the ad-
ministration is willing to walk away from strict
budget discipline.

| continue to believe that a compromise on
the title X program is necessary, desirable,
and achieveable. | have come to the conclu-
sion that the only way to accomplish this will
be to override the President’s veto. From here
forward, if the administration makes an honest
attempt to work out the problems of the title X
program, | will be with them. However, on this
vote, and in this context, | cannot join with
those who would sustain the President's posi-
tion.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, it is indeed
unfortunate that | must stand in this well today
to urge my colleagues to override the veto of
the Labor, HHS, and Education appropriations
bill. It is unfortunate because this legislation
has come back to this body, not because its
fiscal merits are in question, but because the
first amendment rights of health care providers
are disregarded and the constitutional rights of
women carry no weight in the eyes of the ad-
ministration.

Two hundred billion dollars in vital programs
such as child support enforcement, foster
care, and child care are being held hostage.
The ransom note has gone to poor, pregnant
women. The price? Complete and balanced
information about their health options. | am
talking, Mr. Speaker, about the gag rule.

For years, family planning counselors pro-
vided their clients with full information about
pregnancy options. Then, in 1988, the Reagan
administration issued a rule, prohibiting health
care providers in federally funded clinics from
teling women what is law in these United
States of America; 3.7 million women in Amer-
ica are served by federally funded clinics. And
because of their economic status or where
they live, most of these women have no other
medical services for primary care. On top of
this, an estimated 600,000 of these women
have a history of health problems.

Yet under the gag rule, a doctor is barred
from telling a woman all her medical options,
even if she has cancer, diabetes or AIDS. Can
you imagine what a dilemma this poses for a
doctor, whose professional responsibility it is
to provide sound advice for his or her patient?

Mr. Speaker, we debate the gag rule today
as a first amendment issue; a right that is sup-
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pressed is no longer a right. If we do not turn
back the gag rule today, our constitutional
rights and our freedom will be in serious dan-

gerThis debate is about freedom of information.
If we fail to override this veto, we will be send-
ing a loud and clear message to women—par-
ticularly poor women—across this country.
The message will be: we in Congress, the
men and women you have chosen to rep-
resent you, do not care about your rights, do
not care about your doctor-patient relation-
ships, and frankly, do not care very much
about your health and your future. Please,
let's not send this message. It is wrong; it is
unfair; it is dangerous.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, there is a crisis
facing this Nation—a crisis in education, a cri-
sis in health care, and a crisis in employ-
ment—and our constituents have sent us to
Washington to find a remedy for these crises.
Now after months of deliberation, hearings,
and several days of debate on the floor of the
House of Representatives and in the Senate,
we have done just this.

Our Nation is facing a crisis in education.
One out of every four American students does
not graduate from high school and many of
those that do graduate are ill-prepared to
enter the labor force. On both sides of this
aisle, in both houses of Congress, and in all
branches of Government, we have repeatedly
expressed our concern over our declining
international competitiveness and have, in re-
sponse, pledged to improve our education
system. Today, we are debating legislation
that goes beyond rhetoric and empty promises
and seeks to improve our Nation’s education
system. The Labor, and HHS appropriations
bill we are debating today contains $2.2 billion
in funding for the Head Start Program and ex-
tends this crucial program to an additional
39,000 children. It provides $3 billion in fund-
ing for the Guaranteed Student Loan Program
and $5.4 billion for the Pell Grant Program
which together help 7 million American stu-
dents attain a college eduction. Furthermore,
this bill contains $631 miillion in funding for the
Chapter One Program, a program which gives
disadvantaged students access to much need-
ed reading and math instruction. This Labor,
HHS appropriations bill addresses the needs
of our children and will make our Nation more
competitive. The President—who claimed to
be the “Education President"—has vetoed this
legislation.

Our Nation is facing a crisis in health care.
Every year there are more than 24,690 infant
mortalities that could have been prevented
with adequate pre-natal care. In 1989, there
were 21,675 deaths from the AIDS virus and
in 1990, 89 children died from measles for
want of a simple immunization. To fight this
tragedy and end these preventable deaths, we
have passed an appropriations bill which con-
tains $650 million in funding for maternal and
child care; $1.9 billion in funding for AIDS re-
search, education and care; and $298 million
in funding for childhood immunizations. This
appropriations bill specifically addresses the
health problems of this Nation and seeks to
protect our children and underprivileged fami-
lies. The President—who claims to be inter-
ested in health care reform—has vetoed this
legislation.
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Our Nation is in the throes of a lingering re-
cession which refuses to subside. Unemploy-
ment across the country is 6.8 percent. More
than 8.6 million Americans can't find jobs and
more than 2.5 million of those unemployed
have exhausted their unemployment benefits.
While we were finally able to sign into law leg-
islation extending unemployment benefits for
those hardest hit by the recession, the legisla-
tion we passed last week, did not address
those who are chronically unemployable be-
cause of a lack of education or those who
must be retrained to work in an America that
is shifting from a manufacturing to a service
economy. It is through this Labor, HHS appro-
priations bill that Congress is working to re-
verse these trends and improve America’s
workforce by providing unemployed men and
women across the country the tools to find
work and to be more productive. This bill con-
tains over $1.4 billion in funding for vocational
and adult education. It also contains $1.7 bil-
lion in funding for the Job Training Partnership
Act—a program that help more than 425,000
Americans get off the unemployment rolls and
back to work. The legislation we are debating
today specifically addresses the needs of
those Americans unemployed and helps them
once again become productive contributors to
our society. The President who claimed he
would create over 500,000 new jobs in his first
term, has vetoed this bill.

The legislation we are debating today—leg-
islation addressing our Nation's education,
health, and employment needs—is being held
hostage by an administration that refuses to
compromise on its repressive and discrimina-
tory “gag rule”. In the past months the House
of Representatives has repeatedly opposed
this gag rule and has vetoed overwhelmingly
to overturn this provision. Our refusal to ac-
cept this “gag rule” has met with support from
medical professionals and an overwhelming
number of our constituents. We must not allow
the administration to defeat this provision and
veto this important bill to advance its own par-
tisan agenda.

| urge my colleagues to join me in voting to
override the President’s veto.

Mrs. COLLINS of lllinois. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in strong support of overriding the veto of the
Labor-HHS appropriations measure.

| am very sorry to see that the President is
still insistent upon denying access to complete
health care information to those women who
use publicly funded family planning health
centers. In vetoing the appropriations measure
because it prohibits the use of funding to im-
plement the gag rule, the President is trying to
sustain a regulation that threatens women’s
lives, curbs the judgment of medical profes-
sionals and unfairly penalizes the women who
use these facilities. In the process of doing
this, he is also holding hostage funding for a
variety of valuable and vital health programs,
as well as, the implementation of reforms that
will help bring some parity to the field of wom-
en’s health research.

From where | stand, the President's obsti-
nance on this bill is just another indication of
his disregard for the needs and lives of Amer-
ican women. You see, the gag rule may only
affect women who use federally funded family
planning clinics, but the research dollars that
are redirected toward breast, ovarian, and cer-
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vical cancer programs, the increased funding
for the women's health office at NIH would
help all women. These are some of the many
important programs that are now at the mercy
of the President’s veto pen.

Fortunately, we in Congress have a chance
to undo what the President has done. We
have a chance to do something that is in the
best interests of women and our Nation's
health care system. We can tell the President,
“enough is enough, Mr. President” on his spe-
cious demagoguery. Let us seize this oppor-
tunity and vote to override the President's
veto,

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2707,
making appropriations for the Departments of
Labor, Health and Human Services, and Edu-
cation is a bill that is too important for any fur-
ther delay.

As the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Health and Safety within the Committee on
Education and Labor, | know firsthand the dif-
ficulties faced by those Federal agencies re-
sponsible for worker health and safe HA
and MSHA in the Department of Labor, and
NIOSH in HHS.

For the past several years, these three
agencies have struggled to keep up with a
rapidly changing arena. Resources have been
limited, forcing the Congress to hold the line
on worker health and safety. And occasional
sequestrations have eaten into already appro-
priated funds, making it difficult for the agen-
cies to perform their functions as effectively as
we would hope.

So it is important to commend the con-
ferees, especially the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. NATCHER] and the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. PurskeLL] for their hard work this
year because this conference report reflects
increasing attention to worker safety and
health.

OSHA, with responsibility for enforcing safe-
ty and health standards and regulations in al-
most 6 million workplaces with only some
1,200 inspectors, needs every dollar we can
provide. MSHA, while covering fewer work-
sites, is directed toward protecting workers in
one of the three most hazardous occupations
in this country, and desperately needs re-
sources to continue its job of eliminating all
preventable deaths and injuries. And NIOSH,
the unit that does basic research into both
safety and health job hazards must have suffi-
cient resources to continue conducting its
studies which can then be translated into
standards and regulations.

This conference report, as | just said, shows
the concern of the Congress for the well-being
of America’s working men and women. All we
have to do is to look at the numbers being
made available for each of the three agencies.

OSHA is destined to receive $304 million,
almost $19 million above the funding level for
1991. While the bulk of the increase is di-
rected toward Federal compliance and en-
forcement, $10 milion over 1991 funding
amounts, two other areas in OSHA also get
significant increases: State enforcement, up by
more than $2.5 million, and consultation pro-
grams, up by more than $3.3 million. This last
item is important because it is through the
consultation programs that OSHA reaches out
to employers to help them understand the
safety and health programs, regulations, and
standards that are in place.
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Let me touch on just one other OSHA issue
before | go on. We have known for some time
that many small businesses, often those with
10 or fewer employees are not as safe as they
should be. For a great many years, because
of language in various appropriations bills,
OSHA was prohibited from using any of its re-
sources to inspect and otherwise enforce its
standards, regulations, or rules in those work-
places with 10 or fewer employees.

This conference report reflects a significant
change in that prohibition. In the past, OSHA
has been permitted to take action in the wake
of an accident that resulted in either one or
more fatalities or the hospitalization of five or
more employees. In the original House version
of H.R. 2707, the number of hospitalizations
was reduced to one or more. The conference
report has adjusted the number to two or more
hospitalizations.

| supported the original change because, in
my view, in a place of employment with 10 or
fewer workers, an accident resulting in the
hospitalization of five of those employees is
not just an accident, it is an unmitigated catas-
trophe. An accident in which even one worker
is injured and hospitalized, is, in itself, a seri-
ous occurrence.

Still, | can understand the compromise, and
1 support it because it dovetails very well with
other occupational safety and health legisla-
tion that is in the hopper as we speak. H.R.
1063, the Construction Safety, Health, and
Education Improvement Act, which has been
ordered reported by the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor, would require notice to
OSHA if two or more construction workers
were to be hospitalized following an accident,
and H.R. 3160, the Comprehensive Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Reform Act also
modifies OSHA’s current regulation on report-
ing accidents to either one fatality or two hos-
pitalizations.

| must admit to being somewhat dis-
appointed by the appropriation proposed for
MSHA, but the $185.4 million does represent
an increase of $11.8 million over 1991 fund-
ing.
There has been some concern that because
mining deaths have been dropping consist-
ently in recent years, there is a lesser prob-
lem. That is not the case. America’s miners
still need the presence of MSHA and its in-
spectors.

Anyone who fails to recognize that fact just
doesn't understand the ever-present dangers
facing those who work in our underground
mines. And, beyond the safety hazards, we
should all be aware of the threats to the health
of our miners. In 1991, we have seen MSHA
initiate two separate cases against under-
ground coal mining companies for falsifying
coal dust samples.

In one case, several hundred mining com-
panies have been cited for tampering with
dust sampling devices and, in the second, just
2 weeks ago, several small coal mining com-
panies in Virginia, West Virginia, and Kentucky
were cited for submitting fraudulent dust sam-

es.

The 1969 Federal Coal Mine Safety Act and
the 1977 amendments to that act sought to
limit the amounts of dust in coal mines to pro-
tect miners from black lung disease. Given the
two pending investigations, MSHA certainly
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needs substantial resources to do the followup

Invesﬁgaﬁons.

For NIOSH, the present picture is one of the
brightest in years. During the past several
years, Congress has had to override funding
requests from the current and immediately
past administrations as they have sought to
eliminate NIOSH from the safety and health
equation.

This year, Congress again has taken the
step of ensuring that NIOSH continues to be
a factor in occupational safety and health. By
increasing funding by $9.6 million from 1991
levels to $106.6 million, we have given NIOSH
the opportunity to continue its important inves-
tigations into injuries and fatalities in construc-
tion and agriculture, which along with mining,
are the highest hazard work activities.

While the three agencies have moved for-
ward in the ongoing effort to reduce workplace
deaths and injuries, employers still need to
prevent and eliminate unnecessary and pre-
ventable deaths and injuries on the job. And,
while we continue to work on these long-time
persistent problems, we now have to address
new concerns related to health and well-being.

Ten or fifteen years ago, repetitive motion
trauma was a phrase known only to a small
group of medical and health professionals.
Today, it is the fastest growing form of occu-
pational illness, affecting men and women in
the production plant as well as in the front of-
fice. In 1981, 23,000 cases of repetitive mo-
tion trauma were reported. In 1989, 147,000
cases were reported. And we haven't got any
clue as to how many cases went unreported
because the workers were afraid of losing
their jobs.

In recent years, we have seen some level-
ing off of deaths and serious injuries in most
industrial categories—except for construction,
where we still have as many as 2,500 annual
deaths and some 200,000 serious and dis-
abling injuries. But, even with these modest
gains, we find, to our great chagrin, that to-
day's injuries result in more lost time. In just
a 1-year period, from 1988 to 1989, each lost
workday case lost an extra half day.

Clearly, OSHA, MSHA, and NIOSH need
whatever fiscal and manpower resources we
can provide. This is a difficult task during this
time of limited funds overall, but this con-
ference report makes more than just a passing
attempt to address real and ongoing problems
that affect each and every one of us.

Mr. Speaker, we must override this veto of
the conference report on H.R. 2707.

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
to the motion to override the Presidential veto
of H.R. 2707. The conference report has al-
ready garnered strong support in both the
House and Senate and should be enacted as
swiftly as possible. This bill invests crucial re-
sources in essential domestic programs which
provide vital services to millions of children
and adults.

The funding levels set in the bill make edu-
cation and literacy a national priority. The bill
funds Head Start, vocational education, adult
education, student financial assistance, math
and science education, dropout prevention
and drug free schools grants. Without Federal
support for these programs, many deserving
students would not be able to benefit from
educational resources which prepare them for
productive lives and careers.
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The conference agreement also funds such
diverse areas as low income energy assist-
ance, maternal and child health, rural health
care, infant mortality initiatives, biomedical re-
search grants, cancer research, childhood im-
munization, child care State grants, jobs train-
ing, veterans employment and training, con-
gregate nutrition services, home delivered
meals for the elderly, foster care, adoption as-
sistance, and administrative costs of State un-
employment insurance programs. These pro-
grams and services are essential given the
tough economic times the Nation is experienc-
ing. It is more important than ever that they be
maintained.

The conference agreement provides funding
for women’s health care programs that |
worked hard to enact. The bill significantly in-
creases funding for research on women's
health by urging the National Cancer Institute
[NCI] in the strongest way, to make breast,
ovarian, and cervical cancer its top priorities.

The conference report includes $2 billion for
the National Cancer Institute—an increase in
funding of $275 million. As a result of our ef-
forts, the National Cancer Institute has indi-
cated that it will increase funds for research
on breast cancer by $42 million, in fiscal year
1992, for total funding of nearly $133 million.

Further, the conference agreement contains
$10.3 million for the NIH Office for Research
on Women's Health. The Breast and Cervical
Cancer Mortality Prevention Program receives
full funding of $50 million for fiscal year 1992.
These provisions are good news for the
women of America because it shows that Con-
gress is finally getting serious about funding
women's health research.

The conference report also blocks imple-
mentation of the adminstration’s gag rule. This
is not a debate about abortion. The title X pro-
gram has barred use of Federal funds for
abortions since its inception in 1970. This is
an important health care issue.

Although its central purpose is to provide
family planning services, for many low-income
women, a title X doctor is the only physician
they see; 8 out of 10 title X patients have in-
comes below 150 percent of the poverty level
and cannot afford the services of a private
physician.

Title X clinics allow low-income women to
receive high quality medical services when
otherwise they would have to do without. Fam-
ily planning programs are the entry point into
the health care system for many patients who
need other health care services, ranging from
prenatal care to screening for cervical and
breast cancer, anemia, hypertension, and dia-
betes.

The issue at stake is essentially the right of
health care professionals to give and the right
of women to receive medical information. Low-
income women should not be denied com-
prehensive information of the full range of
legal reproductive health care services be-
cause they cannot afford the services of a pri-
vate physican. There are instances where a
woman'’s health may be compromised by
pregnancy, and an informed decision is essen-
tial.

| urge my colleagues to join with me in over-
riding the Presidential veto of the conference
agreement on H.R. 2707.

Mrs. LOWEY of New York. Mr. Speaker, |
rise today in strong support of the Labor-HHS
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appropriations bill and | urge my colleagues to
override President Bush’s veto.

More than politics are at stake with this
vote. If we do not override the President’s veto
we will place our most fundamental rights in
jeopardy. With this veto the President has said
it is OK to gag health care professionals who
work in federally funded clinics; and he has
said it is OK to provide low-income women
with substandard health care.

Well, the American people say it's not OK.
Americans do not want the Government inter-
fering in their most personal and private family
decisions.

Medical professionals say it's not OK. Vir-
tually every professional medical organization
in this Nation says that the gag rule interferes
with their right to provide the best medical
care possible.

Now the Congress must stand up and say
it is not OK. It is not OK to gag our doctors
by censoring information about our right to
choose safe, legal abortion. It is not OK to
play politics in the examining room. Vote to
override the President’s veto.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of the bill H.R. 2707 and urge passage
notwithstanding the President’s veto.

Mr. Speaker, few Members of the House
stand with more distinction than does the gen-
tleman from Kentucky, the chair of the Labor,
Health and Human Services, and Education
Subcommittee. The bill before us, H.R. 2707,
directly or indirectly affects the lives of nearly
every family in this nation as reflected by the
275 formal requests to the distinguished Chair
by Members from both sides of the aisle. H.R.
2707 is a fair and just piece of legislation, wor-
thy of the support of every Member of this

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2707 was vetoed by the
President because of the courage of this body
to support an override of the Supreme Court
action that placed a wedge between the sa-
cred compact a female patient has with her
doctor.

Mr. Speaker, for this and for the other rea-
sons stated by the distinguished gentleman
from Kentucky, | urge support of the bill H.R.
2707, notwithstanding the President’s veto.

| yield the balance of my time.

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of the override of the veto of the Labor/HHS
appropriation bill.

| know that the conferees struggled under
the constraints of the Budget Enforcement Act
to arrive at a balanced bill, | know that this
balance was most difficult to achieve between
the education and health programs, and |
commend the conferees on this agreement.

| wish to center my remarks today on the
so-called gag rule which denies women the
benefits of the total medical information relat-
ing to their pregnancy.

| feel compelled to speak today on behalf of
the physicians from my district who have con-
tacted me about this issue. | share their con-
cern that the gag rule is an unwise and un-
precedented intrusion on the doctor-patient re-
lationship.

Imagine the clamor that would ensue in the
legal community if we were to pass a law that
prohibited lawyers from giving their clients the
full range of legal options—but this is exactly
the effect of this rule in a medical context.
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This rule should be changed.

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Speaker, this House
has had many passionate and legitimate de-
bates on issues of funding and policy.

This isn’t one of them.

This debate is certainly passionate, but it is
not legitimate, and it's not about funding or
policy.

This debate is about the Government's ef-
fort to censor information, to withhold from
American women medical information they
may want and they may need.

We should never have to have this debate.

We should never have to question whether
the Government should interfere in the con-
versation between a woman and her doctor.

We should never have to debate an admin-
istration that fights policies it does not like by
robbing physicians of their rights of free
speech, and by robbing women of their right to
complete medical advice.

We should not have to have this debate.
But on May 23, the Supreme Court ruled that
women who rely on federally funded clinics do
not have the same rights to complete informa-
tion about their health as women who don't.

Rather, the administration would have us tell
an AIDS infected woman about prenatal care
and adoption services. The President would
not permit her physician to tell her that con-
tinuing this pregnancy may significantly short-
en her life, nor would the President allow her
to know the likelihood of her baby being born
HIV infected. Instead of allowing this woman
to get information about abortion so that she
could make an informed decision, he would
prefer this woman exist in ignorance. Abortion
is still a legal right in this country, but accord-
ing to the President, you may only be in-
formed of this right if you can afford a private
physician.

The President has already prohibited the
use of Federal funds for abortions for women
who are victims of rape or incest. Now the
President would deny these innocent victims
the right to even know about the legal right to
an abortion.

With his support for the gag rule, the Presi-
dent has declared a war on women. Simply
because a women accepts Federal assist-
ance, the President would deny her legal infor-
mation about her health.

Our President would like to promote a two-
tier health care system where only those who
can afford it may receive complete health in-
formation. Those who are less fortunate and
must rely on Federal assistance will have their
personal health information censored by the
President.

Will the President next declare a war on
seniors and prohibit any senior American from
receiving any information about the treatment
of Alzheimer's disease? Will he declare a war
on students and prohibit any student receiving
Federal financial aid from studying political
science?

An overwhelming majority of Americans
support free speech, and an overwhelming
majority support a woman’s right to choose,
but not our President.

Initially the President denied funds; now the
President would have us deny information.

| thought this country had moved beyond
the days of censorship, but the President
would like to bring us back to them.
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Support the veto override.

Mr. MATSUIL. Mr. Speaker, millions of
women across the United States depend on
the services of title X family planning clinics.
We must vote today to protect the right of
these women to receive information about all
of the medical options available. | urge my col-
leagues to vote to override the President’s
veto.

As my colleagues have said repeatedly
today, this debate is not about whether abor-
tion is right or wrong. That is not the issue be-
fore us today. The issue before us today is
whether a health care provider in a federally
funded family planning clinic can provide infor-
mation about safe, legal medical procedures.
The gag rule deprives women of the oppor-
tunity to make an informed, educated decision
as to how to treat an unintended pregnancy.

The gag rule infringes upon the rights not
only of women to receive complete informa-
tion, but upon the right of health care provid-
ers to speak openly and freely about medical
options. The gag rule violates the most per-
sonal of free

The title X family planmng program is based
on the principle of providing women with com-
prehensive basic health services. To do so
without providing women with comprehensive
information about health services is to com-
promise the integrity of the program. Title X
clinics have never paid for abortions, and
nothing in this bill changes that prohibition.
However, the law has been clear that these
clinics should provide information on all the
options available to care for an unintended
pregnancy, including abortion.

Federal family planning clinics provide care
disproportionately to low-income women. If we
cut off the free discussion of health care op-
tions for women receiving care at a title X clin-
ic, we will be cutting off the health options of
millions of American women.

This debate is about free speech. Free
speech is a principle upon which this country
was founded. It is a right that should not be
provided to just a few, but that should apply
broadly to all citizens of the United States.

Today we will be voting to decide whether
women who seek medical care at a federally
funded clinic have the right to the same infor-
mation as women who seek services from a
private physician. | urge my colleagues to
strongly reject the gag rule and vote to over-
ride the President's veto of the Labor-HHS-
Education appropriations bill.

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of sustaining the President's veto of
H.R. 2707, the Departments of Labor, Health
and Human Services [HHS], and Education
Appropriations for fiscal year 1992. | oppose
H.R. 2707 in its present form because of my
opposition to federally funded abortion referral
and counseling.

Mr. Speaker, | cannot support H.R. 2707 in
its present form because of my strong belief
that abortion is not a morally acceptable meth-
od of family planning or birth control. Counsel-
ing for abortion or referring a pregnant woman
to an abortion clinic contradicts my conviction
that family planning is meant to prevent or
promote pregnancy, not to promote pregnancy
termination.

H.R. 2707 would prevent the administration
from implementing or enforcing its regulations
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barring federally funded title X abortion referral
and counseling. It would require title X clinics
to continue operating for another year under
current title X regulations. These regulations
actually require clinics to provide abortion re-
ferral as a condition for receiving Federal
funding.

In 1%?0, Congress created the title X pro-
gram for one principal purpose: To provide
family planning services. The title X regula-
tions we are considering today were issued to
clarify and maintain the wall of separation that
must exist between family planning and abor-
tion. They ensure that pregnant women will
not be referred to a facility whose principal
function is to provide abortions.

If the House votes to override this veto
today, it will send a message to the American
public that abortion referral and counseling is
an acceptable method of family planning and
birth control. The House will be telling all
Americans that, regardless of their views on
abortion, their Federal tax dollars should be
used to subsidize abortion referral and coun-
seling.

It ?s unfortunate that the abortion referral
and counseling provision was included in this
bill by those seeking to overturn the adminis-
tration’s regulations. Regrettably, the in-
creased funding contained in the bill for Head
Start, education, cancer research, and child-
hood immunization is being held hostage by
this provision, which was inserted into the bill
before it came to the floor. It is simply unfair
to the beneficiaries of these increases to make
the enactment of this bill contingent upon the
resolution of an abortion-related matter.

Mr. Speaker, | hope that my colleagues will
join me in sustaining the President's veto of
H.R. 2707 so that we can send this bill back
to him without the abortion referral and coun-
seling provision. If the President’s veto is sus-
tained, | can assure my colleagues that | will
support this bill once this egregious provision
has been removed.

Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in support of the Labor, Health and
Human Services appropriations bill and plan to
cast my vote to override the President’'s veto
of this legislation.

There are many excellent programs funded
through this legislation which will be jeopard-
ized should it not be passed by this body. For
example, the Head Start Program receives
$2.2 billion under this legislation, there is also
$298 million for childhood immunization, and
$1.921 billion is allocated under this legislation
for AIDS research education and care. But, as
we all know, we are not here to debate the
merits of these programs, although there may
be the usual debate over funding levels. In-
stead, we are here today to seek an override
of the President's veto because of the so
called gag rule.

| have been actively seeking to lift the gag
rule since its inception. The gag rule denies
access to information to women who are de-
pendent upon the Federal Government for
health care. This is not, as some of my col-
leagues will suggest, an abortion issue. Lifting
of the gag rule will not alter the existing prohi-
bition on using Federal money to fund abor-
tion. Title X clinics will not turn into abortion
mills by lifting the rule.

Thebygafgnr'ille isg?hge most insidious form of
censorship. The heart of the debate today is
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not should abortion be legal or should the
Federal Government provide health care for
the poor. Rather, the debate today is whether
it is OK for the Federal Government to decide
what information it will or will not make avail-
able to a poor women in need of health care.
Any other women going to a private physician
would be apprised of all health care options
and would have all of her questions answered
directly and honestly. In fact, if this were not
the case, that same women could sue the
doctor for malpractice.

Let us then contrast this with a woman
going to a title X clinic subject to the gag rule.
The gag rule would prevent counselors and
physicians at the title X clinic form discussing
abortion. A physician at this clinic could not
even answer a direct question if asked if it had
to do with abortion. The gag rule would also
prevent these physicians from referring a pa-
tient to someone who could talk about this
legal option. So, not only are we saying to
these poor women who have no where else to
turn that we will not give them all of the perti-
nent information, but we won’t even tell them
where they can go to get their questions an-
swered.

Do we believe that it is somehow accept-
able to operate under different rules because
the Federal Government is paying for the doc-
tor? Do the Members of this body believe that
this practice will not open doctors up to mal-
practice suits? Is it OK to create a two-tier
health system where those who can pay are
entitled to information and those who cannot
are limited to the morally acceptable line of
the day—information not based on medicine
or science but on political winds.

| do not believe that this is the message that
the U.S. House of Representatives wants to
send. In America you don't have to buy infor-
mation. | can think of no principal which is
more interwoven into the fabric that has made
this country great. We must not allow the gag
rule to stand. It will hurt women, it will hurt
families, but equally devastating it will erode
the principles that we have all been elected to
uphold. | urge my colleagues to vote to over-
ride the President's veto.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
opposition to President Bush's mean-spirited
and narrow-minded veto of the Labor-HHS-
Education appropriations package and | am
deeply concerned that collectively we were un-
able to successfully override the veto.

Why has President Bush decided to veto
this appropriations package which would pro-
vide crucial health, education, and social pro-
grams with $204.9 billion in Federal funds?

Is it because the bill will provide $804 mil-
lion, $38 million more than President Bush
wanted, for support services and home deliv-
ered means for the elderly?

Or is it because the bill provides $75 million,
a $50 million increase from last year, for infant
mortality initiatives?

Or perhaps it is the $2.2 billion that the bill
provides for the Head Start Preschool Pro-
gram which would serve an estimated 40,000
more preschoolers than last year?

No, | trust that President Bush indeed does
support these programs, although his budget
requests were far lower than the ones pro-
posed recently by the House. The administra-
tion, however, has held hostage this entire ap-
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propriations package because, among all the
vital programs and services that the package
provided, the bill contained a measure to
eliminate the existing administration’s gag rule
that prohibits federally funding family planning
clinics from mentioning abortion as a viable
medical option.

Ever since last May, when the Supreme
Court upheld in Rust versus Sullivan, the gag
rule, title X of the Human and Health Service
Act has been in danger of extinction.

Title X provides Federal funds to over 80
percent of all the family planning agencies
across the Nation. These services provide
over 4 milion low-income women and teen-
agers and contraception, preventative medical
care, and counseling.

These clinics provide poor women with what
wealthy women can afford: The opportunity to
make an informed choice about their preg-
nancy.

Mr. Speaker, the elimination of the gag rule
is crucial if we are to continue this Nation's ef-
forts to reduce unintended pregnancy and pro-
viding low-income women with all available
choices when it comes to family planning deci-
sions.

President Bush has succeeded in forcing all
federally funded clinics all over the country to
make a devastating choice: Either give up
desperately needed funds and reduce the
number of patients they can serve or provide
substandard care to residents in the area.

The President’s successful veto of the ap-
propriations bill is disastrous for women,
young and old, in my district. These women
depend on these clinics for complete informa-
tion and support on family planning matter.
For many women, these clinics are their sole
source of accurate and accessible information.
Most of the clinic's clients—nearly 8 out of
10—fall below the Federal poverty level and
are unable to afford a doctor.

By prohibiting doctors and health care coun-
selors in title X clinics from providing patients
with medically appropriate referrals or informa-
tion on options for handling an unintended
pregnancy President Bush will be setting up to
two kinds of health care in this country: Qual-
ity care for the affluent and second-rate care
for the poor.

Women, teenagers, and their partners need
voluntary family planning services with coun-
seling on all methods of contraception before
deciding what is most appropriate for them.
And poor people deserve access to the same
medical information as wealthy people.

Mr. Speaker, the people in my district strug-
gle daily against crime, drugs, racism, and un-
employment. By restricting their access to cru-
cial medical options, the administration is only
adding to their problems.

By failing to override the veto we have been
unable to secure funding for these family plan-
ning services, services that title X clients so
desperately need. | am deeply disappointed
that the necessary two-thirds of my colleagues
could not join me in opposing the veto.

Our only recourse at this time is to join in
support of Representative WAXMAN's Family
Planning Amendments Act of 1991, H.R.
3090, which reauthorizes title X and essen-
tially overturns the gag rule. | strongly urge all
my colleagues to support this new bill in order
to successfully overturn the President’s veto.
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Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in support of H.R. 2707 and urge my
colleagues to override President Bush's veto.
It is irresponsible of the President to veto this
legislation, which provides funding for hun-
dreds of essential programs, just so that his
administration can proceed with their plans to
deny poor women their basic right to uncen-
sored medical information. The fact that he is
determined to impose the gag rule and there-
by thrust the Government into what should be
a confidential discussion between a woman
and her doctor is bad enough. But his action
also affects millions of innocent bystanders.
So we'll let the President explain to the home-
less why there is no funding available for their
health care. We'll let him explain to handi-
capped children why there is no funding avail-
able for their special education program. And
we'll let him explain to disadvantaged youth
why there is no funding available to provide
them with job training. Better yet, let’s override
his veto and send a clear message to the
American people that even if the President
doesn't care about their needs, the Congress

does.

Mr. HAYES of lllinois. Mr. Speaker, today |
rise to express my support for the Presidential
veto override of H.R. 2707, the fiscal year
1992 spending bill for Labor-HHS-Education.

The bill before us today includes many crucial -

provisions. Provisions which are crucial to the
day-to-day quality of life for many Americans.
H.R. 2707 funds every major health, education
and social service program in this MNation. Mr.
Speaker, | believe that most sane members of
this body certainly understand the critical need
to fund such programs as Head Start, Pell
Grants, Medicare and Medicaid, Low-Income
Energy Assistance, and AIDS research. How-
ever, it is unfortunate today that for unfounded
reasons there is opposition to this measure.

Some in this body believe that the provi-
sions which block this administration's gag
rule regulations concerning the dissemination
of health information by health care providers,
encourages the use of abortions. In my opin-
ion, the gag rule is one of the most destructive
federal health policies ever proposed. Not only
does it violate the first amendment right, it de-
nies poor and minority women the right to well
informed, quality health care. Mr. Speaker, |
assure you, this issue is not about abortion, it
is about the Federal Government dictating to
health care providers what information can
and cannot be disseminated. Such public pol-
icy is wrong—dead wrong.

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to think
long and hard today before they vote and re-
member that the politics of the abortion issue
ought to be removed from today's debate. The
issue is good public policy, in addition to the
need to fund programs that have overwhelm-
ing support in this Congress and for which
many here have fought long and hard to gain
increased funding. | ask that my colleagues
vote in support of today's bill, and that we ex-
press to the President the need to quit playing
politics with this Nation's domestic needs and
sign this bill into law.

Vote to override this veto.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, no legislation
written by this Congress has the level of
human impact nor does more good for this
Nation than the bill written each year by the
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gentleman from Kentucky, the dean of its del-
egation, and my friend [Mr. NATCHER]. | have
supported this bill for many years because of
his efforts, and | look forward to voting for it
this year.

The folks back home in my district worry
about getting good medical care, about edu-
cating themselves and their children, about
feeding themselves and their children, and
about training to work in a rapidly changing
world. They are concerned about our future,
and about getting a boost when the future
brings hard times.

This bill, as it always has, responds to those
concerns. It contains $2.2 billion for Head
Start, a 13-percent increase over last year,
$32 billion for education programs, $1.43 bil-
lion for vocational and adult education, a 15-
percent increase over last year, $22.5 million
for rural health grants, a 15-percent increase
over last year, $771 million for impact aid, and
billions more for health related programs.

Unfortunately, my constituents are con-
cerned about something else in this bill, which
is important but unrelated to the bill's purpose.
H.R. 2707 contains a rider which would allow
or, in some circumstances, require federally
funded family planning clinics to counsel or
refer clients on abortion as a method of family
planning. The provision’s authors intend to re-
verse current regulations which prevent such
counseling, and which were upheld by the Su-
preme Court. My constituents oppose this
rider, as does the President, who early on sig-
naled the Congress that such a rider would
draw a veto.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Kentucky
[Mr. NATCHER] did not include this controver-
sial provision-when he recommended the bill
to the Appropriations Committee. In fact, re-
gardless of one's view on the issue, the provi-
sion does not belong on an appropriations bill.
But the failure of the Congress to deal with
this issue through the normal legislative proc-
ess led to its inclusion on this spending bill.

The Labor-HHS-Education appropriations
bill is an annual, must-pass bill. Millions of
people depend on it each year to fund the vital
programs | described. Because it is must-pass
legislation, it being used by proabortion advo-
cates to shortcut and end run the normal leg-
islative process. If those opposing the admin-
istration’s regulations want them changed,
they should propose legislation, obtain hear-
ings, and work with the authorizing commit-
tees of the House to achieve their goal. In this
instance, they have bypassed the normal
process because they are impatient or afraid
of failure. Neither this bill, nor the gentleman
from Kentucky, should be their savior.

Mr. Speaker, | fully support H.R. 2707, ex-
cept for the family planning rider, which | and
my constituents find unacceptable. Therefore,
with reluctance and extreme respect for my
Kentucky colleague, | have absolutely no alter-
native but to vote against the bill and support
President Bush’s veto.

We have faced this type of situation before.
In previous years the House has had to com-
pletely reconsider the Labor-HHS-Education
appropriations bill because abortion-related
riders drew a Presidential veto. | will vote no,
therefore, with the hope and expectation that
we will repeat past practice by passing out a
clean bill that the President will sign and which
| will support.
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Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will
the House, on reconsideration, pass the
bill, the objections of the President to
the contrary notwithstanding?

Under the Constitution, this wvote
must be determined by the yeas and
nays.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 276, nays
156, not voting 3, as follows:

[Roll No. 403]
YEAS—276

Abercromble Fascell Martinez
Ackerman Fawell Mataul
Alexander Fazio McCloskey
Allen Feighan McCurdy
Anderson Fish McDermott
Andrews (ME) Flake McHugh
Andrews (NJ) Foglietta McMillen (MD)
Andrews (TX) Folay McNulty
Anthony Ford (MI) Meyers
Aspin Ford (TN) Mfume
Atkins Frank (MA) Miller (CA)
AuColn Franks (CT) Miller (WA)
Bacchus Frost Mineta
Bellenson Gallo Mink
Bentley Gaydos Moakley
Bereuter Gejdenson Molinari
Berman Gekas Moody
Bevill Gephardt Moran
Bilbray Geren Morella
Blackwell Gibbons Morrison
Boehlert Gilchrest Mrazek
Bonlor Gilman Murtha
Boucher Glickman Myers
Boxer Gonzalez Nagle
Brewster Goodling Natcher
Brooks Gordon Neal (MA)
Browder Gradison Neal (NC)
Brown Grandy
Bruce Green
Bryant Guarini Olin
Bustamante Gunderson Olver
Byron Hamilton Owens (NY)
Campbell (CA) Harris Owens (UT)
Campbell (CO) Hayes (IL) Pallone
Cardin Hefner FPanetta
Carper Hertel Pastor
Carr Hoagland Patterson
Chandler Hobson Payne (NJ)
Chapman Hochbrueckner  Payne (VA)
Clay Horn Pease
Clement Horton Pelosi
Clinger Houghton Penny
Coleman (MO) Hoyer Perkins
Coleman (TX) Hubbard Peterson (FL)
Collins (IL) Hughes Pickett
Collins (MI) Jacobs Pickle
Condit Jefferson Porter
Conyers Jenkins Price
Cooper Johnson (CT) Pursall
Coughlin Johnson (SD) Rahall
Cox (IL) Johnat R d
Coyne Jones (GA) Rangel
Cramer Jones (NC) Ravenel
Darden Jontz Reed
DeFazio Kaptur Regula
DeLauro Kennedy Richardson
Dellums Kennelly Ridge
Derrick Kleczka Riggs
Dicks Klug Roemer
Dingell Kolbe Rose
Dixon Kopetski Rostenkowski
Dooley Kostmayer Roukema
Dorgan (ND) L t Rowland
Downey Lantos Roybal
Durbin Laughlin Russo
Dwyer Leach Sabo
Dymally Lehman (CA) Sanders
Early Lehman (FL) Sangmelster
Eckart Levin (MI) Savage
Edwards (CA) Lewis (GA) Sawyer
Edwards (TX) Liloyd
Engel Long Schiff
English Lowey (NY) Schroeder
Erdreich Machtley Schumer
Espy Markey Serrano
Evans Martin Sharp
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Shays Studds Vento
Sikorsk{ Swett Visclosky
Sisisky Swift Washington
Skaggs Synar Waters
Skeen Tanner Waxman
Skelton Thomas (CA) Welss
Slattery Thomas (GA) Wheat
Slaughter Thornton Whitten
Smith (FL) Torres Williams
Smith (IA) Torricelll Wilson
Smith (TX) Towns Wise
Snowe Traficant Wolpe
Solarz Traxler Wyden
Spratt Unsoeld Yates
Stark Upton Zelifft
Stokes Valentine Zimmer
NAYS—156
Allard Hefley Packard
Annunzio Henry Parker
Applegate Herger Paxon
Archer Holloway Peterson (MN)
Armey Hopkins Petri
Baker Huckaby Poshard
Ballenger Hunter Quillen
Barnard Hutto Ray
Barrett Hyde Rhodes
Barton Inhofe Rinaldo
Bateman Ireland Ritter
Bennett James Roberts
Bilirakis Johnson (TX) Ros
Bliley Kanjorski
Kasich Rohrabacher
Borskl Kildee Ros-Lehtinen
Broomfleld Kolter Roth
Bunning Kyl Santorum
Burton LaFalce Sarpalius
Callahan Lagomarsino Saxton
Camp Lent Schaefer
Coble Lewis (CA) Schulze
Combest, Lewls (FL) Sensenbrenner
Costello Lightfoot Shaw
Cox (CA) Lipinski Shuster
Livingston 8mith (NJ)
Cunningham Lowery (CA) Smith (OR)
Dannemeyer Luken Solomon
Davis Manton Spence
de la Garza Marlenee Staggers
Mavroules Stallings
Dickinson Mazzoll Btearns
Donnelly MecCandless Stenholm
Doolittle MeCollum Stump
Dornan (CA) MeCrery Sundquist
Dreler McDade Tallon
McEwen Tauzin
Edwards (OK) McGrath Taylor (MS)
Emerson McMillan (NC) Taylor (NC)
Ewing Michel Thomas (WY)
Fields Miller (OH) Vander Jagt
Gallegly Mollohan Volkmer
Gillmor Montgomery Vucanovich
G Moorhead Walker
Goss Murphy Walsh
Hall (OH) Nichols Weber
Hall (TX) Nowak Weldon
Hammerschmidt Nussle Wolf
Hancock Oberstar Wylle
Hansen Ortiz Yatron
Hastert Orton Young (AK)
Hayes (LA) Oxley Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—3
Hatcher LaRocco Levine (CA)
0 1618

Mr. ANNUNZIO changed his vote
trom uyea'n to “na.y."

So, two-thirds not having voted in
favor thereof, the veto of the President
was sustained and the bill was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MFUME). The message and the bill are
referred to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

The Clerk will notify the Senate of
the Action of the House.
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, during the
vote to override the President's veto of H.R.
2707, | deeply regret that | was unavoidably
detained. Had | been present, | would have
voted “aye”.

0O 1620
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I
wanted to take a moment to have a di-
alog with the minority leader about
our schedule for the rest of the week.

I would simply say to Members, a lot
of Members have been asking what is
the schedule for the rest of the week,
what can we expect about the weekend,
what about next week, can we finish
our business?

Let me simply say to Members that
we are trying very heard to see if we
can finish our business by at least
Tuesday evening of next week. We do
not know whether votes will be held
over the weekend. We obviously would
like to not have votes over the week-
end, but we cannot at this point pre-
dict with certainty that there will not
be votes over the weekend.

Let me just reiterate the bills that
are before us that we have to try to fin-
ish; the banking bill, which will prob-
ably be back on Thursday, recapitaliza-
tion of the RTC. We have a Medicaid
bill that is up this afternoon. The high-
way bill is in conference. The crime
bill is in conference.

We would like to get a conference re-
port finished on both. We have a cam-
paign finance bill that we would like to
consider the early part of next week.

There are other pieces of legislation
that can be fit into the schedule. There
is no reason that this legislation can-
not be finished, all of this that I have
read, by Tuesday night of next week.
But it is impossible at this point to say
for certain when each of these will be
done.

We have had obviously problems with
the banking legislation. If it for some
reason fails, it makes it very difficult
to see how we get a conference on that
and get done by Tuesday night. But
this is the program we are trying to
finish.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, the gentleman has
said that we would like to finish up by
Tuesday night and the Members ought
to be alerted to be available for this
weekend for votes.

I would assume then we are talking
about surely being in session Friday
and possibly Saturday and Sunday. Do
we give our Members any kind of indi-
cation if we get to that point that they
need not be here Saturday or Sunday
but still going over to Monday or Tues-
day, or do we just play that by ear?
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Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I
think we will give Members as much
notice about where we are and what
our plans are and what the possibilities
are as we go along. Obviously if on
Thursday we cannot pass a piece of
banking legislation, it is going to be
very hard to say to Members, we can
finish everything by Tuesday night, so
let us stay through the weekend.

If on the other hand we are able to
pass it, then I think we can begin to
lay out a schedule with the RTC com-
ing behind it that we could get out by
Tuesday night. We will keep Members
informed as best we can each step of
the way so they can plan their lives as
one best can.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, is there
any possibility that if when we got to
the weekend we found that we could
not complete the business by Tuesday
and for whatever reason were going to
be obliged to take a break, to come
back, that that determination would be
made before the weekend?

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, we
will try to make that determination on
Friday.

Mr. MICHEL. Bearing in mind, of
course, that, as I understand from
years past, the transportation schedule
for Thanksgiving week is the worst for
the airlines, even worse than Christ-
mas, and that cancellation of flights,
et cetera, et cetera, obviously in order
to accommodate members, I think the
earlier we can tell them what they will
be able to do for Thanksgiving would
be greatly appreciated, I am sure, on
both sides.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, we ob-
viously will do that. I think Members
could plan today, if they wanted to
make a specific reservation, Wednes-
day, when the sun comes up, I think
Members can be ready to go.

Mr. MICHEL. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
transposed with that of the gentleman
from New York [Mr. OWENS] on the list
of special orders for Wednesday, No-
vember 20, 1991.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MFUME). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2038,
INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION
ACT, FISCAL YEAR 1992, AND
AGAINST CONSIDERATION OF
SUCH CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 102-331) on the resolution (H.
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Res. 285) waiving all points of order
aginst the conference report on the bill
(H.R. 2038) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 1992 for the intelligence
activities of the U.S. Government, the
intelligence community staff, and the
Central Intelligence Agency retirement
and disability system, and for other
purposes, and against the consideration
of such conference report, which was
referred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2521,
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 1992, AND
AGAINST CONSIDERATION OF
SUCH CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 102-332) on the resolution (H.
Res. 286) waiving all points of order
aginst the conference report on the bill
(H.R. 2521) making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 20, 1992, and
for other purposes, and against the
consideration of such conference re-
port, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 3595, MEDICAID MORATO-
RIUM AMENDMENTS OF 1991

Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Commit-
tee on Rules, I call up House Resolu-
tion 283 and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 283

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXITI, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union for
the consideration of the bill (H.R. 3595) to
delay until September 30, 1992, the issuance
of any regulations by the Secretary of
Health and Human Services changing the
treatment of voluntary contributions and
provider-specific taxes by States as a source
of a State's expenditures for which Federal
financial participation is available under the
medicaid program and to maintain the treat-
ment of intergovernmental transfers as such
a source, and the first reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. After general debate,
which shall be confined to the bill and which
shall not exceed one hour, to be equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Energy and Commerce, the bill shall be
considered as having been read for amend-
ment under the five-minute rule. Consider-
ation of all amendments to the bill shall not
exceed three hours. At the conclusion of the
consideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage with-
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out intervening motion except one motion to
recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from New York [Ms. SLAUGH-
TER] is recognized for 1 hour.

Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I yield the customary 30 min-
utes to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
MCcEWEN], pending which I yield myself
such time as I may consume. During
consideration of this resolution all
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only.

Mr. Speaker, House resolution 283 is
the rule providing for the consideration
of H.R. 3595, the Medicaid Moratorium
Amendment of 1991.

The rule provides for one hour of gen-
eral debate, to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing member of the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

This is an open rule. Any member
can offer germane amendments under
the 5-minute rule.

In order to ensure that the House can
expeditiously attend to its full legisla-
tive program this week, the rule pro-
vides that consideration of all amend-
ments to the bill shall not exceed 3
hours.

Finally, the rule provides for one mo-
tion to recommit.

Mr. Speaker, this open rule will allow
for consideration of H.R. 3595. This bill
has been necessitated by differing in-
terpretations of compromise language
negotiated in the conference on the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1990, concerning matching Federal
Medicaid funds for voluntary contribu-
tions, provider-specific taxes, and
intergovernmental transfers. The ad-
ministrations has promulgated regula-
tions which have been criticized as un-
clear and unworkable and which run
counter to the Energy and Commerce
Comrmittee’s understanding of the
OBRA language.

H.R. 3595 does not provide a final res-
olution of this dispute, but provides for
a moratorium on new regulations in
this area to allow the administration
the Enegy and Commerce Committee,
the States, and other interested parties
to work out clear and workable guide-
lines to resolve this complex issue.
Without this legislation, the Medicaid
programs in as many as 39 States
would be thrown into chaos and confu-
sion. They would have only 6 weeks to
either replace billions of dollars in
funding or make severe cuts in Medic-
aid eligibility or benefits.

I commend Chairmen WAXMAN and
DmNGELL for expeditiously moving this
legislation to avert this disruption. I
ask all members to join me in support-
ing this open rule, which will allow full
and fair debate on the provisions of
this necessary and timely bill.
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Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
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Mr. Speaker, as the gentlewoman
from New York has explained, the
House has before it a proposed open
rule. It is worth noting that only open
rules allow for the unfettered and free
debate which the American people
rightfully expect from the House.

I would like to take this opportunity
to thank the Committee on Rules and
particularly the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY], its chair-
man, for bringing this open rule before
us. I also congratulate the chairman of
the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. DINGELL], as well as the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Health and the
Environment, the gentleman from
California [Mr. WAXMAN], for request-
ing that the rule be open so the House
can fully work its will in this impor-
tant legislation.

H.R. 3595 will avoid the crisis in nu-
merous State Medicaid programs that
we are facing just 6 weeks from now.
Mr. Speaker, although I will support
this rule and urge my colleagues to do
likewise, there are some portions of it
that do cause me concern.

I would mention that the bill has
also been drafted as an amendment to
the Technical and Miscellaneous Reve-
nue Act of 1988. By drafting the bill
with just such a narrow scope, amend-
ments which one would have expected
to be germane to Medicaid legislation
would not be made in order with this
bill. Nevertheless, it has been said that
“The perfect is often the enemy of the
good,” and therefore I will support
both this rule and the bill, for they are
good if they are not perfect. The gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DANNE-
MEYER] will point out exactly why the
legislation was drafted in the manner
that it is in comments later on.

The House needs to consider bills
under open rules because they are an
essential part of the legislative proc-
ess. Mr. Speaker, this bill will impose a
moratorium on the implementation of
regulations published by the Secretary
of Health and Human Services which
deny States the right to use revenues
from provider-specific taxes and inter-
governmental transfers to help pay for
Medicaid programs. These regulations
would go into effect on January 1. This
moratorium will be in effect until next
September 30.

This bill is not a perfect solution to
this complex issue. It simply provides
the time and is needed for either a ne-
gotiated settlement, a court ruling, or
further legislative action to resolve the
concerns with a number of provider-
specific Medicaid tax programs. The
National Governors Association is
working with the administration to de-
velop a workable compromise, and we
need to provide time to avoid a critical
disruption of Medicaid services to the
various States.

There are legitimate concerns which
have been expressed by the administra-
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tion regarding some States’ provider-
specific Medicaid tax programs, but the
answer is not to simply eliminate all of
them without any legislative author-
ity. Instead, time is needed to develop
a compromise solution.

So I conclude, Mr. Speaker, by ask-
ing my colleagues to support this fair
rule, to work the House's will on the
amendments offered to the bill, and to
pass H.R. 3595 in a form that will avoid
chaos in Medicaid programs around the
country.

I include for the RECORD the state-
ment of administration policy, as fol-
lows:

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY
H.R. 3505—MEDICAID MORATORIUM AMENDMENTS
OF 1981

The Administration strongly opposes H.R.
3595. If it were presented to the President,
his senior advisers would recommend a veto.

H.R. 3595 would extend through September
30, 1992, the moratorium on Medicaid regula-
tions pertaining to the use of provider-spe-
cific taxes and donations to increase Federal
funding for State Medicaid programs, The
current moratorium would otherwise expire
on December 31, 1991. H.R. 3535 would also
allow voluntary contributions to be used as
the State share for Medicaid through Decem-
ber 31, 1992. In addition, a new and perma-
nent moratorium would be applied to any
regulation changing the treatment of inter-
governmental transfers of funds as a source
of the State share of Medicaid costs.

H.R. 3595 is unacceptable legislation be-
cause:

Inappropriate State spending through
these schemes, if unchecked, could increase
the Federal deficit—adding an estimated $5.5
billion this year and $40 to $50 billion for FYs
1992 through 1996.

The bill violates the Budget Enforcement
Act of 1990 (BEA). It designates the provi-
siong of the bill as emergency requirements
under the BEA and prohibits the added costs
from being counted under the pay-as-you-go
provisions of the BEA. In addition, H.R. 3595
includes a ‘‘directed scorekeeping" provision
that specifies the dollar amounts that are to
be used in estimating costs under the bill.
The President has stated previously that he
would veto any legislation that contained
such a provision.

The moratorium on provider-specific taxes
and donations was established in 1988 and has
been extended twice in Administration-op-
posed provisions in OBRA 1989 and OBRA
1990 that received little congressional atten-
tion. Congress and the States have been on
notice since 1988 that the Federal Govern-
ment was planning to act in this area. Yet
Congress has twice extended the morato-
rium, declaring that more time is needed to
examine the issue. During this time, the
number of States with provider-specific
taxes, donations programs, or both has sky-
rocketed from seven States and $200 million
in 1990 to over 40 States and an estimated
$5.5 billion in 1992, Last year's moratorium
alone resulted in at least a tenfold increase
in Federal funding associated with States’
use of provider tax and contribution pro-
grams. Many more billions of dollars will be
provided to the States inappropriately
through a distorted match system under an-
other moratorium.

A permanent moratorium on changing the
treatment of intergovernmental transfers is
unnecessary and unwise, The Health Care Fi-
nancing Administration (HCFA) is not elimi-
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nating the use of traditional intergovern-
mental transfers in Medicaid. Under the
HCFA regulation, public funds transferred
between different levels of local government
will continue to be matched by the Federal
Government.

State donation and provider-specific tax
programs, if unchecked, will undermine a
basic premise of the Medicaid program—that
States have a stake in the costs of the pro-
gram. The Administration cannot condone
the alteration of the Medicaid program
through financing mechanisms that go be-
yond the conventional matching rate struc-
ture. States are accountable for the appro-
priate management and financing of their
programs and the Federal Government is re-
sponsible for holding them accountable to
operating fairly and appropriately in the
Medicaid partnership.

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. Mr.
Speaker, for the purposes of debate
only, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. CLEMENT].

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding time to
me.

Mr. Speaker, in strong support of

H.R. 3595, if the administration’s regu-
lations regarding the States use of pro-
vider-specific taxes are implemented
they will result in the loss of more
than $1.1 billion in care for Tennesse-
ans.
Tennessee has an infant mortality
rate of 10.3 infant deaths per 1,000
births, its lowest ever. The rate is di-
rectly attributed to the assistance pro-
grams funded under the Medicaid pro-
gram. Prior to the introduction of the
Medicaid Programs, Tennessee’s infant
mortality rate was 22.7 infant deaths
per 1,000 births. These numbers indi-
cate that Medicaid dollars have made a
significant difference in the quality of
life for pregnant women, their babies
and preschool children of Tennessee.

The administration claims that in-
fant mortality is a grave concern and
that they are committed to solving
this problem. Mr. Speaker, if that be
the case then why does the administra-
tion now pull the rug out from under
the one program which has proven to
be effective in accomplishing the very
goal the administration says it desires.
We cannot tie the States hands. The
implementation of these regulations
would spell certain doom for these pro-
grams in Tennessee.

Mr. Speaker, the State of Tennessee
relies heavily on provider-specific
taxes to raise its share of the Medicaid
matching funds. Denying Tennessee
the ability to raise its share of the
Medicaid matching funds would make
it impossible for the State to raise the
$345 million necessary to qualify for
the $750 million in Federal matching
funds.

The HCFA regulations conflict with
legislation Congress passed last fall
and infringe on the States’ rights to
determine both the method they use to
raise funds and how these funds will be
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used. Furthermore, it is beyond
HCFA'’s authority to impose such regu-
lations.

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the thou-
sands of women and children of Ten-
nessee, I rise in full support of this leg-
islation and urge my colleagues to sup-
port it. We must not allow these regu-
lations to be implemented.

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. MCGRATH], a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H.R. 3595, the Medicaid Moratorium
Amendments of 1991.

If enacted, it would allow the admin-
istration and the States to move for-
ward toward an agreement on the dif-
ficult issue of provider-specific taxes,
and their treatment under the Medic-
aid Program.

As my colleagues are well aware, the
Health Care Financing Administration,
on September 12, issued a regulation
prohibiting the use of a broad range of
revenues currently applied toward
Medicaid by State governments. This
regulation, if permitted to be imple-
mented, would disrupt the State of
New York's Medicaid program. It
would cost my State approximately
$500 million in lost Federal Medicaid
matching funds.

There is no question about the need
to establish a reasonable and rational
policy for financing Medicaid Programs
through voluntary donations, and pro-
vider-specific taxes. However, with ad-
journment right around the corner, and
in light of the complexity of the issues
involved, we simply need more time—
time to come back next year to resolve
this issue in a thoughtful and thorough
way.

If Congress does not act to delay the
HCFA rule, and if the administration
and the States do not reach an agree-
ment on this issue, we will see chaos
result when the rule’s January 1, 1992,
effective date forces States to radically
adjust programs in the middle of budg-
et cycles. The result will be drastic
cuts in basic medical services, as well
as long-term care for millions of low-
income mothers, children, disabled, el-
derly, and mentally ill individuals.

Even if an agreement is hastily put
together in the next several days be-
fore adjournment, such a solution is
unlikely to be equitable both to the ad-
ministration and the States. We will be
back in 3 months trying to solve this
problem again.

H.R. 3595 will give the administration
the necessary breathing room to craft
a meaningful solution to this difficult
problem. This moratorium would delay
the implementation of HCFA's pro-
posed rule until September 30, 1992.

Mr. Speaker, this bill represents a ra-
tional, reasonable approach to our cur-
rent dilemma over Medicaid provider-
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tax and voluntary donation programs. I
believe this bill will allow us to avoid
a crisis in programs that work at pro-
viding health care to the poor and dis-
abled, and I urge its immediate adop-
tion.
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Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. Mr.
Speaker, for purposes of debate only, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. ERDREICH]

Mr. ERDREICH. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to encourage my colleagues to
support this rule and this measure
which I cosponsored, and put a stop to
this dangerous precedent promulgated
by the Bush administration.

The administration’s cruel decision
puts our most vulnerable citizens—the
very old and the very young—at risk in
my State and 21 other States, and car-
ries serious implications for all 50
States.

I can find no law, statute or author-
ity that gives the Federal Government
the right to tell a State what type of
taxes it can use. It is nothing short of
arrogant for the Federal Government
to arrogate to itself the tax decisions
of State government.

As an editorial in the Birmingham
News points out: ‘‘How the State of
Alabama taxes itself to get money for
Medicaid is hardly any business of the
Federal bureaucracy.”

Not only is this a fundamental as-
sault on our system of federalism, it is
an assault on a health care system that
is beginning to make inroads in my
State’s infant mortality rate, one of
the highest in the Nation.

If this administrative rule were to
stand, some 10,000 Alabama nursing
home residents will be swept off Medic-
aid, and more Alabama rural hospitals
might be forced to close. Health care
for the very young and the very old is
jeopardized unless this bill passes.

I ask my colleagues to vote for this
measure, and vote to protect our most
vulnerable citizens.

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DANNEMEYER].

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker,
when the writers of the textbooks on
civics sit down to write a text on how
to engage in a game of mirrors, ‘‘now
you see it, now you don’t"” as part of
the legislative process, watch what we
are doing on this bill today. It is a clas-
sic illustration, exhibit A, of how the
spenders who control this shop not
only have a majority vote on the lib-
eral Democrat side to work their will,
but they brought to the floor of the
House today a legislative vehicle
where, even though they claim it is an
open rule, as a practical matter the
amendment that will have significance
for the debate in order to reduce Med-
icaid spending that the National Gov-
ernors Association wants to have hap-
pen, will not even be germane.
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They can stand here and say this is
an open rule, and the majority says
that is what the minority always wants
is an open rule, but they know full well
that if I offer the amendment that will
reduce some of the spending going on
in Medicaid in this country, they will
assert a point of order that it is not
germane, and the Parliamentarian has
indicated that it is not germane.

It is all part of the game, appear to
be open-handed, appear to be reason-
able, yet structure the debate on the
floor of the House in such a way so that
an amendment that will reduce some of
this hemorrhaging that is going on in
this country cannot take place.

That is why I rise in opposition to
this rule. I came to the Rules Commit-
tee and asked that my amendment be
made in order through a wavier of ger-
maneness, because it is appropriate
that the House be given an opportunity
to do that.

I want to call the attention of my
colleagues to what is going on here
today. If the majority Democrats are
successful with their effort today, the
adoption of this measure is going to re-
sult in an increased expenditure in
Medicaid in this fiscal year of $5.8 bil-
lion. That gquantity of additional
spending is going to bust the budget
summit agreement that was adopted
last November. I did not happen to vote
for that inappropriate piece of legisla-
tion, but it expressed the sense of Con-
gress and was adopted.

But what we are talking about is a
budget-buster on this floor today, and I
think we should understand that. To
put it in perspective, just in 1985, for
instance, in Medicaid we spent $22.6 bil-
lion; in 1990 we spent $40 billion; be-
tween 1981 and 1990 Medicaid spending
went up 152 percent when the CPI went
up 59 percent.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield? -

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I yield to the
distinguished minority leader.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I want to
compliment the gentleman on his
statement and what he has said, be-
cause it is so true. While the amend-
ment that we intended to offer would
require that we would have to waive a
point of order in order to make it ger-
mane, I think it is very appropriate. As
the gentleman so well indicated, the
administration has been in touch with
the Governor's Conference in an effort
to work something out here. Frankly,
what we are doing is simply putting off
again and again to another day and it
is costing us in spades by failing to
face up to what we really ought to be
doing here.

It is really a sham, as the gentleman
has expressed, because had we an op-
portunity earlier on to clearly define
what is legitimate by way of reim-
bursement and what is not, then the
States obviously would not have gone
on to the extent that they have to just
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really circumvent and undermine the
whole program. It is a big rip-off of the
Federal Government, quite frankly,
and it ought to be corrected; but unfor-
tunately, we are not going to have that
opportunity to do so because of the
Rules Committee failing to waive a
point of order on an amendment that I
feel, other than being technically non-
germane, very, very much points the
way to address the problem that the
gentleman so well lays out for us.

I will have something more to say
when we get into actual discussion of
the bill.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the minority leader for his com-
ments.

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

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I yield to my
friend, the gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from California
for yielding to me.

As the gentleman knows, I have been
one of his most ardent supporters on
almost every cause he has brought be-
fore this House.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for that.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I
think the gentleman is absolutely sin-
cere in his efforts to stop this growth
of government that we have, but will
the gentleman put himself in my posi-
tion.

The State of Alabama is caught in
the middle of this. I agree with the
gentleman and I agree with the minor-
ity leader that indeed we should stop
these schemes from taking place; how-
ever, the timing on this is impossible
for the State of Alabama to comply
with; $795 million out of a $1.5 billion
program, it will cost us unless we have
some solution passed by this Congress
this week.

We must begin notifying the people
in “Alabama on Medicaid that they
must be aware of the fact, we notify
them on December 1, that they will
have to move out of nursing homes on
January 1.

So what do we do? I agree with the
gentleman and I will work with the
gentleman. I pledge my total support
to stop this type of activity because it
is wrong; but the timing of trying to
correct it through the administration
is just virtually impossible.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague for his comments,
and I sympathize.

The answer to what we should be
doing here today is to have an amend-
ment that will reduce the Medicaid
mandates that now are in existence.
The reality that all of us must face is
that over the last 5 years my good
friend, the gentleman from California
[Mr. WAXMAN], chairman of the Health
and Environment Subcommittee, has
been able to raise Medicaid mandates
across this country to the point that 49
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Governors of the 50 of the Union have
in writing asked the Congress of the
United States, ‘‘Stop loading up man-
dates on us. You are bankrupting us.”

0O 1650

Let me quote from the Governor of
Arkansas, Bill Clinton:

The annual cost in Arkansas of federal
Medicald mandates now exceeds $100 million
per year, severely taxing the ability of a
poor, rural state to do all we are required to
do.

Now here is Republican Thompson of
Wisconsin:

The reason I haven’t been able to do more
for education, infrastructure or health care
is the $100 million that federal mandates
took out of my budget.

What is going on here today is an ef-
fort on the part of this Congress to
bring national health insurance in
through the back door. These Medicaid
mandates over the last 5 years are lit-
erally bankrupting some of the States
of the Union, one of which is Alabama.

The answer to how we should proceed
is to consider some amendments on the
floor, and 1 have one available. I went
to the Committee on Rules in order to
malke it in order, and they denied it.

My amendment will implement some
of the recommendations of the Na-
tional Governors’ Association. I did not
dream this up out of the air. These are
what the Governors of this country are
asking the Congress to do in order to
reduce the financial burden that Med-
icaid has placed on the States of this
Union. That is what this struggle is all
about.

The administration wants to stop
this nonsense. My colleague from New
York, Mr. LENT, will describe some of
the shams that are going on. We are
ripping off the Federal Government by
the States of the Union being required
to respond to the financial pressures
and mandates that Congress has im-
posed on them by these mandates.

And the answer is not bless the scam
and let it continue; the answer is to re-
duce the mandates, and the way we re-
duce the mandates is to consider an
amendment on the floor that will
achieve that purpose.

We can debate this issue.

But I commend the chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. DINGELL], and his colleague,
the gentleman from California [Mr.
WAXMAN]; they are adroit in the use of
the legislative process. If they brought
this measure to the floor of the House
under title XIX Medicaid, they would
know full well my amendment would
be in order. They are too smart to do
that. They attached this bill to the
Technical and Miscellaneous Revenue
Act of 1988, and as a result of them
using this Technical Act of 1988, my
amendment is not in order because it is
subject to the imposition of a point of
order that it is not germane to that
particular bill.
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So all I am saying is please vote
down this rule. If you have any sense of
commitment to save the taxpayers of
this country from further driving our-
selves into debt, vote ‘‘no’ on this rule
s0 that some of us will have an oppor-
tunity to further debate what is in-
volved.

Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. Mr.
Speaker, for purposes of debate only, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL].

Mr. RAHALL. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I am taking this oppor-
tunity to address my serious concerns
about the proposed regulations which
would discontinue Federal matching
funds for Medicaid expenditures fi-
nanced at the State by donations and
certain provider taxes. From the re-
ports that I have seen, the proposed
regulation would eliminate West Vir-
ginia's recently enacted provider tax
program. To further dilute the ability
of my State to deliver adequate health
care services to its citizens is uncon-
scionable. The West Virginia State
Legislature, with the leadership of
Governor Caperton and House Speaker
Chuck Chambers, made some very
tough choices in order to protect those
who depend on Medicaid. I find it out-
landish that the administration would
then try to force us to switch horses
midstream.

West Virginia, ranks 49th in the Na-
tion in per capita personal income. Ad-
ditionally, it is in the bottom third of
all States in per capita personal health
care expenditures. Medicaid serves as
the only form of health care for nearly
one quarter of a million West Vir-
ginians annually. On top of this, ac-
cording to 1986 data, 16 percent of all
West Virginians have no health insur-
ance at all. As a result, providers of
health care in my State have increas-
ingly absorbed the cost of uncompen-
sated care. With these numbers in
mind, is it any wonder that out of 55
West Virginia counties, 49 counties or
parts of counties are designated as
medically underserved areas, and 43
counties or parts of counties are des-
ignated as primary care, health man-
power shortage areas.

With this in mind, it is essential that
Congress pass and the Presient sign
H.R. 3595, the Medicaid Moratorium
Amendments of 1991. This legislation
would allow all of the concerned par-
ties to continue their negotiations
without the pressure of an arbitrary
deadline hanging over them. I hope my
colleagues will join me in supporting
this important legislation.

Additionally, I would like to bring to
your attention the problems with the
current negotiations between the Na-
tional Governors Association and the
Health Care Financing Administration
on Medicaid reimbursement for dona-
tions and provider taxes.

I understand one aspect of the ongo-
ing negotiations would be to place a
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cap on the percentage of State share
derived from provider taxes. West Vir-
ginia does not have the revenue base to
adequately fund its Medicaid Program,
because of burdensome mandated bene-
fits, which have increased the State
cost to the point where provider taxes
have become an absolute necessity.
The cap under consideration by HCFA
would unfairly limit West Virginia's
ability to raise revenue for Medicaid
reimbursement.

Another aspect of the current nego-
tiations is the enactment of a grand-
father provision for a State’'s use of
provider taxes. Current dates that are
being discussed would protect plans in
place before September 1991. Both of
these dates would exclude the West
Virginia program which was passed by
the legislature on October 18, and
signed by the Governor on November 1,
1991.

In closing I would like to summarize
my concerns about the ongoing nego-
tiations with HCFA as they pertain to
the State of West Virginia:

First, the limitations as to taxable
activities and degrees of Medicaid par-
ticipation should be removed;

Second, the Health Care Financing
Administration should not prohibit or
otherwise restrict the use of intergov-

ernmental transfers;

Third, the upper limit on revenues
derived from provider taxes for pur-
poses of Federal financial participation
should be no less than 60 percent of the
aggregate State share of Medicaid ex-
penditures;

Fourth, these tax programs should be
permitted to remain in effect indefi-
nitely and there should be no transi-
tion period for the permissible use of

eXCcess revenues;

Fifth, remove the limitation on dis-
proportionate share hospital payments;

Sixth, allow States to tax institu-
tional providers, and;

Seventh, adopt a grandfather provi-
sion that would exempt plans adopted
or approved prior to January 1, 1992.

Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. Mr.
Speaker, for purposes of debate only, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. ROWLAND].

Mr. ROWLAND. Mr. Speaker, HCFA
is attempting to decide by regulation
what should be decided by individual
States. The HCFA regulations grant
broad discretionary authority to the
administration to decide what types of
taxes will be acceptable in each State.
Such a position is not appropriate for
an administration which supports a
more decentralized government,

Georgia understands that voluntary
contributions are no longer allowable,
but the State needs a reasonable period
of time to change to a new system and
a clear signal about what type of sys-
tem which would be allowed.

These rules clearly violate congres-
sional intent as established in OBRA
90. They are untimely, unfair, and ille-

gal.
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The large increases in the cost of the
Medicaid Program are not solely due to
these programs. They are also a result
of increased Federal mandates and a
bad economy. In Georgia this year, for
example, the recipient caseload in-
creased by 23 percent.

The clarification issued on October 31
by HCFA does not completely address
the problem regarding intergovern-
mental transfers, which almost all
States use to some extent. In cases
where the unit of Government making
the transfer is also a health care pro-
vider, the transfer would be disallowed
as a voluntary contribution by or on
behalf of a health care provider.

The State of Georgia passed a con-
stitutional amendment overwhelm-
ingly by referendum in 1988, to author-
ize the creation of the voluntary con-
tributions program. A number of con-
stitutional amendments were on the
ballot that year, and this was the only
one approved. The amendment on the
ballot specifically mentioned a pro-
gram for the purposes of expanding eli-
gibility for the uninsured.

Funds for this program in Georgia go
through the appropriations process.
The contributions made by providers
are put in the State’s treasury, and
they must be appropriated by the gen-
eral assembly. The Governor feels that
the services therefore come from State
spending and that the services are
being financed in accord with the in-
tent of Medicaid. They are definitely
being financed in accord with the letter
of the law in Georgia.

In my opinion, the Medicaid Program
is severely flawed. I think we need to
look for some other system to provide
care for the poor. I think this is an ex-
ample that we see here today of what
could happen in Medicaid and not only
put a drain on the Federal Treasury
but also the States.

Georgia could lose a total of $250 mil-
lion in funds, about $95 million of
which is contributed by State provid-
ers.

Mr. Speaker, I believe we should vote
on this rule, and I think we ought to
vote on the bill when it comes up for
our assessment.

Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. Mr.
Speaker, for purposes of debate only, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM].

Mr. STENHOLM. I thank the gentle-
woman from New York for yielding
this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of the rule and H.R. 3595. I do so, in
part, because of the compelling picture
of our Nation's most vulnerable citi-
zens—low-income children in need of
health care—who may well be left un-
protected without this bill. I also sup-
port H.R. 3595 because of my long-held
convictions about how we, the Federal
Government, ought to treat the 50
States, as opposed to how we usually
do treat them.
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But I cannot say the decision to cast
this ‘“yea' vote is an easy one for me.

Despite criticisms from both conserv-
atives and liberals, I am one Member
who continues to defend last year’s
budget agreement, and argues that we
must resist efforts to break that agree-
ment. I maintain that the agreement’s
provision on declaring emergencies
should be invoked only in the most dire
of circumstances. I believe that my
record, both on votes and
cosponsorships, supports that claim.

For the past several weeks I have
participated in an excellent series of
Budget Committee caucuses led by
Chairman PANETTA. These caucuses
have painted the most graphic picture
I have yet seen of the complete and
catastrophic train wreck our country
is rushing toward unless we switch
tracks toward fiscal responsibility and
away from budget deficits whose inter-
est demands are devouring ever-in-
creasing portions of our GNP.

Next to the growing obesity of inter-
est payments, health care costs place
the most serious strain on our Nation’s
Treasury, and Medicaid is growing fast-
er than any other health program.
Medicaid is projected to cost the Fed-
eral Government $65 billion in fiscal
1992, up from $41 billion in 1990, and $14
billion in 1980. Sustaining that kind of
growth is simply not possible.

With these concerns in mind how can
I still support H.R. 3595? There are sev-
eral reasons.

First, I must question OMB's forth-
rightness and handling of the scoring
this issue. No explanation has been of-
fered for OMB's vastly enlarged esti-
mates over the months of this year. In
addition, CBO has scored this legisla-
tion as having no effect on Federal
Medicaid outlays. Let me state here
and now, however, that should this bill
be enacted into law and results in in-
creased Federal Medicaid outlays, I be-
lieve we must answer that cost either
with decreased spending in areas of our
own choosing or with a general seques-
tration.

Second, I support H.R. 3595 because I
adamantly insist that we must stop
placing mandates on States without
providing them the means to meet
these mandates. In the Medicaid Pro-
gram alone, 50 new mandates have been
laid on the backs of States during the
past 5 years. As a result, Medicaid ex-
penditures have become the second-
fastest growing portion of the State
budgets. Since provider taxes, inter-
governmental transfers and voluntary
contributions have given States the
ability to meet those Federal man-
dates, I believe we have no right to
hastily remove those funding options
from States while leaving the man-
dates in place,

Third, and in a related vein, the time
frame of the regulations is extremely
unfair to States. The regulations are
set to take effect in the middle of most
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States’ fiscal years, at a time when
most State legislatures are out of ses-
sion. In my own State of Texas, the po-
tential financial shortfall is estimated
to be at least $800 million. Obviously,
States would need time to adjust to
such a severe change in fiscal condi-
tions.

Fourth, I believe HCFA has gone be-
yond its bounds in the regulation
which it has proposed. Under last
yvear’'s budget reconciliation bill, the
administration was given authority to
ban voluntary contributions as of Jan-
uary 1, 1992, but virtually all provider
taxes were to be permanently allowed.
In my opinion, the ambition of the reg-
ulation exceeds the statutory author-
ity.

Finally, I am of the opinion that,
given time and discussion, some rea-
sonable compromises are possible
among HCFA, Congress, the States,
and the providers. As I have already in-
dicated, I am most sympathetic to
HCFA and OMB'’s concerns about the
increasing potential cost of the Medic-
aid Program. I, for one, would be happy
to see and work toward caps being
placed on the percentage of overall
State Medicaid contributions which
were achieved through provider taxes
and/or voluntary contributions. Fur-
thermore, I believe it is possible to
more clearly define acceptable and un-
acceptable State plans so that those
operating legitimate plans are not pe-
nalized while those States engaged in
schemes which Congress never intended
and the budget could never sustain are
punished. These things are achievable
but will take some time, and I believe
this 9-month moratorium will secure
that necessary time.

I remain less than totally com-
fortable voting for a bill which des-
ignates an emergency for budgeting
purposes. Nonetheless, both because I
generally place stock in CBO’s esti-
mates, which is zero in this case, and
because of the additional reasons just
outlined, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 3595.
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Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. LENT].

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of
the Republican leadership and myself I
testified before the Committee on
Rules yesterday and requested that an
amendment be made in order with a
waiver of a point of order on germane-
ness. In short, our request was denied
by the Committee on Rules. This is
really very regrettable because the Re-
publican amendment could have pro-
vided the Members of the House with a
much needed alternative to the legisla-
tion now before us. Our only alter-
native now, as I see it, is to vote “no™
on this rule.

As my colleagues are no doubt aware,
the administration strongly opposes
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H.R. 3595 in its present form. As my
colleagues may also be aware, the Na-
tional Governors Association and the
administration have been in negotia-
tions for the past several weeks to re-
solve the problem of provider-specific
taxes and the so-called voluntary dona-
tions in the Medicaid Program, and
they had actually reached a tentative
agreement last week which was con-
tained in the amendment which I sub-
mitted yesterday to the Committee on
Rules.

If the Committee on Rules had grant-
ed our request, the Members today
could have had a very valuable alter-
native for consideration. As it is, we
have absolutely no alternative at all,
despite the problems which H.R. 3595
does not address at all.

So, Mr. Speaker, we are at the
threshold of yet another veto, which
undoubtedly will be sustained as was
the veto which we just sustained a few
minutes ago. Let me just give my col-
leagues an example.

One of the Medicaid directors for 1 of
our 50 States made a presentation in
April of this year on Medicaid to hun-
dreds of people in Washington at a na-
tional health policy forum. In his pres-
entation this medical director talked
in a very joking manner about his
State’s program as a ‘‘scheme to get
Federal money.” He presented a de-
tailed diagram which he distributed
and told the audience that this was a
case study on how to get 100 percent
money for the Medicaid Program. He
then said, *This is how we tap the Fed-
eral Treasury to finance our Medicaid
Program without using any money at
all.”

Now, Mr. Speaker, there are some
people in this Chamber who would like
to see the day when Medicaid is 100 per-
cent financed by the Federal Govern-
ment, and I am sure the gentleman
from California [Mr. WAXMAN] who just
applauded me is one of those people.
But, nonetheless, Medicaid is supposed
to be roughly a 50-50 sharing program
between the Federal Government and
the State government.

Now this particular State apparently
was having trouble making Medicaid
payment to hospitals. It was faced with
a Medicaid shortfall of about $208 mil-
lion. Under this scheme, which was de-
scribed in the Financial Times as a
“miraculous new Medicaid funding
plan,” they had the hospitals in this
State go out and form a nonprofit cor-
poration. On Monday the corporation
went to the hospital and borrowed $365
million from a bank. On Tuesday, the
hospital corporation deposited those
moneys to the State. On Wednesday
that State applied for matching grants
and received $385 million, Federal
money. On Thursday the State turned
around and refunded to the hospital
corporation the entire $3656 million,
which the hospital corporation then
used to pay off the bank loan. So, the
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net result was that this particular
State; it happened to be Pennsylvania,
got $385 million in Federal money with-
out putting up a single cent of its own
money.

So, Mr. Speaker, this is the kind of
scheme that is being perpetrated in all
of the States. Some of the Members
who support this legislation have come
forward today say, ‘“‘Well, you know,
this is like the friendly cashier down at
the local bank. We discovered he was
embezzling, and he has a wonderful
wife and kids, and he’s supporting his
family with embezzled money. We
ought to let him continue doing it for—
let’s give him another year to continue
to embezzle.”

We have inspectors general in the
Medicaid system. The purpose of these
inspectors general, which we in the
Congress created, is to make sure there
are no scams on Medicaid. What these
inspectors general have pointed out, is
that even the legislators at the State
levels who enacted these schemes at
first admitted they were scams, and
then a little bit of time went by, and
they called them schemes. Now they
are calling them ‘‘financing mecha-
nisms,” and they are becoming almost
respectable, and, as the gentleman
from California [Mr. DANNEMEYER] in-
dicated before. Instead of only nine
States being in this scam business, we
are now up to 30-some States are per-
petrating these scams on the Federal
Government.

Now we in Congress are supposed to
be the trustees of the Federal Treas-
ury, and yet we let this kind of conduct
go on. Let me sum up by saying:

H.R. 3595 specifically allows the
States to continue to use these fiscal
scams to finance their Medicaid pro-
grams for another year. As a matter of
fact, even if the HCFA people could
work out a solution, it embargoes the
HCFA people for an entire year from
passing any regulation that would put
a stop to this sort of scam, and this bill
also contains a waiver to allow the
busting of the budget agreement, some
$5.5 billion for the coming year.

Mr. Speaker, the administration is
going to veto this bill. There is no
question about it. We are going to go
through with a whole afternoon here of
debating this bill. It is going to pass, it
is going to be vetoed, and the veto then
will be sustained. I say, if we can de-
feat this rule right at the inception, we
can save an awful lot of trouble and
perhaps do something much more
worthwhile for the people of this coun-
try.

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

Mr. LENT. I yield to the gentleman
from Alabama.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I
could not agree with the ranking mem-
ber on my committee more with re-
spect to the scams and with respect to
all of the schemes. But let me tell my
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colleagues that the State of Alabama
has not participated in such scams, but
we are caught in the middle, and this is
the only vehicle we have to get out of
the dilemma that we are in.

Mr. Speaker, I say to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. LENT], I'll stand
by your side, and I'll pass legislation or
vote for legislation that will correct
the inequities that are existing in the
law that permit this type of activity.
But on December 1, we in Alabama, un-
less there is a corrective measure in
place, are going to have to notify peo-
ple in nursing homes that they’re going
to have to move out of the nursing
homes.
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All we are trying to do is pass an in-
terim permissibility of continuation of
Medicaid in Alabama without the

scams.

Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. Mr.
Speaker, for the purposes of debate
only, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. SARPALIUS].

Mr. SARPALIUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of this rule, and I rise in
support of H.R. 3595,

I think I am now beginning to see
what the President meant by ‘‘a thou-
sand points of light.” He must have
been talking about closing the lights or
turning out the lights on over a thou-
sand hospitals across this country. I
cannot think of any piece of legislation
or any vision the President has given
this body that did not make any more
sense than this.

Here is a President who comes to us
and asks us to vote to eliminate a $6.8
billion debt to Egypt and who asks us
to vote for a capital gains tax, and
then on the other hand he is looking at
closing hundreds and thousands of hos-
pitals across this country. The gen-
tleman just talked about nursing
homes in his State of Alabama. In the
State of Mississippi every nursing
home will be closed there. In my State
of Texas it will cost us over $1 billion.

We are talking about health care,
health care for senior citizens and
health care for children. We are talk-
ing about drug treatment programs.
Today in this country 98 percent of the
drug addicts who finally admit that
they have a problem and go to seek
help are turned away because the fa-
cilities are full.

We are talking about programs for
the mentally ill or the mentally re-
tarded. Many of us, when we came to
work today in this Capitol, saw people
sleeping on the streets, and unfortu-
nately a high percentage of those peo-
ple are people who are mentally ill. We
are talking about a program that was
designed to help those people, and here
is the President and some Members in
this Chamber who feel like those pro-
grams are not worthy and they should
be eliminated.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage my col-
leagues to strongly support this rule
and to strongly support H.R. 3597.
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Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, just to reiterate exactly
what this bill does, it creates a morato-
rium on a funding mechanism for
States to come up with. What it says is
that HCFA, the Health Care Financing
Administration, has said that we could
help the States by giving them some
money for Medicaid, but they will have
to put in half and we will put in half.

Well, it took a couple of accountants
a short time to realize that if they go
out and borrow the money, then they
can match them 50-50, and then they
will pay the other back and they would
have free money. So a couple of States
did that. By the beginning of the year,
9 States had done it, by May, 18 States
had done it, and now 30 States have
done it. Probably by the end of the
year all 50 States will have done it.

So it is an effort to say that this
really is not the way the system was
designed, but we do not want to throw
the baby out with the bath water. We
do want to do it in a responsible man-
ner, but this is now the third morato-
rium that takes us up to next August.
Some feel it is fair, others think it is
unfair. Some of us think we could have
done it more rapidly, and others think
we could have done it longer, but to
say that somehow or another the Presi-
dent of the United States is disingen-
uous in this relationship is stretching
the imagination, in my judgment.

The fault lies in the idea that the
States are playing a game, and more
power to them. In the State of Ohio we
elected a Governor four times because
in 1960, when he saw that they needed
to come up with a 20-percent match for
the Interstate Highway System, he
went out, floated a bunch of bonds at 3
percent, put down his 20 percent, and
finished the Interstate Highway Sys-
tem before any other State in the
Union.

So it is not a new idea. It has been
around for a while, but somehow or an-
other we have to make sure we do it in
a manner which we can afford and
which is fair to all the States and not
just have one State doing it and then
have the other States feel they are ob-
ligated in order to go along.

Mr. Speaker, this is a fair com-
promise, in my judgment. It does pro-
vide the moratorium.

Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
ranking member of the Rules Commit-
tee, the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SOLOMON].

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

I was over in my office, and I was not
going to get involved in the debate on
this matter. But we all know that we
have a serious problem in this country,
and it is called a deficit. We have a $3.5
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trillion deficit. There is a total of $350
billion which is going to be added to
that deficit this year. The debt servic-
ing we have to carry with that kind of
a cumulative deficit now runs over $300
billion annually. That is more than the
entire defense budget of this country.

I want the Members to know what
they are voting on when they vote for
this bill. Reading from the inspector
general’s report, which we discussed up
at the Rules Committee a little while
ago, the inspector general reports that
$497 million in matching funds were re-
quested by nine States. That was back
in October 1990. That is a little under
$500 million, a half a billion dollars. By
May 1991, which is 6 months later, 18
States had requested $2.5 billion. By
July 1991, only 2 months after that, 30
States had requested $3.8 billion in
Federal funds.

I have heard all the stories that
Members are worried about what this
does to their States. Well, I ask, what
are we doing to this country? Do we re-
alize that 1 year from now, after this
moratorium goes into effect, we will
have increased the deficit by another $6
billion? We are also declaring an emer-
gency in this bill. We are putting an
emergency into effect, thus exempting
these costs from the budget agreement.

When are we going to be responsible
around here? I have always had great
respect for this institution, and for
yvears I opposed all kinds of term limi-
tations. But I am going to say that a
couple of months ago, when I saw what
has happened around here, I just sort of
lost faith in this place. This is no way
to do business. We ought to be dealing
with this problem right now. If there is
a Federal problem, let us finance it and
let us take care of it. If we think it is
a State problem, we should let them
solve it, but we should not do what we
are doing here today with this bill.

And as far as term limitations are
concerned, I hope the public will seek
out the names of Members who keep
voting for these budget-busters and
throw them out of office. If we cannot
be disciplined—if self-discipline doesn’t
work here in Washington—the voters
will have to provide the discipline. If
we cannot bite the bullet, the voters
should hold us accountable.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman for coming down.
I know that he did not intend to speak
on this rule, and I really want to com-
mend him for taking this forthright po-
sition.

I just want to add one thing here. I
mentioned the one State that phonied
up $365 million through hospital chari-
table contributions to the State and
then used that as a basis for getting a
$385 million matching grant, and then
in turn they refunded the charitable
contributions to the various hospitals.
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At the time that issue was before the
Committee on Energy and Commerce, I
asked the counsel, chief counsel for the
Energy and Commerce Committee, I
said, ‘‘Suppose that State, instead of
borrowing only $3656 million, had bor-
rowed $3 billion; could they have got-
ten the matching grants from the Fed-
eral Government?’’

He said, “‘Oh, yes."

Then I said, ““Well, suppose he asked
for $30 million and then conjured up $30
billion; would they have been entitled
to matching funds then?”

He said, '*Oh, yes, that’'s true."” And
the inspector general who, after all, is
appointed to watch out and be the
guardian of the purse strings in our be-
half, acknowledged that that was actu-
ally the case.

So there is no limit on how much the
Federal Treasury could be ravaged
under one of these Ponzi schemes that
would make Michael Miliken or Ivan
Boesky blush with shame. This is one
reason why the public is fed up with
Members of Congress, because here is
an open and shut case where we are
being victimized by a Ponzi scheme and
are sitting back and allowing it to con-
tinue to happen.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, the worst part of it
is that 1 year from now we will be 2
weeks within the end of this morato-
rium, and then we will be trying to
make this whole thing permanent.
That is just wrong. What the gen-
tleman says is exactly right. In just 9
months we have gone from 9 States
which have figured out this scheme up
to 30 States. And now after this debate,
the other 20 States are going to find
out about it. They are going to come
in, and we will be hit with about $6 bil-
lion in deficit spending; that is wrong.
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We ought not to enact this measure.
We ought to deal with the real prob-
lems.

Mr. Speaker, I am not going to ask
for Members to vote against the rule.
This is an open rule, and that is what
we fight for around here, to have a fair
fight. We are getting a fair fight.

Mr. Speaker, I support the rule, but I
am opposed to the bill. I hope all Mem-
bers vote against the bill.

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I have no further requests for
time, I yield back the balance of my
time, and I move the previous question
on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MrUME). The question is on the resolu-
tion.

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

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that a
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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 382, nays 41,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 404]
YEAS—382

Abercrombie Dingell Jacobs
Alexander Dixon James
Allen Donnelly Jefferson
Anderson Dooley Jenkins
Andrews (ME) Doolittle Johnson (CT)
Andrews (NJ) Dornan (CA) Johnson (8D)
Andrews (TX) Downey Johnson (TX)
Annunzio Dreler Johnston
Anthony Duncan Jones (GA)
Applegate Durbin Jonea (NC)
Archer Dwyer Jontz
Aspin Dymally Kanjorski
Atkins Early Kaptur
Bacchus Eckart Kasich
Barnard Edwards (CA) Kennedy
Barton Edwards (OK) Kennslly
Bateman Edwards (TX) Kildee
Bellenson Emerson Kleczka
Bennett Engel Klug
Bentley English Kolbe
Bereuter Erdreich Kolter
Berman Espy Kopetski
Bevill Evans Kostmayer
Bilbray Ewing Kyl
Bilirakis Fascell LaFalce
Blackwell Fawell Lancaster
Bliley Feighan Lantos
Boehlert Flelds LaRocco
Boehner Fish Laughlin
Bonlor Flake Leach
Borskl Foglietta Lehman (CA)
Boucher Ford (MI) Lehman (FL)
Boxer Ford (TN) Levin (MI)
Brawster Franks (CT) Lewis (CA)
Brooks Frost Lewls (FL)
Broomfield Gallo Lewis (GA)
Browder Gaydos Lipinski
Brown Gejdenson Lloyd
Bruce Gephardt Long
Bryant Lowery (CA)
Bunning Gibbons Lowey (NY)
Bustamante Gilchrest Luken
Byron Gillmor Machtley
Callahan Gllman Markey
Camp Gingrich Marlenee
Campbell (CA) QGlickman Martin
Campbell (CO) Gonzalez Martinez
Cardin Goodling Matsul
Carper Gordon Mavroules
Chapman Goss Mazzoll
Clay Gradison McCandless
Clement Green McCloskey
Clinger Guarini McCollum
Coble Gunderson McCrery
Coleman (MO) Hall (OH) MeCurdy
Coleman (TX) Hall (TX) McDade
Collins (IL) Hamilton McDermott
Collins (MI) Hammerschmidt McEwen
Combest Harrls MeGrath
Condit Hastert McHugh
Conyers Hayes (IL) McMillan (NC)
Cooper Hayes (LA) McMillen (MD)
Costello Hefley McNulty
Coughlin Hefner Meyers
Cox (CA) Henry Mfume
Cox (IL) Hertel Miller (CA)
Coyne Hoagland Miller (OH)
Cramer Hobson Miller (WA)

Hochbrueckner  Mineta
Darden Hopkins Mink
Davis Horn Moakley
de la Garza Horton Molinari
DeFazlo Houghton Mollohan
DeLauro Hoyer Montgomery
DeLay Hubbard Moody
Dellums Huckaby Moorhead
Derrick Hughes Moran
Dickinson Hutto Morella
Dicks Hyde Morrison
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Murphy Richardson Stearns
Murtha Ridge Stenholm
Myers Riggs Stokes
Nagle Rinaldo Studds
Natcher Ritter Sundquist
Neal (MA) Roberts Bwett
Neal (NC) Roe Swift
Nichols Roemer Synar
Nowak Rogers Tallon
Nussle Ros-Lehtinen Tanner
Oakar Rose Tauzin
Oberstar Rostenkowski Taylor (M8)
Obey Roukema Taylor (NC)
Olin towland Th (cA)
Olver Roybal Thomas (GA)
Ortiz Russo Thornton
Orton Babo Torres
Owens (NY) Sanders Torricelll
Owens (UT) Towns
Oxley Santorum Traficant
Packard Sarpalius Traxler
Pallone Savage Unsoeld
Panetta Sawyer Valentine
Parker Saxton Vander Jagt
Pastor Schroeder Vento
Patterson Schulze Visclosky
Paxon Schumer Volkmer
Payne (NJ) Serrano Walsh
Payne (VA) Sharp Washington
Pease Bhaw Waters
Pelosl Waxman
Perkins Sikorski Weiss
Peterson (FL) Bisisky Weldon
Peterson (MN) Skaggs Wheat
Pickett Skeen Whitten
Pickle Skelton Williams
Porter Slattery Wilson
Poshard Slaughter Wise
Price Smith (FL) Wolf
Pursell Smith (NJ) Wolpe
Quillen Smith (TX) Wyden
Rahall Snowe Wylle
Ramstad Solarz Yates
Rangel Solomon Yatron
Ravenel Spence Young (FL)
Ray Spratt Zellff
Reed Staggers Zimmer
Regula Stallings
Rhodes Stark
NAYS—41
Allard Hansen Bchaefer
Armey Herger Schiff
Baker Holloway Sensenbrenner
Ballenger Hunter Bhuster
Barrett Inhofe Smith (IA)
Burton Lagomarsino Smith (OR)
Chandler Lent Stump
Crane Lightfoot Thomas (WY)
D yer Livingst Upton
Dorgan (ND) Michel Vucanovich
Gallegly Penny Walker
Gekas Petrl Weber
Grandy Rohrabacher Young (AK)
Hancock Roth
NOT VOTING—I11
Ackerman Frank (MA) Manton
AuColn Hatcher Mrazek
Carr Ireland Scheuer
Fazio Levine (CA)
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Mr. COX of California, Mrs. BENT-
LEY, Mr. DOOLITTLE, and Mr. MOOR-
HEAD changed their vote from “‘nay"
t-O uyea“n

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1790
Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 1790.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.
MruUME). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

VACATION OF SPECIAL ORDER
AND INSTITUTION OF SPECIAL
ORDER

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to vacate my spe-
cial order of Tuesday, November 19,
1991, and that my time be given to the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
OWENS].

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

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE
ON INTERNATIONAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FINANCE, TRADE AND
MONETARY POLICY OF THE COM-
MITTEE ON BANKING, FINANCE
AND URBAN AFFAIRS TO SIT ON
TOMORROW DURING THE 5-
MINUTE RULE

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on International Develop-
ment, Trade, Finance and Monetary
Policy of the Committee on Banking,
Finance and Urban Affairs be per-
mitted to hold its scheduled hearing at
10 tomorrow, November 20, 1991, while
the House is in the Committee of the
Whole under the 5-minute rule.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Ohio?

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, we on the
minority side would like to have some
information as to what is involved in
this request.

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

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I yield to the
gentlewoman from Ohio.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, 1 have
checked with the minority and the mi-
nority leader of the committee, et
cetera. Basically what we want to do is
have a hearing on the role of Japanese
banks and the rules relative to Japa-
nese banks compared to what Amer-
ican banks have.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I
withdraw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Ohio?

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I was not aware of
the unanimous-consent request until I
just came to the floor. But we are
going to have a markup in the full
Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs again starting at 9:30 to-
morrow morning. What time is the
hearing of the gentlewoman from Ohio?

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. WYLIE. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, our hear-
ing is at 10 a.m. It is a very, very short
hearing and it has been planned for 3
weeks.

Mr. WYLIE. Has this been cleared
with our ranking member of the sub-
committee?

Ms. OAKAR. Absolutely, yes.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

MEDICAID MORATORIUM
AMENDMENTS OF 1991

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 283 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 3595.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3595) to
delay until September 30, 1992, the issu-
ance of any regulations by the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services
changing the treatment of voluntary
contributions and provider-specific
taxes by States as a source of a State's
expenditures for which Federal finan-
cial participation is available under
the Medicaid Program and to maintain
the treatment of intergovernmental
transfers as such a source, with Ms.
PELOSI in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
California [Mr. WAXMAN] will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes and the gentleman
from New York [Mr. LENT] will be rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. WAXMAN].

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield myself 4 minutes.

Madam Chairman, in just 7 short
weeks, State budgets and Medicaid
Programs will be thrown into chaos—
unless we pass the legislation before us
today. As the result of regulations is-
sued by the Secretary of Health and
Human Services, many States will
have no choice but to cut eligibility,
cut benefits, and cut provider reim-
bursement—in some cases, drastically.
This would be disastrous for the elderly
and disabled and mothers and children
who depend on Medicaid for access to
basic health or long-term care.

The Medicaid Moratorium Amend-
ments of 1991 would prohibit the Sec-
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retary from implementing these regu-
lations until September 30, 1992. This
would protect the States and Medicaid
beneficiaries on January 1 and would
give the Congress and the administra-
tion time to work out a permanent so-
lution.

The bill is cosponsored by Mr. GEP-
HARDT, Mr. DINGELL, myself and 148
other Members on both sides of the
aisle. Due to an administrative error,
the following Members who had sought
to be added as cosponsors were inad-
vertently not listed: Mr. JEFFERSON,
Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. THOMAS from Geor-
gia, Mr. PETERSON from Florida, Mr.
SARPALIUS, Mr. HALL from Ohio, and
Mr. ANDREWS from Maine. I apologize
for this oversight and want to express
my appreciation for their support for
this legislation.

It has broad bipartisan support, in-
cluding 9 out of 16 Republicans on the
Committee on Energy and Commerce,
which reported the bill by a vote of 36-
T

H.R. 3595 is simple and straight-
forward. On October 31 the Secretary of
Health and Human Services published
regulations that will deny States the
right to use revenues from voluntary
contributions, provider-specific taxes
and intergovernmental transfers to
help pay for their Medicaid Programs.
These regulations are effective this
coming January 1. According to the
Department, a total of 38 States cur-
rently rely on either donations or pro-
vider-specific taxes to help fund their
share of Medicaid.

This bill would impose a moratorium
on any action by the Secretary to im-
plement this regulation in order to pro-
tect the States and the beneficiaries
while the Congress works out a perma-
nent solution.

The bill has four main elements.
First, it would prevent the Secretary
from implementing the October 31 reg-
ulation by extending from December
31, 1991, to September 30, 1992, the cur-
rent moratorium on the issuance of
any regulation changing the treatment
of voluntary contributions or provider-
specific taxes. The bill also gives
States until December 31, 1992, to tran-
sition off of a reliance on voluntary
contributions, so long as they do not
spend more using voluntary contribu-
tions than they did during fiscal year
1991.

Second, the bill would impose a per-
manent moratorium, effective on en-
actment, on the issuance of any regula-
tion that changes the treatment of
intergovernmental transfers as a
source of the State share of Medicaid
spending. The bill clarifies that trans-
fers made by counties and other units
of Government that also provide health
care are to be treated as intergovern-
mental transfers, not as provider dona-
tions or taxes.

Third, the bill would prevent the
Health Care Financing Administration
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from doing through administrative
processes what it would not be allowed
to do by regulation. Specifically, HCFA
would be prohibited from reducing Fed-
eral Medicaid matching payments to
the States through either the esti-
mation or disallowance processes on
the grounds that the State expendi-
tures for which the matching funds are
claimed are attributable to voluntary
contributions, intergovernmental
transfers, or provider-specific taxes.

Finally, the bill would require the
Secretary to submit to the congres-
sional committees of jurisdiction by no
later than February 3, 1992—the date
that the President’s fiscal year 1993
budget is due—a report describing:
First, any regulation the Secretary in-
tends to issue limiting the use of pro-
vider-specific taxes; second, the types
of provider-specific taxes that would be
permissible under such a regulation;
and third, any legislation that the Sec-
retary believes is appropriate.

H.R. 3595 would not make any change
in the current law treatment of pro-
vider-specific taxes as reflected in sec-
tion 4701 or OBRA '90. It does, however,
provide an additional 9 months for the
courts to strike down the October 31
regulation as not in conformity with
this statutory language.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, this legislation would not re-
sult in any increase in Federal Medic-
aid outlays in fiscal years 1992, 1993,
1994, or 1995.

What many of you may have heard is
that the administration and the Gov-
ernors have reached an agreement that
resolves this controversy and makes it
unnecessary for Congress to impose
this moratorium. That is simply incor-
rect.

What has happened is that the ad-
ministration and National Governors’
Association staff have negotiated a so-
called proposed agreement which was
then sent to each Governor for review.
Of the 33 Governors who responded to
the NGA poll, 22 of them voted to re-
ject the administration proposal, in-
cluding those from Alabama, Arkansas,
Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii,
Kansas, Kentucky, Maryland, Mis-
sissippi, New Hampshire, New Jersey,
New York, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania,
Tennessee, Texas, Washington, West
Virginia, and Wisconsin.

As of today, there is no agreement.
This morning, the NGA testified on
this subject before the Senate Finance
Committee. The Governors, and I
quote, “‘strongly urge the committee to
consider a moratorium on regulations
affecting provider-based taxes and do-
nated funds. This would allow negotia-
tions to proceed without throwing
Medicaid Programs and State budgets
across the country into chaos.’” This is,
of course, precisely what H.R. 3595
would do.

In addition to the Governors, H.R.
3595 also has the support of the Na-
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tional Conference of State Legisla-
tures, the National Association of
Counties, the U.8. Conference of May-
ors, the National Association of Manu-
facturers, and the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce, among others.

Why is this bill before the House
today? Because, on October 31, the Sec-
retary of HHS issued a regulation that
would deny Federal matching funds to
States for Medicaid expenditures that
are paid for by revenues from dona-
tions, provider-specific taxes, or inter-
governmental transfers. The regulation
would cost the States at least $1 to §1.5
billion in Federal Medicaid matching
funds this year alone.

The abrupt loss of such large
amounts of Federal funds will leave
many States with no practical alter-
native but to cut back on eligibility,
benefits, and reimbursement. For ex-
ample, the State of Alabama has indi-
cated it will have no choice but to ter-
minate Medicaid eligibility for 10,000
nursing home residents, eliminate all
prescription drug coverage, and slash
reimbursement to rural disproportion-
ate share hospitals.

The National Governors' Association
made the same point in its testimony
before the Senate Finance Committee
just this morning. I quote:

As States have suffered the effects of eco-
nomic downturns in the economy, they have
turned to nontraditional revenue sources
such as provider taxes to avoid undesirable
program cuts and to make important expan-
sions. Without the continued ability to draw
on such revenue sources, States will have no
option but to make severe program cuts.

There is nothing in the Medicaid
statute which authorizes—much less
requires—the issuance of this regula-
tion. To the contrary, it is flatly ille-
gal. Two lawsuits have already been
filed to block the regulations, one by
the State of Alabama, the other by
Grady Memorial Hospital in Atlanta. I
fully expect that the courts will even-
tually declare this regulation illegal
and enjoin it, but I'm concerned that
they may not do so before January 1.
To prevent the budgetary and pro-
grammatic chaos that would otherwise
result, we have to intervene.

The Secretary could put an end to
this crisis by simply withdrawing the
regulation. In a letter to Secretary
Sullivan on October 7, Chairman DIN-
GELL, Chairman PANETTA, Chairman
BENTSEN, Chairman SASSER, Chairman
RIEGLE, and I urged that the adminis-
tration withdraw this regulation. We
told the Secretary that the regulation
‘‘violates congressional intent, as ex-
pressed in the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act [OBRA] of 1990. With
one narrow exception, section 4701 of
that act gave States the flexibility to
use provider-specific taxes toward their
share of Medicaid costs.”

Despite these and other requests that
the regulation be withdrawn, the ad-
ministration seems determined to
move ahead.
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This morning, Dr. Gail Wilensky, the
head of the Health Care Financing Ad-
ministration, testified on this subject
before the Senate Finance Committee.
She admitted that the October 31 regu-
lation is “‘potentially disruptive.” She
also conceded that a legislative change
is, in her words, ‘‘preferable to the rule
taking effect.” But she did not put
forth a legislative proposal. And she
gave no indication that the rule would
be withdrawn.

This puts the States and 28 million
poor people in an untenable position.
The administration will not withdraw
regulations that it knows will wreak
havoc with State budgets and Medicaid
Programs, and it will not come forward
with a concrete legislative proposal.

This is no way to run a railroad,
much less a health care program that
buys basic medical services and long-
term care for 28 million low-income
mothers, children, disabled, and elder-
ly. And it is certainly ironic behavior
from an administration that prides it-
self on its commitment to federalism
and a collegial partnership with the
States.

I and the other members of the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce are
ready to review any concrete legisla-
tive proposal the administration wish-
es to offer. I will make every effort to
get input from all affected parties—in-
cluding the public hospitals and chil-
dren’s hospitals—and to expedite its
consideration by the Subcommittee on
Health and the Environment. I am con-
fident that Chairman DINGELL shares
my interest in thoughtful but expedi-
tious consideration of this issue by the
full committee.

Until we have a concrete proposal,
however, the only thing on the table is
the October 31 regulation. That has to
be stopped, or we will have chaos on
January 1.

You're going to hear from opponents
of this bill that States that use vol-
untary contributions of provider-spe-
cific taxes are ‘“‘raiding the Federal
Treasury,”” that they're running
“‘scams,” that they're putting together
“schemes’ that are ‘‘wrong and mor-
ally corrupt.” This rhetoric is power-
ful, but it misses the point.

Federal Medicaid matching funds are
only available when a State spends
money to buy a covered, medically nec-
essary service from a qualified provider
on behalf of an eligible poor person.
Federal Medicaid funds are simply not
available—under current law or under
this bill—for the construction of high-
ways or the maintenance of bridges or
any other purpose unrelated to the pur-
chase of health care for the poor.

Even the administration will concede
this point. As Dr. Wilensky testified
before the Senate Finance Committee
this morning, and I quote, “We recog-
nize that some States have put the ad-
ditional funding to good use.” But in-
stead of protecting the good and pro-
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hibiting the bad, their regulation pro-
hibits the use of virtually all voluntary
contribution and provider-specific tax
arrangements. In a program that cov-
ers over 12 million children, this is
truly throwing out the baby with the
bathwater.

If the administration is unhappy
with current law, I am willing to con-
sider their suggestions for statutory
change. However, I am not willing to
let them legislate by regulation—which
is that they’'re trying to do with their
October 31 rule.

A vote for this moratorium is a vote
for a workable, permanent statutory
policy that is fair to the States and to
the Federal Government.

A moratorium will give Congress the
time we need to develop a legislative
solution that works.

A moratorium will assure that the
administration stays at the bargaining
table and comes forward with a con-
crete proposal of its own.

And a moratorium will protect the
States—and the poor—in the event
that a satisfactory solution cannot be
worked out before we adjourn for this
Yyear.

I urge the Members to support this
bill.

O 1750

Mr. LENT. Madam Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I shall consume.

Mr. LENT. Madam Chairman, the cir-
cumstances surrounding this legisla-
tion remind me of an incident which
occurred in my district. A trusted
cashier at a local bank was caught red-
handed, embezzling funds to support
his wife and children. Should the law
give him another year to continue his
practices lest we lower his family's
standard of living? Better yet, let us
blame the bank for not posting guide-
lines for proper conduct.

Today, in the real world of Medicaid,
it is the States that are ripping off the
Federal Treasury right under our noses
this year to the tune of $5% billion, and
it is this bill which grants another
year’'s moratorium to permit the scam
on our Federal taxpayers to continue.

H.R. 3595 is a deeply flawed bill. Not
only does it allow States to use what
the inspector general has called fiscal
scams to finance their Medicare Pro-
gram for another year, but in addition
it busts the 1990 budget agreement to
pay for it.

I strongly oppose the bill, and let me
add that the administration has in-
formed me that this bill would be ve-
toed in its current form.

Now, the bookkeeping devices the
States use are called provider taxes
and donation programs. They threaten
to fundamentally alter the intended
funding relationship between Federal
and State governments. Without a
limit on these evolving State donation
and tax programs, we are marching
very rapidly toward a fulfillment of a
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key plank in the liberal platform,
namely, a 100-percent federally fi-
nanced program for Medicaid. And no
one who cares about the Federal budg-
et deficit wants that.

Estimates of Federal funds now rou-
tinely being demanded by States to
match their phony charitable contribu-
tions and phony provider taxes illus-
trate the rapid growth of these pro-
grams, and I would simply ask that
you refer to this chart. You will see
that in October 1990, the inspector gen-
eral reported that using these scams,
$497 million in matching funds was re-
quested by only nine States. By May
1991, 18 States had joined the scam and
requested $2.5 billion, or five times the
amount requested just over a half year
earlier. By July 1991, 30 States using
these flimflam schemes had requested
$3.8 billion in Federal funds and today
HCFA'’s best estimates are that States
will request at least $5.5 billion in fis-
cal year 1992.

This bill that you are going to be
voting upon in just a few minutes, H.R.
3595, not only permits this scheme, but
waives the Budget Act so that the
check kiting cannot be interrupted.

Now, these numbers are truly dis-
turbing, but even worse is the fact that
everyone involved, the Federal Govern-
ment, the States, and the providers,
know that these financing schemes are
corrupt, they are wrong, and they are
morally improper. It is blue smoke and
mirrors masquerading as a valid means
of financing health care.

Let me just give you a quote from
the Inspector General’s Office concern-
ing the uneasiness of participants in
these programs. Remember the inspec-
tor general? He is the watchdog that
we here in Congress created to watch
out for Medicaid scammers. From the
July 1991, I.G. Report, I quote:

At first, legislative leaders employing
these phony taxes and charitable donations
were calling it a scam. They then began call-
ing it a scheme, and now they are referring
to it as a funding mechanism.,

And you will hear that word used by
some of our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle.

Madam Chairman and my colleagues,
how dumb can we get, deliberately
looking the other way while our Treas-
ury is being looted?

Madam Chairman, we can all agree
that the States are facing terrible fi-
nancial troubles. Many of these trou-
bles are admittedly associated with the
astronomical growth of the Federal
Medicaid Program that we have foisted
upon them; however, fiscal manipula-
tions, leveraging agreements, Ponzi
schemes which would make Michael
Milken, Ivan Boesky, and the sheiks of
BCCI blush with shame, are simply not
the answer.

Madam Chairman, I cannot support
any bill which allows these schemes to
continue, and I urge my colleagues to
oppose the bill.
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Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN-
GELL], the distinguished chairman of
the Energy and Commerce Committee.

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Chairman, I
rise in strong support of the bill.

The House is considering this legisla-
tion today because the administration
has created an emergency. That emer-
gency threatens States, health care
providers, and the Nation’s poor.

The administration created this
emergency by promulgating a regula-
tion on October 31, 1991, in contraven-
tion of current law. The courts will
likely determine that the regulation is
illegal; but we do not know when they
will act.

The underlying question here is the
relative responsibility of different lev-
els of government to finance health
care for the poor. But, the immediate
issue is whether an ill-conceived—and
illegal—regulation should be sub-
stituted for a reasoned approach to this
complex question. I think it should
not.

The virtue of this bill is obvious: It
prevents the administration from reck-
lessly implementing regulations that
would throw States into chaos. It also
permits meaningful negotiations on
the underlying question of State fi-
nancing of health care programs. A
long-term solution to this problem is
essential—it is as essential as our need
to assure that all Americans have ac-
cess to affordable health care—a mat-
ter for which this administration has
evidenced sheer apathy.

Most of the crisis that the Congress
confronts in health care result from a
fragmented and flawed system. This is
no exception. In the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, which approved
this bill by a vote of 36 to 7, critics of
this legislation asserted that a better
alternative to the bill was to stop re-
quiring States to insure poor children
and pregnant women, to stop requiring
States to maintain decent standards in
nursing homes, and to stop requiring
States to pay out of pocket medical
costs for elderly poor people. I disagree
and I think most Americans would too.

What we need to be debating today,
is how this Nation could have sunk so
low. How can we seriously be discuss-
ing whether a Nation that will soon
spend a trillion dollars annually on
health care can afford prenatal care or
decent treatment for nursing home
residents? And how can we tolerate
characterizing State efforts to maxi-
mize payments for medical and nursing
care for the poor as scams or scandals?

Our health care system is ridden with
scandal. It is scandalous that 12 mil-
lion children have no health insurance.
It is scandalous that our immunization
rates are worse than those in Bulgaria
and Brazil and that 60 children died
last year from measles in this country.
It is scandalous that American babies
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die in their first year of life at a great-
er rate than in at least 16 other coun-
tries.

Is it really scandalous when States
look for new ways to attack and pay
for these problems?

Let us turn our collective outrage in
a constructive direction. We can fix the
immediate problem that brings us here
today with time and serious negotia-
tions. But we cannot stop it from reoc-
curring unless we address ourselves to
fundamental reform of our health care
system.

0 1800

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
SKELTON].

Mr. SKELTON. Madam Chairman, | rise in
support of H.R. 3595, the Medicaid Morato-
rium Amendments of 1991. This bill extends
through September 30, 1992 a moratorium
banning the Health Care Financing Adminis-
tration from restricting the ability of States to
raise funds for the Federal Medicaid match.

Medicaid is a shared responsibility between
States and the Federal Government. Many
States now use voluntary contributions and
provider-specific assessments to qualify for
additional Federal Medicaid funds. These op-
tions allow them to meet their obligations in
providing health care to the poor, elderly, and
disabled.

New State mandates and increasing num-
bers of eligible beneficiaries have placed a
great strain on State Medicaid budgets. Ad-
ministration regulations to restrict the use of
these contributions and assessments would
hinder the ability of States to meet their health
care obligations. If these regulations go into
effect, States may have no choice but to cut
vital medical services and eliminate people
from the Medicaid rolls.

States must retain the flexibility to raise
funds to meet health care needs through the
Medicaid program. The ability of Missouri hos-
pitals to meet the needs of the poor, elderly
and disabled would be drastically affected by
the administration's proposed regulations. |
urge my colleagues to support this important
legislation.

Mr. LENT. Madam Chairman, | yield 4 min-
utes to the gentleman from California [Mr.
DANNEMEYER], the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Health.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

Members, I thought I had seen every-
thing in my 13 years here, but this is a
first.

You know, I kid, as I suspect some of
you would, in town hall forums, that
Congress believes it has the ability to
repeal the tide, we can command the
Sun to stand still; well, what we are
doing in this bill today, we are saying
that there is no cost to this measure.

I have specific reference to page 11,
lines 9 through 14. This is the ultimate
in fiction by an act of Congress. Here is
a measure that is going to cost about
$5.8 billion in fiscal 1992, but we wipe
all of that out. The language in this
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bill says there is no cost as a result of
the adoption of this measure.

Now, that is about as filled with du-
plicity as I think you can get, but I
guess as wonders never cease, if we can
add in this fiscal year $480 billion to
the national debt of this country, I
suppose we can pass a law which says
that an increased expenditure of $5.8
billion does not cost anything.

What is the answer how to get out of
this mess? I think we should be offer-
ing an amendment that is supported by
the National Governors’ Association. I
do not want to say that they have spe-
cifically asked me to offer it, but the
elements of this amendment that I
want to offer today come right out of
their recommendations to the Con-

gress.

We should be reducing the Federal
mandates on the States, in the way of
Medicaid. In other words, we ought to
lower the water behind the dam that is
causing this flooding around the coun-
try, rather than looking for plugs we
are going to put in the wall of the dam,
which is what this bill does.

Let me tell you how adroit the State
of Maryland has become, how fraudu-
lent this program is. They pay physi-
cians in Maryland $18.50 for a Medicaid
visit, but they bill the Feds $90. Of
course the Feds pay half of that, $45.
The State of Maryland gives $18.50 to
the medical practitioner and keeps
$26.60. Every billing of Medicaid in the
State of Maryland is producing addi-
tional revenue to the State of Mary-
land by $26.50.

Now, I suspect the Members from
Maryland are probably going to vote
for this bill because they will be hear-
ing from their local people to do just
that.

Well, that is not the kind of scam
that I was sent here to support. I hope
that we will vote down this bill.

Let me talk just briefly in the time
that I have remaining about the
amendment that I would like to offer,
which contains the recommendation of
the National Governors' Association.

The first one is to delay the imple-
mentation of the 1990 round of Medic-
aid mandates for 2 years. These man-
dates require States to cover children
up to 100 percent. of poverty on a phase-
in basis and to pay Medicare premiums
for certain individuals up 120 percent of
poverty. CBO estimated savings from
1992 to 1996: $269 million.

Second, protect States against dis-
allowances for good faith compliance
with Medicaid provisions where HCFA
has not promulgated a regulation. This
would not require States to read
HCFA’s mind on the specifics of how to
comply with Medicaid law if HCFA is
, required to promulgate a regulation,
and has not done so. Some States have
attempted, in good faith, to anticipate
what HCFA will do and have subse-
quently had certain actions disallowed
for failing to comply with a regulation
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that was not in existence at the time
the State acted. CBO estimated cost
from 1992 to 1996: $150 million.

Third, allow the Secretary to waive
certain provisions of the 1987 nursing
home reforms. The Secretary would be
able to waive the nursing home reforms
where a State can demonstrate that its
own approach provides the same qual-
ity of care to nursing home residents.
Many States have complained about
these reforms, and have argued that
they can provide the same quality of
care at much less expense. CBO esti-
mated savings from 1992 to 1996: $1,5756
million.

Fourth, States would be able to pro-
vide only those early periodic screen-
ing, diagnosis, and treatment services
that are currently offered in the
State's program. CBO estimated sav-
ings from 1992 to 1996: $330 million.

Total savings from 1992 to 1996: $2.1
billion.

I have heard Mr. DINGELL and Mr.
WAXMAN speak eloquently about the
need to watch out for the health of the
children and the infants and the elder-
ly in America. Who speaks for the tax-
payers of this country who put up the
money to provide the wherewithal for
some in this Chamber to pass out for
the benefit of somebody else?

How about the working men and
women who get up every day of their
lives and go out to work, fight traffic,
whatever, raise their children, pay
their taxes, pay their bills, who speaks
for them here?

I say somebody has to be speaking
for these men and women who make
this system go, who produce the wealth
this Nation has, as well as have con-
cern about the beneficiaries of this pro-
gram.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. FROST].

Mr. FROST. Madam Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 3595.

Let's be very clear about what the
Bush administration is trying to do:
they are trying to cut Medicaid spend-
ing by regulation. They are trying to
do by regulation what they couldn’t do
by legislation.

If we let them get away with this de-
vious, back-door attempt to cut the
Medicaid program, what will the im-
pact be?

In my State, Texas, the most recent
estimates indicate the regulations will
cost the State $1.15 billion over the
next 2 years. Hospitals throughout the
State would bear the loss of these
matching funds. In my area alone, in
Dallas and Tarrant Counties, we stand
to lose over $70 million as a result of
these regulations. This money would be
used to help hospitals partially offset
large losses incurred from treating an
increasing number of indigent patients.

Madam Chairman, the people that
would really be hurt by the Bush ad-
ministration’s regulations are the poor
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who receive medical services from
these hospitals. Most of the people
served by Medicaid are either pregnant
women, children, or the elderly. These
are the people who will bear the brunt
of the Bush proposal as States search
for ways to make up the loss of Federal
funds. The result will almost certainly
be deep cuts in eligibility, benefits, and
services to the most vulnerable in our
society.

Madam Chairman, more than 34 mil-
lion Americans, including 8 million
children, are without health insurance.
It’s vital that we find ways to improve
their access to health care and insure
that no American is denied needed
health services.

However, the Bush administration is
making our task of helping the poor
obtain health care more difficult with
regulations such as these. I simply do
not understand why the Bush adminis-
tration is going out of its way to se-
verely limit the States’ ability to pro-
vide health care for these millions of
Americans.

I urge my colleagues to put a stop to
the administration’s bashing of the
Medicaid program. Vote ‘‘aye’ on H.R.
3595.

Mr. LENT. Madam Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
New Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMAL].

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Madam Chairman, I
rise in support of this bill, to defer im-
plementation of the Health Care Fi-
nancing Administration’s [HCFA’s]
regulations concerning provider-based
taxes, voluntary donations, and inter-
governmental transfers. While I have
long maintained that our budget defi-
cit is public enemy No. 1, I cannot sup-
port this effort by HCFA to balance the
budget on the backs of the sick and el-
derly.

I am advised by the hospital associa-
tion of my State, that should these
regulations move forward, New Jersey
could lose more than $225 million in
the next year alone, and more than $380
million in the years to come. I remind
my colleagues that these are the funds
that will provide desperately needed
health care to low-income pregnant
women, and infants; increase local
health planning; and expand the hours
of operation for community health cen-
ters. In short, these are lifeline pro-
grams, and for their participants, the
only access to health care available.
They are not the programs in which we
can allow unelected bureaucrats to
make radical budget cuts.

I am further opposed to these regula-
tions because I am gravely concerned
that these regulations are overreach-
ing, and go far beyond congressional
intent. We all recall the budget debacle
of last fall—a budget which I did not,
and do not support. Indeed, I maintain
that the accord reached by Congress
and the administration remains fun-
damentally flawed. Regardless of that
assessment, however, that reconcili-
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ation represented a commitment on
the part of both bodies to certain good-
faith agreements—notably in Medicare
and Medicaid funding. The agreements
were clear—voluntary contributions
would be disallowed, but provider-spe-
cific taxes would continue to be treated
as legitimate funding mechanisms for
the State governments. In its recent
rulemakings, HCFA has reneged on
that deal.

In putting forth regulations to dis-
allow these revenue plans, HCFA has
broadly overreached its authority. In-
deed, we can likely expect the courts to
strike down these regulations—but
with the implementation scheduled for
January 1, 1992, we cannot afford to
wait for the courts to act. We must
take legislative action today.

When we consider the dimensions of
the present health care crisis facing
America—the growing number of indi-
gent, uninsured, and underinsured; the
increase in our aging population; the
enormous drain on our health care sys-
tem of the AIDS and drug abuse
epidemics; and the ballooning costs of
long-term care; the need to oppose
measures as draconian as these is pain-
fully clear. I urge my colleagues to join
me in supporting this legislation, act
decisively to prohibit HCFA from tak-
ing a slash and burn approach to Med-
icaid, and ensure that we make good on
our promises to this society’s most vul-
nerable members. And avoid further
cost shifting onto insured Americans.
Cost-shifting burdens are already out
of control.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. AN-
DREWS].

Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. Madam Chairman,
| rise in support of H.R. 3595, the Medicaid
moratorium amendments. This bill would shut
down the administration's effort to rewrite leg-
islation enacted by Congress and the Presi-
dent. Bureaucrats are bullying the States on
health care policy. The State of Texas may
well lose $800 million in Federal funds—that is
one-fifth of the State Medicaid budget—by the
end of this year unless Congress enacts this
legislation.

Such a loss would have severe con-
sequences. In my home city of Houston, hos-
pitals have found it impossible at times to care
for all trauma patients. The receipt of Federal
Medicaid funds and a tax increase solved a
serious crisis. Losing these funds would mean
closing hospital doors to residents or increas-
ing taxes to make up the difference.

Furthermore, Texas Governor Ann Richards
would have to call a special session of the
Texas Legislature either to cut spending or to
raise taxes. The Harmis County Hospital Dis-
trict would face a fiscal crisis as bad as the
one that just ended. Many more rural hospitals
would have to close due to the loss of funding.

Last year, Congress passed legislation last
year to protect the kind of plans that the
Texas Legislature has enacted. Congress and
the administration agreed to permit States to
tax providers and use this revenue to meet
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Federal requirements for Medicaid funding.
Such plans are necessary to correct the in-
equity facing Texas taxpayers.

This inequity exists because taxpayers in
Harris County and other Texas counties pay
for indigent health care without receiving a fair
share of Medicaid funding. Because Texans
pay taxes at the county level, the money does
not get funneled through the State budget,
which would make it easier to meet Federal
requirements. This problem has existed for
years, and that's one reason why Congress
decided to fix the problem last year.

But the administration has reversed its posi-
tion and now wants to undermine the law en-
acted by Congress, arguing that the States
scam the Medicaid system. This is partly true.
Using accounting gimmicks some States mis-
use Federal funds to satisfy the States' share
for Federal matching funds requirements. No
one disagrees that this practice should be
banned, but the administration has gone far
beyond this problem.

The administration is threatening billions of
dollars in funding for critical programs. Without
these programs, the recent Harris County
Hospital District tax rate increase would have
to double. Health care coverage for 200,000
Texans is at risk. Pregnant women and infants
could lose preventive care that saves expen-
sive health care later in life.

The zealotry of a few bureaucrats has led
the administration down the path of exire-
mism. For example, the new regulations would
prevent Texas officials from collecting fees
from hospitals to pay for health and safety in-
spections. It is ironic that the administration
which claims to favor reducing Federal inter-
ference, would intervene so deeply in local af-
fairs.

Just when our country needs a reform of the
health care system, the administration would
take us one giant step backward. If we want
to improve access to health care and hold
down costs, the Federal Government cannot
undermine its partnership with the States and
shirk its fiscal responsibilities. | urge passage
of this important legislation.
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Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI].

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Madam Chair-
man, I am pleased to support H.R. 3595,
the Medicaid Moratorium Amendments
of 1991.

This bill would assure that States
continue for at least a year to receive
essential matching payments for Med-
icaid costs funded with revenues from
voluntary contributions and provider-
specific taxes. It would permanently
prohibit changes in the current policy
regarding intergovernmental transfers.

On September 12, 1991, the Health
Care Financing Administration pub-
lished interim final regulations that
would severely restrict Federal match-
ing payments to States.

This regulation would create finan-
cial chaos for many State Medicaid
programs. It is clearly contrary to the
letter and spirit of the Medicaid provi-
sions of the 1990 Budget Reconciliation
Act.
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If implemented, this regulation
would be devastating for the Medicaid
beneficiaries and health care providers
in many States. Many Illinois hospitals
which are already vulnerable would be
unable to survive.

Because the regulation would take
effect in the middle of most States’
1992 fiscal year, Illinois and many
other States would have no choice but
to cut payments for disproportionate
share providers, eliminate important
benefits, or restrict eligibility. Numer-
ous hospitals which are on the thresh-
old of insolvency could be forced to
close, leaving the State's health care
system in a fragile condition.

The State of Illinois acted respon-
sibly in relying on Federal law when it
enacted the Provider Assessment Pro-
gram, and the State, its hospitals, and
its economy should not be thrown into
disarray because of unwarranted and
arbitrary Federal agency decisions.

This is a complicated issue. There
should and will be regulations in this
area. But the last thing we need is a
quick fix.

Both we in the Congress and the
States need time to understand what
the effect of the proposed changes will
be

That is just what H.R. 3595 would do.
This moratorium would allow Con-
gress, working with the administration
and the States, to develop a legislative
solution that is both feasible and fair.

I urge all of my colleagues to join me
in supporting this bill.

Mr. LENT. Madam Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
distinguished minority leader, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL].

Mr. MICHEL. Madam Chairman and
my colleagues, the Medicaid shell
games and scams that many States, in-
cluding my own, have undertaken as a
means to come up with additional Fed-
eral dollars are wrong and should be
rectified.

Now some people have defended these
programs as being permitted by last
year’'s budget agreement, but I have a
hard time believing that anybody here
really intended to open the door to the
types of things that have taken place.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
LENT] earlier, under consideration of
the rule, outlined the case in Penn-
sylvania where the director there just
laughed at what he was able to do by
stealing from the Congress for all prac-
tical purposes. A provider tax across
the board that goes into a general fund
designed to help finance the State’s
share of Medicaid is one thing. But a
provider tax that is collected only to
obtain a Federal matching payment
and then is rebated back to the pro-
vider is something entirely different
and cannot be condoned. .

Madam Chairman, Congress, it seems
to me, has a responsibility to clarify
the law in this regard. We have a pro-
posal basically worked out in discus-
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sion between the administration and
the Governors of the 50 States which
would provide such clarification and in
a reasonable fashion. Our own Gov-
ernor, Jim Edgar in Illinois, has sup-
ported it. Unfortunately, as we out-
lined earlier, the Committee on Rules
chose not to allow us to offer it be-
cause it would have required waiving a
point of order on the grounds of ger-
maneness. Madam Chairman, this bill
before us simply provides a morato-
rium on the implementation of the ad-
ministration’s regulations. It does not
clarify the law. It does not tell the
States what was intended. As a matter
of faet, it actually permits the States
to expand their scam practices. It is a
one-sided moratorium for all practical
purposes. It prevents the administra-
tion from restricting these practices,
but does not prevent the States from
expanding them.

So, Madam Chairman, we are going
to be without a correction here. We are
going to be taken to the cleaner’'s over
and over again.

Now 1 agree with those Members
from States, even my own, who have
counted on the funds as part of their
budgets. It is a tough thing to vote
against. This thing is going to pass
overwhelmingly, no question about it. I
am just up here raising the argument
that what we permit to happen, be-
cause we have not got the guts to say
no and to clean it up, is going to take
us right to the cleaner's time and time
again, and to the tune of substantial
dollars, not chicken feed. My col-
leagues know what it is: $5% billion or
more in this one alone. And what are
we telling the States to do? Not a dog-
gone thing, and, if we do not tell them
to make some changes, believe me they
are not going to do it. They will just
say, ‘‘Hey, just keep it coming, folks.
Just keep it coming.”

Madam Chairman, some may argue
we can address this thing next year.
Well, we have to remember that State
legislatures meet early in the year.
Many finish their business in 60 days.
They will have already acted on their
budgets before we act on anything
around here. So, even if we enacted
something, we are going to get re-
quests for another moratorium in order
to give the States a chance to enact
changes in their 1993 legislative ses-
sions.

Madam Chairman, we are simply de-
laying the day of reckoning.

Fortunately we have an opportunity
to rectify the situation through the
motion to recommit that I understand
will be offered by the distinguished
gentleman from New York [Mr. LENT].
That motion will instruct the commit-
tee to develop provisions that clarify
the law and report back prior to our
adjourning. I urge support of the mo-
tion as the only way we can both pro-
vide a moratorium and outline for the
States exactly what they must do to
end these abuses.
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Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield 2% minutes to the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. HARRIS], a Kkey
leader in moving this bill forward.

Mr. HARRIS. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from California
[Mr. WAXMAN] for yielding this time to
me.

Madam Chairman, this legislation is
as crucial as it is necessary. We are
here today solely due to the uncaring,
uncompromising attitude of the admin-
istration when it comes to States
rights and medical care for our most
vulnerable citizens. Because of the high
stakes for those who depend on Medic-
aid, this legislation is crucial.

Madam Chairman, this whole issue
could have been resolved by good-faith
negotiations, but good faith has not
been shown, and this legislation has be-
CcOIme necessary.

Congress never intended to forbid
States making their own judgments
about how to fund State Medicaid pro-
grams. Indeed the choice of how to
raise and allocate revenues is the most
basic prerogative of any State.

Yet, Madam Chairman, this is ex-
actly what the Darmanian number
crunchers at OMB and HCFA are trying
to do. They are dictating what type of
taxes a State may use to fund these
programs. Is this contrary to the in-
tent of Congress? I say to my col-
leagues, ‘““You bet it is.” Is this running
roughshod over our sovereign States? I
say to my colleagues, ‘““You bet it is.”
Will it put people out of nursing
homes, deny them medicine or a doc-
tor's care? I say to my colleagues,
“You bet it will.”

Madam Chairman, these people just
do not care. For them human suffering
does not show up on the bottom line.

Without this legislation my own
State will lose 49 percent of its Medic-
aid funding. We are a poor State suffer-
ing from this recession, and the loss of
$795 million is simply something we
cannot absorb. Thirty-eight other
States share this problem. It is clearly
national in scope and requires a na-
tional response.

Madam Chairman, I urge my col-
leagues to support this measure which
imposes a 1-year moratorium and gives
all parties a chance to resolve their dif-
ferences.

Mr. LENT. Madam Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. FIELDS], a member of the Commit-
tee on Energy and Commerce.

Mr. FIELDS. Madam Chairman, I am
not particularly pleased with all as-
pects of this legislation, but I am going
to support this bill. I think the debate
today is diligence, due diligence, which
means working within the rules, within
the context of congressional intent.

0 1820

Texas began its Medicaid program in
1988. We passed our Medicaid funding in
three parts, three separate bills, and in
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each of those bhills Texas consulted
with HCFA, and then Texas made
changes suggested by HCFA. Then
HCFA signed off on the Texas legisla-
tion. You can imagine the shock when
Texas learned that its Medicaid pro-
grams would be eliminated and there
would be a $1.6 billion loss to our peo-
ple over a 2-year cycle.

After meeting with health care pro-
viders from Texas several months ago,
I arranged a meeting with Dr.
Wilensky, the Administrator of HCFA,
in Senator GRAMM'S office to talk
about the problems in Texas and else-
where, the problems caused by HCFA
when HCFA changed the rules. At that
meeting Senator GRAMM and I encour-
aged discussion, agreement, and com-
promise, to no avail.

At a subsequent Health Care Sub-
committee meeting, again I urged dis-
cussion, agreement, and compromise,
to no avail. So I think it is important
for HCFA to be reminded of congres-
sional intent, what the rules were, and
what the rules should be, and today,
with my vote, I am again encouraging

discussion, agreement, and com-
promise.

Madam Chairman, this issue is too
important to do otherwise.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Madam Chair-
man, I rise today in support of Mr.
WAxXMAN’S bill, H.R. 3595, the Medicaid
moratorium amendments. H.R. 3595
will impose a freeze on the implemen-
tation of dangerous HCFA regulations
scheduled to go into effect on January
1, 1992. These regulations will deny
Federal matching funds for contribu-
tions and provider taxes.

If implemented, these regulations
will have a grave impact on my con-
stituents in south Florida. Programs
that provide essential Medicaid serv-
ices to those living between 133 and 185
percent of the poverty level face seri-
ous cutbacks. In Florida, 15,000 low-in-
come people may be left without
health care coverage if these hazardous
regulations go into effect.

Furthermore, programs providing
crucial services to at risk pregnant
women and their newborns are at
stake. These pregnant women could
lose some important outreach services
such as parental education, nutrition
counseling, birthing classes, and home
visits. Studies have found time and
time again that these critical preven-
tive services can actually save money.
Funds are much better spent teaching
women about preventive care than
struggling to take care of sick infants
born to high-risk women.

Madam Chairman, low-income people
depend on these Medicaid services. I
urge all Members to vote for H.R. 3595
and provide States and the administra-
tion time to work out regulations
which do not deprive the needy of the
programs they so desperately rely on.



32884

Mr. LENT. Madam Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. BILIRAKIS], a member of the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Madam Chairman,
the easy vote today is to support the
bill before us. Most members of Con-
gress support the Medicaid Program
and want to preserve it. We all know
Medicaid is necessary and desperately
needed in this country by those who
cannot afford to pay for basic health
services. In my opinion, government
does have a responsibility to take care
of individuals who cannot pay for
health care.

However, today, it disturbs me to be
put in the position. This is not a vote
either for or against Medicaid.

Let me set the record straight—I sup-
port and will continue to support
health programs for the poor. The gen-
tleman from California, Mr. WAXMAN,
knows how strongly I have supported
medical programs for the poor. How-
ever, I do not support questionable ac-
tivities by States that cost the Federal
Government billions of dollars each
year and will continue to cost even
more money unless these activities are
stopped.

As a member of the Health and Envi-
ronment Subcommittee, I heard HCFA
Administrator Gail Wilensky testify
about certain States taking advantage
of the Medicaid Program. In the past,
these States have engaged in unscrupu-
lous activities involving provider spe-
cific taxes and voluntary contributions
programs regarding State Medicaid
programs.

For the past 3 years, HCFA has is-
sued fair warnings to States that these
practices were not going to be toler-
ated. States have known HCFA regula-
tions were coming and in my opinion,
they should have been more adequately
prepared for the HCFA regulations. Be-
cause some States didn't prepare for
these changes, they now could face se-
vere budgetary problems.

It can be argued that here it is No-
vember and States have not had ade-
quate time to prepare for these budget
changes. Mr. Speaker, HCFA Adminis-
trator Gail Wilensky has promised
members of the Health and Environ-
ment Subcommittee on numerous oc-
casions—HCFA is willing to meet with
State officials and will extend the
deadlines for States that need addi-
tional time to plan their State budgets.

Many hold the mistaken idea that
the legislation we are considering is
going to be a cure-all and will solve
States’ fiscal problems. Before we vote,
I think my colleagues need to ask
themselves—why are these States in
jeopardy?

I submit to you, they are in jeopardy
to a large degree because we in the
Congress impose requirements on State
Medicaid programs without any consid-
eration for how these programs will be
financed. Last year, Congress approved
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legislation, which was later signed into
law, that will eliminate voluntary con-
tributions by the end of this year. I re-
peat, Congress approved this last year
in the Budget Reconciliation Act. Did
Members of the House vote for that
Act? If they did, they voted to elimi-
nate voluntary contributions as a por-
tion of a State’s share.

Madam Chairman, some members of
this body may resent the terms “‘scam”
or “scheme.” I don’t care what term is
used—the fact of the matter is, I fear
this legislation is going to encourage
more and more States to engage in
questionable activities. Is that what we
really want? I believe all of us have the
same intent—to preserve the Medicaid
Program and to strengthen it. We want
to retain the good of the program; it
has provided health care to many who
couldn’t afford it otherwise, but we do
not want to put States in the position
where they are doing something that is
contrary to the law as we designed it.

Madam Chairman, I did not support
last fall’s budget act however, those
who supported the pay-as-you-go rules
of that legislation did so with good rea-
son, and now we are placed in a posi-
tion where we are supposed to cast a
vote contrary to views supported by
many Members of both bodies of Con-
gress.

If we want to truly retain and im-
prove Medicaid, let us work together—
do not make low-income people pawns
in the political process, and quite
frankly, I think this is what has been
happening since the bill was introduced
earlier this fall.

I will oppose this legislation, prin-
cipally because we created the problem
in the first place. We are the architects
and now we think we can wave a magic
wand and the problem will go away—it
won't.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. MAZZOLI].

Mr. MAZZOLI. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Madam Chairman, I rise in very
strong support of H.R. 3695, and I con-
gratulate the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. WAXMAN] on his stalwart devo-
tion to duty in bringing this bill for-
ward.

I believe this does not solve the un-
derlying problems of Medicaid or of our
health care system but it does provide
a moratorium until next September 30,
for us to get to that problem. I would
like to thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for the hospitality he showed
the Governor of Kentucky, Governor
Wilkinson, at the September 30 meet-
ing, in which the Governor suggested
how very devastating the loss of this
program would be to the State of Ken-
tucky.

Madam Chairman, I include in the
RECORD a November 17, 1991 letter from
Governor Wilkinson to his fellow Gov-
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ernors in which he says that this deal
or this so-called agreement is not a
deal and it is not an agreement that is
favorable enough to be supported.

Madam Chairman, the text of the let-
ter is as follows:

FRANKFORT, KY, 40601
November 14, 1991.

DEAR GOVERNOR: I am writing to bring you
up-to-date on events which have occurred
since my September 30 testimony before the
House Subcommittee on Health and the En-
vironment on the impact of Medicaid reim-
bursement rule changes proposed by the
Health Care Financing Administration.

HCFA has issued a clarification of its pro-
posed provider tax and donation regulation
which the Commonwealth of Kentucky and
other sovereign states contend is patently
without legal authority granted to that agen-
cy by the Congress.

In that clarification notice, HCFA an-
nounced further plans to toughen the condi-
tions under which state Medicald programs
operate by removing virtually all state deci-
sion making with regard to the designation
of ‘“‘disproportionate share’ hospitals, i.e.,
hospitals whose patients include a high ratio
of Medicaid-eligible clients.

In Kentucky alone, this would reduce reim-
bursements to an estimated 60 percent of all
hospitals which provide care to the State's
450,000-plus  Medicaid-eligible population.
Such action would further reduce a state’s
ability to ensure even the most basic inpa-
tient hospital care for indigent citizens.

On November 1, HCFA’'s Medicaid Bureau,
notified all states of the agency’s decision to
allow states that believe the regulation will
have a negative impact to apply for a de-
ferred implementation date of no later than
July 1, 1992, Applications must be filed by
January 2, 1992.

However, the offer carries no assurance
that such a deferral will be granted nor any
guarantee that HCFA will not simply wait
until July and then sanction states retro-
actively for its own interpretation of non-
compliance.

You should also be aware that the letter
goes on to ask states intending to apply for
a deferral to notify HCFA of such plans by
November 15.

I firmly believe this request for a November
15 notification of intent to seek a deferral is
nothing less than a continuing campaign by
HCFA to short circuit the legislative effort
being made.

It is my believe that HCFA hopes to be
able to demonstrate to the Congress, prior to
any vote on legislation blocking the regula-
tion, that such legislation is unnecessary,
claiming that a majority of states have come
around to HCFA's way of thinking on the
provider taxes and donations issues, and
have so indicated their decisions to alter
their state plans via the filed deferral notifi-
cations.

Please be assured that the Commonwealth
of Kentucky remains firm on the legal con-
tention that HCFA has no authority to dic-
tate to a sovereign state government how it
may raise state revenues to be used in meet-
ing Medicald matching funds requirements.
This state, and I believe many others of like
mind, maintains that this illegal regulation
must be stopped by legislation.

Staff of the National Governors Associa-
tion, HCFA and the Office of Management
and Budget have prepared a compromise and
have asked all states to express their posi-
tion by close of business today. It is Ken-
tucky's position that any legislation or regu-
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lation which imposes a cap on Medicaid Fed-
eral funding or dictates how states can raise
revenue for state matching purposes must be
opposed.

Congressman Waxman's bill, H.R. 3595
would extend the moratorium on HCFA's
proposed regulations until September 30,
1992, and I urge you to contact your Congres-
sional delegation to support this legislation.

Sincerely,
WALLACE G. WILKINSON.
Governor.

Madam Chairman, we must move this
bill forward, and the quicker the bet-
ter, in order to save Medicaid, not just
for Kentucky but across the Nation.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield 14 minutes to the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. FORD].

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Madam
Chairman, I rise today in support of
H.R. 3595, the Medicaid Moratorium
Amendments of 1992.

On October 10, 1991, I met with Gail
Wilensky, administrator for the Health
Care Financing Administration to af-
firm my opposition to the new regula-
tions that would prohibit States from
using taxes from hospitals, nursing
homes and their health care providers
to generate Federal Medicaid matching
funds. In the meeting, I urged Ms.
Wilensky to withdraw the ruling,
stressing that thousands of my con-
stituents in the Ninth Congressional
District, as well as the United States
would be affected.

If implemented, the regulations
would cut $1.1 billion from Tennessee’s
32.3 billion Medicaid budget. The extra
money gained from using health pro-
vider taxes has allowed Tennessee to
raise Medicaid payments enough to get
more doctors and hospitals to accept
Medicaid patients, thus providing
health care to more of the States most
needy.

America's health care system is in a
crisis. Virtually everyone who has even
remote contact with the health care
system will agree that it is in need of
serious reform. Financing Medicaid
through health provider taxes provides
just one solution to the growing crises
in the health care system. Prohibiting
States from using Health provider
taxes to generate Federal matching
funds would affect 600,000 Tennesseans
and add to the problems of providing
adequate health care.

The affects would be catastrophic in
my home district of Memphis, TN,
where a large percentage of the poor
depend on the Memphis Regional Medi-
cal Center for health care service. If
Tennessee were forced to abandon
health provider taxes, the Regional
Medical Center would lose more than
$20 million causing hundreds of indi-
gent individuals to lose health care.

In this drastic stroke, HCFA seeks to
deny the use of a legitimate source of
revenues and to bring immediate chaos
to the Medicaid program and to the
lives of countless low income individ-
uals and their families. These regula-
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tions will ultimately affect the infants,
children, pregnant women, the elderly,
and the disabled who rely on Medicaid
for their health needs.

During the past few months, HCFA
has tried to appease the States by re-
leasing a series of regulations and pro-
posals that would set forth a clearer
understanding created by portions of
the rules. The first of these, delayed
the effective date to July 1992, contin-
gent on the fact that States followed a
list of criteria that would assure States
the 6-month delay.

On November 12, 1991, the Bush ad-
ministration and the Nation’s Gov-
ernors Association proposed a com-
promise that would sharply limit the
amount of taxes that States can levy
on hospitals and other health care pro-
viders to fund the States’ share of Med-
icaid. In Tennessee, about 70 percent of
the $2.3 billion spent on Medicaid is
paid by the Federal Government and
the other 30 percent is paid by the
State.

The proposed deal would have al-
lowed States to collect up to only 22
percent of their States share from pro-
vider taxes, penalizing some States
like Tennessee which rely on these
taxes for more than half their States
Medicaid budget.

These proposals are not enough. They
look good when you see them. But
upon further inspection, it is clear that
it would still leave thousands of poor
individuals out in the cold. This loss of
a source of matching funds would shut
down the Medicaid Program in Ten-
nessee.

The real health care dilemma con-
fronting Federal and State govern-
ments is the lack of a comprehensive
solution to health access, long-term
care, and health cost containment. It is
this dilemma that needs expeditious
resolution. The proposed regulation in
no way addresses our Nation’s real
needs. Instead, they selectively thwart
what few mechanisms States have
available to ensure against the depriva-
tion of health care. The Nation’s legis-
lators cannot support regulations that
make such mockery of the basic prin-
ciples of federalism.

I strongly object to the new regula-
tions and ask my colleagues to join me
in supporting this piece of legislation.
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Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
am pleased to yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. CoO-
PER].

Mr. COOPER. Madam Chairman, I
would like to congratulate the distin-
guished gentleman from California
[Mr. WAXMAN], the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Health and the Envi-
ronment, for his outstanding leader-
ship on these and other issues.

Madam Chairman, in just 43 days, 43
days from now, on January 1, 1992, one
of the cruelest blows that could ever be
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delivered to the poor of this Nation
will be delivered unless we pass the
Waxman bill. It is a moratorium. Peo-
ple do not like moratoriums, but we
need that breathing space to work out
a sensible and fashionable and fair so-
lution to this awesomely complex prob-
lem.

Tennessee alone stands to lose $1 bil-
lion as a result of this precipitant OMB
action. I would agree with many Mem-
bers on the other side of the aisle: we
need to take a fiscally responsible ap-
proach. But I would suggest these un-
clear, illegal OMB regulations are not
the way to answer this important pub-
lic policy question.

Madam Chairman, I would urge Mem-
bers in an overwhelming vote to sup-
port Chairman WAXMAN and send this
administration a message.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. PICKLE].

Mr. PICKLE. Madam Chairman, in
my State of Texas alone, although
Texas pays its hospitals only 71 percent
of Medicaid, our Medicaid Program has
doubled in size twice since 1983, and
will double again by 1994. Virtually all
of this growth is due to rising case-
loads, increased intensity of services,
and the uninsured program.

Madam Chairman, my State is being
terribly hurt. These States have ex-
pected to receive this money, and it
has been agreed to. My State alone
would lose approximately $1 billion.

Today my Governor, Ann Richards,
testified before the Senate Finance
Committee. I received messages also
from Gov. Bob Bullock and our speak-
er, Gib Lewis, telling us what a terrible
disaster this will be for our State. We
had this agreement with the adminis-
tration.

For HCFA to come in now and re-
verse its course in the middle of these
negotiations, it deprives States of
money they have counted on, depended
on, and must have. So we must reverse
this trend by passing the Waxman bill
today.

I rise in strong support of this legis-
lation to help restore to States some
budgetary certainty over their Medic-
aid spending. Some people may see this
issue as a budget issue alone, and of
course it’s impossible to separate out
medical care issues from spending. But
this particular issue is also about eq-
uity for States, and ultimately about
the availability of health care for peo-
ple.

In my State, although Texas pays its
hospitals only 71 percent of cost in
Medicaid, our Medicaid Program has
doubled in size twice since 1983, and
will double again by 1994. Virtually all
of this growth is due to rising case-
loads, increased intensity of services,
and growth in the uninsured popu-
lation.

Despite the efforts of my State—and
I know other States have made similar
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efforts—the administration’s proposed
rule would cost Texas hospitals that
participate in disproportionate share
programs more than $1 billion that
they rightly expected to receive over
the next 2 years for indigent charity
health care services. Our distinguished
Governor, Ann Richards, today testi-
fied before the Senate Finance Com-
mittee on the terrible effect this rule
would have on Texas—not only the $1
billion in lost funds for the State, but
the cutback in services at 110 urban
and rural hospitals in our State. Gov-
ernor Richards, Texas Lt. Gov. Bob
Bullock, and Texas House Speaker Gib
Lewis are united on the devastating ef-
fect this rule would have on our State’s
health care system.

The Congress has spoken out on this
issue repeatedly in the past. Just last
year we reached an agreement with the
administration during budget negotia-
tions. However, despite this agreement
the administration issued interim reg-
ulations which would deny Federal
matching funds for revenues from vol-
untary contributions and provider-spe-
cific taxes under all circumstances.

The administration did this after
States had already completed their
regular or special legislative sessions
setting budgets to provide funding for
their Medicaid Programs. States based
their legislative programs on the
agreement reached between the Con-
gress and the President. For the ad-
ministration to change the rules at
this point in time is not fair to any
State, and is in fact an attempt to bal-
ance the deficit on the backs of the in-
digent and poor and uninsured. It is un-
fair. We must pass this bill to reverse
this action by the administration.

Madam Chairman, I will include for
the RECORD an article about Governor
Richards.

[From the American Statesman, Nov. 19,

1991]
RICHARDS T0 TESTIFY ON MEDICAID FUNDING
(By Bruce Hight)

Gov. Ann Richards will testify before a
congressional panel today about proposed
changes in Medicaid funding that would cost
Texas more than $1 billion over the next two
Years.

The loss of money would reduce medical
care to the poor and could force some hos-
pitals to close, state officials said.

At issue are three ‘‘disproportionate
share” programs that aid hospitals with un-
usually large numbers of Medicaid and other
indigent patients, The hospitals receive the
additional federal funds to defray the cost of
treating patients without private health in-
surance.

If approved, the rule changes would cost
Texas hospitals $1.1 billion, and the Texas
Department of Human Services $250 million,
over the next biennium, state officials said.

The changes would affect about 110 hos-
pitals in Texas, including Brackenridge Hos-
pital in Austin, Central Texas Medical Cen-
ter In San Marcos, Edgar Davis Memorial
Hospital in Luling, Lee Memorial Hospital in
Glddings, Smithville Hospital in Smithville,
Hillcrest Baptist Medical Center in Waco and
Scott & White Hospital in Temple.
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Loss of the federal money ‘‘would have a
very significant impact on these hospitals”
and could shut some of them down, said
DeAnn Friedholm, who advises Lt. Gov. Bob
Bullock on health care issues.

““These dollars that we're talking about
are dollars to the hospitals that are in many
cases the only place where people can go to
get health care if they don't have health in-
surance,”’ Friedholm said.

“These are not just hospitals that serve
Medicaid, and these are not dollars that are
tied to people who get Medicaid. These are
dollars that go to these hospitals that pro-
vide a lot of Medicaid, but they (also) pro-
vide a lot of charity care, or uncompensated
care. And Texas has the largest uncompen-
sated care load of any state in the country.”

Texas and other states have found a way to
get the most federal funds out of the pro-
grams—to the point that the Bush adminis-
tration has sought to change the rules. The
U.8. Office of Management and Budget has
proposed regulations that would alter the
way states can raise their matching share of
the programs.

Today, the U.S. House of Representatives
is scheduled to consider legislation that
would block the regulations.

Also, Richards will go to Washington to
testify before the Senate Finance Commit-
tee, which is holding a hearing on the prob-
lem. The committee is chaired by U.S. Sen.
Lloyd Bentsen, D-Texas.

Federal lawmakers thought last week they
had devised a compromise. But Rafe
Greenlee, press secretary to Lt. Gov. Bob
Bullock, said the agreement ‘‘is wasn't what
the states wanted.”

On Monday, Friedholm briefed the Legisla-
tive Budget Board, led by Bullock and House
Speaker Gib Lewis, on the problem.

She sald officials with the Office of Man-
agement and Budget and the U.S. Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services were ne-
gotiating, but ‘‘these negotiations have not
resulted in an agreement that adequately
protects the Texas programs."”

Texas and other states plan to file suit
over the regulations on grounds that the
Bush administration exceeded its authority
in issuing them, Friedholm said.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. HUTTO].

Mr. HUTTO. Madam Chairman, I reg-
ularly receive letters from my con-
stituents expressing their concern for
the inadequacies of the Medicaid Pro-
gram and their inability to receive
quality care. Due to the number of sen-
iors and retirees in Florida, you can
imagine how great a burden Medicaid
is on the State. However, Florida, like
other States, is facing tremendous
budgetary shortfalls. Clearly, one of
the greatest causes of the budget prob-
lem is the amount of pressure from the
Federal Government on the States to
expand Medicaid services. At the same
time the Federal Government is saying
provide more, they are going to offer
the States less.

Today, I, along with other members
of the Florida delegation received a
letter from Governor Chiles asking our
support for H.R. 3595. He explained the
economic situation in Florida and
stressed that severe cuts in services
were going to be necessary to comply
with Florida's balanced budget con-
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stitutional requirements. In fact, the
Governor was forced to call a special
session of the legislature to address
this serious budgetary issue.

Already, 30 percent of the budget
cuts the Governor has recommended
will likely come from health and
human services of which Florida’s Med-
icaid Program will bear 70 percent of
those reductions. In light of the Health
Care Financing Administration's pro-
posal, the Florida Medicaid Program
will potentially lose $250 million in
Federal matching funds. Clearly, a cost
the State of Florida, particularly older
and disabled Floridians, cannot pay at
this time.

I agree that serious changes need to
be made to improve the effectiveness of
the Medicaid Program. In addition, I
support viable means of reducing our
Nation's spiraling health care costs.
However, the administration’s rec-
ommendation will not adequately ad-
dress the problem and has come at a
time when making qualified changes is
not possible. Therefore, I will support
H.R. 3595 and I urge my colleagues to
do s0 as well.

Mr. LENT. Madam Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from  Minnesota [Mr.
RAMSTAD].

Mr. RAMSTAD. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Madam Chairman, | rise today as a cospon-
sor of H.R. 3595 to urge my colleagues to
support this urgently needed legislation.

adam Chairman, under current law, the
Federal Government and the States have an
agreement to share the costs of the Medicaid
Program which covers health care for the
poor, elderly, and disabled. Many States and
health care providers count on the Federal
Government to keep its part of the bargain
when it comes to Medicaid reimbursement.

In September, however, HCFA decided to
change the rules in the middle of the game by
issuing regulations to eliminate Federal match-
ing funds for provider-specific taxes and vol-
untary contributions. Since implementation of
these regulations is scheduled to take effect
on January 1, HCFA gave Congress, the
States, and health care providers only 4
months to come up with a workable solution to
this problem.

These groups have been working with
HCFA to solve this problem, but time is run-
ning out. If these regulations go into effect,
providers across the country will lose millions
of dollars in Federal matching funds and, as a
result, will be forced to compromise on the
quality of health care they provide for the

I.

po: number of my colleagues have pointed
out examples of States abusing the Medicaid
reimbursement system. My own State of Min-
nesota is not one of them. Yet, these regula-
tions punish our providers for the actions of
others. | believe that a solution can be worked
out, but we need more time.

For these reasons, | urge my colleagues to
support this bill and give health care providers
a fighting chance to reform the Medicaid sys-
tem.
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Mr. LENT. Madam Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. CALLAHAN], a member of the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Madam Chairman, I

rise today to express my support for
H.R. 3595, the Medicaid Moratorium
Amendments of 1991, which is being of-
fered by my colleague on the Energy
and Commerce Committee, Mr. WAX-
MAN.
It is not often that I find myself al-
lied with the chairman of the Health
and Environment Subcommittee, but I
believe this legislation is necessary to
stop the Health Care Financing Admin-
istration from going ahead with its
September 12 interim-final regulations,
and its recently promulgated revised
proposal that would limit State's use
of provider-specific taxes to help fi-
nance its share of the Medicaid Pro-
gram.

Let me first say, that I am not here
today to speak on behalf of provider-
specific taxes. While some States, like
Alabama, have used this financing
mechanism to increase and expand
Medicaid services to their poor and
needy, other States have devised
schemes using these taxes that are
nothing more than fraudulent manipu-
lations of the law that rob the Federal
Treasury. This must be stopped, and I
commend HCFA for taking the initia-
tive to curb these practices.

However, I strongly object to this
rulemaking and the manner in which it
has been put forth.

First, I find it very objectionable
that an agency of the Federal Govern-
ment would try to tell States what
taxes they can and cannot legislate.

Second, the time limitation this reg-
ulation gives States for compliance is
impossible to meet as most State legis-
latures are no longer in session. For
that reason, I believe we must pass
H.R. 3595. This bill would give State
legislatures until September 30, 1992, to
reform their tax structure and find
other ways to finance their portions of
the Medicaid Program.

Third, and most importantly, Madam
Chairman, I object to this regulation
because of the devastating impact it
will have on the elderly, the pregnant
women, and children in the State of
Alabama.

Currently, Alabama, like many other
States, uses revenues from provider-
specific taxes to finance a part of its
Medicaid Program. By utilizing these
taxes, Alabama has made great strides
in improving health care for our most
vulnerable citizens. In fact, because of
expanded and enhanced maternal and
child health care programs, Alabama's
infant mortality rate has in 1 year de-
clined from 12.1 deaths per 1,000 births
to 10.9.

If HCFA’s rule goes into effect and
provider-specific taxes are prohibited,
Alabama will be require to cut its $1.6
billion Medicaid budget by $795 mil-
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lion—a 49-percent reduction. With al-
most half of its budget eliminated, the
State will have to consider whether or
not it is able to afford a Medicaid Pro-
gram at all.

Madam Chairman, just last year this
body included a provision in the Omni-
bus Budget Reconciliation Act which
prohibited HCFA from denying Federal
matching payments to States for Med-
icaid spending financed by provider-
specific taxes. I ask then, where does
HCFA get its authority to promulgate
this regulation? This was certainly not
the intent of Congress.

Madam Chairman, I urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting H.R.
3595 and protecting our States’ Medic-
aid Programs.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON].

Mr. RICHARDSON. Madam Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of H.R.
3595, the Medicaid moratorium amend-
ments implementing a moratorium
through September 1992 of any regula-
tions issued by the Health Care Financ-
ing Administration changing the abil-
ity of States to use revenues received
from voluntary contributions and pro-
vider-specific taxes as part of the State
share of Medicaid costs for Federal
matching payments.

I am seriously concerned about the
implications of HCFA's interim rule on
the Medicaid Program in my own State
of New Mexico. New Mexico does not
currently use provider-specific taxes to
help finance its Medicaid Program, but
the rule does call into question several
practices used now in New Mexico.

New Mexico is a poor State that re-
lies heavily on oil and gas revenues to
finance its general fund. The importing
of cheap oil from the Middle East and
elsewhere in the late seventies and
early eighties has had the obvious ef-
fect of reducing oil and gas revenues
that would otherwise have been gen-
erated.

Thus while New Mexico may not be
immediately impacted by HCFA’s rule,
we have considered implementing pro-
vider-specific taxes as one mechanism
to help finance the State's growing
Medicaid Program. Over the last dec-
ade and with the effects of the ex-
tended recession and the resulting ex-
panded welfare rolls, New Mexico’s per-
centage of single-mother teen births
has increased 71 percent compared to a
nationwide increase of only 10 percent.
New Mexico now ranks 47th among
States and the District of Columbia in
this category. And while New Mexico
reduced its infant mortality rate by 15
percent in the 1980’s, we are still
ranked 49th in the Nation in infant
mortality and child deaths.

The situation has become even more
critical as New Mexico is expecting a $5
million shortfall in State Medicaid rev-
enues in this fiscal year. Obviously, the
language of OBRA 1990, negotiated and
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agreed to by HCFA, and allowing the
limited use of provider-specific taxes
has encouraged not only New Mexico
but other States to look at this par-
ticular area to meet Medicaid needs.
Many States have already enacted pro-
vider-specific taxes.

Finally, and more importantly for
New Mexico, the interim rule calls into
question New Mexico’s practice of
matching Federal funds with the
State’s gross receipts tax as well as the
transfer of intergovernmental funds
from local governments to the State.

Mr. LENT. Madam Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from  Kentucky [Mr.
BuUNNING].

Mr. BUNNING. Madam Chairman, I
rise today to voice my reluctant sup-
port for H.R. 3595.

Madam Chairman, | rise today to voice my
reluctant support of H.R. 3595—reluctant be-
cause | have difficulty supporting a bill | know
will end up costing the Federal Government
an additional $5.5 billion in the next year.

On the other hand, | can empathize with the
States who have used this loophole to in-
crease their Medicaid budgets so they could
provide much-needed services to the poor and
elderly. To cut the States off in midstream isn't
fair, especially when their Medicaid budgets
are already in place for next year and they
have no way of making up the Federal dollars
they were already counting on.

Therefore, today | will vote for H.R. 3595.
However, | want to send a message to the
1992 Kentucky General Assembly and the
other States—they will have to come up with
a way to round out their Medicaid budgets.
They can no longer use gimmicks to increase
their Federal match without actually increasing
their own contributions. The Federal Govern-
ment can no longer tolerate or afford this type
of interpretation of HCFA rules. The ball is not
in their court.

Mr. LENT. Madam Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. HOBSON].

Mr. HOBSON. Madam Chairman, I
want to share with my colleagues my
support for H.R. 3595.

Established in 1989 with Federal ap-
proval, Ohio’s provider tax program
has helped ensure access to health care
services to 1.2 million uninsured Ohio-
ans.

For the past 2 weeks, the National
Governors Association has been nego-
tiating with HCFA and OMB to estab-
lish new rules that would eliminate
abuses in certain programs while pro-
tecting the effective ones.

It appears the negotiators have not
been able to reach an agreement that
would allow for the continuation of
these valuable programs. Ohio’s pro-
gram provides vital health care to the
working poor, which we cannot afford
to lose. These failing negotiations have
forced the hand of Congress and left
the approval of this legislation as our
only alternative.

This legislation is not the final an-
swer to abuses in the Medicaid provider
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tax program. It is clear that some pro-
grams abuse the use of Federal dollars
and have expanded beyond the inten-
tions of HCFA.

However, the current rule cuts off
funds to States in the middle of their
budget cycles. If the Federal Govern-
ment is going to continue to mandate
that States provide access to health
care services for the uninsured, then it
must also give them the flexibility to
establish effective programs.

With current budget constraints in
mind, I agree with the need to control
Medicaid costs, and I was hopeful that
a negotiated resolution would have
been possible. This legislation will sim-
ply postpone enactment of the rule,
giving Congress, the States and HCFA
additional time to work out a com-
promise that allows the continuation
of responsible programs.

Considering the many health care
programs that do not work, we cannot
afford to abolish programs that do
work.

0 1840

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. HUBBARD].

Mr. HUBBARD. Madam Chairman, I
rise to speak in enthusiastic support
for H.R. 3595.

It was my privilege to testify before
the House Subcommittee on Health
and the Environment a few weeks ago
in support of H.R. 3595.

In just 7 weeks, 38 State budgets and
Medicaid programs will be thrown into
chaos—unless we pass this legislation.

As a result of regulations issued by

the Secretary of Health and Human
Services, many States, including Ken-
tucky, will have no choice but to cut
Medicaid eligibility, cut benefits, and
cut provider reimbursement. This
would be very harmful to millions of
Americans who depend on Medicaid for
access to basic health or long-term
care.
The four States most adversely af-
fected by this administrative regula-
tion, according to the American Public
Welfare Association, are Alabama, Ili-
nois, Tennessee, and Kentucky.

This legislation—the Medicaid Mora-
torium Amendments of 1991—would
prohibit the Secretary from imple-
menting these regulations until Sep-
tember 30, 1992.

If implemented, this regulation
would be devastating for Kentucky's
Medicaid Program and the health care
needs of an estimated 675,000 Kentuck-
ians.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes”
on H.R. 3595.

Mr. LENT. Madam Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. PORTER].

Mr. PORTER. Madam Chairman, I
want to commend the committee for
bringing the legislation to the floor.
This is another example of how we are
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80 badly managing our budget that we
must tell HCFA that they have to
shave here and there in order to get the
money to make our numbers come out
right, and then we dishonestly force
upon the States budgetary problems
that are of our creation and not theirs.

In OBRA 1990, we explicitly told the
States that they could proceed for an-
other fiscal year with the same pro-
vider assessment programs that they
had previously. We wrote that into the
law. But here is HCFA ignoring the
law, publishing a regulation that pro-
hibits the kind of assessments that we
had specifically approved of in our
Budget Reconcilation Act.

This HCFA regulation which will
take effect if this legislation fails,
would cost Illinois $320 million in the
first 6 months of the year and, very
frankly, would devastate our Illinois
budget.

The States are entitled to complete
this fiscal year with the provider as-
sessment programs we authorized in
OBRA 1990. After next June, however,
they must adopt new funding mecha-
nisms. For now we must live up to the
promises we made last fall, however
painful. It would be unfair and wrong
to do otherwise.

I urge the Members to support this
legislation.

Mr. LENT. Madam Chairman, I yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr.
HoLLOWAY].

Mr. HOLLOWAY. Madam Chairman, I
rise in opposition to this bill, which
will allow States to continue to raid
the U.S. Treasury to expand their Med-
icaid programs.

No one likes to vote against Medic-
aid—including me. But that is how we
got into this mess in the first place.

In recent years, Congress has refused
to exercise discipline. Instead, we have
imposed numerous mandates on the
States, expanding Medicaid eligibility
to cover thousands of new people. We
are well on the road to federalizing the
Medicaid Program entirely.

This has been done primarily at the
urging of the chairman of the Health
Subcommittee, the gentleman from
California, who now is trying to be the
knight in shining armor and ride to the
rescue of the States.

This bill is a budget buster. During
the next year, there is no incentive for
the States not to spend more and more
Federal taxpayer dollars. The gen-
tleman from New York, the ranking
member of the full committee, has al-
ready shown how much Federal spend-
ing has already increased, and how
much more it will go up if H.R. 3595 is
passed—3$5.8 billion in fiscal year 1992.
It also busts last year's budget agree-
ment.

Madam Chairman, we cannot have it
both ways. It is time that we realize
that if we keep mandating to States
and we do not sometime stop, they are
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going to have to go to the people and
increase taxes or we are going to have
to cut benefits. We cannot have it both
ways. We cannot be everything to ev-
eryone in this Nation unless we are
going to be willing to pay for it. We
have got a $400 billion deficit, and here
we are going to increase it by another
$5.8 billion.

The President has promised to veto
this bill. There is no use to continue of-
fering false hopes to States.

It is time that we say that we are
going to have to get our House in
order. This body faces a choice. We are
either going to raise taxes or we are
going to quit requiring States to offer
more and more and more.

We give no incentives to get off pro-
grams. We give no incentives for people
to get out of poverty; we merely con-
tinue to provide 100-percent benefits.

It is time that we realize the tax-
payers of this Nation are fed up. They
are fed up with us continuing to dic-
tate to both businesses and States.

I rise in opposition to this bill. As a
House we have to discipline ourselves
and say, “‘Enough is enough.” We have
given extensions time and again. We
continue to grow.

State after State that abuses this. It
is time that they realize that the Fed-
eral Government has got to stop, has
got to change its ways.

I hope that the Members of this
House will see the need to vote against
this bill.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, to
close the debate, I yield such time as
he may consume to the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT], the dis-
tinguished majority leader of the
House.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Today the House has both an oppor-
tunity and an obligation: To stop the
administration from acting illegally,
throwing dozens of State budgets into
disarray, and threatening the health
care of millions of our country’s most
vulnerable people—28 million poor and
disabled citizens, half of whom are
children.

This rule represents the Bush admin-
istration at its worst. An administra-
tion that espouses a commitment to
federalism writes a rule that would de-
prive States of their authority to levy
taxes and fulfill their obligations under
Medicaid law. An administration that
boasts that 49 States function under
balanced-budget laws writes a rule that
would throw all States budgets into
chaos.

An administration that gives lip
service to health care for children
writes a rule that would deny health
care to the children most in need of it.
Now it is time for Congress to right a
wrong: for this is a case study of the
gap between promise and performance
that has characterized the Bush admin-
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istration from the moment George
Bush pledged to us a kinder, gentler
nation.

The legislation we are considering
today is simply a moratorium on the
implementation of this disastrous rule.
It enables the States to continue pro-
viding health care under Medicaid as
they can today until September 30,
1992, to give Congress, the administra-
tion, and the States adequate time to
develop a permanent legislative solu-
tion. And more time is needed.

This rule has been the subject of
much confusion and consternation; it
has been modified several times. In re-
cent weeks, the administration has at-
tempted to negotiate a permanent so-
lution with the National Governors As-
sociation. Their attempt has failed.

The problems with certain State
Medicaid financing mechanisms alleged
by HCFA and OMB deserve the atten-
tion of Congress. But the problems cre-
ated by the administration’s rule re-
quire the attention of Congress—imme-
diately.

If Congress does not stop this rule,
the impact will be especially harsh in
the midst of the current recession.
States—most in perilous financial con-
dition—are attempting to maintain the
safety net for the unemployed, whose
health care benefits were lost along
with their jobs. Now the same people
who brought them the recession
threaten them with the loss of the
health care that Medicaid provides.

My own State of Missouri, like many
other States, faces a tremendous chal-
lenge. In Missouri, Medicaid covers 25
percent more people now than it did
just 4 years ago, and health care costs
continue to skyrocket. As a result,
State Medicaid costs are rising dra-
matically, in Missouri and all across
the Nation.

On top of this escalating burden, this
rule will cost the States billions of dol-
lars in Federal Medicaid matching
funds this year alone, denying Federal
matching funds for Medicaid expendi-
tures that are paid for by revenues
from donations, provider-specific taxes,
or intergovernmental transfers.

More important than State budgets,
however, are the ultimate victims of
this rule. Thousands of pregnant
women, children, and disabled individ-
uale will be denied care when the pro-
grams they depend on face deep cuts or
even cease to exist.

A rule that would have such harmful
consequences must be stopped. We
must protect the States’ ability—and
their legal obligation—to finance the
delivery of health care to our Nation’s
most vulnerable citizens against an on-
slaught by an administration that
seems more interested in controlling
the actions of the States than in im-
proving the health of the American
people.

Mr. STOKES. | rise today in strong support
of H.R. 3595, the Medicaid Moratorium
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Amendments Act of 1991. This bill is the last
hope for millions of needy Americans—
women, children, the elderly—dependent upon
Medicaid for health care.

| commend the leadership of our colleague,
HeENRY WAXMAN, whose immediate action on
this issue gives us an opportunity to prevent
an impending crisis. He has worked steadily to
negotiate with the administration on the issue
of revenue-raising practices to match Federal
Medicaid expenditures and, in the absence of
a firm resolution, moved to protect our States
and those individuals served by Medicaid.

Madam Chairman, there are an estimated
37 million Americans who lack health care in-
surance, and milions more who are
underinsured. Medicaid has served as the
Federal-State program to assist poor families
who otherwise would also go without care.
This program is now the fastest growing por-
tion of State budgets. If the administration’s
regulations on Medicaid funding rules go into
effect, States across the Nation would be
faced with greater numbers of individuals to
provide uncompensated care.

| am outraged, Madam Chairman, that there
is such a lack of sensitivity to our citizens
when, as the polls indicate, lack of quality and
affordable health care is the one issue with
which they are personally concerned. This
issue has captured the hue and cry of the
American public. It has moved legislators, cor-
porations, labor unions, among others, to de-
mand national health care reform. Yet, despite
this crisis, the administration has issued regu-
lations that would further this plight and throw
millions more into the ranks of those without
health coverage.

Madam Chairman, my own State of Ohio
could be severely impacted under the adminis-
tration's plan. Last year alone, Ohio's hospitals
provided more than $600 million in care to
persons unable or wiling to pay their bills.
While it is unclear as to the impact of the ne-
gotiated proposal by the administration on the
care assurance program, Ohio's program for
the uninsured, an approved expansion of this
program, scheduled to take effect January 1,
1992, would be eliminated.

At a time when we are faced with a de-
pressed economy, with increasing unemploy-
ment, with greater hardships confronting the
American public, we need to ensure that we
do everything we can to help States meet their
commitment to our poor. Thus, | urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 3595 and protect our
Nation’s poor.

Ms. LONG. Madam Chairman, | rise to ex-
press my concerns about H.R. 3595, the Med-
icaid Moratorium Amendments Act.

Like many of my colleagues, | want to en-
sure that the needs of those least fortunate
among us are met—and this legislation could
be of assistance in this regard. However, | am
concerned about the possibility of a sequestra-
tion or an increase in the budget deficit which
this legislation may cause.

Madam Chairman, | did not support the
Budget Reconciliation Act last year, but | do
believe that one of the positive items con-
tained in that measure was a provision which
requires an emergency declaration in order to
increase spending beyond what was approved
as part of the budget agreement. It should not
be an easy thing to abrogate the budget deal.
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While | understand that passage of this leg-
islation will respond to many important—and
some would say emergency-related needs, |
am increasingly concerned about the contin-
ued use of emergency declarations as a
means of bypassing tough choices which
could decrease our budget deficit.

Ms. HORN. Madam Chairman, | will vote
today in favor of H.R. 3595, the Medicaid Mor-
atorium Amendments of 1991, | urge my col-
leagues to do the same. | would like to thank
Mr. Waxman and Majority Leader GEPHARDT
for their work on this bill, as well as to com-
mend the leadership of Chairman DINGELL for
bringing this important legislation to the floor
so guickly.

Action is needed because the Health Care
Financing Administration [HCFA] issued a reg-
ulation that is completely contrary to both the
law and congressional intent. If permitted to
go into effect, these rules would have a drastic
impact on State budgets in the middle of a fis-
cal year. These changes could mean a loss of
up to $300 million to Missouri in fiscal year
1992. | know continuation of this funding
mechanism is vital to Medicaid Programs in
many other States as well.

Although HCFA has tried to clarify the is-
sued interim rules, it remains unclear what
practices will be permitted to continue. Under
these conditions, States do not know how to
plan their budgets for the future. All of this
hurts the Medicaid Program and many of our
most vulnerable citizens.

If implemented, H.R. 3595 would delay
changes in the present program. The morato-
rium would extend to September 30, 1992, for
provider-specific taxes and include a transi-
tional period to enable States to phase out
voluntary contributions by December 31, 1992.
The moratorium for intergovernmental trans-
fers would be permanent. This bill would also
require the Secretary of HHS to report to Con-
gress, no later than February 3, 1992, on pro-
posed changes. Most importantly, H.R. 3595
would give more time to develop a fair rule,
consistent with OBRA 1990, and protect areas
of Medicaid that Congress considers to be
basic to the program.

Medicaid is already severely underfunded
and lowering States' abilities to raise money
for a Federal match will only make it worse.
Medicaid serves our most vulnerable citizens.
Forcing States to cut costs will deny access to
health care for many of them. We need more
access to adequate health care, primary and
preventive care for the uninsured to reduce
the serious or chronic ilinesses that require
lengthy, high-cost treatment or hospitalization.

Madam Chairman, the question is do we
want policies that will hurt millions of children
and seniors? | know the answer to that is no.
Instead, we should take the time to work with
the States and hospitals to develop a fair and
balanced way of dealing with this situation.

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, the delivery
of health care in the United States is in dire
straits. This proposed rule by the administra-
tion will only serve to further limit the care
available to low-income Americans.

In California, there are some 6 million peo-
ple without insurance. The 26 county safety-
net hospitals cared for an average of 73 per-
cent of all MediCal and poor, uninsured pa-
tients in 1989. Between 1987 and 1991, State
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general fund expenditures for the MediCal pro-
gram in California grew from $2.8 to $4.7 bil-
lion.

Today, | will vote for the Medicaid Morato-
rium Amendments of 1991, because | believe
the administration bargained in bad faith dur-
ing last year's budget negotiations. The agree-
ment that was reached was specific in enun-
ciating the manner in which the administration
could limit State revenues for Medicaid pur-
poses. The rule issued by the President this
fall is in clear violation of this agreement.

This attempt by the administration to limit
the types of voluntary contributions and pro-
vider-specific taxes as a source of State funds
for Medicaid reimbursement purposes is an-
other example of the administration trying to
shift onto the States a burden they are not
willing to shoulder. What is most disturbing
about this rule is the effect it will have on the
ability of low-income citizens to obtain health
care services. These are people whose ac-
cess already is limited. In further cutback
funds for health care services to low-income
women, children, and senior citizens is an af-
front to this population.

This legislation would stop the implementa-
tion of these regulations, the very minimum re-
quired at this point in time. This would give
Congress an opportunity to reexamine this
issue closely and it would delay until next year
the implementation of the administration’s pro-
posed rules.

| strongly urge my colleagues to vote for this
bill. We owe it to our constituents, and to any
individual who seeks hospital care, to tum
back the administration’s attempt to limit the
types of revenues a State may use to make
up their Medicaid share.

Mr. COSTELLO. Madam Chairman, as we
know, the Health Care Financing Administra-
tion [HCFA] issued regulations which will cur-
tail States’ use of provider taxes to fund Med-
icaid, effective January 1, 1992. This will have
a disastrous effect on many States, including
my home State of lllinois.

Each day we hear from constituents who
are dissatisfied and frustrated with our Na-
tion’s health care system. Frankly, Madam
Chairman, | share these feelings. It is uncon-
scionable that, when the United States ranks
near the bottomn of industrialized nations in
adequate health care, the administration de-
mands further cuts in the area of health care.
The recent election in Pennsylvania further
proves that the American people demand a
change. These regulations are a step back-
ward from the positive initiatives the American
people want and deserve.

Since the inception of the Medicaid Pro-
gram, States have had authority to use re-
ceipts from provider taxes to fund a portion of
their share of the Medicaid partnership. This
authority was reaffirmed under last years
budget agreement. A provider tax program is
an integral component of many States’ Medic-
aid system. Under existing law, provider tax
programs are clearly a legally valid mecha-
nism to maximize the Federal matching funds
available.

When the lllinois General Assembly ap-
proved its program this year, the legislature
took action which was consistent with all Fed-
eral laws and regulations. Now, under the ad-
ministration’s direction, HCFA seeks to go
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back on Federal regulations and deny lllinois’
and other States' use of a legitimate source of
revenue.

In my own area of southwestern lllinois,
these regulations threaten the welfare of an
entire community. Currently, there is only one
hospital in East St. Louis. St. Mary’s Hospital
is a small, 100-bed hospital. More than 90
percent of its patients receive public aid: Med-
icaid, public assistance, or no-pay patients.
Under HCFA's regulations, losses to St
Mary's Hospital would be over $2 million an-
nually.

Additionally, HCFA's rules will take effect in
the middle of the fiscal year. Such a midyear
change would cause fiscal chaos in the
States. Under lllinois’ constitutional require-
ment for a balanced budget, lllinois would be
in an immediate budget crisis.

States will lose access to vital Federal fund-
ing which was the cornerstone of their fiscal
year 1992 budget, and hospitals will be forced
into receiving even more inadequate payment
for services. Since many hospitals, such as St.
Mary's which serve significant numbers of
Medicaid patients, already face a grim finan-
cial future, the worsening of underpayment will
force them to discontinue certain needed serv-
ices or to cease operations altogether. The
harshest result, and quite simply the reality, is
that accessibility to quality health care for hun-
dreds of thousands of lllinoisans will be in

rdy.

| would like to commend my colleague, Mr.
WaAXMAN, for offering H.R. 3595, a bill to delay
the administration’s restrictive rules until Sep-
tember 30, 1992. | strongly support this legis-
lation. This bill would ensure that lllinois’ and
other at-risk States’ current fiscal year expend-
itures remain intact.

Madam Chairman, this cannot be a partisan
vote. This issue is too important for political fa-
voritism and allegiance to an administration
which lacks commitment to health care to take
precedence over the welfare of the 27 million
low-income Americans who rely on Medicaid.

It has been estimated that six hospitals in I-
linois may close in 1992 if additional Medicaid
funding is not available. It is more than likely
that St. Mary's would be one of those hos-
pitals. Should St. Mary’s Hospital be forced to
close its doors on the people of East St
Louis, an entire community will be without ac-
cessible health care. | urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 3595.

Mrs. LLOYD. Madam Chairman, | rise in
strong support of H.R. 3595, the Medicaid
Moratorium Amendments of 1991. Medicaid as
a combined federally and State-financed
health program for the Nation's most vulner-
able population is in jeopardy. My own State
of Tennessee would be particularly hard hit by
the proposed regulations. In past years, Ten-
nessee has made some important improve-
ments in Medicaid, especially for pregnant
women, children, and senior citizens. Over
800,000 Tennesseans receive their health
care through the Medicaid Program. If this
program is cut because of the new regulations
proposed by the administration, thousands of
Tennesseans who depend on Medicaid for
their health care needs, many of them cancer
patients, will suffer. According to a study con-
ducted by the Southern Governors’ Associa-
tion and the Southern Regional Project on In-
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fant Mortality, not only Tennessee but seven
other States in the region stand to lose all or
most of their nonmandated Medicaid services.
Tennessee alone stands to lose over $1 bil-
lion. A cut of this magnitude would be cata-
strophic to Tennessee’s Medicaid Program. |
am equally concerned that the many smaller
hospitals in Tennessee which depend on Med-
icaid will be lost without the protection of this
bill. Madam Chairman, in my office alone |
have received over 1,000 letters from hosptial
employees in my congressional district ex-
pressing concem that if HCFA's regulations
are allowed to go into effect, the cure will
surely be fatal. This makes the passage of
H.R. 3595 essential. Like many States across
the Nation, escalating health care costs have
forced the State of Tennessee to look for new
ways to pay for Medicaid. Some hospitals are
already teetering on the edge. Let's not weak-
en States’ ability to administer the Medicaid
Program and force many rural hospitals to
close. | find it unconscionable that the admin-
istration would even consider denying access
to health care to the medically indigent of our
States. The collapse of the matching funds will
impose dire consequences. | urge my col-
leagues to support this bill and protect States’
use of this practice to supplement Medicaid.
The health and well-being of thousands are

ent on it. And please remember, the
costs will be higher in the long run.

Mr. MINETA. Madam Chairman, | rise today
in strong support of the Medicaid Moratorium
Amendments of 1991.

This important legislation blocks implemen-
tation of a new Health Care Financing Admin-
istration regulation that would deny Federal re-
imbursements for State Medicaid costs paid
for with revenues from voluntary contributions,
most provider-specific taxes, and from inter-
governmental taxes.

Madam Chairman, if this regulation was al-
lowed to go into effect, it would destroy the
Medicaid budgets for many States.

Under ordinary circumstances, States simply
cannot do without this Federal funding. But to
impose such a drastic cutoff of Federal money
during a recession is to invite increased hard-
ship among Medicaid recipients.

States that lose these funds will have no
practical choice but to enact cutbacks in eligi-
bility, cutbacks in benefits, and cutbacks in re-
imbursement. For many States, including my
home State of California, these cutbacks will
have tragic results.

Women and infants will lose coverage for
pre- and post-natal care. Nursing home resi-
dents will lose their Medicaid eligibility. Many
private and public hospitals that serve a dis-
proportionately high number of Medicaid pa-
tients will either cut needed programs or shut
their doors altogether, leaving for-profit institu-
tions with the burden of caring for the medi-
cally underserved.

Madam Chairman, the Medicaid moratorium
amendments do not propose to fix our health
care system, although it needs fixing badly.
This legislation merely maintains the status
quo until further changes can be made
through the legislative process.

Preserving health care services for our most
needy citizens is of vital importance to all
Americans, and that is why | urge my col-
leagues to support this legislation.
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Mr. DICKINSON. Madam Chairman, a new
rule issued by the Health Care Financing Ad-
ministration will restrict the use of State taxes
on Medicaid providers, such as hospitals and
nursing homes, to increase a State's share of
Federal Medicaid matching funds. The new
rule will take effect January 1, 1992, eliminat-
ing Federal matching funds for State revenues
raised by voluntary donations from Medicaid
providers.

The HCFA rule would eliminate nearly half
of Alabama’s $1.6 billion Medicaid budget—
about $795 million a year in health care fund-
ing for the poor and disabled. Without the
money, some 9,000 nursing home patients will
be turned out of their facilities, rural health
services will be cut back substantially, and
children's health care programs will be cur-
tailed.

The rule could literally wipe out Alabama's
Medicaid Program if Congress does not re-
scind the many mandates put upon the States
or delay the HCFA rule. States need some
breathing room to find alternative methods of
funding or they will have no choice but to cut
Medicaid services.

Alabama is struggling to meet rising Medic-
aid costs, but Congress continues to burden
the effort with additional mandates. Alabama
has put its money to good use and expanded
eligiblity, covered additional services, and im-
plemented prevention programs that, over
time, will save money.

The people of Alabama cannot afford such
a drastic change in fundamental policy. The
HCFA rule should be delayed until Congress
repeals unnecessary mandates or provides al-
ternative revenue sources for the States.

Mr. WEBER. Madam Chairman, | rise in
support of H.R. 3595, legislation placing a
moratorium on the rule issued by the Health
Care Financing Administration prohibiting
matching payments for State medicaid funds
generated by taxes on providers.

| recognize that some States have been
abusive in designing provider tax and vol-
untary contribution plans to draw down addi-
tional Federal matching dollars. | hoped that a
negotiated settlement which included the
States and the health care provider community
could have been reached to allow responsible
State plans to continue while excising abusive
plans. In voting for this legislation, | am signal-
ing my hope that negotiations will continue
and that this issue can be resolved in a rea-
sonable and timely manner.

Congress has put Minnesota and many
states and health care providers in a very dif-
ficult position. Since 1984, we have imposed
mandates increasing the number of individuals
States must cover under their Medicaid Pro-
grams. We have also imposed a number of
costly regulatory reforms, such as the nursing
home reform provisions of the Omnibus Budg-
et Reconciliation Act of 1987. Medicaid ex-
penditures are now swallowing State budgets.

States with balanced budget requirements,
such as Minnesota, are forced in response to
either reduce funding for other necessary
services, raise taxes, and/or hold Medicaid re-
imbursement rates well below the actual cost
of providing care. Low Medicaid rates, in turn,
undermine access to care and quality of care
for Medicaid beneficiaries.

Minnesota enacted a provider tax to draw in
more Federal dollars to improve reimburse-
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ment rates and better ensure that Medicaid
beneficiaries have access to care and receive
quality care. Eliminating the Federal match for
the provider tax revenues would cost our State
$52 million over the next 18 months.

While all health care providers will be nega-
tively affected by the elimination of the Federal
match for funds generated through provider
taxes, Minnesota’s nursing homes and their
residents will be especially hard-hit. Minnesota
law prohibits nursing homes from charging pri-
vate pay patients any more than Medicaid re-
imbursement rates. This has had the effect of
improving access to care and quality of care
for nursing home residents covered by Medic-
aid and means that repealing the match for
the enhanced payments the provider tax
makes possible will have consequences for all
Minnesota nursing home residents, not only
those covered by Medicaid.

| recognize that the provider tax is a ques-
tionable alternative for addressing the very
real problems that States are having in fund-
ing their Medicaid Programs. | would note,
however, that many of us in Congress were
under the impression that while voluntary con-
tributions as a means of drawing down Fed-
eral matching dollars would probably be pro-
hibited, provider taxes of modest scope would
be allowed to continue. The interim final rule
on this issue thus came as a shock to the
States and to many of us in Congress.

My commitment to access to high-quality
care for Minnesota’s medicaid beneficiaries
compels me to vote for H.R. 3595.

Mrs. COLLINS of lllinois. Madam Chairman,
| rise in strong support of H.R. 3595.

As much as it pains me to say this, lllinois
has had a dismal record in the Medicaid Pro-
gram. It offers notoriously low reimbursement
rates and is phenomenally slow to send pro-
viders what meager reimbursement it does
provide. However, to the credit of the State
house and the Governor, when the window of
opportunity was opened and a way was
shown how to increase the State’s Medicaid
funds, they seized upon it on good faith. A law
was enacted to assess medical providers with
a tax, based on their Medicaid revenues, with
the proceeds from this special tax going to the
State's Medicaid Program.

Then, lo and behold, HCFA changed its
mind and decided that these provider assess-
ments would no longer be viable options for a
State to use to supplement its Medicaid Pro-
gram. Not only was the provider assessment
deemed inappropriate by HCFA, but to pull the
rug completely out from under the States, the
ban on provider assessments is set to go into
effect right smack in the middle of the State’s
fiscal year. H.R. 3595 is a balanced and nec-
essary measure that will provide a relief for
the States that are caught in HCFA’s bait and
switch trap.

Now is not the time to ambush States that
are trying desperately to deal with an in-
creased load of Medicaid eligible persons and
an extremely high demand for services. In llii-
nois, the money raised via the provider as-
sessments will be used to reach all of the
Medicaid eligibles and to increase the abys-
mally low reimbursement rate. Our Medicaid
system is overburdened and the State is trying
to find ways to provide services to the millions
who are in need of assistance. The effect of
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the ruling disallowing this program would be
devastating to lllinois hospitals which serve
disproportionately high volumes of Medicaid
clients. In my district, three such hospitals
have recently closed and others will be at seri-
ous risk if this rule is implemented.

The provider specific tax program is a legiti-
mate way to represent the true costs of health
care throughout the State, bring reimburse-
ment rates in line with actual hospital costs
and enable the State to balance its budget
throughout the fiscal year.

The measure before us is vitrually nec-
essary to prevent financial disaster and chaos
in lllinois and other States that have taken ad-
vantage of this program. It provides for a mor-
atorium on the implementation of rules affect-
ing the provider-specific taxes until September
30, 1992. In addition, the HHS Secretary
would be required to submit to Congress a re-
port describing the rules the agency intends to
implement on voluntary contributions and pro-
vider assessments.

Recently, we have heard about an agree-
ment between HCFA and the National Gov-
emors Association that would render this bill
unnecessary. Let me emphatically state that
some States may possibly benefit from such
an agreement, lllinois would not. The terms of
the agreement are vague and would require
virtually impossible actions by the State. In the
final analysis, HCFA could still declare the
State’s new program to be in noncompliance
and disallow Medicaid reimbursement pay-
ments made to the State. The agreement
does not address the problems encountered
by llinois and many other States. For this and
other reasons, | urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 3595.

Mr. BORSKI. Madam Chairman, | rise today
in strong support of H.R. 3595, the Medicaid
Moritorium Amendments of 1991. As a co-
sponsor of this legislation, | would like to com-
mend Chairman WAXMAN of the Energy and
Commerce Subcommittee on Health and the
Environment for bringing this urgent matter to
the floor of the House in a timely fashion.

On September 12, the Bush administration
issued regulations that threaten disaster for
the elderly, disabled, women and children who
depend on Medicaid for basic heaith and long-
term care. These regulations would deny Fed-
eral matching funds for revenues from vol
untary contributions and provider-specific
taxes used to finance the State share of Med-
icaid. These regulations will take effect on
January 1, 1992, unless Congress acts now to
delay them.

The September 12 regulations violate the
agreement between Congress and the Presi-
dent that was included in the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1990. This agreement al
lows the administration to ban, beginning Jan-
uary 1, 1992, Federal matching payments for
revenues from voluntary contributions. How-
ever, it specifically prohibits the administration
from doing the same for revenue generated
from provider-specific taxes.

Madam Chairman, if these regulations go
into effect as planned, they will result in over
$300 million in lost Federal Medicaid funds for
Pennsylvania. Every hospital and nursing
home in my district and in Pennsylvania will
be adversely affected. These regulations
threaten to diminish or eliminate services for
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Pennsylvania’s 1.4 million Medicaid recipients
and the hundreds of thousands of unisured
who rely on financially sound health care facili-
ties to meet their needs.

Pennsylvania simply cannot assume this ad-
ditional burden on its own without having to
resort to cutting Medicaid services or tighten-
ing eligibility. Since January 1990, the number
of Pennsylvania eligible for Medicaid has in-
creased by 13 percent. Skyrocketing Medicaid
costs, combined with the impact of the reces-
sion, have put a severe strain on the Com-
monwealth’s budget and its ability to maintain
vital health services.

H.R. 3595 would give Congress and the ad-
ministration more time to reach a workable so-
lution on this contentious issue. The bill would
delay the implementation of the September 12
regulations until September 30, 1992, and
would require the administration to report to
Congress by February 3, 1992, any legislative
recommendations regarding voluntary con-
tributions and provider-specific taxes. This
would give Congress, the administration, and
health care providers a reasonable opportunity
to consider any appropriate changes to current
Medicaid financing arrangements.

H.R. 3595 would also give a State until De-
cember 31, 1992, to phase out voluntary con-
tribution programs, as long as a State does
not spend more from contributions raised in
fiscal year 1993 than it does in fiscal year
1991. Furthermore, intergovernmental trans-
fers would be permanently protected from reg-
ulatory intrusions.

Madam Chairman, | support H.R. 3595 be-
cause it will give States the time they need to
adjust to regulatory changes in the Medicaid
Program. The bill will keep the Bush adminis-
tration at the bargaining table and force it to
give this issue the attention it deserves. A vote
for H.R. 3595 is a vote to avert a catastrophe
that our health care providers cannot afford to
endure.

Again, | would like to thank Chairman WAX-
MAN for his fine work on this legislation. As a
cosponsor, | urge my colleagues to vote on
behalf of our hospitals, nursing homes, and
Medicaid patients and to support this much-
needed moritorium.

Ms. SNOWE. Madam Chairman, | rise to
express my strong support for H.R. 3595,
which would place a moratorium on the imple-
mentation of the Health Care Financing Ad-
ministration’s [HCFA's] attempt to disrupt the
ability of the States to run their Medicaid pro-

grams.

We here in Congress are more than willing
to tell States how to run their programs, who
should be covered and what benefits they
should get, but we arent willing to provide the
necessary funds to carry them out. We leave
that issue up to the States. Therefore, 21
States now use voluntary contributions and 27
States use provider-specific taxes to ensure
they have sufficient funds to meet Federal
Medicaid mandates.

In my State of Maine, Medicaid costs have
doubled since 1986 and there has been an
18-percent increase in the number of people
eligible for the program. Due to this increase
the State, in order to ensure adequate funding
for Medicaid, adopted a provider-specific tax in
its recent biannual budget after close consulta-
tion with HCFA.
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Today, 30 States, Maine included, are fac-
ing tough budget decisions because of the re-
cession. If we allow HCFA's rule to take effect
on January 1, State legislatures will have to
reconvene to decide where to cut bare boned
budgets to cover the loss of Medicaid funds.
These difficult decisions will be made be-
cause, unlike the Federal Government, most
States—39 in fact—have balanced budget
clauses that require them to spend only the
money they have.

The individual State’s ability to stay afloat is
perilous enough in these tough economic
times; we cannot let HCFA weigh down the
ship of State any further by changing the rules
in the middle of the stream. | urge my col-
leagues to join me, therefore, in passing H.R.
3595.

Mr. ATKINS. Madam Chairman, last sum-
mer, Massachusetts’ Gov. William Weld an-
nounced a $489 million increase in Medicaid
reimbursements for uncompensated care from
the Health Care Financed Administration
[HCFA]. These funds were found through a
Federal law passed in November 1990 which
made it possible to increase Federal matching
funds through provider taxes and voluntary
contributions from hospitals throughout the
State.

Madam Chairman, although the process of
using provider taxes for revenue is by no
means ideal, these voluntary contributions and
provider taxes have enabled the State to re-
tain many programs which would have other-
wise been cut as a result of the recession.

The President’s advisors have called these
efforts to raise more Medicaid funds a scam,
and have penned new regulations that would
disallow matching Federal funds for voluntary
contributions and provider taxes. H.R. 3595
bars the administration from doing so until Oc-
tober 1992.

Frankly, Madam Chairman, these are times
of great economic uncertainty throughout New
England. Our overburdened hospitals, even
with this program which helps us to meet our
existing Medicaid commitments, are still un-
derfunded by HCFA. | will support any efforts
to help meet our Medicaid obligations so that
our citizens can provide for their medical
needs in these hard times. H.R. 3595 is one
such effort. Madam Chairman, | thank my col-
leagues from Massachusetts, Representative
GERRY STupbDS and Representative BARNEY
FRANK, for their leadership on this issue; and
| urge all of my colleagues in the House to join
me in passing this important piece of legisla-
tion.

Mr. COX of lllinois. Madam Chairman, |
would like to express my strong support for
H.R. 3595, the Medicaid Moratorium Amend-
ments of 1991. | am a cosponsor of this bill,
which is critical for the continuation and devel-
opment of health care services to Medicaid
patients across the country. This bill is the life-
line to llinois’ extensive Medicaid Program
that serves so many citizens who depend on
their continued access to providers.

This past summer, my home State of lllinois
enacted a provider assessment program to
give hospitals, nursing homes, long-term care
facilities and community mental health centers
rate increases. This program also gives spe-
cial payments to hospitals that serve high
numbers Medicaid patients. Without Federal
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matching funds for the new lllinois program,
the State would face the prospect of signifi-
cant reductions in its Medicaid budget.

The removal of this provider assessment
program could result in severe reductions for
llinois’ Medicaid budget. Without Federal
matching funds for the new lllinois program,
the State could face a loss of $320 million this
fiscal year. Further, if the State attempts to
continue its extensive services, the program
could face a t across-the-board cut.

In order for lllinois to maintain its broad-
based Medicaid Program, it must be given the
ability to decide how to raise the revenue for
this program. The Health Care Financing Ad-
ministration’s September 12, 1991, regulation
would deny States the flexibility to finance
their own Medicaid programs which provide
critical health care to so many citizens in
need.

H.R. 3595 secures the right of States to es-
tablish a tax base for financing their own pro-
grams. This bill also provides the key to en-
suring that vital health care services continue
to reach the many Americans who depend on
the Medicaid Program. It is for these reasons
that | stand in support of H.R. 3595.

Mr. POSHARD. Madam Chairman, | rise in
strong support of H.R. 3595, the Medicaid
Moratorium Amendments of 1991.

Passing this measure will delay issuance of
administration regulations that significantly
change the treatment of voluntary contribu-
tions and provider-specific taxes by States as
a source of their expenditures for which Fed-
eral financial participation is available under
the Medicaid program.

My southern lllinois district is a rural area al-
ready pressured by limited health care access.
Without this legislation, our hospitals and
health care facilities will be especially hard hit.
Implementation of the Depariment of Health
and Human Services September 12 ruling
would result in drastic reductions of medical
care for a substantial part of our population. It
would have specifically defeating impact on
those with low incomes, the aged and dis-
abled, pregnant women, children, and all who
depend on primary-care clinics, the very peo-
ple who lack for proper medical attention.

At a time when State Medicaid budgets are
stretched to the limits, with Federal mandates
to cover new populations and services, and
thousands of families falling below the poverty
level every year, every legitimate means of
revenue enhancement for this Federal/State
health care program is needed. To illustrate
this need, lllinois Medicaid providers are today
waiting over 100 days for reimbursement of
over $700 million worth of backlogged Medic-
aid claims. If the HHS rule is enforced as pro-
posed in January 1992, this crisis will only in-
crease, with little hope of resolution in the fu-
ture.

The HHS rule prohibiting Federal matching
funds for voluntary donations and provider-
specific taxes can only be viewed as another
step by the administration to avoid recognition
of the tremendous problems facing millions of
American families. They are attempting to
cope with a failing economy, and our failure to
act today will result in further disenfranchise-
ment of our poorest citizens, who most often
through no fault of their own must depend on
the Government to receive medical care they
rightly deserve as Americans.
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Madam Chairman, | cannot urge strongly
enough passage of H.R. 3595, so that at least
there will be an opportunity to develop a rea-
sonable and long-term resolution to the dis-
tressing dilemma of Medicaid reimbursement.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of the override of the President’'s veto
of H.R. 2707. | find it appalling that we even
have to debate this issue once more.The ad-
ministration is trying to simplify this bill into
one, lone issue—whether or not federally
funded family planning clinics may provide in-
formation about abortions to women who in-
quire about all their legal options.

Every person has a right to full medical
knowledge whether or not they are able to af-
ford a private doctor, or must use a public
family planning clinic. It is very difficult for a
woman to be faced with such a difficult choice,
but she must be allowed to make an educated
decision about all of her legal options. The
Congress, the Supreme Court, and the Presi-
dent do not have the right to interfere with the
relationship between a doctor and his/her pa-
tient.

This legislation is about more than abortion,
a woman'’s constitutional right to choose, and
a doctor’s right to free speech. It's about more
than an individual's right to privacy and a poor
woman's access to affordable, legal medical
care. These issues should not even have to
be debated. They are basic rights of every
American citizen.

But we must not allow one emotional issue
to cloud the whole picture. This legislation is
about job training programs, AIDS research,
health care for the homeless, Medicaid and
Medicare, student financial aid, school im-
provement programs, cancer research, and
child care. It is about $204.9 billion worth of
vital social and scientific programs.

| urge my colleagues to override the Presi-
dent’s veto. We cannot allow one man to deny
women their basic reproductive rights. We
cannot allow one man to deny the American
people their constitutional right to fundamental
Government programs.

0 1850

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read for amendment under the 5-
minute rule.

The text of H.R. 3595 is as follows:

H.R. 3595

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 “Medicaid

Moratorium Amendments of 1991".

SEC. 2. FINDINGS; PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the follow-
ing:

(1) In the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1990, Congress extended until Decem-
ber 31, 1991, a moratorium that prohibits the
Secretary of Health and Human Services
from changing the treatment of voluntary
contributions and provider specific taxes by
States as a source of a State’s share of Fed-
eral financial participation under the medic-
ald program. Congress expressed no inten-
tion to change the treatment of intergovern-
mental transfers as such a source.

(2) In OBRA '90, Congress amended title
XIX of the Social Security Act to permit the
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Secretary (upon the expiration of such mora-
torium) to deny or limit payments under the
medicaid program to States for expenditures
attributable to taxes imposed with respect to
the provision of items and services under the
program only if, in the case of certain facili-
ties reimbursed on a cost basis, such expend-
itures were for costs attributable to taxes
imposed solely with respect to such facili-
ties.

(3) On September 12, 1991, the Secretary
published an interim final regulation pur-
porting to implement the provisions in
OBRA '90. Such interim final regulation—

(A) proposes restrictions on the use of
State revenues attributable to provider-spe-
cific taxes that go far beyond the limited ex-
ception to the Secretary’s authority to im-
pose restrictions on the use of such revenues
amendments made by OBRA '90;

(B) may have the effect of denying Federal
matching payments for expenditures under
the program that are attributable to inter-
governmental transfers, an outcome that
was never intended by Congress when it en-
acted OBRA '90; and

(C) does not provide adequate guidance to
the States with respect to which specific
types of provider-specific taxes may be used
as a source of a State's expenditures for
which Federal financial participation is
available.

(4) The Secretary intends to republish this
interim final regulation as a final regulation
on or about January 1, 1992, effective as of
the date of republication. States enacted
budgets for State fiscal years which began
before the date of publication of the interim
final regulation, in anticipation of an appro-
priate interpretation of the provisions of
OBRA "90.

(56) Because of the unanticipated financial
impact of such a regulation in the middle of
State fiscal years, many States will be re-
quired to enact emergency legislation or to
take other emergency measures, including
reductions in eligibility, benefits, or reim-
bursement under their medicaid plans, in
order to continue to assure that previously
enacted State budgets remain balanced.

(6) The Federal Government should not
take unilateral administrative actions that
have the practical effect of prohibiting
States from using State and local taxes to
pay for covered services on behalf of eligible
individuals under the medicaid program.

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act
are—

(1) to delay the issuance of regulations
changing the treatment under the medicaid
program of voluntary contributions and pro-
vider-specific taxes in order (A) to avoid dis-
ruptions in State budgets during the middle
of State fiscal years and (B) to provide the
Secretary of Health and Human Services
with additional time to issue regulations
that conform to OBRA 90;

(2) to maintain current regulations that
permit Federal financial participation under
the medicaid program or intergovernmental
transfers; and

(3) to provide Congress with Information in
order to enact legislation to maintain Fed-
eral financial participation under the medic-
ald program for State revenues generated by
legitimate voluntary contributions.

SEC. 3. USE OF VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS,
PROVIDER-SPECIFIC TAXES, AND
INTERGOVERNMENTAL TRANSFERS

BY STATES TO RECEIVE FEDERAL

MATCHING FUNDS UNDER MEDIC-
AID,

(A) DELAY IN CHANGES IN REGULATIONS
CONCERNING VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS AND
PROVIDER-SPECIFIC TAXES.—Section 8431 of
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the Technical and Miscellaneous Revenue
Act of 1988 is amended.

(1) in the heading by striking “FINAL'; and

(2) by in striking “any final regulation
prior to December 31, 1991 and inserting
“any regulation prior to September 30''.

(b) MAINTAINING TREATMENT OF INTERGOV-
ERNMENTAL TRANSFERS.—Such section is fur-
ther amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—"' before
‘“The Secretary”’, and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

“(b) MAINTAINING TREATMENT OF INTERGOV-
ERNMENTAL TRANSFERS.—Secretary shall not
issue any regulation that changes the treat-
ment (specified in section 433.45(a) of title 42,
Code of Federal Regulations) of public funds
as a source of State share of financial par-
ticipation under title XIX of the Social Se-
curity Act.

{c) TRANSITION FOR VOLUNTARY CONTRIBU-
TIONS.—Such section is further amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
sections:

“(c) TRANSACTION.—Any regulation that
changes the treatment of voluntary con-
tributions utilized by States to receive Fed-
eral matchings funds under title XIX of the
Soclal Security Act shall not apply to vol-
untary contributions made before January 1,
1993, except that, with respect to a State, the
amount of Federal financial participation
during fiscal year 1993 that results from the
State's use of voluntary contributions under
such title may not exceed the amount of
Federal financial participation during fiscal
year 1991 that resulted from the State’s use
of voluntary contributions.”.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 4. REPORT.

By not later than February 3, 1992, the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services shall
submit to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Finance of the Senate
a report describing—

(1) any regulation the Secretary intends to
issue to limit the use of voluntary contribu-
tions and provider-specific taxes to obtain
Federal financial participation (including

regulation to Implement section
1903(i)(10) of the Social Security Act);

(2) the specific types of voluntary contribu-
tions and provider-specific taxes that may be
used under the regulation as sources of a
State’s expenditures for which Federal finan-
cial participation is available; and

(3) any legislation that the Secretary be-
lieves is appropriate.

SEC. 5. BUDGET COMPLIANCE PROVISIONS.

(A) CosT ESTIMATE.—The applicable cost
estimate of this Act for all purposes of sec-
tions 252 and 253 of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 shall
be as follows: For each of fiscal years 1991
through 1995, the increase in outlays is 0 and
the increase in receipts is 0.

(b) TREATMENT UNDER PAY-AS-YOU-GO
:’nocnnms.—Notwlthsmdms subsection

a)—

(1) the provisions of (and amendments
made by) this Act shall be treated as provi-
sions designated as emergency requirements
by the President and Congress under section
252(a) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985, and

(2) any amount of new budget authority or
outlays resulting from the provisions (and
amendments made by) this Act shall not be
considered for any purposes under the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985.
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The CHAIRMAN. Consideration of all
amendments to the bill shall not ex-
ceed 3 hours.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the first committee amendment.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the com-
mittee amendments be considered en
bloc.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the committee amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendments: Page 3, beginning
line 7, strike *‘and provide-specific taxes’.

Page 3, strike line 13 through line 22, and
insert the following:

(2) In OBRA'90, Congress amended title
XIX of the Social Security Act to prohibit
the Secretary from denying or limiting Fed-
eral financial participation under the medic-
aid program to States for expenditures at-
tributable to provider-specific taxes, except
that the Secretary is permitted to deny or
limit Federal financial participation if, in
the case of certain facilities reimbursed on a
cost basis, such expenditures are for costs at-
tributable to taxes imposed solely with re-
spect to such facilities.

Page 4, line 8, insert before “‘an interim”
the following: “(and on October 31, 1991,
withdrew, canceled, and republished)’.

Page 4, beginning line 13, strike *‘the lim-
ited” and all that follows through “such rev-
enues’ and insert the following: ‘‘the Sec-
::mry's authority to impose such restric-

ons'.

Page 7, line 3, strike “September 30" and
insert ‘‘October 1",

Page 7, line 15, strike ‘‘Act.’’ and insert the
following: ““Act, including the treatment of
such funds as a source of State share of fi-
nancial participation under such title re-
gardless of whether the public agency con-
tributing the funds provides services under
the State plan under such title.”.

Page 7, line 23, strike "“"TRANSACTION' and
insert ““TRANSITION"'.

Page 8, strike lines 10 through 12 and insert
the following:

(d) MORATORIUM ON REVISIONS OF ESTI-
MATED AMOUNTS.—Such section is further
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

“(d) MORATORIUM ON REVISIONS OF ESTI-
MATED AMOUNTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In estimating the amount
to which a State will be entitled for a quar-
ter under subsections (a) and (b) of section
1908 of the Social SBecurity Act under section
1903(d)(1) of such Act, the Secretary may not
withhold any amounts estimated to be ex-
panded during the quarter (or reduce any
amount so estimated pursuant to section
1903(d)92)(A) of such Act) solely because the
amounts are attributable to voluntary con-
tributions, intergovernmental transfers, or
provider-taxes.

(2) PERIOD OF APPLICABILITY.—Paragraph
(1) shall apply—

(A) in the case of amounts attributable to
intergovernmental transfers or provider-paid
taxes, with respect to quarters beginning on
or after January 1, 1992, and ending on or be-
fore September 30, 1992; and

(B) in the case of amounts attributable to
voluntary contributions, with respect to
quarters beginning on or after January 1,
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1992, and ending on or before December 31,
1992.".

(e) MORATORIUM ON PENALTIES AND OTHER
REGULATORY ACTIONS.—Such section is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(e) MORATORIUM ON PENALTIES AND OTHER
REGULATORY ACTIONS.—

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may not
assess a penalty or take any compliance, dis-
allowance, or other regulatory action
against a State under or pursuant to title
XIX of the Social Security Act on the basis
of the State’s use of voluntary contributions,
intergovernmental transfers, or taxes
(Whether or not of general applicability)
paid by, assessed against, or received from
an individual or entity providing medical as-
sistance under the State plan under such
title to receive Federal matching funds
under such title.

*Y(2) PERIOD OF APPLICABILITY.—Paragraph
(1) shall apply with respect to actions taken
by the Secretary—

“(A) on the basis of a State’s use of inter-
governmental transfers or taxes during the
period beginning on or after January 1, 1992,
and ending on or before September 30, 1992;

and

‘(B) on the basis of a State's use of vol-
untary contributions during the period be-
ginning on or after January 1, 1992, and end-
ing on or before December 31, 1992".

Mr. WAXMAN (during the reading).
Madam Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the committee amend-
ments be considered as read and print-
ed in the RECORD.

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

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Madam Chair-
man, reserving the right to object,
would the gentleman explain what he
means by committee amendments?

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman,
these are amendments adopted by the
committee which must be adopted by
this Committee on the Whole. The
amendments that would be considered
en bloc would be to put the bill before
us as it was reported from the Commit-
tee on Energy and Commerce.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Further reserv-
ing the right to object, would the adop-
tion of these amendments have an ef-
fect upon the amendment that I seek
to offer relating to reducing the Fed-
eral mandates on the States by Medic-
aid?

Mr. WAXMAN. The gentleman would
not be affected by this action. He may
be affected by the rules of the House.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. That is an inter-
esting response.

Madam Chairman, I withdraw my
reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendments.

The committee amendments were

agreed to.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DANNEMEYER

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Madam Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

Mr. WAXMAN., Madam Chairman, I
reserve a point of order on the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California reserves a point of
order on the amendment.

The Clerk will report the amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DANNEMEYER:
SEC. 6. 2-YEAR DELAY IN CERTAIN STATE MEDIC-

AID MANDATES.

(a) PHASED-IN EXTENSION OF MEDICAID PAY-
MENTS FOR MEDICARE PREMIUMS FOR CERTAIN
INDIVIDUALS WITH INCOME BELOW 120 PERCENT
OF THE OFFICIAL POVERTY LINE.—Section
1902(a)(10)(E)(1ii) of the Soclal Security Act
(42 U.S8.C. 139%a(a)(10)(E)(iii)), as added by
section 4501(b}3) of the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1990, is amended by strik-
ing *‘1993 and 1994" and “'1995" and inserting
1995 and 1996 (and, at a State's option, in
1993, in 1994, or in both)" and '*1997 (and, at
a State's option, in 1995, in 1996, or in both)",
respectively.

(b) PHASED-IN MANDATORY COVERAGE OF
CHILDREN UP TO 100 PERCENT OF POVERTY
LEVEL.—Section 4601(b) of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990 is amend-
ed—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking “July 1,
1991" and inserting “‘July 1, 1993", and

(2) by amending paragraph (2) to read as
follows:

‘(2) A State plan for medical assistance
under title XIX of the Social Security Act
may provide for implementation of the
amendments made by this section for any
calendar quarter beginning before July 1,
1993, but not before July 1, 1991.".

(¢) MANDATORY USE OF OUTREACH LOCA-
TIONS OTHER THAN WELFARE OFFICES.—Sec-
tion 4602(b) of the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1990 is amended by strik-
ing “July 1, 1991 and inserting ‘‘July 1,
1993,

(d) ADJUSTMENT IN PAYMENT FOR HOSPITAL
SERVICES FURNISHED TO LOW-INCOME CHIL-
DREN UNDER THE AGE OF 6 YEARS.—Section
4604(d)(1) of the Omnibus budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1990 is amended by striking
“July 1, 1991" and inserting “‘July 1, 1993".
SEC. 7. PROTECTION AGAINST DISALLOWANCES

FOR GOOD FAITH COMPLIANCE
WITH REQUIREMENTS.

{a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1904 of the Social
Security Act (42 U.8.C. 13%c) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a)"" after **1904.”, and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

“(b)1) The Secretary may not take any ac-
tion agalnst a State under subsection (a) or
under section 1116 with respect to a State's
failure to comply with a requirement of this
title, for actions or inactions occurring be-
fore the date a final regulation to carry out
such requirement has been promulgated, if—

“(A) the State has complied in good faith
with such requirement, or

‘“(B) the State has not complied with such
requirement and a regulation is required in
order for the State to implement properly
the requirement. Subparagraph (B) shall be
applied without regard to whether or not a
provision of law states the requirement
takes effect without regard to the timely
promulgation of regulations.

‘(2) Within 60 days of the date of the en-
actment of any Act which has the effect of
changing any requirements for States under
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this title, the Secretary shall provide, by no-
tice in the Federal Register, a statement as
to whether or not, with respect to each such
requirement, a regulation is needed in order
for States to implement properly such re-
quirement.".

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
the date of the enactment of this Act and
shall apply to disallowances taken on or
after such date, regardless or whether or not
the action (or inaction) giving rise to the
disallowance occurred before, on, or after
such date.

SEC. 8. AUTHORIZING WAIVER OF NURSING
HOME REFORM REQUIREMENTS,

The Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices may waive specified requirements of
subsections (b) through (e) of section 1919 of
the Social Security Act with respect to nurs-
Ing facilities located in a State if the State
provides assurances satisfactory to the Sec-
retary (including, if appropriate, the imple-
mentation of an alternative State program)
that the walver of such requirements will
not adversely affect the quality of life of the
residents in such facilities,

SEC. 9. MODIFICATION OF REQUIREMENTS RE-
LATING TO PROVISIONS OF EPSDT
SERVICES.

(a) FLEXIBILITY IN THE USE OF PROVIDERS.—
Section 1905(r) of the Social Security Act (42
U.8.C. 1396d(r)) is amended, in the sentence
following paragraph (5)—

(1) by striking “as limiting’' and inserting
“*as preventing a State from limiting™, and

(2) by striking “or as preventing a pro-
vider” and all that follows up to the period
at the end of the sentence.

(b) LIMITING REQUIRED FOLLOW-UP TREAT-
MENT SERVICES.—Section 1905(r)(5) of such
Act 18 amended by striking “whether or not
such services are covered under the State
plan” and inserting “‘if such services are oth-
erwise covered under the State or (at the op-
tion of the State) whether or not such serv-
ices are so covered”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on
April 1, 1990.

Mr. WAXMAN (during the reading).
Madam Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

FPOINT OF ORDER

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
do make a point of order on this
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
reserve a point of order?

Mr. No, Madam Chair-
man, I assert a point of order.

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

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, the
amendment is not germane to the bill
that is before us. It is broader in scope
than the bill that is before the House.
The bill simply prevents the Secretary
from issuing regulations. The amend-
ment delays substantive Medicaid pro-
visions, including coverage for children
who are in poverty, payments for Medi-
care premiums for the poor, elderly,
and nursing home reform.

The amendment affects two laws that
are not under consideration in the bill
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before us, and I make that point of
order.

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

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Madam Chair-
man, yes, I do.

Madam Chairman, my point of order
essentially is that we are dealing with
a piece of legislation, the net effect of
which will raise Medicaid spending, at
the Federal level, $5.8 billion over the
next year. My amendment seeks to re-
duce the Federal mandates on the
States by reducing over the next 5
years some $2.1 billion of mandates.

I think the logic of my position is es-
sentially this: If the bill before us
raises Medicaid spending at the Fed-
eral level, how could it possibly be that
my amendment to reduce the Federal
mandate on the State would not be in
order? I do not understand that. That
is the point.

Another point of order I would make,
or I guess as a part of my point of order
I would like to ask a parliamentary in-
quiry, if I may.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
arguing the point of order now.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Madam Chair-
man, a parliamentary inquiry. May I
ask as a part of a point of order a par-
liamentary inquiry?

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman may
ask a parliamentary inquiry.

The DANNEMEYER. Here is the par-
liamentary inquiry. This legislation on
page 6, lines 23 and 24, seeks to use as
a linchpin for being here today the
Technical and Miscellaneous Revenue
Act of 1988. My parliamentary inquiry
is this: If this legislation would ref-
erence title XIX of the Medicaid law,
would my amendment be in order?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will not
make a ruling on a hypothetical in-
quiry, but the Chair is prepared to
make a decision on the point of order.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. With all due re-
spect, I do not believe that is a hypo-
thetical. It is fairly front and center. If
this bill was predicated upon title XIX
of the Medicaid law would my amend-
ment be in order?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is not
called upon to rule on that inquiry.
The Chair is called upon to rule on the
point of order. The Chair is prepared to
rule on the point of order.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I thank the
Chair.

The CHAIRMAN (Ms. PELOsSI). The
gentleman from California makes a
point of order that the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from California
is not germane to the bill. H.R. 3595
would delay until September 30, 1992,
the issuance of certain regulations is-
sued by the Department of Health and
Human Services concerning the treat-
ment by the States of revenues from
voluntary contributions, provider-spe-
cific taxes, and intergovernmental
transfers to finance their share of the
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Medicaid Program. Thus the fundamen-
tal purpose of H.R. 3595 is focused nar-
rowly on what funds many States use
to pay their share of Medicaid Program
expenditures and receive Federal
matching funds and only for a tem-
porary period of time—until September
30, 1992. The bill makes no direct
changes of either a temporary or per-
manent nature in the Medicaid law,
title XIX of the Social Security Act.
The amendment, on the other hand,
makes permanent changes in the Med-
icaid law, including modifications in
who may provide certain diagnostic
treatment benefits. To a bill proposing
a temporary change in law, an amend-
ment making permanent changes in
that law is not germane—Deschler’s
Procedure, chapter 28, section 19.1. The
Chair sustains the point of order.

0O 1900

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PANETTA

Mr. PANETTA. Madam Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PANETTA: Page
11, strike lines 17 through 22.

Mr. PANETTA. Madam Chairman,
the purpose of the amendment that I
have offered here would strike the
emergency designation contained in
the bill, because I do not believe it is
needed to protect against what the
CBO says are no costs that are involved
with this moratorium.

Second, because I am concerned that
it does not meet the tests we have es-
tablished for an emergency designation
pursuant to the budget agreement.

First of all, let me make some gen-
eral comments about the situation
with regard to the issues that are con-
fronted in this legislation. This is obvi-
ously a very complicated area in which
both the committees and the adminis-
tration have struggled to try to see if
there was a way to develop regulations
to control these areas.

As a matter of fact, in the reconcili-
ation bill last year, we included guide-
lines to indicate very clearly that, first
of all, we would put off regulations
again for a year in a moratorium, but
second, there were some clear guide-
lines about how the regulations should
be adopted. Unfortunately, HCFA and
the administration basically ignored
the guidelines that were provided in
reconciliation and went ahead to pro-
pose these regulations.

The problem is, even though I think
everyone acknowledges that there are
potential abuses and abuses that are
taking place now that are of concern
and that have to be dealt with, the way
to deal with this is in negotiations be-
tween the committee, the Governors,
and the Administration, trying to
come up with regulations to confront
what everyone admits is a very dif-
ficult issue; but you cannot just
slamdunk regulations the way HCFA is
trying to do and expect that you can
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control the situation. All you wind up
doing is creating chaos.

So this issue does need to be put on
hold and that is why I support the gen-
eral thrust of the legislation that is be-
fore the Congress.

Let me also refer to the scorekeeping
issue, which is the budget issue. Are
there costs involved here? The Congres-
sional Budget Office says there are zero
costs involved with this proposal. The
reasons are basically two: First, it is
the scorekeeping precedent that has al-
ways been used when you are dealing
with proposed regulations. We have
never, when it comes to scorekeeping,
assumed that proposed regulations or
savings that flow from proposed regula-
tions are automatically part of the
base line.

Neither the CBO nor OMB, for that
matter, for 10 years has ever used that
kind of approach in scorekeeping. What
CBO basically is saying is that these
are proposed regulations, they assume
a certain amount of savings, that you
ought not to assume that they are part
of the baseline; for that reason if you
put a moratorium on these regulations,
it does not involve any costs.

The second reason is because under
the pay-go requirement in the budget
agreement, the requirement for pay-go
is where you increase benefits, where
you liberalize benefits, they are to be
paid for.

These regulations do not involve lib-
eralizing benefits. They do involve po-
tential savings, but again it is not in-
corporated within the pay-go definition
that was included in the budget agree-
ment.

So I think the Congressional Budget
Office is absolutely correct here in
terms of scoring this zero, because it
does not meet the precedent on
scorekeeping for proposed regulations,
and second, because it does not fit the
pay-go requirement under the budget
agreement.

If you allow HCFA or the administra-
tion to be able to use regulations to
implement their legislative strategy,
then you really are depriving this in-
stitution of what is legitimately the
role of the Congress, which is to legis-
late on issues. You cannot do it
through proposed regulations.

Mr. HUCKABY. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PANETTA. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. HUCKABY. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.

Is it my understanding, and I want to
commend the chairman of the Budget
Committee for being what I consider to
be an extremely good watch dog as far
as making sure that we stay within the
bounds of the budget agreement, and
what the gentleman is suggesting to
our colleagues is that these changes in
regulations do not impact the budget
in an adverse way at all; is that cor-
rect?
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Mr. PANETTA. The Congressional
Budget Office has said that if we adopt
this moratorium, the cost would be
Zero.

Now, the OMB has at least indicated
there might be some cost. I have to be
frank with the gentleman. I have yet
to get from the Office of Management
and Budget what the costs would be
that are involved here. HCFA has sug-
gested that the costs might be $80 mil-
lion. We have heard numbers of $5.8 bil-
lion. We have not received from the Of-
fice of Management and Budget a spe-
cific cost number with regard to this
proposal.

We do know from the Congressional
Budget Office that they believe it is
zero because these are proposed regula-
tions that have not been implemented.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. PANETTA
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. HUCKABY. Madam Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield further, then
of course it is our Congressional Budg-
et Office that is the nonpartisan book-
keeper for the Congress.

Mr. PANETTA. That is the view of
this gentleman.

Mr. HUCKABY. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman.

Mr. PANETTA. Madam Chairman,
with regard to the specific amendment
that is before the House, it deals with
the emergency designation. Because
the CBO scores this as zero, I do not be-
lieve that the emergency designation is
warranted here.

Beyond that, we had established cer-
tain tests for what is an emergency
that we have done in conjunction with
the Office of Management and Budget,
that an emergency response to some-
thing that is sudden, unforeseeable,
and a temporary crisis.

Very frankly here it is not sudden be-
cause we knew very well that we had
been trying to deal with this issue for
3 years.

It was certainly not unforeseeable,
because we knew clearly it was coming,
and third, it was not a temporary cri-
sis, because I am afraid we are going to
have to confront the problem of Medic-
aid and Medicaid funding for a long
time to come.

So it is for those reasons that I think
the use of the emergency designation is
not well placed in the context of this
legislation, and therefore I would move
to strike it.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PANETTA. I am pleased to yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
support the gentleman’s amendment.

The purpose of section 5(b)(1) of the
bill, which the gentleman’s amendment
would strike, is to avoid the sequestra-
tion of nonexempt entitlement pro-
grams, especially Medicare.
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This same purpose is accomplished
by sections 6(a) and 5(b)2) of the bill,
which the gentleman’s amendment
would not disturb.

Thus, under the bill as amended by
the gentleman’s amendment, there
would be no sequestration, regardless
of whether the Office of Management
and Budget chose to disregard the esti-
mate of the Congressional Budget Of-
fice.

Under section 5(a), the CBO esti-
mates would control; since they are
zero cost, this bill would not trigger a
sequester.

Under what is now section 5(b)}2),
any budget authority or outlays that
OMB might attribute to this bill would
be disregarded for purposes of enforcing
pay-as you-go rules and deficit targets
under the Budget Act. Thus, there
could be no offsetting sequestration as
a result of this legislation.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Madam Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Madam Chairman, previously this
Member from California offered an
amendment that was ruled not ger-
mane. Had I been offered the oppor-
tunity of having the House consider
that amendment, it would have per-
mitted the House to get to what really
the struggle is.

Over the last 5 years we have seen a
horrendous increase in Medicaid man-
dates on the States of the Union that
have caused 49 Governors of this Union
to say to the Congress in writing,
‘““Stop expanding Medicaid mandates.
We are going broke.”

Well, my amendment would address
this issue. The House would have an
opportunity of debating whether or not
we want to reduce some of the man-
dates that Congress has adopted over
the last 5 years by a modest amount. It
is $2.1 billion over 5 years in the total
Medicaid stream. It is a lot of money,
but it is not the whole program

I think the House should have the op-
portunity of really putting its fingen
on what is going on here. On the one
hand, Congress as an institution has
forced the States to increase their
spending for Medicaid. The States have
struggled to find a way to finance it,
and have come up with these schemes
and these scams in order to comply
with the requirement that the Federal
Government has mandated on them. So
this legislation comes along and says,
“We're going to open up the door of the
Treasury even more."

I say the way to proceed with this is
to address the issue of reducing the
mandates, not increasing the spending.

I would like to draw the attention of
the gentleman from California [Mr. PA-
NETTA], the chairman of the Budget
Committee for a moment here. I have
often admired the way the gentleman
adroitly works his way through the
legislative process, but I am puzzled as
to the gentleman’s logic in wanting to
strike this provision, because really,
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you know, this legislation is very cre-
ative today. By an act of Congress, we
are saying that this measure that is
going to cost $5.8 billion in 1 year does
not cost anything.

Now, since we are doing that by law,
this is the provision on page 11, lines 9
through 14, we are saying it does not
cost anything, We are incorporating
the analyses of CBO, and since it does
not cost any money how can the gen-
tleman possibly have concern that we
are going to have a consideration
where we have to have an emergency to
justify additional spending?

I suspect in the gentleman’s own
mind he may doubt whether or not the
CBO has come up with an accurate rec-
ommendation of cost impact. Is that
what motivates the gentleman?

Mr. PANETTA. Madam Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, I feel the
Congressional Budget Office is abso-
lutely on the mark, because it is fol-
lowing basically pecedent on
scorekeeping which we established for
10 years on proposed regulations.
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What I am saying is the emergency
designation does not belong here and it
is not needed.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Well, if that is
an example of the work of the Congres-
sional Budget Office that is on target
and is fairly assessed, I guess I can
begin to understand why in this fiscal
year we are scheduled to add $480 bil-
lion to the national debt.

Maybe one day we will find a Con-
gressional Budget Office which can ac-
curately reflect what is going on in the
spending stream.

Madam Chairman, I thank the gen-
tleman for his observation.

Mr. GINGRICH. Madam Chairman, 1
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and let me say first of all that
I am going to vote for the bill.

I think the bill is the only reasonable
step at a point which I wish we were
not at, in which frankly I think the Of-
fice of Management and Budget has not
done its job and has not been respon-
sive.

I hope the bill will be amended in the
other body and will be improved and
come back as a moratorium on both
the States and on the Federal regula-
tions and give us a year without dra-
matic increase in cost.

But I think if anybody wants to un-
derstand why term limitation is lead-
ing the land and why people are angry
at politicians, this debate is a perfect
example because everybody here has
been technically correct in gobbledy-
gook. The truth is there has been a
huge increase in Medicaid costs, large-
ly driven by Federal mandates, largely
driven by the gentleman from Califor-
nia, that has now led the States to find
a loophole.

The loophole cost $200 million; it now
costs $5.8 billion. Given this bill, if it
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were to pass the Senate and final pas-
sage and be signed into law in its cur-
rent form, I believe by the end of next
year it will cost $35 billion and real
citizens in the real world will know
that, because the Treasury would go to
the market and borrow $35 billion.

If you want to have any example of
how intellectually bankrupt the con-
gressional system is, look at the CBO,
the Congressional Budget Office, scor-
ing of “no cost.” It is absolutely cor-
rect, as my good friend, the chairman
of the Budget Committee, said, under
the procedures we follow in this House,
which are a disaster, we once again
systematically misinform the people of
the United States. We once again stand
up and say voting for this will not in-
crease any costs.

The truth is, in the real world of real
money and real borrowing which af-
fects real interest rates, this is going
to raise the cost. And again I do not
have any, not an inch, of give on this
issue for my good friends down at the
Office of Management and Budget.
They have totally mishandled this
issue. They deserve to have a massive
vote against them today.

I am urging every Republican to vote
for this package. I am then saying I
hope it will be improved in the Senate,
I hope it will become a double morato-
rium on both the States and the Feds,
but I also had to rise because I heard
this debate. And it is no wonder that
average, everyday, commonsense citi-
zens who write checks that are not al-
lowed to bounce, who have credit cards
they actually have to pay, listen to
this malarkey, listen to us say, ‘“Oh,
once again Santa Claus has arrived,
there will be no additional cost.”

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

And I thank the gentleman for his in-
tended support for our legislation. I
think it is important to have a morato-
rium in place so we can figure out what
to do with this Medicaid Program. And
beyond that, enact major reform in
health care in this Nation.

The Medicaid Program has increased
dramatically in costs, and the reason is
because health care has gone up so dra-
madtically in terms of the costs.

When Medicaid does not provide care
for less than half the people who are
below the poverty line, those others
who do get care have the costs shifted
onto those who do have insurance.
Every American who is watching this
debate who has insurance knows the
high costs they are paying year after
year.

So let us not be fooled by what is
happening. Health care costs are in-
creasing because we do not have leader-
ship from the White House for major
reform in this area. This is not an an-
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swer to the problem, but it allows us to
address the real underlying problems.

Mr. GINGRICH. May I say to the sub-
committee chairman, since he rose,
and I appreciate his comments, as a co-
chairman of the House Republican
Task Force on Health, I frankly hope
we are going to have some very major
building blocks toward a better system
on a bipartisan basis.

Could I say, though, is it not a fact
technically true that as a result of the
moratorium the Treasury will in the
end borrow more money, even through
CBO does not score it that way?

Mr. WAXMAN. If the gentleman will
continue to yield to me, the only thing
I can tell you is that the Congressional
Budget Office says that there will not
be a cost if we have a moratorium in
place. That is not to say, however, if
we have a moratorium in place that we
do not have work to do to deal with
this problem.

Mr. GINGRICH. Again, I ask the gen-
tleman, in the spirit of bipartisanship,
is it not true that in terms of dollars
going through the U.S. Treasury, more
dollars will in fact be expended because
of the enactment of this legislation
than would be spent without it?

Mr. WAXMAN. That is, I do not be-
lieve that is an accurate statement,
and I have to——

Mr. GINGRICH. Then why are we
passing the moratorium?

Mr. WAXMAN. The Congressional
Budget Office——

Mr. GINGRICH. Wait a second. I say
to my friend, why pass the moratorium
if in fact it does not mean more dollars
going to the States?

Mr. WAXMAN. What the moratorium
is to prevent is rulemaking that would
throw the whole issue into chaos and
the States would be tremendously dis-
turbed in their budget plans.

Mr. GINGRICH. Right. But is it not
true—

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GING-
RICH was allowed to proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. GINGRICH. I say to the chair-
man, is it not true, because in fact
without the moratorium the States
would get less money?

I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. WAXMAN. If the States do not
have a moratorium and the regulations
that are being proposed go into effect,
there would be less money going to the
States to help them pay for their Medi-
care costs.

Mr. GINGRICH. So, despite the CBO
scoring, the fact is less money would
go out from the Federal Government in
the absence of this bill.

Again, I am going to vote for it. I
think this is where we find ourselves. I
think it is a correct vote. But I do
think it would be nice if the Congres-
sional Budget Office could stop living
in a fantasyland.
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Mr. LENT. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. LENT. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Madam Chairman, I am a little con-
fused here because I do not pretend to
be a budget expert, but I do know that
under this program the inspector gen-
eral said that in 1990 we spent $497 mil-
lion in matching funds to 9 States that
by May of 1991, 18 States had requested
$2.5 billion, or 5 times the amount re-
quested over just a half-year earlier,
and by July 1991 now, 30 States had re-
quested $3.8 billion in Federal funds.
HCFA currently estimates that this
moratorium will cost the Federal Gov-
ernment $5.5 billion.

Now, I do not know how the chair-
man of the Committee on the Budget
can say that it is not going to cost any-
thing, because there is a chart over
there which we used during the debate
which shows that the costs is just sky-
rocketing. I think we are being intel-
lectually bankrupt if we are willing to
swallow a Congressional Budget Office
estimate that says it is not going to
cost anything, because it is obviously
going to cost millions of dollars.
Maybe the gentleman’s amendment is
designed to avoid the need to cut
spending or sequester, or perhaps raise
taxes. Maybe that is what the gen-
tleman is desiring to do.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I yield to the chairman of
the Committee on the Budget, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. PANETTA]
in order to respond.

Mr. PANETTA. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

First of all, we are dealing with what
is exactly the cost of this based on pro-
posed regulations. We have never had a
situation where proposed regulations
suddenly involve a cost as being some-
how being assumed as taking effect. We
just have never done that. OMB has
never done that, CBO has never done
that. And it is easy for all of us to pull
numbers out of our pockets. All of us
can do that.

Is Medicaid an expensive program?
Yes, it is. Is it costing money? Yes, it
is. But do proposed regulations that
HCFA has suddenly thrown out there
automatically mean a certain savings?
We don’t know. And the Congressional
Budget Office says ‘‘no.”” Now, those
are the individuals that we turn to as
our primary scorekeepers in the House
of Representatives and in the Congress.
Now, if the gentleman knows some-
thing magic beyond what they do, I
would like to hear it. But I have yet to
see from the Office of Management and
Budget—if the gentleman has a letter
describing what the costs are, I would
like to see that too, but I have yet to
see from the Office of Management and
budget a specific cost on this issue.
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Mr. GRADISON. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, re-
claiming my time, the reason that the
CBO claims there is no additional cost
is because they claim that this is a
moratorium that would keep the
present law in place and would not
allow proposed regulations to go into
effect.

Madam Chairman, I do want to yield
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
GRADISON] if he wishes me to yield to
him.

Mr. LENT. Madam Chairman, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON] is
involved. Would the gentleman from
California [Mr. WAXMAN] yield to me in
the meanwhile?

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. LENT].

Mr. LENT. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Madam Chairman, we have the in-
spector general who says it is going to
cost $5.5 billion if this bill passes, we
have HCFA actuaries saying it is going
to cost $56.5 billion if the bill passes,
and we have OMB that says it is going
to cost $5.5 billion if the bill passes.
Now, somehow out of all that, CBO
says it is going to cost nothing and,
therefore, we can pass this thing willy-
nilly.
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Madam Chairman, I really think any-
one who can look at that chart and
who knows what the history of this
practice has been; and this is the third
moratorium we have granted to the
States, by the way, can tell very quick-
ly that this bill has an enormous price
tag, and we have no idea what it is
going to be down the road.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
want to thank the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LENT] for his comments. All
I can point out is we go by the CBO es-
timates, and we cannot say what, and
we have not heard from OMB, what
they claim this might cost if their pro-
posal does not become law because
under the Budget Act OMB is not re-
quired to give Congress an estimate
until 5 days after enactment. We need
to rely on the CBO, and that is why I
would support the amendment of the
gentleman from California [Mr. PA-
NETTA].

Mr. GRADISON. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WAXMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. GRADISON. Madam Chairman, I
think the gentleman from California
[Mr. WAXMAN] might have an argument
that the cost is very small if this were
a true moratorium. In my view a true
moratorium would freeze everyone in
place, but this does not do that. This
permits States which have small pro-
grams using this loophole to expand
them and those States which have not
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used them in the past to add to them,
and it is that opportunity that leads to
a great deal of uncertainty about the
costs, but certainly an expectation
that they will be much larger. Were the
gentleman to offer a moratorium which
says, ‘“No new laws, folks; we're going
to freeze this in place while we nego-
tiate,”” I think he would be in a strong-
er position to argue with regard to the
financing.

I have one other point with regard
Fo—

Mr. WAXMAN. Reclaiming my time,
Madam Chairman, if the gentleman
would permit, on that point, we ex-
pressed to the administration our will-
ingness to discuss that issue because I
do think the gentleman raises a valid
point in terms of what the costs may
be down the road. But the Congres-
sional Budget Office in scoring this
looks at present law. If we want to get
them to change their minds on the cost
estimates, we would probably want to
raise that with them directly.

Mr. GRADISON. Madam Chairman,
the gentleman brought this bill for-
ward. If he wanted a true moratorium,
he could have done so. He chose not to
do so, and, therefore, there is a great
deal of opportunity for fun and games
in expanding this program at the State
and local level, and then come back
and say, ‘‘Well, we took the Congress
at its word.”

Mr. WAXMAN. Reclaiming my time,
Madam Chairman, fun and games and
all that we are doing under existing
law, letting States do whatever is per-
mitted, and the existing law, by the
way, which everyone finds so trouble-
some, was what the Reagan adminis-
tration put in place by way of regula-
tion in 1985.

Madam Chairman, I agree there
needs to be a change, and we, in fact,
agreed to a change in the last budget
reconciliation bill which the adminis-
tration walked away from.

Mr. GRADISON. Madam Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

I do this, my colleagues, simply to
make a point about what my under-
standing is of why there is a disagree-
ment between the Congressional Budg-
et Office and the Office of Management
and Budget, or very likely a disagree-
ment, about cost. Under the old law,
until it was changed last year, only
final regulations were taken into ac-
count in measuring the baseline
against which these costs would be fig-
ured. We repealed that, and, therefore,
my understanding of it is that it is not
inappropriate. My colleagues may not
like it, but it is not inappropriate for
the Office of Management and Budget
to assign costs, not just to final regula-
tions, but to proposed regulations, and
that is where we are, and I just think
it is useful to recognize that we are in
this situation because of an action
which the Congress took a year ago in
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repealing the former base on which the
baseline was calculated.

I know that is an arcane point, but
the notion that the CBO are the good
guys and the OMB are the bad guys is
really not a fair representation of why
there is a difference. There is a legiti-
mate technical difference of opinion,
and, as I will explain when I get into
my amendment after the amendment
of the gentleman from California is
acted upon, there is still a need to per-
fect this bill if we are going to avoid a
major risk of a sequester of other pro-
grams, including health programs.

Ms. OAKAR. Madam Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Madam Chairman, I want to com-
pliment the distinguished chairman of
this Health Subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. WAXMAN].
He is a real national leader with re-
spect to health care, and I am honored
to support his proposal, and I am also
supportive of the amendment of the
chairman of the Committee on the
Budget which just tells the truth.

Madam Chairman, CBO; believe me, I
know, having dealt with them on issues
like scoring, mammography coverage
and so on, is very, very conservative.
They would not say that this is not a
cost factor if it were not true, believe
me, because they always tend to be on
the more liberal side with respect to
figures.

But I want to just say this: For those
who would oppose the gentleman from
California [Mr. WAXMAN] bill, what
they would say basically is, “Let the
States take care of the indigent, the
poor, alone."”

As my colleagues know, by the way,
we have a lot of middle-class people
who become poorer when they are
older, for example. They cannot afford
a nursing home because it costs $25,000
a year. The only place they can go is to
Medicaid to get some kind of coverage
for some type of nursing care. We say,
“Let the States worry about health
care,” or we say, ‘“‘Let the hospitals
worry about serving those in need who
don't have health insurance or who
have this limited program.”

Madam Chairman, I think that is an
immoral, wrongful philosophy. I have
got to tell my colleagues that. I think
when we see that, for example, in my
city, in Greater Cleveland, northeast
Ohio, our hospitals spend $150 million
annually for serving the poor, for char-
ity cases, people show up, and they do
not have health insurance. They still
serve them because they have pulled
together statewide on how to address
the needs of the poor, and this was
done in conjunction with the law as
formed by the State legislature and in
conjunction with the Federal Govern-
ment.

Now HCFA is notorious for putting
up roadblocks and regulations that do
not permit this type of cooperation. I
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recall the regulation when we passed a
bill that would permit the care of peo-
ple who were dying of cancer, hospice
care. In fact the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. PANETTA] was very instru-
mental in making sure that hospice
care was covered. I recall when we
passed mammography legislation late
in the wee hours last session, they put
all kinds of roadblocks so that people
could not even take advantage of that
bill.

So, the fact is there are artificial and
antiquated regulations, and we ought
to just throw in the towel and say, “‘We
are for health care for our people once
and for all.”” This is a small gesture to
take care of a segment of the popu-
lation that needs Medicaid, and the
States have cooperated with the hos-
pital associations in dealing with this
issue.

So, I want to compliment the gen-
tleman from California, and I hope we
pass this, and acknowledge the CBO is
right and get on with the bigger ques-
tion, and that is: How do we address
the needs of the 77 million people who
have no or little health insurance and
the 8 million people who need long-
term care?

Mr. VOLKMER. Madam Chairman,
will the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. OAKAR. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. VOLKMER. Madam Chairman, I
wish to commend the gentlewoman
from Ohio [Ms. OAKAR] for her re-
marks, and I wish to join with her in
those remarks.

Madam Chairman, I wish to rise in
support of H.R. 3595 and in support of
the amendment of the gentleman from
California [Mr. PANETTA] and in opposi-
tion to the possible amendment of the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON],
and again I wish to commend the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio [Ms. OAKAR] for
her observations on the legislation.

Ms. OAKAR. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. VoLKMER], and I want to again
compliment the chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The guestion is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. PANETTA].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GRADISON

Mr. GRADISON. Madam Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr.
Strike Section 5 of the bill.

Mr. GRADISON. Madam Chairman, I
rise to offer this amendment to strike
section 5. The amendment of the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. PANETTA]
has already eliminated the emergency
designation part of title 5. My amend-
ment would eliminate the two remain-
ing objectionable budget enforcement
provisions in the bill which interfere
with our abiding by the terms of the bi-
partisan budget agreement passed just
a year ago.

GRADISON:
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Those two provisions are the follow-
ing: first, directed scoring. These provi-
sions would have the Medicaid morato-
rium scored at zero even though the ac-
tual cost should be measured in the
hundreds of millions, if not billions of
dollars.

The President has stated in writing
that he would veto any legislation that
contained directed scorekeeping.

The second point or the second item
that would be eliminated by this
amendment is the exemption from the
Deficit Control Act. This provision ex-
empts the bill from all requirements of
the Deficit Control Act, including pay-
as-you-go requirements and Gramm-
Rudman maximum deficit sequesters.

How much would the moratorium on
H.R. 3595 cost? We have talked about
that already. In the October 31, 1991, in-
terim final rule, HCFA estimated that
provider-tax programs and provider-do-
nation or other voluntary payment
programs would generate an estimated
$3 billion in Federal matching funds in
fiscal year 1991 and at least $5.5 billion
in the current fiscal year. We must re-
member that this is on top of the pro-
jected doubling of the Federal Medicaid
outlays over the next 5 years.

On that point, Madam Chairman, I
want to address myself to some com-
ments which were made earlier in the
debate that might give the uninformed
the impression that the Government,
the Congress, and the White House, to-
gether or separately, are somehow
being chintzy in their attitude toward
Medicaid spending. The fact is that
over the 1991 through 1996 period—and
these are CBO numbers—a period dur-
ing which Medicaid outlays are ex-
pected to double, Medicare outlays are
expected to increase 70 percent and na-
tional health expenditures as a whole,
59 percent. In other words, Medicaid is
coming along quite well actually, as
compared with overall health care
costs, and our flagship program, the
Medicare Program.

The Budget Enforcement Act of 1990
established a paygo sequester system
to control mandatory spending and
revenues. A paygo sequester can be
triggered if mandatory spending rises
or revenues fall because of legislation
enacted by the Congress. The Director
of the Office of Management and Budg-
et maintains a running total of enacted
bills changing mandatory spending and
revenues to assure that the net effect
of all such changes does not increase
the paygo baseline.

If the net effect of such changes were
to increase the baseline, then an end-
of-session sequester cutting mandatory
programs would occur 15 days after the
Congress adjourns for the session.

Madam Chairman, the irony of this
discussion is that the heaviest hit
under the sequester which this legisla-
tion could trigger would be health care
programs, specifically Medicare. OMB,
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as we have already been told, does not
score this legislation. They do not
score any of this legislation, paygo leg-
islation, until after enactment. That is
not their policy. It is not limited to
this bill.

In contrast, CBO, as we have already
been told would score the moratorium
as zero, because CBO, scores legislation
on the basis of change from current
law, and current law, to be sure, allows
States to use provider tax and donation
programs.

Official scorekeeping aside—and I
think this is an important point—CBO
currently estimates that disallowing
the prohibition of such practices after
January 1, 1992, would in reality in-
crease Federal outlays by an estimated
$750 million in the current fiscal year.
In other words, while they say they are
not required to score it because of their
interpretation of the budget agree-
ment, they are also telling us that
really it is three-quarters of a billion
dollars of additional cost.

In conclusion, Madam Chairman, let
us debate the moratorium of its merits,
but also let us make sure that what-
ever decision we make, we pay for it in-
stead of simply increasing the deficit
again. I urge the Members to strike the
remainder of title V.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GRADI-
soN was allowed to proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GRADISON. I yield to my col-
league on the Budget Committee, the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. KASICH. Madam Chairman, I
would like to rise in support of the
Gradison amendment. Unfortunately,
the discussion we are involved in now
is basically arcane. Unfortunately, the
implications of what we did at the very
beginning of this congressional term,
which was to say that we would not
abide by the original budget agreement
and stay with OMB, has profound con-
sequences and implications to so many
of the things that we have done.

We have heard many people sing the
praises of the budget deal, but let us
just remember that directing CBO to
score rather than OMB and to estimate
the cost of this program at zero under-
scores why so many of us are so frus-
trated at the budget deal that was ap-
proved.

What the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
GRADISON] was trying to say is that we
ought to pay for what we have. I give
credit to the gentleman who is the
chairman of the Budget Committee for
striking the emergency clause, but at
the same time he strikes the emer-
gency clause, we find there are addi-
tional problems when it comes to ad-
hering to the budget agreement in this
bill.
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It is just unfortunate that in January
we changed the rules of the budget
deal, although I did not think the
budget deal was very good from the be-
ginning, and then we watered it down
even more. What the gentleman is try-
ing to do—and he has done this on sev-
eral other occasions—is to try to say
that we ought to have an accurate esti-
mate of the cost of this program. Un-
fortunately, this bill does not do it.

Mr. Chairman, I urge all Members to
support the Gradison amendment. I
think it makes great sense for fiscal
sanity.

Mr. GRADISON. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his comments.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the Gradison
amendment.

Madam Chairman, I want to point
out to the Members that the Gradison
amendment has been offered in the
House on a number of other issues. It is
fundamentally a challenge to clause 8
of House Rule XXI.

The House has already rejected simi-
lar challenges, not just in adopting the
rule but in considering legislation ear-
lier this year.

The Gradison amendment would
challenge the ability of the Congres-
sional Budget Office to make its esti-
mates and have that binding. I appre-
ciate the fact that we have a difference
with the gentleman from Ohio, but
nevertheless I must respectfully urge
that we defeat this amendment.

Mr. GRADISON. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield briefly?

Mr. WAXMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. GRADISON. Madam Chairman, I
would just like to point out that while
it is certainly true that we have had di-
rected scorekeeping as the democrat-
ically approved rules require, not a sin-
gle bill to my knowledge has gone to
the President with directed
scorekeeping. In other words, we pass
it, it gets knocked out in conference,
and we £0 On our way.

I do not intend to belabor this point
because it is one we have debated many
times in the past, but if this session is
going to end within a week and we
really want this bill to become law, it
would speed us on our way to recognize
that sending it downtown with directed
scorekeeping is a sure invitation for a
veto.

Madam Chairman, I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
appreciate the gentleman's statement.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Madam Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Madam Chairman, now we are get-
ting to what this struggle is all about,
in the sense that the budget agreement
last November was considered by Mr.
Darman, head of OMB, who negotiated
on behalf of the Bush administration
elements of a victory, in that when a
dispute arises as to how something is
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going to be scored on the funding side,
the deciding issue reposes in the hands
of the administration, the OMB.

What this legislation does is change
that budget agreement. This is why the
gentleman from California [Mr. Pa-
NETTA] is here on the floor striking out
the emergency language, out of sen-
sitivity for his having blessed that ab-
erration which passed the Congress last
November.

0O 1940

Now this section 5, we passed laws re-
pealing the tide that I alluded to ear-
lier. Now we are going to undo the
budget agreement of last November by
saying if this measure is adopted, that
the scoring is going to take place by
CBO. CBO works for Congress, works
for the Democrats. They run this place.
With this magnificent work product of
these mathematicians with their com-
puters, they have come up with an esti-
mate in this legislation, this amend-
ment, where an increased cost of $5.8
billion is scored as no additional cost.

Now, that is total nonsense. It is just
an abomination and a nuisance.

Madam Chairman, I wish members
would adopt this amendment offered by
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADI-
SoN]. I commend the gentleman from
bringing it to the floor. I do not think
the gentleman is aware of it, but I in-
tend to ask for a rollcall vote on this
amendment because I want to give
Members an opportunity of voting up
or down on whether or not they want
to breach that budget agreement that
was adopted last November, which says
to all of us that the scoring is going to
take place by OMB, not CBO.

Madam Chairman, if Members want
to bust the budget agreement here
today, this will give them an oppor-
tunity to do that. I did not vote for
that aberration to begin with. I
thought it was something the Nation
did not need. It raised taxes by $165 bil-
lion over five years. This will give us
an opportunity of voting whether or
not we want to break that agreement,
and I ask for an aye vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON] .

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Madam Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 156, noes 262,
not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 406]
AYES—156

Allard Barrett Boehner
Allen Bateman Broomfleld
Archer Bentley Bunning
Armey Bereuter Burton
Baker Bllirakis Camp
Ballenger Bliley Campbell (CA)
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Chandler
Coble
Coleman (MO)
Combest
Coughlin

Cox (CA)
Crane

Cunningham
Dannemeyer
DeLay
Dickinson
Doolittle
Dorgan (ND)
Dornan (CA)

James

Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson (TX)

MoGrath
McMillan (NC)
Meyers
Michel
Miller (OH)
Miller (WA)
Molinari
Moorhead
Morella
Morrison
Myers
Nichols
Nussle

Olin

Orton
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Paxon
Penny
Petri
Porter
Pursell

NOES—262

Cooper
Costello
Cox (IL)
Coyne
Cramer

Eckart
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
Emerson
Engel
English
Erdreich
Espy
Evans
Fascell
Felghan
Fields
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Frost
Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilman
Glickman
Gonzales

Jones (GA)
Jones (NC)
Jontz
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildes
Kleczka
Kolter
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Markey Pease Bnowe
Marlenee Pelosl Bolars
Martinez Perkins Spratt
Matsul Paterson (FL) Staggers
Mavroul F (MN) Stallings
Mazzoll Pickett Stenholm
McCloskey Pickle Stokes
McCurdy Poshard Studds
MeDermott Price Sundquist
McHugh Quillen Bwett
McMillen (MD) Rahall Swift

cNulty Rangel Synar
Mflume Ray Tallon
Miller (CA) Reed Tanner
Mineta Richardson Tauzin
Mink Rinaldo Taylor (MS)
Moakley Roe Thomas (GA)
Mollochan Roemer Thornton
Montgomery Rose Torres
Moody Rostenkowski Torricelll
Moran Rowland Towns
Murphy Roybal Traficant
Murtha Russo Unsoeld
Nagle Sabo Valentine
Natcher Sanders Vento
Neal (MA) Sangmeister Volkmer
Neal (NC) Sarpalius Washington
Nowak Savage Waters
Oakar Sawyer Waxman
Oberstar Schroeder Welss
Obey Schumer Wheat
Olver Berrano Whitten
Ortiz Sharp Williams
Owens (NY) Blkorskl Wilson
Owens (UT) Sisisky Wise
Panetta Bkaggs Wolpe
Parker Bkelton Wyden
Pastor Slattery Yates
Patterson Slaughter Yatron
Payne (NJ) Smith (FL)
Payne (VA) Smith (IA)

NOT VOTING—16
Ackerman Gingrich Scheuer
AuCoin Hatcher Stark
Fazio Hayes (LA) Traxler
Fish Levine (CA) Young (AK)
Flake Manton
Frank (MA) Mrazek
O 2001

Messrs. JEFFERSON, RICHARDSON,
and BERMAN changed their vote from
ilaye!| t‘o llno'!I

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas and Mr.
PALLONE changed their vote from
lln°|' t'o “aye-”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other
amendments to the bill?

If not, under the rule, the Committee
rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. BONIOR)
having assumed the chair, Ms. PELOSI,
Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union,
reported that that Committee, having
had under consideration the bill (H.R.
3595) to delay until September 30, 1992,
the issuance of any regulations by the
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices changing the treatment of vol-
untary contributions and provider-spe-
cific taxes by States as a source of a
State’s expenditures for which Federal
financial participation is available
under the Medicaid Program and to
maintain the treatment of intergovern-
mental transfers as such a source, pur-
suant to H.R. 283, she reported the bill
back to the House with sundry amend-
ments adopted by the Committee of the
Whole.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

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

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. LENT

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. LENT. I am in its present form,
Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. LENT moves to recommit the bill H.R.
3595 to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce with instructions that the Committee
report the bill back to the House—

(1) with appropriate provisions to elimi-
nate fraudulent and abusive State tax and
voluntary contribution schemes, to restore
the integrity of the financial relationship be-
tween the States and the Federal Govern-
ment, and to take into account the needs of
all parties affected by the medicaid program,
including States, hospitals and other provid-
ersdor services, beneficiaries, and taxpayers;
an

(2) at a time sufficient to ensure that the
bill may be sent to the President before Con-
gress adjourns sine die.

Mr. LENT (during the reading). Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the motion to recommit be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. LENT] is
recognized for 5 minutes in support of
his motion to recommit.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, we have had
a long day, and we have had a very ex-
tensive debate on this bill, so I will be
brief,

This motion instructs the Committee
on Energy and Commerce to report
back to the House a bill, before ad-
journment, that eliminates the fraudu-
lent and abusive State tax and vol-
untary contribution schemes, and re-
stores the integrity of the financial re-
lationship between the States and the
Federal Government and takes into ac-
count the needs of all those affected by
the Medicaid Program, including hos-
pitals, beneficiaries, States and tax-
payers.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the motion to recommit.

Mr. Speaker, this is a thinly dis-
guised effort to defeat the morato-
rium—a moratorium which will protect
the States and program beneficiaries
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from the administration’s illegal regu-
lations. It is far too late in the day to
go back to committee. Since the ad-
ministration first issued that regula-
tion on September 12, my subcommit-
tee has held two hearings and one
markup. The full Energy and Com-
merce Committee has held one mark-
up. At no time did the administration
come forward with a concrete legisla-
tive proposal. Even as we debate this
bill today, we still have no proposal
from the administration. All that the
administration has on the table is the
October 31 regulation.

We all recognize that this is a com-
plicated issue. If the administration
has not come forth with a proposal
over the last 3 months, it will not do so
over the next 8 days, and we certainly
will not have time to work this out. We
need to move this bill forward.

I urge we defeat this motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of rule
XV, the Chair announces that he will
reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes the
period of time within which a vote by
electronic device, if ordered, will be
taken on the question of passage of the
bill.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 117, noes 302,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 406]
AYES—117

Allard Gilchrest. Livingston
Allen Gingrich Lowery (CA)
Archer Goodling Machtley
Armey Goss Marlenee
Baker Gradison McCandless
Ballenger Grandy McCollum
Barrett Gunderson McCrery
Bat H chmidt McMillan (NC)
Bereuter Hancock Meyers
Billrakis Hansen Michel
Bliley Hastert Miller (OH)
Boehner Herger Miller (WA)
Bunning Holloway Moorhead
Burton Hopkins Morrison
Campbell (CA) Houghton Myers
Chandler Hunter Nichols
Clinger Hyde Nussle
Coble Inhofe Packard
Coughlin Ireland Paxon
Cox (CA) James Penny
Crane Johnson (CT) Petrl
Dannemeyer Johngon (SD) Porter
DeLay Johnson (TX) Rhodes
Doolittle Kasich Riggs
Dorgan (ND) Kolbe Ritter
Dornan (CA) Kyl Roberts
Dreler Lagomarsino Rohrabacher
Duncan Leach Ros-Lehtinen
Ewing Lent Roth
Fawell Lewis (CA) Santorum
Franks (CT) Lewls (FL) Schaefer
Gallegly Lightfoot Schiff

Schulze
Sensenbrenner
Shaw

Bhays

Bhuster

Skeen

Smith (1A)

Abercromble
Alexander
Anderson
Andrews (ME)
Andrews (NJ)
Andrews (TX)
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Aspin
Atkins
Bacchus
Barnard
Barton
Beilenson
Bennett
Bentley
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Blackwell
Boehlert
Bonlor
Borskl
Boucher
Boxer
Brewster
Brooks
Broomfield
Browder
Brown

Bruce
Bryant
Bustamante
Byron
Callahan

Camp
Campbell (CO)
Cardin

Carper

Carr

Chapman
Clay
Clement
Coleman (MO)
Coleman (TX)
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condlt
Conyers
Cooper
Costello

Cox (IL)
Coyne
Cramer
Cunningham
Darden

Davis

de la Garza
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Derrick
Dickinson
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Donnelly
Dooley
Downey
Durbin
Dwyer
Dymally
Early

Eckart
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (OK)
Edwards (TX)
Emerson
Engel
English
Erdreich
Espy

Evans
Fascell
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Smith (OR) Walker Spence Thomas (GA) Waters
Solomon Walsh Spratt Thornton Waxman
Stearns Willlams Staggers Torres Weber
Stump Wylie Stallings Torricelll Welss
Taylor (NC) Young (FL) Stenholm Towns Weldon
Thomas (CA) Zellff Stokes Traficant Wheat
Thomas (WY) Zimmer Studds Unsoeld Whitten
Sundguist Upton Wilson
Bwett Valentine Wise
BICHRISS-= 0 Swilt Vander Jagt Wolf
Felghan Miller (CA) Synar Vento Wolpe
Flelds Mineta Tallon Visclosky Wyden
Foglietta Mink Tanner Volkmer Yates
Ford (MI) Moakley Tauzin Vucanovich Yatron
IEu:n‘f.l (TN) Mo:tnarl Taylor (MS) Washington
rost Mollohan
Gallo Montgomery NOT VOTING—15
Gaydos Moody Ackerman Frank (MA) Mrazek
Gejdenson Moran AuCoin Hatcher Scheuer
Gekas Morella Fazlo Hayes (LA) Stark
Gephardt Murphy Fish Levine (CA) Traxler
Geren Murtha Flake Manton Young (AK)
Gibbons Nagle
Gillmor Natcher 2025
Gilman Neal (MA) 5
Glickman Neal (NC) Mr. JONTZ changed his vote from
Gonzalez Nowak “aye” to “no.”
—r onen 8 Mr. RITTER and Mr. JOHNSON of
Guarini Obey South Dakota changed their vote from
Hall (OH) Olin “no’ to “‘aye.”
o o] So the motion to recommit was re-
ton Ortiz
Harrls Orton Jjected.
Hayes (IL) Owens (NY) The result of the vote was announced
f‘:gjg_ gm“ (UT) as above recorded.
Seiry Paliooe The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Hertel Panetta BoNIOR). The question is on the passage
ﬁ":ﬂ“d Parker of the bill.
obson Pastor 3
Sosnlsskie | W PRtiarn The question was taken; and the
Horb Payne (NJ) Speaker pro tempore announced that
Horton Payne (VA) the ayes appeared to have it.
Hoyer. Pesm Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, on that
Hubbard Pelost
Huckaby Perkins I demand the yeas and nays.
Hughes Peterson (FL) The yeas and nays were ordered.
Hutto Peterson (MN) The vote was taken by electronic de-
S oy vice, and there were—yeas 348, nays 71,
Jenkins Poshard not voting 15, as follows:
.Johnal.:r:;: Price 4 [Roll No. 407]
Jones (GA) Pursal
Jones (NC) Quillen YEAS—348
Jontz Rahall Abercrombie Carper Eckart
Kanjorskl R tad Al d Carr Edwards (CA)
Kaptur Rangel Anderson Chandl Ed ds (OK)
Kennedy Ravenel Andrews (ME) Chapman Edwards (TX)
Kennelly Ray Andrews (NJ) Clay Emerson
Kildee Reed Andrews (TX) Clement Engel
Kleczka Regula Annunzio Clinger English
Klug Richardson Anthony Coleman (MO) Erdreich
Kolter Ridge Applegate Coleman (TX) Espy
Kopetski Rinaldo Archer Collins (IL) Evans
Kostmayer Roe Aspin Collins (MI) Ewing
LaFalce Roemer Atkins Combest Fascell
I 5t R Bacchus Condit Feighan
Lantos Rose Barnard Conyers Flelds
LaRocco Rostenkowski Barton Cooper Foglietta
Laughlin Roukema Bennett Costello Ford (MI)
Lehman (CA) Rowland Bentley Coughlin Ford (TN)
Lehman (FL) Roybal Berman Cox (IL) Franks (CT)
Levin (MI) Russo Bevill Coyne Frost
Lewis (GA) Sabo Bilbray Cramer Gallegly
Lipinskl Sanders Blackwell Cunningham Gallo
Lloyd Sangmeister Boehlert Darden Gaydos
Long Sarpalius Boehner Davls Gejdenson
Lowey (NY) Bavage Bonlor de 1a Garza Gekas
Luken Sawyer Borskl DeFazlo Gephardt
Markey Saxton Boucher DeLauro Geren
Martin Schroeder Boxer DeLay Gibbons
Martinez Schumer Brewster Dellums Gllchrest
Matsul Serrano Brooks Derrick Gillmor
Mavroules Sharp Broomfield Dickinson Gilman
Mazzoli Sikorskl Browder Dicks Gingrich
McCloskey Sisisky Brown Dingell Glickman
McCurdy Skaggs Bruce Dixon Gonzalez
McDade Skelton Bryant Donnelly Goodling
McDermott Slattery Bunning Dooley Gordon
McEwen Slaughter Bustamante Downey Green
McGrath Smith (FL) Byron Duncan Guarini
McHugh Smith (NJ) Callahan Durbin Hall (OH)
McMillen (MD) Smith (TX) Camp Dwyer Hall (TX)
McNulty Snowe Campbell (CO) Hammerschmidt
Mfume Solarz Cardin Early Hansen
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Harris
Hastert
Hayes (IL)
Hefley
Hefner
Henry
Hertel
Hoagland
Hobson
Hochbrueckner
Hopkins
Horn
Horton
Houghton
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hunter
Hutto

Hyde
Inhofe
Ireland
Jacobs
James
Jefferson
Jenkins
Johnson (SD)
Johnson (TX)
Johnston
Jones (GA)
Jones (NC)
Jontz
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Kolbe
Kolter
Kopetskl
Kostmayer
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Levin (MI)
Lewis (CA)
Lewls (GA)
Lipinski
Lloyd

Long
Lowery (CA)
Lowey (NY)
Luken
Machtley
Markey
Martin
Martinez
Matsul
Mavroules
Mazzoll
McCandless
McCloskey
McCurdy
MecDade
McDermott
McEwen
McGrath
McHugh

Allard

Allen

Armey

Baker
Ballenger
Barrett
Bateman
Bellenson
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley

Burton
Campbell (CA)
Coble
Cox (CA)
Crane
Dannemeyer
Doolittle

McMillen (MD)
McNulty
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Mineta
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Moran
Morella
Morrison
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Nagle
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Nowak
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz
Orton
Owens (NY)
Owens (UT)
Oxley
Pallone
Panetta
Parker
Pastor
Patterson
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Perkins
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pickle
Porter
Poshard
Price
Puarsell
Quillen
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Ravenel
Ray

Reed
Regula
Rhodes
Richardson
Ridge
Riggs
Rinaldo -
Ritter

Roe
Roemer

Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Rostenkowski
Roth

Roukema
Rowland
Roybal
Russo

NAYS—T1

Dorgan (ND)
Dornan (CA)
Dreler
Fawell

Goss
Gradison
Grandy
Gunderson
Hamilton
Hancock
Herger
Holloway
Johnson (CT)
Kaslch

Klug

Kyl

Leach

Lent

Sabo
Sanders
Sangmelster
Santorum
Barpalius
Savage
Sawyer
Saxton

Sikorski
Sislsky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (FL)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snowe
Solarz
Spence
Spratt
Staggers
Stallings
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Sundquist
Swett
Bwift
Synar
Tallon
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Thomas (CA)
Thomas (GA)
Thornton
Torres
Torricelll
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Valentine
Vander Jagt
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walsh
Washington
Watera
Waxman
Weber
Welss
Weldon
Wheat
Whitten
Wilson
Wise

Wolf

Wolpe
Wyden
Wylle
Yates
Yatron
Young (FL)

Lewis (FL)
Lightfoot
Livingston
Marlenee
MeCollum
McCrery
McMillan (NC)
Meyers
Michel
Miller (WA)
Moorhead
Nichols
Nussle

Olin
Packard
Pease
Penny

Petri
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Roberts Shuster Thomas (WY)
Rohrabacher Smith (1A) Walker
Bchulze Smith (OR) Williams
Sensenbrenner Solomon Zelifr
Shaw Stump Zimmer
Shays Taylor (NC)

NOT VOTING—15
Ackerman Frank (MA) Mrazek
AuCoin Hatcher Scheuer
Fazlo Hayes (LA) Traxler
Fish Levine (CA) Unsoeld
Flake Manton Young (AK)

0 2033

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS 1IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 3595, MEDIC-
AID MORATORIUM AMENDMENTS
OF 1991

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that, in the en-
grossment of the bill, H.R. 3595, the
Clerk be authorized to correct section
numbers, cross-references, punctua-
tion, and indentation, and to make
other technical and conforming
changes necessary to reflect the ac-
tions of the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Bonior). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Califor-
nia?

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks, and to
include extraneous matter, on H.R.
3595, the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

REQUEST FOR APPOINTMENT OF
CONFEREES ON H.R. 355, REC-
LAMATION STATES EMERGENCY
DROUGHT RELIEF ACT OF 1991

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
take from the Speaker’'s table the bill
(H.R. 355) +to provide emergency
drought relief to the reclamation
States, and for other purposes, with a
Senate amendment thereto, disagree to
the Senate amendment, and request a
conference with the Senate thereon.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, the gentleman
from California [Mr. MILLER] knows
the House and the Senate have each
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passed drought bills and it seems to me
that the chairman of the Interior Com-
mittee, Mr. MILLER, should work with
his counterparts in the other body to
iron out the differences rather than
call on the House twice in 2 days—yes-
terday and again today—to pass this
legislation.

Mr. MILLER probably will tell us this
is emergency legislation. He should
have thought of that yesterday before
putting the legislation at risk by pro-
moting controversial amendments
which caused the bill to die.

I object to the unanimous-consent re-
quest of the Congressman from Califor-
nia.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION CREAT-
ING A TASK FORCE OF MEMBERS
OF THE COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN
AFFAIRS TO INVESTIGATE CER-
TAIN ALLEGATIONS CONCERNING
THE HOLDING OF AMERICANS AS
HOSTAGES BY IRAN IN 1980

Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on
House Administration, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 102-296
Part 2 on the resolution (H. Res. 258)
creating a task force of members of the
Foreign Affairs Committee to inves-
tigate certain allegations concerning
the holding of Americans as hostages
by Iran in 1980, which was referred to
the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE
ON HUMAN RESOURCES AND
INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELA-
TIONS OF COMMITTEE ON GOV-
ERNMENT OPERATIONS TO SIT
DURING 5-MINUTE RULE ON TO-
MORROW, WEDNESDAY, NOVEM-
BER 20, ON THURSDAY, NOVEM-
BER 21, AND ON FRIDAY, NOVEM-
BER 22, 1991

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Subcommittee
on Human Resources and Intergovern-
mental Relations of the Committee on
Government Operations be permitted
to sit on tomorrow, Wednesday, No-
vember 20, 1991, on Thursday, Novem-
ber 21, 1991, and on Friday, November
22, 1991, during the 5-minute rule in the
House.

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

There was no objection.

e —————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of rule
I, the Chair announces that he will
postpone further proceedings today on
each motion to suspend the rules on
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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 posponed, will
be taken on Wednesday, November 20,
1991.

JUDICIAL IMPROVEMENTS ACT
TECHNICAL CORRECTION

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the Senate
bill (S. 1284) to make certain technical
corrections in the Judicial Improve-
ments Act of 1990, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

2 S. 1284

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. JUDICIAL COUNCILS OF CIRCUITS.

Section 332(a)(1) of title 28, United States
Code, as amended by section of the Judi-
cial Improvements Act of 1990, is amended
by—

(1) striking ‘‘such member" and inserting
“such number''; and

(2) striking *‘services” and inserting ‘‘serv-
ice™.

SEC. 2. CIVIL JUSTICE AND DELAY RE-
DUCTION PLANS.

Chapter 23 of title 28, United States Code,
as added by section 103 of the Judicial Im-
provements Act of 1990, is amended—

(1) in section 471 by striking ‘‘this title"
and inserting ‘‘this chapter’; and

(2) in section 474(a)—

(A) in paragraph (1)—

(1) by striking ‘“‘chief judges’ and inserting
‘“‘chief judge'; and

(‘iii) by striking ‘“‘court of appeals for such'’;
an

(B) in paragraph (2)—

(1) by striking ‘‘a court of appeals’ and in-
serting “a circuit may designate another
judge of the court of appeals of that cir-
cuit,”’; and

(i) by striking ‘‘court to perform the
chief” and inserting ‘“‘court, to perform that
chief”.

SEC. 3. VENUE.

Section 1391(b) of title 28, United States
Code, as amended by section 311 of the Judi-
cial Improvements Act of 1990, is amended by
striking *‘if (1)’ and inserting *‘in (1)".

BEC. 4. REMOVAL OF SEPARATE AND INDEPEND-
ENT CLAIMS.

Sectlon 1441(c) of title 28, United States
Code, as amended by section 312 of the Judi-
cial Improvements Act of 1990, is amended
by—

(1) striking the comma after ‘‘title’ and

(2) striking “may may"” and inserting
umn‘

SEC. 5. APPEAL OF ABSTENTION DETERMINA-
TIONS UNDER TITLE 11 OF THE
UNITED STATES CODE.

Section 306(c) of title 11, United States
Code, as amended by section 309 of the Judi-
cial Improvements Act of 1990, is amended by
striking “‘this title’” both places it appears
and inserting “‘title 28",

BEC. 6. OUTSIDE EARNED INCOME LIMITATIONS,

Section 502(b) of the Ethics in Government
Act of 1978 (6 U.S8.C. App. 7 502(b)), as amend-
ed by section 601(a) of the Ethics Reform Act
of 1989 and section 319 of the Judicial Im-
provemnents Act of 1990, is amended to read
as follows:

“(b) TEACHING COMPENSATION OF JUSTICES
AND JUDGES RETIRED FROM REGULAR ACTIVE
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SERVICE.—For purposes of the limitation
under section 501(a), any compensation for
teaching approved under subsection (a)(5) of
this section shall not be treated as outside
earned income—

‘(1) when received by a justice of the Unit-
ed States retired from regular active service
under section 371(b) of title 28, United State
Code;

*(2) when received by a judge of the United
States retired from regular active service
under section 371(b) of title 28, United States
Code, for teaching performed during any cal-
endar year for which such judge has met the
requirements of subsection (f) of section 371
of title 28, United Stated Code, as certified in
accordance with such subsection; or

‘*/(3) when received by a justice or judge of
the United States retired from regular active
service under section 372(a) of title 28, United
States Code.".

SEC. 7. RETIREMENT SYSTEM FOR CLAIMS
COURT JUDGES.

(a) RETIREMENT OF JUDGES OF THE CLAIMS
CoOURT.—Section 178 of title 28, United States
Code, as added by section 306(a) of the Judi-
cial Improvements Act of 1990, is amended—

(1) in subsection (f)(2)(A) by inserting ‘‘(ex-
cept for subchapters III and VII)'" after
“chapter 84"'; and

(2) in subsection (j)—

(A) in paragraph (1)—

(1) by striking ‘(2)"” and inserting ‘(4)';

and

(ii) by striking “‘so practices law' and in-
serting ‘‘engages in any such activity'’;

(B) in paragraph (2) by striking “If"" and
inserting “Subject to paragraph (4), if'"; and

(C) in paragraph (3) by inserting ‘‘for"
after ‘““(other than".

(b) CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT SYSTEM.—
Bection 8339(n) of title 5, United States Code,
as amended by section 306(c)(4) of the Judi-
cial Improvements Act of 1990, is amended by
inserting a comma after “United States com-
missioner”.

(¢) THRIFT SAVINGS PLAN.—(1) The section
8440b of title 5, United States Code, entitled
“Claims Court Judges”, as added by section
306(d) of the Judicial Improvements Act of
1990, is amended—

(A) by redesignating such section as sec-
tion 8440c; and

(B) in subsection (b)—

(i) in paragraph (4)(A) by striking ‘‘sub-
section (d)"" and inserting “‘subsection (c)’;

(ii) by striking paragraph (7) and redesig-
nating paragraph (8) as (7); and

(1i1) by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(8) Notwithstanding paragraph (4)(B), if
any Claims Court judge who elects to make
contributions to the Thrift Savings Fund
under subsection (a) retires before becoming
entitled to an annuity under section 178 of
title 28, and such judge’s nonforfeitable ac-
count balance is $3,500 or less, the Executive
Director shall pay the nonforfeitable account
balance to the participant in a single pay-
ment unless the judge elects, at such time
and otherwise in such manner as the Execu-
tive Director prescribes, to have the non-
forfeitable account balance transferred to an
eligible retirement plan as provided in sec-
tion 8433(e).

*(9) Notwithstanding paragraph (4)(A), if
any Claims Court judge retires under cir-
cumstances making such judge eligible to
make an election under section 8433(b), and
such judge's nonforfeitable account balance
is $3,500 or less, the Executive Director shall
pay the nonforfeitable account balance to
the participant in a single payment unless
the judge elects, at such time and otherwise
in such manner as the Executive Director
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prescribes, one of the options available under
section 8433(b).”.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
chapter 84 of title 6, United States Code, 1s
amended by striking

“‘8440b. Claims Court judges.”".

and Inserting after the last item under sub-
chapter III the following:
**8440c. Claims Court judges.”.

(3) Paragraphs (8) and (9) of section 8440c(b)
of title 5, United States Code (as added by
paragraph (1)) shall be effective as of Janu-
ary 1, 1991, and shall apply to any Claims
Court judge retiring on or after such date.

(4)(A) The section 8440c of title 5, United
States Code, entitled **Judges of the United
States Court of Veterans Appeals' is amend-
ed by redesignating such section as section
2440d

(B) The table of sections at the beginning
of subchapter III of chapter 84 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by striking

“‘8440c. Judges of the United States Court of
Veterans Appeals.”
and inserting

'8440d. Judges of the United States Court of
Veterans Appeals.”.

(C) Section 5(b) of Public Law 102-82 is
amended—

(1) by striking
*8440d’"; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘(as added by subsection
(a)".

(D) section T296(f)(2)(A) of title 38, United
States Code, as amended by section 5(c)(1) of
Public Law 102-82, is amended by striking
“g§440c’ and inserting **8440d"".

(E) section 7297(n) of title 38, United States
Code, is amended by striking “‘8440c’’ and in-
serting *‘84404".

(d) FEDERAL EMPLOYEES' RETIREMENT SYS8-
TEM.—Section 8402(g) of title 5, United States
Code, as added by section 306(e) of the Judi-
cial Improvements Act of 1990, is amended by
inserting a comma after “such chapter'.

SEC. 8. NATIONAL COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL
DISCIPLINE AND REMOVAL.

(A) MEMBERSHIP.—Section 411 of the Na-
tional Commission on Judicial Discipline
and Removal Act (title IV of the Judicial Im-
provements Act of 1990) (28 U.S8.C. 372 note) is
amended by striking subsections (e) and (f)
and redesignating subsections (g) through (h)
as subsections (e) through (f), respectively.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—(1) The sub-
title heading for subtitle II of the Judicial
Discipline and Removal Reform Act of 1990 is
amended by striking ‘“‘Impeachment’’ and in-
serting “Discipline and Removal"'.

(2) Section 409 of the National Commission
on Judicial Discipline and Removal Act (28
U.5.C. 372 note) is amended by striking
“hereafter” and inserting ‘‘hereinafter".

SEC. 9. STUDY OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE ACT PRO-
GRAM.

Section 318(¢c) of the Judicial Improve-
ments Act of 1990 is amended by striking
“March 31, 1992 and inserting *‘March 31,
1993".

SEC. 10. OTHER TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS TO
TITLE 28, UNITED STATES CODE.

(a) PROCEDURE FOR REMOVAL.—Section 1446
of title 28, United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘petition for’ each place it
appears and inserting ‘*notice of"’;

(2) in subsection (¢)(3), by striking *“peti-
tion is first denied' and inserting “prosecu-
tion is first remanded’’;

(3) by striking paragraphs (4) and (5) of
subsection (c¢) and inserting the following:

‘(4) The United States district court in
which such notice is flled shall examine the

*‘8440c’’ and inserting
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notice promptly, If it clearly appears on the
face of the notice and any exhibits annexed
thereto that removal should not be per-
mitted, the court shall make an order for
summary remand.

“'(5) If the United States district court does
not order the summary remand of such pros-
ecution, it shall order an evidentiary hearing
to be held promptly and after such hearing
shall make such disposition of the prosecu-
tion as justice shall require. If the United
States district court determines that re-
moval shall be permitted, it shall so notify
the State court in which prosecution is pend-
ing, which shall proceed no further.”;

(4) by striking *“‘petition' each place it ap-
pears and inserting “notice”; and

(5) in subsection (d)—

(A) by striking “the removal’ and insert-
ing “removal”; and

(B) by striking out *‘and bond".

(b) PROCEDURE AFTER REMOVAL GEN-
ERALLY.—Section 1447(b) of title 28, United
States Code, is amended by striking “peti-
tioner' and inserting “removing party”.

(c) APPOINTMENT OF CIRCUIT JUDGES.—Sec-
tion 44(c) of title 28, United States Code, is
amended by striking *‘this Act” and insert-
ing “the Federal Courts Improvement Act of
1982".

SEC. 11. AMENDMENTS TO RULES OF CIVIL PRO-
CEDURE.

(a) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Rule 15(c)(3)
of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure for
the United States Courts, as transmitted to
the Congress by the Supreme Court pursuant
to section 2074 of title 28, United States
Code, to become effective on December 1,
1991, is amended by striking “Rule 4(m)’" and
inserting “Rule 4(j)"".

(b) AMENDMENT OF FORMS.—Form 1-A, No-
tice of Lawsuit and Request for Walver of
Service of Summons, and Form 1-B, Waiver
of Service of Summons, included in the
transmittal by the Supreme Court described
in subsection (a), shall not be effective and
Form 18-A, Notice and Acknowledgment for
Service by Mail, abrogated by the Supreme
Court in such transmittal, effective Decem-
ber 1, 1991, shall continue in effect on or
after that date.

SEC. 12. CONFORMITY WITH RULES OF APPEL-
LATE PROCEDURE.

Section 2107 of title 28, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) by designating the first and second
paragraphs as subsections (a) and (b), respec-
tively;

(2) by striking the third and fourth para-
graphs;

(3) by designating the fifth paragraph as
subsection (d); and

(4) by inserting after subsection (b), as so
designated, the following:

‘*(¢) The district court may, upon motion
filed not later than 30 days after the expira-
tion of the time otherwise set for bringing
appeal, extend the time for appeal upon a
showing of excusable neglect or good cause.
In addition, if the district court finds—

“(1) that a party entitled to notice of the
entry of a judgment or order did not receive
such notice from the clerk or any party
within 21 days of its entry, and

“(2) that no party would be prejudiced, the
district court may, upon motion filed within
180 days after entry of the judgment or order
or within 7 days after receipt of such notice,
whichever is earlier, reopen the time for ap-
peal for a period of 14 days from the date of
entry of the order reopening the time for ap-
peal."”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
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New Jersey [Mr. HugHES] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MOOR-
HEAD] will be recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. HUGHES].

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

Mr. Speaker, I will make several
brief comments in support of S. 1284, a
bill to make certain technical correc-
tions in the Judicial Improvements Act
of 1990 and other provisions of law re-
lating to the courts.

The bill passed the Senate on June
12, 1991, and was approved by my sub-
committee on Intellectual Property
and Judicial Administration—on Octo-
ber 1, 1991, with an amendment in the
nature of a substitute, and the full
committee on October 29, 1991.

As passed by the Senate, S. 1284
makes technical corrections to the Ju-
dicial Improvements Act of 1890, which
passed on the final day of the last Con-
gress and was signed by President Bush
on December 1, 1990. The subcommittee
developed an amendment in the nature
of a substitute to S. 1284 because other
technical problems in the judicial im-
provement act, not addressed in the
Senate bill, were brought to our atten-
tion. Moreover, two technical amend-
ments are necessary to the proposed
modifications to the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure. Finally, in order to
prevent the potential supersession of a
statute by a proposed modification to
the Federal Rules of Appellate Proce-
dure, a conforming amendment to the
underlying statute is required.

The proposed changes to the civil and
appellate rules were referred to the
Congress by the Supreme Court on May
1, 1991, to become effective 180 days
later—or on December 1, 1991—if not
rejected. I hope that the other body
will act expeditiously on the technical
changes in the proposed legislation so
that the President can sign the bill
prior to December 1.

As regards the Federal rules, the sub-
committee worked closely with the
chairman of the Standing Committee
on Federal Rules—Robert F. Keeton—
to develop the techmical amendments.
As a member of the legal profession, I
have always dreamed of remanding a
case to the Supreme Court. The draft-
ing errors in the proposed Federal rules
have given me that opportunity, but I
opted to work cooperatively with the
Federal judiciary to cure the defi-
ciencies rather than in a
confrontational way to exacerbate
them.

Mr. Speaker, all of the amendments
in the bill are technical and clarifying
in nature. The substitute amendment
was drafted with the full cooperation of
the ranking minority member and his
able staff with assistance from the
House legislative counsel’s office. I
would like to thank the ranking minor-
ity member of the subcommittee, the
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gentleman from California [Mr. MOOR-
HEAD] for his assistance.

Two provisions of the bill represent a
cooperative working relationship be-
tween my subcommittee and other con-
gressional subcommittees and commit-
tees.

First, the bill amends the Ethics in
Government Act which deals with
teaching income for certain retired
judges and justices. Prior to the Judi-
cial Improvements Act of 1990, outside
earned income by a Federal judge or
Justice could not exceed 15 percent.
Last year, in the Judicial Improve-
ments Act, Congress allowed teaching
income for senior judges to be exempt
from the 15-percent cap on outside
earned income. S. 1284, as amended
would extend the same exemption to
retired Justices of the U.S. Supreme
Court. The subcommittee worked coop-
eratively on this provision with the
House Judiciary Subcommittee on Ad-
ministrative Law and Governmental
Relations, ably chaired by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK] who is also a member of my
subcommittee.

Second, another section of bill clari-
fies the relationship of the U.S. Claims
Court and the Thrift Savings Plan. The
subcommittee developed the curative
language with the House Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

In conclusion, we should act to re-
solve all the technical deficiencies
found in several recent judicial house-
keeping proposals and promote the ef-
fective implementation of these laws.
Given the breadth and detail of re-
cently enacted court reform proposals,
the number of technical problems is
surprisingly low. Nonetheless, we need
to enact the legislation pending before

us.

There is no known opposition to the
proposed legislation. And I urge your
support.

0O 2040
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of

my time.

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I
yvield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of S.
1284 which passed the other body on
June 12 of this year. The thrust of S.
1284 is to make technical amendments
to the Judicial Improvements Act of
1990 and to other court related provi-
sions found in title 28 of the United
States Code. The bill also makes two
technical amendments to proposed
modifications of the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure that were suggested by
the Administrative Office of U.S.
Courts. The proposed changes to the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure were
transmitted to Congress by the Su-
preme Court on May 1, 1991, and will
become effective 180 days thereafter
unless Congress acts.

Mr. Speaker I think it is clear that S.
1284 is a technical amendments bill
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that represents responsible judicial
housekeeping and I would like to com-
mend the chairman of the Intellectual
Property and Judicial Administration
Subcommittee BILL HUGHES for his fine
work on this issue. The legislation is
without opposition and accordingly I
urge my colleagues’ support for it.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

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

The SP pro tempore (Mr.
HOCHBRUECENER). The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. HUGHES] that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
Senate bill, S. 1284, as amended.

The question was taken and—two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof—
the rules were suspended and the Sen-
ate bill, as amended, was passed.

The title of the Senate bill was
amended so as to read: ‘‘An act to
make certain technical corrections in
the Judicial Improvements Act of 1990,
and other provisions of law relating to
the courts.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PROTECTION AND ADVOCACY FOR
MENTALLY ILL INDIVIDUALS
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1991

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the Sen-
ate bill (8. 1475) to amend the Protec-
tion and Advocacy for Mentally Ill In-
dividuals Act of 1986 to reauthorize
programs under such act, and for other
purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:

S. 1475

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 “Protection
and Advocacy for Mentally Il Individuals
Amendments Act of 1991"".

SEC. 2. REFERENCES.

Except as otherwise 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 Protection
and Advocacy for Mentally Ill Individuals
Act of 1986 (42 U.8.C. 10801 et seq.).

BEC. 3. FINDINGS.
Bection 101(a) (42 U.8.C. 10801(a)) is amend-

ed—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3)
as paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively; and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1), the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘(2) family members of indlviduals with
mental i{llness play a crucial role in being
advocates for the rights of individuals with
mental illness where the individuals are mi-
nors, the individuals are legally competent
and choose to involve the family members,
and the individuals are legally incompetent
and the legal guardians, conservators, or
other legal representatives are members of
the family;".
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SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS.

Section 102 (42 U.S.C. 10802) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through
(6) as paragraphs (4) through (7), respec-
tively; and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2), the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“(3) The term ‘facilities’ may include, but
need not be limited to, hospitals, nursing
homes, community facilities for individuals
with mental illness, board and care homes,
homeless shelters, and jails and prisons.”.
SEC. 5. USE OF ALLOTMENTS.

Section 104 (42 U.S.C. 10804) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

‘*(c) An eligible system may use its allot-
ment under this title to provide representa-
tion to individuals with mental illness in
Federal facilities who request representation
by the eligible system. Representatives of
such individuals from such system shall be
accorded all the rights and authority ac-
corded to other representatives of residents
of such facilities pursuant to State law and
other Federal laws.".

SEC. 6. SYSTEMS REQUIREMENTS,

(a) ACCESS TO RECORDS.—Section 105(a)(4)
(42 U.8.C. 10805(a)(4)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking out
“and"” at the end thereof;

(2) in subparagraph (B)(iil)}—

(A) by inserting “as a result of monitoring
or other activities (either of which result
from a complaint or-other evidence)” before
“there i8'’; and

(B) by adding “and™ at the end thereof; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subparagraph:

‘(C) any individual with a mental illness,
who has a legal guardian, conservator, or
other legal representative, with respect to
whom a complaint has been received by the
system or with respect to whom there is
probable cause to believe the health or safe-
ty of the Individual is in serious and imme-
diate jeopardy, whenever—

(1) such representative has been contacted
by such system upon receipt of the name and
address of such representative;

‘(i1) such system has offered assistance to
such representative to resolve the situation;
and

*(1i1) such representative has failed or re-
fused to act on behalf of the individual;”.

(b) ADVISORY COUNCIL.—Section 105(a)(6) (42
U.8.C. 10805(a)(6)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking out
“and” at the end thereof;

(1) in subparagraph (B), by striking out
“one-half”” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘60
percent’’; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subparagraph:

“(C) which shall be chaired by an individ-
nal who has received or is receiving mental
health services or who is a family member of
such an individual;™.

(c) GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE.—Section
105(a)(9) (42 U.8.C. 10805(a)(9)) is amended by
inserting before the period the following:
“and for individuals who have received or are
receiving mental health services, family
members of such individuals with mental ill-
nesses, or representatives of such individuals
with mental illnesses, or representatives of
such individuals or family members to as-
sure that the eligible system is operating in
compliance with the provisions of this title
and title III".

(d) GOVERNING AUTHORITY.—Section
105(c)(1)}(B) (42 U.S.C. 10805(c)(1)(B)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end thereof the following
new sentence: ‘‘As used in this subparagraph,
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the term ‘members who broadly represent or
are knowledgeable about the needs of the cli-
ents served by the system' shall be construed
to include individuals who have received or
are receiving mental health services and
family members of such individuals.”.

SEC, 7. TRAINING.

Section 111 (42 U.8.C. 10821) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(2), by inserting before
the semicolon the following: “and to work
with family members of clients served by the
system where the individuals with mental
illness are minors, legally competent and do
not object, and legally incompetent and the
legal guardians, conservators, or other legal
representatives are family members'’;

(2) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (c); and

(3) by Inserting after subsection (a), the
following new subsection:

“(b) The assurance required under sub-
section (a)(2) regarding trained staff may be
satisfied through the provision of training by
individuals who have received or are receiv-
ing mental health services and family mem-
bers of such individuals.”.

SEC. 8. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 117 (42 U.S.C. 10827) is amended to
read as follows:

SEC. 117. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

“There are authorized to be appropriated
for allotments under this title, $19,500,000 for
fiscal year 1992, and such sums as may be
necessary for each of the fiscal years 1993
and through 1995.".

SEC. 9. REGULATIONS.

Section 116 (42 U.S.C. 10826) Is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—before
“The Secretary”; and

‘(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘b) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 6
months after the date of enactment of this
subsection, the Secretary shall promulgate
final regulations to carry out this title and
title III.

SEC. 10. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.

The Act (42 U.S.C. 10801 et seq.) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking out “mentally ill individ-
ual” each place that such occurs and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “‘individual with mental
illness™; and

(2) by striking out ‘“mentally i1l individ-
uals’ each place that such occurs and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “individuals with mental
illnesses’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California [Mr. WAXMAN] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DANNE-
MEYER] will be recognized for 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. WAXMAN].

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
legislation presently under consider-
ation.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, S. 1475 revises and ex-
tends the authorization of appropria-
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tions for the Protection and Advocacy
for Mentally Ill Individuals Act of 1986.

The purposes of this important act
are to ensure that the rights of individ-
uals with mental illness are protected
and that incidents of abuse and neglect
are investigated.

The legislation includes several
amendments that strengthen the abil-
ity of the protection and advocacy
[P&A] systems to carry out their re-
sponsibilities.

The bill recognizes the important
role played in P&A systems by individ-
uals who have received or who are re-
ceiving mental health services and
their family members. The bill in-
cludes language authorizing the use of
P&A funds for representation of indi-
viduals with mental illness residing in
Federal facilities.

The bill sets the authorization of ap-
propriations at $19.5 million for fiscal
year 1992, and ‘‘such sums as may be
necessary’’ for each of fiscal years 1993
through 1995.

Mr. Speaker, S. 1475 was reported by
the Senate on July 31 by voice vote.
The legislation was reported from the
Energy and Commerce Committee
without amendment.

I urge support for the legislation.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to my colleague, the
gentleman from New York [Mr. GIL-
MAN].

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of S. 1475, the Protec-
tion and Advocacy for Mentally Ill In-
dividuals Act of 1991. Additionally, I
would like to commend the gentleman
in the other body from Iowa, Mr. HAR-
KiN, for introducing this very impor-
tant measure, and the distinguished
chairman from California, Mr. WAX-
MAN, and the ranking minority mem-
ber, the gentleman from California
[Mr. DANNEMEYER].

The Protection and Advocacy for
Mentally I1l Individuals Act of 1991 was
enacted to protect the rights for men-
tally ill individuals and assist States in
investigating incidence of abuse and
neglect—the so-called Protection and
Advocacy Program. Funds are allo-
cated to States according to a formula
based on population and per capita in-
come. The program was last reauthor-
ized at $14.3 million in fiscal year 1989
and such sums in fiscal years 1990 and
1991.

Specifically, the bill states the im-
portant role family members of people
with mental illness play as advocates
for the rights of mentally ill individ-
uals. Also, this act defines ‘‘facili-
ties”—places where mentally ill pa-
tients or residents are protected by the
Protection and Advocacy for Mentally
111 Individuals Act of 1991—to include
hospitals, nursing homes, community
facilities for mentally ill individuals,
board and care homes, homeless shel-
ters, and jails and prisons.

Additionally, this measure increases
the percentage of persons on the advi-
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sory council that must be receiving, or
have received, mental health services,
or who are family members of such in-
dividuals, from 50 to 60 percent. This
act broadens grievance procedures to
allow individuals who are receiving, or
have received, mental health services
and their family members to formally
file grievances against protection and
advocacy groups. Finally, S. 14756 pro-
vides for family representation on all
governing boards of protection and ad-
vocacy groups and specifies additional
training required for protection and ad-
vocacy staff.

Mr. Speaker, as we know, since 1973,
Federal law has prohibited discrimina-
tion on the grounds of mental illness in
federally funded programs. Those pro-
visions, however, have not removed all
barriers that have kept our Nation’s
mentally disabled people from partici-
pating fully on the job and in the ac-
tivities of daily life.

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I urge all
of colleagues to support S. 1475 as it
helps to remove barriers in the lives of
our Nation's mentally ill.

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

Mr. Speaker, the purposes of the Pro-
tection and Advocacy for Mentally Il
Individuals Act are: To ensure that the
rights of individuals with mental ill-
ness are protected and to assist States
to establish and operate protection and
advocacy systems that will: First, pro-
tect and advocate for the rights of
those individuals; and second, inves-
tigate incidents of abuse and neglect.

Currently, there are 56 protection
and advocacy systems which handled
approximately 20,000 cases in 1990.

While the program has had its suc-
cesses, concerns have been raised that
family members are often ignored or
disregarded by P&A advocates and ad-
ministrators.

During the subcommittee’s hearing
on this legislation, we heard testimony
from the National Association of the
Mentally Il [NAMI] that many of the
protection and advocacy organizations
were created and operated without
family input. This organization was
also concerned that, in the statute,
there was no formal mechanism for
families of the mentally ill to file
grievances against a protection and ad-
vocacy program.

In light of this, I am pleased that
this legislation acknowledges that the
involvement of family members is cru-
cial to the successful care and treat-
ment of individuals with mental ill-
ness. Specifically, the bill does the fol-
lowing:

First, it requires that 60 percent of
the advisory council consist of family
members of those who are mentally ill;

Second, it guarantees family rep-
resentation on all governing boards of
protection and advocacy groups; and

Third, it provides in statute that
family members have a formal griev-
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ance process to file grievances against
protection and advocacy groups.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I
have no requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. WAXMAN. 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 California [Mr.
WAXMAN] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 1475.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the Sen-
ate bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PREVENTIVE HEALTH
AMENDMENTS OF 1991

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3635) to amend the Public Health
Service Act to revise and extend the
program of block grants for preventive
health and health services, and for
other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 3635

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 “Preventive
Health Amendments of 1991"".

TITLE I-PREVENTIVE HEALTH AND
HEALTH SERVICES BLOCK GRANT
SUBTITLE A—GENERAL PROGRAM
SEC. 101. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 190l(a) of the
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300w(a))
is amended by striking ‘“For the purpose”
and all that follows and inserting the follow-
ing: “For the purpose of allotments under
section 1902, there are authorized to be ap-
propriated $135,000,000 for fiscal year 1992,
and such sums as may be necessary for each
of the fiscal years 1993 through 1996.”.

(b) ALLOCATION FOR SERVICES FOR RAPE
VICTIMS AND FOR RAPE PREVENTION.—Section
1901(b) of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.S.C. 300w(b)) is amended by striking
1$3,500,000" and inserting '‘$7,000,000".

SEC. 102. ALLOTMENTS.

Section 1902(a) of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 300w-1(a)) is amended to
read as follows: “‘(a)(1) Subject to paragraph
(2), the Secretary shall each fiscal year allot
to each State an amount equal to the prod-
uct of—

“(A) the amount appropriated under sec-
tion 1901 for the fiscal year and available for
allotment under this subsection; and

“(B) the percentage through which the al-
lotment under this subsection was made for
the State for fiscal year 1991,

“(2) For fiscal year 1993 and subsequent; fis-
cal years, if the amount appropriated under
section 1901 and available for allotment
under this subsection exceeds the amount so
appropriated and available for fiscal year
1992—

“(A) the amount equal to the amount so
appropriated and avallable for fiscal year
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1892 shall be allotted in accordance with
paragraph (1); and

“(B) the amount in excess of the amount
specified in subparagraph (A) shall be allot-
ted to the States on the basis of the popu-
lation of the States.”.

SEC. 103. USE OF ALLOTMENTS.

(a) EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1904(a)(1)(F) of the
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300w-
3(a)(1)(F)) is amended by adding at the end of
the following new sentence: “‘Amounts may
be expended for feasibility studies or plan-
ning for the trauma-care components of such
systems only if the studies of planning, re-
spectively, Is consistent with the require-
ments of section 1213(a).”.

(2) ADMINISTRATION OF RELATED PROGRAM.—
Section 1211(a) of the Public Health Service
Act (42 U.8.C. 300d-11(a)), as added by Public
Law 101-590, is amended in the first sentence
by inserting after “Secretary’ the following:
“, acting through the Director of the Center
for Disease Control,”.

(b) MONITORING AND EVALUATIONS.—Section
1904(a)(1) of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.8.C. 300w-3(a)(1)) is amended in the matter
after and below subparagraph (H)—

(1) by striking “in the preceding sentence"
and inserting “'in subparagraphs (A) through
(H)"; and

(2) by inserting before the period the fol-
lowing: **, and for the monitoring and eval-
uation of activities carried out under this
paragraph’’.

(¢) TRANSFERS FROM CERTAIN ALLOT-
MENT.—Section 1904(c) of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.8.C. 300w-3(c)) is amended
by striking “parts B and C"” and inserting
“part B".

SEC. 104. REPORTS AND AUDITS.

(a) UNIFORM USE OF CRITERIA.—Section
1906(a) of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.8.C. 300w-5(a)) is amended by adding at the
end the following new paragraph:

**(4) The Secretary shall establish criteria
for the preparation and submission of the an-
nual reports required in paragraph (1), in-
cluding criteria for the collection and pres-
entation of information, and shall ensure the
uniform use by the States of the criteria in
carrying out the requirements of such para-
graph.”.

(b) DATE FOR SUBMISSION OF REPORTS.—
Section 1906(a) of the Public Health Service
Act, as amended by subsection (a) of this sec-
tion, is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

“(5) Each annual report required in para-
graph (1) shall be submitted to the Secretary
not later than February 1 of the fiscal year
following the fiscal year for which the report
is prepared.”.

SEC. 105. WITHHOLDING.

Section 190T(b)(1) of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.8.C. 300w-6(b)(1)) is amend-
ed by striking “‘shall conduct’™ and inserting
“may conduct’.

SEC. 106. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.

Part A of title XIX of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.8.C. 300w et seq.) is amend-
ed—

(1) in section 1902, by striking subsection
(e);

(2) in section 1905(c)—

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking “alloted”
and inserting “‘allotted’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking the period
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and

(8) in section 1906(a)(1), by striking ‘‘sec-
tion 1905(c}6)” and inserting ‘“section
1905(c)(4)".
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SUBTITLE B—REVISION AND TRANSFER OF PRO-
GRAM RECARDING YEAR 2000 HEALTH OBJEC-
TIVES

SEC. 111. REVISIONS IN PROGRAM.

(a) REQUIRED DETERMINATIONS IN STATE-
WIDE ASSESSMENTS.—Section 2(b)2) of the
Year 2000 Health Objectives Planning Act
(Public Law 101-582; 42 U.S.C. 246 note) is
amended to read as follows:

“(2) REQUIRED DETERMINATIONS.—

‘(A) Not later than April 1, 1992, the Sec-
retary, in consultation with the States, shall
select from among the year 2000 objectives a
list of objectives that are to be required sub-
jects for purposes of statewide assessments
under paragraph (1). The Secretary may not
make a grant under subsection (a) unless the
State involved agrees that the assessment
under such paragraph will be conducted with
respect to each of the objectives so selected.

“(B) Subject to compliance with subpara-
graph (A), the Secretary may authorize a
State to conduct a stateside assessment
under paragraph (1) with respect to year 2000
objectives that are not selected for purposes
of subparagraph (A).".

(b) SUBMISSION OF STATE PLAN.—Section
2(c)(3) of the Year 2000 Health Objectives
Planning Act (Public Law 101-582; 42 U.8.C.
246 note) is amended—

(1) by striking *1992," inserting
©1993,”; and

(2) by inserting before the period the fol-
lowing: *, and will, for each subsequent fis-
cal year for which the State receives a grant
under subsection (a), make revisions in the
plan as appropriate and submit the revisions
to the Secretary not later than April 1 of the
following fiscal year".

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Section 4(c) of
the Year 2000 Health Objectives Planning Act
(Public Law 101-582; 42 U.S.C. 246 note) is
amended by striking “there is authorized”
and all that follows and inserting the follow-
ing: “there are authorized to be appropriated
such sums as may be necessary for each of
the fiscal years 1992 through 1996,".

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 7 of the Year 2000 Health Objectives
Planning Act Public Law 101-582; 42 U.S.C.
246 note) is amended by striking ‘‘there is
authorized’ and all that follows and insert-
ing the following: “there are authorized to
be appropriated such sums as may be nec-
essary for each of the fiscal years 1992
through 1996.”".

(e) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 2(b)(1)
of the Year 2000 Health Objectives Planning
Act (Public Law 101-582; 42 U.S.C. 246 note) is
amended by striking “agrees’ and inserting
“‘agrees,”.

SEC. 112. TRANSFER OF PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Sections 2 through 7 of
the Year 2000 Health Objectives Planning
Act, as amended by section 111 of this Act,

and

are—
(1) transferred to part A of title XIX of the
Public Health Service Act (42 U.8.C. 300w et

seq.);

(2) redesignated as sections 1910A through
1910F, respectively; and

(3) in the appropriate sequence, inserted
after section 1910 of such part.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Part A of title XIX of the

Public Health Service Act, as amended by
subsection (a) of this section, is amended—

(A) by inserting before section 1901 the fol-
lowing new heading:

“Subpart 1—General program’; and

(B) by inserting before section 1910A the
following new heading:
“Subpart 2—State Plans for Year 2000 Health

Objectives’.

(2) CROSS-REFERENCES.—Subpart 2 of part A

of title XIX of the Public Health Service Act,
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as designated by paragraph (1) of this sub-
section, is amended—

(a) by striking ‘“‘section 2(a)'" each place
such term appears and inserting ‘‘section
1910A(a)"";

(B) in section 1910B(a), by striking ‘‘section
2(b)(1)”" and inserting ‘‘section 1910A(b)(1)";

(C) in section 1910C—

(1) in section (a)—

(I) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),
by striking “‘section 3(b)" and inserting ‘‘sec-
tion 1910B(b)""; and

(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘section
3(a)” and inserting “‘section 1910B(a)"; and

(ii) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘section
2(c)(3)"” and inserting ‘‘section 1910A(c)(3)";

(D) in section 1910E, by striking “For pur-
poses of' and all that follows and inserting
the following:

“For purposes of this subpart, the term
‘year 2000 objectives’' means the objectives
described in section 1910A(b)(1).”"; and

(E) in section 1910F, by striking ‘‘this
Act,” and inserting “this subpart,”’.

(3) MISCELLANEOUS.—Section 1910A(a) of
the Public Health Service Act, as redesig-
nated by subsection (a) of this section, is
amended by striking ‘‘Secretary of Health
and Human Services,”” and inserting ‘“Sec-
retary,”.

TITLE I—-NATIONAL FOUNDATION FOR

THE CENTERS FOR DISEASE CONTROL
SEC. 201. ESTABLISHMENT OF FOUNDATION.

Title III of the Public Health Service Act
(42 U.8.C. 241 et seq.), as amended by section
101 of Public Law 101-616, is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new part:

PART M—NATIONAL FOUNDATION FOR THE

CENTERS FOR DISEASE CONTROL

“SEC. 399B. ESTABLISHMENT AND DUTIES OF
FOUNDATION.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be estab-
lished in accordance with this section a non-
profit private corporation to be known as the
National Foundation for the Centers for Dis-
ease Control (in this part referred to as the
‘Foundation’). The Foundation shall not be
an agency or instrumentality of the Federal
Government, and officers, employees, and
members of the board of the Foundation
shall not be officers or employees of the Fed-
eral Government.

“(b) PURPOSE OF FOUNDATION.—The purpose
of the Foundation shall be to support and
carry out activities for the prevention and
control of diseases, disorders, injuries, and
disabilities, and for promotion of public
health.

“(c) ENDOWMENT FUND.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out sub-
section (b), the Foundation shall establish a
fund for providing endowments for positions
that are associated with the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and dedicated to the purpose de-
scribed in such subsection. Subject to sub-
section (f)(1)}(B), the fund shall consist of
such donations as may be provided by non-
Federal entities and such non-Federal assets
of the Foundation (including earnings of the
Foundation and the fund) as the Foundation
may elect to transfer to the fund.

“(2) AUTHORIZED EXPENDITURES OF FUND.—
The provision of endowments under para-
graph (1) shall be the exclusive function of
the fund established under such paragraph.
Such endowments may be expended only for
the compensation of individuals holding the
positions, for staff, equipment, quarters,
travel, and other expenditures that are ap-
propriate in supporting the positions, and for
recruiting individuals to hold the positions
endowed by the fund.

*Y(d) CERTAIN ACTIVITIES OF FOUNDATION.—
In carrying out subsection (b), the Founda-
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tion may provide for the following with re-
spect to the purpose described in such sub-
section:

*(1) Programs of fellowships for State and
local public health officials to work and
study in association with the Centers for
Disease Control.

‘(2) Programs of international arrange-

ments to provide opportunities for public
health officials of other countries to serve in
public health capacities in the United States
in association with the Centers for Disease
Control or elsewhere, or opportunities for
employees of such Centers (or other public
health officials in the United States) to serve
in such capacities in other countries, or
both.
‘Y(3) Studies, projects, and research (which
may include applied research on the effec-
tiveness of prevention activities, demonstra-
tion projects, and programs and projects in-
volving international, Federal, State, and
local governments).

‘(4) Forums for government officials and
appropriate private entities to exchange in-
formation. Participants in such forums may
include institutions of higher education and
appropriate international organizations.

'*(5) Meetings, conferences courses,
training workshops.

‘(8) Programs to improve the collection
and analysis of data on the health status of
various populations.

“(7) Programs for writing, editing, print-
lx;gl.s and publishing of books and other mate-
I .

and

“(8) Other activities to carry out the pur-
pose described in subsection (b)

“(e) GENERAL STRUCTURE OF FOUNDATION;
NONPROFIT STATUS.—

*(1) BOARD OF DIRECTORS.—The Foundation
shall have a board of directors (in this part
referred to as the ‘Board'), which shall be es-
tablished and conducted in accordance with
subsection (f). The Board shall establish the
general policies of the Foundation for carry-
ing out subsection (b), including the estab-
lishment of the bylaws of the Foundation.

“(2) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The Foundation
shall have an executive director (in this part
referred to as the ‘Director’), who shall be
appointed by the Board, who shall serve at
the pleasure of the Board, and for whom the
Board shall establish the rate of compensa-
tion. Subject to compliance with the policies
and bylaws established by the Board pursu-
ant to paragraph (1), the Director shall be re-
sponsible for the dally operations of the
Foundation in carrying out subsection (b).

*(3) NONPROFIT STATUS.—In carrying out
subsection (b), the Board shall establish such
policies and bylaws under paragraph (1), and
the Director shall carry out such activities
under paragraph (2), as may be necessary to
ensure that the Foundation maintains status
as an organization that—

“(A) is described in subsection (c)(3) of sec-
tion 501 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986;
and

“(B) 1s, under subsection (a) of such sec-
tion, exempt from taxation.

*/(f) BOARD OF DIRECTORS.—

/(1) CERTAIN BYLAWS.—

‘“(A) In establishing bylaws under sub-
section (e)(1), the Board shall ensure that the
bylaws of the Foundation include bylaws for
the following:

‘(1) Policies for the selection of the offi-
cers, employees, agents, and contractors of
the Foundation.

“/(i1) Policies, Including ethical standards,
for the acceptance and disposition of dona-
tions to the Foundation and for the disposi-
tion of the assets of the Foundation.
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‘‘(1i1) Policies for the conduct of the gen-
eral operations of the Foundation.

“(iv) Policies for writing, editing, printing,
and publishing of books and other materials,
and the acquisition of patents and licenses
for devices and procedures developed by the
Foundation.

“(B) In establishing bylaws under sub-
section (e)(1), the Board shall ensure that the
bylaws of the Foundation (and activities car-
ried out under the bylaws) do not—

(i) reflect unfavorably upon the ability of
the Foundation, or the Centers for Disease
Control, to carry out its responsibilities or
official duties in a fair and objective manner;
or

‘“(ii) compromise, or appear to com-
promise, the integrity of any governmental
program or any officer or employee involved
in such program.

*(2) COMPOSITION.—

‘‘(A) Subject to paragraph (B), the Board
shall be composed of 7 individuals, appointed
in accordance with paragraph (4), who collec-
tively possess education or experience appro-
priate for representing the general field of
public health, the general field of inter-
national health, and the general public. Each
such individual shall be a voting member of
the Board.

‘“(B) The Board may, through amendments
to the bylaws of the Foundation, provide
that the number of appointed members of
the Board shall be a greater number than the
number specified in paragraph (A).

*‘(3) CHAIR.—The Board shall, from the ap-
pointed members of the Board, designate an
individual to serve as the chair of the Board
(in this subsection referred to as the ‘Chair’).

‘‘(4) APPOINTMENTS, VACANCIES, AND
TERMS.—Subject to subsection (J) (regarding
the initial membership of the Board), the fol-
lowing shall apply to the Board:

“(A) Any vacancy in the membership of
the Board shall be filled by appointment by
the Board, after consideration of suggestions
made by the Chair and the Director regard-
ing the appointments. Any such vacancy
shall be filled not later than the expiration
of the 180-day period beginning on the date
on which the vacancy occurs.

“(B) The term of office of each member of
the Board appointed under subparagraph (A)
shall be 5 years. A member of the Board may
continue to serve after the expiration of the
term of the member until the expiration of
the 180-day period beginning on the date on
which the term of the member expires.

“(C) A vacancy in the membership of the
Board shall not affect the power of the Board
to carry out the duties of the Board. If a
member of the Board does not serve the full
term applicable under subparagraph (B), the
individual appointed to fill the resulting va-
cancy shall be appointed for the remainder of
the term of the predecessor of the individual.

#(5) COMPENBATION.—Members of the Board
may not receive compensation for service on
the Board. The members may be reimbursed
for travel, subsistence, and other necessary
expenses incurred in carrying out the duties
of the Board.

“(g) CERTAIN RESPONSIBILITIES OF EXECU-
TIVE DIRECTOR OF FOUNDATION.—In carrying
out subsection (e)(2), the Director shall carry
out the following functions:

‘(1) Hire, promote, compensate, and dis-
charge officers and employees of the Founda-
tion, and define the duties of the officers and
employees.

“(2) Accept and administer donations to
the Foundation, and administer the assets of
the Foundation.

“(3) Establish a process for the selection of
candidates for holding endowed positions
under subsection (c).

32909

‘(4) Enter into such financial agreements
as are appropriate in carrying out the activi-
ties of the Foundation.

“(5) Take such action as may be necessary
to acquire patents and licenses for devices
and procedures developed by the Foundation
and the employees of the Foundation.

‘*(6) Adopt, alter, and use a corporate seal,
which shall be judicially noticed.

“(T) Commence and respond to judicial pro-
ceedings in the name of the Foundation.

“(8) Other functions that are appropriate
in the determination of the Director.

‘“(h) GENERAL PROVISIONS,—

/(1) AUTHORITY FOR ACCEPTING FUNDS.—The
Director of the Centers for Disease Control
may accept and utilize, on behalf of the Fed-
eral Government, any gift, donation, be-
quest, or devise of real and personal property
from the Foundation for the purpose of aid-
ing or facilitating the work of such Centers.
Funds may be accepted and utilized by such
Director under the preceding sentence with-
out regard to whether the funds are des-
ignated as general-purpose or special-pur-
pose funds.

‘(2) AUTHORITY FOR ACCEPTANCE OF VOL-
UNTARY SERVICES.—

‘“{A) The Director of the Centers for Dis-
ease Control may accept, on behalf of the
Federal Government, any voluntary services
provided to such Centers by the Foundation
for the purpose of aiding or facilitating the
work of such Centers. In the case of an indi-
vidual, such Director may accept the serv-
ices provided under the preceding sentence
by the individual for not more than 2 years.

“(B) The limitation established in subpara-
graph (A) regarding the period of time in
which services may be accepted applies to
each individual who is not an employee of
the Federal Government and who serves in
association with the Centers for Disease Con-
trol pursuant to financial support from the
Foundation.

*(3) ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROL.—No officer,
employee, or member of the Board of the
Foundation may exercise any administrative
or managerial control over any Federal em-
ployee.

“‘(4) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN STANDARDS
TO NON-FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.—In the case of
any individual who is not an employee of the
Federal Government and who serves in asso-
ciation with the Centers for Disease Control
pursuant to financial support from the Foun-
dation, the Foundation shall negotiate a
memorandum of understanding with the in-
dividual and the Director of the Centers for
Disease Control specifying that the individ-
ual—

‘"(A) shall be subject to the ethical and
procedural standards regulating Federal em-
ployment, scientific investigation, and re-
search findings (including publications and
patents) that are required of individuals em-
ployed by the Centers for Disease Control,
including standards under this Act, the Eth-
ics in Government Act, and the Technology
Transfer Act; and

“(B) shall be subject to such ethical and
procedural standards under chapter 11 of
title 18, United States Code (relating to con-
flicts of interest), as the Director of such
Centers determines is appropriate, except
such memorandum may not provide that the
individual shall be subject to the standards
of section 209 of such chapter.

‘() FINANCIAL CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.—
Any individual who Is an officer, employee,
or member of the Board of the Foundation
may not directly or indirectly participate in
the consideration or determination by the
Foundation of any question affecting—
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“(A) any direct or indirect financial inter-
est of the individual,; or

“(B) any direct or indirect financial inter-
@8t of any business organization or other en-
tity of which the individual is an officer or
employee or in which the individual has a di-
rect or indirect financial interest.

*'(6) AupITS.—The Foundation shall provide
for biennial audits of the financial condition
of the Foundation.

“(7) REPORTS.—Not later than February 1
of each fiscal year, the Foundation shall pub-
lish a report describing the activities of the
foundation during the preceding fiscal year.
Each such report shall include for the fiscal
year Involved a comprehensive statement of
the operations, activities, financial condi-
tion, and accomplishments of the Founda-
tion.

“(8) LIAISON FROM CENTERS FOR DISEASE
CONTROL.—The Director of the Centers for
Disease Control shall serve as the liaison
representative of such Centers to the Board
and the Foundation.

“(i) FEDERAL FUNDING.—

(1) AUTHORITY FOR ANNUAL GRANTS.—

“(A) The Secretary, acting through the Di-
rector of the Centers for Disease Control,
shall—

‘(i) for year 1992, make a grant to an en-
tity described in subsection (j)(9) (relating to
the establishment of a committee to estab-
lish the Foundation);

“(1i) for fiscal year 1993, make a grant to
the committee established under such sub-
section, or if the Foundation has been estab-
lished, to the Foundation; and

“(iii) for fiscal year 1994 and each subse-
quent fiscal year, make a grant to the Foun-
dation.

‘“B) A grant under subparagraph (A)
maybe expended—

“i) in the case of an entity receiving the
grant under subparagraph (A)(1), only for the
purpose of carrying out the duties estab-
lished in subsection (j)(9) for the entity;

“(ii) in the case of the committee estab-
lished under such subsection, only for the
purpose of carrying out the duties estab-
lished in subsection (j) for the committee;
and

‘“(iii) in the case of the Foundation, only
for the purpose of the administrative ex-
penses of the Foundation.

“(C) A grant under subparagraph (A) may
not be expended to provide amounts for the
fund established under subsection (c).

“(D) For the purposes described in subpara-
graph (B)—

‘(1) any portion of the grant made under
subparagraph (A)(1) for fiscal year 1992 that
remains unobligated after the entity receliv-
ing the grant completes the duties estab-
lished in subsection (j)(9) for the entity shall
be available to the committee established
under such subsection; and

“(ii) any portion of a grant under subpara-
graph (A) made for fiscal year 1992 or 1993
that remains unobligated after such commit-
tee completes the duties established in such
subsection for the committee shall be avail-
able to the Foundation.

**(2) FUNDING FOR GRANTS.—

““(A) For the purpose of grants under para-
graph (1), there is authorized to be appro-
priated $500,000 for each fiscal year.

‘(B) For the purpose of grants under para-
graph (1), the Secretary may for each fiscal
year make available not more than $500,000
from the amounts appropriated for the fiscal
year for the programs of the Department of
Health and Human Services. Such amounts
may be made avallable without regard to
whether amounts have been appropriated
under subparagraph (A).
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“(j) COMMITTEE FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF
FOUNDATION.—

‘1) IN GENERAL.—There shall be estab-
lished in accordance with this subsection a
committee to carry out the functions de-
scribed in paragraph (2) (which committee is
referred to in this subsection as the ‘Com-
mittee’).

“(2) FUNCTIONS.—The Committee shall
carry out the following functions:

“(2) FuNncTiONS.—The Committee shall
carry out the following functions:

‘“(A) Carry out such activities as may be
necessary to incorporate the Foundation
under the laws of the State involved, includ-
ing serving as incorporators for the Founda-
tion. Such activities shall include ensuring
that the articles of incorporation for the
Foundation require that the Foundation be
established and operated in accordance with
the applicable provisions of this part (or any
successor to this part), including such provi-
sions as may be in effect pursuant to amend-
ments enacted after the date of the enact-
ment of the Preventive Health Amendments
of 1991.

“(B) Ensure that the Foundation qualifies
for and maintains the status described in
subsection (e)(3) regarding taxation).

“(C) Establish the general policies and ini-
tial bylaws of the Foundation, which bylaws
shall include the bylaws described in sub-
sections (e)(3) and (f)(1).

‘(D) Provide for the initial operation of
the Foundation, including providing for
quarters, equipment, and staff.

‘YE) Appoint the initial members of the
Board in accordance with the requirements
established in subsection (f)(2)(A) for the
composition of the Board, and in accordance
with such other qualifications as the Com-
mittee may determine to be appropriate re-
garding such composition. Of the members so
appointed—

“(1) 2 shall be appointed to serve for a term
of 3 years;

‘(ii) 2 shall be appointed to serve for a
term of 4 years; and

“(iii) 3 shall be appointed to serve for a
term of 6 years.

*(3) COMPLETION OF FUNCTIONS OF COMMIT-
TEE; INITIAL MEETING OF BOARD,—

‘(A) The Committee shall complete the
functions required in paragraph (1) not later
than September 30, 1993. The Committee
shall terminate upon the expiration of the
30-day period beginning on the date on which
the Secretary determines that the functions
have been completed.

*(B) The initial meeting of the Board shall
be held not later than November 1, 1993.

*(4) CoMPOSITION.—The Committee shall be
composed of 5 members, each of whom shall
be a voting member. Of the members of the
Committee—

*(A) no fewer than 2 shall have broad, gen-
eral experience in public health; and

“(B) no fewer than 2 shall have broad, gen-
eral experience in nonprofit private organi-
zations (without regard to whether the indi-
viduals have experience in public health).

*(5) CHAIR,—The Committee shall, from
among the appointed members of the Com-
mittee, designate an individual to serve as
the Chair of the Committee.

“(6) TERMS; VACANCIES.—The term of mem-
bers of the Committee shall be for the dura-
tion of the Committee. A vacancy in the
membership of the Committee shall not af-
fect the power of the Committee to carry out
the duties of the Committee. If a member of
the Committee does not serve the full term,
the individual appointed to fill the resulting
vacancy shall be appointed for the remainder
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of the term of the predecessor of the individ-
ual.

‘“(T) COMPENSATION.—Members of the Com-
mittee may not receive compensation for
service on the Committee. Members of the
Committee may be reimbursed for travel,
subsistence, and other necessary expenses in-
curred in carrying out the duties of the Com-
mittee.

‘“(8) COMMITTEE SUPPORT.—The Director of
the Centers for Disease Control may, from
amounts available to the Director for the
general administration of such Centers, pro-
vide staff and financial support to assist the
Committee with carrying out the functions
described in paragraph (2). In providing such
staff and support, the Director may both de-
tail employees and contract for assistance,".

“(9) GRANT FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMIT-

TEE.—
““(A) With respect to a grant under para-
graph (1)(A)1) of subsection (i) for fiscal year
1992, an entity described in this paragraph is
a private nonprofit entity with significant
experience in domestic and international is-
sues of public health. Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of the Pre-
ventive Health Amendments of 1991, the Sec-
retary shall make the grant to such an en-
tity (subject to the availability of funds
under paragraph (2) of such subsection).

“(B) The grant referred to in subparagraph
(A) may be made to an entity only if the en-
tity agrees that—

“(1) the entity will establish a committee
that is composed in accordance with para-
graph (4); and

“(ii) the entity will not select an individ-
ual for membership on the Committee unless
the individual agrees that the Committee
will operate in accordance with each of the
provisions of this subsection that relate to
the operation of the Committee.

*(C) The Secretary may make a grant re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A) only if the ap-
plicant for the grant makes an agreement
that the grant will not be expended for any
purpose other than carrying out subpara-
graph (B). Such a grant may be made only if
an application for the grant is submitted to
the Secretary containing such agreement,
and the application is in such form, is made
in such manner, and contains such other
agreements and such assurances and infor-
mation as the Secretary determines to be
necessary to carry out this paragraph.’.

0O 2050

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HOCHBRUECKNER). Pursuant to the rule,
the gentleman from California [Mr.
WAXMAN] will be recognized for 20 min-
utes, and the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DANNEMEYER] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. WAXMAN].

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WAXMAN. 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. 3635, as amended.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, this bill reauthorizes
the preventive health block grant as
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well as the Year 2000 Health Objectives
Act. In addition, it authorizes a non-
profit foundation for the Centers for
Disease Control to work with both the
private and public sector on disease
control and public health issues.

These programs are relatively small,
but in some ways provide the mortar
for the States to piece together their
own preventive health programs. I urge
Members to support these efforts.

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

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I
yvield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker. I rise in support of H.R.
3635, legislation to reauthorize the pre-
ventive health and health services
block grant. This program, which was
created in 1982 by consolidating a num-
ber of categorical programs, provides
the States with the needed flexibility
to address their individual health
needs.

Under this program, the States can
use the funds for a variety of public
health activities including the detec-
tion of hypertension, fluoridation con-
trol, cholesterol screening, early pre-
natal care, and childhood immuniza-
tions. It is up to the States to decide
on which area they most need to focus.

I was unable to support the bill as
originally introduced because it in-
cluded an authorization level of $150
million, which represented an increase
of 62 percent above fiscal year 1991 ap-
propriations. The bill before us now re-
flects an authorization which is more
in keeping with reality since it is at
the fiscal year 1992 level of $135 million
provided for in the fiscal year 1992
Labor/HHS appropriations conference
report.

In addition, the provisions of this bill
create a private sector national foun-
dation for the centers of disease con-
trol. The Office of Government Ethics
had a number of concerns about the
provisions that were reported out by
the committee. I believe our amended
version resolves these concerns.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this bill.

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

Mr. WAXMAN. 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 California. [Mr.
WAXMAN] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3635, 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.
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ABANDONED INFANTS ASSISTANCE
ACT OF 1991

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 2722) to revise
and extend the programs under the
Abandoned Infants Assistance Act of
1988, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2722

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 “Abandoned
Infants Assistance Act Amendments of 1991"
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Section 2 of the Abandoned Infants Assist-
ance Act of 1988 (42 U.8.C. 670 note) is amend-
ed—

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘the vast
majority” and inserting “an unacceptable
number’’;

(2) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘the num-
ber of cases” and all that follows and insert-
ing the following: ‘‘the number of infants
and young children who are infected with the
human immunodeficiency virus (which is be-
lieved to cause acquired deficiency syndrome
and which is commonly known as HIV) or
who have been perinatally exposed to the
virus or to a dangerous drug;";

(3) in paragraph (7)—

(A) by striking ““more than 80 percent of’
and inserting “many such” before ‘‘infants'’;

and

(B) by striking “with acquired immune de-
ficiency syndrome’;

(4) in paragraph (8)—

(A) by inserting “such’ before “‘infants™;

and

(B) by striking “with acquired immune de-
ficiency syndrome’’; and

(6)(A) in paragraph (9), by striking ‘‘and”
at the end;

(B) by redesignating paragraph (10) as
paragraph (11); and

(C) by inserting after paragraph (9) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

*‘(10) there is a need to support the families
of such infants and young children through
the provision of services that will prevent
the abandonment of the infants and children;
and”.

BEC. 3. PROGRAM OF DEMONSTRATION

(a) PRIORITY REGARDING CERTAIN INFANTS
AND YOUNG CHILDREN,—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 101 of the Aban-
doned Infants Assistance Act of 1988 (42
U.8.C. 670 note) is amended—

(A) by redesignating subsections (b)
through (f) as subsections (¢) through (g), re-
spectively; and

(B) by inserting after subsection (a) the
following new subsection:

*'(b) PRIORITY IN PROVISION OF SERVICES.—
The Secretary may not make a grant under
subsection (a) unless the applicant for the
grant agrees that, in carrying out the pur-
pose described in subsection (a) (other than
with respect to paragraph (6) of such sub-
section), the applicant will give priority to
abandoned infants and young children—

‘(1) who are infected with the human
immunodeficiency virus or who have been
perinatally exposed to the virus; or

*(2) who have been perinatally exposed to
a dangerous drug.”.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 101
of the Abandoned Infants Assistance Act of
1988 (42 U.8.C. 670 note) is amended—
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(A) in subsection (a)—

(i) in paragraph (6), by striking “with ac-
quired immune deficiency syndrome" and in-
serting ‘‘described in subsection (b)";

(i) in each of paragraphs (2), (4), (5), and
(7), by striking *, particularly those with ac-
quired immune deficiency syndrome’”; and

(iii) in paragraph (3), by striking *‘, par-
ticularly those with acquired immune defi-
ciency syndrome,"; and

(B) in subsection (d)(1) (as redesignated by
paragraph (1)(A) of this subsection), by strik-
ing ‘/(d)” and inserting “(e)".

(b) COMPREHENSIVE SERVICE CENTERS.—
Section 101(a) of the Abandoned Infants As-
sistance Act of 1988, as amended by sub-
section (a) of this section, is amended—

(1) in paragraph (6), by striking “and”
after the semicolon at the end;

(2) in paragraph (7), by striking the period
at the end and inserting *; and”’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘(8) to prevent the abandonment of infants
and young children, and to care for the in-
fants and young children who have been
abandoned, through model programs provid-
ing health, educational, and social services
at a single site in a geographic area in which
a significant number of infants and young
children described in subsection (b) reside
(with special consideration given to applica-
tions from entities that will provide the
services of the project through community-
based organizations).".

(c) OTHER REVISIONS REGARDING PURPOSE
OF GRANTS.—Section 101(a) of the Abandoned
Infants Assistance Act of 1988, as amended by
subsections (a) and (b) of this section, is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting before the
semicolon the following: “, including the
provision of services to members of the natu-
ral family for any condition that increases
the probability of abandonment of an infant
or young child”; and

(2) in paragraph (5), by inserting before the
semicolon the following: ‘““who are unable to
reside with their families or to be placed in
foster care’.

(d) ADMINISTRATION OF GRANT.—Section
101(d) of the Abandoned Infants Assistance
Act of 1988, as redesignated and amended by
subsection (a) of this section, is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through
(4) as subparagraphs (A) through (D);

(2) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A) (as so redesignated), by striking */(d) Ap-
MINISTRATION" and all that follows through
““The Secretary” and inserting the following:

*/(d) ADMINISTRATION OF GRANT.—

‘(1) The Secretary”;

(3) by moving each of subparagraphs (A)
through (D) (as so redesignated) 2 ems to the
right; and

(4) by adding at the end the following new

h‘

paragraphn:

“(2) Subject to the availabllity of amounts
made available in appropriations Acts for
the fiscal year involved, the duration of a
grant under subsection (a) shall be for a pe-
riod of 3 years, except that the Secretary—

‘(A) may terminate the grant if the Sec-
retary determines that the entity involved
has substantially failed to comply with the
agreements required as a condition of the
provision of the grant; and

‘“(B) shall continue the grant for one addi-
tional year if the SBecretary determines that
the entity has satisfactorily complied with
such agreements.”.

SEC. 4. EVALUTIONS, STUDIES, AND REPORTS BY
SECRETARY.

(a) DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION TO INDI-

VIDUALS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS.—Section 102 of
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the Abandoned Infants Assistance Act of 1988
(42 U.8.C. 670 note) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (b) and (c)
as subsections (¢) and (d), respectively; and

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘(b) DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION TO IN-
DIVIDUALS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS.—

“(1)(A) The Secretary may enter into con-
tracts or cooperative agreements with public
or nonprofit private entities for the develop-
ment and operation of model projects to dis-
seminate the information described in sub-
paragraph (B) to individoals who are dis-
proportionately at risk of dysfunctional be-
haviors that lead to the abandonment of in-
fants or young children.

*(B) The information referred to in sub-
paragraph (A) is information on the avail-
ability to individuals described in such sub-
paragraph, and the families of the individ-
uals, of financial assistance and services
under Federal, State, local, and private pro-
grams providing health services, mental
health services, educational services, hous-
ing services, social services, or other appro-
priate services.

*‘(2) The Secretary may not provide a con-
tract or cooperative agreement under para-
graph (1) to an entity unless—

‘‘(A) the entity has demonstrated expertise
in the functions with respect to which such
financial assistance is to be provided; and

‘“(B) the entity agrees that in disseminat-
ing information on programs described in
such paragraph, the entity will give prior-
ity—

‘(1) to providing the information to indi-
viduals described in such paragraph who—

‘I) engage in the abuse of alcohol or
drugs, who are infected with the human
immunodeficiency virus, or who have limited
proficiency in speaking the English lan-

guage; or

‘'(I) have been historically underserved in
the provision of the information; and

**(i1) to providing information on programs
that are operated in the geographic area in
which the individuals involved reside and
that will assist in eliminating or reducing
the extent of behaviors described in such

paragraph.

*(3) In providing contracts and cooperative
agreements under paragraph (1), the Sec-
retary may not provide more than 1 such
contract or agreement with respect to any

geographic area.

‘‘(4) Subject to the availability of amounts
made available in appropriations Acts for
the fiscal year involved, the duration of a
contract or cooperative agreement under
paragraph (1) shall be for a period of 3 years,
except that the Secretary may terminate
such financial assistance if the Secretary de-
termines that the entity involved has sub-
stantially failed to comply with the agree-
ments required as a condition of the provi-
aion of the assistance.”.

(b) STUDY.—Section 102(c) of the Aban-
doned Infants Assistance Act of 1988, as
amended by subsection (a) of this subsection,
is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking “‘infants
who have acquired immune deficiency syn-
drome” and inserting “infants and young
children who are infants and young children
described in section 101(b)"; and

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘“‘The Sec-
retary’”’ and all that follows through ‘“‘Act,”
and inserting the following: ‘‘Not later than
April 1, 1992, the SBecretary shall.

SEC. 5. DEFINITIONS.

Section 103 of the Abandoned Infants As-
sistance Act of 1988 (42 U.8.C. 670 note) is
amended to read as follows:
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“SEC. 103. DEFINITIONS.

““For purposes of this title:

‘(1) The terms ‘abandoned’ and ‘abandon-
ment’, with respect to infants and young
children, mean that the infants and young
children are medically cleared for discharge
from acute-care hospital settings, but re-
main hospitalized because of a lack of appro-
priate out-of-hospital placement alter-
natives.

‘(2) The term ‘dangerous drug’ means a
controlled substance, as defined in section
102 of the Controlled Substances Act.,

“(3) The term ‘natural family' shall be
broadly interpreted to include natural par-
ents, grandparents, family members, guard-
ians, children residing in the household, and
individuals residing in the household on a
continuing basis who are in a care-giving sit-
uation with respect to infants and young
children covered under this Act.".

SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 104 of the Abandoned Infants As-
slstance Act of 1988 (42 U.8.C. 670 note) is
amended by striking ‘“For the purpose” and
all that follows and inserting the following:

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—

‘(1) For the purpose of carrying out this
title (other than section 102(b)), there are au-
thorized to be appropriated $20,000,000 for fis-
cal year 1992, $25,000,000 for fiscal year 1993,
$30,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, and $35,000,000
for fiscal year 1995.

“(2)(A) Of the amounts appropriated under
paragraph (1) for any fiscal year in excess of
the amount appropriated under this sub-
section for fiscal year 1991, as adjusted in ac-
cordance with subparagraph (B), the Sec-
retary shall make available not less than 50
percent for grants under section 101(a) to
carry out projects described in paragraph (8)
of such section.

*{B) For purpose of subparagraph (A), the
amount relating to fiscal year 1991 shall be
adjusted for a fiscal year to a greater
amount to the extent necessary to reflect
the percentage increase in the consumer
price index for all urban consumers (U.S.
city average) for the 12-month period ending
with March of the preceding fiscal year.

“(3) Not more than 5 percent of the
amounts appropriated under paragraph (1)
for any fiscal year may be obligated for car-
rying out section 102(a).

“(b) DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION FOR IN-
DIVIDUALS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS.—For the
purposes of carrying out section 102(b), there
is authorized to be appropriated $5,000,000 for
each of the fiscal year 1992 through 1995.

‘‘(c) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—

“(1) For the purpose of the administration
of this title by the Secretary, there is au-
thorized to be appropriated for each fiscal
year specified in subsection (a)(1) an amount
equal to 5 percent of the amount authorized
in such subsection to be appropriated for the
fiscal year. With respect to the amounts ap-
propriated under subsection, the preceding
sentence may not be construed to prohibit
the expenditures of the amounts for the pur-
pose described in such sentence.

(2) The Secretary may not obligate any of
the amounts appropriated under paragraph
(1) for a fiscal year unless, from the amounts
appropriated under subsection (a)(1) for the
fiscal year, the Secretary has obligated for
the purpose described in such paragraph an
amount equal to the amounts obligated by
t&el Secretary for such purpose in fiscal year
1991.

“4(d) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts ap-
propriated under this section shall remain
available until expended.".

SEC. 7. CONFORMING AMENDMENT.

The heading for title I of the Abandoned
Infants Assistance Act of 1988 (42 U.8.C. 670
note) is amended to read as follows:
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“TITLE I—PROJECTS REGARDING ABAN-
DONMENT OF INFANTS AND YOUNG
CHILDREN IN HOSPITALS".

SEC. 8. TERMINATION OF PROGRAM.

Section 1056 of the Abandoned Infants As-
sistance Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 670 note) is re-
pealed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. PAYNE] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLug] will
be recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. PAYNE].

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, 3 years ago Congress re-
sponded to the problems associated
with substance abusing parents, HIV-
infected parents, and the increase in
the number of boarder babies aban-
doned in the hospitals, by enacting the
Abandoned Infants Assistance Act of
1988.

Through the leadership of Senator
METZENBAUM, Congressman OWENS, and
Congressman WAXMAN, we were able to
develop an initiative, designed to keep
us ahead of the curve.

Our intent was twofold; to assist the
hardest hit districts by developing ef-
fective programs in response to the cri-
sis and to allow other communities to
benefit from their experiences.

Recently, we had the benefit of dis-
covering the range and variety of these
programs. Last spring, I requested a
field hearing and Chairman OWENS gen-
erously called one in Newark, NJ,
which is in my district.

The Abandoned Infants Assistance
Act funds discretionary grants to pub-
lic and private nonprofit organizations
for a number of activities relating to
the needs of drug-exposed and HIV-ex-
posed children as well as the needs of
their families.

The act has been funded since 1989,
and since then many of the grantees
have been busy providing innovative
social services to numerous families
nationwide. Since that date 32 pro-
grams have been developed and funded.

Our amendments seek to enhance the
services that are already being pro-
vided. The comprehensive services that
are provided for in the act should be in
support of the family in the broadest
sense of the term, both with respect to
those involved in the service and the
coordinated and comprehensive serv-
ices provided, with the goal of the pre-
vention of the abandonment of the
child.

There was a need to provide a one-
stop-shopping approach to providing
services to families to assist them with
various social services and providing
them with training all under the same
roof. The comprehensive service center
model was developed to prevent fami-
lies from falling through the cracks be-
cause of expenses and time involved in
traveling across the State in order to
obtain various services.
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There has been a tremendous amount
of negotiations and compromise in-
volved in bringing this bill to the floor
and I appreciate the efforts of everyone
involved. I would particularly like to
express my appreciation to the mem-
bers and staff of the Energy and Com-
merce Committee who shared jurisdic-
tion with the Education and Labor
Committee on this bill.

Mr. Speaker, indeed this is a worthy
cause, the numbers of children exposed
to drugs or with AIDS has increased
dramatically, and hopefully, through
some of the amendments proposed in
this act, we can prevent an increase in
the abandonment of infants and help
their families cope with the various is-
sues that they face.

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

Mr. Speaker, I would like to offer my
support for H.R. 2722, to extend and
amend the Abandoned Infants Assist-
ance Act. The grants authorized by this
act are designed to prevent abandon-
ment and provide care for infants and
young children who have been exposed
to drugs or HIV before their birth. It is
an unfortunate fact of life that each
year we are witnessing the birth of
more of these children whose special
needs require intense social and medi-
cal services. Over 32 demonstration
programs have been funded by aban-
doned-infants grants over the past sev-
eral years to develop and provide ac-
cess to these critical services.

The bill we are considering today
builds on the program's early success
and authorizes several additional ac-
tivities which I believe will signifi-
cantly improve services to children in
need. In particular, the bill authorizes
demonstration grants to create single-
site programs that would bring to-
gether child protection, health, social
support, and education services in a co-
ordinated fashion. This single-site
model would eliminate fragmented
services and improve access for fami-
lies and children who are seeking help.

It is a mistaken belief that the ineci-
dence of infant exposure to HIV and
drugs is limited to our largest urban
centers. In my own State of Wisconsin
we conducted a study this year that
looked at the prevalence of drug expo-
sure among new borns. The study found
that 1 in 10 women in Wisconsin used
cocaine or some other illegal drug dur-
ing their pregnancies. The risks associ-
ated with drug use during pregnancy
are well documented—they include
birth defects, developmental disabil-
ities, premature birth, and, in the
worst case, infant mortality. In addi-
tion to the tremendous human costs
associated with these outcomes, there
are significant financial costs. Medical
costs for a single infant who is born
prematurely can easily exceed $100,000
in just the first few months of the
child’s life.

The Wisconsin study also docu-
mented what other States have found
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in trying to address this problem: that
traditional approaches are not suffi-
cient to meet the complex needs of ad-
dicted women and their children. If we
are to find approaches that do work, we
must be willing to experiment with
innovative prevention-and-treatment
models. The bill we are considering
today does just that. It provides funds
for public and private agencies to test
new ways of identifying women at risk,
many of whom now go undetected, and
providing those women with a com-
prehensive package of services. It also
ensures that when an experimental
grant program is successful in one
area, the blueprint for that program
will be shared with other cities and
States. Although the funds we author-
ize for these activities are relatively
modest, the return on investment will
be high as we discover and duplicate ef-
fective models.

In closing, I would like to commend
my colleague, Mr. PAYNE, and our sub-
committee chairman, Mr. OWENS, for
their leadership and their bipartisan ef-
forts on behalf of the mothers and chil-
dren this bill will serve.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise to sup-
port the legislation proposed by the gentleman
from New Jersey.

This legislation addresses a problem of
growing severity in the Nation's health care
system—children who remain in the hospital
not because of any illness but because they
have nowhere else to go.

These children often present complex legal,
social, and medical problems: They are born
to parents who are themselves often drug-ad-
dicted and sometimes ill with AIDS and who
are frequently unable to provide the care and
family support necessary. They have a high
potential for becoming ill and for being devel-
opmentally delayed or disabled. They are
sometimes abandoned in the hospitals in
which they are born or in which they are treat-
ed for initial symptoms or iliness.

They are not wanted by adoptive and foster
care families or by residential care facilities,
sometimes because of their short life expect-
ancy, sometimes because of unwarranted
fears that they may infect others, and some-
times because of the financial and emotional
support needed to care for them.

The result of these problems has been the
growth in boarder babies, a phrase used for
infants and young children who are medically
cleared for discharge from the hospital but
who nonetheless remain as inpatients simply
because there is no place else for them to go.
Not only is this detrimental to the child's well-
being, but such a placement also costs thou-
sands of dollars per child per year, costs that
are frequently borne by the Federal and State
Governments in the form of Medicaid and by
local governments in the form of increased
debt for public hospitals.

Most of these children do not need the tech-
nology and supervision that accompany pedi-
atric hospitalization. Most would be much bet-
ter suited to foster or adoptive family care. In
many cases, the addition of key support serv-
ices could, in fact, allow the child to remain
with its natural family and prevent the aban-
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donment itself. Governmental costs would be
reduced by providing for such prevention serv-
ices and, if unsuccessful, for the placement of
such children outside of a hospital.

While the Abandoned Infants Assistance Act
has never been an ultimate solution for the
continuing problem of financing the health
care of those children who need hospital care,
it has created demonstration programs for the
provision of nonhospital care so that as the
number of children with such problems in-
creases, other States and cities might rep-
licate successful models of treatment and
care.

| urge Members to support reauthorization
of this program.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of H.R. 2722, the Abandoned Infants
Assistance Act of 1991. This legislation rep-
resents an agreement between the Energy
and Commerce Committee and the Education
and Labor Committee.

In 1988, this legislation was first enacted in
response to the growing crisis in the number
of infants left abandoned in hospitals due pri-
marily to the spread of acquired immune defi-
ciency syndrome [AIDS] and the increased
use of illegal drugs among pregnant women.
The primary purpose of this legislation was to
assist abandoned infants, particularly those

from the hospital but have
Often the mother is an IV
AIDS who either rejects her
health problems prevent her from caring for
her baby.

Until we can eliminate the epidemics of drug

program.

Mr. OWENS of New York. Mr. Speaker, |
am pleased to rise in support of H.R. 2722,
the Abandoned Infants Assistance Act. First, |
want to commend Mr. DONALD PAYNE, the au-
thor of this legislation, who is a member of the
Subcommittee on Select Education, which |
chair. Mr. PAYNE has been able to forge a bi-
partisan coalition with members of both the
Committee on Education and Labor and the
Committee on Energy and Commerce, which
represents a tribute to his leadership.

The HIV epidemic continues to ravage mi-
nority communities. Yesterday, the New York
Times reported that African-Americans com-
prise nearly a third of the 36,000 cases re-
ported in New York City. The AIDS epidemic,
which underlies so much of the problem of
abandonment, is the ninth leading cause of
death in children. National statistics indicate
that minority children, particularly African-
American and Hispanics, are disproportion-
ately represented. Of the 26,083 cases in chil-
dren under 5 diagnosed with the AIDS virus,
56 percent are African-American.

A key strength of this legislation is that it
represents an effort to stay ahead of the curve
by continuing the search for promising cost-ef-
fective approaches to the deeply troubling
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problem of abandoned children. It also re-
sponds to the need to integrate services at a
single site—a model approach which can be
replicated throughout the country. Additionally,
the bill places special emphasis on the dis-
semination of information to historically under-
served populations. The specific needs of lim-
ited English proficient populations are also ac-
commodated in this bill.

| urge my colleagues to support this urgently
needed legislation.

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I have no further requests for

time.

Mr. SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
PAYNE], that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, HR. 2722, 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 LEAVE

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks and include therein ex-
traneous material on H.R. 2722, as
amended, the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
take from the Senate bill (S. 15632) to
revise and extend the programs under
the Abandoned Infants Assistance Act
of 1988, and for other purposes, and ask
for its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol-
lows:

S. 1632

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 “Abandoned
Infants Assistance Act Amendments of 1991".
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Section 2 of the Abandoned Infants Assist-
ance Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 670 note) is amend-
ed—

(1) in paragraph (6), by striking *, and the
number of cases has doubled within the last
13 months;

(2) in paragraph (9)—

(A) by Inserting after ‘“‘counseling serv-
ices” the following: “early intervention and
developmental services,’’; and

(B) by striking ‘“‘and” at the end thereof;
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(3) by redesignating paragraph (10) as para-
graph (11); and

(4) by inserting after paragraph (9) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

*(10) one of the goals of these comprehen-
give services shall be to support the family,
which includes the child and the natural, fos-
ter and adoptive families, with the aim of
preventing abandonment of the child; and”.
SEC., 8. PROGRAM OF DEMONSTRATION

PROJECTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 101(a) of the
Abandoned Infants Assistance Act of 1988 (42
U.8.C. 670 note) is amended—

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),
by striking “may make grants™ and insert-
ing the following: “shall make grants from
funds appropriated pursuant to section
104(a)™;

(2) in paragraph (1), by inserting before the
semicolon the following: *‘, including the
provision of services to all members of the
natural family for any condition that in-
creases the probability of abandonment of an
infant or young child"’;

(3) in paragraph (2), by inserting before the
semicolon “or those who are pre- or post-
natally exposed to the etiologic agent for the
human immunodeficiency virus, drugs or al-
cohol, or those who are medically fragile’;

(4) in paragraph (3), by inserting after
“those with acquired immune deficiency
syndrome” the following: ‘‘or those who are
pre- or post-natally exposed to the etiologic
agent for the human immunodeficiency
virus, drugs or alcohol, or those who are
medically fragile,’”;

(5) in paragraph (4)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘children,” and inserting
the following: ‘“children (including the ac-
tual expenses of the persons receiving the
services),”; and

(B) by inserting “or those who are pre- or
post-natally exposed to the etiologic agent
for the human immunodeficiency virus,
drugs or alcohol, or medically fragile chil-
dren” before the semicolon;

(6) in paragraph (5), to read as follows:

“(5) to provide residential care programs
for abandoned infants and young children
who are unable to reside with their natural
families or be placed in foster family care,
particularly those with acquired immune de-
ficiency or those who are pre- or post-natally
exposed to the etiologic agent for the human
immunodeficiency virus, drugs or alcohol, or
those who are medically fragile;"

(7) in paragraph (6), by amending the para-
graph to read as follows:

*(6) to carry out programs and services in-
cluding respite care, family support groups,
parenting skills, in-home support services,
the use of volunteers and individual coun-
selors and payment of expenses to attend
such groups and provide alternative care) for
natural, foster, and adoptive families of in-
fants and young children with acquired im-
mune deficlency syndrome, or those who are
pre- or post-natally exposed to the etiologic
agent for the human immunodeficiency
virus, drugs or alcohol, or medically fragile
children and young persons; and’’; and

(8) in paragraph (7), by inserting before the
period “‘or those who are pre-or post-natally
exposed to the etiologic agent for the human
immunodeficiency virus, drugs or alcohol, or
those who are medically fragile.”

(b) COMPREHENSIVE SERVICE CENTERS.—
Section 101 of the Abandoned Infants Assist-
ance Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 670 note) is amend-
ed—

(1) by redesignating subsections (b)
through (f) as subsections (c) through (g);
and
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(2) by inserting after subsection 9a) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(b) COMPREHENSIVE SERVICE CENTERS.—

‘(1) The Secretary shall make grants from
funds appropriated pursuant to subsection
104(b) to fund a demonstration program to
enable public and nonprofit private entities
to plan, coordinate and establish model com-
prehensive service centers. These centers
shall provide or offer access to children and
to natural, foster and adoptive families cov-
ered under the Act in order to strengthen the
family unit, or ameliorate or prevent condi-
tions that increase the probability of im-
proper care or abandonment. These centers
shall—

“(A) coordinate, at one location (which
may include schools) the provision of serv-
ices, including social service, child protec-
tion, health, and education/training compo-
nents, to those family members in need of
such services;

‘(B) be conducted in a setting convenient
to, and easily accessible by, large numbers of
natural, foster, and adoptive families, par-
ticularly those providing services to infants
and children with acquired immune defi-
ciency syndrome or medically fragile condi-
tions, or those who are pre- or post-natally
exposed to the etiologic agent for the human
immunodeficiency virus, drugs or alcohol;
and

“(C) involve, to the maximum extent pos-

sible, community-based and nonprofit orga-
nizations that have demonstrated expertise
in the operation of such programs or that
demonstrate the potential expertise.
The Secretary shall make grants under this
subsection based on the necessity and num-
ber of services to be offered. The Secretary
shall prioritize the applications upon the
need for such services, as evidenced by the
relative numbers of infants and young chil-
dren covered under this Act to be served.

“(2) In the case of public or nonprofit pri-
vate entities that have been providing simi-
lar comprehensive services under grants
made under subsection (a) before the date of
the enactment of the Abandoned Infants As-
sistance Act Amendments of 1991, the Sec-
retary shall make provisions to transition
these projects, upon application by said pub-
lic or nonprofit private entity for such tran-
sition, to this program during the first pe-
riod for which funds are made available
under section 104(b) for this subsection, pro-
vided that the Secretary shall make provi-
sion in such transition for the expansion,
over a period of no more than 2 years, to en-
compass all of the services required under
this subsection.".

(c) ADMINISTRATION OF GRANT.—Section
101(d) of the Abandoned Infants Assistance
Act of 1988, as redesignated by subsection
(b)(1) of this section, is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through
(4) as subparagraphs (A) through (D);

(2) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A) (as so redesignated), by striking ‘(d) Ap-
MINISTRATION" and all that follows through
“The Secretary’ and inserting the following:

“(d) ADMINISTRATION OF GRANT.—

“(1) The Secretary";

(3) by moving each of subparagraphs (A)
through (D) (as so redesignated) 2 ems to the
right; and

(4) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

“(2) Subject to the avalilability of funds,
the Secretary shall make grants under this
section for periods of not less than 3 years,
with there being 2 automatic extensions of
the grants being made absent a finding by
the Secretary of substantial nonperform-
ance.”.
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BEC. 4. EVALUATIONS, STUDIES, AND REPORTS
BY SECRETARY.

(a) EVALUATIONS OF DEMONSTRATION
PROJECTS.—Section 102(a) of the Abandoned
Infants Assistance Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 670
note) is amended by striking ‘‘shall,” and in-
serting *‘shall from funds appropriated under
section 104(c),".

(b) SPECIAL NEEDS DISSEMINATION.—Sec-
tion 102 of the Abandoned Infants Assistance
Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 670 note) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (b) and (c)
as subsections (c) and (d), respectively;

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘*{b) SPECIAL NEEDS DISSEMINATION.—

‘(1) The Secretary shall, from amounts ap-
propriated under section 104(d), maintain the
National Resource Center for Programs
Serving Abandoned Infants and Infants at
Risk of Abandonment and Their Families es-
tablished by the Secretary pursuant to the
Abandoned Infants Assistance Act of 1988.
The National Resource Center shall assist in
identifying, developing and utilizing effec-
tive program practices, information and ma-
terials in order to meet the service needs of
specific groups of individuals, who, on a na-
tional or State basis, are disproportionately
effected by the drug and alcohol epidemics or
who have been historically underserved with
respect to the provision of information and
services.

“(2) The National Resource Center de-
scribed in paragraph (1) shall—

‘“(A) identify innovative or exemplary pro-
grams, public and private agencies, resources
and support groups;

‘“{B) disseminate information on preven-
tion and preventive services;

*(C) provide technical assistance, training
and consultation to service providers and to
State agencies to promote professional com-
petency, service coordination, utilization of
resources and the best practices related to
the management and administration of aban-
doned infants assistance programs;

‘(D) develop a national network of profes-
sionals in the field to serve as consultants
and to link such individuals with persons
and agencies requiring assistance; and

‘“(B) identifly emerging issues with respect
to child welfare, developmental disabilities
and maternal and child health, particularly
as such issues related to pre- and post-natal
alcohol, drug and pediatric HIV exposure.

*(3) Among the groups to be given priority
for these services under this provision are
those who are drug or alcohol addicted, indi-
viduals with acquired immune deficiency
syndrome, minorities, limited English pro-
ficlent individuals, or those individuals who
have been statistically and historically un-
derserved by such information services and
dissemination. Information on prevention
and services shall also be distributed to the
communities of such individuals.

‘(4) The Secretary shall enter into con-
tracts or cooperative services under this sub-
section for periods of not less than 3 years.
The Secretary shall extend the contract or
grant for 2 additional consecutive 1-year pe-
rlods absent a finding by the Secretary of
substantial nonperformance.’;

(3) in paragraph (1)(A) of subsection (c¢) (as
so redesignated), by inserting after “infants
who have acquired immune deficlency syn-
drome™, the following: ‘‘or those who are
pre- or post-natally exposed to the etiologic
agent for the human Iimmunodeficiency
virus, drugs or alcohol, or who are medically
fragile,"; and

(4) in paragraph (2) of subsection (d) (as so
redesignated), by striking ‘*April 1, 1991" and
inserting *‘April 1, 1992".
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SEC. 5 DEFINITIONS.

Section 103 of the Abandoned Infants As-
sistance Act of 1988 (42 U.8.C. 670 note) is
amended—

(1) by striking “SEC."” and all that follows
through “the term” and inserting the follow-
ing:

“SEC. 103. DEFINITIONS.

‘“For purposes of this title:

‘(1) The term''; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new

paragraphs:

‘(2) The term ‘natural family’ shall be in-
terpreted to include natural parents, grand-
parents, familial members (including all sib-
lings and children resident in the household),
and others (on a continuing basis) who reside
in the household and are in a care-giving sit-
uation with respect to infants and young
children covered under this Act.

“(8) The term ‘medically fragile’ includes
those infants and young children who exhibit
medical, physical or developmental condi-
tions occasioned by pre- or post-natal alco-
hol and drug exposure.”’.

SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 104 of the Abandoned Infants As-
sistance Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 670 note) is
amended by striking ““For the purpose’ and
all that follows and inserting the following:

‘(a) DEMONSTRATION GRANTS IN GENERAL.—
For the purpose of making grants under sec-
tion 101(a), there are authorized to be appro-
priated $15,000,000 for fiscal year 1992, and
such sums as may be necessary for each of
the fiscal years 1993, 1994, and 1995,

*(b) COMPREHENSIVE SERVICE CENTERS.—
For the purpose of making grants under sec-
tion 101(b), there are authorized to be appro-
priated $1,000,000 for fiscal year 1992, and
such sums as may be necessary for each of
the fiscal years 1993, 1994, and 1995.

‘(¢) EVALUATIONS OF DEMONSTRATION

PROJECTS.—For the purpose of making
grants under section 102(a), there are author-
ized to be appropriated $1,500,000 for fiscal
vear 1992, and such sums as may be necessary
fg;5 each of the fiscal years 1893, 1994, and
1995.
‘“(d) SPECIAL NEEDS DISSEMINATION.—For
the purpose of making grants under section
102(b), there are authorized to be appro-
priated $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1992, and
such sums as may be necessary for each of
the fiscal years 1993, 1994, and 1995.

(@) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—

‘(1) In addition to the funds authorized
above, there shall be an amount authorized
for the purpose of administering this pro-
gram of 5 percent of the amount appro-
priated for the programs in fiscal years 1992,
1993, 1994, and 1995.

*(2) The Secretary may not obligate any of
the amounts appropriated under paragraph
(1) for a fiscal year unless, from the aggre-
gate amounts appropriated under sub-
sections (a) through (d) for the fiscal year,
the Secretary has obligated for the purpose
described in paragraph (1) an amount equal
to the amounts obligated by the Secretary
for such purpose in fiscal year 1991.

“(f) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Funds appro-
priated under this authority shall remain
available until expended.”.

SEC. 7. CONFORMING AMENDMENT.

The heading for title I of the Abandoned
Infants Assistance Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 670
note) is amended by adding at the end the
following: “AND ABANDONMENT PREVEN-
TION PROGRAMS",

SEC. 8. TERMINATION OF PROGRAMS.”

Section 105 of the Abandoned Infants As-
sistance Act of 1988 (42 U.8.C. 670 note) is re-
pealed.
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MOTION OFFERED BY MR. PAYNE OF NEW JERSEY

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey moves to strike
all after the enacting clause of the Senate
bill, 8. 1532, and to insert in lieu thereof the
text of H.R. 2722, as passed by the House.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed.

The title of the Senate bill was
amended so as to read, ““A bill to revise
and extend the programs under the
Abandoned Infants Assistance Act of
1988.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 2722) was
laid on the table.

CONVENTIONAL FORCES IN EU-
ROPE TREATY IMPLEMENTATION
ACT OF 1991

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3807) to amend the Arms Export
Control Act to authorize the President
to transfer battle tanks, artillery
pieces, and armored combat vehicles to
member countries of the North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization in conjunction
with implementation of the Treaty on
Conventional Armed Forces in Europe.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 3807

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 ‘‘Conven-
tional Forces in Europe Treaty Implementa-
tion Act of 19917,

SEC. 2. AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER CERTAIN CFE
TREATY-LIMITED EQUIPMENT TO
NATO MEMBERS.

The Arms Export Control Act is amended
by adding at the end the following:
“CHAPTER B8—TRANSFER OF CERTAIN

CFE TREATY-LIMITED EQUIPMENT TO

NATO MEMBERS
“SEC. 81. PURPOSE.

“The purpose of this chapter is to author-
ize the President to support, consistent with
the CFE Treaty, a NATO equipment transfer
program that will—

‘(1) enhance NATO's forces,

‘(2) increase NATO standardization and
interoperability, and

“(3) better distribute defense burdens with-
in the NATO alliance.

“SEC. 82. CFE TREATY OBLIGATIONS.

““‘The authorities provided in this chapter
shall be exercised consistent with the obliga-
tions incurred by the United States in con-
nection with the CFE Treaty.

“SEC. 83. AUTHORITIES.

‘“(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—The President
may transfer to any NATO/CFE country, in
accordance with NATO plans, defense arti-
cles—

“(1) that are battle tanks, armoured com-
bat vehicles, or artillery included within the
CFE Treaty's definition of ‘conventional ar-
maments and equipment limited by the
Treaty’;
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'*(2) that were, as of the date of signature
of the CFE Treaty, in the stocks of the De-
partment of Defense and located in the CFE
Treaty's area of application; and

“(3) that the President determines are not
needed by United States military forces
within the CFE Treaty's area of application.

“(b) ACCEPTANCE OF NATO ASSISTANCE IN
ELIMINATING DIRECT COSTS OF TRANSFERS.—
In order to eliminate direct costs of facili-
tating transfers of defense articles under
subsectlon (a), the United States may utilize
services provided by NATO or any NATQ/
CFE country, including inspection, repair, or
transportation services with respect to de-
fense articles so transferred.

““(c) ACCEPTANCE OF NATO ASSISTANCE IN
MEETING CERTAIN UNITED STATES OBLIGA-
TIONS.—In order to facilitate United States
compliance with the CFE Treaty-mandated
obligations for destruction of conventional
armaments and equipment limited by the
CFE Treaty, the United States may utilize
services or funds provided by NATO or any
NATO/CFE country.

‘(d) AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER ON A GRANT
BasIs.—Defense articles may be transferred
under subsection (a) without cost to the re-
ciplent country.

“(e) THIRD COUNTRY TRANSFERS RESTRIC-
TIONS.—For purposes of sections 3(a)(2),
3(a)(3), 3(c), and 3(d) of this Act, defense arti-
cles transferred under subsection (a) of this
section shall be deemed to have been sold
under this Act.

“(f) MAINTENANCE OF MILITARY BALANCE IN
THE EASTERN MEDITERRANEAN.—The Presi-
dent shall ensure that transfers by the Unit-
ed States under subsection (a), taken to-
gether with transfers by other NATO/CFE
countries in implementing the CFE Treaty,
are of such valuations so as to be consistent
with the United States policy, embodied in
section 620C of the Forelgn Assistance Act of
1961, of maintaining the military balance in
the Eastern Mediterranean.

“(g) EXPIRATION OF AUTHORITY.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), the authority of subsection (a)
expires at the end of the 40-month period be-
ginning on the date on which the CFE Treaty
enters into force.

*/(2) TRANSITION RULE.—Paragraph (1) does
not apply with respect to a transfer of de-
fense articles for which notification under
section 84(a) is submitted before the end of
the period described in that paragraph.

“SEC. 84. Nozmc.&nows AND REPORTS TO CON-

*"(a) NOTIFICATIONS.—Not less than 15 days
before transferring any defense articles pur-
suant to section 83(a), the President shall no-
tify the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Forelgn Relations of the Senate in ac-
cordance with the procedures applicable to
reprogramming notifications pursuant to
lsglﬂon 634A of the Foreign Assistance Act of
‘(b) ANNUAL REPORTS.—Not later than
February 1 each year, the President shall
submit to the Committee on Foreign Affairs
and the Committee on Armed Services of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Foreign Relations and the Committee on
Armed Services of the Senate a report that—

(1) 1ists all transfers made to each recipi-
ent NATO/CFE country by the United States
under section 83(a) during the preceding cal-

endar year,;

*(2) describes how those transfers further
the purposes described In paragraphs (1)
through (3) of section 81; and

“(3) lists, on a country-by-country basis,
all transfers to another country of conven-
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tional armaments and equipment limited by
the CFE Treaty—

‘(A) by each NATO/CFE country (other
than the United States) in implementing the
CFE Treaty, and

‘(B) by each Warsaw Pact country in im-
plementing the CFE Treaty.

“SEC. 85. DEFINITIONS.

‘‘As used in this chapter—

‘(1) the term ‘CFE Treaty’' means the
Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Eu-
rope (signed at Paris, November 19, 1990);

*(2) the term ‘conventional armaments and
equipment limited by the CFR Treaty’' has
the same meaning as the term ‘conventional
armaments and equipment limited by the
Treaty' does under paragraph 1(J) of article
II of the CFR Treaty;

*(3) the term ‘NATO' means the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization;

**(4) the term ‘NATO/CFE country’ means a
member country of NATO that is a party to
the CFR Treaty and is listed in paragraph
1(A) of article II of the CFR Treaty within
the group of States Parties that signed or ac-
ceded to the Treaty of Brussels of 1948 or the
Treaty of Washington of 1949 (the North At-
lantic Treaty); and

*(5) the term ‘Warsaw Pact country’ means
a country that is listed in paragraph 1(A) of
article II of the CFR Treaty within the group
of States Parties that signed the Treaty of
Warsaw of 1955."".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. FAsCeELL] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BROOM-
FIELD] will be recognized for 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. FASCELL].

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FASCELL. 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. 3807, the bill now
under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
3807 authorizing the President to trans-
fer certain limited equipment pursuant
to the CFE Treaty. One year ago, on
November 19, 1990, 22 nations met at a
summit of the Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe in Paris and
signed the Treaty on Conventional
Armed Forces in Europe [CFE Treaty].
The CFE Treaty is an agreement that
mandates reductions and limits on
military equipment such as tanks, ar-
mored vehicles, artillery, combat air-
craft, and helicopters in Europe from
the Atlantic Ocean to the Ural Moun-
tains. This treaty is another major
arms control achievement of the post-
cold-war era. It culminates a long, ar-
duous process of negotiations between
NATO and the Warsaw Pact on force
reductions in Europe which began in
1973, but didn’t become a realistic op-
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portunity until the Berlin Wall came
down.

The CFE Treaty requires that each
state which is a party to the treaty
submit extensive data on its military
forces, adhere to detailed provisions for
the destruction or conversion of excess
equipment, and open military installa-
tions to intrusive inspection.

The CFE Treaty was formally sub-
mitted to the Senate on July 1, 1991,
The Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee reported the CFE Treaty to the full
Senate today along with the imple-
menting legislation we are now consid-
ering. The Senate is scheduled to con-
sider and give its advice and consent to
this treaty on Thursday.

The legislation that we are consider-
ing today is a key component of the
CFE Treaty and is considered to be
part of the implementation of that
treaty. Specifically, the transfer pro-
gram authorized by this legislation
would enable the United States, Ger-
many, and other allies to adjust their
reduction liabilities by transferring
treaty limited equipment to other al-
lies, allowing the Alliance to achieve
an effective overall defense capability
at lower force levels. I would like to
also point out that this is a NATO pro-
gram and not solely a U.S. portion rep-
resenting only 30 percent of the overall
program. Therefore, 70 percent of the
costs associated with the program will
not be incurred by the United States
and 70 percent of the actual equipment
transfers will come from other NATO
member countries.

Briefly the legislation:

Clarifies that the transfers are con-
sistent with the obligations incurred
by the U.S. and other allies in connec-
tion with the CFE Treaty;

Limits the articles eligible for trans-
fer only to battle tanks, armored com-
bat vehicles, or artillery included with-
in the CFE Treaty's definition of con-
ventional armaments and equipment
limited by the treaty;

Clarifies that the United States will
not incur any additional costs for such
transfers;

Includes language concerning the
military balance in the Eastern Medi-
terranean; and

Stipulates congressional reporting
requirements prior to any transfer.

This legislation does not include au-
thority requested by the executive
branch concerning follow-on support
for the initial transfers. This language
was deleted to reflect concerns raised
by some of our colleagues and with the
concurrence of the executive branch.

I would like to commend my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle of the
Foreign Affairs Committee and also on
the Armed Services Committee for
working with us to fashion this legisla-
tion which now enjoys broad bipartisan
support. I would also note that this
legislation in its current form is fully
supported by the executive branch.
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In closing, Mr. Speaker, I would like
to express my support for the legisla-
tion before us and for the CFE Treaty.
I believe this treaty enhances stability
and security in Europe and that this
implementing legislation further com-
plements the treaty objectives and I
urge my colleagues to support this
measure.

I include for the RECORD the fact
sheet on this subject.

THE TREATY ON CONVENTIONAL ARMED
FORCES IN EUROPE
INTRODUCTION

For more than four decades, the tragic di-
vision of Europe was maintained by the mas-
sive conventional forces of the Soviet Union
and its Warsaw Pact allies. The mobility,
firepower and disproportionate size of this
force, and its capacity for surprise attack,
constituted a major threat to the West. The
signing of the Treaty on Conventional
Armed Forces in Europe (CFE), on November
19, 1990, signalled the end of the Soviet
Union's military dominance of Europe and
locked in the welcome political changes of
the previous year. In doing so, it fulfilled one
of NATO's long-held ambitions: to lower and
equalize conventional force levels from the
Atlantic to the Urals and thereby enhance
the security and stability of all of Europe.

Implementation of the CFE Treaty will in-
volve one of the largest disarmament pro-
grams in history. The Soviet Union alone
will have to destroy the military capacity of
many thousands of tanks, artillery and other
pieces of equipment. Furthermore, it will
constrain Soviet conventional forces even
within the Western Soviet Union. When the
Treaty is fully implemented, the Soviets will
retain in Eurcpe only 35 percent of the equip-
ment they held in 1988. Moreover, a provision
of the Treaty known as the “sufficiency
rule,” will prevent any nation from creating
a conventional force greater than one-third
of the total armaments permitted in the
area. This provision applies to all Treaty sig-
natories; however, in practice, it only affects
the Soviet Union. Finally, the CFE Treaty
will, through a system of regional sublimits,
curb any nation’s ability to concentrate
forces in a manner threatening to its neigh-

r's.

A stringent verification regime will ensure
that reductions prescribed under CFE are
carried out. The inspections and information
exchanges will make it difficult to hide mili-
tarily significant violations of the Treaty. In
addition, it will hamper any nation’s ability
to amass equipment in excess of the Treaty's
limits. The verification measures thus act as
a hedge against future militarism or politi-
cal excess and provide a standard by which
we can judge the actions of the other sig-
natories. The Treaty's required reductions
and provisions for intrusive monitoring con-
stitute obligations that go well beyond the
unilateral and bilateral withdrawal agree-
ments the Soviet Union concluded following
the revolutions of 1989, As Secretary of State
James Baker noted, “Where tens of thou-
sands of Soviet tanks previously were poised
for an offensive, now hundreds of inspectors
will stand, and this will help ensure stability
and provide warning even if political condi-
tions change."

The binding nature of the CFE Treaty, its
extensive verification regime and the strict
regulations on destruction, location and
storage of equipment will make a significant
contribution to the security and confidence
needed to produce a new, more stable Euro-

pean order.
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ZONAL LIMITS TO GROUND EQUIPMENT IN ACTIVE UNITS
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The CFE Treaty includes geographic subzones
within the overall Atlantic to the Urals region with
limits on the amount of active ground equipment
which can be stationed in them. Equipment In ex-
cess of these limits—up to overall permitted ceil-
ings—must be kept at designated storage sites. The
Central, Expanded Central, and Extended zones are
“nested"’. The other words, the Expanded Central
Zone includes all of the territory of the Central
Zone plus the four Soviet military districts, Italy,
France, The United Kingd and Di k.
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Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to com-
mend Chairman FASCELL for bringing
this legislation expeditiously to the
floor for consideration. This legislation
is important to the President and the
Nation and warrants our strong sup-

port.

This legislation authorizes the Presi-
dent to transfer tanks, armored com-
bat vehicles [ACV’s], and artillery to
members of the NATO Alliance in con-
nection with implementation of the
CFE Treaty agreed to last November in
Paris.

This legislation will help NATO mod-
ernize its forces, increase efficiency,
and shift defense burdens.

In addition, it clarifies the authority
of the President to ensure that the
United States will not incur any addi-
tional budgetary expense as a result of
the transfers.

Finally, I would like to point out
that this legislation mandates the
President to ensure that any equip-
ment transfer to Greece and Turkey
under this program is consistent with
United States policy of maintaining
the military balance in the Eastern
Mediterranean.

I urge my colleagues to support this
important legislation.
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Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HOCHBRUECKNER). The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. FASCELL], that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 3807.

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.

REGARDING FORCED LABOR IN
CHINESE PRISONS

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr., Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution (H. Con Res.
216) concerning the use of forced labor
in Chinese prisons, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 216

Whereas the Government of the People's
Republic of China maintains up to 5,000 pris-
on, labor reform, reeducation, and juvenile
detention facilities holding a large number
of political prisoners, including thousands of
young men and women jailed after that gov-
ernment's June 1989 suppression of the
prodemocracy movement in China;

Whereas many Chinese prisoners are sent
to Chinese prisons without any judicial hear-
ing whatsoever and others are forced to stay
on after their sentences expire;

Whereas forced labor is an integral part of
the Chinese prison system, and Chinese pris-
oners are forced to labor under extremely in-
humane and dangerous conditions with little
or no compensation for their work;

Whereas the recent investigations by
Harry Wu, a former Chinese political pris-
oner, and by independent human rights orga-
nizations such as Asia Watch, clearly dem-
onstrate that Chinese prisons seek to export
forced labor products to the United States,
and have devised numerous methods to evade
United States laws;

Whereas numerous Chinese government
publications explicitly describe the export of
forced labor products, and encourage all Chi-
nese prisons to sell their products on the
international market;

Whereas Chinese forced labor exports
threaten American jobs in many sectors of
the United States economy, including the
shoe, toy, garment, handtool, and electronics
industries; and

Whereas China’s $10,000,000,000 trade sur-
plus with the United States in 1990 can be
partly attributed to Chinese forced labor ex-
ports: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That (a) the Congress
finds that the Government of the People's
Republic of China—

(1) systematically exploits the labor of
prisoners in the Chinese gulag to produce
cheap products for export;

(2) detains many prisoners past the expira-
tion of their sentences in violation of inter-
nationally recognized human rights; and

(3) holds many prisoners in conditions that
fall below international standards for the
treatment of prisoners.
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(b) The Congress—

(1) urges the Government of the People’s
Republic of China to—

(A) allow international inspections of
places of detention that are suspected of pro-
ducing export goods in order to ensure that
such production does not take place;

(B) release the texts of any government di-
rectives, regulations, or policies regarding
the exportation of products made in Chinese
prisons, other than the October 10, 1991, joint
declaration by the Chinese Ministry of For-
elgn Economic Relations and the Chinese
Ministry of Justice banning prison-made ex-

rts;
Im((}) detail publicly the steps it will take to
enforce the joint declaration of October 10,
1991, and any other policy prohibiting forced
labor exports, at all levels of the Chinese
government and Chinese prison system; and

(D) vigorously reform the Chinese politi-
cal, judicial, penal, and economic systems so
that Chinese citizens are not jailed for their
political and religious beliefs, all Chinese
citizens accused of crimes receive fair and
open trials, Chinese prisoners are adequately
compensated for their work, and workplace
conditions in Chinese prisons are safe and
humane; and

(2) urges the Government of Hong Kong,
and the governments of other nations
through which Chinese products are
transhipped, to prohibit the importation of
Chinese forced labor products and to inves-
t.isnm thoroughly trading compa.n.les sus-
pected of dealing in prison-made goods.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Connecticut [Mr. GEJDENSON] will be
recognized for 20 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BROOM-
FIELD] will be recognized for 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. GEJDENSON].

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

Mr. Speaker, Secretary of State
James Baker returned yesterday from
a weekend in Beijing. Baker’s visit was
a political plum for China’s hard-line
leaders.

For the United States, however, Sec-
retary Baker’s visit was an unquestion-
able failure. China's aging leaders ab-
solutely refused to budge on human
rights, trade barriers, and arms con-
trol.

The intransigence of China’s leaders,
however, should not come as a surprise.
Beijing knows there will be no price to
pay for ignoring American concerns.
By refusing to support legislation plac-
ing limits on China’s MFN status,
President Bush has given carte blanche
to Beijing to trample on the human
rights of its citizens and the jobs of
American workers.

The resolution before the House
today addresses one aspect of the Chi-
nese Government’s brutality toward its
citizens: The use of forced labor in Chi-
nese prisons. In compelling testimony
before the Subcommittee on Inter-
national Economic Policy and Trade,
human rights groups presented con-
crete evidence that thousands of Chi-
nese political prisoners are forced to
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work long hours in dangerous factories,
receiving no compensation for their
work.

Products made by Chinese forced
labor, furthermore, are routinely ex-
ported to the United States in direct
violation of United States law. Since
1930, the United States has wisely pro-
hibited the importation of goods made
with forced labor, not only to promote
human rights, but also to protect
American workers against cheap,
slave-labor imports.

Late last week, Asia Watch and NBC
News revealed new evidence that Chi-
nese forced labor products, some made
by jailed Tiananmen demonstrators,
are making their way onto American
shelves. NBC cameras caught a Chinese
businessman at a trade show in San
Francisco selling steel pipe which was
positively made by Chinese forced
labor.

The new evidence makes a mockery
of China’s October 10, 1991, declaration
that China would no longer export
forced labor products to the United
States.

The new evidence demonstrates that
the Memorandum of Understanding be-
tween the United States and China on
prison labor exports, agreed upon last
weekend, will not stop the export of
Chinese slave-labor products.

Finally, the new evidence shows that
the U.S. Customs Service is simply not
doing its job. Customs must redouble
its enforcement efforts and ban the im-
portation of entire categories of Chi-
nese forced labor products.

This resolution, Mr. Speaker, does
more than condemn the Chinese Gov-
ernment for its policy of promoting
forced labor exports. House Concurrent
Resolution 216 urges the Chinese Gov-
ernment to take a series of steps to
publish and strictly enforce a no-
forced-labor-exports policy.

Given the large percentage of Chinese
exports which are shipped through
Hong Kong, the resolution also urges
the Hong Kong government to prohibit
forced labor imports.

Mr. Speaker, House Concurrent Reso-
lution 216 puts Beijing on notice that
Congress will not tolerate this gross
violation of human rights and growing
threat to American jobs. I urge its pas-

sage.

Finally, on a personal note, Mr.
Speaker, my family during World War
II was in Europe. For people who are
oppressed in the midst of a crisis, it is
an awfully lonely feeling. It is doubly
lonely if it is felt that the most power-
ful democracy on the face of this plan-
et is looking the other way.

We have had times in history where
America did not speak out quickly
enough when human beings, fellow
human beings on this planet were being
tortured and murdered. For us today I
think is a good time to speak out for
what is happening to those young he-
roes of Tiananmen Square, people who
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wanted little more than democracy
from their own government. I would
hope that we overwhelmingly pass this
resolution and send a strong message
to the Chinese Government.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, this resolution would
urge the Chinese Government to take
further steps to prevent the export of
goods produced by forced labor. It also
requests other nations to take actions
to prevent shipments of Chinese prison-
made products to the United States.

I wish to recognize the efforts of its
sponsor, Congressman GEJDENSON,
chairman of the Subcommittee on
International Economic Policy and
Trade, and also the work of the Asian
and Pacific Affairs Subcommittee,
headed by Congressmen SOLARZ and
LEACH, on the resolution.

It is abundantly clear by now that
the People’s Republic of China has had
a policy of employing forced labor to
manufacture products for export. I am
especially pleased that our committee
has followed this issue closely, through
hearings and legislative action.

Our colleagues, Congressmen CHRIS
SmiTH and FRANK WoLF, actually vis-
ited a Chinese prison and found textile
products being made for export. In ad-
dition, CBS News recently ran a ‘60
Minutes” segment based on personal
research by Hoover Institite scholar
Harry Wu. This footage showed not
only human rights abuses in Chinese
prisons and detention camps, but clear
evidence that the products made by the
prisoners were intended for export.

The administration has strongly pro-
tested China's abuses of human rights
and has cracked down on imports of
forced-labor products. Recently, the
U.S. Customs Service halted importa-
tion of all hand tools manufactured by
a machinery plant in Shanghadi.

The Chinese Government has long
claimed that its policy is not to export
prison-made goods, but announced on
October 10, that it would take addi-
tional steps to prohibit the export of
such products. It also apparently made
further commitments on this subject
during Secretary Baker’s recent visit.

Despite the progress that has been
made thus far, we need to send a strong
message to China that exporting pris-
on-made goods is unacceptable. I sup-
port the resolution.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. GILMAN], a member of
our committee.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to rise in support of House Con-
gressional Resolution 216, a resolution
concerning the use of forced labor in
China and I commend the gentleman
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from Connecticut [Mr. GEJDENSON], the
distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on International Economic
Policy and Trade.

Mr. Speaker, Asia Watch recently
stated in a report titled, ‘‘Prison Labor
in China,” that they have hard evi-
dence that links prison labor in China
to Chinese exports to this country. The
report states:

The United States has long known that
China used prison labor extensively in manu-
facturing and agriculture, yet there was no
“smoking gun' to link prison labor to Chi-
nese exports to this country. Now that smok-
ing gun is available. The official Chinese
documents attached demonstrate that the
government of China is systematically ex-
ploiting the labor of prisoners to produce
cheap products for export—and specifically
targeting the United States, West Germany
and Japan. The documents show conclusively
that Chinese government officials * * * who
have consistently denied that China exports
prison-made goods, have been deliberately
lying. It is time to apply the letter of U.S.
law to China and prohibit the importation of
prison-made products.

I am deeply concerned that our Na-
tion is playing a supporting role for
Chinese Communist labor camps. Pro-
democracy demonstrators, who stood
up and risked their lives for ideals we
hold so dear, are forced to toil in un-
speakable conditions with no pay in
these camps. Their blood and sweat en-
rich the children of China's elite who
own these enterprises and force work-
ers in our Nation to compete with what
can only be referred to as slave labor.
Asgia Watch reports that millions of
those who have served out their sen-
tences since 19456 remain in the Chinese
gulag as a captive labor force as a re-
sult of forcible retention policy.”

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to support House Congres-
aion.a.l Resolution 216.

BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. ENGEL], who has played
a great role in moving this legislation
forward.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of House Congressional
Resolution 216. On a trip to China this
past summer, along with many of my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle, we
repeatedly spoke with the Chinese
leadership and told them of our dis-
pleasure over their abysmal human
rights record and forced labor in prison
camps. I am sad to say that the replies
we got were not much better than the
ones Secretary Baker just recently re-
ceived.

It is very, very important that we in
the Congress speak with one voice and
say that we here in the United States
will not tolerate the kinds of human
rights abuses that go on in China and
in Chinese prisons. The heroes of
Tiananmen Square have really pointed
the way for freedom in the world and
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we here in the United States must
stand behind them. The Chinese Gov-
ernment cannot continue to close its
eyes and brazenly pretend that this is
simply an internal matter and that the
world ought to not care at all. We care
very, very much and we will not toler-
ate these human rights policies.

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

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank
the gentlemen on both sides of the
aisle, the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
FASCELL], the chairman of the commit-
tee, the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
BROOMFIELD], the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. RoTH], and other Members
who have been so helpful on this issue.
For human rights reasons and for eco-
nomic reasons American workers com-
peting with slave labor just does not
make sense in cities around my State
and across this country.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of House Concurrent Resolution 216, as
amended, concerning the use of forced labor
in Chinese prisons. The Committee on Foreign
Affairs considered this resolution this morning.
| commend the author of the resolution, the
chairman of the Subcommittee on International
Economic Policy and Trade, Mr. GEJDENSON,
for his leadership on this important initiative
and urge its immediate passage.

Recent independent investigations by inter-
national human rights and news organizations
have clearly documented the export of goods
produced by forced prison labor in China.
Some of those goods have found their way
into the United States. This reprehensible
practice is in violation of both international
human rights law and U.S. law and should be
strongly condemned.

House Concurrent Resolution 216, as
amended, provides an opportunity for Con-
gress to express its condemnation of this de-
plorable practice and urge the Chinese Gov-
ernment to adopt policies that will put an end
to the use of forced labor as well as to im-
prove the dismal conditions under which most
prisoners are held in China. House Concurrent
Resolution 216 further urges the Chinese Gov-
ernment to vigorously reform its political, judi-
cial, penal, and economic systems so that Chi-
nese citizens are no longer jailed for their po-
litical or religious beliefs, that all Chinese citi-
zens accused of crimes receive fair and open
trials, and that the workplace conditions in
Chinese prisons are safe and humane.

One of the specific measures we urge the
Chinese to adopt in this resolution is to allow
international inspections of prisons and other
places of detention. Access to Chinese pris-
ons and detention centers by the International
Committee of the Red Cross, for instance, is
an important step for ending the practice of
forced labor as well as ensuring that torture
and other forms of mistreatment are ended.
This one action would do much to improve the
plight of Chinese prisoners and lend credence
to the Chinese Govemment's claims that
forced labor is prohibited. | urge the Chinese
Government to allow such inspections imme-
diately and urge unanimous adoption of this
resolution.
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Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of House Concurrent Resolution 216,
regarding forced labor in Chinese prisons.

It is impossible to ignore the blatant human
rights violations perpetrated by the Beijing
government on its people. Over the past sev-
eral years we have watched innocent civilians
brutally shot down in the streets of China and
Tibet. Freedom of religion, speech, and asso-
ciation are nonexistent and imprisonment sole-
ly for political beliefs is widespread.

Now a more subtle, yet equally disturbing
situation has more recently come to my atten-
tion, that of Chinese prisoners reportedly
being forced to work while in prison.

No human rights violation is a matter of in-
ternal affairs as the Government of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China would have us believe.
But this problem has found its way into the
stores and warehouses of the United States
as United States importers have unwittingly
brought products made by Chinese prisoners
to this country.

To think that those peaceful demonstrators
from Tiananmen Square, now languishing in
prison, are being forced to work and that
these products can be found on the inter-
national market is extremely unsettling.

Mr. Speaker, the Chinese Government must
treat its prisoners according to international
standards and must cease the forcible produc-
tion of goods for export in the Chinese prison
system.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of
House Concurrent Resolution 216 offered by
the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. GEJDEN-
SON].

The Tariff Act of 1930 states clearly that—

All goods, wares articles, and merchandise
mined, produced, or manufactured wholly or
in part in any foreign country by convict
labor and/or forced labor * * * shall not be
entitled to entry at any of the ports of the
United States.

Notwithstanding United States law and as-
surances to President Bush that goods made
with forced labor are strictly for domestic mar-
kets, China continues to openly and cavalierly
export prisoner-made goods.

Many of my colleagues may have watched
the NBC news segment last Thursday which
provided more evidence of China's gross vio-
lation of United States trade law and inter-
nationally recognized human rights standards.
Last week at a trade fair in San Francisco,
Chinese businessmen, calculators at the
ready, were eager to do business. Among
goods available for export were products
made at plants in Laiyang, Taian, and
Dezhous, all listed in official Chinese docu-
ments obtained by Asia Watch as being labor
reform enterprises.

If any of my colleagues are hesitant about
these internal documents, take a look at the
brochure which was being distributed at the
trade fair. The page devoted to Dezhou
Shengjian Machinery Plant has a picture of
the plant—guardtowers and all. Another adver-
tisement for the Shandong Laiyang Heavy-
duty Machinery Factory includes a photograph
of the factory gates where the Chinese char-
acters for “labor reform” are visible.

Congressman SMITH and | saw the Chinese
prison labor system at work when | visited
Beijing Prison No. 1 earlier this year. After offi-
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cials refused to let us visit imprisoned
prodemocracy demonstrators, we toured the
prison and watched inmates making goods
which likely were intended for Western mar-
kets.

While | appreciate the administration’s step-
ping up efforts to stem the stream of prisoner-
made goods entering United States ports, it is
time for the United States Government to en-
force its laws and make it clear to the Chinese
and any other country producing goods with
forced labor, that these goods will not be per-
mitted in the United States. Should we stand
by as consumers, unknowingly contributing to
the oppression of Chinese citizens imprisoned
for professing their religious faith, or who
crusaded for democracy in 19897 Should we
stand by as American companies and labor
unions competing with foreign exports made
with little or no labor costs? The reply from
this Congress should be a resounding “no.”
Every effort should be taken to end these
abuses.

Secretary Baker's trip to China has resuilted
in few concessions by the Chinese on human
rights. In fact, China's immediate reaction to
Mr. Baker's demands was the detainment of
two prominent dissidents. Timidity and weak-
hearted responses will not be enough. | urge
the President to demand that the Government
of the People’s Republic of China comply with
the content of House Concurrent Resolution
216.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HOCHBRUECKNER). The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. GEJDENSON]
that the House suspend the rules and
agree to the concurrent resolution,
House Concurrent Resolution 216, as
amended.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. WALKER)
there were—ayes 12, noes 0.

So, (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the concurrent resolution, as amended,
was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks on House
Concurrent Resolution 216, the concur-
rent resolution just agreed to.

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

There was no objection.

CONGRATULATING DAW AUNG SAN
SUU KYI ON RECEIVING THE
NOBEL PEACE PRIZE AND EX-
PRESSING CONTINUED CONGRES-
SIONAL CONCERN ABOUT HUMAN
RIGHTS ABUSES IN BURMA

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
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lution (H. Res. 262) congratulating Daw
Aung San Suu Kyi on receiving the
Nobel Peace Prize and expressing con-
tinued congressional concern about
human rights abuse in Burma, as
amended.
The Clerk read as follows:
H. RES, 262

Whereas since 1962 the people of Burma
have lived under brutal military repression;

Whereas in 1988 the people of Burma re-
belled against military rule through massive
peaceful demonstrations in support of demo-
cratic reform;

Whereas Daw Aung San Suu Kyl emerged
as the leader of the Burmese people seeking
peaceful and democratic change;

Whereas Daw Aung San Suu Kyl was one of
the founders of the National League for De-
mocracy in Burma, which contested and
overwhelmingly won the elections of May
1990;

Whereas Daw Aung San Suu Kyi has been
kept under house arrest by the Burmese
military junta since July 1989 and denied all
visits from family and friends;

Whereas the Burmese military junta has
disregarded the election results of May 1990
and the Burmese people still suffer the
harshest forms of repression by the junta;

Whereas Daw Aung San Suu Kyl remains
the symbol of hope and dignity for the Bur-
mese people seeking peaceful and democratic
change;

Whereas on October 14, 1991, Daw Aung San
Suu Kyl was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize
in recognition of her struggle and that of the
Burmese people;

Whereas due to the human rights situation
in Burma, the Administration has suspended
foreign assistance and trade preferences and
has elected not to renew the textile agree-
ment with Burma,;

Whereas despite United States sanctions
against Burma, several other countries have
provided military supplies to the junta and
have, thereby, lent support to its policies of
repression; and

Whereas China has provided the junta with
economic aid and has served as its major
source of military supplies, providing sup-
port that is crucial to its survival including
tanks, jet fighters, rocket launchers, assault
rifles, anti-aircraft guns, armored personnel
carriers, patrol boats, and other arms and
equipment whose value has been estimated
at $500,000,000 to $1,000,000,000: Now therefore,
be it

Resolved, That in recognition of the hero-
ism and inspiring struggle of Daw Aung San
Suu Kyl to bring peace and democracy to
Burma, the House of Representatives—

(1) congratulates Daw Aung San Suu Kyl
on being awarded the Nobel Peace Prize;

(2) expresses in the strongest possible
terms its continued condemnation of the
Burmese military regime for abuses of inter-
nationally recognized human rights;

(3) voices its continued and unwavering
support for Daw Aung San Suu Kyi and the
people of Burma in their struggle for peace-
ful and democratic change;

(4) urges the Government of the People’'s
Republic of China to suspend all economic
aid and transfers of military supplies to
Burma until Daw Aung San Suu Kyi and all
other prisoners of conscience are released,
martial law is lifted, and the results of the
May 1990 elections are implemented;

(5) welcomes the Administration’s efforts
to promote human rights in Burma, and calls
upon the President and the Secretary of
State to—
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(A) continue to encourage the restoration
of democracy in Burma and condemn viola-
tions of human rights there;

(B) cortinue to advocate the immediate
and unconditional release of Daw Aung San
Sun Kyi and all other prisoners of con-
science;

(C) impose additional economic sanctions
on Burma,; and

(D) call privately and publicly for an end
to China’s military transfers and economic
aid to Burma and advise the Government of
China that its willingness to end such sup-
port will play an important role in the devel-
opment of United States relations with
China;

(6) further calls upon the President and the
Secretary of State to promote multilateral
efforts, including an international arms em-
bargo and international economic sanctions,
designed to encourage the military regime to
bring its practices into conformity with
internationally recognized human rights
standards; and

(T) out of respect and recognition of the ef-
forts of Daw Aung San Suu Kyl to promote
peace and human rights, would welcome a
decision to invite Daw Aung San Suu Kyl to
address a joint meeting of the United States
Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SoLARZ] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BROOM-
FIELD] will be recognized for 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SOLARZ].

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

Mr. Speaker, I will be brief. This res-
olution congratulates Aung San Suu
Kyi on being awarded the Nobel Peace
Prize and expresses continuing con-
gressional concern about human rights
abuses in Burma.

In the fall of 1988, in the midst of a
massive nationwide uprising on the
part of the Burmese people in which
they were seeking to peacefully bring
about the establishment of a demo-
cratic government in their country,
the existing regime in Rangoon, with a
burst of military fury, cracked down
against the uprising which was then
taking place. In a significant blood-
bath, the regime managed to suppress
the democratic aspirations of the Bur-
mese people, and thousands of innocent
Burmese lost their lives. It made the
crackdown in Tiananmen Square look
a little bit like a tea party by compari-
son, but since there were no television
cameras present in Burma at the time,
it never received the kind of attention
which the crackdown in Tiananmen
Square did roughly a year later.

Subsequent to the crackdown in
Burma, Aung San Suu Kyi, an extraor-
dinarily impressive woman who I was
privileged to meet when I was in Ran-
goon a week before the crackdown, and
who is the daughter of the founding fa-
ther of Burma, Aung San, led a move-
ment for democracy in her country,
during the course of which she dem-
onstrated great courage and commit-
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ment to the principles of peaceful and
nonviolent change. The rulers in the
regime, however, clearly concluded
that they could not permit her to con-
tinue moving about the country, mobi-
lizing the people, and speaking out
against the Government, and so they
incarcerated Aung San Suu Kyi, not by
putting her into prison but by placing
her under house arrest, where she has
languished now for a considerable pe-
riod of time.

And after an election was held which
the regime said would give the people
of Burma the opportunity to choose
their own government, but which the
regime badly lost, and which Aung San
Suu Kyi’s political party, the National
League for Democracy, won, the rulers
in Burma promptly threw out the elec-
tion.

0O 2120

A short while ago, the Nobel Prize
Committee, taking note of this wom-
an's extraordinary courage and com-
mitment to democracy, decided to be-
stow the Nobel Peace Prize upon her. It
was entirely deserved and it also had
the ancillary and very useful purpose
of focusing international attention on
the continued plight of the Burmese
people.

This resolution reaffirms the support
of the Congress of the United States
and of the American people to democ-
racy in Burma. It pays tribute to Aung
San Suu Kyi for her courage and for
her commitment to the principles of
political pluralism upon which our own
great Nation was founded. It takes
note of the efforts on the part of the
administration to bring pressure to
bear on the Burmese authorities to per-
mit a peaceful transition to democ-
racy, but also calls on the administra-
tion to join with us in ratcheting up
the pressure by imposing comprehen-
sive economic sanctions against
Burma.

It also takes note of the extent to
which the Chinese Government is pro-
viding hundreds of millions of dollars’
worth of arms to the Burmese authori-
ties which they in turn can use to op-
press their own people. It calls upon
the Chinese leaders to terminate the
transfer of these weapons and lets
them know in no uncertain terms that
how they respond to this plea will have
a significant influence on the future re-
lationship between our two countries.

Mr. Speaker, it is true that the adop-
tion of this resolution will probably
not garner much attention in the
American press; it is not going to be on
the front page tomorrow of the Wash-
ington Post or the New York Times. It
is not going to make the network news.
I doubt that anyone will hear a discus-
sion of it on Nightline or MacNeil/
Lehrer. But I can assure you that with-
in 24 hours of the adoption of this reso-
lution, virtually everyone in Burma
will know about it, because they listen
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to the Voice of America and they will
take heart from the fact that the Unit-
ed States, the greatest and most pow-
erful democracy in the world, is on
their side.

I suspect that somehow or other word
may even reach Aung San Suu Kyi in
the midst of her confinement, and I
have no doubt that it will be a sburce
of encouragement for her as well.

Sooner or later democracy will come
to Burma, and I have no doubt that
when it does, the adoption of this reso-
lution and the measures Congress and
the administration and our country
have already taken will have earned for
the United States a very special place
in the hearts of the Burmese people,
who know that in their moment of
need we were with them.

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

Mr. Speaker, I urge support for this
resolution and commend its sponsors
for bringing it through the committee
and to the floor. Special recognition is
due the efforts of the chairman of the
Asian and Pacific Affairs Subcommit-
tee, Congressman SOLARZ, and the
ranking member, Mr. LEACH; to the
Human Rights Subcommittee headed
by Congressmen YATRON and BEREU-
TER; and to Congressman GILMAN for
his contribution to the resolution.

House Resolution 262 expresses the
congratulations of the House of Rep-
resentatives to San Suu Kyi—Sahn Soo
Jee—and the Burmese people on her
being awarded the Nobel Peace Prize.
It also urges the administration to con-
tinue its efforts to promote human
rights and political reform in that
country.

Events in Burma have been a real
roller coaster. We have witnessed the
depths of despair as the military gov-
ernment oppressed the people of Burma
and violated their internationally rec-
ognized human rights. We have also ex-
perienced the heights of great hope as
the massive democracy demonstrations
of 1988 forced the government to hold
elections.

In May 1990, the National League for
Democracy and its leader, Miss San
Suu Kyi—Sahn Soo Jee—won over-
whelming popular support. But then
the military government refused to
abide by the results of those elections
and began a campaign of persecution of
its political opponents.

The decision by the Nobel Peace
Prize Committee to award the peace
prize to San Suu Kyi—Sahn Soo Jee—
recognizes her struggle and that of the
Burmese people to bring democracy
and respect for human rights to
Burma. Perhaps the presentation of the
award will bring the Burmese Govern-
ment to understand that the world is
watching what is going on in its coun-
try.

Kdr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. GILMAN].
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Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of House Resolution 262, a reso-
lution congratulating Aung San Suu
Kyi on receiving the Nobel Peace Prize
and expressing continued congressional
concern about human rights abuse in
Burma, and I commend Mr. SOLARZ,
the distinguished chairman of the Asia
and Pacific Subcommittee, for bringing
this measure to the floor at this time.
The people of Burma, Mr. Chairman,
are living in a nightmare.

According to Asia Watch, the Bur-
mese Government has imprisoned more
than 10,000 citizens for political of-
fenses since the August 1988 uprising.
Execution and torture by the authori-
ties are common.

Burmese people are picked up by the
military and forced to porter for
months at a time. Many are shot or
left for dead if they fall behind or fall
ill.

Regrettably, the only freedom today
in Burma is the freedom to feel fear.

The winner of the 1991 Nobel Peace
Prize, Aung San Suu Kyi, has been
under house arrest in Rangoon for the
past 2 years. Recently, an excerpted
unpublished essay she wrote appeared
in the June 10 New York Times, titled
“Burma’s Fear, Burma’s Corruption.” I
was moved by the author’s understand-
ing and strength of character. She
truly knows and has compassion for
her jailers and those who torment the
Burmese people.

Mr. Speaker, what concerns me most
is that this article can also apply to us.
If we allow Burma to continue to suffer
we would be perceived to lack courage
and would be perceived to be unwilling
to take on those who arm and support
SLORC. And SLORC, as we all know,
produces and traffics most of the
world’s illicit opium.

Mr. Speaker, I urge our colleagues to
support House Resolution 262 and ask
that Aung San Suu Kyi's article be
printed in full at this point in the
RECORD:

[From the New York Times, July 10, 1991]

BURMA'S FEAR, BURMA'S CORRUPTION
(By Aung San Suu Kyi)

Aung San Suu Kyi, the leading dissident
and most popular political figure in
Myanmar (formerly Burma), today will be
awarded the Sakharov Prize for Freedom of
Thought by the European Parliament. She
will not be in Strasbourg for the ceremony
because for two years she has been under
house arrest in Rangoon. The previous win-
ners were Nelson Mandela, new president of
the African National Congress, Alexander
Dubcek, Czechoslovakia's leader during the

Prague Spring in 1968, and Anatoly
Marchenko, a dissident who died in a Soviet
labor camp.

What follows, excerpted, is an unpublished
essay she intended to include in a volume
honoring her father, U Aung San, the archi-
tect of modern Burma, who was assassinated
in 1947 when she was 2 years old. Despite her
party’'s overwhelming electoral victory in
May 1990, Aung San Suu Kyl and many sup-
porters remain in political detention. The
military authorities have refused to transfer
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power to a civilian government despite their
promise to do so.

It is not power that corrupts but fear. Fear
of losing power corrupts those who wield it,
and fear of the scourge of power corrupts
those who are subject to it. With so close a
relationship between fear and corruption it
is small wonder that in any society where
fear is rife, corruption in all forms becomes
deeply entrenched.

Public dissatisfaction with economic hard-
ship has been seen as the chief cause of the
movement for democracy in Burma, sparked
by the student demonstrations of 1988. It is
true that years of incoherent policies, bur-
geoning inflation and falling real income had
turned the country into an economic sham-
bles.

But it was more than the difficulties of
eking out a barely acceptable standard of
living that had eroded the patience of a tra-
ditionally good-natured, quiescent people; it
was also the humiliation of a way of life dis-
figured by corruption and fear.

The students were protesting not just the
death of their comrades but the denial of
their right to life by a totalitarian regime
that deprived the present of meaningfulness
and held out no hope for the future. And be-
cause the students articulated the frustra-
tions of the people at large, the demonstra-
tions quickly grew into a nationwide move-
ment.

The people of Burma had wearied of a pre-
carious state of passive apprehension in
which they were “as water in the cupped
hands™ of the powers that be.

Emerald cool we may be

As water in cupped hands

But oh that we might be

As splinters of glass

In cupped hands.

Glass splinters, the smallest with its
sharp, glinting power to defend itself against
hands that try to crush, could be seen as a
vivid symbol of the spark of courage that is
an essential attribute of those who would
free attribute of those who would free them-
selves from the grip of oppression.

My father, Bogyoke Aung San, regarded
himself as a revolutionary and searched tire-
lessly for answers to the problems that beset
Burma during its times of trial.

He exhorted the people to develop courage:
“Don’t just depend on the courage and intre-
pidity of others. Each and every one of you
must make sacrifices to become a hero pos-
sessed of courage and intrepidity. Then only
shall we all be able to enjoy true freedom.”

A revolution that aims merely at changing
official policies and institutions with a view
to an improvement in material conditions
has little chance of genuine success. Without
a revolution of the spirit, the forces that had
produced the iniquities of the old order
would continue to pose a constant threat to
the process of reform and regeneration.

It is not enough merely to call for freedom,
democracy and human rights. There has to
be a united determination to persevere in the
struggle, to make sacrifices in the name of
enduring truths, to resist the corrupting in-
fluences of desire, ill will, ignorance and
fear.

Saints, it has been said, are the sinners
who go on trying. So free men are the op-
pressed who go on trying and who in the
process make themselves fit to bear the re-
sponsibilities and to uphold the disciplines
that will maintain a free society.

Among the basic freedoms to which men
aspire that their lives might be full and
uncramped, freedom from fear stands out as
both a means and an end.
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A people who would build a nation in
which strong, democratic institutions are
firmly established as a guarantee against
state-induced power must first learn to liber-
ate their own minds from apathy and fear.

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to my very good friend, the
distinguished gentleman from Amer-
ican Samoa [Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA].

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I would like to commend Chairman So-
LARZ for not only highlighting the ex-
traordinary courage of Nobel Prize
winner Aung San Suu Kyi, but for also
focusing the attention of the world on
the deplorable human rights situation
in Burma, which continues to this day.

Throughout the years, I have fol-
lowed with great interest events in
Burma and have been deeply impressed
with the dignity, wisdom, and courage
of Aung San Suu Kyi.

Her willingness to lay her life on the
line for democracy and to take what-
ever risks were necessary to carry out
her campaign for nonviolent change in
Burma, has served as an inspiration to
the Burmese people and captured the
imagination of the international com-
munity.

Sadly, and despite the efforts of Aung
San Suu Kyi and thousands of her fol-
lowers, the military regime has contin-
ued to reject the Democratic aspira-
tions of the Burmese people.

Aung San Suu Kyi remains under
house arrest, and thousands of opposi-
tion figures remain behind bars. The
military regime has also given no indi-
cation that it plans to implement the
results of the May 1990, election, which
Aung San Suu Kyi's National League
for Democracy won overwhelmingly.

The regime in Rangoon and the peo-
ple of Burma should be under no illu-
sions about the position of the United
States Congress on Burma. The Con-
gress has already indicated its strong
support for the administration’s deci-
sion to suspend our aid program and
trade preferences for Burma, as well as
the decision not to renew a textile
agreement with Burma.

There are other countries in the
world with oppressive regimes where
the government has at least some base
of support in the population. That is
not the case in Burma. The Burmese
people, a kind and gentle people, are
ready and yearning for democracy. The
military regime rests on nothing other
than bullets and bayonets.

In a world in which governments of
this character are disappearing, I hope
that the spirit of Aung San Suu Kyi
and the Burmese people will prevail.

I again congratulate Aung San Suu
Kyi on receiving the Nobel Prize and
hope the award will renew worldwide
efforts to alleviate the suffering of the
people of Burma.

Mr. Speaker, I include the following
material:

THE HEROINE AGAINST THE HEROIN

Who is she? Why should I care?
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Those questions must have occurred to
many Westerners in learning that this year’s
Nobel Peace Prize has gone to Daw Aung San
Suu Kyi, leader of the opposition in
Myanmar, or Burma. It’s a country as unfa-
miliar as it s remote.

There are many reasons to care.

One is pure self-interest. Mrs. Aung San
Suu Kyi is the implacable foe of a military
government that has collusive ties to suppli-
ers of the No. 1 pipeline of heroin to North
America. What Colombia is to cocaine,
Burma is to heroin—with one big difference.
Colombia’s government is battling drug lords
while Burma’s rulers have turned a blind eye
to them in exchange for their laying down of
arms against the government.

Mrs. Aung San Suu Kyi has shown extraor-
dinary courage in opposing these military
thugs. In doing so, and in refusing to submit
despite being under house arrest for 17
months, she is indirectly allying herself with
all those on this side of the ocean who are
trying with such difficulty to block the
drugs before they reach our schools and
streets.

But the drug trade is hardly the main focus
of this woman's campaign. She wants noth-
ing less than the freedom of her people, all 40
million of them. That's another reason we
should care: she is leader of a non-violent
struggle against political repression, and any
advance she makes advances the cause for
non-violence and democracy around the
world.

The Burmese government’'s treatment of
this 46-year-old leader perfectly illustrates
the oppression against which she fights. She
was the leader of the opposition forces that
won a 1990 election fair and square; the mili-
tary rulers—stunned by her forces’ victory—
refused to let the victors govern. In addition
to confining her to her home, they have ar-
rested or suppressed some of her allies.

The Nobel prize is like a big Amnesty
International letter to Mrs. Aung San Sui
Kyi’'s jailers. It says, ‘‘Let this lawful leader
lead.”

It is a message that Haiti’'s new regime
should not ignore, either. The khaki junta in
that country has also ousted the winner of a
historic election, Jean-Bertrand Aristide,
He, too, had successfully preached non-vio-
lence in coming to power.

Finally, the prize should send a message to
the West to step up economic sanctions
against Burma. Which of these makes more
sense: for Western democracies to barge into
a country forcibly to oust a dictator and re-
store democracy, as the United States did in
Panama to remove another drug-linked re-
gime? Or for the West to support non-vio-
lently a non-violent reform movement?

The 1991 Nobel Peace Prize is more than a
prize. It is, if other countries can take the
hint, part of the solution.

BURMESE OPPOSITION LEADER WINS THE
NOBEL PEACE PRIZE
(By Craig R. Whitney)

0s8LO, Oct. 14.—Daw Aung San Suu Ky,
who became the leader of the opposition to
the Burmese military Government after re-
turning to her homeland three years ago,
was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize today
“for her nonviolent struggle for democracy
and human rights.”

Mrs. Aung San Suu Kyi, the daughter of U
Aung San, the assassinated founder of mod-
ern Burma, has been under strict house ar-
rest in the capital since July 1989.

The Norwegian Nobel Committee, which
announced the award here today, could not
reach her to give her the news. The chairman
of the Committee, Prof. Francis Sejerstedt
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of the University of Oslo, sent a telegram in-
stead to Gen. Saw Maung, the head of the
ruling State Law and Order Restoration
Council, asking the Government to pass the
citation on to her.

ETHNIC CONCILIATION

“‘She became the leader of a democratic
opposition which employs nonviolent means
to resist a regime characterized by brutal-
ity,"” the citation said. The Nobel Committee
said it wanted *‘to show its support for the
many people throughout the world who are
striving to attain democracy, human rights
and ethnic conciliation by peaceful means.”

“Suu Kyi’s struggle is one of the most ex-
traordinary examples of civil courage in Asia
in recent decades,” the citation said.

Professor Sejersted said today that he had
called Mrs. Aung San Suu Kyi’s husband,
Prof. Michael Aris of St. Antony’s College,
Oxford, about half an hour before the official
public announcement here today. He reached
him at about 5:20 a.m. in Cambridge, Mass.,
where he has begun a second year as visiting
professor of Tibetan and Himalayan studies
at Harvard University.

Asked later what his reaction had been,
Professor Aris said: “It was not surprise, It
was great emotion, great joy and pride, and
also sadness and continued apprehension
about her situation.” The couple has been
married for 19 years.

Although it was her dying mother's illness
that had brought her back to Burma in April
1988, Mrs. Aung San Suu Kyi, 46 years old,
was propelled into politics by the violent
protests that struck the country that year
and forced U Ne Win, the country’s longtime
military strongman, to resign that July.

THREATENED WITH RIFLES

The army, which Mrs. Aung San Suu Kyi
said she had been brought up to think of as
“friends,’” killed 1,000 people in further pro-
tests in September 1988. She began to speak
out against Mr. Ne Win, who was continuing
to wield power behind the scenes.

She soon became the leader of the National
League of Democracy, the strongest party in
the democratic movement.

“Suu Kyi's goal was a democratic system
of government in which all the regions and
ethnic groups would be represented,” the
Nobel Committee said today. “*“Thousands of
people joined her movement. Even in regions
which had been ravaged by civil war for dec-
ades, large masses of people gathered to hear
her speak."”

But the military issued orders under mar-
tial law prohibiting gatherings of more than
five people and banning public criticism of
the armed forces.

JUNTA BLOCKS NEW PARLIAMENT

The governing military council carried out
a pledge to hold parliamentary elections in
May 1990, but then simply ignored the re-
sults, which gave Ms. Aung San Suu Kyi's
party 392 of the 485 contested seats.

Instead the military authorities began a
campaign of personal vilification against the
opposition leader, attacking her and the
“tainted race' of her children, who are both
at boarding schools in Britain but have re-
tained Burmese citizenship.

Professor Sejersted said today that he
hoped the Peace Prize, which like the other
Nobel awards this year carries a stipend of
about $1 million, would put pressure on the
Burmese authorities to speed her release.

The junta has offered to let Mrs. Aung San
Suu Kyl leave the country, but she has re-
fused to do so unless the military authorities
free all political prisoners, turn power over
to civilians, let her address the country over
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television and radio for 50 minutes, and
allow her to make a public procession to the
Yangon airport.
PLAYED THE PIANO

During her enforced isolation in the Bur-
mese capital, she often played Mozart on the
piano. The music stopped last year, and anx-
ious neighbors feared she had been forced to
sell the piano to buy food. Diplomats in
Yangon believe she now spends much of her
time in meditation.

The Nobel recipient’s name is derived from
both her parent's names. The “Daw" preced-
ing it is the Burmese honorific equivalent of

Mrs.

Alfred Nobel, who invented dynamite and
thereby revolutionized modern warfare, es-
tablished the prizes in his name in a will
written in 1895. He specified that the Peace
Prize should go ‘“to the person who shall
have done the most or the best work for fra-
ternity between nations, for the abolition or
reduction of standing armies and for the
holding and promotion of peace congresses."

In practice the Nobel Committee has fre-
quently used the Peace Prize to endorse non-
violent struggles waged by political opposi-
tion leaders against repressive governments.
In recent years such recipients have included
Lech Walesa of Poland, Andrei D. Sakharov
of the Soviet Union, Bishop Desmond M.
Tutu of South Africa and the Dalai Lama,
the spiritual leader of Tibet.

Professor Sejerstedt said that he and his
four colleagues, all Norwegians, had received
90 nominations for the Peace Prize.

OPPOSITION HAILS AWARD

UNITED NATIONS, October 14—The head of
the nominal government that the Burmese
opposition set up after the military dis-
regarded its electoral victory last year de-
clared today that the Nobel prize awarded to
Mrs. Aung San Suu Kyi would give new hope
to the Burmese people.

U Sein Win, Prime Minister of the Na-
tional Coalition Government of the Union of
Burma and a cousin of the Nobel winner, said
the award would refocus world attention on
the military regime's abuse of human rights.

Some recent Nobel Peace Prize winners
who were involved in political movements in
their countries and whose award was viewed
as a political endorsement by the Nobel com-
mittee,

1989: Dalai Lama—Tibet

1985: International Physicians for the Pre-
vention of Nuclear War—United States

1984: Bishop Desmond M. Tutu—South Af-
rica

1983: Lech Walesa—Poland

1976: Mairead Corrigan and Betty Wil-
liams—Northern Ireland

1975: Andrel D. Sakharov—Soviet Union

1964: Martin Luther King Jr.—United
States

WOMAN IN THE NEWS; BURMESE WHOSE
SILENCED VOICE ECHOES: AUNG S8AN SUU KYI
(By Steven Erlanger)

Daw Aung San Suu Kyi, the daughter of
the founder of modern Burma, always under-
stood that she had a special obligation to her
father, U Aung San, martyred by an assas-
sin's bullet in 1947 when she was only 2 years
old, and to her country. But for many years
the nature of that responsibility was unclear
to her.

In 1988, however, after nearly 30 years of
isolationist, autocratic rule under U Ne Win,
a revolution swept her up and pushed her for-
ward, until she become its leader and most
potent symbol. Paradoxically, she is even
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more powerful today, after more than two
years of forced silence and isolation under a
repressive military regime.

When she married her British husband,
Prof. Michael Aris, in 1972, ‘I made him
promise that if there was ever a time I had
to go back to my country, he would not
stand in my way,” she said in an interview in
December 1988 in Yangon, formerly known as
Rangoon, ‘‘And he promised.”

Listening then in the house of her mother
at 46 University Avenue, where Mrs. Aung
San Suu Kyi would be detained incommuni-
cado starting in July 1989, Professor Aris
broke in to say: ““That’s true. She made me
promise.”

SEPARATED FROM HER FAMILY

But it is unlikely that Professor Aris could
have understood at the time the personal
cost of the commitment and courage that
would earn this year's Nobel Peace Prize for
Mrs. Aung San Suu Kyi. Mr. Aris and their
two teen-age sons have not been allowed to
visit Mrs. Aung San Suu Kyi since Christmas
1989, and the Burmese authorities have tried
to play on her love of family to persuade her
to abandon her political goals and leave the
country voluntarily.

At the same time, the military has pub-
licly scorned her marriage to a foreigner, a
national of Burma’s former colonial power,
and made other derogatory remarks about
her private life.

Aung San Suu Kyl was born in Rangoon on
June 19, 1945. She left Burma in 1960, when
her mother was named Ambassador to India.
After studying in India she attended Oxford
University in Britain, where she took a de-
gree in politics, philosophy, and economics,
and met Professor Aris, a scholar of Tibetan
anthropology. He i8 currently a visiting pro-
fessor at Harvard University.

Her trademark short jacket and Kachin
longyi, or sarong, have become chic fashion
statements in a country where overtly polit-
ical ones are dangerous. Many Burmese wear
miniature pins bearing her photograph, and
young people, especially in the countryside,
often wear T-shirts showing the symbol of
her party, a peasant's hat.

FOR MY FATHER

“I'm doing this for my father,” she said in
the 1988 interview. “I'm quite happy that
they see me as my father's daughter. My
only concern is that I prove worthy of him.”

In an essay she wrote to be included in a
volume published in honor of her father, Mrs,
Aung San Suu Kyi gives readers a glimpse of
the mettle that has sustained her. “Fearless-
ness may be a gift,” she wrote, “but perhaps
more precious is the courage acquired
through endeavor, courage that comes from
cultivating the habit of refusing to let fear
dictate one’s actions, courage that could be
described as ‘grace under pressure'—grace re-
newed repeatedly in the face of harsh,
unremitting pressure.”

Before they married, Mrs. Aung San Suu
Kyi told her husband that her name meant,
‘A Bright Collection of Strange Victories.”
To someone who was tending her family in
an academic town only four years ago, the
Nobel Peace Prize is a significant addition to
that collection, but it is likely to bring little
pleasure to her unless it helps to shorten the
suffering of ordinary Burmese.

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

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 1
would like to personally thank the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLARZ],
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the gentleman from New York [Mr.
GILMAN], and the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. BROOMFIELD] for the
time and effort that they have put for-
ward on this resolution.

This resolution goes to the heart and
soul of what America is all about, be-
cause we have absolutely no strategic
interest in Burma whatsoever. It is not
important to the United States in
terms of our security, in terms of the
safety of our people. Our country is not
going to go one direction or the other
no matter if there is a dictatorship in
Burma or whether there is a democracy
in Burma.
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So what we are doing and what we
say and how we act and the principles
we stand on when it comes  to this
country that means so little to our own
national security speaks volumes
about our soul as a Nation.

That, in fact, is one of the reasons
that I am so upset with our adminis-
tration when it comes to Burma and
other countries, whether it be Red
China or whether it be other nations in
which we do not live up to that com-
mitment which we as Americans
should have, that legacy left to us by
our founding fathers.

When our Founding Fathers fought
for freedom and democracy, they put in
their founding document that the
rights of life, liberty, and the pursuit
of happiness are not the property of
Caucasian Americans; that is not what
they put in their founding documents.
What they put in our documents is that
the rights of every individual are God
given and they are given to every indi-
vidual on this planet, not simply Amer-
icans.

And when we fall short, when we do
not stand for those principles, when we
cut deals with gangsters and dictators
in the name of stability or temporary
progress and we cut off those from our
sanctions, those people who are strug-
gling for freedom, we are negating the
things that this country was supposed
to stand for. We are negating the
deaths of people who fought from the
American Revolution all the way
through to Desert Storm because the
young men and women who fought in
these battles over the years did not
fight and did not die for special inter-
ests of the United States to make our
country wealthy; they fought because
America stands for something dif-
ferent, something higher.

America has to stand for freedom,
America has to be the hope of the
world and America stands for nothing
where America is nothing but a cynical
group of individuals who are gathered
together in the name of personal gain.

What we do today to say to the peo-
ple of Burma that we are on the side of
Aung San Suu Kyi, we are on the side
of the people who are struggling for
freedom speaks volumes not about
Burma but about ourselves.
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For that reason I am very proud to be
in this hall tonight backing this reso-
lution. And I accept that a representa-
tive of the provisional Government of
Burma, Aung San Suu Kyi’s cousin,
who is in town today and has been in
town for a week has not been received
by our State Department and has been
shunned by representatives of this ad-
ministration.

I think that speaks volumes about
some of the people and the values of
those people who are supposedly rep-
resenting our values to the world in
the State Department and, yes, in the
White House itself.

Mr. Speaker, in the fall of 1988 the
people of Burma rose against the
world’s most vicious dictatorship and,
as was 80 eloquently described by Con-
gressman SOLARZ, their fight and the
repression and bloodletting and gang-
sterism that was unleashed against
them made what happened in
Tiananmen Square look like a tea

party.

I was privileged in the fall of Novem-
ber 1988 to sneak across the border
from Thailand into one of the camps of
the student leaders and the students
who had fought against the Burmese
dictatorship. These young students,
most of them in their teens, had
trekked through the jungle—these
were city young people—they trekked
through the jungle and they were
bloodied and they had lost many of
their friends, but they stood, even
without weapons, they stood tall and
said, “We are going to fight this dicta-
torship because we love the same prin-
ciples that you Americans love and we
want to be like you.”” That is what
they told me, “We want to be like
y‘\.“u_n

Well, let us hope that America stands
tall for freedom so that the oppressed
people all over the world will want to
be like us, because that is a force that
is stronger than any weapons system
that we can buy.

And when we send Haitians back to
Haiti to their dictatorship, that too is
a violation of our principles. And when
we cut deals with the Red Chinese, that
too is a violation of our principles.

These are things that there should
not be a debate about among free peo-
ple who are a people—rather who are
the forebears, or the people who are in-
heritors of George Washington and
Thomas Jefferson and, yes, the one per-
son that we have here who came here,
LaFayette, from another country to
help us fight for our freedom.

So this resolution tonight is recon-
firming our commitment to the spirit
of LaFayette in that those people who
are struggling anywhere on this planet
for freedom and democracy will know
that we are on their side and that we
are not on the side of the gangsters
who are usurping power in the name of
the state.

We believe that there is no govern-
ment if those individuals in power do
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not have the consent of the governed.
That is the essence of our democracy;
that is the essence of freedom that has
tied our people together.

When we cut deals with people who
do not have the sanction of their own
people, we are not making deals with
the government, we are associating
with gangsters and murderers, whether
those gangsters and murderers be Chi-
nese, or whether those gangsters and
murders be South Africans, or whether
those gangsters and murderers be of
any race or ethnic group, but those in-
dividuals happen to have their hands,
have gripped the throats of those peo-
ple who are their citizens.

The true government, the true gov-
ernment is the individuals who receive
a vote from their own people. Everyone
else is a usurper.

How does freedom come to a country
in this world? It comes because the
good and decent people of the world
stand together. That is a force, that is
a force that does not require the big-
gest military establishment on the
planet. But if we have the biggest mili-
tary establishment on the planet and
we are still cutting deals with gang-
sters, it is an even greater travesty be-
cause we have nothing to fear from
those gangsters who are torturing and
murdering their people and making a
travesty out of everything that this
country believes in.

Aung San Suu Kyi is a person of in-
credible courage. Her courage speaks
out to us. It should speak out to the
American soul. Just as those students
in Tiananmen Square, just as our own
Founding Fathers in their struggle for
freedom spoke out to the world.

Today I would ask that we recommit
ourselves to the principles of democ-
racy with this resolution and that we
say that freedom and democracy is not
just the birthright of white Caucasians
but instead every man, woman, and
child on this planet.

I would think that this administra-
tion, when Dr. Win, who represents an
elected government in Burma, comes
to this city, that we would receive
them.

I again would like to congratulate
the gentleman from New York, Mr. So-
LARZ, for the effort that he has put into
this.

You know, we have had some heroes
in our time—Sakharov, Bishop Tutu,
and others—who are heroes on this
planet, and their courage spoke to so
many people around the world that it
created a change in their own country.
And tonight, with this resolution, we
are recognizing one of those brave indi-
viduals who can change reality in their
country and speak, speak so much to
the principles of human dignity and
freedom for which we should all stand.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, | want to reg-
ister today my strong support for House Reso-
lution 262, congratulating Daw Aung San Suu
Kyi on receiving the 1991 Nobel Peace Prize
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for her work to promote peaceful democratic
change in Burma. Her courage has not only
been an inspiration to the people in her own
country, but to all those who believe in liberty
and justice.

The human rights violations of the Burmese
military dictatorship are infamous. The State
Department's Country Reports on Human
Rights for 1990 states that “[tlorture, dis-
appearances, arbitrary arrests and detentions,
unfair trials, and compulsory labor persisted”
in 1990, and the most recent information from
Burma indicates no change for 1991. The mili-
tary regime’s treatment of Burma’s population
“remained capricious and apparently unre-
strained by legal, institutional, or moral consid-
erations,” according to the State Department.

In addition to severe and worrisome human
rights abuses, Burma is deeply involved in
drug trafficking. Burma alone produces 63 per-
cent of the world’s supply of illicit opium.
Burma was denied certification for lack of co-
operation with the United States on narcotics
in 1989, 1990, and 1991. The Burmese Gov-
ernment has made only very limited efforts to
stop the flow of narcotics. The United States
Government would like to work with the Bur-
mese Government to combat narcotics pro-
duction and trafficking problems. However, it is
impossible to move forward while the Govern-
ment of Burma continues to violate the basic
human rights of its own people.

Daw Aung San Suu Kyi represents the fu-
ture of Burma, if that nation is going to have
a future among the civilized nations of the
world. Her Nobel Prize is deeply deserved. |
join my colleagues, including the distinguished
sponsor of this legislation, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SoLARZ], in looking forward to
the day she will be allowed to receive this high
honor in person and to the day she will be al-
lowed to assume her rightful place in the lead-
ership of a democratic Burma.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, it is with great
pleasure that | rise in support of House Reso-
lution 262, congratulating Aung San Suu Kyi—
Ang San Sue Chee—winner of the 1991
Nobel Peace Prize.

As cochairman of the Congressional Human
Rights Caucus, | have paid close attention to
the plight of the Burmese people. In 1988, we
condemned the brutal killing of thousands of
innocent students and civilians who were
peacefully calling for an end to the one-party
dictatorship.

To the surprise of us all the military govern-
ment of Burma allowed elections to be held in
1990 and was subsequently defeated by an
overwhelming majority by members of the
main opposition party, the National League for
Democracy.

Unfortunately, the military regime has re-
fused to transfer power to those freely elected
and has arrested members of the National
League for Democracy. They have remained
deaf to pressure from the international com-
munity and to strong opposition within Burma.

Just 1 month ago, there was an historic
breakthrough in the struggle for human rights
and democracy in Burma when Aung San Suu
Kyi, one of the founders of the National
League for Democracy, was awarded the
Nobel Peace Prize.

Even though she has been under house ar-
rest for 3 years and was prevented from run-
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ning in the 1990 elections, her popularity as a
peaceful leader has continued to grow.

Since winning the Nobel Prize, | have re-
ceived deeply disturbing reports that Aung
San Suu Kyi has been on a hunger strike and
is in very poor condition. Because Burmese
authorities have not allowed anyone to see
her, we cannot confirm her current state of
health and have urged Burmese authorities to
allow a member of an internationally respected
humanitarian organization to visit her in order
to verify her condition.

Mr. Speaker, | hold Burmese officials re-
sponsible for the health and safety of Aung
San Suu Kyi. She should be permitted to trav-
el to Oslo to receive the Nobel Peace Prize
this December. | hope that Aung San Suu Kyi
will soon have the opportunity to address a
joint meeting of Congress, as expressed in
House Resolution 262.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of House Resolution 262, as amended, con-
gratulating Daw Aung San Suu Kyi on being
awarded the 1991 Nobel Peace Prize and ex-
pressing continued concern about human
rights abuses in Burma. The resolution was
considered favorably by the Committee on
Foreign Affairs this morning. | commend the
author of the resolution, the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs,
Mr. SoLARz, for his leadership in bringing this
important issue to the attention of the commit-
tee and the House.

Mr. Speaker, in 1988, the brave and peace-
ful people of Burma engaged in massive dem-
onstrations against the 26 years of repressive
military rule they had by then endured. As a
result of these demonstrations, the military rul-
ers of Burma were forced to allow the people
to participate in elections to choose their lead-
ers. Despite the fact that she had been under
house arrest since July 1989, Daw Aung San
Suu Kyi's National League for Democracy in
Burma, overwhelmingly won the May 1990
election. Tragically, the Burmese military junta
refused to acknowledge its defeat and dis-
regarded the election results. The democratic
aspirations of the Burmese people, although
temporarily dashed, remain strong.

In recognition of the determination of the
Burmese people and for her leadership in
waging the struggle for and re-
spect for human rights, the Nobel Peace Prize
will be awarded to Daw Aung Suu San Kyi on
December 10, 1991. It is fitting that the award
will be bestowed on International Human
Rights Day since, like previous laureates
Andrei Sakharov, Lech Walesa and His Holi-
ness the Dalai Lama, Daw Aung San Suu Kyi
personifies the integral link between enduring
peace and respect for human rights. While it
is unlikely that her Burmese captors will allow
her to accept the award in person, Daw Aung
San Suu Kyi will rightly take her place among
the illustrious ranks of those champions of de-
mocracy and human rights.

This resolution expresses Congress' contin-
ued concern about ongoing human rights
abuses and expresses our unwavering support
for Daw Aung San Suu Kyi and the people of
Burma in their struggle for peaceful and demo-
cratic change. | urge its unanimous adoption.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of House Resolution 262, congratulat-
ing Daw Aung San Suu Kyi on receiving the
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Nobel Peace Prize and expressing continued
congressional concern about human rights
abuse in Burma.

As chairman of the Select Committee on
Narcotics Abuse and Control, | have long
been interested in Burma, the largest producer
of opium and heroin in the world. For years
the citizens of this poor country have struggled
under the repression of a strong and brutal
military.

| have watched with admiration how a
peaceful movement for democratic change
has developed under the leadership of a brave
young woman. Daw Aung San Suu Kyi found-
ed the National League for Democracy in
Burma, which overwhelmingly won the elec-
tions of May 1990 in spite of the fact that she
and other party leaders had been under house
arrest throughout most of the campaign pe-
riod. In fact she remains to this day under
house arrest, unable to receive visits from
family or friends. Her steadfast commitment to
a peaceful transition to democracy in Burma
has made her a symbol of hope and dignity
for the people, not only of Burma, but through-
out the world.

Other elected party leaders have escaped to
Thailand where they have formed a govern-
ment in exile. The exiled leaders have been
outspoken about their goals of democracy and
freedom in their homeland. Among the free-
doms they desire is the freedom from the cor-
ruptive influence of drug traffickers.

As the largest producer of opium and heroin
in the world, Burma is key to any international
effort to control the supply of those dangerous
substances. But for any international plan to
be effective, there must be a dedicated and
trustworthy government in place with whom
the international community can work. The
junta that so brutally continues to repress Daw
Aung San Suu Kyi's nonviolent struggle for an
honest, open democracy in Burma has paid lit-
tle attention to the drug production and traf-
ficking which occurs in many areas of Burma.
Indeed, drug production and trafficking have
escalated since the junta has signed new
agreements with the tribal leaders of some of
the key drug producing regions of Burma.

Not only would the restoration of democracy
and the recognition of the legitimate, elected
officials in Burma be the humanely right thing
to do, but with the new government there
would be hope for some successes in inter-
national drug control activities.

| congratulate the Nobel Committee for rec-
ognizing the sacrifices made by this young
woman and her followers for the cause of
human rights, dignity, and freedom in Burma.
| congratulate Daw Aung San Suu Kyi. Her
steadfast determination to eschew violence in
the face of brutal repression for the causes in
which she so strongly believes have been an
inspiration to freedom-loving people around
the world.

| would like to thank the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SoLaRrz] for offering this resolu-
tion, and | join him in urging unanimous sup-
port for passage of House Resolution 262.

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HOCHBRUECKNER). The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SOLARZ] that the
House suspend the rules and agree to
the resolution, House Resolution 262,
as amended.

The question was taken and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof),
the rules were suspended and the reso-
lution, as amended, was agreed to.

The title of the resolution was
amended so as to read: ‘‘Resolution
congratulating Daw Aung San Suu Kyi
on being awarded the Nobel Peace
Prize and expressing continued con-
gressional concern about human rights
abuses in Burma."

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

0O 2140
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
resolution just considered and agreed
to.

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

There was no objection.

SUPPORTING ZAMBIA’S
TRANSITION TO DEMOCRACY

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and agree to the
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 241)
expressing support for Zambia’s transi-
tion to democracy.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. Con. RES. 241

Whereas the Nation of Zambia achieved
independence from British rule in 1964;

Whereas Zambia has been administered
under a state-of-emergency decree for the
past 26 years and has been subjected to one-
party rule for the past 17 years;

Whereas the Zambian economy has faced a
continuous decrease in commodity prices
and by 1989 maintained a per capita income
level that was half its mid-1970s level;

Whereas the Zambian economy is In a
steady decline and the Zambian Government
now incurs an external debt of $7,500,000,000;

Whereas in 1990 the government had begun
to institute a macroeconomic arrangement
with the International Monetary Fund and
World Bank;

Whereas in 1991 the government failed to
meet 1ts economic reform program with the
World Bank and was subsequently suspended
from $200,000,000 in international assistance;

Whereas in addition, United States Gov-
ernment assistance has been suspended;

Whereas the people of Zambia have cease-
lessly expressed thelr opposition to the gov-
ernment's policles;

Whereas the Zambian Government has re-
sponded to such opposition by releasing po-
litical detainees, pardoning political pris-
oners, and enacting a law in December 1990
that allowed additional parties to partici-
pate in elections slated for October 1991;
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Whereas on October 31, 1991, President
Kenneth Kaunda and the people of Zambia
demonstrated great courage and determina-
tion by conducting free and fair elections;

Whereas the Movement for Multiparty De-
mocracy (MMD) won nearly 90 percent of the
vote and secured approximately 125 positions
in the 150-seat parliament; and

Whereas the elections were found to be free
and fair without incidents of violence or cor-
ruption: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the Congress—

(1) commends the people of Zambia for
their commitment to democracy;

(2) congratulates President Frederick
Chiluba on his historic election as Zambia's
President;

(3) commends former President Kaunda
and the United National Independence Party
(UNIP) on their cooperation in allowing open
participation in the recent elections;

(4) calls on President Chiluba to restore re-
spect for internationally recognized human
rights and establish a system of governance
that fosters open political participation and
encourages the development of democratic
institutions;

(5) urges President Chiluba to take steps to
strengthen Zambia’s economy, renew its
debt service payments to the International
Monetary Fund, and restore Zambia’s com-
mitment to implementing its economic re-
structuring obligations with the World
Bank;

(6) calls on the President of the United
States to take steps to implement a com-
prehensive assistance program, in coordina-
tion with other western donors, to the newly
elected government and its people that sup-
ports democratic and economic development
in Zambia; and

(7) urges President Bush to encourage
other industrialized nations to participate in
supporting Zambia's newly-elected govern-
ment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California [Mr. DymaLLY] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BROOM-
FIELD] will be recognized for 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. DYMALLY].

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

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the Sub-
committee on Africa and the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs, I would like to
join with others in the international
commendation to the Zambian people
who forged ahead, despite numerous
obstacles, to effect an orderly transfer
of power. Dr. Kenneth Kaunda has
handed the reigns of power to the
newly elected President, Mr. Frederick
Chiluba.

Mr. Speaker, the United States must
acknowledge and endorse the demo-
cratic process when it yields such a
success. The road to democracy can be
a winding, twisting route. We must be
prepared to provide the moral and
practical support to see these demo-
cratic movements survive. Zambia is
but the latest in a string of African na-
tions to make the democratic transi-
tion and hold multiparty elections. We,
as the strongest democracy on Earth,
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must make equally strong and positive
statements of support.

I commend the original sponsor of
this resolution, Mr. WEriss, for his lead-
ership on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, I support a favorable
recommendation of this measure,
which passed the Committee on For-
eign Affairs unanimously, and urge the
support of the full House in its passage.

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

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to express my appreciation to the
chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. FASCELL], the gentleman from
California [Mr. DymALLY], the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BROOM-
FIELD], and the other members of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs on both
sides of the aisle for their support of
this resolution.

In particular, I would like to thank
Senator PAUL SiMoN for his support of
the bill and his commitment to intro-
duce a similar measure in the Senate
later this session.

As we know, many nations around
the world have taken steps to embrace
democracy in recent years. But few
countries have made the transition as
peacefully and orderly as Zambia did
just over 2 weeks ago. After 26 years
under a state-of-emergency decree and
17 years of one-party rule, the Zambian
people have thrown off the yokes of
authoritarianism without shedding a
drop of blood or firing a single shot. It
is an unprecedented feat in Africa,
Asia, or Latin America.

House Concurrent Resolution 241 is a
sense-of-the-Congress resolution that
gives credit where credit is due, while
also outlining a broad approach for fu-
ture United States policy toward
Zambia. Specifically, the resolution
applauds the Zambian people, the
Movement for Multiparty Democracy,
and newly elected President Frederick
Chiluba for the success of the election.
It also commends former President
Kenneth Kaunda for graciously honor-
ing the election results.

Additionally, the resolution encour-
ages President Chiluba to restore inter-
nationally recognized human rights
practices and urges him to renew rela-
tions with the World Bank and IMF.
Finally, it calls on President Bush to
implement an assistance program, in
coordination with other international
donors, that reflects comprehensive
support for Zambia’s accomplishment.

Mr. Speaker, the recent coup in Haiti
reminds us that democracy in the de-
veloping world is still quite ephemeral.
While the Zambian people have stood
for the first time and courageously
crossed over a new threshold in self-
governance, the country remains in the
midst of a political and economic cri-
sis. Its ability to support democratic
institutions is still undefined, and its
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excessive debt severely threatens its
economic stability.

The United States and other indus-
trial nations have the opportunity to
nurture democracy in Zambia by ex-
tending economic and political sup-
port. If we reach out early, we send a
message that the United States stands
behind its commitment to democratic
values and behind the people who em-
brace those ideals. But if we waste this
opportunity, we not only run the risk
of weakening our relations toward the
new administration but we undermine
the Government’s legitimacy with
Zambia's own people.

Tonight we have the chance to send a
message early in the process and to
build up confidence between our two
nations. I hope that my colleagues will
join me in that effort and vote to pass
House Concurrent Resolution 241,

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

Mr. Speaker, I support this resolu-
tion and commmend the sponsor, Mr.
WEIss, and the Africa Subcommittee
under Congressmen DYMALLY and BUR-
ToN for bringing it through the com-
mittee and to the floor.

Like so many countries in Africa,
Zambia has suffered from human rights
abuse, economic mismanagement, cor-
ruption, and increasing poverty since
achieving independence. On October 31,
however, Zambia democratically elect-
ed a new Government.

While a handful of other African
states have voted nonelected leaders
out of office, to date, Zambia is the
largest and most important country to
do so. In fact, the movement toward
democracy appears to be gaining
strength in Africa.

Last month’s election in Zambia rep-
resented a landslide for the forces of
democracy. Former President Kaunda
has announced his intention to abide
by the will of the people, and the new
Government has already been installed.

I encourage support for this resolu-
tion in the hope that the developments
in Zambia will serve as a model
throughout the African Continent.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, House Concur-
rent Resolution 241 is a noncontroversial
sense-of-the-Congress resolution that com-
mends the people of Zambia for their transi-
tion to democracy; congratulates President
Frederick Chiluba on his historic election as
Zambia's President; recognizes former Presi-
dent Kaunda for his decision to allow free and
fair elections; and calls on the President of the
United States to implement an assistance pro-
gram that supports democratic and economic
development in Zambia.

The peaceful and speedy transition in
Zambia from President Kaunda's authoritarian
leadership to the democratically elected Gov-
emment of newly elected President Chiluba is
likely to send a strong message to other auto-
crats throughout Africa. The message will
hopefully be heeded by Africa's so-called big
men that now is the beginning of the end of
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postcolonial autocrats who have ruled their
countries as their own personal kingdoms.

President Kaunda is to be congratulated for
his decision to allow democratic elections and
to abide by those results. In so doing, Presi-
dent Kaunda will be remembered as a person
who not only led his country to independence
but as the person who agreed to multiparty
democracy.
| urge the speedy adoption of this timely
resolution by this body.

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

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
guestion is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DyMALLY] that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution (H. Con. Res. 241).

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the con-
current resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
House Concurrent Resolution 241, the
concurrent resolution just agreed to.

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

There was no objection.

REGARDING THE IMPLEMENTA-
TION OF THE U.N. PEACE PLAN
FOR THE WESTERN SAHARA

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and agree to the
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 214)
expressing the sense of the Congress
with respect to the implementation of
the U.N. peace plan for the Western Sa-
hara, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 214

Whereas the United Nations, on April 19,
1991, adopted a peace plan calling for a free
and fair referendum of self-determination in
the Western Sahara,;

Whereas it was also determined that a
United Nations mission (MINURSO) should
be established to organize and supervise the
United Nations peace plan in the Western
Sahara,;

Whereas a cease-fire went into effect on
September 6, 1991, between Morocco and the
Polisario marking the first phase of the im-
plementation of the peace plan;

Whereas the United States is playing an
integral role in this process by participating
in the United Nations peacekeeping forces in
the Western Sahara and by making a signifi-
cant financial contribution to this undertak-
ing; and

Whereas a referendum conducted in ac-
cordance with the terms of the United Na-
tions peace plan will reinforce the stability
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of the region as well as strengthen democra-
tization efforts in Africa: Now, therefore, be
it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the Congress—

(1) commends the President and executive

branch officials for their involvement in key
diplomatic initiatives within the United Na-
tions and their commitment in their bilat-
eral relations to a free and fair referendum
for self-determination in the Western Sa-
hara;
(2) recognizes United Nations Secretary
Javier Perez de Cuellar's tireless efforts in
negotiating the terms of the peace plan
adopted by the United Nations relating to
the Western Sahara;

(3) calls upon Morocco and the Polisario to
comply with the terms of the peace plan as
endorsed by the United Nations Security
Council; and

(4) calls upon the President to—

(A) continue the current United States pol-
icy of strong advocacy, within the United
Nations and bilateral relationships, of the
peace plan;

(B) support the efforts of the Secretary-
General of the United Nations to ensure that
independent international observers be al-
lowed to monitor the referendum until its re-
sults have been published; and

(C) encourage the Secretary-General of the
United Nations to take appropriate steps to
ensure that the Security Council will take
firm action in the event of any failure to
comply with, or attempt to delay, the peace
plan which has been adopted.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California [Mr. DyMALLY] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes and the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN] will be
recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. DYMALLY].

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

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, House
Concurrent Resolution 214 as amended
on the Western Sahara, basically sup-
ports the U.N. peace plan and the up-
coming referendum. It commends the
President and the Secretary General
for their involvement in key initiatives
and calls upon Morocco and the
Polisario to comply with the terms of
the peace plan.

The resolution asks the President to
continue the U.S. policy of strong ad-
vocacy and to support the efforts of the
Secretary General of the United Na-
tions to ensure that independent inter-
national observers be allowed to mon-
itor the referendum until its results
have been published. This measure also
encourages the Secretary General to
take appropriate steps to ensure that
the Security Council will take firm ac-
tion in the event of any failure to com-
ply with the U.N. peace plan.

I have talked to Ambassador Picker-
ing at the United Nations about this
initiative, as well as Ambassador Manz
who is the Secretary General's rep-
resentative for the Western Sahara.
Both of these individuals have been en-
couraged by Congress taking this ac-
tion. I also have a letter from Brent
Scowcroft on behalf of the President
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signifying support for the U.N. plan for
a referendum in the Western Sahara
which I will submit for the RECORD.

This same resolution has been intro-
duced in the Senate by Senators KEN-
NEDY, KASSEBAUM, SIMON, and CRAN-
STON. A similar resolution passed by
the United Nations 2 weeks ago also re-
iterated this body's strong support of
the right of self-determination for the
Sahrawi people.

This measure, which passed the Sub-
committee on Africa unanimously and
today passed the Committee on For-
eign Affairs, is very straightforward
and basic. It is intended to show the
commitment of the Congress to the
peaceful resolution of  conflicts
throughout Africa as well as its sup-
port of democratic elections.

Joining me in sponsoring House Con-
current Resolution 214 are Mr. PAYNE,
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. FUSTER, Mr.
GILMAN, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr.
BurTON, Mr. TORRES, and Mr. PENNY.
Since the United States is playing an
integral role through our financial con-
tributions and our participation in the
peacekeeping forces, we should make
every effort to ensure the success of
this undertaking.

The Subcommittee on Africa held a
hearing on the Western Sahara, to-
gether with the Subcommittee on
Human Rights and International Orga-
nizations, with administration and pri-
vate witnesses in an attempt to thor-
oughly examine this issue. We have had
numerous meetings with State Depart-
ment officials, and representatives
from both sides of this conflict and
asked for the views of subcommittee
members, including the ranking minor-
ity member, Mr. BURTON, prior to this
resolution’s being introduced. We dis-
cussed it again at the subcommittee
markup.”During this entire process, no
opposition to this measure was ex-
pressed.

I want to thank my colleagues, Mr.
YATRON and Mr. BEREUTER, for waiving
their jurisdiction on this issue. I also
want to commend Mr. YATRON for his
friendly amendment which incor-
porates language amendable to both
the Department of State and the sub-
committee and full committee staff.
This is not a partisan initiative. In-
stead it encourages the mandate al-
ready adopted by the United Nations
and the administration. I ask my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to
vote “‘aye” on House Concurrent Reso-
lution 214 as amended.
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Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of House Concurrent Resolution 214, re-
garding the implementation of the U.N.
peace plan for the Western Sahara.

The Western Sahara is a disputed
piece of territory just south of Mo-
rocco, and the land has been under Mo-
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roccan control for decades. Fighting
has occurred in the territory for some
time between Polisario and Moroccan
forces.

On April 19, 1991, the United Nations
adopted a peace plan calling for a free
and fair referendum of self-determina-
tion in the Western Sahara. As part of
this peace plan, the United States is
participating in a U.N. peacekeeping
force. A cease-fire, called for under the
first part of the peace plan, went into
effect on September 6, 1991.

The House concurrent resolution
commends President Bush and the ex-
ecutive branch officials for their part
in executing key diplomatic initiatives
that led the U.N. peace plan. Further-
more, the resolution recognizes and sa-
lutes the long and tireless efforts of
U.N. Secretary General De Cuellar in
negotiating the agreement. Also, and
most important, the House resolution
calls for Morocco and the Palisario to
comply with the peace plan, and the
resolution calls upon President Bush to
make every effort to ensure the contin-
ued successful implementation of the
peace plan.

As a world leader and a supporter of
the United Nations, our Nation should
make every effort to help make the
peace plan work. It is extremely impor-
tant that the Congress supports the
initiatives by President Bush and U.N.
Secretary General De Cuellar. It is
hoped that all the members of the
United Nations will help in this impor-
tant peaceful resolution of hostilities.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all my colleagues
to support House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 214 to help bring peace to this un-
stable area in Africa.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SoLo-
MON].

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I cer-
tainly thank the gentleman for yield-
ing time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise this evening not
to ask for a vote against this resolu-
tion but merely to point out that I am
concerned that it may send an inappro-
priate message at this time. The Unit-
ed Nations has been laboring for three
painstaking years to get to where we
are today, with a peace plan in place to
resolve the conflict in the Western Sa-
hara.

The resolution we are considering
this evening may seek to convey, albeit
subtly and between the lines, that Mo-
rocco is refusing to cooperate with the
United Nations in the organization of
the referendum. Indeed the last lines
make provisions for how to deal with a
failure to comply with the peace plan
itself, anticipating some such outcome,
I suppose. But, Mr. Speaker, the United
Nations continues to reaffirm its con-
fidence in this peace process and in the
cooperation of the parties. A resolution
of the U.N. Fourth Committee, which I
had the privilege of serving on a few

November 19, 1991

years ago when I was assigned to the
United Nations, called on the two par-
ties to continue to cooperate with the
U.N. efforts. Why, then, should the U.S.
Congress question the commitment of
the parties to this process?

For the Congress to pass an imbal-
anced resolution at this sensitive mo-
ment would be, I think, a very grave
mistake. We would risk undermining
the peace process that is underway and
inadvertently calling into question the
loyalty of our friendship for Morocco.

Let us not forget, I say to my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle, that
King Hassan IT has been so helpful in
advancing the Middle East peace proc-
ess and in supporting the United States
through the gulf crisis. They were our
strongest supporters over there, and
they were one of the first to condemn
Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait. They offered
the U.S. military access and transit
rights to its bases, as they have done
for many, many years. Yes, Morocco is
a loyal and moderate friend in the Mid-
dle East and, Mr. Speaker, that friend-
ship is important to American foreign
policy goals of peace and stability in
that part of the world.

In pursuit of that goal, I ask the
chairman of the subcommittee, for
whom I have the greatest respect, hav-
ing served on the committee with him
for many, many years, is this resolu-
tion intended to single out Morocco as
violating the U.N. peace plan for the
Western Sahara, or is it intended to be
neutral and impartial? I think it is im-
portant for us to clear that up.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to my good
friend, the gentleman from California.

Mr. DYMALLY. First, the answer is
that it is a neutral resolution. But let
me just give the gentleman a little re-
assurance. First, let me say that we
miss the gentleman on the Subcommit-
tee on Africa, and I am sure if the gen-
tleman were there, he would have par-
ticipated in the writing of this resolu-
tion.

Mr. SOLOMON. I am sure I would.

Mr. DYMALLY. First, I went to
Rabat, and from Rabat I flew down to
the section of Western Sahara adminis-
tered by Morocco. Then I went to Al-
giers and flew down to Tindouf and met
with the Polisario. Then I came back
and met with the Foreign Minister of
Morocco, and I met with the Foreign
Minister of the Polisario. I met with
the Ambassador of Morocco, and I met
with the Ambassador of the Polisario. I
went to New York and met with Am-
bassador Pickering and went to the
ITUB and met with Mr. Manz, who was
particularly objective.

In fact, I recall one time when he was
asked the question, “Is it true that Mo-
rocco is obstructing the U.N.?” He
says, “I have read about it, but I have
no knowledge of it.”

Then I had a private meeting with
him later on and got his reassurance
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about his objectivity there. We came
back, and again I met with the Ambas-
sador from Morocco and took three of
the amendments, what I consider to be
very innocent technical amendments,
from him. I submitted those to the
committee. The committee staff as-
sembled every interested party to this
resolution, and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. YATRON] had an-
other amendment. They came to a con-
sensus agreement on this amendment
which is offered today.

I want to reassure my good friend,
the gentleman from New York, that I
am an impartial, objective observer in
this play, and I do not want to do any-
thing that might raise the whole ques-
tion of bias in this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, let me conclude by
reading a letter from the White House
dated October 25, 1991, addressed to me:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, October 25, 1991.
Hon. MERVYN DYMALLY,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN DYMALLY: I am re-
sponding on behalf of the President to your
letter of September 25 in which you encour-
age him to reiterate his support for the UN
peace plan for the Western Sahara in the
context of the visit of King Hassan of Mo-
rocco.

We share your concern. In his address to
the UN General Assembly on September 23,
the President specifically cited the Western
Sahara as an area in which he looked for-
ward to working with UN Secretary General
Perez de Cuellar and his successor in the
months to come. Subsequently, in his state-
ment welcum:lns King Hassan, The President
cited the UN’s plan for a referendum in the
Western Sahara and confirmed ‘“America’s
willingness to play its role in promoting a
just and lasting settlement in the Sahara, in
accordance with that plan.” The President
also emphasized this theme in his private
discussions with the King during his visit
here earlier this month.

Thank you again for writing on this impor-
tant issue.

Sincerely,
BRENT SCOWCROFT.
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Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, let me
just say to the chairman, he is one of
the most respected Members of this
House. The gentleman’s assurance
makes me feel a lot better, because it
is such a sensitive issue. Having been
involved in this for so long, I see my
good friend, the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. WoLPE] over there that I
served on the committee with. The
gentleman and I went to Morocco and
the Sahara. The chairman of the full
committee, the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. FAsceLL] and I were in Mo-
rocco not too long ago.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the effort
that the gentleman from California
[Mr. DyMALLY] went through to make
sure this is impartial, evenhanded, and
very fair.

Mr. Speaker, again, we all feel much
better about it. I commend the gen-
tleman on the resolution.
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Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. WOLPE].

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise as a cosponsor of
this resolution and do intend to sup-
port it. I do so because it is a very
clear expression of the support of the
United States for the peace plan that
has been adopted by the United Na-
tions.

One of the things, however, that I
think needs to be noted in the course of
this discussion is the absolutely re-
markable efforts that the Moroccan
Government has gone to in an effort to
weaken what was a wholly evenhanded,
I think perhaps innocuous might be an
even more accurate description of the
resolution, as it was introduced. I say
that because if I have any problem
with the resolution as it has been in-
troduced, it is that this resolution does
not address the growing body of evi-
dence that raises serious questions
about the good faith of the Moroccan
Government in implementing the U.N.
peace plan.

In the course of the debate before the
Committee on Foreign Affairs today I
entered into the record some press ac-
counts that had appeared in the British
press, which has given far more atten-
tion to what is developing in the West-
ern Sahara than the American media,
that lay out a whole series of concerns
as they relate to Moroccan Govern-
ment conduct and the implementation
of the U.N. peace plan.

Moroccan troops have not been with-
drawn from the Western Sahara as had
been promised. The Moroccan Govern-
ment is engaged in an effort to trans-
port into the Sahara some 170,000 popu-
lation, in an effort clearly to make
much more difficult the implementa-
tion of the original understanding of
how the electoral role would be con-
stituted. It is trying to stack the elec-
toral base, in effect.

There are serious human rights viola-
tions documented by Amnesty Inter-
national that have occurred. There has
been a blocking by the Moroccan Gov-
ernment of the logistical effort needed
to support the United Nations team
that is in the area to try to facilitate
the implementation of the peace proc-
ess.

The fact that the Moroccan Govern-
ment has spent as much energy as it
has spent, and has had its representa-
tives working assiduously in the past
several weeks in an effort to block or
weaken this resolution, in my view
really lends credence to those who have
raised concerns about the good faith of
the Moroccan Government.

Mr. Speaker, there is nothing in and
of itself inappropriate about this reso-
lution. That is why I give it my sup-
port. But I certainly hope that the ad-
ministration will speak very directly
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to King Hassan and will do everything
within its power to see to it that the
U.N. resolution that we embrace by
this resolution this evening will in fact
be implemented honestly, faithfully,
and expeditiously, by all parties and,
since at this moment at least it is real-
ly the Moroccan Government that has
been charged with almost exclusive re-
sponsibility for the delays and prob-
lems that have occurred, that that
kind of communication be conveyed
with particular specificity and clarity
to the Government of Morocco.

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. PAYNE].

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding. L.et me compliment the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DYMALLY]
for this very timely and important res-
olution.

Mr. Speaker, the right of self deter-
mination for the people of Western Sa-
hara is long overdue.

Like Kuwait with rich oil deposits,
Western Sahara has uranium-grade
phosphates. But unlike Kuwait there
was no western response when Morocco
and Mauritania occupied the entire
area upon the withdrawal of Spain in
1975. Nor, was there any public outery
when thousands of fleeing Sahrawis
were bombed and napalmed by the Mo-
roccan Air Force.

Since that time Mauritania has with-
drawn and Morocco has built a wall of
sand around Western Sahara cutting it
off from the Polisario Front, that rep-
resents the Sahrawis people. Inside the
sand wall they have built better hous-
ing, health clinics and other improve-
ments all to win the hearts and minds
of the Sahrawis people that remained
behind, and living side-by-side with the
many Moroccan people that have
moved into the area.

With the intervention of the Organi-
zation of African Unity [OAU], and the
subsequent admittance of Sahrawi
Arab Democratic Republie, represented
by the Polisario, the historic efforts of
the United Nations to bring about self-
determination for the area have been
enhanced.

The recent cease-fire and plans for a
referendum next year, although backed
by the United Nations, must continue
to be monitored by the United States
and others who want to see fairness in
this process.

Mr. Speaker, as I indicated earlier,
although this resolution is neutral, as
it has been indicated, we have seen in
similar situations when a dominant
power has a right to determine elec-
tions and a right to allow people in a
place control the so-called right of self-
determination, we find that in many
instances fairness is not always fol-
lowed. So we would hope that we do
not see what happened in Namibia
under the domination of South Africa,
where many situations had to be cor-
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rected before fair and free elections
could be held, occurs.

Mr. Speaker, once again I strongly
support this resolution.

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from
American Samoa [Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA].

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I certainly would like to thank the dis-
tinguished gentleman from California
[Mr. DYMALLY] chairman of the Sub-
committee on Africa of the Committee
on Foreign Affairs for bringing this
resolution forward for the Members of
this body to consider. In addition, I
would like to thank the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN] for his
support.

In January 1992, the people of West-
ern Sahara will hold a U.N. supervised
referendum to determine the course of
its political future. Since the departure
of the Spanish from Western Sahara,
the residents of this region have strug-
gled for the right of self-determination,
and freedom from domination by its
more powerful neighbor, the Kingdom
of Morocco.

The Polisario Front, representing the
people of Western Sahara have paid a
tremendous price in their struggle for
freedom. The most recent report from
Amnesty International states that the
Moroccan Government has consistently
refused to make an accounting for the
fate of hundreds of people of Western
Saharan origin reported to have dis-
appeared since 1975, in the custody of
Moroccan Security Forces.

Mr. Speaker, while U.N.-sponsored
peace processes seem to be working in
Angola, Cambodia, and El Salvador,
there is a lot of anxiety about the
progress in the Moroccan-controlled
Western Sahara, where the U.N. an-
nounced a cease-fire on September 6.

It is obvious that King Hassan of Mo-
rocco has no intention of allowing the
elections to take place under the
guidelines proposed by the United Na-
tions. A month before the cease-fire,
King Hassan told Mr. Javier Perez de
Cuellar, the U.N. Secretary General,
that he would not accept the deploy-
ment of military and civilian personnel
of the U.N. Mission for Referendum in
Western Sahara—Minurso—until he
was satisfied with the U.N. criteria for
deciding who would be eligible to vote
in the referendum.

United Nations personnel have al-
ready been hampered in their task be-
cause key equipment has been delayed
at Moroccan ports. Observers from the
U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees
and the International Committee of
the Red Cross are virtually barred from
the area. In addition, Morocco has yet
to withdraw any of its 130,000 troops
and is reported to be moving into the
territory some 170,000 civilians who it
says are of West Saharan origin. Immi-
grants from Morocco already far out-
number those of the indigenous
Saharawis who remained in the coun-
try when Morocco took control.
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Mr. Speaker, we should call on the
King of Morocco to respect the time-
table of the peace plan and stop all ob-
struction of the U.N.. We should also
call on King Hassan not to delay any
further the work of the Identification
Commission and, most importantly, to
cease immediately the resettlement of
170,000 Moroccans in the occupied terri-
tory.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution ex-
presses the sense of the Congress that
we support the immediate implementa-
tion of all the provisions of the U.N.
peace plan, and I strongly urge my col-
leagues to support House Concurrent
Resolution 214.

I include for the RECORD a series of
newspaper articles.

FEARS OVER UN'S SAHARAN PEACE DEAL

(By Francis Ghiles)

While United Nations-sponsored peace
processes seem to be working well in Angola,
Cambodia and El Salvador, anxiety is
mounting about progress in the moroccan-
controlled western Sahara, where the UN an-
nounced a ceasefire on September 6.

King Hassan of Morroco is here to visit the
territory’s capital, El Aijun, today to mark
the anniversary of the “green march”, in
which hundreds of thousands of Moroccans
marched to the border of what was then a
Spanish colony and claimed it by historical
and religious right. With General Franco
close to death in Madrid, the Spanish gov-
ernment withdrew its forces and the terri-
tory was divided between Morocco and Mau-
ritania.

A bitter conflict followed between Morocco
and the Polisario Front, backed by Algeria,
which proclaimed the Sahara an independent
Arab republic. Mauritania, its economy de-
stroyed by the conflict, withdrew and handed
over its share to Morocco in the late 1970s.

Although a referendum to decide the terri-
tory’s future is officially scheduled for Janu-
ary, preparations are not going smoothly.
This has raised doubts about whether King
Hassan is prepared to let the vote go ahead
on the terms previously agreed.

A month before the ceasefire, King Hassan
told Mr. Javier Pérez de Cuéllar, the UN sec-
retary-general, that he would not accept the
deployment of military and civilian person-
nel of The United Nations Mission for Ref-
erendum in Western Sahara (Minurso) until
he was satisfied with the UN criteria for de-
ciding who would be eligible to vote in the
referendum.

However, Mr. Pérez de Cuéllar decided to
go ahead with the ceasefire on the agreed
date, despite the risk of subsequent mis-
understandings. Only 200 Minurso personnel
have so far been deployed in the territory,
strictly for the purpose of monitoring the
ceasefire. To ensure a free and fair vote in
January the UN reckons it will need at least
2,000.

The men already there have been hampered
in their task because key equipment has
been delayed at Moroccan ports. Observers
from the UN High Commissioner for Refu-
gees and the International Committee of the
Red Cross are virtually barred from the area.
Morocco has yet to withdraw any of Its
130,000 troops and is reported to be moving
into the territory some 170,000 civilians who
it says are of West Saharan origin. Immi-
grants from Morocco already far outnumber
those of the indigenous Saharawis who re-
mained in the country when Morocco took
control.
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Military operations all but ceased in the
mid-1980s but the bulk of the Saharawis pop-
ulation is still living in refugee camps, con-
trolled by the Polisario, around the south-
western Algerian town of Tindouf.

All three parties to the conflict—Morocco,
Algeria and the Polisario—have agreed since
1981 on the need for a referendum to settle
the issue, while King Hassan insists that the
result can only “ratify’ the status quo.

The battleground has increasingly shifted
to the list of those ‘‘genuine” Saharawis who
will be entitled to vote. Hence Morocco’s de-
termination to add names. It submitted
120,000 new ones to the UN last summer.
Polisarioc made an important concession by
accepting the Spanish census list, having
earlier been foiled by Spain in an attempt to
get fake old identity documents printed in
Barcelona.

Colonel Rodriguez de Viguri, who as sec-
retary general of the colony supervised the
1974 census, is adamant that the 74,000-name
list is accurate. Checking the names on the
list, which King Hassan refuses to let the UN
publish, could be helped by the discovery
three years ago in Madrid of duplicates of
50,000 national identity documents issued to
Saharawis in the early 1970s. The docuaments
include the bearer’s name, tribe and clan.

The confusion has added to the scepticism
among senior western diplomats about the
UN's ability to organise a referendum early
next year. King Hassan could, if he wishes,
help clarify some of these issue in El Alun
today.

U.N. OFFICIALS “WORKED AGAINST
POLISARIO"
(By Leonard Doyle)

An internationally organized referendum
due to take place in Western Sahara in Janu-
ary is being stymied by mismanagement and
questionable practices by senior UN officials
sympathetic to the Moroccan cause, an in-
vestigation by The Independent found.

Confidential computer diskettes showing
the identities of people whom the Polisario
guerrilla movement says are dead have alleg-
edly been provided to the Moroccan side and
there are fears that people claiming their
identity, along with tens of thousands of
other Moroccans, will show up to vote in the
territory in January.

Serious questions have been raised about
the role of senior officials in the UN negotia-
tion team and about the political judgement
of Johames Manz, the Swiss former protocol
officer in charge of the operation.

Diplomats and UN sources claim that a
senior UN official provided confidential cen-
sus lists to the Moroccan government.
Polisario officials say military information
was also handed over. Senior UN officials are
believed to have been swayed by Morocco to
change the rates for the referendum in a way
that may put Polisario at a disadvantage.
Questions have been raised about links be-
tween a key UN negotiator and the Moroc-
can Royal Palace. It has been further alleged
that a senior UN official in New York at-
tempted on several occasions and eventually
succeeded in handing confidential informa-
tion to Morocco which was given to the UN
by Polisario to help identify those eligible to
vote. The Independent has obtained copies of
internal UN documents expressing concern
about the named official’s attempts to take
confidential computer diskettes to Morocco
last summer. The official succeeded in hand-
ing over the disk- ettes despite the objec-
tions of other UN officials, according to sen-
for diplomatic sources. The official did not
answer enquiries this week about these alle-
gations.
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Under the UN plan, expected to cost $150m
(£85m) some 2,700 election monitors, military
observers and guards are to supervise the ref-
erendum. It will give the people of the
former Spanish colony of Western Sahara
the choice between independence and full in-
tegration with Morocco. Britain is providing
15 military officers as observers who are al-
ready on the ground and $8m for the oper-
ation, known as Mimurso after its Spanish
acronym.

A census taken by Spain in 1974 is supposed
to provide the benchmark for the referen-
dum, but Morocco wants to change the eligi-
bility rules so that the children of those who
left the desert decades ago are allowed to
vote. This will show the outcome in Moroc-
co's favor and ensure that the territory
never becomes independent, diplomats fear.
Polisario and Algeria reject the proposed
changes.

Morocco is not co-operating with the UN
according to diplomatic and UN sources, and
has refused to allow the full deployment of
the Mimurso force until it is satisfied with
the criteria for the referendum. No journal-
ists have been allowed to accompany the ad-
vance team of 250 or so UN officials and
peacekeepers.

The Western Sahara issue may be affected
by the election of the next Secretary-Gen-
eral, and Mr. Perez de Cuellar is said to be
apprehensive that an African Secretary-Gen-
eral—say, Bernard Chidzcro of Zimbabwe—
could set back the peace process since the
Organization of African Unity recognizes
Polisario’s claims to statehood.

Mr. Perez de Cuellar may be bending under
pressure from the King of Morocco to change
the criteria which determine who may vote
in the referendum. Mr. Perez de Cuellar has
not yet protested against King Hassan’s re-
cent announcement that he was sending
170,000 Moroccans into Western Sahara be-
fore the vote, an act in clear violation of the
peace plan drafted after months of careful
negotiation by the five permanent members
of the Security Council.

‘“This is potentially a serious failure in a
major UN peacekeeping operation and it
must cast a shadow over the reputation of
the Secretary-General as he leaves office,” a
diplomat familiar with the allegations of
misconduct in the UN operation said this
week.

EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT RESOLUTION ON THE

WESTERN SAHARA PEACE PLAN

A. whereas the UN Security Council and
Assembly unanimously adopted in April and
May 1991 the peace plan drawn up by the Sec-
retary-General on holding a referendum in
the Western Sahara and setting up the Unit-
ed Nations mission to the Western Sahara,

B. having regard to the formal agreement
which the two parties to the conflict have
given to the peace plan and their undertak-
ings that it should be carried out to the let-
ter,

C. whereas the peace plan for the Western
Sahara is of great importance for the politi-
cal stability of the Maghreb and of a large
part of the Arab world, as is evidenced by the
constant interest shown by the various coun-
tries in the area and the condemnations of
countries which do not belong to this politi-
cal region,

D. having regard to the declaration issued
by the EC Council of Ministers on 29 June
1991 in Luxembourg supporting the contin-
ued efforts of the UN Secretary-General and
his special envoy to ensure the smooth
progress of the peace process,

E. concerned at the request submitted on
24 August 1991 to the UN by the Kingdom of
Morocco that the referendum be postponed,
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F. concerned also that the Kingdom of Mo-
rocco has asked the United Nations to make
changes to the electoral registers, which are
incompatible with the principles and proce-
dures laid down in the peace plan,

G. whereas the recent attacks by Moroccan
forces have significantly exacerbated the sit-
uation, forcing sections of the Sahrawi popu-
lation to begin a new exodus and causing
deaths and injuries amongst civilians,

H. whereas the statements by the King of
Morocco concerning an amnesty for certain
political prisoners provided they declare the
Western Sahara to be an integral part of Mo-
rocco amount to a denial of freedom of opin-
ion,

I. having regard to its resolutions of 15
March 1989 on the political situation in the
Western Sahara! and 18 April 1991 on support
for the United Nations Western Sahara peace
plan.2

1. Considers that the achievement of the
UN peace plan represents an historic oppor-
tunity to put an end to the war which has af-
flicted this region since 19756 and thereby to
bring to a close the final chapter of the
decolonization of Africa;

2. Confirms its support for the UN peace
plan and calls for it to be implemented
promptly and in full; condemns any military
offensive which jeopardizes the peace plan;

3. Welcomes the entry into force of the
ceasefire on 6 September 1991 as a crucial
step towards the referendum on self-deter-
mination; congratulates the UN Secretary-
General on his resolute approach to main-
taining the date of the ceasefire;

4, Draws attention to the fact that the 1974
Spanish census forms the basis of the elec-
toral registers and that any addition thereto
is only possible following individual requests
by Sahrawl persons and assessment by the
UN mission’s identification committee;

5. Stresses the need for all political pris-
oners to be released, for prisoners of war to
be exchanged and for the Sahrawi refugees
who have fled to neighbouring countries to
be repatriated;

6. Considers it essential that the UN mis-
sion’s teams be given immediate access to
the territory, and that equipment be trans-
ported without hindrance, so that they can
fulfil the tasks and obligations conferred
upon them by the peace plan;

7. Urges that, in view of their special polit-
ical and trade links with Morocco, the Com-
munity and the Member States use all pos-
sible influence to ensure that the peace plan
is respected;

8. Calls on the UN Security Council, the
European Community and the governments
of the Member States to take firm action in
the event of any failure to comply with or
attempts to hold up the peace plan which has
been adopted;

9. Considers it a matter of urgency, in view
of the serious threats to the peace process,
that international observers from par-
liaments and NGOs be allowed to monitor
the peace process in situ in the Western Sa-
hara with immediate effect until the results
of the referendum have been published and
decides to send a delegation to observe the
referendum; urges the parliaments of the
Member States to do likewise;

10. Calls on the Commission to make a fi-
nancial contribution to the repatriation and
reintegration of Sahrawi refugees by the
UNHCR. through the UN mission and to
maintain, where necessary, aid to the refu-
gees in the Tindouf camps;

1QJ No. C 96, 17.4.1989, p. 69.
20J No. C 129, 20.5.1991, p. 126,
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11. Congratulates the Spanish and Greek
governments which have already made their
contributions to the UNHCR and calls on the
other governments to follow sult as a matter
of urgency;

12. Instructs its President to forward this
resolution to the Council, the Commission,
the governments and parliaments of the
Member States, the UN Secretary-General,
the President-in-Office of the Conference of
Heads of State or Government of the OAU,
the Moroccan Government and the Polisario
Front.

REPORT BY THE U.N. SECRETARY-GENERAL—
THE SITUATION CONCERNING WESTERN SAHARA
INTRODUCTION

1. At its 2929th meeting on 27 June 1990, the
Security Council adopted resolution 658
(1990) concerning the situation in Western
Sahara which, inter alia, as requested the
Becretary-General to transmit to the Secu-
rity Council, as soon as possible, a further
detailed report on his plan for the implemen-
tation of the settlement proposals for West-
ern Sahara. The full text of the resolution
reads as follows:

“The Security Council,

“Recalling its resolution 621 (1988) of 20
September 1988, by which it decided to au-
thorize the Secretary-General to appoint a
Special Representative for Western Sahara
and to request the Secretary-General to
transmit to it as soon as possible a report on
the holding of a referendum for self-deter-
mination of the people of Western Sahara
and on ways and means to ensure the organi-
zation and supervision of such a referendum
by the United Nations in co-operation with
the Organization of African Unity,

‘““Recalling also that, on 30 August 1988, the
Kingdom of Morocco and the Frente Popular
para la Liberacion de Saguia el-Hamra y de
Rio de Oro gave their agreement in principle
to the proposals of the United Nations Sec-
retary-General and the current Chairman of
the Organization of African Unity in the
framework of their joint mission of good of-
fices,

“‘Having considered the report of the Sec-
retary-General on the situation concerning
Western Sahara (8/21360),

‘1. Expresses its full support to the Sec-
retary-General in his mission of good offices,
pursued jointly with the current Chairman
of the Organization of African Unity, with a
view of settling the question of Western Sa-
hara;

*2. Approves the report of the Secretary-
General, transmitted to the Security Council
in accordance with resolution 621 (1988) with
a view to settling the guestion of Western
Sahara, which contains the full text of the
settlement proposals as accepted by the two
parties on 30 August 1988 as well as an out-
line of the plan provided by the Secretary-
General in order to implement those propos-
als;

3. Calls upon the two parties to co-oper-
ate fully with the Secretary-General of the
United Nations and the current Chairman of
the Organization of African Unity in their ef-
forts aimed at an early settlement of the
question of Western Sahara;

‘4, Welcomes the intention of the Sec-
retary-General to dispatch, in the immediate
future, a technical mission to the territory
and to neighboring countries, in particular
to refine the administrative aspects of the
outline plan and to obtain the necessary in-
formation for the preparation of a further re-
port to the Security Council;

‘5. Requests the Secretary-General to
transmit to the Security Council as soon as
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possible a further detailed report on his im-
plementation plan, containing in particular
an estimate of the cost of the United Nations
Mission for the Referendum in Western Sa-
hara (MINURSO), on the understanding that
this further report should be the basis on
which the Security Council would authorize
the establishment of MINURSO."

2. The present report is submitted pursuant
to paragraph 5 of resolution 658 (1990). It
takes account of the work of the technical
mission referred to in paragraph 4 of the res-
olution. It also reflects the clarification of
certain points that I mentioned to the Secu-
rity Council at its informal consultations on
20 June 1990 and which I have since pursued
with the parties. After a brief description of
the technical mission, the report addresses
each of the main elements of the implemen-
tation plan contained in paragraphs 48 to 76
of my report of 18 June 1990 (S/21360), adding
any detail which may be of assistance to
members of the Security Council in their
consideration of my recommendation that
this mission should now proceed. The report
then amplifies the information contained in
paragraphs 77 to 82 of document S5/21360 about
the personnel and financial requirements of
the United Nations Mission for the Referen-
dum in Western Sahara (MINURSO), includ-
ing an estimate of its overall cost. After de-
scribing the proposed timetable and rec-
ommendation that the Security Council
should now decide to establish MINURSO
and set a target date, subject to the nec-
essary appropriation action by the General
Assembly, for the commencement of its op-
erations in the mission area.

I. THE TECHNICAL SURVEY MISSION

3. Upon the adoption of resolution 658
(1990), I dispatched a technical mission to the
Territory and to neighbouring countries for
the purpose of gathering and updating all
available information relevant to the plan
for the implementation of the settlement
proposals. In addition to its visit to the Ter-
ritory, the mission visited Morocco, as well
as the neighbouring countries of Mauritania
and Algeria. The mission, which was led by
Mr. Issa Diallo, my Special Assistant, spent
16 days in the region, from 28 July to 13 Au-
gust 1990. A staff member of the General Sec-
retariat of the Organization of African Unity
(OAU) participated in the mission. It was as-
sisted in its task by the generous provision
of air transport and other facilities by the
Governments of Algeria, Mauritania, Mo-
rocco and Switzerland.

. The mission was received at Rabat by
His Majesty King Hassan II of Morocco. Ex-
tensive technical discussions were also held
with senior officials of the Moroccan admin-
istration, both at Rabat and in Western Sa-
hara. Field visits were made to various local-
ities and to a command post at the sand wall
constructed by Morocco close to the eastern
and southern frontiers of the Territory.

5. The mission also met with Mr. Moham-
med Abdelaziz, BSecretary-General of the
Frente Popular para la Liberacion de Saguia
el-Hamra y de Rio de Oro (Frente
POLISARIO) and held technical meetings
with senior POLISARIO officials in the area
of Tindouf. It undertook field visits to a
number of localities in the area between the
Territory's eastern border and the sand wall.

6. In Mauritania, the mission was received
by President Mouawiya Ould Sidi-Ahmed El-
Taya. In Algeria, it met with Mr. 8id Ahmad
Ghozall, the Minister of Foreign Affairs.

7. These visits enabled the mission to dis-
cuss matters related to the implementation
plan and to update the information available
to the Secretariat about logistic and other
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conditions in the Territory. On its return,
the mission recommended the refinement of
certain administrative aspects of the plan.
Its work made it possible to elaborate, in
more precise terms, the operational require-
ments and cost estimate of MINURSO.

II. MAIN ELEMENTS OF THE IMPLEMENTATION

PLAN
The Special Representative of the Secretary-

General and the United Nations Mission for

the Referendwm in Western Sahara

8. The mandate and functions of my Spe-
cial Representative are summarized in para-
graphs 48 and 49 of document 8/21360. He will
report to me and make such recommenda-
tions as he considers necessary with respect
to the discharge of his responsibilities.

9. The two parties, namely the kingdom of
Morocco and the Frente POLISARIO, recog-
nize in the settlement proposals that sole
and exclusive responsibility for the organiza-
tion and conduct of the referendum is vested
in the United Nations. Accordingly, I will
issue regulations governing the organization
and conduct of the referendum that will es-
sentially embody the relevant provisions of
the settlement proposals agreed to by par-
ties. My Special Representative, acting
under my authority and, as necessary, on in-
structions over all matters with regard to
the organization and conduct of the referen-
dum, He will be authorized to issue rules and
instructions consistent with the regulation
issued by me. The arrangements relating to
these rules, instructions and regulations are
described in paragraph 58 of document S/
21360,

10. The Special Representative will be as-
slsted by MINURSO, which, in addition to
the Special Representative’s office, will con-
sist of civilian, security and military units.
The Special Representative will head and di-
rect MINURSO, which will be large enough
to enable him to perform his functions.
MINURSO will function as an intergrated op-
eration under the overall authority of the
Special Representative as described above
and will have its headquarters of Laayoune.
The Special Representative will have a Dep-
uty Special Representative, who will be in
charge of the mission during any absence of
the Special Representative from the mission
area. This area includes the Territory of
Western Sahara and designated locations in
neighboring countries, particularly the
Tindouf refugee camps, where numbers of
Western Saharans are known to be living. In
accordance with paragraph 70 of document 8/
21360, the Special Representative will also be
assisted by an independent jurist to be des-
ignated by the Secretary-General.

11. The Office of the Special Representa-
tive will provide support to him in the exer-
cise of his responsibilities and authority as
well as in his liaison and coordination func-
tions. In addition to a section dealing with
political affairs, the Office will have sections
dealing with legal affairs and with informa-
tion and public relations. It will also be as-
sisted by an appropriate number of field of-
fices.

Transitional period

12. As stated in paragraph 50 of document
S/21360, the transitional period will begin
with the coming into effect of the cease-fire
on D-Day and end with the proclamation of
the results of the referendum, although
MINURSO will continue to discharge the re-
sponsibilities described in paragraph 75 of
document /21360 for a period of some weeks
thereafter. In accordance with the timetable
set out in section V of the present report, it
is envisaged that the transitional period will

November 19, 1991

last for 20 weeks and that MINURSO will re-
main in the Territory for up to 26 weeks
from the coming into effect of the cease-fire
(D-Day). It should be noted, however, that
the periods of time allowed for the various
processes in the timetable are estimates and
it is possible that some of the processes may
be completed in a shorter period than that
indicated. It is also possible, of course, that
a longer period will be required. In efther
case, the Special Representative may, after
consultation with me, determine whether
circumstances require any alteration in the
timetable, in accordance with the authority
given to him.
Cease-fire

13. The arrangements relating to the cease-
fire are described in paragraphs 51 to 53 of
document 5/21360.

Moroccan military presence

14, In the course of my consultations with
its authorities, Morocco has undertaken to
reduce its troops in the Territory to a level
not exceeding 65,000 all ranks, within a pe-
riod of 11 weeks from the coming into effect
of the cease-fire on D-Day. I have accepted
this as an appropriate, substantial and
phased reduction in accordance with the set-
tlement proposals.

Confinement of each party’s troops to
designated locations

15. In accordance with paragraph 56 of doc-
ument /21360, all remaining Moroccan
troops will be located in static or defensive
positions along the sand wall, with the lim-
ited exceptions mentioned in that paragraph.
All will be monitored by the military observ-
ers of MINURSO, who will be colocated with
Moroccan subsector headquarters on the
sand wall and with the support and logistics
units remaining elsewhere in the Territory.
The military observers will conduct exten-
sive patrols by land and air to ensure observ-
ance of the cease-fire and the confinement of
the Moroccan troops to the designated loca-
tions. They will also monitor the custody of
certain arms and ammunition.

16. As regards Frente POLISARIO troops,
my Special Representative will, in accord-
ance with the settlement proposals, des-
ignate the locations to which they will be
confined, with their arms, ammunition and
military equipment, with effect from the
coming into force of the cease-fire on D-Day.
They will be monitored by the military ob-
servers of MINURSO, who will be deployed at
each of the designated locations.

Release of political prisoners and detainees

17. The arrangements relating to the re-
lease of political prisoners and detainees are
described in paragraphs 33 (b) and 70 of docu-
ment 5/21360.

Ezxchange of prisoners-of-war

18. The settlement proposals also provide
for the exchange of prisoners-of-war (POWs)
(see para. 20 of 5/21360). This will take place
under the auspices of the International Com-
mittee of the Red Cross (ICRC). My Special
Representative will establish early contact
with ICRC with a view to implementation of
the exchange of prisoners as soon as possible
after the cease-fire comes into effect on D-
Day.
Identification and registration of voters

19. A central element in the settlement
proposals is the identification and registra-
tion of all Western Saharans eligible to vote
in the referendum. This work will be en-
trusted to the Identification Commission. It
is stated in the settlement proposals (S/21360,
para. 25) that “the Commission will perform
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its task during the transitional period”. It
has, however, become clear that, as ex-
plained below, certain tasks can, and indeed
must, be completed outside and inside the
Territory before the cease-fire comes into ef-
fect. I accordingly intend to appoint the
members of the Identification Commission
as soon as the Security Council has decided
to establish MINURSO, so that, under the di-
rection of my Special Representative, they
can begin the necessary preparatory work
without delay, beginning with the establish-
ment of the Commission’s rules of procedure.

20, The Identification Commission's task
will be to implement the proposals, agreed
upon by the two parties, that all Western
Saharans to whom the 1974 census under-
taken by the Spanish authorities related and
who are aged 18 years or over will have the
right to vote, whether they are currently
present in the Territory or living outside it
as refugees or for other reasons. The Com-
mission’s mandate to update the 1974 census
will include (a) removing from the lists the
names of persons who have since died and (b)
considering applications from persons who
claim the right to participate in the referen-
dum on the grounds that they are Western
Saharans and were omitted from the 1974
census. The tribal chiefs of Western Sahara
will be asked to contribute to the Identifica-
tion Commission's work. A preliminary
meeting took place with a representative
group of tribal chiefs at Geneva in June 1990.
Further discussions with tribal chiefs will be
held, after the decision has been taken to es-
tablish MINURSO, in order to refine the
Commission’s operational procedures. The
parties and representatives of OAU will, as
appropriate, participate as official observers
in the work of the Identification Commis-
sion.

21. The first stage of the Commission’s
work will be to update the 1974 census list.
As a preparatory step, a copy of this list was
transmitted to each of the parties on 16 Oc-
tober 1990, with a request for any available
information about persons who have died
since 1974 and about the whereabouts of
those who remain alive, whether inside or
outside the Territory. Both of the parties
have been asked to provide this information
soon. Its early receipt will facilitate the
Identification Commission’s work, which is
to commence immediately after the General
Assembly has approved MINURSO's budget.
The Commission, having made such revisions
to the 1974 list as seem to it appropriate, will
arrange for the revised list to be published in
the Territory and in places outside where
numbers of Western Saharans are known to
be living. At the same time, the Commission
will publish instructions on how individual
Western Saharans can apply in writing, be-
fore a specified date, for Inclusion in the list
on the grounds that they were omitted from
the 1974 census. It is estimated that four
weeks will be required for this part of the
Commission's work. A further period of four
weeks will be set for the Commission to re-
celve individual written applications for the
inclusion of names in the list. The applica-
tions will be classified and the Commission,
assisted by the tribal chiefs and in the pres-
ence of observers from OAU and the parties,
will meet in New York or Geneva to review
them under the supervision of the Special
Representative. It is estimated that this re-
view will take up to four weeks. When it has
been completed and prior to D-Day, a con-
solidated list of the names of persons who,
on the basis of the revised 1974 census and
the review of applications received, have
been judged to be eligible to vote will, with
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my clearance, be published in the Territory
and in places outside where numbers of
Saharans are known to be living.

22. By D-Day the Identification Commis-
sion will be fully established in the mission
area. The Commission will be assisted in its
work by the field offices established at prin-
cipal population centres as well as by static
and mobile teams, consisting of a leader,
three identification/registration officers, a
clerk/typist, two civilian police monitors
and support staff such as interpreters and
drivers.

23, At this second stage in its work, the
Commission will undertake two main func-
tions, in each of which it will be assisted by
the tribal chiefs. The functions will be:

(a) To identify, and issue registration cards
to, persons whose names are on the published
list of eligible voters;

(b) To provide, and organize procedures, for
appeals against non-inclusion of names in
the published list or against decisions made
under subparagraph (a) above.

Arrangements will be made for the Com-
mission to identify and register, at the des-
ignated locations, all Frente POLISARIO
troops who are eligible to vote, as well as
any Western Saharans who are similarly eli-
gible and may be serving in the Moroccan
forces.

24, It is envisaged that a period of up to 11
weeks will be required for this second stage
of the Committee's work. When it has been
completed, the Special Representative will
submit to me, for consideration in consulta-
tion with the current Chairman of OAU, a
consolidated list of all registered voters. The
final voters list will be published as soon as
it has been authorized by me.

Organization of the referendum

25. The Referendum Commission will assist
the Special Representative in all aspects of
the organization and conduct of the referen-
dum in the context of the sole and exclusive
responsibility vested in him. The Commis-
slon’s functions are specified in paragraphs
63 to 66 of document S/21360. It will advise
the Special Representative on measures nec-
essary to ensure that the referendum is free
and fair, without military or administrative
constraints, and that there is no intimida-
tion or interference in the referendum proc-
ess. The two parties and the representatives
of OAU will, as appropriate, be associated as
official observers in the Commission’s work.

26. As envisaged in paragraph of docu-
ment 5/21360, 1 shall appoint the Referendum
Commission as soon as the General Assembly
has approved MINURSO's budget, so that it
can undertake the necessary preparatory
work, The main part of this work, which will
be performed in New York, will be to prepare
the regulations, rules and instructions that
will establish the legal framework for the
United Nations to organize and conduct the
referendum and which will be promulgated
in the Territory as soon as possible after D-

Day.

27. A small core staff of the Referendum
Commission will begin work in the Territory
after D-Day. With the assistance of the field
offices, it will become fully operational as
the Identification Commission is concluding
its work. The Referendum Commission will
be augmented by appropriately qualified per-
sonnel from the Identification Commission
whose own tasks are to be completed by D-
Day + 11 weeks,

28. In recent consultations with me, both
parties have accepted my proposal to estab-
lish a code that would govern their conduct
and behavior and that of their supporters
during the referendum campaign. The pur-
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pose of the code of conduct will be to ensure
that, while there is freedom of political cam-
palgning, there will also be a consequent re-
sponsibility placed on all concerned to ac-
cept others' freedom to campaign. The Spe-
cial Representative will initiate discussions
with the two parties about the code of con-
duct as soon as possible.

29. The Special Representative will deter-
mine the starting date of the referendum
campalgn when he is satisfied that the nec-
essary arrangements have been made to en-
sure that all Western Saharans, without re-
striction and in complete equity, will have
the opportunity to participate in the cam-
paign. It is envisaged that it will begin at D-
Day + 17 weeks, subject to the authority
given to the Special Representative to alter
the timetable if he should determine the cir-
cumstances so require.

30. An adequate number of polling stations
will be established throughout the Territory
in order to give all eligible Western
Saharans the opportunity to vote in the ref-
erendum, Voting will take place only in the
Territory. The precise locations of the poll-
ing stations will be determined on the basis
of the data collected during the registration
of voters, as well as existing population cen-
tres and areas where returning Western
Saharans have been located.

31. Two weeks before the referendum itself,
the Referendumm Commission will be
strengthened by additional personnel who
will serve as polling officers, presiding offi-
cers and counting officers. These additional
personnel will leave the Territory imme-
diately after the referendum, but essential
staff of the Referendum Commission will re-
main until the referendum results have been
certified and related matters have been dis-
posed of.

Other responsibilities of the Special
Representative during the transitional period
32. In discharging the responsibilities de-

scribed in paragraphs 67 to 69 of document S/

21360, the Special Representative will be as-

sisted by his office, including the field of-

fices, and by the Security Unit, whose func-
tions and organization are outlined in para-

graphs 79 and 80 of document S/21360.

33. There are only two points to add. First,
firearms will be kept in a weapons storage
safe at each Security Unit location, but Se-
curity Unit personnel (who will be known as
CIVPOL) will actually carry arms only in
cases where they are so authorized by the
Police Commissioner, acting upon instruc-
tions from the Special Representative. The
firing of arms will be limited to clear cases
of self-defense. Secondly, the Security Unit
will establish a number of district head-
quarters that will, as far as possible, be
colocated with the Special Representative’s
field officers.

Return of refugees, other Western Saharans and
members of the Frente POLISARIO entitled to
vote
34. An essential element in the implemen-

tation of the settlement proposals will be the

repatriation of those Western Saharans who
are identified as being eligible to vote in the
referendum and who wish to return to the

Territory to do so. A programme will there-

fore be required to facilitate the voluntary

return of such persons, along with their im-

mediate families, from designated locations

in neighbouring countries, with security to
be provided by the military unit of

MINURSO. It will require the prior promul-

gation of a general and complete amnesty for

all returnees, in order to ensure the nec-
essary conditions for their free and
unimpeded return.
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35. The United Nations High Commissioner
for Refugees (UNHCR) will be responsible for
the implementation of the repatriation pro-
gramme, which will form an integral part of
the MINURSO operation and will be carried
out in accordance with UNHCR's mandate.
Its task will be threefold: to ascertain and
record the repatriation wishes of each West-
ern Saharan as he or she is registered as a
voter by the Identification Commission; to
issue the necessary documentation to the
members of his or her immediate family; and
to establish and manage, in cooperation with
MINURSQ which will provide security, the
reception centres that will be established in
the Territory for the returning Western
Saharans.

36. It is intended that repatriation will
begin immediately after the Identification
Commission’s work is completed, i.e. not
later than D-Day + 11 weeks, and that it will
be completed within a period of 6 weeks, i.e.
immediately before the referendum cam-
paign begins. The UNHCR will thereafter
maintain a presence in the Territory, as nec-
essary, in order to fulfill its monitoring role
for returnees, in accordance with its inter-
nationally accepted responsibilities.

The referendum and proclamation of its result

37. The purpose of the referendum is to en-
able the people of Western Sahara to choose
freely between integration with Morocco and
independence. Voting will be by secret ballot
and arrangements will be made for voters
who cannot read or write or who are inca-
pacitated. The regulations that I shall issue
concerning the referendum will provide that
the results will be determined by a simple
majority of valid votes cast.

38. The action to be taken by MINURSO
after the proclamation of the referendum re-
sult remains as described in paragraphs 75
and 76 of document S/21360. Every effort will
be made to complete that action as expedi-
tiously as possible.

II1. PERSONNEL AND FINANCIAL REQUIREMENTS
OF MINURSO

39. As already indicated, MINURSO will
consist of the Special Representative and his
office and civilian, security and military
units. It will function as an integrated oper-
ation under the overall authority of the Spe-
cial Representative.

40. The Office of the Special Representa-
tive, whose functions are described in para-
graph 11 above, will consist of some 24 inter-
national personnel, with an additional 25
persons to staff the field offices.

Civilian Unit

41. The Civilian Unit will include three
components: the personnel of the Identifica-
tion Commission and the Referendum Com-
mission; a component to implement the re-
patriation programme; and a component re-
sponsible for all administrative matters per-
taining to the mission. It will consist largely
of personnel from the United Nations sys-
tem. However, as indicated below, it will be
necessary to ask Governments to contribute
a significant number of qualified personnel,
mostly on short-term assignments, to assist
in the organization and conduct of the ref-
erendum.

42, The Identification Commission will ini-
tially be based in New York or Geneva, as re-
quired, with a small staff to carry out the
first stage of its work, which is described in
paragraph 21 above. A small mobile team
will also be dispatched to the mission area
during that preparatory stage. By D-Day the
Commission will deploy static and mobile
teams In the Territory and in other places
where numbers of Western Saharans are
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known to be living, with a full strength of
some 187 international personnel, a substan-
tial proportion of whom will be contributed
by Governments.

43. The Referendum Commission will also
begin with a small staff, based in New York,
to carry out the preparatory work described
in paragraph 26 above. It will establish itself
in the Territory after D-Day, again with a
small staff initially. By D-Day + 11 weeks it
will absorb appropriately qualified staff of
the Identification Commission, whose identi-
fication tasks will by then have been com-
pleted, bringing its strength to about 51
international personnel. The additional
international personnel required for the ref-
erendum itself (see para. 31) will number up
to 285, some from the United Nations, but
most contributed by Governments.

44, The repatriation component of the Ci-
vilian Unit will, as indicated in paragraph 35
above, consist of UNHCR personnel. Their
number will rise gradually to a peak of some
74 international personnel during the imple-
mentation of the repatriation programme.

45. Finally, the administrative component
of the Civilian Unit will furnish the full
range of administrative, support and tech-
nical services to the different components of
MINURSO, wherever these may be located.
Certain staff will be located with the mili-
tary logistics units and will work with them
to constitute an integrated logistics, supply
and support system for the entire mission.
International civilian staff of the various
sections, units and outposted personnel will
total approximately 275.

Security Unit

46. Some elements of the Security Unit
will be deployed in the mission area by D-
Day in order to facilitate the work of the
Identification Commission. About 100 police
officers will be required for this purpose. A
further 200 will be phased into the Territory
before the repatriation programme begins at
D-Day + 11 weeks. It is hoped that this num-
ber will be adequate to carry out the duties
entrusted to the Security Unit during the
referendum campaign and the referendum it-
self. My Special Representative will, how-
ever, keep this question under constant re-
view. Governments contributing police offi-
cers to MINURSO will be requested to keep
in reserve additional personnel for possible
deployment in the Territory, should this be
necessary.

Military Unit

47. The tasks of the Military Unit are de-
scribed in paragraph 81 of document S/21360.
The logistics units will, in co-operation with
the administrative component of MINURSO,
contribute to the integrated logistics, supply
and support system for the mission as a
whole.

48, To fulfil these tasks, the Unit will re-
quire a strength of about 1,695 (all ranks), as
follows: 550 military observers, an infantry
battalion of 700 (all ranks), an air support
group of 110 (all ranks) to operate and main-
tain 4 fixed-wing aircraft and 8 transport hel-
icopters, a signals unit of 45 (all ranks), a
medical unit of 50 (all ranks), a composite
military police company of 40 (all ranks) and
a logistics battalion of 200 (all ranks).

49, The logistics units and advance parties
of military observers will be deployed in the
Territory in the weeks preceding D-Day. The
military observer group will be deployed in
full strength by D-Day in order to be in a po-
sition to monitor the cease-fire and the con-
finement of each side’'s troops to designated
locations. The deployment of the infantry
battalion will take place immediately before
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implementation of the repatriation pro-
gramme. The Military Unit will remain in
the mission area until the referendum and
thereafter will be withdrawn as rapidly as its
post-referendum monitoring tasks permit.
Financial requirements

50. On the basis of the implementation plan
described in my report of 18 June 1990 (S/
21360), as amplified in the present report, it
is estimated that the overall cost of
MINURSO, including the repatriation pro-
gramme, will be approximately $200 million.
I have to emphasize, however, that there
continue to be unknown factors that may af-
fect this figure. As is customary, it states
the cost of the full resources required for
MINURSO and takes no account of any pos-
sible voluntary contributions that may be
received. I am currently undertaking con-
sultations with certaln Member States in
this regard. Naturally, contributions in kind
would be welcome. In the event voluntary
contributions are provided to MINURSO, in-
cluding the provision of adequate facilities
by the host countries, the level of expendi-
tures will be reduced and this will ultimately
lead to savings and the return of credits to
Member States. My recommendations on the
financing of the operation are contained in
the observations section of the present re-
port.

IV. TIMETABLE AND PLAN OF ACTION

51. Paragraph 52 summarizes the timing de-
scribed in the preceding sections of the
present report. Two points need to be empha-
sized. First, the critical date is that on
which the General Assembly approves
MINURSO’s budget; all subsequent timings
are related to that. Secondly, as already
noted (see para. 12 above), the periods al-
lowed for each of the processes in this com-
plex operation are estimates, and my Special
Representative will accordingly have the au-
thority to alter the timetable, after consult-
ing me, if he determines that circumstances
50 req

uire.
52. The timetable is as follows:

Date (in weeks)

Action
As soon as the Security The Secretary-General:
Council has authorized  (a) b%oim the Identification Commission,
the establishment of whic! i

ey
i
§§§ iE
febgtl}
g2 5

oF
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The |dentification Commission revises the
i the ol hats egatng % opeo:
¢l B -
'Ihoi“plﬂiumuth&mhml's
proposal for the date and time of the
cease-fire,

The revised 1974 census list and instructions
on how to for the inclusion of names
are pul in the Temitory and else-

Mministrative and logistics  elements of
MINURSO begin to amve in the mission
area,

A small mobile team of the Identification
Commission is dispalched lo the mission

area.
1 L] eSS Deadline for the receipt of applications for the
inclusion of names in the revised 1974

Not fater than D-12 ...

1 F ARt -
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Date (in weeks)

Action

The advance party of MINURSO, led by the
Deputy Specul Representative, arrives in
the mission area,

All MINURSO units (except the infantry battal-
ion, 200 CIVPOL officers and some UNHCR
and referendum personnel) are deployed to
the mission area. nt.

M’w;lﬂni the Special Representalive in the

Territory.

Following completion of the Identification
Commission’s review of applications re-
ceived, the consolidated list of persons
judged eligible to vote is published in the
mission area.

The transitional period begins.

The cease-fire comes into elfect and the com-
batants of the two sides are confined to
designated locations. )

The Identification Commission begins the
identification and registration of voters and

hears appeals against non-inclusion of
names in the published list.

POWs are exchanged. :

Amnesties for political prisoners and detain-
ees and for reluness are proclaimed.

Al political prisoners or detainees are re-
leased.

The remammg 200 CIVPOL officers are phased

Tl|e mfanllyI battalion and addilional UNHCR
personnel are deployed to the mission area.

The reduction of Moroccan forces is com-
pleted,
Al laws or measures that could obstruct a
free and fair referendum are suspended.
Completion of the identification and registra-
tion of voters; publication of the final list
of voters approved by the Secretary-Gen-
eral.

The repalriation programme begins.

The paramilitary umits in the adshag palice

As soon as possible after
D-Day.

Mot later than D+11 ........

fm are neulralized.

: The referendum umw’n
. Mdditional polling staff are dwlmd to the

Territory.
End of the referendum campaign.
Relerendum.
Proclamation of the results.
The withdrawal of MINURSO personnel begins.
MINURSO's monitoring responsibilities ansing
_ from the referendum results are completed.
| withdraw from

D428 0r 26 .o

MINURSO
the mission area.

53. On the basis of this timetable, the ref-
erendum will be held about 36 weeks after
the General Assembly approves MINURSO's
budget.

V. OBSERVATIONS

54. The plan contained in part II of docu-
ment $/21360, as amplified in the present re-
port, is the result of a long and exhaustive
search for the most equitable, effective and
economical ways of implementing the settle-
ment proposals accepted by the parties in
August 1988. This work has taken into ac-
count the views expressed to me by the par-
ties. Inevitably the plan that I now submit
for the Security Council’s approval could not
meet all the concerns of the two parties and
compromises have therefore had to be
sought. I am however confident that my pro-
posals constitute a balanced and equitable
way of achieving the goal on which all are
agreed, namely the holding of a free, fair and
impartial referendum for the people of West-
ern Sahara, organized and conducted by the
United Nations in co-operation with OAU
and without any military or administrative
constraints.

55. Four essential conditions must be met
for this goal to be achieved and for
MINURSO to be able to carry out its respon-
sibilities effectively and with complete im-
partiality. Firstly, MINURSO must at all
times have the full support and backing of
the Security Council; secondly, it must oper-
ate with the full cooperation of the two par-
ties, particularly with regard to the com-
prehensive cessation of all hostile acts;
thirdly, the cooperation and support of the
neighbouring countries must be assured, in
conformity with paragraph 42 of document 8/
21360; and fourthly, the necessary financial
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resources must be made available by Member
States in a full and timely manner.

56. In accordance with the mandate en-
trusted to me by the Security Council, I will
keep the Council fully informed of develop-
ments relating to the implementation of the
settlement proposals and to the functioning
of MINURSO. All matters that might affect
the nature of the mission or its continued ef-
fectiveness will be referred to the Council for
its decision.

57. In performing its functions, MINURSO
will act with complete impartiality. It will
proceed on the assumption that, in accord-
ance with the undertakings that they have
already given (S/21360, paras. 38 and 40), the
two parties will co-operate with the Special
Representative and will take all necessary
steps to comply with the decisions of the Se-
curity Council.

58, MINURSO will require the freedom of
movement and communication and the other
facilities necessary for the performance of
its tasks. To this end, MINURSO and its per-
sonnel must necessarily be accorded all the
relevant privileges and immunities provided
for in the Convention on the Privileges and
Immunities of the United Nations, as well as
those specially required for the proposed op-
eration. As soon as the Security Council has
aunthorized the establishment of MINURSO, 1
will take steps to make arrangements with
the parties concerning the status of
MINURSO and its personnel.

59. In conformity with paragraph 42. of doc-
ument 5/21360, MINURSO will also rely on
the continued cooperation and understand-
ing of the two neighbouring States, namely
Algeria and Mauritania, which have already
undertaken to do their utmost to ensure that
the transitional arrangements and the re-
sults of the referendum are respected and to
cooperate in various ways with MINURSO.
Discussions about the status of MINURSO
and its personnel and related matters will be
initiated with them also, as soon as the Se-
curity Council has authorized the establish-
ment of MINURSO.

60. I come now to the financial aspects of
MINURSO. As foreseen in my previous report
(S/21360, para. 85), I recommend that, if the
Council decides to establish MINURSO, its
full cost should be considered as expenses of
the Organization to be borne by Member
States in accordance with Article 17, para-
graph 2, of the Charter. I intend to rec-
ommend to the General Assembly that the
assessments to be levied on Member States
be credited to a special account that would
be established for this purpose.

61. I would like to take this opportunity to
underline the necessity for Member States to
pay their assessed contributions imme-
diately after the request for these is re-
ceived. Otherwise it will not be possible to
deploy MINURSO personnel, with the equip-
ment they need to carry out their duties, in
accordance with the timetable described in
the present report.

62. Every effort has been made to achieve
economy in the costs of MINURSO, but there
are certain characteristics of this operation
that have inescapable financial implications,
in particular:

(a) The complexities of the identification
process limit the possibilities for shortening
the duration of the mission. This process will
account for no less than 27 of the 36 weeks
that will elapse between the General Assem-
bly's approval of MINURSO's budget and the
holding of the referendum. Eligibility to
vote will depend either on the presence of a
person’s name in the 1974 census list or on a
person’s ability to convince the Identifica-
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tion Commission that he or she is a Western
Saharan who was omitted from the 1974 cen-
sus, Matching individuals with names in a
17-year-old census list is bound to take time.
In a society that is nomadic and to a large
extent illiterate and where such criteria as
place of birth or residence are of limited rel-
evance, the adjudication of applications from
persons claiming to have been omitted from
the 1974 list will also be time-consuming. If
the referendum is to be fair and impartial, in
accordance with the settlement proposals,
these processes cannot be rushed;

(b) The number of troops whose cessation
of hostile activity and confinement to des-
ignated locations must be monitored by
MINURSO is large and they are deployed
over a very extensive area;

(c) The Territory is large: more than
250,000 square kilometers. The personnel of
MINURSO, whether civilian, military or po-
lice, will have to cover the whole territory
and many of them will live in places where
no adequate accommodation or other facili-
ties (water, power, fuel, etc.) are avallable.
Outside a few population centers, therefore,
MINURSO will have to establish a complete
logistics infrastructure of its own;

(d) In accordance with the settlement pro-
posals, MINURSO will be responsible for the
actual organization and conduct of the ref-
erendum. This generates different and heav-
ier personnel and material requirements
than other recent cases where the United Na-
tions role has been only to supervise and
control or to verify or to observe an elec-
toral act organized and conducted by others.

63, The view has been expressed that the
repatriation part of MINURSO's operation
should be regarded as a humanitarian activ-
ity and that it should therefore be funded
through voluntary contributions. I have ac-
cordingly decided that the repatriation pro-
gramme, which will be managed by the
UNHCR and which has been estimated at
some $34 million, will be funded through vol-
untary contributions. I intend to so rec-
ommend to the General Assembly. While it is
true that the repatriation programme will be
carried out by the UNHCR, in accordance
with that office’s standard procedures, the
programme is an essential political element
in the settlement proposals, without which a
fair and impartial referendum could not take
place, and is not a stricto sensu humanitarian
addition thereto. I would therefore rec-
ommend that MINURSO should not be de-
ployed in the mission area on D-Day unless
it has been unequivocally established, by
that date, that the necessary voluntary con-
tributions are available in full and in time to
permit implementation of the repatriation

programime.

64. In order to ensure that lack of the nec-
essary financial support does not further
delay the long-awaited resolution of the situ-
ation in Western Sahara, I have considerably
reduced earlier estimates of the human and
material resources required for this oper-
ation. I am confident that I can count on the
members of the Security Council and on the
parties to do everything in their power to
help to ensure that the operational plan de-
scribed in my report of 18 June 1990 (8/21360)
and amplified in the present report is carried
out quickly and smoothly.

65. It is on this basis that I now rec-
ommend that the Security Council decide to
authorize the establishment of MINURSO. I
further recommend that the Council decide
that the transitional period should begin on
a date approximately 16 weeks after the Gen-
eral Assembly approves MINURSO's budget.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of House Concurrent Resolution 214, regard-
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ing the U.N. peace plan for the Western Sa-
hara

Since the early 1970's, Morocco and the
Polisario have fought over the Western Sa-
hara. Now, the Sahrawi people have the op-
portunity to decide their own fate: whether to
remain under Moroccan control or have an
independent country.

| strongly support the U.N. peace plan,
which calls for a free and fair referendum of
self-determination for the Sahrawi people. It is
a unique opportunity to demonstrate how
democratic and peaceful means can resolve
conflict in Africa.

Currently, over 150,000 Sahrawi refugees
live near Tindouf in Algeria. Even there they
have thrived and the U.N. High Commissioner
for Refugees uses these camps as an exam-
ple for other UNHCR camps around the world.

Last month, the Congressional Human
Rights Caucus cosponsored an exhibit in the
Cannon Rotunda celebrating the people of the
Western Sahara, the Sahrawi and their will to
survive.

Mr. Speaker, | urge the Polisario and the
Moroccan Government to comply with the
U.N. peace plan, and hope that our adminis-
tration will continue to make every effort to en-
sure that this plan is successfully carried out.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of House Concurrent Resolution 214, express-
ing the sense of the Congress with respect to
the implementation of the U.N. peace plan for
the Westem Sahara.

This resolution expresses congressional
support for the General of the Unit-
ed Nations and his leadership which has re-
sulted in all the parties to the conflict in the
Western Sahara supporting a U.N.-sponsored
peace plan and referendum in the Western
Sahara. This agreement was reached in Au-
gust 1988, after more than 3 years of delicate
negotiations. The Secretary General's peace
plan is in the process of being implemented
with a cease-fire in effect and the next step,
a referendum, soon to be implemented.

| am pleased that all the parties to this long
and difficult conflict have pledged their support
for the U.N. effort. It is with hope that in yet
another part of the world there will be peace
and enhanced stability in a region of such
strategic importance.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, | would like to com-
mend my colleague, Mr. DYMALLY, the chair-
man of the Africa Subcommittee, and my col-
league, Mr. YATRON, chairman of the Human
Rights and International Organizations Sub-
committee, for their leadership on this matter
and for crafting a resolution which has biparti-
san support and that of the executive branch.

| urge the adoption of the resolution.
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Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HOCHBRUECKNER). The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from California [Mr. DyMALLY] that
the House suspend the rules and agree
to the concurrent resolution, House
Concurrent Resolution 214, as amended.
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The question was taken (two-thirds
having voted in favor thereof); the
rules were suspended and the concur-
rent resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
resolution just considered and agreed
to.

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

There was no objection.

REGARDING THE NEED FOR A
CONFERENCE ON SECURITY, STA-
BILITY, DEVELOPMENT, AND CO-
OPERATION IN AFRICA

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and agree to the
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 201)
expressing the sense of the Congress re-
lating to the need for a conference on
security, stability, development, and
cooperation in Africa and commending
the Helsinki Commission for its leader-
ship on this initiative, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. RES 201

Whereas the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe, known as the Hel-
sinki process, established the linkage be-
tween respect for human rights, economic
development, and genuine security and coop-
erative in Europe;

Whereas Africa cannot realize security or
economic growth without democracy, re-
spect for human rights, and an end to cross-
border and civil wars;

Whereas from May 19 to May 22, 1991, Afri-
can leaders and delegates held the Kampala
Forum on Security, Stability, Development,
and Cooperation to discuss the problems
threatening Africa’s survival and progress
and to seek solutions to them;

Whereas it was determined that the re-
sponsibility for security, stability, develop-
ment, and cooperation on the African con-
tinent rests not only with the people of Afri-
ca but also on international cooperation,
support, and participation;

Whereas the African countries expressed
their desire for a Conference on Security,
Stability, Development, and Cooperation in
Africa (CSSDCA) to be modeled on the Con-
ference on Security and Cooperation in Eu-
rope (CSCE), the Helsinki process; and

Whereas this Conference would provide the
United States with an opportunity to sup-
port indigenous African efforts to alleviate
the tightening grip of poverty, violence, and
debt which is choking the continent: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the Congress—

(1) recognizes the dire political and eco-
nomic problems facing the continent of Afri-
ca;

(2) encourages the various governments in
Africa to begin redressing these problems
through democratization and conciliation;
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(3) welcomes Africa’s attempt to replicate
in Africa the European model of the Con-
ference on Security and Cooperation in Eu-
rope;

(?IS commends the Helsinki Commission for
its leadership in moving the Helsinki model
to other regions; and

(6) calls upon the President to—

(A) encourage the various governments in
Africa to participate in the Conference on
Security, Development, and Cooperation in
Africa;

(B) support this process in Africa with the
same determination given to the Helsinki
process in Europe; and

(C) continue the current United States pol-
icy of funding forums which facilitate eco-
nomic growth and advance democratic goals.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California [Mr. DYMALLY] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN]
will be recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. DYMALLY].

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

Mr. Speaker, House Concurrent Reso-
lution 201 as amended, sponsored by
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey and me, basi-
cally expresses the need for a Helsinki
process in Africa and commends the
Helsinki Commission for the initia-
tives it has taken toward this end. Af-
rican leaders have looked at the Hel-
sinki model and have appealed to the
Organization of African Unity to de-
velop a similar organization in Africa
to advance democracy, security, devel-
opment, and cooperation.

To further examine the way to de-
velop this entity, the Kampala Con-
ference, which brought together lead-
ers from all over Africa, was held. The
document resulting from that Con-
ference indicated that African coun-
tries are in dire need of structures
within Africa for conflict resolution
and for formulating strategies to teach
their people on how best to create
democratic institutions.

Senator DECONCINI and Congressman
HOYER who chair the Helsinki Commis-
sion recently held a hearing to deter-
mine how best to assist these African
countries in developing a Helsinki
model. Members of the Helsinki Com-
mission have also traveled to Africa to
meet with African heads of State to ex-
amine the specific needs of African na-
tions. Our colleague, Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey, who is a member of the Hel-
sinki Commission as well as this com-
mittee, and I introduced this resolu-
tion to support the concepts including
in the Kampala document, as well as
the adoption of the Helsinki process for
the African Continent.

This resolution has bipartisan sup-
port as indicated by its sponsors and
was adopted unanimously by the Sub-
committee on Africa. Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
BURTON, and Mr. FUSTER are also spon-
sors of this legislation.

I ask my colleagues for an “aye”
vote on this worthwhile initiative for
Africa.
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Mr. Speaker, this next weekend, the
African leadership will hold a con-
ference in Oten, Nigeria, and they are
very pleased to hear that the Congress
is moving so aggressively in support of
this Kampala Conference.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I support this resolu-
tion as a creative effort to help deal
with some of the persistent problems of
the African Continent. I commend the
sponsor, Mr. DYMALLY, chairman of the
Africa Subcommittee, and Congress-
man BURTON, the ranking Republican
member, for their efforts on its behalf.

House Concurrent Resolution 201 rec-
ognizes the dire political and economic
problems facing Africa. It proposes a
new initiative to address these prob-
lems: the establishment of a conference
on security, stability, development,
and cooperation in Africa.

I do not know if an organization
based on the very successful Helsinki
Commission in Europe can help solve
the many serious problems in Africa. I
do know, however, that Chairman DyYM-
ALLY and Congressman CHRIS SMITH
have been forceful advocates of some
innovative ideas in this area.

1 believe this concept deserves a
chance. Accordingly, I urge my col-
leagues to support the resolution.

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

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. FASCELL],
chairman of the committee.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the resolution.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of House Con-
current Resolution 201, as amended, express-
ing the sense of the Congress that the model
of the Helsinki process, the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe, which es-
tablished the linkage between respect for
human rights, economic development, and
genuine security and cooperation in Europe,
be applied to Africa as well.

| commend the author of this resolution, the
distinguished chairman of the Subcommittee
on Africa, Mr. DymALLY, for his leadership in
recognizing the potential a conference on se-
curity, stability, development, and cooperation
in Africa has for providing a forum by which
the nations of Africa could address and begin
to overcome some of the most serious prob-
lems facing the continent. | also commend the
distinguished chairman of the Helsinki Com-
mission, Mr. HOYER, for his foresight in pro-
moting this process of consultation and co-
operaﬂon in other parts of the world.

House Concurrent Resolution 201, as
amended, recognizes and commends the ef-
forts of many African leaders and statesmen
to apply the lessons of Helsinki to the African
experience. It calls upon the President of the
United States to support these efforts.

| urge unanimous adoption of the resolution.

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DyYMALLY] that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, House Concurrent Resolution
201, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the con-
current resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
resolution just considered and agreed

to.

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

There was no objection.

REGARDING DEMOCRATIC
CHANGES AND VIOLATIONS OF
HUMAN RIGHTS IN ZAIRE

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and agree to the
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 238)
concerning democratic changes and
violations of human rights in Zaire, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 238

Whereas the people of the United States
support the development of democratic insti-
tutions in Zaire that reflect the will of the
people of Zaire and are concerned about on-
going human rights abuses in Zaire as con-
firmed by the Lawyers Committee for
Human Rights;

Whereas Zairean security forces have re-
pressed peaceful mass demonstrations pro-
testing the government's economic policles
and urging the implementation of demo-
cratic reforms;

Whereas recent press reports and other re-
liable sources indicate that these incidents
caused the death of several people as well as
the arrest of numerous people opposed to the
regime;

Whereas these tragic events occurred fol-
lowing a period of continuous procrasti-
nation in convening a sovereign national
conference composed of political, civie, reli-
gious, and other organizations;

Whereas President Mobutu has indicated,
clearly, a lack of commitment to a transi-
tional government to return the country to
democracy by dismissing the new Prime
Minister Tshisekedi Wa Mulumba;

Whereas the leaders of government in
Zaire, beginning with President Mobutu,
have systematically obstructed each at-
tempt to facilitate this conference which
could bring about a peaceful transition to-
ward democracy; and

Whereas the catastrophic economic and so-
cial situation and the rampant corruption of
authority, against which the population of
Zalire is revolting, are being aggravated by
the political uncertainty deliberately pro-
longed by President Mobutu: Now, therefore,
be it
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Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the Congress—

(1) calls on President Mobutu to step down
and permit the transitional government to
return the country to democratic rule;

(2) firmly condemns all violations of
human rights in Zaire;

(3) fully supports the aspirations of the
Zairean people for democratic change, in
particular the convocation of a sovereign na-
tional conference that would be fully rep-
resentative of all the opposition forces, that
would be conducted in a democratic manner,
and that would have the full right to take its
own decisions;

(4) urges that the sovereign national con-
ference to form, as soon as possible after its
convocation, a transitional government
which would organize free and democratic
elections;

(5) invites the international community of
nations to express thelr concern with respect
to the repression and corruption of the re-
gime and to provide support to the Zairean
democratic forces desire for change;

(6) calls upon the Administration to urge
that an appropriate international peacekeep-
ing force be brought into Zaire to ensure sta-
bility during the political transition process;
and

(7) calls upon the Administration to ex-
press its willingness to offer appropriate as-
sistance to help implement any future inter-
national peacekeeping arrangement.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California [Mr. DYMALLY] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN]
will be recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. DYMALLY].

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

Mr. Speaker, House Concurrent Reso-
lution 238 expresses the need for de-
mocracy in Zaire and calls attention to
the human rights violations ongoing in
this African country. This resolution
passed both the Subcommittee on Afri-
ca and the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs unanimously.

Prior to yielding to the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. PAYNE], the
original sponsor of this legislation, for
an explanation of his resolution on
Zaire, I want to take this opportunity
to commend him for his interest and
commitment to assisting countries
throughout Africa. I would also like to
recognize him for his active participa-
tion on the Subcommittee on Africa
and his leadership on Zaire.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. PAYNE].

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
California [Mr. DYMALLY], for the op-
portunity to take the leadership in this
very important issue dealing with
Zaire. I would once again like to com-
pliment the gentleman from California
[Mr. DyYMALLY] for the tremendous
amount of interest and attention that
he has brought to the Subcommittee
on Africa.

Not only has he brought before our
subcommittee many resolutions of
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very timely importance, but also his
sacrifice that he has personally given
to travel to many countries in Africa,
many times gquietly, many times with-
out the knowledge of members of the
committee, to meet with leaders to see
whether conflict resolution could be
found. I would like to compliment the
gentleman from California on the out-
standing work that he has done.

House Concurrent Resolution 238 was
originally crafted back in September,
in response to the more than 50 un-
armed civilians killed by Zaire's secu-
rity forces at opposition demonstra-
tions, and President Mobutu’s pro-
crastination in convening a sovereign
national conference which would have
brought about a peaceful transition to-
ward democracy.

Almost the same day I dropped off
the resolution, units of the Zairian
Army started a revolt in Kinshasa. The
revolt was symptomatic of the growing
economic disparity in the country. A
disparity that on one hand paid the
Zairian Army enlisted men as little as
$10 & month—this compared to the re-
nowned multibillion-dollar personal
wealth of President Mobutu.

The Army revolt caused looting and
violence, and more than 100 people
were killed. Belgium and France re-
sponded by sending in troops to protect
foreign nationals and property. Amer-
ican citizens and U.S. Peace Corps per-
sonnel were also evacuated.

President Mobutu’s immediate re-
sponse was hopeful. He promised relief
by appointing the main opposition
leader, Tshisekedi Wa Mulumba as
Prime Minister.

But again President Mobutu misused
his remaining power by skimming and
maneuvering to dismiss Prime Min-
ister Tshisekedi. When this did not
work, he used force by posting guards
to keep the Prime Minister from enter-
ing his own office.

Mobutu’s army again revolted, only
this time in the industrious copper
mining Shaba Province. Over 31 people
were reported killed.

The Belgian and French Govern-
ments gave final deadlines for the
evacuation of all foreign nationals and
eventually withdrew all their troops.
Some international observers com-
plimented the withdrawal of foreign
troops as there was the fear that they
would support Mobutu as they did in
the late 1970’s. Other observers felt
that the presence of foreign troops held
down the killing, and in fact offered
some protection to opposition party
members who now feared for their life.

Just lately, Mobutu appointed Mugul
Diapiaka as Prime Minister to replace
Tshisekedi. Diapiaka, unacceptable to
the opposition parties, as well as the
United States has further frustrated
the process of democracy. Again,
Mobutu had maneuvered to delay the
convocation of the sovereign national
conference and the process of democ-
racy.
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While we may be told today or to-
morrow that the national conference
will convene again with the hope of
bringing a peaceful transition toward
democracy, we will still have to wait
and see if it actually happens. In the
meantime, the Subcommittee on Afri-
ca came to the conclusion that Mobutu
should be urged to step down. Also,
that the Belgian and French troops
should stay in place until an appro-
priate international peacekeeping force
could be brought in. Unfortunately—
the Belgian and French troops were
withdrawn prematurely. This caused
further human rights violations, in-
cluding the armed attack on the resi-
dence of Archbishop Monsengwo, who
was slated to be the moderator of the
sovereign national conference. This
was truly a case of political intimida-
tion.

Houses and stores that were looted in
September remain exactly the way the
looters left them. Gasoline is in short
supply and has doubled in price last
week. Inflation hovers at 2 to 3,000 per-
cent. The price of staple flour in
Kinshasa has skyrocketed from $13 to
336 a bag. Now the limited blood supply
is at risk because the testing kits for
AIDS were also victims of the Septem-
ber looting. As one doctor said, *‘to
give untested blood to a child is like
condemning them to death.” The killer
disease AIDS is rampant in the Zairian
Capital.

Zaire is in a state of anarchy. Time is
of essence. This resolution sends a sig-
nal to the administration that Mobutu
cannot be a part of a power-sharing
strategy for the future. Mobutu must
step down at once or we will have an-
other Liberia.

In Liberia with President Doe, as in
Zaire with President Mobutu, the Unit-
ed States Government invested mil-
lions of dollars to corrupt regimes. In
Liberia we were not persuasive in get-
ting Sergeant Doe to step down. Let us
hope this resolution will encourage the
administration to persuade President
Mobutu to leave the country at once,
before the blood of Zairian citizens
starts to flow again.
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Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, all of us are disturbed
by the ongoing tragedy in Zaire. Un-
like its neighbor Zambia, which has
made huge progress in a transition to
democracy, Zaire remains in the hands
of a tyrant known for intolerance and
corruption. President Mobutu has re-
peatedly refused to accept any orderly
and peaceful transition toward democ-
racy.

The gentleman from New Jersey,
[Mr. PAYNE] and the other sponsors de-
serve credit for their extensive work on
this resolution, as does the Africa Sub-
committee under the leadership of Con-
gressmen DYMALLY and BURTON. I urge
my colleagues to give it their support.
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Zaire could be one of the richest
countries in Africa. Instead, it is mired
in poverty and underdevelopment. This
situation will not change until demo-
cratic institutions are established.

I am not sure how much of an impact
that effect this resolution will have on
the current situation in Zaire. Never-
theless, the House should make its
views known on the necessity for a
transition to democracy. It is hoped,
for the sake of the people of Zaire, that
the time has come for President
Mobuto to loosen his stranglehold on
power and open the door to representa-
tive democracy.

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

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. WOLPE].

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
first pay tribute to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. PAYNE] for the leader-
ship he has provided in bringing this
resolution to the floor today, and to
the chairman of the committee, the
gentleman from California [Mr. DyM-
ALLY] for facilitating this consider-
ation of the resolution. I also want to
pay tribute to the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. BURTON], the distinguished
ranking member of the Africa Sub-
committee, who has been one of the
strongest voices trying to address, in a
serious way, the terrible tragedy that
we see unfolding at the moment in
Zaire.

I want to underscore, Mr. Speaker,
one of the observations of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey. My greatest
fear is we are now witnessing another
Liberian tragedy in the country of
Zaire. It was not too many months ago
that Mr. BURTON and I and a number of
other of my colleagues, fearing that
there was going to be a terrible tragedy
unfolding in Liberia, went to sit down
with representatives of the administra-
tion, and in particular with Mr. Scow-
croft at the National Security Council,
to plead with Mr. Scowcroft that the
United States take a much more ag-
gressive posture in seeking the ouster
and removal of Mr. Doe from the scene
in Liberia.

The United States has been involved
over many years in propping up a cor-
rupt dictatorship in Liberia. When that
dictatorship began to get into trouble,
the United States essentially decided
to wash itself of the problem and re-
fused to engage itself in the way in
which it needed to. Had we acted much
earlier to remove Mr. Doe from the
scene, it is indeed not only possible,
but likely that much of the carnage
that subsequently occurred in Liberia
could have been avoided.

I hope that we are not in the process
of again witnessing another situation
in which the United States has been re-
sponsible over many years for support-
ing and assisting one of the most cor-
rupt dictatorships on the face of this
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globe, and now says, ‘“‘Gee, it is a dif-
ficult problem. We are not going to do
anything to really help facilitate a
peaceful transition to a democratic po-
litical system.”

The administration at the moment is
giving some very mixed messages in its
diplomatic approach to the Zairian cri-
gis. On the one hand it is saying that
the opposition forces in Zaire should be
permitted to form a transitional gov-
ernment. And I give credit to the ad-
ministration for at least saying that
much. But with the next breath it
talks about power sharing, and very
clearly has in mind that President
Mobutu be part of that sharing of
power in this transitional movement.
In short, this administration appar-
ently continues to see Mobutu as part
of the solution rather than the essence
of the problem.

The fact of the matter is any politi-
cal arrangement in which Mobutu is in-
volved will lack credibility on the part
of the Zairian population. Anything in
which he is engaged will be distrusted
by the opposition leadership. And any
effort at trying to move this process
expeditiously forward so there can, in
fact, be in place a transitional mecha-
nism that can put together the ar-
rangements for an electoral system and
for a democratic regime will be jeop-
ardized as long as Mobutu is on the
scene, in place, participating in all of
these negotiations.

I hope the administration will be-
come much more engaged diplomati-
cally, and begin to address the situa-
tion vis-a-vis Mobutu much more force-
fully. We are responsible for the trag-
edy. We have a responsibility to be
more precise in the tragedy that is un-
folding in this country.
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The least we can do is to attempt to
engage ourselves in a way that will
minimize the bloodshed, the conflict,
the trauma that the Zairian population
is now experiencing.

So again, I just simply want to ex-
press my personal appreciation for the
work of the gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr. PAYNE], our chairman, the
gentleman from California [Mr. Dym-
ALLY], and the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BARTON] and a lot of people on a
bipartisan basis in the Senate and the
House who have worked as hard as they
can to signal the administration that if
they take a much more forceful posi-
tion on this issue they will enjoy very
broad bipartisan support within this
institution.

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield

5 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SoLARZ], the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Asian and Pa-
cific Affairs of the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.
Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my very good friend, the gentleman
from California, for yielding me this
time.
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I want to begin by paying tribute to
him for bringing this resolution before
us. It surely could not have been easy
for the distinguished gentleman from
California to bring to the floor a reso-
lution calling for the resignation of a
man whom he had gotten to know well
over the years and whom he had seen
on many occasions during the course of
his frequent visits to Zaire. Indeed, I
know of few Members of the House who
have traveled so widely throughout so
much of Africa and who have gotten to
know so many of the leaders of that
continent, and I think the very fact
that he was willing to bring this reso-
lution before us underscores its signifi-
cance, and I pay tribute to the gen-
tleman for his courage and for his com-
mitment in doing so.

Mr. Speaker, it is not often that the
House is asked to vote in favor of a res-
olution calling upon the leader of a for-
eign and—to a certain extent it must
be acknowledged—Ifriendly country to
resign, but if ever there was a justifica-
tion for such a resolution, the situa-
tion which currently exists in Zaire
constitutes one.

Mr. Mobutu, who has ruled Zaire for
almost 3 decades now, has created in
that country the kleptocracy to end all
kleptocracies. By comparison, Mr.
Marcos in the Philippines and Mr.
Duvalier in Haiti were like little boys
stealing candy bars from the local
candy store. This man has systemati-
cally diverted the wealth of his nation
into his own bank accounts. He has ac-
quired a vast real estate empire in
Brussels and probably many other
cities around the world, and as a result
of his depradations, the standard of liv-
ing in Zaire today is lower than it was
at the time the country received its
independence from Belgium over 3 dec-
ades ago.

So I think this resolution is very
timely.

In the last few years the winds of de-
mocracy have swept across Asia, Latin
America, Eastern Europe, and now
even the Soviet Union itself, and they
are beginning at long last to be felt in
Africa as well.

The people in Zaire have had it. They
want a change, and the only way they
will be successful in bringing about a
peaceful transition to democracy is if
Mr. Mobutu goes.

Unfortunately, our own administra-
tion seems to feel that Mr. Mobutu is
still a part of the solution, rather than
recognizing that he constitutes the
problem. They believe that the best
way to solve the problem is through
the establishment of some kind of in-
terim coalition government in which
Mr. Mobutu, at least for a period of
time, would have a role to play.

What they do not seem to fully ap-
preciate is that Mr. Mobutu has one
purpose and one purpose only in life,
and that is to remain in power and to
use his power to line his own pockets.
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So long as he remains part of any tran-
sitional regime, he will maneuver and
he will manipulate, trying to play one
off against the other in the hope that
the storm of discontent will pass and
he will be able to prevail and to per-
severe and to remain in power.

If the tragedy of which the distin-
guished gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. PAYNE] and my very good friend,
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
WoLPE] spoke, the same kind of trag-
edy which befell Liberia and which be-
fell Somalia, is going to be avoided in
Zaire, Mr. Mobutu must go. His depar-
ture from the scene will not by any
means guarantee a peaceful transition
to democracy in Zaire. It is by no
means beyond the realm of possibility
that even without him the country
could descend into chaos and con-
frontation. But if he remains, we can
be virtually certain that that is ex-
actly what will happen. His departure,
therefore, is a necessary, if not a suffi-
cient condition, for a peaceful transi-
tion to democracy in Zaire.

During the years of the cold war,
those of use who called for the removal
of Mr. Mobutu were always told that he
was the glue which held the country
together. There were so many tribes,
we were told, and without Mobutu they
would fall to fighting within them-
selves, a vacuum would be created, the
Soviets would come in, and because of
the cold war and Soviet designs in Afri-
ca, we were told that unless Mobutu
was propped up and remained in power,
there would be chaos and civil war at
best and a Soviet advance at worst.

We were told, in effect, ‘“Apres
Mobutu, le deluge.” That argument
might have made some sense during
the cold war, although many of us be-
lieve that even then it did not.

It certainly makes no sense now. The
way to avoid chaos, the way to avoid
confrontation, the way to avoid civil
war is to get Mobutu out, and that is
why I pay tribute very sincerely to my
friend, the gentleman from California,
for bringing this resolution before us,
to the gentleman from New Jersey who
took the lead in authoring this resolu-
tion, and to my very good friend, the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WOLPE],
who for many years labored in the
vineyards as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Africa, focusing atten-
tion on this abomination.

I therefore call for the unanimous
adoption of this resolution.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, House Concur-
rent Resolution 238 is a noncontroversial
sense-of-the-Congress resolution expressing
concern for the recent and widespread vio-
lence and turmoil in Zaire, which has led one
of the largest nations on the African Continent
to the brink of social and economic disintegra-
tion.

The resolution acknowledges the central
role played by Zaire’s President Mobutu in the
current unrest and calls for his resignation and
his replacement by an interim government,
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which is totally consistent with current admin-
istration policy toward Zaire. In addition,
House Concurrent Resolution 238 condemns
all violations of human rights in Zaire and calls
upon the people of Zaire to reconvene its na-
tional conference on democratic reform.

Mr. Speaker, the winds of democracy are
blowing throughout Africa. A few weeks ago,
Kenneth Kaunda, the father of Zambian inde-
pendence and President of Zambia for 29
years, was resoundingly defeated in a nation-
wide election. President Kaunda is to be com-
mended for letting the citizens of Zambia exer-
cise their political prerogative. Regrettably,
other leaders, such as President Mobutu, still
choose to subvert, by any means necessary,
Africa’s movement toward democracy and its
growing demand for better governance and
greater accountability from its leaders.

| call upon my colleagues to support House
Concurrent Resolution 238 and, in so doing, to
send a message that this body recognizes that
honest, responsible, democratic government is
essential to Africa’s economic recovery and fu-
ture development.

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HOCHBRUECKNER). The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from California [Mr. DYMALLY] that
the House suspend the rules and agree
to the concurrent resolution, House
Concurrent Resolution 238, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the con-
current resolution, as amended, was
agreed to,

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
House Concurrent Resolution 238, the
concurrent resolution just agreed to.

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

There was no objection.

CONCERNING FREEDOM OF EMI-
GRATION AND TRAVEL FOR SYR-
IAN JEWS

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
188) concerning freedom of emigration
and travel for Syrian Jews, as amend-
ed.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. Con. REs. 188

Whereas the estimated 4,000 Jews in Syria
are deprived of their internationally recog-
nized human rights to freedom of emigration
and movement;

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;
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Whereas the restrictions on emigration
and movement on Syrian Jews violate the
international covenant on civil and political
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 phone 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: 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' internationally recognized
rights to freedom of emigration and move-
ment and calls upon the Syrian Government
to—

(A) immediately grant Syrian Jews the
right to emigrate freely without imposing
any tax, levy, fine, or other fee (other than
the standard fee for administrative ex-
penses); and

(B) release all Syrian Jewish prisoners who
are imprisoned for their attempts to exercise
their internationally recognized rights to
freedom of emigration and movement;

(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) urges the President to seek a United
Nations investigation on the present condi-
tion of Syrian Jews and the status of respect
for internationally recognized human rights
in Syria.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Utah [Mr. OWENS] will be recognized for
20 minutes, and the gentleman from
New York [Mr. GILMAN] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Utah [Mr. OWENS].

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank
my friend, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. LEVINE], who along with my
colleagues from New York, Mr. ACKER-
MAN and Mr. GILMAN, and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. WEBER],
introduced this important human
rights resolution.

I would also like to thank the distin-
guished chairman of the full commit-
tee, the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
FaAsceLL], and the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. BROOMFIELD], the rank-
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ing minority member, the chairmen of
the subcommittees on which I serve,
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAM-
ILTON] and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. YATRON], and my friend,
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. BE-
REUTER], for their leadership in helping
to bring this resolution to the floor.

In his opening statement at Madrid,
Syrian Foreign Minister Faruq Al-
Sharaa spoke of the unprecedented lev-
els of tolerance Jews enjoy in the Arab
world and in Syria in particular. Unfor-
tunately, the facts paint a very dif-
ferent picture of the current plight of

Syrian Jews.
An estimated 4,000 Jews are trapped

in Syria, deprived of their internation-
ally recognized human right to freedom
of emigration and movement. The re-
strictions on Jewish emigration and
movement violate the international
covenant on civil and political rights,
to which Syria is a signatory.

Syrian Jews who wish to leave the
country are forced to post an onerous
monetary deposit and leave family
members behind as assurance for their
return.
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Not only are Jews unable to leave the
country, their movement within Syria
is severely restricted.

Jews in Syria are concentrated in
ghettos where they are closely mon-
itored by the Syrian secret police.
Those caught attempting to flee the
country are beaten, tortured, impris-
oned without trial, and often held in-
communicado. This community lives in
constant fear.

House Concurrent Resolution 188, as
amended, condemns Syria’s continuing
denial of Syrian Jews’ internationally
recognized right to freedom of emigra-
tion and movement, calls on the Syrian
Government to immediately grant Syr-
ian Jews the right to emigrate freely
without imposing any excessive fees
and to release all Jewish prisoners who
were imprisoned for their attempts to
exercise their rights to freedom of emi-
gration and movement. It also urges
the President to encourage our allies
and trading partners to make similar
pleas to the Syrian Government and to
seek a U.N. investigation of the present
condition of Syrian Jews and the sta-
tus of adherence of internationally rec-
ognized human rights in Syria.

There are some who argue that the
timing for the consideration of this
resolution is not right. We must all re-
member, however, that the struggle for
basic human rights supersedes other
political interests. Now is the time to
make it clear to the Syrian Govern-
ment that holding thousands of Jews
hostage is unacceptable. Simply sitting
at the table in Madrid will not absolve
Syria of its responsibility to respect
the internationally recognized human
rights of its citizens.

Recently I had the opportunity to
discuss the plight of Syrian Jewry di-
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rectly with President Assad and For-
eign Minister Sharaa. At that time,
President Assad told me that in the
near future several Western hostages
would be freed. Yesterday, Assad made
good on his word. And while Syrian as-
sistance in the freeing of Western hos-
tages is appreciated, it also dem-
onstrates what Syria can do when it
wants to.

Mr. Speaker, Syria needs to do more.

I would be remiss if I failed to men-
tion the Soued brothers. Many Mem-
bers of this House joined me in a letter
several years ago, and we did it several
times since, asking the Syrian Govern-
ment, including President Assad per-
sonally, for an opportunity to visit
them, only to be rebuffed each time.
We will not stop asking to see them
and we must not stop demanding basic
human rights, dignity, and respect for
Syrian Jewry.

The resolution has strong bipartisan
support. More than 100 Members have
joined me in cosponsoring House Con-
current Resolution 188 to express their
profound concern regarding Syria's
treatment of its Jewish community.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all Members to
support House Concurrent Resolution
188 and send a strong signal to the Syr-
ian leadership that depriving Syrian
Jews of their fundamental right to
freedom of emigration and movement
will have a deleterious effect on Syria's
future relationship with the United
States. This is a simple issue of right
and wrong.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of the resolution pending before us,
House Concurrent Resolution 188, in-
troduced by our colleague, for the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. LEVINE]
and the gentleman from Utah [Mr.
OweNs] which highlights the many dep-
rivations endured by Syria's small
Jewish community, and condemns the
denial of Syrian Jews’ basic right to
travel freely by the despotic govern-
ment of Hafez el-Assad. As cochairman
of the Congressional Caucus for Syrian
Jewry, I am pleased to be an original
sponsor of this legislation, which de-
serves the full supports of the House.

This past summer I had the oppor-
tunity to arrange a meeting with mem-
bers of the Syrian Jewish community
for colleagues of mine on the Select
Committee on Narcotics Abuse and
Control during a congressional delega-
tion visit to Damascus. We learned,
firsthand, of the serious circumstances
under which the Syrian Jewish commu-
nity lives.

Numbering a scant 4,000 individuals,
most of whom live in Damascus, Syr-
ia’s Jewish community is forbidden to
freely have contact with foreigners.
Their actions are closely monitored by
the Mukhabarat, the Syrian secret po-
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lice. All meetings have to be reported,
mail is opened, and telephone con-
versations are routinely wiretapped.
Even the Jewish schools are run by ad-
ministrators who are part of the
Mukhabarat.

The restrictions extend to travel
abroad and communications with fam-
ily members outside Syria. Jews who
desire to leave the country must post a
burdensome monetary bond to ensure
their return. Families are not allowed
to travel together. No other group in
Syria is subjected to such discrimina-
tions.

Moreover, the families of those who
do not return to Syria are subject to
imprisonment and torture, and those
who attempt to flee are imprisoned for
lengthy periods without trial.

Currently, Mr. Speaker, six Jews are
in Syrian prisons. They are: Eli and
Selim Swed, brothers arrested in 1987,
upon returning from a trip abroad; Zou
Zou Rafoul Sabto and Rahmoune
Ibrahim Darwish, arrested with their
spouses in September 1990, for attempt-
ing to leave the country; and, most re-
cently, Subhe and Sa’id Kastika, also
brothers, arrested just 6 months ago at
the Syrian-Turkish border.

Syria’s actions against these men,
and indeed, against the entire commu-
nity, are clear violations of the Univer-
sal Declaration on Human Rights, to
which it is signatory. Accordingly,
House Concurrent Resolution 188 calls
upon the Syrian Government to imme-
diately grant its Jewish citizens the
basic human right of freedom of travel,
calls for the immediate release of the
above mentioned six Jewish prisoners,
and requests an official U.N. delegation
to investigate the conditions endured
by this threatened minority.

Mr. Speaker, I urge our colleagues to
support this bill. The adoption of
House Concurrent Resolution 188 sends
a strong message to Syrian President
Assad about congressional commit-
ment. If our success on behalf of Soviet
Jewry is any indication, then Congress
and the American people will prevail in
eventually obtaining human rights for
Syrian Jews.

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

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. FAs-
CELL], chairman of the full Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
House Concurrent Resolution 188, as
amended, concerning freedom of emi-
gration and movement for Syrian Jews.

This resolution, which was consid-
ered by the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs this morning, expresses congres-
sional condemnation of the continued
denial to Syrian Jews of the right to
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freedom of emigration and movement.
It calls upon the Syrian Government to
immediately grant Syrian Jews the
right to emigrate freely and to release
those Syrian Jews who have been im-
prisoned for their attempts to exercise
the right to freedom of emigration. The
resolution further calls upon the Presi-
dent of the United States to seek a
U.N. investigation on the present con-
dition of Syrian Jewry and on the sta-
tus of respect for internationally rec-
ognized human rights in Syria. It urges
the President to seek allied support for
these efforts.

Mr, Speaker, I commend the sponsor
of this resolution, our distinguished
colleague from California, Mr. LEVINE,
for his leadership in bringing the plight
of Syria’s tiny and beleaguered Jewish
minority to the attention of the com-
mittee and the House. I also commend
the chairmen and ranking minority
members of the Subcommittee on Eu-
rope and the Middle East, Mr. HAMIL-
TON and Mr. GILMAN, and the Sub-
committee on Human Rights and Inter-
national Organizations, Mr. YATRON
and Mr. BEREUTER, for their coopera-
tion in considering this measure so
that we were able to bring it to the
floor in a timely manner.

Mr. Speaker, while we are all anxious
that the peace process that has now
begun in the Middle East go forward
unimpeded and result in a genuine and
lasting peace throughout that troubled
region, we cannot allow the quest for
peace to blind us to the harsh realities
of Syrian human rights abuses. If our
recent experience with Iraq has taught
us anything, it should be that it is ex-
tremely unwise to ignore the repres-
sion to which a dictator subjects his
own people. Saddam Hussein’s deplor-
able abuses against the Iraqi and Kurd-
ish people were, for too long, ignored or
overlooked by the United States and
other Western nations. We must not
allow the equally reprehensible actions
of the regime of Hafez Assad to be ig-
nored by the international community.
After all, a government’s treatment of
its own citizens can be a very good in-
dicator of the government’s intentions
toward its neighbors. And, as the late
Nobel Peace laureate Andrei Sakharov
so0 eloguently championed, genuine se-
curity and enduring peace are inte-
grally linked to respect for human
rights.

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of the
resolution, as amended.

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from New York [Mr. ENGEL],
a member of the Subcommittee on Eu-
rope and the Middle East of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

Mr. ENGEL. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Let me say, Mr. Speaker, that I, like
millions of Americans, rejoiced when
two of the hostages were released just
yesterday, and I pray that the other
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three Americans and other Westerners
who are still held in captivity are re-
leased very, very soon.
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But the fact remains that today in
Syria we have 4,000 hostages, 4,000 Syr-
ian Jewish hostages, who have been
held captive for years. Let me see what
the situation is there.

These people are denied the rights
that other residents of Syria have.
They are constantly under surveil-
lance, they cannot emigrate, they can-
not travel freely, they are imprisoned,
they cannot contact their family mem-
bers that live in other countries, and a
file is kept on every Jewish, person in
Syria.

Mr. Speaker, emigration is a basic
human right, and at a time when na-
tions all over the world are turning to-
ward greater freedom, Syria is still a
very, very repressive society, particu-
larly when it is dealing with minori-
ties, particularly the Syrian Jewish
people. :

They are being held hostage; let us
make no mistake about it. They are
being held hostage by the Syrian re-
gime to be used as bargaining chips for
future negotiations.

The time has really come for Syria to
show its good intentions. Much has
been said recently about Syria being
our new-found ally and supposedly hav-
ing a new attitude about peace in the
Middle East and a new attitude about
the Middle East in general. Syria’s
former patron, the U.S.S.R., is no
longer in a position to help it, and let
us not forget that Syria is relying on
the United States, to work with the
United States.

Mr. Speaker, our Government at its
higher levels should absolutely demand
that Syria allow its Jewish citizens to
emigrate, that Syria grant them the
basic rights that we demand of other
people and that Syria can no longer
have it both ways. It can no longer
talk about injustice in other parts of
the world or injustice in the Middle
East when it itself imprisons its own
citizens.

I strongly urge unanimous support of
House Concurrent Resolution 188 and
think that, by passing this resolution,
we will be sending Assad and his re-
gime a strong message.

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE].

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman from Utah [Mr.
OweNs] for sponsoring this resolution.
As I found this summer when he visited
my district, the gentleman has been a
true leader for the Syrian Jewish com-
munity and for their cause.

Mr. Speaker, I want to express my
deep concern for the treatment of the
Jewish community in Syria. Right now
Jews living in Syria have no freedom
to emigrate or to travel freely. Addi-
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tionally, Syria has maintained a policy
of arrest, interrogation and imprison-
ment for any Jews suspected of ille-
gally traveling or having planned to do
s0. The Syrian refusal to permit free
emigration is a violation of the Univer-
sal Declaration of Human Rights to
which Syria is a signatory.

Mr. Speaker, in July of this year my-
self and 656 of my House colleagues
signed a letter to Syrian President
Hafez al-Assad asking him to permit
members of the Jewish community to
leave Syria and be reunited with their
families. To this day President Assad
has not replied to our letter.

I urge my colleagues to support this
resolution, and send a clear message to
the leadership of Syria.

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
yvield T minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from New York [Mr. So-
LARZ].

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. OWENS]
very much for yielding, and I want to
pay tribute to him for his leadership in
helping to bring this resolution to the
floor.

1 am privileged, Mr. Speaker, to rep-
resent a community of about 25,000
Syrian Jews who live in my own con-
stituency back in Brooklyn, and they
care deeply, as I do, about the fate of
their beleaguered brothers and sisters
who remain in Syria.

I have had the opportunity to visit
Damascus on a number of occasions
over the course of the last 17 years, and
during that time I have met with al-
most all of the leaders of the Jewish
community in Syria and have taken up
their interests with the leaders of
Syria itself. I have absolutely no hesi-
tation whatsoever, Mr. Speaker, in say-
ing that, if the Jewish people of Syria
were ever given the opportunity to
leave, as is their right under the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights,
they would go more quickly than the
Jewish people who fled from Egypt
over 3,200 years ago at the time of the
pharaoh. They are desperate to leave
because they are not entitled to live a
life of freedom in Syria itself, and yet,
in spite of Syria's obligations under
the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights which guarantees freedom of
emigration to all individuals, they are
not permitted to leave their own coun-
try. Oh, yes, they can go by them-
selves, if they put up a hefty deposit
and leave members of their immediate
family behind in order to guarantee
their return. But if they want to depart
permanently, they cannot do it with-
out being permanently sundered and
severed from their own families.

Several months ago, Mr. Speaker, I
visited one of the Syrian yeshivas in
my district in Brooklyn, and I was ap-
proached by a young girl about 8 or 9
years old who pleaded with me to help
secure the release of her father, who
was still in Syria and who the Syrian
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authorities would not permit to depart
the country. The consequence of this
was that this young girl had not seen
her own father in a couple of years.

Mr. Speaker, we have adopted resolu-
tions like this before, and they have
not softened the heart of the Syrian
leadership. Hopefully this resolution
will. It comes at a time when a Middle
East peace process has gotten under
way which represents probably the best
opportunity for the establishment of a
just and lasting peace in that troubled
part of the world that we have had
since the establishment of Israel 43
years ago. This would be, on Mr.
Assad’'s part, a magnificent gesture, if
he would respond to this resolution by
giving the Syrian Jews the opportunity
to go. It would engender enormous
good will and great appreciation for his
government, not only around the world
in general, but in Israel in particular.

Over 3,000 years ago, Moses went to
the pharaoh and said, ‘““Let my people
go,” but the Egyptian tyrant did not
soften his heart. It took the help of 10
God-given plagues to convince the
pharaoh to let the ancient Israelites
leave. We propose to inflict no plagues
on Syria. We simply ask Mr. Assad to
live up to his responsibilities under the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights
and let these people go.

Mr. Speaker, I hope Mr. Assad will
take heed. It would be good for the
Jewish people of Syria, and it would be
good for Syria itself. It would con-
stitute a significant contribution to
the cause of peace in the Middle East.
I want to express my deepest apprecia-
tion to the gentleman from California
[Mr. LEVINE], the author of this resolu-
tion, to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. HAMILTON], the chairman of the
subcommittee, to the gentleman from
Utah [Mr. OweENs], who managed the
bill, and to my very good friend on the
other side of the aisle, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN], who has
also lent his support to it.

Mr. Speaker, I am not overly opti-
mistic that this resolution will succeed
in securing the release of these good
and decent people, but we cannot rule
out that possibility, and this is the
very least we can do to bring freedom
to this ancient, but besieged and belea-
guered community.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of House Concurrent Resolution 188
concerning the freedom of emigration and
travel for Syrian Jews.

| have long been concerned with the treat-
ment of the Jewish community in Syria. Treat-
ed as second-class citizens, the 4,000 mem-
bers of this community live in ghettos under
constant police surveillance. Jewish homes
have been randomly searched at night by the
secret police and sacred Jewish property has
been needlessly desecrated.

| am extremely concerned that the fun-
damental freedoms to travel and to emigrate
continue to be denied to the Syrian Jewish
community. For a Jew to travel from Syria,
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large sums of money must be given and mem-
bers of his immediate family must remain in
Syria to ensure his return.

Jews suspected of having traveled or even
of planning to do so have been arrested, beat-
en, and even tortured. In fact, six people are
gurrently imprisoned solely for trying to leave

ria.

yTraveI restrictions and the denial of the right
to emigrate are direct violations of the Univer-
sal Declaration of Human Rights to which
Syria is a signatory.

Mr. Speaker, this systematic persecution of
the Jewish minority in Syria must stop.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of House Concurrent Resolution 188, which
condemns Syria’s continuing denial of Syrian
Jews' basic human right to travel freely. The
resolution strongly urges the Government of
Svria to immediately grant Syrian Jews the
right to travel freely without imposing any tax,
levy, fine, or other fee, and to release all Jew-
ish prisoners who were charged or suspected
of travelling illegally. In addition, it urges our
President to encourage our allies and trading
partners to make similar pleas to the Syrian
Government on behalf of Syrian Jews' right to
emigrate freely, and calls upon the United Na-
tions to send an official delegation to Syria to
investigate the present condition of Syrian
Jews.

Although the Jewish community in Syria
continues to exercise a certain amount of au-
thority over the personal status of its mem-
bers, as a whole it is under considerable re-
striction. Human rights remained tightly re-
stricted in virtually all categories.

Syrian Jews are deprived of their inter-
nationally recognized right to travel freely. The
government of Syria continues its policy of not
issuing passports and exit visas to all mem-
bers of a Jewish family at the same time. Al-
though theoretically any Syrian can be re-
quired to post a bond which would be forfeited
in the event of nonreturn, in practice only
Jews are routinely required to do so. These
travel restrictions make it extremely difficult for
members of the Jewish community to emi-
grate.

Syrian Jews suspected of having visited Is-
rael illegally are arrested and subjected to
prosecution. Two Syrian Jews, the Swed
brothers, were arrested in 1987 for travelling
to Israel and still remain incarcerated.

The State Department noted that the Syrian
Government continues responding positively to
specific requests from the United States Gov-
emment about the status of Syrian Jews.
Nonetheless, according to the State Depart-
ment's human rights report, major human
rights abuses—including torture, arbitrary ar-
rest and detention, and denial of freedoms of
travel, speech, press, association, and the
right of citizens to change their Government—
continue to characterize the regime's record in
1990.

| urge my House colleagues to join with me
in voting for passage of House Concurrent
Resolution 188. The freedom of emigration for
the Syrian Jews should be urgently secured.

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of House Concurrent Resolution 188, calling
for freedom of emigration and travel for Syrian
Jews.

Approximately 4,000 Jews remain in Syria,
unable to leave Syria or even travel freely
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within the country. If these Jews do wish {c
leave Syria and have the financial means to
do so, they must pay a huge monetary deposit
and leave family members behind as assur-
ance for their return.

The reason, Mr. Chairman, the Syrian Jews
have such a desire to leave Syria should not
surprise us. They are concentrated in ghettos
where they are monitored 24 hours a day by
the Syrian secret police (Mukhabarat). Jews
are taken to police headquarters where they
are beaten and tortured for simple suspicion of
attempting to leave the country. Right now,
there are six Syrian Jews in prison for at-
tempting to leave Syria. Two of those have
been incarcerated for aimost 5 years.

My hope is that the passage of this resolu-
tion will send a strong message to Syrian
President Hafez al-Assad, who has in the past
ignored repeated efforts by the President, the
State Department, and Members of Congress.
Any movement on this issue by Assad would
be a strong indication of his sincerity in future
peace negotiations with Israel.

| urge all my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting freedom of emigration for Syrian Jews.

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Speaker, as
the author of this resolution, | want to thank
Mr. YATRON, Mr. HAMILTON, and Chairman
FASCELL for their assistance in moving this bill
through the legislative process. | also want to
thank the 110 Members who have joined me
in sponsoring this important human rights res-
olution.

There are some who argue that the timing
for the consideration of House Concurrent
Resolution 188 condemns is not right. How-
ever, now is exactly the time to make it clear
to Syrian President Hafez al-Assad that simply
sitting at the table in Madrid will not absolve
Syria of its responsibility to respect the inter-
nationally recognized human rights of its citi-
zens.

Unfortunately, Syria is not getting the mes-
sage. In his opening statement at Madrid, Syr-
ian Foreign Minister Faruq al-Sharaa spoke of
the unprecedented levels of tolerance Jews
enjoy in the Arab world and in Syria in particu-
lar. The facts speak otherwise.

An estimated 4,000 Jews remain in Syria
and are deprived of their internationally recog-
nized human right to freedom of emigration
and movement. The restrictions on Jewish
emigration and movement are a flagrant viola-
tion of the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights, to which Syria is a signatory.

Syrian Jews who wish to leave the country
are forced to post an onerous monetary de-
posit and leave family members behind as as-
surance for their return. Not only are Jews un-
able to leave the country, their movement
within Syria is severely restricted.

Jews in Syria are concentrated in ghettos
where they are monitored 24 hours a day by
the Syrian secret police (Mukhabarat). Those
caught fleeing the country are beaten, tor-
tured, imprisoned without trial, and often held
incommunicado. This community lives in con-
stant fear of persecution for the simple reason
that they want to be free.

House Concurrent Resolution 188 Syria's
continuing denial of Syrian Jews' internation-
ally recognized right to freedom of emigration
and movement, calls on the Syrian Govern-
ment to immediately grant Syrian Jews the
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right to emigrate freely without imposing any
excessive fees and to release all Jewish pris-
oners who were imprisoned for their attempts
to exercise their rights to freedom of emigra-
tion and movement. It also urges the Presi-
dent to encourage our allies and trading part-
ners to make similar pleas to the Syrian Gov-
emment and to seek a U.N. investigation on
the present condition of Syrian Jews and the
status of respect for internationally recognized
human rights in Syria.

The resolution has strong bipartisan sup-
port. Over one hundred members have joined
me in sponsoring House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 188 to express their profound concemn re-
garding Syria’s treatment of its Jewish com-
munity and of the egregious human rights
abuses that continue to take place in Syria.

This is a simple issue of right and wrong.
Dictatorial persecution of innocent civilians is a
practice that must end. My legislation will send
a clear message to President Assad that this
is an issue about which the American people
and government care deeply.

Mr. Speaker, | urge all members of the
House to support House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 188 and send the proper signal to Presi-
dent Assad that depriving Syrian Jews of their
fundamental right to freedom of emigration
and movement will not only jeopardize the
peace process, but will also have a negative
effect on Syria’s future relationship with the
United States.

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
strong support of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 188, which expresses deep congressional
concern over the refusal by Syrian authorities
to allow members of its Jewish community the
right to travel abroad.

While the recent release of Western hos-
tages by Islamic factions and the convening of
the historic Middle East summit meeting in
Madrid give us some hope that there can be
peace and reconciliation in that troubled part
of the world, we must not forget those who
continue to suffer under political repression.
As we anxiously await the release of the re-
maining hostages and press to see the bilat-
eral peace talks continue, we must not over-
look the plight of the Jews of Syria.

The 4,000 Syrian Jews are subjected to
constant police surveillance, some have been
arrested simply on suspicion of intending to
travel abroad, and the families of those who
do flee are often punished with imprisonment
and torture. Jews who want to travel from
Syria must post a large monetary deposit and
even leave behind family members as assur-
ance of their return.

The case of brothers Eli and Selim Swed
provides a tragic example of this oppression.
They have been held by the Syrian govern-
ment since November 1987, and have recently
been sentenced to 62 years of imprisonment
for allegedly visiting Israel. No one among us
seriously doubts that the harshness of their
treatment stems from the fact that they are
Jewish.

In fact, their case is not unique. Since 1949,
Jews have been denied the right to emigrate
from Syria, and unsuccessful attempts at es-
caping have often resulted in retribution—for
escapees as well as their families.

Further, Syrian Jews are restricted in their
contacts with family members outside Syria;
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they cannot vote or work for the government;
they must receive permission before buying or
selling property; and, as in the Swed case,
they are routinely denied due process of law.

| urge my colleagues not to forget Eli and
Selim Swed—and our other Jewish friends in
Syria—who face adversity daily, but whose
faith cannot be broken. | call on the Govern-
ment of Syria—in the interest of peace and on
humanitarian grounds—to release the Swed
brothers, and to change its cruel policy of de-
nying Jews fundamental human rights, includ-
ing the right to free emigration.

This resolution before us today calls on
Syria to honor its obligations as a signatory to
the International Covenant on Civil and Politi-
cal Rights by ending its restrictions on the
emigration rights of Jews. | urge its unanimous

tion.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, at a time
when restrictions on Jewish emigration from
the Soviet Union have been eased, it is iron-
ic—and reprehensible—that the Jewish com-
munity in Syria continues to be held captive.

| strongly support this resolution calling on
Syria to permit free emigration and worship by
the Jewish community. | recognize the spon-
sor, Mr. LEVINE, for his efforts and also wish
to commend the Subcommittee on Europe and
the Middle East—particularly the ranking Re-
publican member, Mr. GiLMAN, who has long
demonstrated leadership on this issue—for
bringing it to the attention of the House of
Representatives.

If President Assad is serious about peace in
the Middle East, let him demonstrate that
commitment by easing emigration restrictions
governing Syrian Jews, and by releasing Jew-
ish political prisoners from Syrian jails.

These actions would help to establish great-
er mutual trust between Israel and Syria. They
would create a more positive climate for

progress in the ongoing Middle East peace
talks

In that regard, the timing of this resolution
could not be more appropriate. | urge my col-
leagues to give it overwhelming support.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to support House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 188 conceming freedom of emigration and
travel for Syrian Jews. This resolution advo-
cates civil and human rights in Syria and con-
demns Syrian travel policies for Jews.

Jews in Syria, who number approximately
4,000, cannot travel freely; cannot commu-
nicate freely with family members outside of
Syria; and, for those who are granted travel
visas, must pay a large bond and leave family
members behind to assure their return. On
this last point, Mr. Speaker, it is not uncom-
mon for Syrian officials to imprison and even
torture the family members of traveling Jews
who have not returned to Syria.

Mr. Speaker, Syria violates the International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, to
which it is a signatory, by instituting restrictive
emigration and travel policies. Further, Syrian
prison conditions are extremely harsh and
have a history of torture. To be placed under
such conditions on the sometimes subjective
accusation of illegal travel seriously violates
fundamental and internationally recognized
human rights.

House Concurrent Resolution 188 seeks to
accomplish thrée goals. First, it condemns

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Syria’s travel policy and calls for the release of
Syrian Jews imprisoned on travel charges.
Second, it calls on President Bush to encour-
age our allies and trading partners to take
similar stands against the treatment of Syrian
Jews in Syria. And third, it calls for a formal
investigation by the United Nations focusing
on the present conditions in Syria for Syrian
Jews and Syria's respect for internationally
recognized human rights.

The administration expressed concemn over
this resolution on the ground that the timing
bad because of the ongoing Middle East
peace process and the recent release of long-
held hostages. Mr. Speaker, | believe the tim-
ing is a catalyst for discussing emigration
rights for Syrian Jews. Arab nations and Israel
must seek constructive dialog if peace is to
prevail in the Middle East. The United States
would serve this process well by pressing
President Assad on the critical role this issue
plays in the larger question of Middle East
peace.

Mr. Speaker, as a long-time advocate of
international human rights, | have long been
concerned with the problems confronting So-
viet, Ethiopian, and Syrian Jews. Hence, |
strongly support House Concurrent Resolution
188.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of House Conference Resolution 188,
condemning the treatment of Syrian Jews. |
commend the Congress for considering this
resolution, which impresses upon us the plight
of the 4,000 Jews who live today in Syria. The
small remnant of this ancient community has
thousands of relatives in other parts of the
world. There are an estimated 30,000 .Syrian
Jews living in New York City, and in my own
district in Brooklyn, they have established a
thriving, successful community.

| wish that the Jews still in Syria were as
fortunate. In the already hostile atmosphere of
Hafez al-Assad's dictatorship, Jews are sin-
gled out for discrimination. Jews are the only
Syrian minority to have their religion noted on
their passports. Jews may not travel without
leaving behind large bonds and immediate
family members. These restrictions have de-
terred many from emigrating, despite their de-
sire to be reunited with relatives in the United
States.

Those who remain trapped in Syria are
carefully monitored by the state. The Syrian
secret police keep files on all Jews, and the
Jewish quarter of Damascus is under 24-hour
surveillance. Mail is opened and phones are
wiretapped. To discourage the accumulation of
money which might make emigration possible,
the secret police must approve all property
purchases and sales by Jews.

Jews are also prevented from instructing
their children in Judaism. Elementary schools
are supervised by Muslims, and Hebrew in-
struction is forbidden. No secondary schools
for Jewish education exist.

Those who reject this way of life and seek
to flee take their lives into their own hands. In
1974, four single Jewish women fried to leave
the country, but were betrayed to the Govern-
ment by their smugglers. They were disfigured
and murdered, and then left on their parents’
doorsteps. Even as we speak here today,
Jews who have sought to leave Syria languish
in prison without trial or sentence. The Swed
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brothers, for instance, have been held without
trial in underground cells since 1987, where
they have been beaten and tortured.

Mr. Speaker, we in Congress must raise our
voices against these travesties. | have
watched in growing horror over the past
months as the Bush administration has moved
closer and closer to the Syrian Government. |
had hoped that at least these diplomatic ef-
forts would translate into changes in Syria's
behavior on many counts, but no such change
has occurred.

Instead, the Bush administration has contin-
ued to court Syria, turning a deaf ear while the
Swed brothers suffer, while Syria ruthlessly
crushes opposition and cements its hold on
Lebanon, while Syria condones the conduct of
terrorism and the trafficking of narcotics, and
while Syria discourages its Arab neighbors
from making peace with Israel.

| commend this resolution for encouraging
our allies and trade partners to join the United
States Congress in condemning the treatment
of Syrian Jews. Our President must draw the
line here and insist on freedom for Syrian
Jews—freedom for Syrian Jews to live at
home in peace, to travel, and emigrate abroad
freely, and freedom for the Syrian Jews held
in prison for illegal travel.

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 1
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HOCHBRUECKNER). The gquestion is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Utah [Mr. OWENS] that the House
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 188), as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended, and the con-
current resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

The title of the concurrent resolution
was amended so as to read: ‘‘Concur-
rent resolution concerning freedom of
emigration and movement for Syrian
Jews."”

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

0 2300
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. OWENS of Utah. 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 House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 188.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HOCHBRUECKNER). Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Utah?

There was no objection.

COMMENDING PARTICIPANTS IN

MIDDLE EAST PEACE PROCESS

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.



November 19, 1991

226) to commend the participants in
the Middle East Peace Conference to be
held in Madrid on October 30, 1991, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. Con. RES. 226

Whereas Israel, its Arab neighbors, and the
Palestinian people stand to gain the most
from peace, which can be achieved only
through direct negotiations;

Whereas President Bush declared, in his
March 6, 1991, address to the Nation before a
joint session of Congress, that any solution
to the Middle East conflict must provide for
security and recognition for all states in the
region, including Israel, and for the legiti-
mate political rights of the Palestinian peo-
ple, thus fulfilling “‘the twin tests of fairness
and security’’;

Whereas on October 18, 1991, Secretary of
State James A. Baker III and Soviet Foreign
Minister Boris Pankin issued invitations toa
Middle East peace conference to begin in Ma-
drid, Spain, on October 30, 1991;

Whereas on the 30th of October 1991, in Ma-
drid, Spain, a peace conference was convened
for the purpose of launching direct bilateral
negotiations leading to a comprehensive
peace settlement that includes normaliza-
tion of relations, bilateral peace treaties,
full diplomatic relations, and cooperation on
regional issues;

Whereas this conference involved the first-
ever direct talks between Israel and all of its
Arab neighbors;

Whereas cooperation on regional issues is
an essential component of a peace settle-
ment;

Whereas the United States is committed to
safeguarding Israel's security, recognizing
the legitimate political rights of Palestinian
people, and achieving an end to the Arab-Is-
raeli conflict through a two-track approach
of direct negotiations between Israel and the
Arab states and Israel and the Palestinian
people, based on United Nations Security
Council Resolutions 242, and 338; and

Whereas the resumption of full diplomatic
relations between Israel and the Soviet
Union has made it possible for the Soviet
Union to play a constructive role in the
peace process: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the Congress—

(1) commends the participants in the Mid-
dle East peace conference convened in Ma-
drid for their willingness to take this first
step toward peace, and encourages the par-
ticipants to continue to overcome their dis-
trust and enmity in the pursuit of mutual se-
curity and the peaceful resolution of all re-
gional disputes;

(2) commends the President for his support
of the peace process, commends the Sec-
retary of State for his determination and
diplomatic skill in bringing the parties to
the Arab-Israeli conflict to the negotiating
table, and encourages the President and the
Becretary of State to continue their active
roles in facilitating direct negotiations
among the parties;

(3) commends Israel and the Soviet Union
for resuming diplomatic relations, which
were severed after the 1967 Six Day War; and

(4) affirms its unwavering support of the
peace process and its strong hope that the
discussions begun in Madrid will lead to a
just, lasting, and comprehensive peace in the
Middle East.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Utah [Mr. OWENS] will be recognized for
20 minutes, and the gentleman from
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New York [Mr. GiLMAN] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Utah [Mr. OWENS].

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, like many people all
over the world, I watched with hope
and a deep sense of history as Arabs
and Israelis recently met face to face,
directly, for the first time ever, at the
peace table, instead of on the battle-
field.

That is why I have introduced, along
with the majority leader, Mr. GEP-
HARDT, and my colleague from Califor-
nia, Mr. LEVINE, and from New York,
Mr. GiLMAN, House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 226, to commend the participants
in the Middle East Peace Conference
and to encourage them to continue to
pursue peace.

Just as important, the resolution re-
states Congress’ commitment to seeing
this process through. Let there be no
question about the determination of
this body and the American people to
achieve a just and lasting peace in the
Middle East.

There are dangers and risks in the
weeks ahead but also hope and oppor-
tunity. The United States Congress and
the American people stand with all the
people of the Middle East in looking
forward to the end of the war and the
beginning of a new era that will hope-
fully bring peace, security, and Israel's
full partnership in the region.

At the same time, the United States
Congress and the American people are
irrevocably committed to safeguarding
Israel’'s security. Secure and defensible
borders for Israel have been—and will
continue to be—a cornerstone of
United States Middle East policy. We
are also committed to the legitimate
rights of the Palestinian people, which
then Prime Minister Begin agreed to in
the Camp David accords.

Ideally, negotiations will result in
treaties whereby the Arab States un-
equivocally recognize Israel’s right to
exist. This means an end to the state of
war, acknowledgment of Israel's sov-
ereignty and political independence,
and its right to secure and defensible
boundaries.

The peace process that is now under-
way holds much promise. Israel-Pal-
estinian talks appear to be progressing,
and I expect we will hear very soon the
details of the next session. There has
been talk of it convening here in Wash-
ington. Talks between Israel and Syria
are going slower. Syrian-Israeli enmity
is deep and bitter. To paraphrase Sec-
retary Baker, there will be interrup-
tions and hurdles, hurdles and inter-
ruptions.

Israelis are understandably cautious.
Their security—their survival—is at
stake. The people of Israel must be
confident that our country and the
American people will not abandon
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them and will remain committed to
their security.

Yet tens of thousands of Israelis
marched in support of the peace con-
ference. Most Israelis expressed guard-
ed optimism about the peace con-
ference. The reduction of violence in
the occupied territories has helped
build confidence. In addition, the Pal-
estinian delegation conducted itself
with moderation, dignity, and poise.
That in and of itself sends a strong
message to the Government and people
of Israel. And the scenes of Palestinian
youths placing olive branches on Is-
raeli military vehicles—the very vehi-
cles they had been stoning—is quite re-
markable.

But the peace conference has a long
way to go. Regional issues, such as
water, the environment, arms control,
trade, and tourism, must be resolved
through dialog and cooperation. And,
of course, the question of boundaries
will be one of the principal subjects of
negotiation. We will not see a real
peace unless Israel is fully integrated
into the region.

Settlements continue to be a thorny
issue. While many have doubts about
Israel’'s settlement policy, I strongly
oppose linkage. The discussions be-
tween Israelis and Palestinians have
been encouraging so far and for the
President to press his own deep, per-
sonal loathing of settlements now
would be counterproductive.

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to a real
peace process, where the parties, with
the help and encouragement of the
United States, work out their dif-
ferences and bring a new era of peace
and stability to the Middle East.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise to express my
strong support for this resolution, and
I commend the distinguished gen-
tleman from Utah [Mr. OWENS] for his
outstanding work on this measure, as
well as the gentleman from California
[Mr. DyMALLY] for working with Mr.
OWENS on crafting a measure that ad-
dresses both of their concerns.

Mr. Speaker, this measure commends
President Bush and Secretary of State
Baker for achieving something of his-
toric dimension. On October 30, 1991, a
peace conference was convened in Ma-
drid, Spain. At this conference, for the
first time since Camp David, a mecha-
nism was created for Israelis and Arabs
to discuss the seemingly intractable
problems of the region.

This resolution also commends the
participants in the Middle East Peace
Conference for their willingness to
take their first step toward peace, and
encourages the participants to con-
tinue to work toward overcoming their
distrust and enmity.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to be a co-
sponsor of this resolution, and, accord-
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ingly, I urge its unanimous adoption by
this body.

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. DYMALLY].

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of House Concurrent
Resolution 226. I commend President
Bush and Secretary of State Baker for
their diligent efforts to arrange the
Madrid Peace Conference and I urge
that all participants in the conference
exert the maximum energy to ensure
that the process which began in Madrid
will successfully reach its goal of a
just, lasting, and comprehensive peace.

President Bush and Secretary Baker
deserve to be commended for their
skillful diplomacy and their persever-
ance in overcoming obstacle after ob-
stacle to reach this point. Now, I urge
both the Israelis and the Arab parties
to seize this opportunity.

The people of the Middle East have
waited decades for an end to war and
misery, to be replaced with justice,
reconciliation, and peace for all. The
process launched in Madrid presents us
with an historic chance to reach a solu-
tion which meets—in the words of
President Bush—‘'‘the twin tests of
fairness and security.”

Arabs and Israelis have taken a bold
step across the deep chasm dividing
them. For the first time, a solution
which guarantees both Israel’s security
and the legitimate political rights of
the Palestinian people looks possible.
Such a solution will not be found eas-
ily. Indeed, both sides will be asked to
compromise.

President Bush, in his speech in Ma-
drid, said it was time for *“‘the Arab
world to demonstrate that attitudes
have changed, that the Arab world is
willing to live in peace with Israel and
make allowances for Israel’s reason-
able security needs.” To the Israelis,
the President stated, ‘‘territorial com-
promise is essential for peace.” In
other words, land for peace.

For the first time, Israel and all its
Arab neighbors have participated in di-
rect, bilateral talks. This is an impor-
tant demonstration of the Arabs’ will-
ingness to recognize and accept Israel
and Israel’s willingness to reconcile
differences.

This resolution commends all par-
ticipants in the Madrid Conference.
However, I would like to note, in par-
ticular, three participants for their less
visible, behind-the-scenes roles. Spain,
Saudi Arabia, and Russia deserve com-
mendation for their work to facilitate
conference proceedings.

Mr, Speaker, House Concurrent Reso-
lution 226 will signal Congress’ desire
that all parties involved in the peace
process work to achieve the goal of a
just, lasting and comprehensive peace
based upon U.N. Security Council Reso-
lutions 242 and 338, recognizing the se-
curity of all states in the region and
the legitimate political rights of the
Palestinian people.
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Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL].

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding and com-
mend him for his work on this resolu-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise in
support of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 226, commending the President,
along with Secretary of State Baker,
for their unstinting efforts to bring
about a formal and official peace con-
ference on Mideast affairs with rep-
resentatives of all peoples involved at
the table.

In a meeting with the President last
Friday at the White House, Mr. Speak-
er, I had the opportunity to personally
commend him. He gave the American
Task Force on Lebanon, of which I am
proud to be a member, an update of the
Middle East Peace Conference and
prospects for their future reconvening.
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As we look back, Mr. Speaker, over
the past few years, it is indeed awe-
some to reflect and realize that the
Berlin Wall has crumbled, that the So-
viet hard line coup against that coun-
try’s leadership has been deflected,
that historic occurrences have brought
an end to the cold war that has gone on
for decades, seen an end to the day-to-
day threat of increased conflict be-
tween two superpowers and the un-
heard of beginning of the democratiza-
tion of the Soviets and other European
countries.

It was shocking, then, when peace
was beginning to prevail elsewhere in
the world, to have an outbreak of war
in the Persian Gulf, when Iraq invaded
and then occupied Kuwait.

I supported the President in his ef-
fort and subsequent success in bringing
about a victory in the gulf war, driving
Iraq from Kuwait and restoring its gov-
ernment. The President said at that
time that as soon as Iraqg was out of
Kuwait, one way or another, he would
turn his attention to the Arab/Pal-
estinian and Israeli conflict, and the
President has been true to his word. He
has stuck by his commitments.

The President and the Secretary of
State lost no time in beginning the dif-
ficult process of calling for and arrang-
ing the peace conference recently
begun in Madrid. The representatives
at that peace table, the Palestinians,
Arabs, and Israelis, met on this his-
toric occasion to discuss the need for
ending all human conflict among them
and to put an end for all time to the
human suffering that this age-old con-
flict has generated.

It was an indeed historic opportunity
for the first time since the creation of
Israel 34 years ago to see these parties
sit down at the same peace table.

While we indeed do wish to send a
message of support to the President
and Secretary of State for organizing
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the peace conference, we also wish to
send a message of support and con-
gratulations to the participants in the
conference itself, including the Pal-
estinians, the Israelis, the Soviets, and
the rest of the Arab States.

The U.S. role, Mr. Speaker, will be an
active role. We are indeed, as Secretary
of State Baker has said, a catalyst for
peace. The President pledged in his
meeting with us last Friday morning
at the White House that he would be
personally involved in that process.
That is what it is going to take, not
only the Secretary of State’s commit-
ment but the President’s personal com-
mitment, if indeed the United States is
to be, as all parties want us to be, an
honest broker at this peace conference.

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, I can
only add my own hope is to see a last-
ing, just peace for the entire Middle
East region, with recognition of the
sovereignty and boundaries of all coun-
tries in the region and the human
rights of all peoples in the area.

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. HUBBARD].

Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to express my appreciation to the
gentleman from Utah [Mr. OWENS] for
yielding time to me and also his lead-
ership on this issue.

I, of course, do endorse House Con-
current Resolution 226 and urge my
colleagues to do likewise.

Naturally, I would commend the par-
ticipants of the Middle East process. I
especially commend the President of
the United States, George Bush, and
our Secretary of State, James Baker,
for their leadership in the Madrid Con-
ference.

To all those from Israel and its Arab
neighbors who participated in this
process, we extend to them our con-
gratulations and yet at the same time
our hope and prayers that peace and
stability will reign in that area now
and in the future.

Let us also hope and pray that the
age-old enmities and distrust among
the people of that area will come to an
end.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, | wish to
voice my strong support for this resolution. |
also wish to acknowledge the efforts of the
sponsor, Congressman OWENS, Congressman
DyMaLLY—whose efforts are also reflected in
this resolution—and the Subcommittee on Eu-
rope and the Middle East led by Congressmen
HAMILTON and GILMAN.

For the first time in 43 years, all of the par-
ties to the Arab-lIsraeli conflict have sat down
and held face-to-face talks about peace. While
many obstacles remain, the mere fact that
such talks have occurred at all holds out the
promise that decades of mutual suspicion and
mistrust may finally yield to reason and rec-
onciliation.

Each of the parties to the peace conference
in Madrid are to be commended for their will-
ingness to begin what will surely be a long
and painful process. President Bush and Sec-
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retary of State Baker also deserve high praise
for their skill and perseverance in bringing the
parties to the negotiating table.

Anyone with even a vague understanding of
Middle East history knows that it will take
many months, and possibly years, before the
process begun in Madrid finally bears fruit. All
of the parties to this process should remain fo-
cused on the long-term objective.

Only with such an attitude can interested
parties—and here, | include Congress—con-
tribute to a real chance of producing new polit-
ical and security realities in the Middle East.
Only serious efforts on all sides will enable Is-
rael and its Arab neighbors finally to live to-
gether in peace and prosperity.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of House Concurrent Resolution 226 and urge
my colleagues to join with me in supporting
what hopefully will be its unanimous passage.
As both the President and the Secretary of
State have observed, one of the many lessons
of Operation Desert Storm is that peace and
arms control must be brought to the Middle
East. To that end, the United States and the
Soviet Union joined together in sponsoring
and initiating a Middle East Peace Conference
in Madrid, Spain, on October 30, 1991.

Simply stated, the purpose of that historic
meeting was to launch direct bilateral negotia-
tions leading to a comprehensive peace
agreement that includes normalization of rela-
tions, bilateral peace treaties, full diplomatic
relations, and cooperation on a number of
other regional issues based upon U.N. Secu-
rity Council Resolutions 242 and 338. In this
regard, the Madrid Conference represented
the first direct meeting between Israel and all
of its Arab neighbors.

In my view, these initial talks were success-
ful in that they provided the glimmer of what
we, the United States, have been seeking in
the Middle East since the founding of the Is-
raeli state—peace. These talks were also suc-
cessful in that all the participants came to Ma-
drid. They were further successiul in that they
may serve as the basis for a spirit of comity
among the nations of the Middle East. Finally,
these talks were successful in that they may
serve to encourage all the participants to over-
come their mutual distrust and enmity in an ef-
fort to establish mutual security, peace, and
prosperity.

Mr. Speaker, House Concurrent Resolution
226 deserves our serious attention and sup-
port as it contributes to the furtherance of
these United States-Soviet sponsored negotia-
tions. We are at a historic crossroads in the
Middle East. We have a chance to achieve
real and lasting peace in the Middle East. For
those reasons, | urge unanimous adoption of
the resolution we now have before us.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of House Concurrent Resolution 226 which
commends participants of the Middle East
peace talks.

On October 30, 1991, the world witnessed a
historic event, one that we had been hoping
would occur for many years, and one that
many thought could never happen. On Octo-
ber 30, the United States and the Soviet
Union were able to put aside their own subsid-
ing superpower rivalry to host a conference of
Israeli, Syrian, Jordanian, and Palestinian rep-
resentatives to discuss the future of the Middle
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East, their own future relations, and the pros-
pects for peace in this important region.

For centuries there had been friction and
tension in the Middle East. For too long Arab,
Jew, and gentile have viewed the other with
suspicion and acted upon that suspicion with
violence and warfare. While nobody believes
that years of distrust and violence can be
swept away by a few months at a conference
table, we all hope that this can be the begin-
ning of a healing process between these na-
tions.

On October 30, we took the first step in
what, we hope, will be a long and constructive
dialog of peace in the Middle East. | join my
colleagues from the House Foreign Affairs
Committee in commending the participants of
the Middle East peace conference and in en-
couraging the continuation of this dialog.

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HOCHBRUECKNER). The guestion is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Utah [Mr. OWENS] that the House
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 226) as
amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair’'s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed
until tomorrow.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the resolution just consid-
ered.

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

There was no objection.

————

REGARDING ENVIRONMENTAL
DAMAGE IN THE PERSIAN GULF
REGION

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
242) emphasizing the vast extent of en-
vironmental damage in the Persian
Gulf region and urging expeditious ef-
forts by the United Nations to set aside
funds to redress environmental and
public health losses.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CON. RES. 242

Whereas the United States has deplored
the unlawful acts of Saddam Hussein in en-
croaching the borders of Kuwalit, in holding
captive hostages, in plundering Kuwaiti
property, in savaging the Kuwaiti people, in
conducting extensive acts of “ecoterrorism”
through mass destruction of natural re-
sources, and in threatening world peace
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through blatant disregard of international
treaties,;

Whereas the United Nations Secretary-
General has been directed by Security Coun-
cil Resolution 687 (1991) to establish a special
account to pay compensation for “‘any direct
loss, damage, including environmental dam-
age and the depletion of natural resources,
or injury to foreign Governments, nationals
and corporations, as a result of Iraq’s unlaw-
ful invasion and occupation of Kuwalit'’;

Whereas the United Nations Compensation
Commission, established by the Security
Council, {s the mechanism for determining,
among other issues, the level of contribu-
tions to the fund, the allocation of funds and
payments of claims, the procedures for eval-
uating losses, and the resolution of disputed
claims;

Whereas the United Nations Compensation
Commission has dual levels of responsibility,
both policy-making and functlonal, includ-
ing establishing guidelines for categorization
and formal presentation of claims by type
and size;

Whereas Saddam Hussein's savage sabo-
tage of Kuwait's natural resources con-
stitute massive ‘‘ecoterrorism—resulting in
long-term environmental and public health
damages—the vast extent of which remain
unidentified;

Whereas oil intentionally discharged by
Iraq into the Persian Gulf continues to cause
unprecedented environmental damage to
over 400 miles of Saudi coastline;

Whereas smoke plumes from over 600 oil
ﬂresu have wreaked grave environmental pol-
lution;

Whereas massive oil lakes caused by gush-
ing oil from sabotaged wells continue to con-
taminate the Kuwaiti desert;

Whereas the extent of the damage to frag-
ile marine ecosystems from six to eight mil-
lion barrels of oil discharged into Gulf wa-
ters has yet to be fully 5

Whereas the impact of Saddam Hussein’s
ecoterrorism on public health through at-
mospheric pollution, so0il acidification,
groundwater pollution and damage to crops
requires investigation: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the Congress—

(1) Finds that environmental damage, at-
mospheric pollution, and the resulting public
health injurles from the oil well fires in Ku-
wait and the oil contaminated coastlines in
the Gulf Reglon require urgent and imme-
diate attention;

(2) Urges the President to request that the
Secretary-General direct the United Nations
Environmental Program and other appro-
priate United Nations organizations to mon-
itor the long-term environmental and long-
term public health impacts resulting from
the unlawful destruction of natural re-
sources in the Gulf Region;

(3) Urges the President to request that the
United Nations Compensation Commission
give high priority to environmental damages
as a category of claims and provide a special
and substantial allocation for this category
in the United Nations Compensation Fund,
and that this allocation—

(A) include funds for consolidated claims
and reimbursement to various governmental
and private organizations for expedited dam-
age assessments to the environment and pub-
lic health as a result of the Persian Gulf oil
fires and slick; and

(B) provide for the reimbursement for costs
of cleanup and restoration of the environ-
ment performed by various governmental
and private organizations; and

(4) Encourages the governments of nations
affected by Iraq's acts of “ecoterrorism’ to
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take further steps to mitigate the environ-
mental and public health damages caused by
such acts.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Utah [Mr. OweNg] will be recognized for
20 minutes, and the gentleman from
New York [Mr. GILMAN] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Utah [Mr. OWENS].

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, before I briefly explain
House Concurrent Resolution 242, I
want to commend the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. HERTEL] for his initia-
tive in introducing this resolution. I
also want to commend subcommittee
Chairmen YATRON and HAMILTON for
acting expeditiously thus permitting
the resolution to be considered today.

The resolution before us urges the
President to request that the United
Nations give high priority to environ-
mental damages as a category of
claims and to provide a special and
substantial allocation of the U.N. Com-
pensation Fund to be used for environ-
mental damage in the Persian Gulf re-
gion. Obviously, such an allocation will
not be possible until adequate revenue
from Iraqi oil sales have been placed in
the compensation fund, the claims
have been processed, and funds allo-
cated by the governing council.

Additionally, the resolution calls on
the governments of the nations af-
fected by Saddam’s ecoterrorism to
take further steps to mitigate the envi-
ronmental and public health damage.

Mr. Speaker, the world was shocked
at the terror that was inflicted on this
environment by Saddam Hussein. We
do not yet know the lasting effect this
terrorism will have on the health of
the people or on the environment of
the region. Hopefully, the passage of
this resolution will in some way help in
assuring that the perpetrators of this
terrorism will pay for at least some of
the cleanup.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I commend Chairman
FASCELL and our colleague from Michi-
gan, Mr. HERTEL, for sponsoring this
significant resolution. I am happy to be
a cosponsor and I am particularly
pleased that the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee accommodated the interests of
Mr. BROOMFIELD in this measure.

The damage to the environment of
the gulf region resulting from Iraqi
sabotage and ecoterrorism is reprehen-
gible. The massive damage to the
deserts, the beaches, and the waters
truly requires urgent and immediate
attention.

0Oil still poisons many of Saudi Ara-
bia’s marshes and coral reefs—areas
that are critical to marine life in the
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gulf. Thankfully, the oil fires in Ku-

wait have now been extinguished, but

the fallout from the fires still coats the
desert with tar and ash, and noxious
lakes of oil still dot the landscape.

Of particular concern is the fact that
the cleanup of the environmental prob-
lems caused by Irag seems to be going
very slowly. While the war reparations
called for in the resolution may be-
come available in the future, this does
not obviate the need to respond now.

Mr. Speaker, a lead article in the
Wall Street Journal of October 15,
gives a good summary of the environ-
mental catastrophe in the Persian Gulf
and the slow pace of the cleanup to
date. I ask that it be included in the
RECORD at the end of my remarks.

What makes the environmental dev-
astation in the gulf region particularly
troubling is that it was the product of
cold, deliberate calculation. The per-
petrators of this destruction must not
be allowed to dodge the responsibility
for the damages they have done. Iraq
purposely caused the damage and
should pay for the cleanup. It is that
simple.

Regardless of who is to blame, how-
ever, those who live in the area would
be wise to take all reasonable steps to
clean up the damage as soon as possible
to avoid further negative effects. That
is why the committee agreed to include
in the resolution language Mr. BROOM-
FIELD proposed urging the nations af-
fected by Iraq’s ecoterrorism to con-
tinue to take steps to mitigate the en-
vironmental and public health damages
caused by Iraq’'s unlawful acts during
the War.

House Congressional Resolution 242
reinforces the already established prin-
ciple that a portion of the United Na-
tions Compensation Fund—to be fi-
nanced through the sale of Iragi oil—
should ensure compensation for envi-
ronmental damage. The actions called
for in the resolution are in line with
actions already being undertaken by
the administration.

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I strongly
urge the House to act favorably on this
resolution.

LEGACY OF WAR—THE BATTLES ARE OVER,
BUT GULF ENVIRONMENT STILL FIGHTS FOR
ITS LIFE

(By Ken Wells)

ADAFF1 BAY, Saudi Arabia—In the white-
hot part of the desert day, a dozen workers
struggle with rakes and shovels to rid a
beach here of mounds of sea grass saturated
with acrid crude oil.

Nearby, a bulldozer scrapes through a foot-
thick frosting of oil that runs in a wide rib-
bon as far as the eye can see. In a few days,
these efforts will have given a two-mile
stretch of this shore, near the port town of
Jubail, back to the bathers and the birds.

That's two miles down—and about 398
miles to go.

The world's biggest oil spill—six million
barrels—has largely disappeared from head-
lines but not from Saudi Arabia’s shores.
Eight months after Saddam Hussein un-
leashed the first known major act of eco-ter-
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rorism, much of the kingdom's coastline,
from the port city of Jubail north to Khafii,
remains smothered by crude.

A LONG LIST

The mess Is catastrophic: Whole estuaries
lie dead under asphalt-like slabs of oil. And
little has been done about it, beyond the ef-
forts of a handful of United Nations’' contrac-
tors armed with a small budget.

This mess isn't the only one left by the
war, or the only one being largely ignored.
Some Gulf regions languish in a ‘“hellish
daily living environment,"” says the World
Wide Fund for Nature, a Geneva-based con-
servation group. Yet efforts to coax govern-
ments and environmental groups into a coa-
lition to tackle the war's environmental leg-
acy have thus far failed.

The breadth of damage is indeed stagger-
ing; some problems will take decades to
overcome. Though Kuwait’s coastline was
spared heavy oiling, all but a few of its 180
miles remain inaccessible because of mine-
fields and barbed-wire. Major progress has
been made against the burning oil wells;
some 85% have been snuffed. But even with
that, tons of pollutants continue to pour into
the air daily, producing oily, acid rain in re-
gions up to 1,500 miles away.

In Iran, officials have told visiting
Greenpeace scientists, coastal regions across
the Gulf from Kuwait have suffered substan-
tial crop damage from black rain. The sci-
entists also report black snow on numerous
Iranian mountain peaks, says Nicolo
Barcelo, a Greenpeace spokesman.

A SPREADING BLANKET

Similar reports have also come from Paki-
stan, where black rains heavily damaged
local wheat crops in the province of Balu-
chistan, according to the Pakistani press.
The Worldwatch Institute, a Washington,
D.C., environmental group, says it also has
reliable reports of black rain or snow in Bul-
garia, Turkey, the southern Soviet Union,
Afghanistan and the Himalayan region of In-
dian Kashmir.

These areas are almost certain to be
plagued by damaging acid rains as well, says
Britain’s Meteorological Office, a govern-
ment weather arm that has done computer
modeling of smoke-plume effects. Such
rains, polluted with sulfur from the oil fires,
have been linked to the slow destruction of
forests, crops and lakes in many parts of the
industrialized world.

Most scientists maintain that the smoke
isn't ascending high enough to affect global
climate. But some aren’t so sure. Scientists
at the U.S. National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration acknowledge that at
least some ‘‘spikes” of oil-fire soot have
leaked into the upper stratosphere. Such
spikes, because they can't be rinsed out by
localized weather, could begin to affect glob-
al climate should their concentrations in-
crease, the scientists say.

SMOG ALERT

Closer to home, both Saudi Arabia and
Bahrain, directly downwind from the Kuwait
plume, live under smog clouds. Khafjl, less
than 20 miles from the burning Burgan Field,
is often smothered in an acrid pall. Some
residents who can afford to have moved
away; one Saudi official says the government
has given serious thought to evacuating the
town.

Kuwalt fares little better. While the fires
in the Ahmadi field near Kuwalt City have
been extinguished, many north and south of
the nation’s population hub continue to
burn. This month, as seasonal wind patterns
begin to shift, the smog that now bedevils
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B:?di Arabia will begin to descend on Ku-
walt.

The gravest danger is on windless days,
when stagnant conditions allow the smog—
containing sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide
and nitrous oxide—to billow into population
centers. The short-term health hazard of
such smog is so severe that Kuwaiti officials
want to create an early warning system to
tell citizens to scramble indoors ahead of the
smoke pall, says Ibrahim Hadi, director of
Kuwait's Environmental Protection Council.

The oily fallout from the fires is also
dumping vast amounts of pollutants into the
Persian Gulf, the northern fishing grounds of
which have already been decimated by
spilled oil. These airborne pollutants are
also posing a threat to Kuwait's and Saudi
Arabia’'s water supplies, largely drawn from
Gulf desalination plants. At the core of these
pollutants are organic compounds that are
difficult to filter out. When combined with
chlorine used to disinfect water, they form
compounds, known as chlorinated hydro-
carbons, that are carcinogenic.

The land is also taking a beating. The Ku-
waiti Environmental Action Team, a non-
governmental group, estimates that up to
75% of Kuwalit’s desert floor has been covered
by oily fallout. Vast areas are being turned
into the equivalent of parking lots as layer
after thin layer of tarry precipitate hardens
in the desert heat.

Still more of Kuwait’s desert has been ren-
dered uninhabitable by minefields and vastly
larger tracts in Saudi Arabia and Iraq have
been disrupted by the passage of soldiers and
machinery that fought the war. Though
some may think of deserts as empty ex-
panses of sand, scientists say they are com-
plex ecosystems dependent on an equilibrium
achieved when scattered plant colonies an-
chor a thin layer of topsoil. Severely dis-
turbed, “‘a lot of the desert will simply blow
away,”' destroying wildlife habitat and
sparse farmland and possibly overrunning
roads and towns, says Charles Pilcher, a re-
searcher who has studied the wildlife of the
Kuwaiti desert.

Temperatures in the Kuwaiti and Saudi
deserts were 10 degrees cooler than normal
most of the summer, and up to 25 degrees
cooler under the thickest part of the haze.
Colonies of desert plants requiring strong
sunlight are dying or going into premature
reproductive cycles. The same is true of
desert mammals and reptiles, says Dr.
Pilcher.

Even swallows common to the summer
fields of the West aren’t immune. Scientists
with Britain's International Council for Bird
Preservation say recent studies of migratory
bank swallows currently flapping across the
Kuwaiti desert showed that 90% had been
oiled. The birds, en route to winter grounds
in Africa, apparently had tried to drink from
one of the 200 or so oil lakes formed from the
overflow from sabotaged wells, the group
says. He says that 1.5 billion birds migrate
across the northern Arabia flyway.

Yet except for the oil-well fires and some
mine-clearing efforts, few of these problems
have been addressed. Kuwalt, for example,
has only just started work around the edges
of its oll lakes, even though much of the oil,
were it removed promptly, could be recycled.

WATER TO DRINK

Saundl Arabia's response to the Gulf Oil
spill has been just as lackluster. Saudi
Aramco, the state-owned oil company, along
with international volunteers, quickly mobi-
lized wartime oil-spill-containment efforts
to protect desalination and power plants and
refineries. But Saudi Arabia has largely left
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its 400 miles of oil-soaked beaches for nature
to deal with. It only recently put its first
crew to work on a small stretch of beach
near Jubadl,

Projects such as the one at Adaffi Bay
have been carried out by a handful of West-
ern contractors working for the U.N.'s Inter-
national Maritime Organization. Their $6
million budget is drawn from foreign con-
tributions, says Dave Usher, an IMO official.
The far smaller 1989 Exxon Valdez spill in
Alaska attracted 11,000 workers and a $2.5
billion effort.

Saudi officials contend money is the prob-
lem: They estimate that the tab to rid the
entire coastline of oll could run to $500 mil-
lion, which they insist is a big sum for a na-
tion still strapped by billions in war debts.
They also contend that the spill, set off by
an act of war, shouldn't solely be a Saudi
Arabian responsibility.

The cleanup effort the country did muster
during the war was narrowly directed at pro-
tecting its coastal installations. Its six de-
salination plants not only represent a bil-
lion-dollar-plus investment but were key to
providing drinking water to the 500,000 West-
ern troops here, says a spokesman for the
country's Meteorological and Environmental
Protection Administration. By ridding the
Gulf of floating oil—about 1.5 million barrels
were recovered, a record for any spill—Saudi
Arabia also largely extinguished the threat
that roaming oil posed to its coastline, the
spokesman argues.

At best, Saudi scientists think that shore
areas that have unusual environmental value
will be tackled in the next stage of the clean-
up. Other areas—huge stretches of the north-
ern Saudi Arabian coastline subject to con-
stant wind and wave action—will probably be
left to nature. “Fortunately or unfortu-
nately, large sections of the shore don't have
very much use. Therefore nobody is com-
plaining that they should be cleaned up,”
says Abdallah E. Dabbagh, director of King
Fahd University’s Research Institute, which
is conducting spill studies.

The kingdom's failure thus far to act on its
beaches has evoked dismay among the many
U.S. scientists and spill experts here. They
say the delay—in part, environmental apa-
thy, in part a function of the bureaucracy—
may both complicate recovery and exacer-
bate the harm done by previous spills, indus-
trial pollution and land reclamation. While
much of the heavily weathered surface oll on
the kingdom's coast has lost its toxlecity,
storms and high tides are constantly loosing
settled ofl back into the Gulf, posing danger
anew to birds and other sea life.

“The Saudis’ plan was A, we protect the
‘desal’ plants, B, we get oil off the water, and
C, we then worry about our beaches,” says a
U.S. government consultant here. “What we
tried to tell them is that typically, you
would begin to try to save your beaches at
the same time you are doing these other
things. The concept of delaying for months
while you do studies is ludicrous.”

The price of this neglect is high. Much of
Saudi Arabia’s once bird-rich intertidal zone
is an oil wasteland. Salt marshes and tidal
flats—the nursery grounds for shrimp and
the very womb of the Persian Gulf food
chain—sit poisoned by tar. An estimated 80%
of Saudi Arabia’s coastal mangrove swamps
are dead or dying.

THE VALUE OF SPEED

Yet one environmental success story shows
that speedy intervention on beaches can pay
big dividends. When oil began smothering
the shores of a chain of small, coral-ringed
islands off the coast of Jubail, Saudi Ara-
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bia’s National Commission for Wildlife Con-
servation and Development cut through red
tape to allow U.N. and U.S. military crews
onto the islands by March. The low-lying is-
lands are not only surrounded by perhaps the
clearest water in the Persian Gulf, but they
are also the predator-free rookeries for huge
g{:lonles of terns and two species of sea tur-
es.

Focusing on Karan, the largest island,
crews within days had scraped tons of thick-
ening oil from the beaches and had rounded
up and burned perhaps a half century of de-
bris. By the time terns and turtles began
showing up for their annual nesting season,
they found a habitable environment *‘instead
of an olly death trap,” says Peter Symens, a
Belgian ornithologist studying the spill.

About 65,000 chicks subsequently hatched
on Karan, and as many as 40 turtles a night
have been returning to the island; their fate,
had the island been left covered in oil, would
have been grim. SBays Peter Vine, a British
ecologist in the Gulf: “We're talking about
turtles perhaps 50 to T0 years old—born be-
fore oil was produced in the Gulf.”

Mr. HERTEL. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased
that the Foreign Affairs Committee was so
quick to endorse House Concurrent Resolution
242, a resolution requesting the United Na-
tions to give priority to environmental damage
assessments, cleanup, and restoration of the
Persian Gulf region that has suffered so ex-
tensively from Saddam Hussein's
ecoterrorism.

House Concurrent Resolution 242 is co-
sponsored by three of our esteemed col-
leagues, both the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Foreign Affairs Committee,
and the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Human Rights and International Organizations.
Each has worked diligently to solve the prob-
lems of humanitarian assistance and repara-
tions for the victims of the Persian Gulf war.

The resolution we present to the House
today urges that the Secretary General of the
United Nations provide a special and substan-
tial allocation of the United National Com-
pensation Fund to be used for environmental
damage in the Persian Gulf region. Upon sale
of Iraqi oil, proceeds will flow into the fund to
pay and reimburse the extensive personal suf-
fering and property losses caused by Saddam
Hussein. Hopefully, through this resolution the
horrible  environmental consequences of
ecoterrorism will be given priority for repara-
tions.

Preliminary estimates of the total amount of
oil intentionally discharged in the Persian Gulf
is over 30 times the amount spilled in Prince
William Sound—some 6 to 8 million barrels
versus 260,000 in Alaska. Additional hardship
from the senseless sabotage of over 600 oil
well fires has shocked the world.

The environmental damage in the gulf re-
gion has yet to be fully assessed. Completed
environmental damage assessments serve as
technical planning guidelines for cleanup and
restoration—they are the most important first
step to managing the environmental losses in
the gulf region.

As a result of Saddam Hussein’s destruc-
tiveness, the way of life for the people of the
gulf region will be dramatically altered for gen-
erations to come. A full recording of damages
to fisheries, grazing lands, crops, and other
commercial interests has yet to be made. Pub-
lic health injuries due to atmospheric, soil, and
water pollution have yet to be treated.
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For its pant, the United States has already
provided over $10 million in technical assist-
ance through 10 Federal Government agen-
cies with expertise in environmental rehabilita-
tion. As of September 30, the National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration alone
spent well over $2 million, with plans to send
a world-recognized scientific team and re-
search vessel to help complete the damage
assessments and launch the massive cleanup
and restoration efforts necessary before the
gulf war is behind us. To complete this huge
task, the world scientific community must co-
ordinate and lend both expertise and re-
sources—quickly and efficiently—with some
assurance of reimbursement.

First and foremost, we must meet the tragic
humanitarian needs of the people in the Mid-
dle East who continue to suffer in the after-
math of the gulf war. We must also heal the
terrible wounds borne by the environment—a
most startling consequence of this particular
war—whose aftermath will affect human, ani-
mal, and plant life for generations, given the
shocking extent of war-related damages to air,
land, and sea.

It is my hope that this resolution will dem-
onstrate to the United Nations that the United
States views the environmental consequences
of ecoterrorism in the Persian Gulf with horror
and resolve. Completed damage assess-
ments, cleanup, and restoration of the gulf's
ravaged environment must now be accom-
plished. It is now time to close the vast
wounds of this horrible war and halt
ecoterrorism once and for all time.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, as an original
cosponsor of House Concurrent Resolution
242, | wish to commend the author of the res-
olution, the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
HERTEL] for his initiative in this area. | also
wish to thank two of my subcommittee chair-
men, the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
YATRON] and the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
HaMmILTON] for expediting their consideration of
this resolution so that it might be considered
today.

Mr. Speaker, the world watched the tele-
vision coverage of the cowardly act of terror-
ism that Saddam Hussein perpetrated upon
the people and the environment in the Persian
Gulf region and was aghast. The Sun ob-
scurred at high noon by the thick black smoke
of the hundreds of oil well fires the oil slicks
killing both fish and birds and covering beach-
es and important wetlands. We still do not
know the total extent of the damage to both
the health of the people and to the land and
marine environment of the region. We do not
yet know the cost of cleanup or in some cases
even if a cleanup effort is feasible. As we
could not let the military aggression of Sad-
dam go unanswered we cannot allow his act
of aggression against the environment to go
without establishing the precedent that he will
pay, at least a portion of the cost, of mitigating
and restoring the damage to the environment
of the region.

House Concurrent Resolution 242 urges
that the United Nations set aside a special
and substantial allocation from the Compensa-
tion Fund to be used for claims of environ-
mental damage. This Compensation Fund is
to receive 30 percent of the revenue derived
from the sale of Iragi oil. The resolution also
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urges the nations affected by this ecoterrorism
to take further steps to mitigate the environ-
mental and public health damage. | urge my
colleagues to support this resolution.

0 2320

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HOCHBRUECKNER). The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Utah [Mr. OWENS] that the House
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 242).

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the con-
current resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

e ———————
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the concurrent resolution
just agreed to.

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

There was no objection.

NATIONAL GEOLOGIC MAPPING
ACT OF 1991

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2763) to enhance geologic map-
ping of the United States, and for other
purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2763

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
Geologic Mapping Act of 1991."

SECTION 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds and de-
clares that—

(1) during the past 2 decades, the produc-
tion of geologic maps has been drastically
curtailed;

(2) geologic maps are the primary data
base for virtually all applied and basic earth-
sclence investigations, including—

(A) exploration for and development of
mineral, energy, and water resources;

(B) screening and characterizing sites for
toxic and nuclear waste disposal;

(C) land-use evaluation and planning for
environmental development, preservation
and quality;

(D) earthquake hazards reduction;

(E) predicting volcanic hazards;

(F) design and construction of infrastruc-
ture requirements such as utility lifelines,
transportation corridors, and surface-water
impoundments;

(@) reducing losses from landslides and
other ground failures;
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(H) mitigating effects of coastal and
stream erosion;

(I) siting of critical facilities; and

(J) basic earth-science research;

(3) Federal agencies, State and local gov-
ernments, private industry, and the general
public depend on the information provided
by geologic maps to determine the extent of
potential environmental damage before em-
barking on projects that could lead to pre-
ventable, costly environmental problems or
litigation;

(4) the combined capabilities of State, Fed-
eral, and academic groups to provide geo-
logic mapping are not sufficient to meet the
present and future needs of the United
States for national security, environmental
protection, and energy self-sufficiency of the
Nation;

(5) States are willing to contribute 50 per-
cent of the funding necessary to complete
the mapping of the geology within the State;

(6) the lack of proper geologic maps has led
to the poor design of such structures as dams
and waste-disposal facilities;

(7) geologic maps have proven indispen-
sable in the search for needed fossil-fuel and
mineral resources; and

(8) a comprehensive nationwide program of
geologic mapping is required in order to sys-
tematically build the Nation's geologic-map
data base at a pace that responds to increas-
ing demand.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to
expedite the production of a geologic-map
data base for the Nation, to be located with-
in the United States Geological Survey,
which can be applied to land-use manage-
ment, assessment, and utilization, conserva-
tion of natural resources, groundwater man-
agement, and environmental protection.

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

As used in this Act;

(1) The term “‘advisory committee’” means
the advisory committee established under
section 5.

(2) The term “Director’ means the Direc-
tor of the United States Geological Survey.

(3) The term ‘“geological mapping pro-
gram' means the National Cooperative Geo-
logical Mapping Program established by sec-
tion 4(a).

(4) The term “‘Secretary” means the Sec-
retary of the Interior.

{5) The term “Survey' means the United
States Geological Survey.

SEC. 4. GEOLOGIC MAPPING PROGRAM.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established
in the United States Geological Survey a Na-
tional Cooperative Geologic Mapping Pro-
gram. The geologic mapping program shall
be developed in consultation with the advi-
sory committee and shall be designed and ad-
ministered to achieve the objectives set
forth in subsection (c).

(b) RESPONSIBILITIES OF USGS.—(1) The
Survey shall be the lead Federal agency re-
sponsible for planning, developing priorities,
coordinating, and managing the geologic
mapping program. In carrying out this para-
graph, the Secretary, acting through the Di-
rector, shall—

(A) develop a geologic mapping program
implementation plan in accordance with sec-
tion 6, which plan shall be submitted to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources of
the Senate within 210 days after the date of
enactment of this Act;

(B) appoint, with the advice and consulta-
tion of the State geological surveys, the ad-
visory committee within 90 days after the
date of enactment of this Act in accordance
with section 5; and
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(C) promulgate regulations within 300 days
after the date of enactment of this Act which
describe—

(1) how the Survey will coordinate the de-
velopment and implementation of the geo-
logic mapping program;

(ii) how the Survey will establish goals,
mapping priorities, and target dates for im-
plementation of the geologic mapping pro-
gram; and

(ii1) how long-term staffing plans for the
various components of the geologic mapping
program will lead to successful implementa-
tion of the geologic mapping program.

(2) In addition to paragraph (1), the Sec-
retary, acting through the Director, shall be
responsible for developing, as soon as prac-
ticable—

(A) in cooperation with the State geologi-
cal surveys, other Federal and State agen-
cies, public and private sector organizations
and academia, the geologic-map data base;
and

(B) maps and mapping techniques which
achieve the objectives specified in subsection
(e).

(c) PROGRAM OBJECTIVES.—The objectives
of the geologic mapping program shall in-
clude—

(1) determining the Nation's geologic
framework through systematic development
of geologic maps, to be contributed to the
national geologic-map data base, at a scale
of 1:100,000, with supplemental maps at scale
appropriate to the geologic setting and the
perceived applications;

(2) development of a complementary na-
tional geophysical-map data base, geo-
chemical-map data base, and a geochrono-
logic and paleontologic data base that pro-
vide value-added descriptive and interpretive
information to the geologic-map data base;

(3) application of cost-effective mapping
techniques that assemble, produce, translate
and disseminate geologic-map information
and that render such information of greater
application and benefit to the public; and

(4) development of public awareness for the
role and application of geologic-map infor-
mation to the resolution of national issues of
land use management.

(d) PROGRAM COMPONENTS.—The geologic
mapping program shall include the following
components:

(1) A Federal geologic mapping component,
whose objective shall be determining the
geologic framework of areas determined to
be vital to the economic, social, or scientific
welfare of the Nation. Mapping priorities
ghall be coordinated through the OMB Cir-
cular A-16 (Revised) Process and shall be
based on—

(A) national requirements for geologic-map
information in areas of multiple-issue need
or areas of compelling single-issue need; and

(B) national requirements for geologic-map
information in areas where mapping is re-
;mlred to solve critical earth-science prob-

ems.

(2) A geologic mapping support component,
whose objective shall be providing inter-
disciplinary support for the Federal Geologic
Mapping Component. Representative cat-
egories of interdisciplinary support shall in-
clude—

(A) establishment of a national geologic-
map data base, established pursuant to sec-
tion 7;

(B) studies that lead to the implementa-
tion of cost-effective digital methods for the

acquisition, compilation, analysis, car-
tographic production, and dissemination of
geologic-map information.

(C) paleontologic Investigations that pro-
vide information critical to understanding
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the age and positional environment of fossil-
bearing geologic-map units, which investiga-
tions shall be contributed to a national
paleontologic data base;

(D) geochronologic and isotopic investiga-
tions that (i) provide radiometric age dates
for geologic-map units and (ii) fingerprint
the geothermometry, geobarometry, and al-
teration history of geologic-map units,
which investigations shall be contributed to
a national geochronologic data base;

(E) geophysical investigations that assist
in delineating and mapping the physical
characteristics and three-dimensional dis-
tribution of geologic materials and geologic
structures, which investigations shall be
contributed to a national geophysical-map
data base; and

(F) geochemical investigations and analyt-
ical operations that characterize the major-
and minor-element composition of geologic-
map units, and that lead to the recognition
of stable and anomalous geochemical signa-
tures for geologic terrains, which investiga-
tions shall be contributed to a national geo-
chemical-map data base.

(3) A State geologic mapping component,
whose objective shall be determining the
geologic framework of areas that the State
geological surveys determine to be vital to
the economic, social, or scientific welfare of
individual States. Mapping priorities shall
be determined by multirepresentational
State panels and shall be integrated with na-
tional priorities established through the
OMB Circular A-16 (Revised) process coordi-
nated by the Survey. Federal funding for the
State component shall be matched on a one-
to-one basis with non-Federal funds.

(4) A geologic mapping education compo-
nent, whose objective shall be—

(A) to develop the academic programs that
teach earth-science students the fundamen-
tal principles of geologic mapping and field
analysis; and

(B) to provide for board education in geo-
logic mapping and field analysis through
support of field teaching institutes.
Investigations conducted under the geologic
mapping education component shall be inte-
grated with the other mapping components
of the geologic mapping program, and shall
respond to priorities identified for those
components.

SEC. 5. ADVISORY COMMITTEE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary, acting through the Director and
in consultation with the State geological
surveys, shall appoint a 16-member advisory
committee to advise the Director on plan-
ning and implementation of the geologic
mapping program, The advisory committee
shall consist of 4 representatives from the
Survey (Including the Chief Geologist, as
Chairman), 4 representatives from the State
geological surveys, 3 representatives from
academia, 4 representatives from the private
sector and a representative of the Presi-
dent's Office of Science and Technology.

(b) DUTIES.—The advisory committee
shall—

(1) review and critique the draft implemen-
tation plan prepared by the Director pursu-
ant to section 6;

(2) review the sclentific progress of the
geologic mapping program; and

(3) submit an annual report to the Sec-
retary that evaluates the progress of the
Federal and State mapping activities and
evaluates the progress made toward fulfill-
ing the purposes of this Act.

The Secretary, acting through the Direc-
tor, shall, with the advice and review of the
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advisory committee, prepare an implementa-
tion plan for the geologic mapping program.
The plan shall identify the overall

ment structure and operation of the geologic
mapping program and shall provide for—

(1) the role of the Survey in its capacity as
overall management lead, including the re-
sponsibility for developing the national geo-
logic mapping program that meets Federal
neeg while simultaneously fostering State
needs;

(2) the responsibilities accruing to the
State geological surveys, with particular
emphasis on mechanisms that incorporate
their needs, missions, capabilities, and re-
quirements into the nationwide geologic
mapping program;

(3) mechanisms for identifying short- and
long-term priorities consistent with OMB
Circular A-16 (Revised) for each component
ff the geologic mapping program, Iinclud-
nﬁk) for the Federal geologic mapping com-
ponent, a priority-setting mechanism that
responds both to (i) Federal mission require-
ments for geologic-map information, and (if)
critical scientific problems that require geo-
logic-map control for their resolution;

(B) for the geologic mapping support com-
ponent, a strong interdisciplinary research
program plan in isotopic and paleontologic
geochronology, geophysical mapping, and
process studies to provide data to and inter-
pret results from geologic mapping;

(C) for the State geologic mapping compo-
nent, a priority-setting mechanism that re-
sponds to (i) specific intrastate needs for
geologic-map information, and (ii) interstate
needs shared by adjacent entities that have
common requirements; and

(D) for the geologic mapping education
component a priority-setting mechanism
that responds to requirements for geologic-
map information that are driven by Federal
and State mission requirements;

(4) a description of the degree to which
geologic mapping activities traditionally
funded by the Survey, including the use of
commercially available aerial photography,
geodesy, professignal land surveying, photo-
grammetric mapping, cartography, photo-
graphic processing, and related services, can
be contracted to professional private map-
ping firms;

(5) a mechanism for adopting scientific and
technical map standards for preparing and
publishing general-purpose and special-pur-
pose geologic maps to (A) assure uniformity
of cartographic and scientific conventions,
and (B) provide a basis for judgment as to
the comparability and quality of map prod-
ucts; and

(6) a mechanism for monitoring the inven-
tory of published and current mapping inves-
tigations nationwide In order to facilitate
planning and Information exchange and to
avoid redundancy. 3
SEC. 7. NATIONAL GEOLOGIC-MAP DATA BASE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Survey shall es-
tablish a national geologic-map data base.
Such data base shall be a national archive
that includes all maps developed pursuant to
this Act, the data bases developed pursuant
to the investigations under sections
(4)(d)(2)(C), (D), (E), and (F), and other maps
and data as the Survey deems appropriate.

(b) STANDARDIZATION.—Geologic maps con-
tributed to the national archives should have
standardized format, symbols, and technical
attributes so that archival information can
be assimilated, manipulated, accessed, ex-
changed, and compared efficiently and accu-
rately.

SEC. 8. ANNUAL REPORT.

The Secretary shall, within 90 days after

the end of each fiscal year, submit an annual
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report to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources of the Senate describing the sta-
tus of the nationwide geologic mapping pro-
gram, and describing and evaluating progress
achieved during the preceding fiscal year in
developing the national geologic-map data
base. Each report shall include any rec-
ommendations for legislative or other action
as the Secretary deems necessary and appro-
priate to fulfill the purposes of this Act.

SEC. 9, AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this Act the following:

(1) For Federal mapping activities under
this Act, $11,500,000 for fiscal year 1993,
$14,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, $16,000,000 for
fiscal year 1995, and $18,000,000 for fiscal year
1996.

(2) For Federal support activities under
this Act, $9,500,000 for fiscal year 1993,
$10,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, $10,500,000, for
fiscal year 7995, and $11,000,000 for fiscal year
1996.

(3) For State mapping activities under this
Act, $15,000,000 for fiscal year 1993, $18,000,000
for fiscal year 7994, $21,000,000 for fiscal year
1995, and $25,000,000 for fiscal year 1996,

(4) For educational support activities
under this Act, $500,000 for fiscal year 1993,
$750,000 for fiscal year 1994, §1,000,000 for fis-
cal year 1995, and $1,600,000 for fiscal year
1996.

SEC. 10. UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
AND UNITED STATES BUREAU OF
MINES.

(a) UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY.—
The Geological Survey established by the
Act of March 3, 1879 (43 U.S.C. 31(a)), is des-
ignated as and shall hereafter be known as
the United States Geological Survey.

(b) UNITED STATES BUREAU OF MINES.—The
Bureau of Mines established by the Act of May
16, 1910 (30 U.8.C. 1), is designated as and shall
hereafter be known as the United States Bureau
of Mines.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL] will be rec-
ognized for 20 minutes, and the gentle-
woman from Nevada [Mrs. VUCANOVICH]
will be recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL].

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks in the RECORD on
the bill presently under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, the National Geologic
Mapping Act of 1991 is necessary in
order to expedite and enhance the level
of geologic mapping taking place in the
United States.

As it stands today, less than 20 per-
cent of the United States has been geo-
logically mapped at a scale that pro-
vides an up-close, detailed view of a
particular area. Even though the Geo-
logical Survey, the agency that is
charged with mapping the geology of
our country, was created 112 years ago,
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we are still in the dark ages when it
comes to the availability of large-scale
geologic maps.

As a result, critical geologic informa-
tion is often left out of local, State and
National policy decisions that affect
the environment, our energy options,
and even our health and safety.

Geologic maps are invaluable tools.
They provide essential information on
the assessment of mineral, energy, and
water resources; locating potential
sites for the safe disposal of hazardous
and nonhazardous waste; land-use plan-
ning; earthquake-hazard reduction;
predicting volcanic hazards; reducing
losses from landslides and other ground
failures and mitigating effects of coast-
al and stream erosion.

Despite the importance of geologic
maps to the Nation, however, the level
of large-scale geologic mapping con-
ducted by the survey does not meet the
demands for geologic maps on the
State and local levels. The National
Geologic Mapping Act of 1991 would
remedy this situation.

H.R. 2763 would establish a National
Cooperative Geologic Mapping Pro-
gram within the Department of the In-
terior’s Geological Survey. This pro-
gram would be comprised of a geologic
mapping component, a Federal-State
cooperative geologic mapping compo-
nent, a support map component and an
education component.

Each component would provide for
enhanced geologic mapping based on
the needs of society. In addition, each
of these components would be funded
at a level considered suitable in meet-
ing the goal of the legislation.

One additional purpose of the legisla-
tion is to provide a framework from
which the survey can launch the Na-
tional Cooperative Geologic Mapping
Program. The legislation would require
that an advisory committee be formed
that includes representatives from aca-
demia, State geological surveys and
the private sector so that the program
is based on well thought out ideas from
those who not only have the experience
in geologic mapping, but who are the
users of these maps

All of the maps from the program
will be included in a geologic-map data
base that will be a national archive for
local, State, national, and private use.

That concludes my explanation of
the pending matter.

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

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I
yvield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to join with the
subcommittee chairman, in supporting
H.R. 2763—the National Geologic Map-
ping Act of 1991. I am proud to be an
original cosponsor of this bill, and I
note that 42 Members are now signed
on.

Briefly, this bill would address the
concerns of the National Academy of
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Sciences as to the inadequacy of basic
geologic mapping efforts in this coun-
try. In 1988 the Academy reported this
need to Congress. Implementation of
the expanded mapping program author-
ized in H.R. 2763 would allow the States
to participate in this effort to a far
greater degree than they are currently
able.

Mr. Speaker, I believe it is in the Na-
tional interest to expedite detailed
mapping of the foundation of our coun-
try—its geological make-up. With in-
formation gained from such mapping,
Federal, State, and local government
officials will have the knowledge nec-
essary to malke better decisions regard-
ing mineral resource potential, earth-
quake and other natural hazards pre-
diction, the stability of bridge and dam
sites, and other natural resource de-
pendent questions.

Mr. Speaker, the U.S. Geological Sur-
vey is a fine organization in which I
have great faith. It's scientific acumen
is unchallenged. But, the U.S. Geologi-
cal Survey can never get this job done
alone, certainly not with the urgency
recommended by the National Acad-
emy of Sciences. H.R. 2763 would direct
the U.S. Geological Survey to increase
its cooperative program with the var-
ious State geological surveys so that
the job can be completed.

I'm sure that every Member in this
body has an example of loss to his or
her constituents that arose because we
simply didn’t know enough about natu-
ral hazards or resources that could be
predicted if the proper information
were available.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support the National Geologic Mapping
Act so that we can reduce the chance
of such loss in the future.

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

Mr. RAHALL. 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 West Virginia [Mr.
RAHALL] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2763, 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.

CAVE CREEK CANYON PROTECTION
ACT OF 1991

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2790) to withdraw certain lands
located in the Coronado National For-
est from the mining and mineral leas-
ing laws of the United States, and for
other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2790

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the **Cave Creek
Canyon Protection Act of 1991".

SEC. 2. WITHDRAWAL OF LANDS WITHIN CAVE
CREEK CANYON DRAINAGE.

(a) WITHDRAWAL.—(1) Subject to valid ex-
isting rights, after the date of enactment of
this Act lands within the Cave Creek Canyon
Drainage are withdrawn from location under
the general mining laws, the operation of the
mineral and geothermal leasing laws and the
mineral material disposal laws.

(2) As used in this subsection, the term
‘valid existing rights’ in reference to the
general mining laws means that a mining
clalm located on lands within the Cave
Creek Canyon Drainage was properly located
and maintained under the general mining
laws prior to the date of enactment of this
Act, was supported by a discovery of a valu-
able mineral deposit within the meaning of
the general mining laws on the date of enact-
ment of this Act, and that such claim con-
tinues to be valid.

(b) LIMITATION ON PATENT ISSUANCE.—(1)
After the date of enactment of this Act no
patent shall be issued by the United States
for any mining claim located under the gen-
eral mining laws within the Cave Creek Can-
yon Drainage unless the Secretary of the In-
terior determines that, for the claim con-
cerned—

(A) a patent application was filed with the
Secretary on or before the date of enactment
of this Act; and

(B) all requirements established under sec-
tions 2325 and 2326 of the Revised Statutes (30
U.8.C. 29 and 30) for vein or lode claims and
sections 2329, 2330, 2331, and 2333 of the Re-
vised Statutes (30 U.S.C. 35, 36, and 37) for
placer claims were fully complied with by
that date.

If the Secretary makes the determinations
referred to in subparagraphs (A) and (B) for
any mining claim, the holder of the claim
shall be entitled to the issuance of a patent
in the same manner and degree to which
such claim holder would have been entitled
to prior to the enactment of this Act, unless
and until such determinations are withdrawn
or invalidated by the Secretary or by a court
of the United States.

(2) MILL SITES.—After the date of enact-
ment of this Act no patent shall be issued by
the United States for any mill site located
under the general mining laws within the
Cave Creek Canyon Drainage unless the Sec-
retary of the Interior determines that, for
the mill site concerned—

(A) a patent application was filed with the
Secretary on or before the date of enactment
of this Act; and

(B) all requirements applicable to such

patent application were fully complied with
by that date.
If the Secretary makes the determinations
referred to in subparagraphs (A) and (B) for
any mill site, the holder of the mill site shall
be entitled to the issuance of a patent in the
same manner and degree to which such claim
holder would have been entitled to prior to
the enactment of this Act, unless and until
such determinations are withdrawn or in-
validated by the Secretary or by a court of
the United States.

(c) VALIDITY REVIEW.—The Secretary of the
Interior shall undertake an expedited pro-
gram to determine the wvalidity of all
unpatented mining claims located within the
Cave Creek Canyon Drainage. The expedited
program shall include an examination of all
unpatented mining claims, including those
for which a patent application or a plan of
operations have not been filed. If a claim is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

determined to be invalid, the Secretary shall
promptly declare the claim to be null and
void.

(d) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of this
Act, the term “‘Cave Creek Canyon Drain-
age” means lands and interest in lands
owned by the United States within the area
depicted on the map of record entitled “Cave
Creek Mineral Withdrawal”, dated November
1, 1991. The map shall be on file and available
for public inspection in the offices of the
Forest Service, Department of Agriculture.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL] will be rec-
ognized for 20 minutes, and the gentle-
woman from Nevada [Mrs. VUCANOVICH]
will be recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL].

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 2790, the bill now under consider-
ation.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, the Cave Creek Canyon
Protection Act of 1991 was introduced
by the gentleman from Arizona, Rep-
resentative JiMm KOLBE, and would per-
manently withdraw this area from
mining activities. I would like to com-
mend my colleague on the other side of
the aisle for introducing this legisla-
tion.

Cave Creek Canyon is located in
southeastern Arizona in the Coronado
National Forest. It holds a unigue
place in the hearts of many who have
visited Cave Creek Canyon because it
is home to hundreds of rare and endan-
gered species of plants and animals.

Furthermore, Cave Creek is one of
the few permanent streams that flow
year-round in southeastern Arizona.
Many varieties of plants and animals
are dependent on the unusual eco-
system of Cave Creek Canyon and, as
such, any threat to Cave Creek Canyon
is a direct threat to the survival of
these species.

The threat to the outstanding re-
sources in Cave Creek Canyon is real.
Last year, Newmont Mining Corp. con-
ducted surface exploration in the area
and submitted a mining plan to the
Forest Service. This mining plan was
subsequently approved and would have
resulted in additional and more dis-
turbing exploration activities.

Finding itself in the middle of a na-
tional and international environmental
controversy, Newmont volunteered to
hold off on exploration for a year.
Newmont eventually withdrew its
plans after hearing about a Forest
Service plan to study Cave Creek Can-
yon and several other areas as possible
inclusion in a national recreation area.
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The good will of Newmont does not
guarantee that Cave Creek Canyon will
be permanently protected against min-
ing. It is possible that after the 2-year
study, the Forest Service will not rec-
ommend all 95,000 areas for national
recreation area status. Or, even if the
Forest Service does recommend a por-
tion of this area for national recreation
area status, there is no guarantee that
Cave Creek Canyon would be included.

Finally, any national recreation area
proposal is subject to approval by Con-
gress. Again, there is no guarantee that
Congress would approve this rec-
ommendation.

There is only one way to ensure that
Cave Creek Canyon is permanently pro-
tected and that is for Congress to with-
draw it, subject to walid existing
rights, from the location under the
general mining laws, and from the op-
eration of the mineral and geothermal
leasing laws and the mineral material
disposal laws. The Cave Creek Canyon
Protection Act of 1991 accomplishes
this goal.

That concludes my explanation of
the pending matter.

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

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I
yvield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I join with the sub-
committee chairman in urging the
adoption of H.R. 2790. This bill would
withdraw from the operation of the
mining and mineral leasing acts ap-
proximately 13,000 acres of public land
managed by the U.S. Forest Service in
southeastern Arizona.

Mr. Speaker, I believe there is no
stronger advocate for the retention of
the mining law of 1872, as amended, in
this body. Despite the assault on public
opinion being made through the popu-
lar press today, my constituents and I
believe the mining law is working well
and does not need major revision.

Mr. Speaker, I say this recognizing
that some may view this bill as an ex-
ample of why generic reform is needed.
On the contrary, I view this bill as an
example of the proper way to foreclose
incompatible public land mineral de-
velopment.

Under current law, Federal land man-
agers are charged with ensuring com-
pliance with environmental require-
ments under the Clean Air, Clean
Water, Threatened and Endangered
Species Act, and other environmental
statutes. If a proposed operation under
the mining law does not satisfy these
requirements, it will be denied. But, if
such a proposal would not cause im-
pacts exceeding the thresholds of law,
the Federal Government cannot ‘“‘just
say no.”

This is true at Cave Creek Canyon.
No one has seriously suggested that
the proposed drilling program that
prompted this bill would violate Fed-
eral law. However, this area is a unique
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treasure of biological diversity. The
American Museum of Natural History
recognized this several decades ago and
established a field station there.

Mr. Speaker, I agree with the many
people from around the country and
the world, who support special protec-
tion for Cave Creek Canyon. I note,
also, that the Member who represents
the subject area is seeking this with-
drawal. We should give great weight to
his judgment on this issue.

With that I urge my colleagues’ sup-
port of H.R. 2790.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
KoLBE], the original cosponsor of the
bill.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 2790, the Cave
Creek Canyon Protection Act. This bill
would protect from mineral activity
designated Federal lands in southeast-
ern Arizona. I grew up in this part of
Arizona, and for years have enjoyed the
spectacular beauty of the Chiricahua
Mountains, particularly this area
around Portal on the north slope of the
range. Even so, Cave Creek and Portal
have been, until now, one of the best
kept secrets among the many natural
wonders in this country. I invite my
colleagues to visit Cave Creek. It is not
easy to get to, but once you do, I sus-
pect your reaction will be similar to
mine and others before me: ‘““This place
really is magnificent.”

What makes this area special? Sim-
ply put, Cave Creek Canyon is unparal-
leled in its diversity of species and
plant life, its value to scientific re-
searchers and recreational users, and
its breathtaking beauty.

Although a complete description of
the special values found in Cave Creek
would take most of the day, I would
like to take a few minutes to give my
colleagues a sample.

Let me begin with its biodiversity.
Cave Creek is home to endangered spe-
cies such as the peregrine falcon, the
desert tortoise, and the sanborn long-
nosed bat. Javelina, jaguar, and
jaguarundi are known to frequent the
area. Birds of all stripes and color also
call Cave Creek home.

There are 13 species of hummingbirds
and 12 species of owls, alone. That is
more variety of hummingbirds than
found anyplace else in the United
States. The 50 trogons that use the
canyon for breeding comprise half the
U.S. population of this colorful tropic
species. Thick-billed parrots, not found
any place else in the United States are
flourishing in the friendly confines of
the canyon. Over 330 species of birds
have been recorded in the area. This
area is considered by many to be the
single best birding spot in the country.

But we do not have to look to the sky
over Cave Creek to find unusual, aston-
ishing animal species. There are the
exotic chiricahua leopard frogs, the
green rat snakes, the yaacqui black-
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headed snakes, and the blue-throated
hummingbirds that occupy the canyon
*** and on and on. Studying the
area’s plant and animal life is like
looking in a Who'’s Who of rare and ex-
otic species.

There is more to the canyon than
rare and exotic plants and animals.
The scientific value of the region is im-
measurable, resulting in almost 1,000
disparate scientific publications, many
outlining new discoveries in ecology,
toxicology, and evolutionary biology.
For example, research on scorpion
venom 1is being conducted at Cave
Creek to determine its possible use in
treating human neurological diseases.
The presence of the Southwestern Re-
search Station of the American Mu-
seum of Natural History has played a
significant role in much of this re-
search. It is not a stretch to say that
this region has produced more sci-
entific discovery and achievement than
any other area in the world of com-
parable size.

The scenic values are also spectacu-
lar. Perhaps A.B. Gray summed up the
beauty of the canyon in 1854 when he
wrote in this journal:

The view of this canon[sic] in the morning,
with the sunlight reflected from its deep re-
cesses, and upright wall rising majestically
on all sides to a height of several thousand
feet, tapering like spires amid the clouds,
presented a scene of grandeur and beauty.

This land is truly magnificent. But a
lot of other public lands fit this de-
scription as well. That does not mean
beautiful scenery should automatically
preclude other, productive uses of land.
That is why I support multiple use of
public lands. I believe that mining,
grazing, recreation, among others, are
valuable and legitimate uses for public
lands. However, we should recognize
there are some lands so unique and so
special that mining activity, with its
physical scarring and ecological dis-
ruption, would be inappropriate. Cave
Creek is such an area.

The impetus for H.R. 2790 stems from
Forest Service approval of a plan of op-
erations for exploratory drilling in the
Cave Creek area. The plan was ap-
proved November 23, 1990, and subse-
quently appealed on January 7, 1991, by
the Portal Mining Action Coalition. On
December 21, 1990, before the appeal,
Newmont decided to defer mineral ac-
tivity for 1 year in order to allow inter-
ested parties to seek a withdrawal from
mining activities of the area.

At the request of local residents and
others in southeastern Arizona, as well
as hundreds of people from around the
country, I introduced H.R. 2790 last
June to accomplish a legislative with-
drawal of the Cave Creek area. The bill
is the product of extensive discussions
with the various interested parties and
would prevent only mining activity in
the area.

Other uses would be unaffected.

Following the introduction of this
bill, the Forest Service announced its
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own administrative withdrawal of Cave
Creek for 2 years to allow consider-
ation of its proposal to establish a na-
tional recreation area in the Coronado
National Forest. Its proposal includes
the area proposed for withdrawal in
H.R. 2790. Subsequent to that an-
nouncement, Newmont withdrew its re-
quest for exploratory drilling oper-
ations in the area.

Despite Forest Service withdrawal
and Newmont’s decision, this legisla-
tion is still necessary. For one thing,
the administrative withdrawal is only
temporary. After 2 years—or any time
during that period—the land could lose
its protected status and be reopened to
mineral exploration. Moreover, the
Forest Service could choose not to pur-
sue their national recreation bill or not
include the area in question in this
bill. Third, national recreation legisla-
tion could fail or not contain the nec-
essary withdrawal provision upon pas-
sage. Finally, passage of the Forest
Service proposal may take longer to
achieve than the 2-year segregation pe-
riod. Accordingly, the only way to as-
sure permanent protection for Cave
Creek Canyon is through H.R. 2790.

This bill has traversed the legislative
labrynth of the House relatively quick-
ly. More than anything, I think this is
a reflection of the merits of this bill.
But it would not have been possible
without the leadership, and support of
the distinguished chairman of the Min-
ing and Natural Resources Subcommit-
tee, Mr. RAHALL. Similarly, I would
like to thank the distinguished rank-
ing member of the subcommittee, BAR-
BARA VUCANOVICH, and my colleague
from Arizona, JAY RHODES, for their
guidance and support.

But most of the credit for this legis-
lation goes to those public citizens who
came together at the grassroots level
to raise their voices in support of pro-
tection for Cave Creek Canyon. I com-
mend the many people from around the
country and southern Arizona, includ-
ing the Portal Mining Action Coalition
and the Friends of Cave Creek, for
their efforts. Your voices are heard—we
know how special this land is to you.
And you have made the rest of us
aware of its special nature as well. A
similar salute goes to the Newmont
Mining Co. for its environmental sen-
sitivity.

Mr. Speaker, if you believe in pro-
tecting unique and spectacular areas,
this bill is for you. I ask for your sup-
port so that this national treasure can
be preserved for future generations.

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 2790, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HOCHBRUECKNER). The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL] that
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the House suspend the rules and pass
the bill, H.R. 2790, 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.

A TRIBUTE TO JOHN A. PALUMBO
It

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. HUBBARD]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Speaker, I take
this opportunity to pay tribute to my
friend John A. Palumbo III, who died
yvesterday in Lexington, KY, at age 16.

The untimely and tragic death of this
popular Lexington teenager was a
shock to his family and his many
friends.

Officials at Lexington’s Sayre
School, where Johnny was a junior,
had counselors on hand to help stu-
dents and faculty deal with the death
yesterday, Sayre headmaster Clayton
Chambliss said.

“Sayre is very small and very family
and community oriented, and he had
been with us since kindergarten,”
Chambliss added.

At Sayre, Johnny had lettered in soc-
cer and basketball and was a member
of the Spanish Club. Active at
Lexington's historic Calvary Baptist
Church, he had been involved in a
church youth group, and had been a
youth leader on mission trips, and a
member of a church basketball team.
He also had been a member of the Lex-
ington County Club swim team.

Johnny Palumbo and 18 other Sayre
School Students visited Washington,
DC, November 5.

I spoke by telephone with my friend
Johnny Palumbo on November 11, to
express my regrets that I missed him
and his classmates during their recent
visit.

John A. Palumbo III is survived by
outstanding parents. His mother is
Kentucky State Representative Ruth
Ann Palumbo, a popular Lexington leg-
islator who represents Kentucky's 76th
House District. Johnny’s father, John
A. Palumbo II, is a successful and well-
known Lexington businessman.

My late father, Dr. Carroll Hubbard,
Sr., and I attended the elegant wedding
of Ruth Ann Baker and John A.
Palumbo II at Calvary Baptist Church
on June 29, 1974.

Other survivors are Johnny’s three
younger  brothers—Joseph  Edward
Palumbo, James Thomas Palumbo, and
Stephen Baker Palumbo; his maternal
grandparents, James K. and Dorothy C.
Baker; and his paternal grandparents,
John A. and Nancyetta S. Palumbo, all
of Lexington.

The funeral will be at 11 a.m. tomor-
row at Calvary Baptist Church.

My wife Carol and I extend to John
and Ruth Ann Palumbo and other
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members of Johnny’s family our sym-
pathy.

REPRESENTATIVE BENNETT
PRESENTED VICTORY AWARD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT-
GOMERY] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
pay tribute today to our colleague, Represent-
ative CHARLIE BENNETT of Florida, who was
one of seven Americans honored this week as
1991 recipients of the Victory Award.

Now in its sixth year, the Victory Awards are
presented to individuals who best exhibit ex-
ceptional strength and courage in the face of
adversity. They are sponsored by the National
Rehabilitation Hospital. The men and women
who have been cited for this honor over the
years have overcome adversity to succeed in
the fields of arts and entertainment, sports,
and politics. Their stories should be an inspira-
tion to all of us.

This year's recipients include California An-
gels pitcher Jim Abbott, actor Billy Barty, Army
Maj. Rhonda Cornum, comedian Norm Cros-
by, actress Sandy Duncan, singer Gloria
Estefan, and CHARLIE BENNETT.

Credit should go to Victory Award Gala
chairman, Walter Ganzi, Jr., and cochairs Ed-
ward Eckenhoff, James Mullins, Donald Phil-
lips, and Linda Mallinger. | also want to men-
tion the work of Doro LeBlond on the Victory
Awards Program. She served this year as co-
ordinator of special audiences.

| know everyone in this House joins with me
in saluting all of these award winners and es-
pecially our friend and colleague, CHARLIE
BENNETT.

e ————

DENIAL: OF TAX BREAKS FOR
DRUGMAKERS WHO INFLATE
PRICES TOO MUCH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. STARK] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, the cost of pre-
scription drugs regularly increases two to three
times faster than the rest of the economy. The
Bureau of Labor Statistics reports that drug
prices rose 10.2 percent in the 12 months
ending in August—nearly friple the 3.8 percent
increase in the CPI during that period. To add
insult to this injury, according to a 1991 De-
partment of Health and Human Services Office
of Inspector General report, the average
American pays 62 percent more for prescrip-
tion drugs than the average Canadian and 54
percent more than the average European.

1 would like to note here, Mr. Speaker, the
single exception of Merck & Co., whose CEO,
Dr. P. Roy Vagelos, has pledged to hold price
increases below the annual growth rate in
consumer prices. They are the outstanding
bright spot in the otherwise dismal picture of
greed that marks this industry.

The drug companies like to claim that prices
increase so much because of the heavy costs
of research. Baloney. Their sales force costs
and administrative costs regularly increase
more than their R&D budgets. The Pharma-
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ceutical Manufacturers Association’s recent
annual survey report noted that in 1989, its
member firms increased the number of per-
sonnel involved in marketing-related activities
3,933 to 55,000—an increase of 7.7 percent.
In the same time, PMA firms added 2,100 em-
ployees in Medical research and development
for a total of 43,260—a 5 percent increase. So
much for research as the driving force behind
their outrageous inflation.

The industry is consistently the most profit-
able in our entire society. During the current
recession, the drugmakers continue to make
record profits. I've included an article from the
Wall Street Journal of October 18, 1991, de-
scribing their latest quarterly profits.

Senator PRYOR, chairman of the Senate
Aging Committee, recently released data on
the industry that showed:

At a time when Americans are scrimping
and saving to afford their medications, the
drug industry’s annual average 15.5 percent
profit margin more than triples the 4.6 per-
cent profit margin of the average Fortune
500 company.

Never have so few made such gross
amounts of money from so man srd‘people

Despite their
and consistent high profit levels, this industry

pire at the end of the year. Not only does th
industry gouge the consumer directly, butlhe
like to feed, no questions asked, allheback
door of the Treasury.

Therefore, | am introducing legislation to
deny R&D tax credits to any pharmaceutical

price more
consumer price index. The bill also denies
R&D tax credits for the expenses associated
with developing a me-too or copycat drug that
does not add a new medicine to the market.
We should not reward inflators with tax
breaks.

For the sake of the taxpayer and the
consumer, we should use tax policy to encour-
age price stability in the industry.

[From the Wall Street Journal]
BRISTOL-MYERS, PFIZER POST RECORD NET,
SCHERING, LILLY TWO-DIGIT PROFIT RISES
(By Suein L. Hwang)

NEW YORK.—Four health care companies
reported robust double-digit third quarter
earnings gains despite the slightly negative
effects from foreign currency adjustments.

Bristol-Myers Squibb Co. earnings rose
14%, Pfizer Inc., 13%, Schering-Plough Corp.,
11%, and Eli Lilly & Co. rose 16%.

BRISTOL-MYERS SQUIBB CO.

The New York drug and consumer products
company reported record earnings; profit
growth outstripped sales gains by a signifi-
cant margin. Sales rose a more modest 5% to
$2.76 billion. The company noted that exclud-
ing the sales of divested businesses and the
effect of foreign exchange, sales growth was
8% for the quarter and 9% for the nine
months. Exchange rate fluctuations had a
slightly negative effect on sales of about 2%
for the guarter and no effect for the nine
months.

For the first nine months, Bristol-Myers
sales rose 9% to $8.22 billion from $7.56 bil-
lion. On the New York Stock Exchange, Bris-
tol-Myers shares closed at $82.125 a share,
down $1.375 a share.
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PFIZER INC.

Fueled primarily by sales growth in the
health care products segment, which was led
by a number of new drugs, the New York
company reported record earnings.

Net sales for the quarter rose 8% to $1.77
billion from $1.64 billion. Previous year's re-
sults were restated to reflect a 1991 two-for-
one stock split.

Sales growth was dominated by the health
care segment, which rose 16% compared to a
2% increase in consumer products and a 1%
gain in the animal health division. Within
the health care segment, pharmaceuticals
sales increased 17% and hospital products
sales rose 13%. Sales of specialty chemicals
and minerals continue to be slow, declining
5%, excluding the company’s divested citric
acid business.

“Third quarter results reflected the suc-
cess of our new pharmaceutical products and
increased profitability in our consumer prod-
ucts business,” said Willlam C. Steere, Jr.,
president and chief executive officer. He
noted that Pfizer's new pharmaceutical prod-
ucts accounted for 49% of total drug sales, up
from 33% the year before. In particular, sales
of cardiovascular drug Procardia XL and
antifungal Diflucan jumped 84% and 55% re-
spectively.

The company said three “significant’ new
drugs have been favorably reviewed by the
Food and Drug Administration advisory
committees: Zithromax, an antibiotic;
Norvase, a high blood pressure and angina
treatment; and Zoloft, a depression treat-
ment expected to compete with Eli Lilly &
Co.'s big seller Prozac. It also noted that
Advocin, an antibacterial for cattle, swine
and poultry, is doing “very well” in early
launch markets.

SCHERING-PLOUGH CORP.

Schering-Plough Corp. attributed the 11%
gain in third-quarter earnings to strong per-
formances in its health care products seg-
ment.

Sales rose 12% to $887.8 million from $793.8
million. Excluding the impact of foreign cur-
rency exchange, third quarter sales would
have risen 14%.

“‘Schering-Plough’s continuing solid per-
formance is the result of an outstanding mix
of pharmaceutical and consumer products,
both in-line and newer offerings,” said Rob-
ert P. Luciano, chairman and chief executive
officer. Third-quarter sales gains were led by
the world-wide pharmaceutical business,
which posted a 10% increase. Third-quarter
sales for HealthCare Products was up to 18%
compared with 1990.

The company cited U.8. drug sales growth
to the Proventil and Vancenase lines of asth-
ma drugs; Eulexin, a prostate cancer ther-
apy; and K-Dur, a potassium supplement.
Higher international sales was led by
Claritin, an antihistamine and Losec, an
ulcer treatment.

Mr. Luciano said he expects continued
growth in the fourth quarter and reiterated
his projection that full year earnings per
share should increase between 18% and 20%.

ELI LILLY & CO.

The Indianapolis pharmaceutical giant
said sales rose 5% to $1.34 billion, reflecting
sales growth in the company's three major
divisions.

World-wide sales of such pharmaceutical
products as Axid, Lilly’s anti-ulcer drug; car-
diovascular product Dobutrex; and Its
Humatrope growth hormone, continued to be
strong contributors. Lilly also cited im-
proved sales of Prozac, the anti-depressant
drug that has been recently the subject of
controversy.
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Additionally, the company said that its
medical devices and diagnostics division con-
tinued to show sales growth, led by the divi-
slon’s Cardiac Pacemakers Inc., Devices for
Vascular Coronary  AtheroCath, and
Hybritech Inc. Lilly also said sales in its ani-
mal health products division was ‘‘balanced
across the product line.”

Lilly said manufacturing costs and operat-
ing expenses increased at a slower rate than
sales growth, resulting in a 12% gain in oper-
ating income. The company's third-quarter
net income of $1.01 fell on the low end of ana-
lyst expectations for $1.10 to $1.09 a share,
according to Zachs Investment Research Inc.

——

THE FUTURE OF OUR ANCIENT
FORESTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. JONTZ] is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. JONTZ. Mr. Speaker, the hour is
late, but I rise this evening to speak
for at least a few minutes on a subject
of concern to millions of Americans in
this country, and that is the future of
our ancient forests, particularly these
ancient forests in the Pacific North-
west.

Mr. Speaker, I am honored to be the
author of the Ancient Forest Protec-
tion Act and to be joined by 120 cospon-
sors, Members of this House, who share
the concern that we have about seeing
that these forests are left for the bene-
fit and well-being of the future genera-
tions as well as our own.

I was to have been joined this
evening by several of our colleagues to
speak in this special order about the
need to protect our ancient forests, but
the hour being late, they were unable
to attend.

Mr. Speaker, two of my colleagues
who would have joined me this evening
are the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
VENTO], chairman of our Subcommittee
on National Parks and Public Lands in
the House Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, one of the subcommit-
tees with jurisdiction over this issue,
and the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. VENTO] is the author of another
bill that would seek to protect our an-
cient forests. He has given this subject
a great deal of attention and has some
very thoughtful statements to make on
the subject.

Also the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. S1KORSKI] has taken a special in-
terest in the personnel in the agencies
of the Federal Government who are re-
sponsible for the management of these
forests, some of the problems they have
faced because of political pressures
that have come from Washington.

Mr. Speaker, let me make several
points about the great ancient forests
of our country. First of all, these for-
ests are extraordinarily valuable to the
American people. These forests of
course produce timber, which is part of
the reason that we have a controversy
over protecting the forests. But there
are many other values in these forests
as well.
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Mr. Speaker, they protect water-
sheds, insuring quality water for the
use of people in the cities and commu-
nities in the Pacific Northwest. They
provide wildlife habitat for a wide
range of species. They provide a num-
ber of scientific benefits to all of the
people of our country.

We have only recently become aware
of the extent to which these great for-
ests protect us from global warming by
serving as sinks for carbon. They also
serve very valuable purposes as con-
servators of biological diversity, which
is to say the diversity of life at the ge-
netic, the species, and community lev-
els.

We may think of scientific values
like biological diversity as being extra-
neous, but in fact they have very im-
portant economic significance.

We could see in centuries to come
changes in climate in North America.
We may need the genetic resources
which now exist in these ancient for-
ests in order to be able to maintain in
other locations a viable forestry.

So these forests serve a variety of en-
vironmental, recreational, social, and
economic values that are extraor-
dinarily important to all the people of
our country.

Many people would say these forests
also serve an important spiritual value.
To go into one of these forests is to be
reminded of the beauty of God's cre-
ation, to be reminded that these living
trees have been in place there for hun-
dreds of years, a living link, if you will,
to the Middle Ages on our planet.

So there are many, many ways that
all the people of this country benefit
from the ancient forests in the Pacific
Northwest. At the same time that
these forests are extremely valuable,
and I would say are becoming more val-
uable every day, the ancient forests of
our country are also threatened. Na-
tionwide of course most of the forests
of our country have been cut. Only 5
percent of the native forests of the
United States from coast to coast re-
main.
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Mr. Speaker, in the Pacific North-
west less than 15 percent of the forests
are uncut. At one time there were some
30 million acres of ancient forests
which stretched up the coast through
California into Oregon and Washington
State, and then further north into Can-
ada. Most of those have been cut, less
than 15 percent remain, and almost all
of what is left today that is true an-
cient forest is owned by us as the U.S.
citizens and taxpayers of this country.
It is Federal land under the ownership
and management of the U.S. Forest
Service or, in some cases, under the
Bureau of Land Management.

Many people in this country I think
believe mistakenly that, when a forest
is a national forest, that it is safe, that
it is not subject to being cut, but that
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is not true. In fact, we are cutting
these great ancient forests of the Pa-
cific Northwest at a rate faster than
the Brazilian rain forest is being cut.
Most Americans are aware of the de-
struction of the rain forests in Central
America and South America, but they
may not be aware that the forests of
our own country, the rain forests in the
Pacific Northwest, are being cut at a
faster rate.

So, we have reason to be concerned
about the future of these forests. If the
cutting of our forests continues at the
same rate that it has during the 1980's,
within a decade or two the ability of
these forests to function as viable eco-
logical systems will be gone, and we
will see the benefits of these forests go
forever as well.

One point that I would like to make
in this regard is that we do have wil-
derness areas and national parks in our
country in the Pacific Northwest re-
gion, but by themselves these areas do
not provide adequate protection for our
ancient forests. Less than 1 million
acres of ancient forests are currently
protected under national parks or wil-
derness areas. This is because these
areas were usually set aside, not for
their specific ecological function, but
rather because the areas are scenic, or
have recreational value, or are remote.
Many wilderness areas are high ele-
vation, rock and ice, and in fact were
designated as wilderness because they
do not have merchantable timber.

S0, we do have areas in wilderness,
we do have areas that are in national
parks, and there are some ancient for-
ests on these very valuable wilderness
areas in national parks, but these areas
were not set aside based on our current
understanding of how forests function
as ecological systems, and they do not
by themselves provide us very much as-
surance that the ancient forests will
continue for the benefit of future gen-
erations.

Mr. Speaker, scientists believe that
much of the 3 million acres of ancient
forests that remain outside of existing
parks and wilderness must be protected
if we are to sustain these forests for
the benefit of future generations, and
that is why we see legislation intro-
duced in the Congress to provide for
the long-term protection of these for-
ests.

The Ancient Forest Protection Act,
which I introduced, is different from
existing laws that we have because it is
an ecosystem-based law. We have a lot
of very important environmental laws
in this country. We have the Wilder-
ness Act. We have the Endangered Spe-
cies Act, we have the National Forests
Management Act. These are very im-
portant and very necessary laws. But
none of them really provides for the
protection of forests as ecosystems.

Mr. Speaker, the Ancient Forests
Protection Act for the first time would
require that the Federal Government
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manage these very valuable forests in
the Pacific Northwest, these unique
and irreplaceable forests, so that they
can be sustained over long periods of
time as viable ecological systems.

The important fact which must be
understood is that our scientific
knowledge about forests has grown
very rapidly in the last decade or two.
There are many scientists who are
working for our Government agencies
like the Forest Service that have
brought about a new understanding of
how forests function in an ecological
sense. We used to think that the dead
trees in the forests were waste. We
used to believe that we ought to be
taking out the downed logs and cutting
the snags because they were not valu-
able. Well, research done in our forests
indicates that these downed logs and
these snags are a critical part of the
health of the forest, and they are a
part of the biological legacy which
makes it possible for the forests to sus-
tain themselves over hundreds and
thousands of years, and, unfortunately,
our laws today do not reflect our cur-
rent scientific understanding of forests.

8o, it is not that the Endangered
Species Act, or the National Forest
Management. Act, or the Wilderness
Act are bad laws. They are very good
laws, but they do not go far enough.
That is why we need an ecosystem-
based law to insure that above all else
these forests can sustain themselves
over time and be of benefit to those
who come after us, as well as our cur-
rent generation.

At the same time it is important
that I emphasize that the existing
management of our national forests,
the existing management plans that
each national forest has, do not ade-
quately protect the old-growth forests
and the various species of wildlife
which depend on them.

During the last few months a study
was done for our House Committee on
Agriculture and the House Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries
under the direction of some very well-
known scientists, Dr. Jerry Franklin
and Dr. Jack Ward Thomas being two
who have a long and distinguished
record of service to our Federal Gov-
ernment. The study which they did, in
my opinion, shows very clearly that
management of our national forests in
Oregon, Washington, and mnorthern
California under the existing forest
plans will not provide any reasonable
level of assurance that these old-
growth forests and the wildlife species
which depend on them can be sus-
tained. This study makes clear in my
opinion the necessity of action by the
Congress if our ancient forests and the
various wildlife species which are de-
pendent on them are to be protected.

We look at the forest plans for the
different national forests of the Pacific
Northwest and see many good things.
These plans are better than the plans
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that were in place a few years ago. But
none of these plans were written on an
ecosystem basis. None of them took a
regional look at what is necessary to
sustain ancient forests, or fish or other
wildlife species, and so in that way
they are inadequate, and it is true that
a great deal of work was put into those
forest plans. But nonetheless, if our ob-
jective is to provide for the sustenance
of ancient forests as ecological systems
and the different wildlife species that
depend on them in the long term, we
cannot continue on the present course.
The existing forest plans allow too
much timber cutting and are, in that
way, taking us down a path where we
will produce lots of commodities for a
short term, but we will be sacrificing
in the long term the well-being of these
forests.

Another very important point which
I would like to make this evening is
that the protection of ancient forests
and a viable wood products economy
can coexist. We do not have to make a
choice in this country whether we are
going to protect the last of our ancient
forests or whether we will have wood
products for the people of our Nation
to enjoy. If we use a reasoned, well-bal-
anced approach, we can provide for the
protection of our forests and at the
same time insure that there are wood
products available for our use and
there are jobs in the Pacific Northwest
in the wood products industry. The fact
is that it is inevitable that there will
be a transition of the wood products in-
dustry in the Pacific Northwest to
smaller trees, trees that one would call
second growth, because they are trees
which have come up and grown after
the original ancient forests were cut
or, in some cases, burned. Logically we
know that the supply of the ancient
forest trees, the big trees that are sev-
eral hundred years old, is limited.
Sooner or later those trees will be
gone.#
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Sooner or later the industry must
switch to second growth trees which
are smaller trees. In fact, the industry
is switching.

There is very little that must be
manufactured from a 400-year-old tree.
You can use a smaller second growth
tree to make two-by-fours, to make ve-
neer plywood. The future of the wood
products industry in the Pacific North-
west or in our country at large is not
dependent on trees which are 400- or
500-years-old. If it were, we would have
a very bleak future, because those
trees, even if we cut the last one, are
not going to last forever.

My argument is this: If we must
make the transition from a wood prod-
ucts industry based on large 400-year-
old trees to one based on younger,
smaller trees, would it not be smart to
make the transition now, instead of
later? If we make the transition now,
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we can set aside the last of the great
ancient forests for their other benefits,
their environmental benefits, recre-
ation, spirtual benefits, the benefits I
spoke to earlier this evening. We can
see that those forests are providing us
benefits on a sustainable basis for gen-
eration after generation after genera-
tion, and we can have a viable wood
products industry at the same time.

One of the challenges that we face in
making this transition is redesigning
the way timber sales are made on the
national forests in the Pacific North-
west. The Forest Service without pas-
sage of any legislation at all for that
matter or at the direction of the Con-
gress could greatly reduce the impact
of existing timber sales on the ancient
forests in Oregon, Washington, and
northern California.

The way the Forest Service now lays
out timber sales and has been laying
out timber sales for several years has-
tens the degradation of the forests as
an ecosystem. What has been the prac-
tice in the past is the various clearcuts
are placed in roadless areas and unnec-
essary fragmentation of the forest has
occurred.

We have cause the necessity of build-
ing roads into the forest to reach these
areas where the clearcuts are made in
the roadless areas, and this has all had
much more adverse impact on the envi-
ronment and on wildlife than what is
necessary.

What we need to do is redesign the
entire timber sales program for these
areas to the less ecologically sensitive
areas. We can be cutting some of the
smaller isolated groves. We can be
thinning out forests that need that sort
of attention for their long-term pro-
ductivity. We can do more to cut in
second growth.

We can produce timber from our na-
tional forests in the Pacific Northwest
in a much more environmentally sen-
sitive way than we are doing right now.
If we do use our knowledge and are sen-
gitive to environmental concerns, we
can ease the tansition for the specific
communities and the specific mills in
the Northwest that are now dependent
on Federal timber.

When we take a look at the big pic-
ture, the supply of wood products na-
tionwide, it is very clear that we do
not need to and should not suffer any
shortage from protecting our ancient
forests, and that is because at the
present time even during the last dec-
ade when we were cutting and have
been cutting our ancient forests at
such a rapid pace, we are only supply-
ing a very small fraction of the total
timber needs of this country from
those magnificent forests.

Total timber production in the Unit-
ed States, an average figure that I
might quote, would be in the vicinity
of 45 or 50 billion board feet a year. Of
that total lumber, less than 20 percent
of it comes from all the national for-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

ests together, and only about 3 billion
board feet of it, a little bit more in
some years, a little bit less this last
year, has been coming from the na-
tional forests in Oregon and Washing-
ton State.

The vast majority of the timberlands
in our country, some 60 percent of our
Nation's forests, are privately owned,
either by corporations or by industries.
These forests can clearly make up the
production that would be lost were we
to reduce the amount of timber sold
from our national forests in the Pacific
Northwest, because these private lands
are extraordinarily productive lands.

If we as a nation were to invest more
in their productivity, we would more
than make up the difference. There is
no need to fear any shortage of wood
products as a result of protecting our
ancient forests.

There are certainly local economic
impacts that we must be concerned
about in the current situation in the
Pacific Northwest, whether ancient
forest legislation passes or not. Cer-
tainly if legislation is to pass the Con-
gress, in my opinion economic provi-
sions must be a part of it to assist the
communities and assist the individuals
in those countries who are now being
and would be adversely impacted.

Let me suggest one item among
many that could be pursued if our ob-
jective is to address the economic prob-
lems facing communities in the Pacific
Northwest.

Simply by enacting a temporary ban
on the export of raw logs from the Pa-
cific Northwest, we would more than
compensate for the supply of timber
and the number of jobs which would be
affected by legislation to protect an-
cient forests. In ancient years as much
as 4 billion board feet of timber has
been exported from Oregon and Wash-
ington States alone as raw logs, unfin-
ished. These are not providing jobs to
American citizens. They are being
shipped overseas and providing jobs in
Japan, Korea, or these countries, but
not the United States.

I wish that every citizen in our coun-
try could travel to the Pacific North-
west and see the docks and see the row
after row of logs that are being sent to
Japan as raw logs, and see the logs
being loaded onto the ships. Quite lit-
erally, trees are being cut and sent
down the highway, past mills in our
country which are closed because they
do not have an adequate supply of logs,
and the logs are being taken to the
docks, the log yards, occupying acre
after acre after acre in the various port
communities in the Pacific Northwest,
and they are being loaded onto ships
and being shipped off to Japan.

If we could take every Member of
this House and every citizen of this
country up in an airplane and, first of
all fly them over our forests in the Pa-
cific Northwest that are being clearcut
to show them the ugly clearcut in the
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Olympic National Forest or many
other national forests, and then fly
them to the docks of the various com-
munities on the coast where these raw
logs are sitting there ready to be
shipped to Japan, I daresay that every
Member of this House would be a sup-
porter and every citizen of this country
would be a supporter of this type of
legislation.

I might be careful to clarify that we
do not directly export logs from our
Federal forests, but the volume of logs
which are exported from privately
owned forest in the Pacific Northwest,
some 4 billion board feet a year, re-
cently, is more than the total volume
of timber which we are producing from
the national forests. In fact, exports
from Washington State alone since 1979
of raw logs have amounted to more
than 20 billion board feet, enough to
build 7.5 million homes.

So there is no question that there are
steps which we can take to address the
economic needs in those communities.

There are many other things we can
do now. We can help to retool the
mills. We can work for diversity in the
local economies. We can provide for re-
taining of workers. There are many
steps which can be taken to address
these economic problems which are
very real for the different commu-
nities.

I want to add that these communities
are going through a transition now,
whether ancient forest legislation is
passed or not. The trends in the wood
products industry in recent years have
been to modernize. As has been the
case in many of our industries, when
mills are retooled, they become more
efficient and fewer workers are needed
to produce the same volume of timber.

During the decade of the eighties, we
saw the number of individuals em-
ployed in the industry decline on a per
unit basis of wood produced and on a
total number, because of increased effi-
ciency, and also because of the export
issue that I have been speaking to this
evening.

So we have very real economic prob-
lems as a result today. Not nearly so
much from environmental concerns,
but rather from the trend that the in-
dustry is going through. We need to be
straightforward, I think, and under-
stand that there is regional competi-
tion in the United States in the wood
products industry. Many of the major
wood products companies in our Nation
have been investing more of their re-
sources in the South.
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And the share of our total timber
production that comes from the South
has been increasing at the expense of
the Pacific Northwest. I am not saying
that that is necessarily a good thing or
a bad thing. It is simply the trend
which has been going on for sometime.
It probably will continue because eco-
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nomics of production in the South for
different reasons are in some cases bet-
ter. So the major timber companies
have been investing in mills in the
South. They have closed mills in the
Northwest.

This is not a good thing for the peo-
ple who live in the Pacific Northwest,
but it is not the result of the spotted
owl. It is not the result of ancient for-
est legislation. It is not a result of the
environmental community. It is the re-
sult of trends in the wood products in-
dustry.

Mr. Speaker, I want to take just a
minute to outline at least the major
points of the legislation which I have
introduced, the Ancient Forests Pro-
tection Act, that would address this
problem. The most important thing
about my legislation, H.R. 842, the An-
cient Forests Protection Act, is that it
is based on science. The keystone of
this legislation would be the creation
of a scientific committee under the
auspices of the Council on Environ-
mental Quality that the President ap-
points to examine what is happening in
our ancient forests in Oregon, Washing-
ton, and northern California and pre-
pare a plan, a reasonable, thoughtful
plan for consideration by the Congress
of the United States about what steps
need to be taken to sustain these for-
ests over the long term.

There are many scientists in this
country, some of whom work for the
Government, some of whom are in the
academic community, some of whom
work for industry, that could be re-
cruited to serve on a committee like
this. They can survey the existing
scholarship and the existing studies
that have been done, and I think in a
reasonable period, perhaps a year,
come up with a plan for consideration
by the Congress.

Our legislation then gives authority
to the Congress to create what we call
forest reserves, ancient forest reserves,
to set aside land over the long term for
the protection of these ecological sys-
tems.

As I mentioned earlier this evening, I
think virtually all scientists would say
that the existing land that we have put
in wilderness, in the National Parks is
important, but by itself will not sus-
tain the ancient forest ecological sys-
tem. So we need to create ancient for-
est reserves that would complement ex-
isting wilderness areas or national
parks and provide for a system of an-
cient forests which could be sustained
over time.

One illustration I might use is the
necessity of including some lower ele-
vation areas in our ancient forest re-
serves. Many of the wilderness areas
have very high elevation. There is not
much ancient forest left on low ele-
vation areas. Those low elevation areas
are very important because from the
standpoint of wildlife, they tend to be
better places to live. They tend to be
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more productive from the standpoint of
growing trees, and for that reason
more of them have been cut.

So I would imagine that a group of
scientists looking at our forests in the
Pacific Northwest would identify many
areas that are more low elevation for-
ests than are not now parks, not now
wilderness that would be in their rec-
ommendations to necessitate to pro-
tect if we are to sustain these ancient
forests as ecological systems.

I might add that the charge or the
mission that would be given to the sci-
entists would not be just to look at set-
ting aside land, although that is very
important, but also how we manage
other forests in the Pacific Northwest.
We cannot just set aside land and hope
that by itself that will sustain our for-
ests.

In some areas, it is necessary to en-
gage in recovery of forests. We have
areas that are extraordinarily cut over.
We have watersheds that have been de-
stroyed, fisheries that have been rap-
idly diminished.

I believe that scientists will rec-
ommend in several instances the res-
toration of ecological systems, and
they will also recommend perhaps that
we be more careful in how we produce
timber in other areas in the forests
that they would not recommend be set
aside as ancient forest reserves.

The legislation would give the Con-
gress the authority, set up the means
through these ancient forest reserves,
to protect additional areas. The Con-
gress might see fit to identify some of
those areas now. The Congress could
certainly, upon the recommendation of
this scientific group, identify other

areas.

The third important element of the
legislation that is certainly the con-
troversial element of it is that the bill
would provide for interim protection
for our ancient forests that now remain
while this study was going on, while
this scientific group was meeting to
come up with a plan. And this interim
protection would continue until such
time as the Congress would act.

My argument is that it would be fool-
ish to cut very valuable ancient forests
while the scientists are studying which
forests need to be protected for the
long run.

The first rule of tinkering is do not
throw away the pieces. The unfortu-
nate situation we face is we could be
throwing away the pieces that are nec-
essary to protect out ancient forests
over the long term if we allow clear-
cutting to continue in these forests at
the rate that it has into the next 2

ears.
v Our legislation would say the exist-
ing ancient forests as defined in dif-
ferent scientific ways plus other forests
which might be important to the suste-
nance of these forests long term, as an
ecological system, would be protected
in the interim while the study is ongo-
ing.
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I think that there is room during this
transition period to work out a bal-
anced approach that would continue to
produce timber from these forests at
lower levels than what has been the
case historically, but at least in ade-
quate quantities to allow for a reason-
able transition. I think that if we are
thoughtful in the way that we design
an interim package of protection, that
we can provide for a reasonable level of
timber sales in this interim period,
whether it is 1 year, 2 years, 3 years,
whatever, and at the same time protect
the most valuable of our remaining an-
cient forests, at least in interim status
80 that when the scientists finish their
work and they come back to the Con-
gress and say, ‘‘Here is what we rec-
ommend should be done,” we can have
the greatest number of options.

I might take a moment, Mr. Speaker,
to explain that when we talk about
protecting ancient forest ecosystems,
it is not like we are taking a photo-
graph of what exists right now that one
would put on a piece of paper and say,
this is the way it will be forever. These
forests are dynamic systems. They in-
evitably will change over time.

Many things that we think of as cat-
aclysmic events, such as fire and wind-
storm and disease and volcanic activ-
ity, are a very natural part of our for-
ests in the way we have evolved.

When one thinks about it, the history
of forests over hundreds of years and
thousands of years, we know that for-
ests are subject to disease on a periodic
basis.

We know that insect infestations
occur. We know that fire occurs.

Some fires are big. Some fires are
small. Fires have been part of these
forests long before we ever thought
about Smokey the Bear and volcanic
activity like we saw with Mount St.
Helens just a few years ago. These for-
ests are dynamic systems.

They are also dynamic in that trees
grow and die, there is a whole process
of succession of vegetation and wild-
life.

Really, more than protecting or pre-
serving a certain thing that is there
right now, our legislation seeks to pro-
tect a process or a whole complex of
processes. These are natural processes
which we do not understand very well.

We are beginning to understand
them. They are natural processes
which we cannot improve on. We
thought that when we went out and
clear-cut the forests, we were improv-
ing on the natural process of how fire
comes and takes out some of the big
trees, perhaps, or the underbrush in
other cases, and provides an opening in
the forest. Well, clear-cutting does not
replicate by any means perfectly these
natural processes.

We have found there are a lot of prob-
lems that we did not understand, and
now we do know that forests function
in a certain way. And the objective of
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our legislation is at least in those re-
maining ancient forests which are vir-
tually irreplaceable; we must maintain
these processes.

One important distinction to make
that is critical to understanding why
we need to protect ancient forests is
the distinction between a tree farm and
an ancient forest.

0 0020

I think tree farms are good things.
We need tree farms to produce wood
products. There are millions of acres of
tree farms in our country on private
land, and in some ways we manage cer-
tain portions of our national forest as
tree farms. I am not opposed to that,
but what I think is a mistake is to
take the last of the ancient forests,
which are not tree farms, and turn
them into tree farms.

The ancient forests are complex webs
of life, interdependent on each other,
that have evolved over thousands of
years, and that is not the description
of a tree farm. Coming from the Mid-
west, I know what a corn field looks
like, and corn fields are good things to
produce corn. And we can grow trees on
the same basis. We can plant trees.
They grow. We cut them in 40 years or
60 years or whatever, and then we plant
new trees, and we can do that. But we
should not mistake a tree farm for an
ancient forest, because when you cut a
400-year-old ancient forest and plant a
tiny seedling where a giant tree was,
you are not replacing an ancient forest
with something which is comparable.
You have destroyed the ecological bal-
ance, you have taken a system which is
rare and disappearing in our country
and made it disappear even faster.

We just cannot re-create these for-
ests. It is almost like we are mining
these forests instead of cultivating
them in an agricultural sense. So it is
a question of understanding the dif-
ference between where we should be
planting trees to grow them for timber
as tree farms and where we have an-
cient forests that are unique, valuable,
irreplaceable, and should be protected.

I would say that the analogy is some-
thing like the choice that we would
make if we were sitting in our living
room tonight and perhaps had a fire
going in the fireplace and we saw the
fire was growing dimmer, and we knew
we had to put some more wood on the
fire. We could go out to the garage and
pick up a couple of oak logs that had
come from the back 40, bring them into
the house, put them on the fire, and
sustain the fire that way. Or we could
turn around in our living room and
walk over to be a beautiful piece of
funiture, perhaps a table or a desk or a
piano, a beautiful piece of furniture
which had been in the family for sev-
eral generations, and we could take an
ax to that beautiful piece of funiture
and chop it up into little tiny pieces
and throw it on the fire to sustain the
fire in that way.
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There is no question what decision
we would make. We would bring in the
oak log from the garage and put that
on the fire because we can produce oak
logs for a long time. We would not take
an ax to a beautiful piece of furniture
to put that wood on the fire. Yet that
is in essence what we are doing with
our ancient forests. We are taking
something which is very rare, very val-
uable, unique, and we are using it for a
purpose which is more commonplace
and which is not necessary. We should
recognize the difference between tree
farms and forests that are true ancient
forests.

If we makes the decision and under-
stand the difference, we can have a via-
ble wood products industry, we can
meet the needs of this country for
wood products, and we can provide jobs
in those communities, and at the same
time we can protect those ancient for-
ests which are extraordinarily valuable
and ought to be set aside for the bene-
fit of future generations.

Let me make just a few more points,
if I could, about the direction that I
hope that we go in this country with
regard to our forests in the Pacific
Northwest, certainly, but all of the for-
ests in our country, because we have
valuable forests throughout our Na-
tion.

By focusing on the ancient forests to-
night, I do not wish to detract from the
importance of other forests and the
need to engage in sound policies to con-
serve our forests no matter where they
may exist.

I believe that Americans are becom-
ing increasingly aware of the overcut-
ting of our forests in the Pacific North-
west and in other places, too, and
Americans increasingly believe that
the overcutting of our forests is one of
the major environmental issues facing
this Nation. No question about it, there
has been more awareness on the part of
the public of these forest issues re-
cently.

We have seen newspaper articles
about how a forest supervisor in Mon-
tana is in essence forced to quit be-
cause he was not willing to give in to
the political pressures to cut more tim-
ber in those forests. We have seen a
Federal court judge in the Pacific
Northwest conclude that the Forest
Service engaged in systematic and de-
liberate violation of the environmental
laws of our country. We have seen the
coverage of the spotted owl as an en-
dangered species as an indicator that
the forest health is not in good shape.
So we have seen lots of media coverage
of what has happened to our forests,
and I think the public is becoming
more aware of the extent to which they
are mismanaged.

There is no question that today we
have magnificent forests in this coun-
try, magnificent ancient forests in the
Pacific Northwest, but they are dis-
appearing. Our generation is enjoying
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the benefits of these forests, but what
about future generations? What about
our children and our grandchildren?
Are they going to be able to benefit
from our forests as we have? I do not
think that question has a clear answer
today.

The decision about whether our chil-
dren and their children and future gen-
erations will enjoy the benefits of our
forests is a decision that we will make.
We will make that here in this Con-
gress with regard to the ancient forests
of the Pacific Northwest, and I predict
that we will make it within a year or
two, because if we do not we will see
the choices that we have diminished.
Our children will not have any decision
to make. We will have already made it
for them.

I think the key in our policy with re-
gard to forests overall, and certainly
with regard to forests of the Pacific
Northwest, is balance. We must develop
a plan to protect our ancient forests, a
balanced and reasonable plan based on
science. That is exactly what we would
propose to do in H.R. 842, the Ancient
Forest Protection Act.

As 1 have mentioned earlier this
evening, over 956 percent of our forests
have already been cut in this country.
Given that fact, I would argue that bal-
ance means protecting most if not vir-
tually all of the existing ancient for-
ests which remain. Now, I am not say-
ing we are going to protect every tree
in this country. We are going to cut
timber in our national forests for the
use of the people of this Nation, and
my personal opinion is that we can and
should do that, but where it can be
done without environmental impacts
which we would later regret.

Certainly the ancient forests have
been overcut. The clear cutting which
is continuing in them threatens their
very existence. The issue is not pro-
tecting every tree in this country. The
problem is that a very special part of
our national heritage, our ancient for-
ests, is disappearing. I would argue
that the ancient forests of the Pacific
Northwest are as much a part of our
Nation’s heritage as Yosemite, as Yel-
lowstone, as Mount Vernon, or Monti-
cello. These are a part of the history of
our country. These forests are some-
thing that we want to leave to our chil-
dren.

These are not ordinary trees, they
are very special trees. They are Ameri-
ca's rain forests. They are the most
magnificent coniferous forests in the
world. They are forests which inspire
us when we walk into an ancient for-
est. There is a feeling of awe, under-
standing that these magnificent trees
were there long before our country ex-
isted, and in some cases before white
men settled this country.

If we could only set aside every tree
that is older than the United States of
America, older than the United States
of America, we would protect virtually
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all of the ancient forests of the Pacific
Northwest. Think about that. These
were trees that were growing in our
forests, publicly owned forests, that
were there before our country, a unique
and disappearing resource. Ninety-five
percent. of the trees of the ancient for-
ests, the native forests, virgin forests
in this country, are gone. We have 5
percent left. We are going to make a
decision as to what the future of those
forests is.
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No question in my mind, clear cut-
ting the last of these ancient forests is
not a moderate balanced policy. In
fact, as we have said earlier this
evening, clear cutting is not necessary
in these ancient forests. We are export-
ing all these logs to Japan from the
private lands. We could be milling
these logs here in our own country. It
is not like we face a choice where we
have to clear cut our ancient forests.

You know, when we raise the issue to
various countries like Brazil and other
countries of South and Central Amer-
ica about what is happening to their
rain forests, they quite properly turn
to us and say, ‘“Well, what are you
doing to your own forests, your own
forests that you are cutting and then
shipping off to Japan? You, the United
States of America, are a very rich
country, the richest country in the
world, and if you cannot afford to pro-
tect your own rain forest, why do you
think a developing country in Central
America or South America can?”

Well, their argument, I think, is very
logical. We do not have to clear cut the
last of our remaining ancient forests.
We do not have to be shipping 3 billion
board feet of logs to Japan each year.

I would say that the reason that we
are doing this, the reason that the var-
ious timber companies are exporting
these trees and clear cutting our na-
tional forests, is one reason and one
reason only, and that is profits. The
real interest of the timber companies
in the Pacific Northwest is to make
money, which I do not fault them for.
That is why we have businesses in this
country. The timber companies do a lot
of advertising, talking about conserva-
tion, they do a lot of advertising, talk-
ing about jobs, but we know what the
history of this industry is. They will
cut over a certain region. They will
move on. It does not make any dif-
ference what happens to the people
there.

I do not mean to be critical of indi-
viduals within the industry. I know
many of them and they are good peo-
ple, but the fact is that the history of
the industry in our country is well
known. If we want to do what is right
for the environment and what is right
for jobs, we will look at something
more than the profits of the timber
companies.

The timber companies have their own
lands. They can grow trees there on a
sustained basis if they choose to.
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The fact is that a lot of those private
lands have been overcut, even though
they are the most productive lands, but
they belong to these companies and
they can cut them for trees and cut
them for lumber and manage them as
they see fit because they are private
lands, of course subject to the different
forest practices and acts of the individ-
ual states.

But I think it is something else when
you get to our national forests which
we all own. We should not be managing
the national forests of our country just
for the profit of a few companies or for
anyone, for that matter. These are for-
ests which must be managed for the
well-being of all the people of our coun-
try. That is the reason they were cre-
ated in the first place.

I think that the people of our Nation
understand that to have a long-term
viable economy, we must at the same
time have an economy which is sus-
tainable ecologically over a long period
of time. We cannot continue to extract
resources and expect that that is a sus-
tainable activity.

If we are going to have jobs here, not
just today, but 10 years from today, 20
years from now, 100 years from now, we
have to be cutting timber on a sustain-
able basis, and the fact is that is not
happening. We have believed that it is
happening, but it is not. Now we ought
to understand what has been going on.

The Forest Service has come to the
Congress and said, well, if you take
certain things into account and made
certain assumptions, then we can
produce x million board feet of timber,
but we have come to understand that
the Forest Service has not told us the
whole story.

A recent study done by the scientists
that I mentioned makes it very clear
that if we continue the way we have
been cutting trees in the Pacific North-
west, clear cutting our ancient forests,
they are going to be gone and so are
the wildlife species that depend on
them. It is not a sustainable approach
and in the long run it will not provide
for a sustainable economy, either.

I think we need to insist that there
be wise planning and management for
the long term, not just for the short
term, that will produce jobs and pro-
tect the environment for the long
term.

What we need in our laws is to say
that the first objective of the manage-
ment of our forests, our public forests,
owned by the U.8. taxpayers, whether
it is citizens from Indiana or from New
Jersey or from Texas or from Oregon,
owned by all of us, that these forests
will be managed for the benefit of the
entire country over the long term, and
the first objective should be to sustain
these ecological systems, and if after
we have met the requirements of the
systems for their ongoing mainte-
nance, we can produce timber or min-
erals or some other commodity, so be
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it, that is OK, but it ought to be done
within the context of sustaining these
forests as ecological systems.

Mr. Speaker, this year, 1991, marks
the 100th anniversary of the passage of
legislation by this Congress that gave
the President of the United States the
authority to set aside what was then
called forest reserves. It just happens it
was a Member of Congress from Indi-
ana who wrote some of this language
after he had traveled out to the West
on various congressional matters and
came back to Washington and realized
that something had to be done. Some
step had to be taken to make sure that
these magnificent forests in the Pacific
Northwest and other parts of our coun-
try would be there for future genera-
tions. This was long before people knew
what ecology was or what endangered
species were, but the Congress recog-
nized the wisdom of being good stew-
ards, of looking ahead, of setting aside
lands from the public domain, lands
that were publicly owned as forest re-
serves.

S0 President Benjamin Harrison from
Indiana, President McKinley, President
Cleveland, President Roosevelt, set
aside tens of millions of acres under
this law which eventually became our
national forests.

Many people ask me as a Member of
Congress from Indiana, why would I be
involved with legislation protecting
the Nation's forests in the Pacific
Northwest? I think going back 100
years to the passage of that legislation
by the Congress which set up the first
forest reserves, we should recognize
that these forests are properly the con-
cern of all the people in this country,
and they ought to be managed not just
for the benefit of a few, but for the ben-
efit of everyone.

It is not that we should be insensi-
tive to the needs of people in the com-
munities where these forests exist. We
need to be concerned about their
schools. We need to be concerned about
their jobs. We need to be concerned
about the economic and social well-
being of those individuals.

I think if we pass ancient forest leg-
islation to provide for the sustain-
ability of forests ecologically, we are
doing the best thing for the economic
well-being of those communities in the
long run as well, and that ought to be
the objective of our legislation.

We in the Congress have a decision to
make. We can either continue the cur-
rent policies which will result in the
waste of these ancient forests for fu-
ture generations, the loss of our herit-
age, an unbalanced approach, clear cut-
ting the last of these forests, or we can
decide that we are going to manage
these forests based on current sci-
entific understanding, based on what
we know has to be done to maintain
these forests over a long period of time

I believe, Mr. Speaker, that the Con-
gress will make the right choice. We
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will make the choice that looks not at
what is best for the short term, but
rather what is best for the long term. I
have every confidence that if not H.R.
842, the Ancient Forest Protection Act,
that some other legislation produced
by the Interior and Agriculture Com-
mittees will be brought to the floor of
this House and will be passed, because
we understand that above all else we
are responsible to the people of this
country as stewards of this land. The
wealth of our country ultimately can
be traced to only two places, to the
people of our country and to our lands.
If we do not wisely manage the land,
the forests upon them, if we do not
manage them in a way that considers
not just that interests of us today, but
those who will come after us, we are
not fulfilling our obligation as Mem-
bers of this body. We are not fulfilling
our obligation as American citizens to
see that we pass on this planet, this
great Nation, in better shape than we
found it.

Mr. RAVENEL. Mr. Speaker, as the 100th
anniversary of the Forest Service is upon us,
| must say that | have watched with dismay
the events going on in the Pacific Northwest
and here in Washington with regard to the
northem spotted owl and the remaining an-
cient forests. As a member of the subcommit-
tee with jurisdiction over the Endangered Spe-
cies Act and as one who has long supported
the conservation of endangered species in my
own district, | am troubled by the bureaucratic
contortions that have taken place as the Bu-
reau of Land Management, the Forest Service,
and at times even the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice had sought to avoid protecting the spotted
owl and the last remnants of the magnificent
cathedrals of the Northwest, the ancient for-
ests. And as a member of the party of Roo-
sevelt, Teddy Roosevelt, | am troubled by
those who have orchestrated these
anticonservation policies.

Over the past few years, we have seen the
Fish and Wildlife Service attempt to keep the
spotted owl off the endangered species list.
We have seen the Forest Service and the Bu-
reau of Land Management attempt to avoid
developing and implementing the necessary
plans for protecting the spotted owl and other
wildlife dependent on ancient forests. And
more recently we have seen the BLM, with the
aid of the Secretary of the Interior, refusing to
even consider reasonable and prudent alter-
natives to logging within the habitat of the
spotted owl. Instead the BLM, with the Sec-
retary's help, is asking the so-called god-
squad to exempt it from the requirements of
the Endangered Species Act for timber sales.
What the BLM has done is throw up its hands
and say “We don't want to play by the rules,
s0 we're going to change the rules.”

Mr. Speaker, | have seen this happen be-
fore. A couple of years ago, the Commerce
Department took a similar course with regard
to endangered sea turtles and the turtle ex-
cluder device [TED] regulations. Instead of try-
ing to make TED’s work, the Secretary of
Commerce wavered back and forth on wheth-
er he was going to enforce the TED regula-
tions. And in the summer of 1989, the environ-
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mental community had to sue the Secretary of
Commerce to get the TED requirements put
back in place. | believe that the Department of
Commerce has learned from that experience.
The following year, during the summer of
1990, the Commerce Department and the
Coast Guard got serious about enforcing TED
regulations. And what happened? Shrimpers
began to comply with the law. | can tell you
with great pride that this year on the beaches
of South Carolina, with virtual total compliance
by the shrimping community, the number of
turtle strandings was at a record low. Detrac-
tors of the Endangered Species Act often ac-
cuse it of being inflexible, yet the experience
with TED regulations in South Carolina dem-
onstrated the act’s flexibility.

Mr. Speaker, in a report that we here in
Congress asked for, the National Academy of
Sciences concluded that the best way to save
endangered sea turtles is to stop shrimping all
together. | can tell you from personal experi-
ence, that in the low country of South Caro-
lina, this is a very dangerous concept and can
put its proponent in a very precarious situa-
tion. Well, we all know, and the NAS recog-
nized, that this is neither a realistic nor a de-
sirable option. The experience of the past 2
years has illustrated the basic fact that TED's
save turtles without eliminating the livelihood
of shrimp fishermen.

In its 20 years of existence, the Endangered
Species Act has proven remarkably flexible in
accommodating both the conservation needs
of endangered species and the economic
needs of the Nation. In those 20 years, with
tens of thousands of activities reviewed for
possible harm to endangered species, how
many conflicts have been so irreconcilable
that an exemption has been sought from the
god squad? Exactly three. | can think of no
more persuasive evidence than this single fact
to demonstrate that the Endangered Species
Act is a remarkable tool for striking the nec-
essary balance between conservation and de-
velopment.

In the coming year, as we begin hearings
on reauthorization of the Endangered Species
Act, I'm sure we'll be hearing lots of charges
and countercharges about the act. It’s going to
be important for us to separate the wheat from
the chaff, the myth from the facts. We're going
to have to look at what the experience has
been under the Endangered Species Act and
draw lessons from that experience.

So what does this experience with TED’s
teach us in deciding how to deal with spotted
owls in the Northwest? It teaches us that
weakness and vacillation by Federal officials,
Congress included, in their commitment to
conserving endangered species will lead to
more lawbreaking, more lawsuits, and more
problems. And it teaches us that when we
demonstrate a commitment to work toward so-
lutions to these sometime thorny conflicts be-
tween conservation and use of natural re-
sources, within the flexible frame-work of the
Endangered Species Act, everyone benefits.
Now I'm not going to stand here and say that
it's not going to be painless, but as any South
Carolinian will tell you, anything worth having
is absolutely worth fighting for. This has been
the experience in my State and I'm confident
it will be so in Oregon, Washington, and every
other place where these issues must be faced.
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This will take leadership, Mr. Speaker. The
agencies and officials responsible for resolving
these questions must courageously work to
solve these problems. If not, we will have left
this beautiful Earth of ours a poorer place for
grandchildren.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
express my strong support for efforts to pro-
tect the ancient forests of the Pacific North-
west.

Over the past 100 years, ancient forests
have been systematically destroyed by steady
logging to the point that only 10 percent of
these original forests remain. We have
reached a critical point in time; significant por-
tions of forests must be set aside for protec-
tion now before they are irrecoverably dam-

aged.

As one who has experienced firsthand the
remarkable beauty of the Sierra Nevada
range, | feel compelled to be involved in the
fight to preserve this natural wonder. Many of
my comments today will focus on the unique
characteristics of the Sierra Nevada ancient
forests.

Most of the recent attention on the ancient
forest protection issue has centered on pre-
serving habitat for the ed northemn
spotted owl. But this is only one of many crea-
tures whose survival is threatened by the de-
cline of ancient forest habitat. In the Sierra
Nevada forests, at least 112 species of birds
and animals depend on old-growth forest habi-
tat for survivals. Included in this group are
several species whose populations are in dan-
gerous decline, such as the very rare Pacific .
fisher, frogs, and salamanders, the Sierra Ne-
vada red fox, wolverine, and the pine marten.
The Sierras also support one of the most di-
verse populations of bird species in North

America.

Although portions of the ancient forest are
under Federal protection they alone do not
provide enough habitat for species that must
travel over a wide area for food and breeding
purposes. For example, the Pacific fisher re-
quires more than 8,000 acres per pair to main-
tain the species and studies have shown the
California spotted owl uses 3,400 to 4,700
acres per pair for their home range.

Fish populations have also been affected by
intense logging along the creekbeds of the Si-
erra Nevada and other parts of the Pacific
Northwest. The old trees provide a shade can-
opy above the water. When the trees are re-
moved, water temperatures in the creekbed
are raised, putting many species of fish at risk.
This is made more serious by the fact that
many rare and endangered fish species de-
pend on the remaining undisturbed water-
sheds and river canyons in the Sierra Nevada.

Clearcutting of ancient forests also has the
effect of increasing siltation of streams and riv-
ers. This results in the loss of valuable topsoil,
pollutes the water, and harms fish habitat. In
the Sierra Nevada, logging has contributed to
landslides and soil loss as much as 500 to
2,000 percent over natural levels. This has de-
graded fish spawning and rearing sites.

The Sierra Nevada forests perform many
important functions beside sustaining fish and
wildlife populations. Old growth forests help
regulate and sustain water quality and supply.
They act as filters, holding soil in place and
purifying the water supplying the rivers and
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streams of the Sierra. These streams in turn
provide drinking water for many Californians
and irrigation water for the Central Valley.

Forests also generate oxygen and help
maintain moisture and control heat. The de-
struction of all types of forests will have a seri-
ous impact on global warming. Forests also
hold water in the form of snow longer, control-
ling evaporation and preventing flooding.

The Sierra Nevada forests are famous for
the vast array of recreational activities they
provide. Over 37 million people visit the Sierra
Nevada forests every year. They provide a
spectacular forum for hiking, skiing, camping,
rafting, horseback riding, kayaking, hunting,
fishing, and photography. The popularity of
Yosemite National Park alone is an indication
of the enormous public support for maintaining
significant portions of our forests in their natu-
ral state. Yosemite is under strain from over-
use; its popularity clearly indicates the de-
mand for protection of more forests throughout
the Sierra Nevada.

The survival of the unique diversity of wild-
life found in ancient forests depends on a plan
that will protect forest ecosystems. This re-
quires protection of large tracts of contiguous
forest land. Once old-growth forests are de-
stroyed, the biodiversity of this habitat is gone
forever. Forests replanted through tree farms
will not develop into the rich ecosystem that
ancient forests sustain. Hundreds of years
were required to develop the rich diversity
characteristic of these forests.

| am also very concemed about restrictions
enacted in the past that limited the rights of
citizens to obtain judicial review of forest man-
agement plans. Between 1984 and 1990, nine
separate riders were attached to annual
spending bills that either limited or completely
eliminated judicial review of Federal activities
affecting the Nation’s public lands. Since
1990, we have been more successful in de-
feating such attacks on citizens’ access to the
courts.

It is outrageous that this legitimate tool to
ensure enforcement of environmental laws has
been under attack. No Government agency is
above the law, and the role of the judiciary to
guarantee compliance is fundamental to our
democratic government.

The need for judicial review of forest man-
agement decisions is especially strong. There
is clear evidence that the executive branch
has been deliberately ignoring environmental
laws. If there are legitimate problems with our
environmental protection laws, the solution
should be to focus on revising the law, not re-
stricting access to the courts.

To put an end to the 6-year-long trend of
limiting judicial review through the Interior ap-
propriations bill, | joined former Representative
BoB KASTENMEIER last year in a battle to put
an end to these restrictions. Seventy-seven
other members joined Representative BoB
KASTENMEIER and | in signing a letter of pro-
test, indicating the overwhelming disapproval
in the House of limiting citizens’ access to the
courts. | have no doubt this sentiment holds
true in the House today, and | will continue to
oppose any new efforts to restrict judicial re-
view this year.

The need for protection of ancient forests
has reached a critical point, and it is impera-
tive that ancient forest legislation be passed
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this Congress. | support the efforts of my col-
league, Congressman JMm JONTZ, and was
proud to sign on as an original cosponsor of
his bill, H.R. 842, the Ancient Forest Protec-
tion Act. This bill will provide the level of pro-
tection necessary to ensure the continued ex-
istence of old growth forests and their unique
ecosystems. | hope it can be enacted in this
Congress.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. JONTZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have b days in which to revise and ex-
tend their remarks on the subject of
my special order this evening.

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

There was no objection.

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. KOLBE) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. KASICH,
Novermber 21.

Mr. WEBER, for 60 minutes, on No-
vember 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26.

Mr. SMITH, of New Jersey, for 60 min-
utes, on November 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26.

Mr. HYDE, for 60 minutes, on Novem-
ber 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26.

Mr. HUNTER, for 60 minutes, on No-
vember 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26.

Mr. KvL, for 60 minutes, on Novem-
ber 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26.

Mr. WALKER, for 60 minutes, on No-
vember 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26.

Mr. McEwWEN, for 60 minutes, on No-
vember 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio, for 60 minutes,
on November 21.

Mr. SCHAEFER, for 60 minutes, on No-
vember 20, 21, and 22.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HUBBARD) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. PEASE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HUBBARD, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GEJDENSON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. STARK, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PEASE, for 5 minutes each day, on
November 20, 21, 22, 23, and 24.

Mr. CoOPER, for 60 minutes each day,
on November 20, 21, 22, and 23.

Mr. LANTOS, for 60 minutes, on No-
vember 21.

Mr. GEJDENSON, for 5 minutes, on No-
vember 20.

Mr. OWENS of New York, for 60 min-
utes each day, on November 23 and 24.

Mr. STAGGERS, for 60 minutes, on No-
vember 20.

for 60 minutes, on
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. KoLBE) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

ER.
OXLEY in two instances.
FIELDS.

ROGERS.

MOLINARI.

LEewis of California.
McMILLAN of North Carolina.
BEREUTER.

ZIMMER.

DAvIs.

GEKAS.

MILLER of Ohio in three in-
stances.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN in three instances.

Mr. KOLBE in two instances.

Mr. HYDE.

Mr. KLUG.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HUBBARD) and to include
extraneous matter:)

. JONTZ.

. HERTEL.

BONIOR.

GUARINL

LEVIN of Michigan.
RAHALL.

JACOBS.

STARK.

PANETTA.

FUSTER.

LANTOS in two instances.
HARRIS.

HOYER.

SOLARZ.

MAZZOLI.

BRYANT.

ACKERMAN.

CLAY.

PALLONE.

LEVINE of California.
SERRANO in two instances.
RANGEL in two instances.
DIXON.

MATSUL

ECKART.

FEEEEREREERE
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SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S. 1720. An act to amend Public Law 93-531
(25 U.S.C. 640d et seq.) to reauthorize appro-
priations for the Navajo-Hopi Relocation
Housing Program for fiscal years 1992, 1993,
1994, and 1995.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. JONTZ. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 12 o’clock and 40 minutes
a.m.), the House adjourned until today,
Wednesday, November 20, 1991, at 10
a.m.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of

committees were delivered to the Clerk
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for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee on Ways
and Means. H.R. 3409. A bill to prevent the
proliferation of biological and chemical
weapons with an amendment (Rept. 102-235,
Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. ROSE: Committee on House Adminis-
tration. House Resolution 258. Resolution
creating a task force of members of the For-
elgn Affairs Committee to Investigate cer-
tain allegations concerning the holding of
Americans as hostages by Iran in 1980; with
an amendment (Rept. 102-296, Pt. 2). Referred
to the House Calendar.

Mr. GONZALEZ: Committee on Banking,
Finance and Urban Affairs. H.R. 3768. A bill
to require the least-cost resolution of in-
sured depository institutions, to improve su-
pervision and examinations, to provide addi-
tional resources to the Bank Insurance
Fund, and for other purposes; with an
amendment (Rept. 102-330). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. BEILENSON: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 285. Resolution waiving all
points of order against the conference report
on the bill (H.R. 2038) to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1992 for the intelligence
activities of the U.S. Government, the Intel-
ligence Community Staff, and the Central
Intelligence Agency Retirement and Disabil-
ity System, and for other purposes, and
against the consideration of such conference
report (Rept. 102-331). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 286. Resolution waiving all
points of order against the conference report
on the bill (H.R. 2521) making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1992, and for other
purposes, and against consideration of such
conference report (Rept. 102-332). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. MILLER of California; Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs. H.R. 2763. A bill
to enhance geologic mapping of the United
States, and for other purposes; with amend-
ments (Rept. 102-333). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. MILLER of California: Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs. H.R. 2790. A bill
to withdraw certain lands located in the
Coronado National Forest from the mining
and mineral leasing laws of the United
States, and of other purposes; with an
amendment (Rept. 102-334). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. DINGELL: Committee on Energy and
Commerce. H.R. 3031. A bill to provide a stat-
utory charter, and to authorize appropria-
tions, for the National Telecommunications
and Information Administration, and for
other purposes; with an amendment (Rept.
102-335). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee on Ways
and Means. H.R. 3347. A bill to repeal the
prohibition on the importation of gold coins
from the Soviet Union (Rept. 102-336). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee on Ways
and Means, H.R. 661. A bill to provide special
benefits for the Andean nations; with an
amendment (Rept. 102-337). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee on Ways
and Means. H.J. Res. 346. Resolution approv-
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ing the extension of nondiscriminatory
treatment with respect to the products of
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
(Rept. 102-338). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee on Ways
and Means. H.R. 3313. A bill extending non-
discriminatory treatment (most-favored-na-
tion treatment) to the products of Estonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. 102-339). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. ROSE: Committee on House Adminis-
tration. H.R. 3750. A bill to amend the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 and relat-
ed provisions of law to provide for a vol-
untary system of spending limits and bene-
fits for House of Representatives election
campaigns, and for other purposes; with
amendments (Rept. 102-340, Pt. 1). Ordered to
be printed.

REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY
REFERRED

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and re-
ports were delivered to the Clerk for
printing, and bills referred as follows:

Mr. SWIFT: Committee on House Adminis-
tration. H.R. 3644. A bill to provide that, in
making payments from the Presidential
Election Campaign Fund, including the Pres-
idential Matching Payment Account,
amounts estimated to be transferred to the
Fund during the fiscal year before the fiscal
year of the presidential election shall be
taken into account; with amendments; re-
ferred to the Committee on Ways and Means
for a period ending not later than November
20, 1991, for consideration of such provisions
of the bill and amendment as fall within the
jurisdiction of that committee pursuant to
clause 1(v) of rule X (Rept. 102-329, Pt. 1). Or-
dered 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, GIBBONS:

H.R. 3804. A bill to exclude from an individ-
ual's estate in bankruptcy any interest in
certain qualified pension plans under the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986, jointly, to the
Committee on the Judiciary and Ways and
Means.

By Mr. BARNARD (for himself and Mr.
VENTO):

H.R. 3805. A bill to provide funding for the
resolution of failed savings assoclations and
working capital for the Resolution Trust
Corporation, to restructure the Oversight
Board and the Resolution Trust Corporation,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. CHANDLER:

H.R. 3806. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide coverage of
outpatient education services under part B
of the Medicare Program for individuals with
diabetes; jointly, to the Committee on Ways
and Means and Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. FASCELL (for himself and Mr.
BROOMFIELD):

H.R. 3807. A bill to amend the Arms Export
Control Act to authorize the President to
transfer battle tanks, artillery pieces, and
armored combat vehicles to member coun-
tries of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
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tion in conjunction with implementations of

the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in

qurr:pe: to the Committee on Forelgn Af-

By Mrs. BYRON (for herself, Mr. MONT-
GOMERY, Mr. HOYER, Mr. BOEHLERT,
Mr. WELDON, Mr. LENT, Mr. McNUL-
TY, Mr. HORTON, Mr. GEREN of Texas,
Mr. MARTIN, Mr. MCGRATH, Mr.
GILCHREST, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. LAN-
CASTER, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. WALSH,
Mr. EVANS, Mr. GEKAS, Ms. KAPTUR,
Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr.
PAYNE of Virginia, Mrs. MORELLA,
Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. MCMILLEN of
Maryland, Ms. NORTON, Mr. CARDIN,
Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut, Mr.
KOPETSKI, Mrs. BENTLEY, and Mr.
FROST):

H.R. 3808. A bill to establish a National
Fallen Firefighters Foundation; to the Com-
mittee on Science, Space, and Technology.

By Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois (for her-
self, Mr. ROWLAND, Mr. TOWNS, Mr.
SWwWIFT, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. SIKORSKI, Ms.
NORTON, and Mr. PALLONE):

H.R. 3809. A bill to protect children by di-
recting the Consumer Product Safety Com-
mission to provide for the labeling of certain
toys and other articles under the Federal
Hazardous Substance Act; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. GUARINI (for himself and Mr.
LEVIN of Michigan):

H.R. 3810. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to encourage investments
in new manufacturing equipment by allow-
ing an investment tax credit to taxpayers
who increase the amount of such invest-
ments; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. KANJORSKI:

H.R. 3811. A bill to waive interest and ad-
ministrative charges in connection with the
collection of overpayments of pay and allow-
ances of members of the Armed Forces who
served in Operation Desert Storm; to the
Committee on Armed Services..

H.R. 3812, A bill to establish a senior citi-
zen consumer price index to compute the
cost-of-living increase for certain benefits
under the Social Security Act; jointly, to the
Committees on Ways and Means and Edu-
cation and Labor.

By Mr. LANTOS (for himself, Mr.
SHAYS, Ms. DELAURO, and Mr. MAR-
TINEZ):

H.R. 3813. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 and the Revenue Act of 1978
to revise the procedures applicable to the de-
termination of employment status, and to
amend laws relating to Federal procurement
to ensure proper classification of employees
and independent contractors of persons
awarded Federal procurement contracts;
jointly, to the Committees on Ways and
Means, Government Operations, and Armed
Services.

By Mr. LIPINSKI:

H.R. 3814. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow tax-free withdraw-
als from individual retirement accounts for
educational expenses; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

H.R. 3815. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow tax-free withdraw-
als from individual retirement accounts for
use in purchasing a first home; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LOWERY of California (for him-
self, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. Cox of Califor-
nia, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr.
ANDREWS of Texas, Mr. ARMEY, Mr.
BACCHUS, Mr. BAKER, Mr. BARNARD,
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Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. BENNETT,
Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr.
of Indiana, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mrs.
BYRON, Mr. CaMP, Mr. CAMPBELL of
Colorado, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. CHAP-
MAN, Mr. COBLE, Mr. COLEMAN of Mis-
souri, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr.
DARDEN, Mr. DELAY, Mr. DICKS, Mr.
DONNELLY, Mr. DREIER of California,
Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. DWYER of New Jer-
sey, Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma, Mr.
EMERSON, Mr. EwING, Mr. FAWELL,
Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut, Mr.
GALLEGLY, Mr. GALLO, Mr. GEREN of
Texas, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr.
Goss, Mr. GREEN of New York, Mr.

GUNDERSON, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr.
HASTERT, Mr. HAYES of Louisiana,
Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. HENRY, Mr.

HOLLOWAY, Mr. HUBBARD, Mr. HUCK-
ABY, Mr, HUGHES, Mr. HUNTER, Mr.
HuTTO, Mr. HYDE, Mr. JACOBS, Mr.
JENKINS, Mr. KASICH, Mr. KYL, Mr.
LAGOMARSINO, Mr. LENT, Mr., LEWIS of
California, Mr, LIGHTFOOT, Mr. LIV-
INGSTON, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. McCUR-
DY, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. MCEWEN, Mr.
MCGRATH, Mr. MCMILLAN of North
Carolina, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr,
MILLER of Ohio, Mr. MONTGOMERY,
Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr.
MYERS of Indiana, Mr. NEAL of North
Carolina, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr.
OXLEY, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. PAXON, Mr.
PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. PENNY, Mr.
PICKETT, Mr. PICKLE, Mr. PORTER,
Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr.
RHODES, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. SAXTON, Mr.
SCHAEFER, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. SCHULZE,
Mr. SHAW, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. SKEEN, Mr.
SLATTERY, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey,
Mr, SMITH of Oregon, Ms. SNOWE, Mr.
S0LOMON, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. STUMP,
Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. TALLON, Mr. TAU-
ZIN, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr.
THOMAS of Georgia, Mr. THOMAS of
California, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr.
UPTON, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. VOLKMER,
Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. WALKER, Mr.
WEBER, Mr. WILSON, Mr. YATRON, Mr.
Youna of Alaska, Mr. YoUNG of Flor-
ida, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. ROHRABACHER,
Mr. PURSELL, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr.
INHOFE, Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. THOMAS
of Wyoming, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. LEACH,
Mr. CAMPBELL of California, Ms.
LONG, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. REGULA,
Mr. KOLBE, Mr. HALL OF TEXAS, Mr.
MCMILLEN of Maryland, Mr. BLILEY,
Mr. DAvIS, and Mr. MURPHY):

H.R. 3816. A bill to establish a second na-
tional blue ribbon commission to eliminate
waste in government; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

By Mr. McCOLLUM:

H.R. 3817. A bill to amend section 518 of the
National Housing Act; to the Committee on
Banking, Finance and UrhanAtIaim

H.R. 3818.. A blll to designate the building
located at 80 North Hughey Avenue in Or-
lando, FL, as the “George C. Young U.S.
Courthouse and Federal Building'; to the
Committee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation.

By Mr. MRAZEK:

H.R. 3819. A bill to amend the Head Start
Act to entitle certain eligible children to re-
celve Head Start services, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts:
H.R. 3820. A bill to amend the Truth in
Lending Act to establish requirements for
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the issuance of credit cards to dependent stu-
dents between 18 and 21 years of age to pro-
hibit the issuance of credit cards to depend-
ents under 18 years of age; to the Committee
on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. PACKARD (for himself, Mr.
RIGGS, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. LOWERY
of California, Mr. DORNAN of Califor-
nia, Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. HUNTER,
Mr. HERGER, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mr. CoX of California,
and Mr. ANDERSON):

H.R. 3821. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Army and the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency to con-
duct certain water projects for the purpose
of improving water quality, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Public Works
and Transportation.

By Mr. ROHRABACHER (for himself,
Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. RIGGS, Mrs.
BENTLEY, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr.
GALLEGLY, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. CoX of
California, Mr. Goss, Mr. EMERSON,
and Mr. BURTON of Indiana):

H.R. 3822. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase the dollar limi-
tation on the one-time exclusion of gain
from sale of a principal residence by individ-
uals who have attained age 55, to increase
the amount of the unified estate and gift tax
credits, and to reduce the tax on capital
gains; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. STARK:

H.R. 3823. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to disallow the research
credit for duplicative medications and exces-
sively priced new therapeutic medications;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MCDERMOTT:

H.J. Res. 376. Joint resolution designating
December 1, 1991, as ““World AIDS Day’'; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 11: Mr. MFUME.,

H.R. 75: Mr. AUCOIN.

H.R. 91: Mr. GORDON.

H.R. 107: Mr. SMITH of Florida.

H.R. 123: Mr. COBLE, Mr. CRANE, Mr. DER-
RICK, Mr. RAMBTAD, Mr. YouNg of Alaska,
Mr. COMBEST, Mr. SCHULZE, and Mr.
BOEHNER.

H.R. 12T: Mr. ROGERS.

H.R. 246: Mr. ARMEY.

H.R. 252: Mr. FLAKE.

.R. 371: Mr. BURTON of Indiana.

.R. 537: Mr. SMITH of Florida.

.R. 608: Mr. TALLON and Mrs. BOXER,
.R. 722: Mr. EsPY.

H.R. T47: Mr. DREIER of California and Mr.
SENSENBRENNER. L

H.R. 784: Ms. NORTON and Mr. PURSELL.

H.R. 793: Mr. OXLEY, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr.
G0ss8, and Mr. CAMPBELL of California.

. 815: Mr. MORAN and Mrs. MORELLA.
: Mr. HAYES of Loulsiana.

: Mr. HAYES of Louisiana.

: Mr. TOWNS.

H.R. 1124: Mr. HAYES of Louisiana.

H.R. 1188: Mr. BONIOR and Mr. HOLLOWAY.

H.R. 1241: Mr. LEVINE of California and Mr.
UPTON.

H.R. 1310: Mr. LAFALCE and Ms. NORTON.

H.R. 1311: Ms. NORTON, Mr. FROST, and Mr.
PAXON.
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H.R. 1312: Ms. NORTON, Mr. FROST, and Mr.
PAXON.

H.R. 1385: Mr. PRICE, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr.
SARPALIUS, Mr. JONES of North Carolina, and
Mr. ZELIFF.

H.R. 1422: Mr. MINETA.

H.R. 1523: Mr. VANDER JAGT.

H.R. 1546: Mr. PAXON.

H.R. 1547: Mr. PAXON.

H.R. 1730: Mr. ROEMER and Mr. ACKERMAN.

H.R. 1733: Mr. CRAMER.

H.R. 1761: Ms. OAKAR.

H.R. 1790: Mr. YATES and Mr. Cox of Cali-
fornia.

H.R. 1930: Mr. COMBEST, Mr. ARMEY, Mr.
ANTHONY, and Mr. KOPETSKL

H.R. 1992: Mrs. VUCANOVICH and Mr. FORD
of Michigan.

H.R. 2070: Mr. PERKINS.

H.R. 2185: Mr. EWING.

H.R. 2248: Mr. BATEMAN.,

H.R. 2258 Mr. OLVER, Mr. POSHARD, and
Mr. RAVENEL.

: Ms.
: Mr.
56: Mr.
63: Mr.

OAKAR and Ms. WATERS.
LIGHTFOOT.

SMITH of Florida.

MARLENEE,

Mr. VANDER JAGT.

Ms. KAPTUR.

: Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr, HAYES of Lou-
islana. and Mr. FIsH.

H.R. 2943: Mr. Espy and Mr. GEREN of
Texas.

H.R. 2045. Mr. Evans, Mr. Fazlo,
HERTEL, Mr. BARNARD, and Mr. GINGRICH.

H.R. 3035: Mr. BILBRAY.

H.R. 3082: Mr. TOWNS, Mr. FROST, Ms. NOR-
TON, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. ENGLISH, and
Mr. GEJDENSON.

H.R. 3094: Mr. BURTON of Indiana.

H.R. 3235: Mr. MARTINEZ.

H.R. 3236: Mrs. SCHROEDER and Mr. BLAZ.

H.R. 3373: Mrs. BOXER, Mr. MONTGOMERY,
Mr. FORD of Tennessee, Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey, Mr. HOLLOWAY, Mr. FROST, and Mr.
TRAFICANT.

H.R. 3380: Mr. HATCHER, Mr. NAGLE, Ms.
KAPTUR, Mr. ALEXANDER, and Mr. HOLLOWAY.

H.R. 3413: Mr. MCCLOSKEY and Mrs. BOXER.

H.R. 3437: Mr. SHAYS,

H.R. 3454: Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. BRUCE, Mr.
SLATTERY, Mr. GILLMOR, and Mr. HENRY.

H.R. 3461: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr.
OWwWENS of Utah, Ms. NORTON, Mr. FAZ10, Mr.
FisH, and Mr. GUARINI.

H.R. 3462: Mr. TALLON, Mr., SAXTON, Mr.
KOPETSKI, and Mr. GEJDENSON.

H.R. 3473: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts and
Mr. FROST.

H.R. 3487: Mr. ALLARD, Mr. ALLEN, and Mr.
SISISKY.

H.R. 3518: Mrs. BOXER, Mr. VANDER JAGT,
Ms. MOLINARI, and Mr. DOOLITTLE.

H.R. 3553: Mr. WEISS and Mr. FROST.

H.R. 3555: Mr. PAXON, Mr. MACHTLEY, and
Mrs. BOXER.

H.R. 3601: Mr. Towns, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
HAYES of Illinois, Mr. KOLTER, Ms. NORTON,
Mr. TORRES, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. WHEAT,
and Mr, RAHALL.

H.R. 3636: Ms. NORTON, Mr. PETERSON of
Florida, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. CAR-
PER, Mr. Fi8H, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. DIXON, Mrs.
MINK, Ms. HORN, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. TRAFI-
CANT, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. LaA-
FALCE, Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mr.
REED, Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr.
KOLTER, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. LONG, Mr. KILDEE,
Mr. JONTZ, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. FOGLIETTA,
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. LAROCCO, Mr. ACK-
ERMAN, Mr. YATES, Mr. NOWAK, Mr. HALL of
Ohio, Mr. MAzzoLl, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr.
MURPHY, Mr. FORD of Tennessee, Mr. OWENS

Mr.
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of New York, Mr. S8MITH of Florida, Mrs. COL-
LINS of Illinois, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. CLAY, Mr.
LANTOS, Mr. RUSS0, Mr. MARTINEZ, Ms.
OAKAR, Mr. MORAN, and Mr. POSHARD.

H.R. 3640: Mr. FAWELL.

H.R. 3649: Mr. DWYER of New Jersey.

H.R. 3678: Mr. DANNEMEYER.

H.R. 3702: Mr. SABO, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr,
JOHNSON of South Dakota, and Mr, McCLOS-
KEY.

H.R. 3718: Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. ROE, Mr. LI-
PINSKI, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mrs. BOXER,
and Mr. OBERSTAR.

H.R. 3725: Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. SHAYS, Mr.
DURBIN, and Mr. RUSS0.

H.R. 3730: Mr. WISE.

H.R. 3732: Mrs. MINK, Mrs. CoLLINS of Illi-
nois, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. DOWNEY, Mr. FRANK
of Massachusetts, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Ms.
WATERS, Mr. MORAN, Ms. NORTON, Mr. NEAL
of North Carolina, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. STOKES,
Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. SMITH of Iowa, Mr. OBEY,
Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. HAYES of Illinofs,
Mr. MILLER of California, Mr, CLAY, Mr. DE
Luco, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. EVANS, Mr. MoOODY,
and Mrs, UNSOELD.

H.R. 3750: Mr. MORAN, Mr. DORGAN of North
Dakota, and Mr. MFUME,

H.R. 3752: Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. CONYERS, Mr,
MazzoLl, Mr, DWYER of New Jersey, Mr.
HENRY, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. NAGLE, Mr.
MCEWEN, and Mr, GALLO.

H.R. 3798: Mr. LIVINGSTON and
BOEHNER.

H.R. 3802: Mr. HOLLOWAY.

H.R. 3803: Mr. MARTINEZ.

H.J. Res. 22: Mr. GINGRICH.

H.J. Res. 81: Mr. TALLON.

H.J. Res. 113: Mr. VISCLOSKY.

H.J. Res. 200: Mr. Ricas, Mr. ESPY,
NORTON, Mr. EVANS, and Mr. JACOBS.

Mr.

Ms.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

H.J. Res, 283: Ms. MOLINARI.

H.J. Res., 300: Mr. INHOFE, Mr. PAXON, Mr.
PICKETT, Mr. REGULA, Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr.
TANNER, Mr. SWETT, and Mr. ALEXANDER.

H.J. Res. 342: Mr. ANDERSON, Mr, AUCOIN,
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. CARR, Mr. Cox of California,
Mr. DELAY, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. EMERSON, Mr.
FoRD of Michigan, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. HEF-
NER, Mr. HYDE, Mr, JONES of North Carolina,
Mr. KANJORSKI, Mrs. LOWEY of New York,
Mr. MCDADE, Mr, MCDERMOTT, Mr. MOAKLEY,
Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. PICKLE, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr.
WHEAT, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr.
DIXON, Mr. FROST, Mr. HUTTO, Mr. QUILLEN,
Mr. ROEMER, and Mr. WOLF.

H.J. Res. 343: Mr. ANDREWS of Maine, Mrs.
BOXER, Mr. COBLE, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. FRANKS
of Connecticut, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. GORDON, Mr.
HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. MARLENEE, Mr.
McCLOSKEY, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. PICKLE, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. RuUSso, Mr.
SPENCE, and Mrs. UNSOELD.

H.J. Res. 372: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. ROEMER,
Mr. LEWI1S of Florida, Mr. COBLE, MR. FOGLI-

' ETTA, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. WALSH, Mr. MINETA,

Mr. DE LA
SABO, Mr.

Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. HAMILTON,
GARZA, Mr, APPLEGATE, Mr,
RuUsS0, and Mr. FIELDS.

H. Con. Res. 177: Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. LEHMAN
of Florida, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. MARTINEZ,
Mr. WYLIE, Mr. LEVINE of California, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Ms, NORTON, and Mr. BACCHUS.

H. Con. Res, 180: Mr, MACHTLEY,

H. Con. Res. 208: Mr. GINGRICH.

H. Con. Res. 212: Mr. CAMP, Mr. NEAL of
Massachusetts, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. SANTORUM,
Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.
WALSH, and Mr. COYNE.
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H. Con. Res. 232: Mr. MORAN, Mr. BACCHUS,
Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts,
Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. NOWAK, Mr.
WALSH, Mr. SCHUMER, and Mr. MCNULTY.

H. Con. Res. 236: Mr. DORNAN of California,
Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr.
BARNARD, Mr. DICKS, Mr. SMITH of New Jer-
sey, Mr. LOWERY of California, Mr. MCCAND-
LESS, Mrs. MINK, Mr. BROWN, Mr. HYDE, Mr.
NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. HORTON, Mr.
OBERSTAR, Mr. HOUCHBRUECKNER, Mr. SKEEN,
Mr. DERRICK, Mr. DICKINSON, Mr. DOOLITTLE,
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. DOWNEY, Mr. VANDER JAGT,
Mr. EsPY, Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Mr.
MCMILLEN of Maryland, Mr. LAGOMARSINO,
and Mr. COSTELLO.

H. Con. Res. 240: Mr. EsPY, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. MOAKLEY,
Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. REED,
and Mr. WOLF,

H. Res. 1565: Mr. PETERSON of Florida and
Mr. KOLTER.

H. Res. 213: Mr. ANNUNZIO and Mr. LIVING-
STON.

H. Res. 272: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr.
HAYES of Illinois, Ms. SLAUGHTER of New
York, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. EMER-
SON, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. SMITH of Florida, Mr.
CLAY, Mr., ANDREWS of Maine, Mr. CLEMENT,
Mr. ANDERSON, and Mrs. BOXER.

e ———————

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. 1790: Mr. FAWELL.
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