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The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the Honorable HERB KOHL, a 
Senator from the State of Wisconsin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today's 
prayer will be offered by the Reverend 
John E. Stait, Associate, Navigator 
Ministries, Washington, DC. 

PRAYER 
The Reverend John E. Stait, Associ

ate, Navigator Ministries, Washington, 
DC, offered the following prayer: 

Let us pray: 
0 come, let us sing unto the Lord: let us 

make a joyful noise to the rock of our sal
vation. Let us come before His presence 
with thanksgiving, and make a joyful 
noise unto Him with psalms. For the Lord 
is a great God, and a great king above all 
gods.-Psalm 95:1-3. 

Almighty God of Heaven and Earth, 
Creator of love, forgiveness and, there
fore, salvation, we are so consumed 
with ourselves-what we don't have, 
what we haven't achieved yet, what we 
think we need to be happy. 

We lack faith in Your provision be
cause we are reluctant to submit to 
Your perfect plan and trust You for the 
results. We are trying to save our lives 
and, therefore, we are losing them. 

Help us, as the Thanksgiving season 
approaches, to appropriate Your provi
sion for our forgiveness, to forgive our
selves, to forgive others who have hurt 
and disappointed us, to be genuinely 
thankful and praise God from whom all 
blessings flow. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempo re [Mr. BYRD]. 

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, November 22, 1991. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable HERB KOHL, a Senator 
from the State of Wisconsin, to perform the 
duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. KOHL thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, leader
ship time is reserved. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. There will now be a period for the 
transaction of morning business not to 
extend beyond the hour of 9:30 a.m. 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein. 

The Sena tor from Missouri [Mr. 
BOND] and the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. McCONNELL] are permitted to 
speak for 15 minutes equally divided. 

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. I thank the Chair. 

WETLANDS SIMPLIFICATION ACT 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, today, I, 

along with Senator McCONNELL, Sen
ators HEFLIN, NICKLES, BURNS, CONRAD, 
DANFORTH, and PACKWOOD, introduce 
the Wetlands Simplification Act. This 
overdue, badly needed legislation is 
supported by the Missouri Farm Bu
reau, Missouri Department of Agri
culture, Missouri Corn Growers Asso
ciation, Missouri Soybean Association, 
Missouri Cattlemen's Association, the 
Cotton Producers of Missouri, Missouri 
Rice Council, Missouri Pork Producers, 
American Farm Bureau Federation, 
National Cattlemen's Association, Na
tional Association of Wheat Growers, 
American Soybean Association, the 
National Corn Growers Association, 
and the National Pork Producers Coun
cil. 

Why are all these organizations sup
porting this legislation? Quite simply 
because the Federal Government has 
created a nightmare for farmers. Go 
into any coffee shop where farmers 
gather, or any town meeting, visit with 
a farm family in your State and ask 
them what is their greatest headache. 
And they will tell you it is wetlands 
and trying to figure out what to do 
with wetlands. 

Farmers make their living from the 
land, working with it every day. Often 
their land has been in the family for 
many generations and, God willing, 
they hope to be able to pass it along to 
their children. You see, a farm family's 
land, including a wetland is precious to 
them, certainly more precious than it 
is to any Government or any interest 
group. 

Most farmers I have talked to want 
to protect their land and they want to 
comply with the law. But it is heavy
handed Government, pushed by over
zealous activists, that makes this very 
difficult. Some people seem more con-

cerned about preserving a wet piece of 
ground than they are about preserving 
family farmers. 

If you are a farmer with a single wet 
patch of ground on your land, you are 
up against four different agencies of 
the Federal Government, armed with 
complex and confusing regulations 
from two very different pieces of legis
lation overseen by two Senate commit
tees. Even worse, the four Federal 
agencies probably will not even agree 
on whether the patch of wet ground on 
your farm is a wetland or not, let alone 
how you should handle it. But if you do 
not handle it right, you could be penal
ized or fined tens of thousands of dol
lars. 

Any one of these four Government 
agencies could come on a farmer's land 
at any time with no warning and tell 
him one story about his land. The 
farmer, who works hard every day, 
struggles to make a living from his 
land for his family, pays his taxes and 
obeys the law, then follows this story 
and does what the Government agent 
tells him to do. However, the next 
week another one of these four Govern
ment agencies come on the farmer's 
land, again with no warning, and tells 
him a totally different story. Well, 
that farmer is now surprised, confused 
and not sure what to do. A week later 
the farmer gets a letter in his mailbox 
from the Federal Government threat
ening legal action and fines. 

That is exactly what happened to 
Jerry Lightle and Ray Bleich, two 
farmers in Andrews County, MO. 

Unfortunately, this is not an isolated 
case. This story is repeated every day 
in this country. Farmers across Amer
ica dread the day they find a Govern
ment agent running around uninvited 
on their land. A neighbor, a friend, 
someone in the next county-most 
farmers know or have heard of a story 
like this. I have heard them all over 
my State, and I think it is time to say 
enough is enough. 

We tried to clear up the wetlands 
problem during the 1990 farm bill de
bate. I believe the Soil Conservation 
Service [SCS] and the Agricultural 
Stabilization and Conservation Service 
[ASCS] personnel have done a solid job 
of educating farmers on sodbuster and 
swampbuster regulations. I believe the 
President has announced a common
sense approach to wetlands. 

Unfortunately, when you throw in 
section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the 
wetlands issue becomes mud. The Clean 
Water Act was designed to prevent pol
lutants from flowing from one body of 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 



33724 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE November 22, 1991 
water to another. Now regulators use it 
as an open-ended mandate for a com
pletely different purpose. In less than 
20 years, the section 404 program has 
gone from regulating navigable waters 
to regulating corn and soybean fields. 

Mr. President, around the country, 
there are over 400 case studies where 
farmers and ranchers have been caught 
up in the bureaucratic mess of wetland 
regulations. These are the documents 
of those 400 cases. I want to share with 
my colleagues a few quick stories that 
took place in my home State of Mis
souri. 

First, a little more than a year ago, 
my staff and I brought together four 
different agencies-the Corps of Engi
neers, SCS, EPA, and the Fish and 
Wildlife Service-together to work out 
a wetland problem on the farm of Earl 
Stolte in St. Louis County, MO. 

As we listened to them, there were 
two very different views on whether 
this particular piece of property was a 
wetland, and the agencies could not 
even agree on the proper course of ac
tion for the farmer to follow. How is 
he, as a subject of the Federal Govern
ment, to respond to four different agen
cies that tell him four different things? 
It makes no sense. 

Let me cite another example. Re
cently, Jerry Lightle in Andrew Coun
ty was visited by a representative of 
the Corps of Engineers to discuss his 
404 permit problem. The corps rep
resentative, after looking over the 
land, informed the farmer that he also 
had a wetland problem which was evi
dent because he had standing over in 
the field cattails. He said, "Look at 
those cattails." The farmer, Jerry, in
formed the corps representative that 
what he was looking at were the heads 
of milo, grain sorghum, not cattails, 
not wetlands vegetation. 

It is time for legislation that will end 
these regulatory nightmares that farm
ers and ranchers have been experienc
ing. It is time for a commonsense ap
proach to wetlands, one which will as
sure that the legitimate environmental 
purposes are realized, but that farmers 
will not be subjected to four contradic
tory, conflicting and uncoordinated 
views from the Federal Government. 

It is absolutely incredible to me that 
currently there are four different agen
cies and two different pieces of legisla
tion regulating a single damp piece of 
ground on a farmer's land. 

The inconsistency caused by separate 
determinations of wetlands substan
tially burdens farmers and ranchers. 
The results are unnecessarily cum
bersome, slow, and unpredictable. They 
can be alleviated if responsibility for 
making wetlands determinations was 
carried out by one agency. 

The Wetlands Simplication Act 
would give the Soil Conservation Serv
ice, in consultation with the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, the authority to pro
vide consistent interpretations and 

make all technical determinations con
cerning wetlands on agricultural lands 
only. It would apply only on agricul
tural lands. 

This bill will not reduce the over
sight authority over wetlands. It will 
not change the underlying provisions. 
It is common sense to let the one Fed
eral agency with the most experience 
be the one stop shop for farmers and 
ranchers when seeking answers on 
what to do about land on their prop
erty that may be wet. 

The Soil Conservation Service has a 
long history of working with farmers; 
it knows farmers and farm operations 
and can apply that understanding to 
these determinations. With their 3,000 
offices nationwide, SCS has a positive 
working relationship with the farming 
community in every county of the 
country. 

I can assure you after talking with 
farmers in my State they have great 
respect for the expertise and for the 
understanding of the representatives of 
the Soil Conservation Service. 

Out of the nearly 1.9 million wetland 
determinations that SCS has made to 
date, only about 300 have been ap
pealed. This outstanding working rela
tionship is vital to efforts to protect 
wetland resources because more than 
60 percent of the lower 48 States' wet
lands are in private ownership. 

Wetlands serve as one of our Nation's 
most valuable natural resources. Pro
tecting and preserving the millions of 
truly functional wetlands should be a 
national priority. 

However, the 450,000 acres per year 
that have been largely attributed to 
agricultural conversion, are inaccurate 
and does not reflect recent trends. Re
cent estimates by the USDA, show the 
total annual wetland losses, both natu
ral and manmade, range from 124,000 to 
290,000 acres. Agriculture's share of 
wetland drainage was only 35 percent 
of that total. 

We can preserve our wetlands with
out burying family farmers in red tape, 
bureaucracy, and paperwork. It is clear 
that we must increase Federal effi
ciency when dealing with wetlands and 
clear up any confusion in the agricul
tural community. The Wetlands Sim
plification Act is the cure to the prob
lem. Farmers will be able to do their 
jobs, to earn their livings, and to get a 
simple, clear, definitive answer from 
one Federal agency. 

That is why I ask my colleagues to 
join with me in cosponsoring and sup
porting this legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

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

s. 2018 
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 "Wetlands 
Simplification Act". 

SEC. 2. nNDINGS AND PURPOSES. 
(a) FINDINGS.-Congress finds that-
(1) technical determinations with respect 

to wetland or converted wetland on agricul
tural lands (including the identification of 
wetlands and the development of wetland 
restoration and mitigation plans) are cur
rently made by-

(A) the Soil Conservation Service, in con
sultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
to carry out subtitle C of title XII of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3821 et 
seq.); and 

(B) the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, to carry out 
section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1344); 

(2) the system of separate determinations 
made under such Acts has led to unneces
sarily cumbersome and slow decisionmaking 
and to a lack of consistency and unpredict
able results in determinations; 

(3) the lack of consistency places substan
tial burdens on private property owners that 
could be alleviated if responsibility for mak
ing the determinations was carried out by 
one Agency; and 

(4) the Soil Conservation Service has a 
long history of working with agricultural 
producers to protect soil and water re
sources, has considerable soils expertise, and 
has field personnel in almost every county of 
the United States. 

(b) PURPOSES.-lt is the purpose of this Act 
to-

( 1) provide that a single Federal agency 
shall be responsible for making technical de
terminations on agricultural lands with re
spect to wetland or converted wetland (in
cluding the identification of wetland and the 
development of wetland restoration and 
mitigation plans) in order to reduce confu
sion among agricultural producers; and 

(2) provide that the Soil Conservation 
Service, in consultation with the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, shall be the Federal agency 
responsible for all such technical determina
tions concerning wetlands and converted 
wetlands on agricultural lands. 
SEC. 3. COMPLIANCE WITH WETLAND CONSERVA· 

TION REQUIREMENTS. 
Section 1222(j) of the Food Security Act of 

1985 (16 U.S.C. 3822(j)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

"(4) EFFECT OF DETERMINATIONS.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, a technical deter
mination with respect to wetland or con
verted wetland on agricultural lands (includ
ing the identification of wetland under para
graph (1) and the development of a wetland 
restoration or mitigation plan developed 
under paragraph (1)) shall be used in the ad
ministration of section 404 of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1344). 

"(B) CONSISTENCY.-Any area of agricul
tural land or any activities related to the 
land determined to be exempt from the re
quirements of this subtitle shall also be ex
empt from the requirements of section 404 of 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 
U .S.C. 1344) so long as those lands are used as 
agricultural lands. 

"(C) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this 
paragraph, the term 'agricultural lands' 
means cropland, pastureland, native pasture, 
rangeland, orchards, vineyards, and 
nonindustrial forest land, and any other land 
used to produce or support the production of 
an annual or perennial crop of a commodity, 
acquaculture product, nursery product, or 
livestock.". 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, we 
all realize the value of protecting our 
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environment, particularly our water 
resources. It has been estimated that 1 
out of every 20 acres of the world's land 
surface can be called a wetland. Wet
lands can be found in all climates and 
countries. 

Previous policy has neglected, to 
some extent, both the economic and ec
ological value of wetlands. Wetlands 
serve many valuable environmental, 
economical, and agricultural purposes. 
Wetlands serve an important role in 
erosion and flood protection. Obvious 
values such as wildlife habitats, water 
purification, and water storage alone 
would justify maintaining the wetland. 

For a number of years Americans 
were told that clearing wetlands would 
help improve our infrastructure, par
ticularly roads, and reduce diseases 
transmitted by insects. Many univer
sity and Government leaders were con
vinced that eliminating these swamps 
was the right thing to do. But, after 
much research, the American public is 
gaining a greater appreciation for the 
value of the American wetlands. 

However, for all of the wonderful 
things wetlands do for our environ
ment, there is probably no subject 
which is more complicated. No wonder 
it is so complicated-a total of four 
Federal agencies and various State 
agencies have some jurisdiction over 
wetlands and their use. These agencies 
all serve different constituencies and 
therefore follow different agendas. The 
lack of consistency resulting from sep
arate determinations of wetlands has 
placed substantial burdens on private 
property owners. 

Having four Federal agencies at
tempt to control wetland oversight 
has, and will continue to cause, much 
confusion. It is the American public, 
and more precisely the Nation's land
owners, who suffer most from this 
slow, cumbersome and unpredictable 
process. 

These "bureaucrats from the black 
lagoon" hide behind a shroud of forms 
and throw the landowner into a holding 
pattern, sometimes for years, until 
final decisions are provided. In several 
cases which I am familiar with in Ken
tucky, working through the process of 
obtaining proper permits and approvals 
can take 4, 5, and even 6 years. This 
often means thousands of dollars in 
legal fees pl us lost income from the 
property. On top of this is the humilia
tion of fines, property liens, and even 
being sued by the Federal Government. 

Kentucky Farm Bureau has docu
mented several instances where farm
ers have encountered problems with 
wetlands determinations. The one com
mon denominator is the inconsistency 
of the various Federal agencies. Not 
only in the actual determinations, but 
in the amount of time it takes to get 
an official determination. This is not 
just happening in Kentucky and Mis
souri, but in almost every State in the 
Nation. The American Farm Bureau 

Federation has compiled more than 400 
similar examples from 40 States. 

The regulations concerning wetlands 
must be condensed and handled in a 
consistent manner. The issue itself is 
confusing enough without having to 
get four different agencies attempt to 
agree on wetland policy. The Govern
ment and the American people will be 
better served by simplifying the proc
ess. 

The lead agency for wetlands delinea
tion should be an organization which 
has constant contact with the areas of 
wetlands, be accessible to the people 
most affected by wetland policy, and 
have the technical expertise to under
stand and implement the regulations in 
question. 

This bill, which Senator BOND and I 
are introducing today is intended to 
clear some of the confusion which ex
ists in the farm community over wet
lands. It could also allow the various 
Federal agencies to concentrate their 
scarce resources in a targeted approach 
rather than the current broad, duplica
tive manner. 

The bill would make the Soil Con
servation Service [SCS], within the De
partment of Agriculture, the lead agen
cy in wetland determinations on agri
cultural lands. The Soil Conservation 
Service maintains a long history of 
working with farmers and currently 
has the experience and technical back
ground to oversee wetland jurisdiction 
of farmland. Additionally, the SCS will 
be required to consult with the Fish 
and Wildlife Service in order to provide 
consistent interpretations. 

The bill does not intend to reduce the 
oversight authority over wetlands. The 
Corps of Engineers retains all permit
ting responsibilities. We wish to create 
consistency. It just makes sense to let 
the Federal agency with the most expe
rience be the one stop shop for farmers 
when seeking answers on wetlands. 

Ironically, the current hodge-podge 
of wetlands regulations was never in
tended to be a comprehensive national 
wetlands management program. We 
have a few square pegs which we have 
tried to pound into a single round hole. 
We must make a uniform, all-inclusive, 
wetlands program a national priority 
and do it now. If we don't act now 
thousands more acres of vital wetlands 
will be lost. 

The debate and legislation over wet
lands originated in 1972 with the pas
sage of the Clean Water Act by Con
gress. Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act began the era of wetlands protec
tion. Section 404 gives the Corps of En
gineers the power to issue permits 
needed to dredge or fill wetlands. Any
one wishing to alter a wetland by mak
ing it deeper or filling it must apply to 
the Corps of Engineers for a permit. 

Section 404 has broadened oversight 
far beyond its original intent for many 
types of wetlands. Meanwhile, the fail
ure to expand jurisdiction over non-

permitted conversion has cost the Na
tion hundreds of thousands of acres of 
wetlands. Last year one-quarter of a 
million acres of wetlands were con
verted by nonregulated means such as 
excavation, channelization, and drain
age. 

In addition to the 1972 Clean Water 
Act, Congress passed the swampbuster 
provisions in 1985. The swampbuster 
provision gives the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture the power to deny Federal 
commodity crop subsidies to farmers 
planting on wetlands which have been 
converted to agricultural uses after De
cember 25, 1985. 

The wetland regulations have become 
a mess of tangled, conflicting provi
sions. Most of my State's wetlands are 
in western Kentucky which is where 
rowcrop production is concentrated. It 
is not surprising that is where the ma
jority of hotly disputed wetland cases 
occur. 

By the current definition of a wet
land, over 60 million acres of presently 
farmed wetlands could possibly be 
taken out of production and protected 
as wetlands. In this 60 million acres, 
the majority of land has small areas 
that are covered by water only after a 
spring rain and only for a matter of 
days. In the case of Kentucky, it is 
these river bottoms which are the most 
productive farmland in the State. 

Of the figures I have found, it is re
ported that agricultural wetlands con
sist of 75 percent of the estimated 95 
million acres of remaining wetlands. 
Over 71 million acres of wetlands are 
located in private, largely agricultural 
lands. The American farmer is by far 
the most affected party in the wetlands 
debate. 

The Soil Conservation Service has 
and continues to be in day-to-day con
tact with all of the wetland areas. 
Their hands on experience, and their 
technical knowledge, makes them the 
obvious choice. There are 98 district 
conservation offices in Kentucky with 
a field staff which extends into all 120 
Kentucky counties. Each conservation 
district operates with an elected local 
advisory committee made up from 
local residents. 

Also, the Soil Conservation Service 
has a single statewide office to which 
all of these county and district offices 
are responsible. All 50 State offices are 
then ultimately responsible to the De
partment of Agriculture. 

Another distinct advantage which 
the Soil Conservation Service has is an 
established appeals process for individ
ual property owners to disagree with 
determinations by the SCS. Land
owners have been very frustrated be
cause the only process to disagree with 
a decision by the corps or EPA is 
through a court of law. 

Simply put, Federal wetlands protec
tion programs are a mess unless we act 
to streamline and improve the current 
procedures. If we do not act promptly, 
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thousands more acres of wetlands will 
be lost and more landowners will be 
put unnecessarily through the wringer. 

Mr. President, I want to thank the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND] for 
his leadership on this issue and com
mend him for his dedication to help our 
Nation's farmers, particularly those in 
my State of Kentucky. I want to en
courage my colleagues to review this 
legislation and urge their support. 
Thank you, Mr. President. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. LIEBERMAN]. 

FLEXIBLE MANDATORY CAP ON 
CREDIT CARD INTEREST RATES 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, yes-

terday the Senate struck a blow for 
America's consumers when it approved, 
along with the banking legislation, 
flexible cap on credit card interest 
rates. Since we originally passed the 
credit card legislation last week my of
fice, like so many others, perhaps all 
others, has been deluged with phone 
calls and faxes from the major banks 
and other credit card companies. My 
staff and I have met with representa
tives from these institutions, and lis
tened to their arguments opposing in
terest rate caps, and describing the im
pact the cap might have on them. 

They made some points that are 
worth considering. But I want to say 
here this morning that no one has con
vinced me that our basic premise, 
which is that the banks are charging 
too much interest on consumer credit 
card debt, is wrong. No one has con
vinced me that the basic premise of the 
need for some limits and the need for 
lower credit card interest rates is 
right. 

What has disappointed me over the 
past week is the amount of hyperbole, 
misinformation, and at times indeed 
hysteria that has been spread by the 
special interest groups opposed to this 
credit card interest rate cap. The 
banks would have us believe we caused 
a 120-point drop in the stock market 
last Friday, when everybody knows 
there are a host of other economic indi
cators and facts that caused that drop. 
They would have us also believe that 
they will drop 60 million consumers, 
customers, credit card customers, 
abandoning this remarkably lucrative 
mass market business and issue credit 
cards only to the very rich. That does 
not make any economic sense. 

We have been told that the regula
tion of interest rates is an unheard of 
intrusion into the free market. 

Mr. President, it is time for some 
calm and perspective here. Regulation 
of interest rates is not, as the Sec
retary of the Treasury has said, a 
wacky idea. Indeed, it is as old as the 
Bible, and has been accepted as an ap
propriate part of legal systems since 
the earliest days of the English com
mon law. 

In fact, every State in this Union 
that I know of has some form of usury 
laws. Until the late 1970's most States 
imposed interest rate caps on consumer 
loans including credit cards, in order to 
protect consumers from unscrupulous 
lenders. 

It is interesting to note that what 
brought an end to these State rate caps 
was not an economic revelation, but a 
remarkable Supreme Court decision, 
Marquette National Bank versus First 
Omaha Services Corp., that effectively 
enabled renegade States to lift credit 
card rate caps throughout the Nation 
by allowing credit card companies to 
charge customers whatever rate was al
lowed in the credit card company's 
home State. States could no longer 
protect their own citizens against usu
rious rates charged by out-of-State 
credit card companies. 

Connecticut's experience with rate 
caps is instructive. Following the re
lentless increases in rates that natu
rally followed the Marquette decision, 
Connecticut, after much debate, en
acted a 15-percent cap on credit card 
interest rates. The State was eventu
ally compelled to lift the cap, not be
cause credit card companies were strip
ping Connecticut residents of their 
cards or failing to issue cards to Con
necticut residents, but because the 
State's cap could easily be cir
cumvented by transferring the credit 
card company's home office to an out
of-State location which had no limit on 
credit card interest rates. 

Just recently the attorney general of 
Connecticut, Richard Blumenthal, 
wrote to me urging that this Senate 
consider enacting a cap on credit card 
interest rates that could be exported to 
other States, as he put it. He urged us 
to make some improvements in exist
ing credit card disclosure laws as well. 
His office was increasingly frustrated 
by its inability to take action against 
credit card companies located outside 
of the State which not only were fail
ing to decrease the interest rates they 
were charging Connecticut residents, 
but were actually increasing the rates 
they were charging Connecticut con
sumers. 

Attorney General Blumenthal's expe
rience and, indeed, Connecticut's expe
rience with credit card rates over the 
past 10 years greatly influenced my de
cision to cosponsor and support Sen
ator D'AMATO's credit card amend
ment. Connecticut's experience has 
also increased my skepticism about the 
dire predictions with which the bank
ing industry has reacted to the current 
proposal. 

My constituents cannot understand 
why banks are paying them less and 
less on their savings but still charging 
them almost 20 percent interest on 
their credit cards. They cannot under
stand why the banks, given the annual 
fees, late fees and other charges that 
credit card companies require them to 

pay, cannot, as they claim, make area
sonable profit under a flexible rate cap 
that reflects the decreasing cost of 
money to the banks. 

They simply do not understand why 
banks have decreased rates for auto 
loans and mortgages, loans that have 
clearly been hit as hard by bank
ruptcies and economic problems today 
as credit cards but cannot lower the 
rates for credit cards. 

Mr. President, as this banking bill 
now goes to conference committee, I 
know that there are powerful forces 
arrayed to strip the credit card inter
est rate cap out of the bill. But I want 
to ask them this morning before they 
rush in to do that to think long and 
hard. I want them to understand that 
those of us who supported the amend
ment last week do not want to be un
fair to the banks. 

We believe that we can enact a cap 
that is fair to the banks but also fair to 
consumers as well, one that does not 
continue this hidden bailout for the 
banking industry. If that fair rate is 
not 4 percent over the IRS 
underpayment rate and the banks and 
the credit card companies can convince 
us that it can be 5 or 6 percent if they 
have fine-tuning recommendations to 
make to our proposal, if the retailers, 
as many have come to us and said they 
are different from the banks, they do 
not make money on credit cards, in 
fact they are loss leaders for them, we 
are open to all those discussions. That 
can all be fixed in conference. There is 
time to work out those details. 

I think it is fair to say that those of 
us who believe in the need for a credit 
card interest rate cap are prepared to 
listen to our critics and accept reason
able changes in the current proposal. 
But what we cannot accept is a con
tinuation of the status quo. 

So I urge the conferees, the House of 
Representatives, the White House to 
join the Senate in sending the credit 
card industry a strong message: To get 
those unfair rates down and to support 
fairness for the average, hard-hit 
American consumer by moving expedi
tiously toward enacting a fair limit on 
credit card rates. 

Mr. President, we, in Congress, can
not stand idly by and let consumers be 
treated so unfairly. Lower credit card 
interest rates must be achieved. The 
fundamental unfairness we are experi
encing right now cannot go on, and I 
hope the message gets through to the 
banks and the credit card companies: 
Our economy will benefit if consumers 
say no to high rate credit cards and 
more banks say yes to lower rates. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. D'AMATO addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from New York. 
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CREDIT CARD CAPS 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I 
would like to associate myself with the 
remarks of the distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut as it relates to the 
opportunity for the Congress to do 
something to help the consumer, to 
help working middle-class families dur
ing this extraordinary difficult time of 
recession-and we are in a recession. 

When the marketplace is free, when 
the marketplace is competitive, when 
there is true competition for business, 
there is no need for this kind of legisla
tion, and I think my good friend from 
Connecticut would agree with me. But 
I think he would also agree that we do 
not have that kind of competition 
today. One need only look at the record 
and when one understands that the 10 
largest credit card issuers control 50 
percent of the market and sees that 7 
out of 10 have the identical rate, 19.80, 
to the decimal; that the eighth has a 21 
percent rate; and two others are at 16 
plus; we find that there is not that 
kind of competition. And indeed, we 
know that something is wrong. 

We all know it and we know why it is 
tolerated. We have heard it said in our 
Chambers and our private circles when 
those who have come to us said, look, 
this is an area where the banks are 
making lots of money. That is the real 
reason, because the banks are making 
billions of dollars in profits and no one 
denies them, nor would this Senator 
want to deny them a fair return on 
their investment. But when we talk 
about returns that are in excess of 100 
percent, 200 percent, 300 percent, some 
approaching 400 percent how do I come 
to this? 

Mr. President, the interesting thing 
is that the cost of money to the banks 
has come down. The Federal Reserve 
has continually moved, repeatedly, al
most a dozen times, to reduce the cost 
of money. 

Why has it lowered the discount 
rate? 

It has lowered that so that it could 
make cheaper money available to the 
banks so that the banks, in turn, could 
cut their rates of interest that they 
charge and, indeed, they have. 

And so while the cost of money to 
the banks has come down, while the 
cost of money that the banks pay out 
to those who have savings accounts, 
checking accounts, certificates of de
posit are at historical lows, probably 
the lowest in the past 20 years-about 
4.68 is what the average cost of money 
is for the banks-while the prime inter
est rate has come down during this 
time, there is an absolute correlation 
between what interest rates should be 
paid by consumers as it relates to the 
cost of money. 

We have not seen reductions in the 
consumer area as it relates to credit 
cards, but we have seen increases. They 
have actually increased since 1985. 
While the cost of money to the banks 

have come down, they have increased 
the cost to the consumer. It is wrong. 
It is a hidden bailout. If anything, let 
us put the spotlight on it. 

I have to say this. I do not think our 
legislation is perfect. As Senator 
LIEBERMAN indicated, people say, lis
ten, maybe it should be tied to prime 
rate. Fine, we can come up with a for
mula basically 6, 61/2 points over prime. 
Prime is 71/2. Maybe it should be 7 over 
prime, a floating rate, an indicator of 
what money costs and what the best 
customer pays. 

How much over prime? 
This is not a ceiling, by the way; it 

floats. It is a ceiling that is tied to the 
cost of money or the cost of loans that 
are put out. So it is not an arbitrary 
ceiling-14 percent plus. 

What should it be? Prime plus 8? 
I ask my colleagues, is there not a 

point then when it becomes uncon
scionable to the people who have to 
pay this, particularly if the free mar
ket system is not permitted to work? 
Should it be prime plus 9? Prime plus 
10? I say to my colleagues, when do we 
stand up and do what is right? 

Maybe we have to rock some boats. It 
is a powerful lobby out there, and if we 
think that the people are upset with 
the institutions of Government, they 
are, and they have every right to be. I 
am convinced that they will attempt to 
take this measure out without at
tempting to, as my friend and Senate 
colleague, Senator LIEBERMAN from 
Connecticut indicated, fine tuning, 
make it so that it does meet the objec
tions, the legitimate objections and 
concerns of some of the retailers. 

There are differences between the re
tailer and the bank. But to simply 
throw it out or to come back with a 
nonsense study which will impede any
thing being done is wrong. 

Why do we not stand up for that 
working middle-class guy? He knows 
something is terribly wrong. We know 
it, too. When do we have the guts and 
the courage to do what is right? 

This is not the last. This conference 
report will come back. If it does not ad
dress this problem, I want to serve no
tice that this Senator is not just going 
to fold his little tent and go home. We 
are going to make our colleagues ac
countable and vote on this issue. The 
people have a right to see that we real
ly are working to protect their inter
ests. I believe that they are entitled to 
help. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

THE DEVELOPING EUROPEAN 
ORDER-AND U.S. INTERESTS 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the 12-
nation European Community will con
vene December 9 in the historic town of 
Maastricht in the Netherlands for a 
meeting that could well be a decisive 
turning point for Europe. Even more 
important, from my point of view, it 

may also be a turning point for the 
United States and its relationship with 
Europe. 

Several questions are obvious: Will 
the Maastricht meeting mark the be
ginning of the end of state sovereignty 
in Europe? Will it mean that the Euro
pean Community could emerge as a 
transnational political power in its 
own right? All of Europe is ablaze with 
speculation, but American observers 
have been strangely silent about an 
event which could affect the interests 
of the American people so vitally. 

While the British remain true to 
their traditions of parliamentary sov
ereignty and state autonomy, the 
French and Germans press for ever 
greater political and monetary union. 
What is startling is that with the ex
ception of defense policy, most of the 
other countries stand with Germany
and against Britain-in this debate. 
This tension between transnational 
power and state sovereignty will ulti
mately define the new world order. 

Even if the Maastricht summit ends 
in stalemate, the fall of the Soviet em
pire and the evolution of Europe pose 
serious dilemmas for United States for
eign policy. Powerful forces of nation
alism, economic interest, and political 
and security interests will jockey for 
dominance in the new Europe. These 
forces will inevitably lead to new 
alignments, and to a new position for 
the United States in Europe. 

So the question before us, Mr. Presi
dent, is how can the United States 
make sure that the developing world 
order is an order which supports the in
terests of the United States? 

From this side of the Atlantic, it is 
sometimes difficult to discern how 
complex the argument about political 
union and disunion is. There are a vari
ety of different political interests at 
stake here. Indeed, in some ways we 
are watching an ongoing European ver
sion of the Philadelphia Convention of 
1787. 

The British on the one hand sub
scri be to the principle of subsidiarity. 
In other words, they want to see the EC 
only for business which cannot be done 
better at the national level or lower. 
The French, on the other hand, believe 
that the national governments should 
cede significant sovereignty to the EC, 
and then take turns controlling it 
through the European Council. The 
Germans are in favor of union, but 
would like to see the EC significantly 
federalized, with a greater emphasis on 
the European Parliament. Holland does 
not like the French plan either because 
it is afraid that the small states would 
lose political power. 

Mr. President, there are other major 
issues. The Benelux countries, France, 
Spain, and Italy would all like to see 
the European Community develop a 
more activist social agenda. Again 
Britain leads the fight in keeping so
cialism at bay. 
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On defense issues there is also a split 

between those forces which favor more 
European alignment· in the West Euro
pean Union, and those which would 
like to maintain the power of NATO. 
And then there is Denmark, which 
wants to be able to incorporate its neu
tral Nordic neighbors within the EC 
structure, and so is dragging its feet on 
any kind of common security policy. 

At the same time, there are other 
countries waiting in the wings which 
could also fundamentally alter the 
character of the EC. The countries of 
the European Free Trade Association, 
especially Sweden and Austria, are 
waiting in the wings to enter the EC. 
Also, the East European countries, in 
particular Poland, Czechoslovakia, and 
Hungary, would also like to become 
members of the European Community. 
Looking even farther down the road, a 
reconstituted Soviet Union, or Russia, 
or Ukraine could also be significant 
players in the European scene. 

Mr. President, the EC is not the only 
transnational institution which needs 
to be studied. Other international in
stitutions are already in place to shape 
the order that may emerge. Politically 
and strategically, the chief institutions 
to watch are NATO, the West European 
Union [WEU], the Conference on Secu
rity and Cooperation in Europe [CSCE], 
CFE, and EPC, the political arm of the 
European Community. 

The oldest of these institutions, 
NATO, is being re-evaluated since its 
strategic mission of containing the So
viet threat seems to have been accom
plished. Every one wants to know what 
its purpose will be in the future. The 
United States has a major role in 
NATO, and is therefore seeking a 
semipolitical role for NATO so that the 
investment which the United States 
has made in Europe continues to bear 
fruit. 

However, the importance of CSCE 
seems to be growing at the expense of 
NATO. This is significant, since the So
viet Union has a major role in CSCE, 
but of course, is excluded from NATO. 
The growing influence of CSCE would 
seem to indicate a decline in U.S. influ
ence concerning what happens in Eu
rope at the same time that it gives the 
former Soviet Union a seat at the 
table-something it never has had be
fore. 

The Germans have shown that they 
are serious about political unification. 
But they also have the most to win 
from surrendering their sovereignty to 
a united Europe. With a population of 
80 million people and the most ad
vanced economy in the region, the Ger
mans would control the vital aspects of 
a united Europe. In a way, they seem 
to consider the linkage of monetary 
union to political union as a way to 
force the other countries to fall into 
line. If the rest of the European Com~ 
munity does fall into line, the 
Maastricht conference may lead to po-

litical unification, and a major step in 
the surrender of state sovereignty by 
the member nations. 

Economically, it is important to 
watch how the European Bank of Re
search and Development implements 
its projects of rebuilding the economies 
of the former Soviet Empire. The 
EBRD programs may increase the via
bility of the East Europeans coming 
into the European Community, but it 
could also work to sustain a neo-social
ist government in the Soviet Empire. 

The European Community has two 
alternatives before it. It could work to 
incorporate the economies of Eastern 
Europe in a continental wide version of 
German unification. On the other hand, 
it could maintain its current nucleus 
and base its growth on the economic 
compatibility of its members. For 
these reasons it is important to watch 
how economic integration of Europe 
develops in 1992 and beyond. 

Everyone wants to be on the side of 
an economic winner, and the EC with 
its 345 million person population and 
$6.75 trillion GDP is likely to become 
the single largest and most important 
economic entity, until or unless the 
United States expands its own free 
market zone deeper into South Amer
ica. 

The EC has long had problems with 
its basic identity. What England wants 
is far different from what the socialist 
south wants. The development of ma
jority rule on most issues in the Euro
pean Community, would not only se
verely curtail state sovereignty; it 
would also lead to a union for more so
cialist in its economic and social prin
ciples. This development would have 
profound ramifications for the United 
States, not just economically, but at 
the most fundamental political levels 
as well. 

Mr. President, there are also areas 
where existing institutions have not 
developed to cope with the emerging 
realities. The EC has handled the 
Yugoslavian crisis miserably. Nor is 
there a single international institution 
which is coping responsibly with the 
Baltics, Ukraine, or the other coun
tries of the decaying Soviet Union. We 
need to be able to read the signs of 
emerging nationalisms and the power 
of new states, and prepare not just for 
what will happen, but for what may 
happen. 

President Wilson's tired dreams of 
internationalism are being resurrected 
yet again. We must continue to expect 
to see the explosive effects of national
ism. Nothing can be accomplished on 
the international level if it goes 
against the grain of a nation's basic 
identity. We need only remember the 
experience of this century to know how 
fragile dreams of perpetual peace can 
be. 

For these reasons, Mr. President, I 
submit that the developing world order 
may not turn out as beneficial as popu-

lar opinion seems to indicate. We need 
to implement a national security pol
icy which can cope with unexpected, as 
well as expected, developments in Eu
rope and the former Soviet Union. We 
need to be aware of the fact that the 
European Community could develop in 
any number of directions, not all of 
them in the interest of the United 
States. 

The new European order could ex
pand to include all of Europe and Rus
sia or it could maintain its current nu
cleus. It could adopt a neosocialist 
agenda or commit itself firmly to free 
market principles. It could embrace 
the United States or it could attempt 
to isolate the United States. New pow
ers in the Ukraine and Eastern Europe 
could emerge and old powers decline-
as the Soviet Union seems to be doing 
now. 

Mr. President, the institutional ar
rangements will not be for or against 
U.S. interests, but the content of those 
arrangements could well affect our fu
ture. For this reason, we have to ask 
ourselves what would be the best case 
scenario for the United States amid 
this mixture of opportunity and dan
ger. 

Throughout history, those countries 
have done best which have managed to 
avoid conflicts with their chief rivals, 
exploited opportunities for challenges 
through surrogates, and developed 
sound alliances based on a wide range 
of common interests and values. Our 
focus for developing United States re
lations with Europe should be a sound 
alliance strategy. We need to minimize 
the ability of an antagonistic rival to 
develop. And we need to promote inter
national institutions which emphasize 
our common interests and values. 

Mr. President, the European states 
are embarked on a historic task of re
defining their most fundamental politi
cal arrangements. These states are 
doing so in the interests of promoting 
a stronger political community for the 
benefit of the European people. The 
United States, given its own history, 
would never stand in the way of such 
an endeavour if it were to be legiti
mately in the interests of all Euro
peans. The Europeans must know that 
we want to work constructively with 
them to build free markets and demo
cratic political arrangements based on 
traditional European values. 

Likewise, Mr. President, we should 
work toward the development of a 
strong Russia, a strong Ukraine, a 
strong Poland, and strong states in the 
Baltic which are democratic, market
oriented, and pro-American. We need to 
demonstrate, Mr. President, that these 
three qualitie&-democracy, market 
economies, and pro-Americanism are 
synonymous with strength. 

Is this, then, the new world order of 
which we hear so much? I think not. 
The institutions of the new order need 
to be judged not by their structure, but 
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by their content and their general di
rections. We should not applaud every 
development that results in a new, 
stronger Europe. We do not want to see 
our alliances with individual European 
nations weaken, nor our power to com
pete in European markets diminish. 
Neither do we want our own national 
integrity and sovereignty to vanish 
into some global superstructure that 
takes away our freedom of action. 

Mr. President, we should support a 
strong, unified Europe only if it is in 
our interest to do so. The imposition of 
out-moded socialist welfare principles 
or the development of European de
fense arrangements which vitiate the 
sacrifices of American time, money, 
and blood must be fought. 

It is true that we have vital security, 
political, and economic interests in Eu
rope. But we cannot afford to support 
institutions which may be opposed to 
our interests in the long term. 

Institutions such as the European 
Bank of Research and Development are 
redundant and potentially impossible 
to control. We should not send U.S. 
taxpayers' dollars overseas to promote 
institutions like these which dilute 
American strength and leadership. 

Mr. President, we should be wary. We 
should be prepared to reject a new 
world order which does not develop in 
accord with our national interests. At 
the same time we should make sure 
that we do everything in our power to 
make sure that it genuinely does de
velop in our national interests. 

The European summit on December 9 
in Maastricht will be a time of testing 
for the developing world order. It may 
help to determine the direction of U.S. 
diplomacy in the years to come. 

TRIBUTE TO JUDGE PELHAM 
JONES MERRILL 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, it is 
with sorrow that I rise today to pay 
tribute to the life and career of the late 
retired Alabama Supreme Court Jus
tice Pelham Jones Merrill. My friend 
and former colleague died on November 
5 at the age of 84. Public service was 
truly in the blood of this teacher, legis
lator, and distinguished jurist from 
Cleburne County, AL. 

His grandfather, J.W. Jones, served 
in the State legislature; his father, Cir
cuit Judge Walter B. Merrill, served as 
a State senator and representative; an 
uncle, Ralph Jones, was a Senator and 
House Member; another uncle, Hugh D. 
Merrill, Sr., was Lieutenant Governor, 
a State senator, and House speaker; 
and a third uncle, John W. Abecrombie, 
served as a Member of Congress from 
Alabama, as an Acting Secretary of 
Labor under President Woodrow Wil
son; and later as president of the Uni
versity of Alabama. It is no wonder, 
then, that such a lineage produced a 
man of accomplishment like Pelham 
Jones Merrill. 

Attending local schools and entering 
the University of Alabama at the age 
of 14, Pelham Merrill graduated at the 
age of 18. He taught school and coached 
for 5 years, eventually becoming the 
Bibb County supervisor of opportunity 
schools, where adult men and women 
learned to read and write. 

He earned his law degree from Ala
bama in 1934 and soon became active in 
local and State Democratic Party poli
tics. Beginning in 1936, he served in the 
State legislature, but left the political 
arena in 1942 to join the Air Force. 
After World War II, Pelham was elected 
to two terms in the legislature, twice 
serving as House Speaker pro tempore. 
He became Justice Merrill in 1952, 
when he was elected to the State's 
highest court. He served there as an as
sociate justice until his retirement in 
1976. 

During his illustrious career, Judge 
Merrill worked diligently to improve 
Alabama's judicial system. He wrote 
numerous articles on the subject, and 
authored bills creating the courts of 
criminal and civil appeals. A Mason 
and American Legionnaire, he was a 
member of the Farrah Law Society; 
American Bar Association; American 
Judicature Society; Alabama State 
Bar; and the Alabama Law Institute. 

Among his many honors and achieve
ments were his election in 1978 to the 
Alabama Academy of Honor; his recei v
ing the dean's award from the Univer
sity of Alabama and Cumberland 
Schools of Law; and his being awarded 
the Eugene W. Carter Medallion, pre
sented to him by the Administrative 
Law Section of the Alabama Bar. 

Mr. President, Judge Pelham Jones 
Merrill's contributions to the adminis
tration of justice are countless. He dis
played wisdom, amiability, and kind
ness on the bench and in the conference 
room. His persistence in the study of 
cases assigned to him and the prompt
ness in which his decisions were made 
brought honor to the court. His opin
ions evoked outstanding comment from 
legal scholars all over the Nation, and 
were noted for their soundness, clarity, 
and forthrightness. He was truly a 
judge's judge. Everyone who served on 
the Supreme Court of Alabama with 
him always considered him to be Ala
bama's finest jurist. Like others who 
knew and worked with Judge Merrill, I 
considered it a tremendous pleasure 
and privilege to have served with him. 

I extend my heartfelt condolences to 
his wife, Gladys, to whom he was mar
ried for 55 years, and to his entire fam
ily. One of Judge Merrill's favorite 
quotations, from Daniel Webster, epito
mized his career: 

I shall be content if, when my days are 
numbered, it can truthfully be said of me 
that with such ability as I possessed, and 
whenever opportunity offered, I labored 
faithfully, to build this temple higher in my 
time. 

If we assume that Pelham Merrill's 
"temple" was his State and its judicial 

system, then we know that he was very 
contented when he left us, for he did 
indeed leave his temple "higher during 
his time." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an article on Judge Merrill's 
career be included in the RECORD. 

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

[From the Montgomery Advertiser and 
Alabama Journal, Apr. 26, 1987) 

SPECIAL ROOM TELLS THE TALE OF JUDGE'S 
ILLUSTRIOUS CAREER 

(By Alvin Benn) 
MONTEVALLO.-Pelham J. Merrill-teacher, 

coach, lawyer, prosecutor, soldier, legislator, 
Alabama Supreme Court justice and civic 
leader-has found a repository for mementos 
of his illustrious career. 

It's a special room at Reynolds Hall at the 
University of Montevallo, and at 2 p.m. 
today friends from throughout Alabama will 
be on hand to help the 79-year-old Merrill 
dedicate it. 

Credit for the room belongs to Merrill's 
wife of 51 years, a woman who has spent her 
life as his faithful companion, traveling 
partner and, at times, press agent. 

"My husband has had careers in many 
fields and I felt they should all be pre
served," said Gladys Merrill, as she took a 
breather from hanging up some of the certifi
cates in the room. 

The walls are filled with memories of a 
man who went to the University of Alabama 
at the age of 14 and used the head start as a 
springboard into multi-faceted careers. 

His life hasn't surprised those familiar 
with the Merrill family. His father also was 
a lawyer, legislator and judge. 

Pelham Merrill went him one or two bet
ter, however, and came away with some 
priceless stories about the movers and shak
ers of Alabama who held sway for more than 
half a century. 

One of the most colorful was James E. 
"Big Jim" Folsom, a two-term governor 
whose career included some bizarre happen
ings-some apocryphal, but taken as the gos
pel today. 

One belief held by many credits Folsom 
with shooting into the ceiling of the Mont
gomery Country Club during a reception 
many years ago. 

Such was not the case, says Merrill, be
cause he was there and knows who did it. 

"Most folks there had taken several nips 
and a sheriff near us was just plain drunk," 
he said. "He kept telling a particularly bor
ing speaker to shut up and when he didn't 
the sheriff pulled out his pistol and fired it 
into the ceiling." 

Folsom, known to have taken a nip or two 
himself in his lifetime, was as sober as the 
judge during the event and was not about to 
leave. 

"We all knew he'd be blamed for it and we 
wanted to get him out of there," Merrill 
said. "He went upstairs because he was 
afraid somebody might have been hit by the 
bullet." 

No one was. 
They were able to spirit Folsom out of the 

country club, and though he was innocent, 
the legend of Big Jim and the ceiling shoot
ing was born. 

That incident occurred decades after Mer
rill already had established himself as one of 
Alabama's leading citizens. 

He had been a teacher and coach at West 
Blocton High School, where he taught the 
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first seven classes and then was "allowed" to 
get the football team into shape late in the 
day. 

His 13-member team had not won a game 
the year before he arrived. In his first year, 
they lost only one game and won the county 
championship. 

His love of football remains, perhaps be
cause of his closeness to the University of 
Alabama's famed Crimson Tide and the leg
endary Johnny Mack Brown. 

The two were in the same class during the 
1920s and Merrill remembers Brown as a tal
ented runner with good looks and little gray 
matter. 

"He was one of the finest and dumbest boys 
I ever met," he said of Brown, who helped 
Alabama win a Rose Bowl game and then 
captivated Hollywood with his Southern 
charm and chiseled features. 

Brown, who became a leading man before 
turning out dozens of "B" westerns, must 
have been reading cue cards because he sure
ly couldn't remember his plays in the hud
dle, Merrill said. 

"Our coach was Hank Crisp and he kept 
telling Johnny Mack he'd make him a star, 
but he would have to remember his plays in 
order for that to happen," Merrill said. 

Brown frequently called his own number to 
run the ball because he had difficulty re
membering what the other players were sup
posed to do, he said. 

When Merrill finally set up his law prac
tice in Claburne County, he found out the 
Depression did not differentiate between rich 
and poor. Few had any money. 

After one of his first months in practice, 
Merrill said, he and his partner had $7.00 left 
after paying their secretary and the rent. 

"He got $5 because he was the senior part
ner," Merrill said. "Guess who got the $2!" 

Merrill also found politics to his liking 
during those days and was elected to the 
Legislature three times from Claburne Coun
ty. 

He served in the Army Air Corps during 
World War II, then returned to the Legisla
ture, where he gained the distinction of 
being the only person ever elected twice as 
speaker pro tern of the House of Representa
tives. 

In 1947 he was named "Most Resourceful 
Member of the House" and in 1951 he was 
named "Most Effective Member" of the 
lower chamber. 

In 1952, Merrill was elected to the first of 
four six-year terms on the Alabama Supreme 
Court. 

He and his colleagues served during the 
most turbulent period of Alabama's history 
following the Civil War. 

The civil rights movement emerged after 
the U.S. Supreme Court's decision to end 
segregation of schools, which was supported 
by Congress until 1964, Merrill said. 

"Sure I supported segregation in those 
days," he said. "It was the law of the state 
and the land. If Congress had taken some ac
tion to end it before 1964, (that action) would 
have been supported at that time, too." 

One of the U.S. Supreme Court's most il
lustrious justices during that period was 
Hugo Black, a man from Merrill's east Ala
bama stomping grounds who had to over
come the bad publicity about his Ku Klux 
Klan membership before gaining admission 
to the highest court in the land. 

"Regardless of what FDR or anybody else 
had to say about him, he was one of the lead
ing Ku Kluxers in the state," Merrill said. 
"He knew it was politically helpful in Ala
bama to be a friend of the Klan. 

Black eventually became one of the Su
preme Court's leading liberals and was con-

stantly castigated in Alabama because of his 
pro-civil rights opinions. 

For Merrill, his election to the Alabama 
Supreme Court proved to be the highlight of 
his career. 

He said he loved the legal reviews and en
joyed writing lengthy opinions when they 
were justified. 

Many justices said the work was arduous, 
but Merrill said it tended to keep his adren
alin pumping during most of the quarter cen
tury he served on the panel. 

His reviews led some men to the electric 
chair and others to the bank to collect big 
judgments. 

The case he remembers most involved a 
grain company and a takeover attempt by 
one of the stockholders. 

It had little of the drama of a capital case, 
but money and greed tended to generate a 
special excitement. 

According to Merrill, the case filled 26 or 
27 volumes and became the most drawn-out 
appeal in Alabama history. 

"It took a whole week just to hear the ar
gument from the two sides," he said. "It was 
really something. I remember the stockhold
ers used to go to Europe to discuss the price 
of wheat. It had that kind of element." 

Merrill, inducted in the Alabama Academy 
of Honor in 1976, enjoys his many successes 
and the company of the woman who has been 
with him every step of the way. 

They haven't had any children and look to 
the UM Merrill Room as the perfect place to 
preserve memories of a remarkable life. 

For Gladys Merrill, the room is a dream 
come true. 

"I've been thinking about it for a long 
time," she said. "It's a bit belated, but this 
is my golden wedding anniversary gift to 
him." 

TO EXPRESS GENERAL RIDGWAY'S 
GRATITUDE FOR THE CONGRES
SIONAL GOLD MEDAL 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, re
cently I had the pleasure of accom
panying Sena tor NUNN, the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen. Colin 
Powell, and the Vice Chief of Staff of 
the Army, Gen. Dennis Reimer to 
present the Congressional Gold Medal 
to Gen. Matthew B. Ridgway. 

I want to report to the Senate that I 
was deeply moved, as were the other 
members of the entourage, when Gen
eral Powell presented the medal to this 
distinguished patriot and military 
leader. It appeared that General 
Ridgway was deeply honored to be rec
ognized for his service to this great Na
tion. 

Mr. President, on behalf of General 
Ridgway, Senator NUNN, Senator WAR
NER, and I wish to express his gratitude 
and thanks to the Congress of the Unit
ed States for the honor accorded him. I 
also ask unanimous consent that the 
letter from General Ridgway which ex
presses his sentiments be included in 
the RECORD following this statement. 

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

GEN. M.B. RIDGWAY, 
Pittsburgh, PA, November 21, 1991. 

Hon. SAM NUNN' 
Hon. JOHN w. WARNER, 
Hon. STROM THURMOND, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR STROM: Please accept my deepest ap
preciation for the honor which you and your 
distinguished colleagues have accorded me, 
so movingly embodied in the venerable Con
gressional Gold Medal and so warmly spoken 
to in the Senate Chamber and in Conference. 

I am, of course, by no means the ultimate 
honoree. That which you have bestowed upon 
me properly accrues to the thousands of men 
and women with whom I have been privileged 
to serve in the cause of freedom that has 
touched the lives of so many others in so 
many different lands. 

In remembrance of them and on their be
half, I hope you will convey my gratitude 
and and thanks to the Congress of the United 
States. 

With deepest respect, 
M.B. RIDGWAY, 

General, U.S. Army, Retired. 

GEN. M.B. RIDGWAY, 
Pittsburgh, PA, November 21, 1991. 

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Your gracious letter 
of 22 October is deeply appreciated. My only 
regret is that I was not able to travel to 
Washington. However, General Powell rep
resented you superbly in conveying your 
good wishes. 

I am not unmindful of the seriousness of 
this considered action of Congress, which not 
only has included the efforts of Senators 
Nunn, Warner and Thurmond, but has in
volved the concern of the Department of De
fense, and, most particularly of your own, in 
arranging the Congressional Gold Medal 
ceremony in Pittsburgh last week. 

As I wrote to the Senators, that which you 
have bestowed upon me properly accrues to 
the thousands of men and women with whom 
I have been privileged to serve over many 
years. 

On their behalf, as my own, I thank you for 
your personal interest and testimony. 

With deepest respect, 
M.B. RIDGWAY, 

General, U.S. Army, Retired. 

FISCAL YEAR 1992 DEPARTMENT 
OF DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION 
CONFERENCE REPORT 
Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I take 

this time to indicate my support for, 
and I will vote for, the 1992 defense au
thorization conference report. Despite 
some reservations that I have about a 
number of issues, this bill contains sev
eral extremely important provisions 
for the State of Washington. 

I am extremely proud of the provi
sions that establish a trust fund for the 
cleanup of nuclear waste at Hanford. 
This was one of my primary goals when 
I first came to the U.S. Senate in 1987. 
Today, this proposal is a reality. 

Based on legislation I introduced ear
lier this year, the provisions, sections 
3134 and 3135, fulfill the five critical ob
jectives set out in my bill, S. 1462. 

First, the legislation establishes a 
separate, environmental restoration 
and waste management trust in the 
Treasury. 
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Second, safeguards will assure that 

moneys put into the trust fund are 
used for nuclear waste cleanup at Han
ford and other defense nuclear facili
ties around the country-and for this 
purpose exclusively. Money cannot be 
diverted to defense production or other 
purposes, as in the past. This has been 
a big problem for us with the Depart
ment of Energy. It will be a problem no 
more. 

Third, the provisions establish great
ly needed oversight over the waste 
cleanup process. They create a direct 
linkage between waste cleanup activi
ties and waste cleanup agreements, 
like Hanford's Tri-Party Agreement. 
These agreements make sure cleanup 
funding and activities meet local and 
State laws and needs. The target com
pletion date of 2019 is specifically in
cluded in the legislation to help avoid 
any slippage in DOE's commitment to 
critical cleanup. 

Fourth, the provisions guarantee 
public participation in the cleanup 
process. This has been sorely missing. 
In such a sensitive area, it is no sur
prise that the absence of public input 
into DOE's plans may have been more 
through intent than oversight. 

This bill requires consultation with 
Governors, attorneys general, affected 
Indian tribes and, most importantly, 
the public at large in developing 5-year 
cleanup plans. Section 3135(c) specifi
cally makes $20 million in grants avail
able to States to facilitate such par
ticipation and public oversight of the 
process. 

Finally, the bill gives environmental 
restoration and waste management ac
tivities greater weight and visibility at 
DOE. The managers' statement specifi
cally directs that an office, headed by 
an Assistant Secretary, be designated 
in DOE to carry out these activities. 

The cleanup of defense nuclear waste 
is an overwhelming prospect. We are 
talking about the safety of hundreds of 
thousands of Americans. Dozens of 
comm uni ties. We are also talking 
about tens of billions of dollars. The 
figures boggle the mind. 

This legislation gives the people of 
the Tri-Cities in Washington, and in 
other communities throughout this Na
tion, a fund dedicated to making their 
environment safer. To making their 
lives safer. I am proud of this bill, and 
look forward to assuring its implemen
tation in the coming years. 

I would also like to point out that 
this bill will fund my request of $5 mil
lion for the Hanford Heal th Informa
tion Network, $1.6 million in fiscal 
year 1992 and $1.8 million in fiscal 
years 1993 and 1994. This crucial pro
gram helps disseminate information to 
the people of Tri-Cities about radiation 
exposure that is or may affect their 
health. 

Other programs for which I requested 
funding in this bill are the Environ
mental and Molecular Sciences Lab, 

which will receive $17.1 million in fis
cal year 1992, and section 801 housing 
for service families at Whidbey Naval 
Air Station, which will receive $21.11 
million in fiscal year 1992. Enlisted 
families currently wait up to 17 months 
for adequate housing. These funds 
should help meet the pressing housing 
demands at Whidbey. 

Mr. President, at this point I wish to 
extend my deep appreciation to Chair
man NUNN, and especially to Senator 
EXON, who worked closely with me in 
crafting the Hanford Trust fund provi
sions. I also wish to acknowledge the 
outstanding work of Ms. Madelyn 
Creedon, who assisted me and my staff 
in drafting the trust fund provisions. 

This legislation is a tremendous step 
forward for defense environmental res
toration, the rights of women in the 
military, and in a limited number of 
other areas. I support it for these rea
sons. 

I have profound reservations, how
ever, about the amount of taxpayer 
money that this bill will spend on out
dated and unnecessary weapons pro
grams. The bill authorizes $290.8 billion 
in fiscal year 1992, several billion dol
lars more than the fiscal year 1991 au
thorization. 

Has nothing changed over the course 
of the last year? I am astounded that 
we are still arming ourselves for a 
showdown with the evil empire. There 
is no more empire. 

We live in a changed world. Both the 
United States and the Soviet Union 
have announced massive cuts in their 
nuclear arsenals. More importantly, 
the Soviet Union no longer poses the 
same threat it once did to United 
States security. The Pentagon has 
downscaled the Soviet Union to a risk. 

A $4.15 billion program for SDI has 
no place in this new world. Breaking 
the ABM Treaty, which the SDI provi
sions of this bill almost inevitably lead 
to, has no place in this world. 

The same is true for the majority of 
the other strategic programs in this 
bill. We have agreed not to build more 
than 15 B-2 bombers. But this bill au
thorizes $1.8 billion for R&D on this 
airplane. This does not make sense. 

These are substantial sums of money. 
Every day we hear pleas from the 
American people to help fix the econ
omy, to offer better education and bet
ter health care. We have better uses for 
this money. I urge my colleagues to 
rethink their priorities. 
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, sec
tion 334 of H.R. 2100, the National De
fense Authorization Act for fiscal years 
1992 and 1993, provides that the Depart
ment of Defense is to complete, not 
later than 36 months after enactment 
of this act, all draft final remedial in
vestigations and f easabili ty studies 
[RI/FS] at bases scheduled to be closed 
pursuant to the Base Closure Act of 
1991 that are listed on the National Pri-

ori ty List. This prov1s1on affects the 
State of Maine in that the Department 
of Defense must now complete the RI/ 
FS's for Loring Air Force Base within 
3 years from the date of enactment. 
This new completion date is several 
years sooner than the time period 
originally thought necessary and 
agreed to by the Environmental Pro
tection Agency [EPA], the State of 
Maine and the DOD. 

I am concerned that some States, 
such as the State of Maine, are under 
such severe budgetary limitations that 
the State may not be able to obtain 
adequate funding or qualified personnel 
to oversee the expedited completion of 
the RI/FS as mandated by section 334. 
This potential lack of funding or per
sonnel could also apply to the Environ
mental Protection Agency. 

The RI/FS is necessary in order to 
understand the extent of the contami
nation at the base and to identify 
cleanup mechanisms. Only a thorough 
RI/FS can accurately assess the extent 
of the contamination at the base and 
identify appropriate cleanup meth
odologies. Quick completion of the pa
perwork should not be the sole object 
of this legislation. 

I am further concerned that we may 
end up in a position a few years hence 
in which the Department of Defense is 
racing to complete the RI/FS's and the 
quality of environmental protection is 
undermined as a result. Clearly it is in 
the best interest of affected commu
nities to have the base cleaned up and 
available for reuse as soon as possible, 
but environmental and heal th protec
tion standards should not be com
promised as a result. 

I understand that section 334(c) pro
vides for an extension of the deadlines 
established in the legislation in certain 
situations. 

Mr. NUNN. The majority leader is 
correct in his understanding. Section 
334(c) was included to address the prob
lem that he has identified, as well as 
other situations. I would expect the 
DOD to request an automatic extension 
in cases where the Federal Environ
mental Protection Agency or the State 
expresses an inability to adequately 
oversee the RI/FS process due to a lack 
of funding, a lack of qualified person
nel, or both. 

We must ensure that cleanup of clos
ing bases remains a high priority and 
that there are no unnecessary delays. 
At the same time, we must also ensure 
that the cleanup process is conducted 
in a manner that is consistent with all 
environmental requirements, and that 
will protect human health. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, last night 
we passed a $70 billion bailout for the 
Nation's banks by voice vote-presum
ably because the leadership was afraid 
that if Members had to publicly record 
their position on such an unpopular 
bill, the measure would have been de
feated. Today I am afraid we are about 
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to pass a $290.8 billion bailout for the 
Nation's defense industry by a recorded 
vote-presumably because the leader
ship wants to give Members an oppor
tunity to get some political credit for 
supporting national defense. 

The irony would be amusing if it was 
not so frightening. 

I have no idea why supporting this 
Defense Authorization Act will gen
erate political credit for anyone. As it 
has for the past 2 years, this legislation 
makes a rhetorical bow to the chang
ing world in which we live. The speech
es made by the proponents of this legis
lation recognize that the disintegra
tion of the Soviet state and the Soviet 
threat has changed our national de
fense needs. Those speeches also ac
knowledge the economic and political 
ability of our allies to carry a greater 
share of the burden of preserving the 
peace and creating a new world order. 
And those speeches also pledge a com
plete reexamination of our defense pro
grams and strategy, with an emphasis 
on reducing spending on unnecessary 
system, because the largest danger we 
face now is economic rather than mili
tary. 

They are fine speeches. 
But the details of the legislation does 

not mirror the language of those state
ments. Let me give you some examples. 

As Senator LEAHY-who led the fight 
to terminate the B-2-pointed out last 
night, this bill really does not achieve 
that goal, despite claims to the con
trary. I will not repeat his arguments 
today; suffice it to say that any bill 
which kills a weapon system by au
thorizing an additional $4.4 billion in 
spending on it is an amazing piece of 
work. And it is not just the B-2. Once 
again we have killed the V-22 Osprey 
by authorizing almost $1 billion in 
spending, despite the objections of the 
Department of Defense. We killed the 
F-117 by authorizing over $600 million 
for that program, despite the objec
tions of the Department of Defense. 

This list goes on, Mr. President. And 
my point is simply this: If the Depart
ment of Defense eliminated our en
emies as well as the Congress elimi
nates unnecessary programs, we would 
either have surrendered or still be 
fighting in the Persian Gulf, in Korea, 
in Europe and Japan-and maybe even 
here at home in a desperate effort to 
win the Revolutionary War. 

In addition, Mr. President, although I 
supported the latest vision of SDI-the 
so-called GPALS or global protection 
against limited strikes-I never in my 
most cynical moments thought that we 
would authorize $4.15 billion for the 
program. That is over $1 billion more 
than we authorized last year when we 
were still working on a concept of 
space based defense that had guided 
our research and development efforts 
for a decade. Now we have a new ap
proach-a more limited, ground based 
system which builds on technology al-

ready in place-but instead of making 
a limited investment in this approach, 
we are throwing more money at it. 
That makes no sense in terms of tradi
tional research and development strat
egy. 

Finally, Mr. President, I would com
mend to my colleagues and to the 
country the argument advanced last 
night by Senator SASSER, the chairman 
of the Budget Committee. From his 
perspective as a person who looks at 
the overall spending of our Govern
ment--and deals with the staggering 
deficit that spending has produced-he 
rejects the approach taken in the bill 
because it does not reflect the prior
i ties this Nation needs to set. Is de
fense spending down? Yes. Has it gone 
down as dramatically as the threats we 
face have declined? No. Is the level of 
defense spending appropriate given the 
other needs we face here at home-the 
need to improve our educational sys
tem, rebuild our highways and roads, 
make health care available and afford
able, increase incentives for business 
development and job creation, give 
middle income Americans some tax re
lief? Absolutely not. We can not fi
nance all of those needs through cuts 
in defense; after all, one of Govern
ment's most basic obligations is to 
"provide for the common defense." No 
one wants, and I would not support, a 
defense budget that failed to achieve 
that goal. But, Mr. President, this 
budget is excessive. We do not need it 
and should not support it. I vote no. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, I want 
to commend the members of the Sen
ate who have worked for the past 4 
months to bring to the floor the con
ference report of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1992-
93. On August 2 of this year the Senate 
passed its version of the Defense au
thorization bill. There were world 
events that greatly altered the threat 
to our national security and those 
events have been factored into this leg
islation before us. Also factored into 
this legislation are our own domestic 
needs and the performances of our per
sonnel and equipment during the war 
in the Southwest Asia. 

Every State in the Union is affected 
by this bill in some manner. For North 
Carolina the legislation is of vast sig
nificance. Fort Bragg, Camp Lejune, 
Cherry Point Marine Corps Air Sta
tion, New River Marine Corps Air Sta
tion, Pope Air Force Base, and Sey
mour Johnson Air Force Base are all 
located in North Carolina. Twenty-five 
percent of the forces deployed in Oper
ation Desert Shield and Operation 
Desert Storm came from these instal
lation. This authorization conference 
report will provide for the beginning 
stages of a new medical center for Fort 
Bragg that would serve not only to 
benefit the soldiers and dependents lo
cated there, but all of the active duty 
military in North Carolina, surround-

ing States, and military retirees and 
their dependents. 

It must be noted that the National 
Guard and Reserve are a vital part of 
the total force structure of the U.S. 
military. Approved in this legislation 
is $1.05 billion for equipment mod
ernization for National Guard and Re
serve units. The Air National Guard 
Unit based in Charlotte, NC, has for 
years maintained levels of proficiency 
above those of active duty units. They 
have done so with the oldest aircraft in 
the Guard. They are now scheduled to 
have those aircraft replaced thanks to 
this legislation. 

Mr. President, H.R. 2100 benefits seg
ments of the civilian population of 
North Carolina as well. At the begin
ning of the 102d Congress, the Desert 
Storm Personnel Benefits Task Force 
worked to offer emergency assistance 
to small businesses adversely affected 
by Desert Storm. As I mentioned ear
lier, there were tens of thousands of 
soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines 
that left North Carolina for the Middle 
East. Those military personnel were 
also consumers and areas surrounding 
military bases were economically dev
astated during their deployments. Sec
tion 1087 serves to directly assist small 
business that suffered drastic losses 
due to the large deployments associ
ated with the gulf war. 

I wish to commend the conferees for 
taking note of the lack of funding 
made available to historically black 
colleges and universities that would 
like to either enter into or expand ef
forts in research programs sponsored 
by the Department of Defense. In addi
tion to five predominantly black insti
tutions of the University of North 
Carolina system whose chancellors ad
vocated such action, North Carolina is 
home to six of the United Negro Col
lege Fund colleges and universities 
that would also benefit from section 
812. 

So much attention is given to the 
large ticket items of defense legisla
tion. Most Americans are familiar with 
B-2 bombers, Patriot missiles, and Star 
Wars weapons, but the Defense author
ization bill is so much more than hard
ware. The provisions that provide pay 
research funding, housing and numer
ous other nonhardware items so impor
tant to the infrastructure of our na
tional security establishment are the 
ones that concern me most. The cold 
war is ended and the Congress must 
focus on the essentials when debating 
defense legislation. H.R. 2100 does just 
that and I give it my strong support 
and implore my colleagues to do so 
similarly. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, there are 
many important aspects to this con
ference report, hard won compromises 
on tough issues. On balance, this is a 
good bill that will provide for our secu
rity needs, begin the deployment of 
ballistic missile defenses, and continue 
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modernization of many aspects of our 
force structure. 

In addition, there are several pro
grams important to my State of Kan
sas. Programs that represent jobs and 
make major contributions to our na
tional security. But Mr. President, I in
tend to vote against this conference re
port and I want to take just a minute 
to discuss my reasons. 

The position taken by the conferees 
on the B-2 bomber is so out of line with 
regard to our future security needs, 
and so terribly wasteful with our 
scarce defense dollars that I cannot 
abide by it. Although the Senate posi
tion, which I fought hard to sustain 
during our deliberations on the Defense 
authorization bill, provided for four ad
ditional B-2 bombers, this conference 
report supports only one. And that sin
gle aircraft cannot be built unless the 
Congress votes once again to allow it. 
This makes no sense. 

I supported amendments that en
sured the B-2 completes the required 
testing to prove that the bomber will 
work as advertised. In my view, that is 
a prudent approach. But to buy one 
bomber at a time, purposefully driving 
up the cost so that opponents can stand 
in mock horror about the price tag is 
irresponsible-and I won't be a party to 
it. This report provides enough money 
to buy three or four B-2 bombers but 
it spends billions to buy nothing. 

Opponents claim that the B-2 is a 
waste of money. I don't believe that, 
but I do believe that spending money 
on a bomber that the Congress refuses 
to build is a waste-a waste of tax
payers money, a waste of our tech
nology, and a wasting away of our fu
ture security. 

In my view, America needs the B-2 
bomber. It is insurance for an uncer
tain future. And without the B-2, the 
bomber leg of the triad will become ob
solete. So, I think we should face facts 
here instead of playing games with the 
taxpayers' money. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I would 
like to express my opposition to the 
conference agreement on the fiscal 
year 1992 Department of Defense au
thorization bill. 

I have decided to oppose this agree
ment because it does not adequately 
reflect changes that have taken place 
both in the world and in this country. 
The level of defense spending provided 
in this bill was set out in the budget 
agreement negotiated between Con
gress and the administration in Octo
ber 1990. Since that agreement was 
fashioned, the failed coup in the Soviet 
Union demonstrated that the nature of 
the threat against which we had been 
preparing to defend ourselves is far dif
ferent than we thought. The world 
looks like a much different place than 
when we passed the budget agreement 
in October 1990 or when we passed the 
Senate's version of the fiscal year 1992 
DOD authorization in August 1991. 

Other things have changed as well. 
CBO recently estimated the fiscal year 
1992 budget deficit at $362 billion, far 
higher than earlier estimates of $280 
billion and far in excess of the total 
amount we spend on domestic discre
tionary programs such as education, 
transportation, agriculture, and the 
environment. Moreover, the demand 
for additional attention to vital domes
tic needs grows stronger every day. 

I do not advocate simply cutting de
fense spending and increasing social 
spending to meet out needs. However, I 
do believe we need a fundamental reas
sessment of our priorities to allow us 
to build for greatness. This is particu
larly true in the case of our defense 
and domestic needs and in the wake of 
the Soviet coup. 

This conference agreement reflects a 
cold war defense. It does not provide 
for a restructured military that con
forms to the new realities of the post
cold war world. We must reassess our 
needs, maintaining our military superi
ority on a global basis, but not arming 
against an enemy that no longer exists. 

We must question the approval of 
funds for unproven weapon systems 
when, at the same time, 37 million 
Americans have no health insurance, 
we do not fully fund our education 
needs or programs like Head Start, 
and, of course, when the national debt 
is pushing $3.5 trillion. 

I think it is important for us, now 
and in the future, to develop a consen
sus about what this Nation needs in the 
way of strategic defense, keeping in 
mind that true national security in
volves more than spending billions of 
dollars on SDI or determining how 
many bombers to build. It will involve 
responding to new challenges in our 
education, transportation, health, and 
nutrition programs. 

I'd like to comment on two specific 
aspects of the conference agreement. 
First, I am disappointed in the $4.15 
billion figure authorized for the strate
gic defense initiative. This figure is 
substantially higher than the $2.9 bil
lion authorized in last year's budget. I 
have serious concerns about this sys
tem, which is intended to develop de
fenses against short-range and long
range missiles, including its impact on 
the ABM Treaty. I remain unconvinced 
that SDI is either technically feasible 
or necessary-or that we can afford it. 

I was pleased to see the conference 
agreement include a provision barring 
further production on the B-2 bomber 
beyond the 15 previously authorized. I 
am also encouraged by the bill's insist
ence on both House and Senate ap
proval before any future procurement 
funding can be applied to the building 
of a new plane. I believe this one meas
ure is a step in the right direction, but 
it is not enough. 

I do not believe we should lower our 
defenses, but we must modify them to 
address changing threats, both domes-

tic and international. I believe this de
fense budget is a product of yesterday's 
world. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this con
ference report includes provisions that 
will have a major impact on the assign
ment and role of women in the military 
services, and I want to take a few mo
ments to summarize these important 
provisions. 

Under current law, women are pro
hibited from being assigned to combat 
aircraft in the Air Force, and women 
are prohibited from being assigned to 
combat aircraft and combat ships in 
the Navy. Women are prohibited from 
being assigned to combat aircraft in 
the Army by regulation. 

Both the House and Senate versions 
of the Defense authorization bill this 
year included a provision that would 
allow women to be assigned to combat 
aircraft. This provision would do so by 
repealing the Air Force law, and that 
portion of the Navy law that prohibits 
the assignment of women to combat 
aircraft. Women would still be prohib
ited from being assigned to combat 
ships under both the House and Senate 
provisions, except that women could be 
assigned to these ships as aviation offi
cers as part of a carrier air wing or as 
part of an air element assigned to 
other ships. 

This conference report includes this 
groundbreaking provision. Women will 
soon be eligible to be assigned to com
bat aircraft in all of the military serv
ices. I am confident that women avi
ators will serve well in these new as
signments. 

Mr. President, the Senate bill also 
contained a provision that would re
quire the President to appoint a com
mission of 15 members to conduct a 
comprehensive study and make rec
ommendations on the assignment of 
women in the military services. The 
conferees agreed to include this provi
sion in the conference report. 

The commission will look at a series 
of issues involving the assignment of 
women in the military services, incl ud
ing social and cultural factors in the 
military workplace; mental, physical 
and other job requirements for serving 
in combat positions; public attitudes in 
the United States regarding the service 
of women in the military; and the legal 
and policy implications of opening 
combat positions to women on a vol
untary basis. 

During the course of the commis
sion's work, the Secretary of Defense 
will be authorized to temporarily waive 
any laws or policies that restrict the 
assignment of women so that women 
may be assigned to any skills or posi
tions in the military services on a test 
basis. 

The commission will make a final re
port to the President by November 15, 
1992, and the President is required by 
this provision to forward the commis
sion's report to the Congress by De-
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cember 15, 1992. The President's report 
to the Congress will contain his rec
ommendations on whether existing law 
and policies regarding the assignment 
of women in the military should be re
tained, modified or repealed; what 
roles women servicemembers should 
have in combat; what transition proc
ess is appropriate if women military 
members are to be given the oppor
tunity to be assigned to combat posi
tions; and whether special conditions 
and different standards should apply to 
women than apply to men serving in 
similar military positions. 

The work of this commission will be 
very important, Mr. President. I look 
forward to reviewing the commission's 
report and the President's rec
ommendations on this matter. 

All of us are aware of the many out
standing contributions of women in our 
military services, most recently in the 
Persian Gulf conflict. Indeed, this pro
vision was inspired in large part by the 
dedication, professionalism, and sac
rifice of the women soldiers, sailors, 
marines, and airmen who served their 
country with such distinction during 
Operation Desert Shield and Desert 
Storm. 

FAIR COMPROMISE ON TOUGH ISSUES 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I would 
like to take a few moments to discuss 
H.R. 2100, and the fiscal year 1992 DOD 
reauthorization conference bill. I ap
plaud both committees for their dili
gence in putting together a fair com
promise on tough issues such as the 
strategic defense initiative, and the B-
2 bomber. Not since World War II, has 
Congress had to budget for our Nations' 
defense in a time when the world has 
endured such dramatic changes. As a 
former member of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, I can appreciate 
the hard work required to complete 
this bill, particularly in these very dif
ficult times of massive international 
and military reforms. 

B-2 

The continuation of the B-2 bomber 
program is one of the most contentious 
issues faced by Congress today. I must 
admit that, when I was first elected as 
Senator, I had serious reservations 
concerning the need for this aircraft. I 
have since come to know the impor
tance of this aircraft to our Nation's 
security, and have actively supported 
the continuation of the B-2 program. 
Although this bill does not comply 
with the Senate's decision to procure 
funds for four aircraft, it does author
ize funds to keep the production lines 
open, and allows the Secretary of De
fense to reexamine the B-2 program 
due to recent low observability testing 
problems. Upon completion of this re
view, both Chambers will be given a 
second look at the program, and will 
hopefully vote to authorize $1 billion 
for the procurement of one new air
craft. I am confident that the Sec
retary will find the B-2 aircraft accept-

able and will continue to lend his sup
port for the program. 

SDI 

America deserves the protection pro
vided by technologies such as the stra
tegic defense initiative because of the 
increased threat posed by the prolifera
tion of independent, newborn states 
and a concern that political instabil
ities found worldwide could increase 
the potential for ballistic missile use, 
including accidental and unauthorized 
launches. 

Nobody can predict what will unfold 
in world events, and it is premature to 
cut back on strategic defenses based on 
the assumption that all will change 
smoothly. For instance, the nuclear 
weapons outside the Russian Republic 
may be returned safely, and then again 
they may not. The Soviet Union may 
dissolve peacefully, and then again it 
may not. Who is to say how the course 
of events will unfold? But until we 
know exactly what will transpire, we 
must continue to perfect our strategic 
defenses to protect America and its al
lies against an unpredictable future. 

I am pleased to note that the con
ference report generally reflects the 
language of the Nunn-Warner Missile 
Defense Act. Under this provision, the 
President is encouraged to begin nego
tiations on amending the ABM Treaty 
to permit defenses at multiple sites 
and sets a 1996 deployment date for a 
ground-based system and/or when the 
technology is feasible. Let me add 
here, that I think this additional lan
guage is both reasonable and necessary 
to ensure that the system we develop is 
the best possible. 

WOMEN IN COMBAT 

The Persian Gulf illustrated that 
women are an integral part of our na
tional defense. As we have recently 
witnessed, the military duties that 
women perform can put them in areas 
of considerable danger. They have also 
proven themselves to be capable pilots; 
women have flown successful recon
naissance and refueling missions in 
Grenada, Panama, and the Persian 
Gulf. This bill will allow women to fly 
in combat aircraft with the stipulation 
that the Secretary from each military 
department may prescribe the condi
tions under which women may be as
signed to aircraft engaged in combat. 

Women have been flying military air
craft for over 20 years, and have proven 
themselves to be skillful pilots. This 
legislation opens a window of oppor
tunity for women who have chosen to 
make military aviation a career. 

There is, however, a significant 
amount of information to evaluate be
fore we lift combat restrictions across 
the board. I support the provision di
recting the President to set up a com
mission to study the effects of women 
in military combat. 

801 HOUSING: NAVAL AIR STATION WHIDBEY 

facing Naval Air Station Whidbey Is
land. This year, I amended the Senate 
DOD authorization bill to include NAS 
Whidbey on the list of bases to receive 
long-term leases for the construction 
of military housing. This particular 
provision remains in the conference 
bill and I would thank my colleagues 
on the committee for their support of 
the 801 program. I would also like to 
add that I am deeply committed to this 
project, and will continue to work with 
the Navy to ensure the construction of 
housing at Naval Air Station Whidbey 
in the very near future. 

DEFENSE WASTE PRIVATIZATION 

The Senate version of the authoriza
tion bill contained a provision based 
upon S. 1030, a bill that I introduced 
earlier this year. This provision would 
have expanded the Department of Ener
gy's authority to enter into contracts 
with private industry for the cleanup 
of defense wastes. Such authority 
wou-ld enable DOE to bring the com
petitive spirit of the private sector to 
bear on cleanup of DOE waste sites, 
and would allow DOE to allocate its re
sources more efficiently. Increased pri
vatization would also attract new com
mercial entities to communities near 
DOE sites, adding to the diversity of 
their economies. 

Unfortunately, the privatization pro
vision was dropped in conference. Al
though the conferees stated their sup
port for increased privatization, there 
were a number of technical issues that 
they could not resolve. I look forward 
to working with my colleagues on 
these issues next year, and hope that 
together we can pass a privatization 
bill. 

SMES 

The conference agreement increases 
the authorization for the 
Superconducting Magnetic Energy 
Storage [SMES] Program to $20 mil
lion, and directs the obligation of $10 
million in unobligated fiscal year 1991 
funds. I am pleased that the conferees 
recognized the many benefits that 
could result from the successful oper
ation of a full-scale SMES test model. 

Partly because of its potential appli
cations in the defense sector, SMES 
has been placed on the critical tech
nologies list by the Department of De
fense. But SMES also shows great 
promise as a means to increase the 
flexibility of the U.S. electrical dis
tribution system. In my own State, 
SMES could solve peak loading prob
lems in the Puget Sound area, and 
could help protect endangered and 
threatened stocks of salmon. For this 
reason, the conference agreement di
rects the Department of Defense to 
work with the Department of Energy 
in developing the SMES Program. I en
courage the Department of Energy to 
be a willing and creative partner in 
this endeavor. 

ISLAND YAKIMA FIRING CENTER 

I would also like to take this oppor- Briefly, I would like to thank the 
tunity to discuss a particular problem members of the committee for their 
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support in funding the expansion of the 
Yakima Firing Center. I feel that the 
compromise reached on the expansion 
accommodates all affected parties, and 
that the amount allotted for the 
project, although lower than the budg
et request, is both reasonable and fair. 

Mr. President, I have a strong com
mitment to the above items, and would 
again like to commend the Armed 
Service Committee for its work in 
completing a very difficult and com
plex bill. 

ARMOR COMBAT TANK BADGE 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, al
though I will vote for final passage of 
the conference report accompanying 
H.R. 2100, the National Defense Author
ization Act for fiscal year 1992 and 1993, 
I want to take a moment to speak on a 
provision which was deleted from the 
Senate's bill in conference. 

In early August, I offered an amend
ment to the DOD bill requiring the 
Secretary of the Army to report on the 
feasibility of establishing an armor 
combat tank badge. I had hoped that 
through such a report, additional infor
mation and support for this badge 
could be gleaned. 

Our armor soldiers are a unique breed 
of warrior, capable of rapidly engaging 
enemy forces throughout a theater of 
combat. If there is a ready lesson from 
Operation Desert Storm, it is that our 
armor forces are vital on tomorrow's 
battlefields. 

Mr. President, I'd like to conclude 
my remarks by personally thanking 
the many supporters of my amend
ment. I'd like to single out the council 
of Armored Division Associations in 
Louisville and its chairman, Edward 
Reed. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the National Defense Au
thorization Act covering fiscal year 
1992-93. 

This bill is far from perfect. I believe 
that in several regards, our defense pol
icy remains bound by a cold war 
mindset. The effect of this mindset is 
not benign. Preoccupation with yester
day's war keeps us from focusing on 
the important struggles of today and 
tomorrow. 

But we have taken a step in the right 
direction. In my view, key elements of 
this bill include the maintenance of a 
core nuclear deterrent; significant cuts 
in certain cold war era weapons; and 
the provision for a missile defense sys
tem to counter terrorist, accidental or 
rogue firings. 

CORE NUCLEAR DETERRENT 

Since World War II, international 
peace has rested upon the balance of 
nuclear terror. Fundamental change in 
the Soviet Union has changed forever 
the face of international security. Nev
ertheless, the world is in many ways 
more unstable today than at the height 
of the cold war. America continues to 
need a core nuclear deterrent. 

One of the front line facilities in the 
maintenance of this deterrent is 

Malmstrom Air Force Base in my home 
State of Montana. In accordance with 
the START Treaty, Malmstrom is in 
the process of deactivating its Minute
man II missiles. These will be replaced 
by more modern Minuteman Ill's. I was 
extremely concerned at the potential 
effects of an amendment to the defense 
authorization bill that could have im
peded the shift to Minuteman Ill's. 
Fortunately, clarifying language has 
been added to the conference report to 
insure that Malmstrom's moderniza
tion efforts will not be delayed. 

SIGNIFICANT CUTS 

I believe that our country continues 
to spend too much on defense. In a 
time of a diminished Soviet threat 
abroad and a budgetary crisis at home, 
we need to carefully marry our na
tional security decisions to the nature 
of the threats we face. 

We need defenses structured to ad
dress major regional conflicts such as 
the recent gulf war. This bill gives 
strong support to the weapons that 
were most important in winning the 
gulf war. We also need to realize that 
the most significant struggle facing 
America today is economic-a commer
cial battle with the Japanese and Euro
peans. In this arena, I strongly support 
the Defense Advanced Research 
Projects Agency's efforts to foster co
operation between the Government and 
private sector research organs. More 
programs like DARPA are needed. 

We do not need weapons designed 
uniquely for a total war scenario with 
the Soviet Union. For many years, I 
have opposed the production of the B-
2 bomber. This plane was designed for a 
scenario of total nuclear war. Despite 
the feeble repackaging effort of its pro
ponents, the B-2 has no conventional 
mission not already covered by exist
ing weapons systems-especially at the 
staggering cost of $860 million a copy. 
I would liked to have seen the B-2 
eliminated altogether. At the very 
least, I hope the minimal funding for 
the plane signals its deathknell. 

STRATEGIC DEFENSE 

Strategic defense represents another 
area where this bill makes important 
progress, but continues to suffer from a 
cold war mindset. 

I support the deployment of a lim
ited, ground-based missile defense sys
tem. Instability in the Soviet Union 
has raised serious questions about the 
security of the Soviet's far-flung nu
clear arsenal. Moreover, the Scud mis
siles of the gulf war provided a graphic 
demonstration of the danger of Third 
World missiles. We also learned that we 
know frighteningly little about the nu
clear and missile capabilities of our ad
versaries. In recent weeks, North Korea 
and Iran have been added to the list of 
countries whose advanced nuclear ef
forts have taken the United States by 
surprise. 

A ground-based antimissile system 
offers the hope of protecting the United 

States from an accidental, terrorist, or 
rogue missile attack. In my view, such 
a system matches the nature of the 
dangers Americans now face. It is a 
prudent insurance policy against our 
most likely threats. 

In contrast to the prudence of a 
ground-based system, I am dis
appointed to see continuing funding for 
a space-based antimissile system. 
There is an overwhelming consensus 
among scientists that a space-based 
star wars system would not work. Un
like a modest ground-based system, a 
space-based system would cost hun
dreds of billions of dollars. It is ironic 
that while we spend millions to re
search Brilliant Pebbles, the Japanese 
pump money in to research supportive 
of commercial enterprise. 

CONCLUSION 

We hear a lot of talk about entering 
a new era of international relations. I 
think we all realize that the world we 
have known for 40 years has changed 
forever. 

Unfortunately, there often seems to 
be a lag time between realization and 
action. Too many of the programs we 
debate in Congress remain frozen by 
old mindsets. This is true not only in 
defense-but also in competitiveness, 
trade, health care, and education. 

The defense authorization bill is far 
from perfect. The ghosts of the cold 
war remain apparent in weapons sys
tems like the B-2 and Brilliant Peb
bles. 

But in sum, this bill is a significant 
step in the right direction. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, it was with 
considerable misgivings that I cast my 
vote today for the fiscal year 1992 DOD 
authorization conference report. 

On the one hand, I am very pleased 
that the conferees in their wisdom cur
tailed the B-2 Bomber Program, and I 
am especially glad that authorization 
has been provided for the third Seawolf 
submarine, a stabilizing weapons sys
tem that will serve our security needs 
well into the 21st century and the pro
duction of which is of great con
sequence to the economy of southern 
New England. 

I can also see the possible wisdom of 
redirecting the SDI J>rogram to provide 
for a limited antiballistic-missile sys
tem to deal with isolated accidental or 
deliberate launches. But it seems to me 
we should continue to examine this 
program at every step to make sure 
that it responds to a real threat and 
not to an illusory one. I regret that the 
limited program we are authorizing 
this year results in an increase in SDI 
funding. 

I am especially concerned that future 
developments in this area do not lead 
to hasty or ill-considered revisions of 
the ABM Treaty. We need to be abso
lutely sure about the nature of the 
threat we face and the value of the pro
posed defense system before we take 
any steps to modify the treaty. 
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It is regrettable that circumstances 

required the withdrawal of the proposal 
of Senator NUNN and Congressman 
ASPIN to authorize use of up to $1 bil
lion for humanitarian assistance to the 
Soviet Union and to promote conver
sion of the Soviet military industrial 
base. These are objectives which are 
certainly in our own national interest 
and hopefully they will be pursued in 
other contexts as circumstances allow. 

But it is the bottom line figures of 
the conference report which cause my 
gravest misgivings. It seems beyond be
lief to me that this bill authorizes an 
amount which is actually $2 billion 
above the amount authorized for the 
current fiscal year. In the intervening 
time, the major threats to our national 
security have virtually evaporated, 
with the reduction of conventional 
forces in Europe and the withdrawal of 
tactical nuclear weapons. Yet we are 
now increasing our defense spending 
authority at the very time needs would 
appear to be decreasing. 

Mr. President, the long debilitating 
struggle of the cold war was conducted 
at enormous cost and yielded no real 
victors but only improverished com
batants. The Soviet Union is in sham
bles. And the United States, having 
spend some $12 trillions on defense over 
the 45-year period, now staggers under 
a national debt of over $3 trillion and a 
current deficit on the order of $300 bil
lion. 

Now we have an opportunity to stop 
this drain on our resources. The cold 
war is over and the threat has dis
appeared. There is no need to continue 
funding old solutions to old problems. I 
hope and urge that future DOD author
ization bills will more accurately re
flect the reality of our times. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Morning business is closed. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEARS 
1992 AND 1993-CONFERENCE RE
PORT 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order the Sen
ate will now proceed to vote on adop
tion of the conference report to accom
pany H.R. 2100. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Conference report on H.R. 2100, an act to 

authorize appropriations for fiscal years 1992 
and 1993 for military activities for the De
partment of Defense, and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the conference report. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there a sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The question is on agreeing to 
the conference report. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] , 
the Senator from California [Mr. CRAN
STON], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIXON], the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. EXON], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HARKIN], and the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. KERREY] are necessarily 
absent. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 79, 
nays 15, as follows: 

Adams 
Akaka 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boren 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Burns 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Dodd 
Domenici 

[Rollcall Vote No. 265 Leg.) 
YEAS-79 

Fowler Mitchell 
Garn Moynihan 
Glenn Murkowski 
Gore Nickles 
Gorton Nunn 
Graham Packwood 
Gramm Pell 
Grassley Reid . 
Hatch Robb 
Heflin Rockefeller 
Helms Rudman 
Hollings Sanford 
Inouye Sar banes 
Jeffords Seymour 
Johnston Shelby 
Kassebaum Simpson 
Kasten Smith 
Kennedy Specter 
Kerry Stevens 
Lau ten berg Symms 
Lieberman Thurmond 
Lott Wallop 
Lugar Warner 
Mack Wirth 
McCain Wofford 

Duren berger McConnell 
Ford Mikulski 

NAYS-15 
Daschle Leahy Riegle 
DeConcini Levin Roth 
Dole Metzenbaum Sasser 
Hatfield Pressler Simon 
Kohl Pryor Wellstone 

NOT VOTING--6 
Bradley Dixon Harkin 
Cranston Exon Kerrey 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote, and I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The assistant legislative read as fol
lows: 

A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 157) making 
technical corrections and correcting enroll
ment errors in certain acts making appro
priations for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1991; and for other purposes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection to the imme
diate consideration of the joint resolu
tion? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the joint resolu
tion which had been reported from the 
Committee on Appropriations, with an 
amendment to strike all after the re
solving clause and inserting in lieu 
thereof the fallowing: 
That the following sums are appropriated, out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap
propriated, to provide dire emergency supple
mental appropriations for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1992, and for other purposes, 
namely: 

TITLE I-EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS 

CHAPTER I 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-MILITARY 

OPERATION DESERT SHIELD/DESERT 
STORM 

(TRANSFER OF ADDITIONAL FUNDS) 

For additional incremental costs of the De
partment of Defense, the Department of Veter
ans Affairs, and the Department of Transpor
tation associated with operations in and around 
the Persian Gulf as part of operations currently 
known as Operation Desert Shield (including 
Operation Desert Storm) and under the terms 
and conditions of the "Operation Desert Shield! 
Desert Storm Supplemental Appropriations Act, 
1991" (Public Law 102-28), in addition to the 
amounts that may be transferred to appropria
tions available to the Department of Defense 
pursuant to that Act, not to exceed 
$3,814,100,000 may be transferred during fiscal 
year 1992 from either the Defense Cooperation 
Account, or as appropriate, the Persian Gulf 
Regional Defense Fund, to the fallowing ac
counts in not to exceed the fallowing amounts: 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

For an additional amount for "Operation and 
maintenance, Army", $227,300,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 

For an additional amount for "Operation and 
maintenance, Navy'', $270,000,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 

For an additional amount for "Operation and 
maintenance, Marine Corps", $75,000,000. 

PROCUREMENT 
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY 

For an additional amount for "Aircraft pro
curement, Army", $270,800,000, to remain avail
able for obligation until September 30, 1994. 

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY 

For an additional amount for "Missile pro-
TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS AND curement, Army'', $21,800,000, to remain avail

CORRECTIONS TO ENROLLMENT able for obligation until September 30, 1994. 
OF CERTAIN APPROPRIATIONS OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
ACTS For an additional amount for "Other procure-

ment, Army", $80,500,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 1994. The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now proceed to the consid
eration of House Joint Resolution 157, 
which the clerk will state by title. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

For an additional amount for "Aircraft pro
curement, Navy", $508,000,000, to remain avail
able for obligation until September 30, 1994. 
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WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

For an additional amount for "Weapons pro
curement, Navy", $8,100,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 1994. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
For an additional amount for "Other procure

ment, Navy", $112,700,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 1994. 

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 
For an additional amount for "Procurement, 

Marine Corps'', $4,300,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 1994. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 
For an additional amount for "Aircraft Pro

curement, Air Force", $309,500,000. 
OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

For an additional amount for "Other procure
ment, Air Force", $460,000,000, of which 
$100,000,000 may be available for the procure
ment of combined effects munitions, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 1994. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE AGENCIES 
For an additional amount for "Procurement, 

Defense Agencies", $76,900,000, to remain avail
able for obligation until September 30, 1994. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 

EVALUATION, ARMY 
For an additional amount for ''Research, De

velopment, Test and Evaluation, Army", 
$47,800,000, to remain available for obligation 
until September 30, 1993. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 

For an additional amount for "J:lesearch, De
velopment, Test and Evaluation, Navy", 
$6,100,000, to remain available for obligation 
until September 30, 1993. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

For an additional amount for ''Research, De
velopment, Test and Evaluation, Air Force", 
$24,300,000, to remain available for obligation 
until September 30, 1993. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

For an additional amount for "Research, De
velopment, Test and Evaluation, Defense Agen
cies", $28,100,000, to remain available for obliga
tion until September 30, 1993. 

REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS 
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

ARMY STOCK FUND 
For an additional amount for "Army Stock 

Fund", $410,000,000. 
NAVY STOCK FUND 

For an additional amount for "Navy Stock 
Fund", $450,000,000. 

AIR FORCE STOCK FUND 
For an additional amount for "Air Force 

Stock Fund", $280,000,000. 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT AT/ON 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
COASTGUARD 

OPERATING EXPENSES 
For an additional amount for "Operating ex

penses", $17,900,000. 
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRATION 

MEDICAL CARE 
For a Department of Veterans Affairs program 

of marriage and family counseling services for 

veterans of the Persian Gulf War and the 
spouses and families of such veterans: 
$10,000,000: Provided, That an Act authorizing 
the program is enacted during the One Hundred 
Second Congress. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-MILITARY 
(TRANSFER OF EXISTING FUNDS) 

For the purpose of adjusting amounts which 
may be trans/ erred pursuant to the "Operation 
Desert Shield/Desert Storm Supplemental Appro
priations Act, 1991" (Public Law 102-28) and 
under the terms and conditions of that Act, dur
ing the fiscal year 1992, the Secretary of Defense 
may make adjustments to the amounts provided 
for transfer by such Act in amounts not to ex
ceed $6,282,400,000 and provide for the transfer 
of such amounts to the fallowing accounts in 
not to exceed the following amounts to be avail
able to the Department of Defense during fiscal 
year 1992: Provided, That the Secretary of De
fense shall provide prior notification to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House of 
Representatives and the Senate indicating the 
accounts from which the funds will be derived 
for such trans! ers: 

MILITARY PERSONNEL 
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 
To be derived by transfer, $685,000,000 for 

"Military personnel, Army". 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY 

To be derived by transfer, $70,000,000 for 
"Military personnel, Navy". 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 
To be derived by transfer, $18,000,000 for 

"Military personnel, Marine Corps". 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 

To be derived by transfer, $81,000,000 for 
"Military personnel, Air Force". 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY 
To be derived by transfer, $80,000,000 for "Re

serve personnel, Army". 
RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 

To be derived by transfer, $4,000,000 for "Re
serve personnel, Air Force". 

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY 
To be derived by transfer, $10,000,000 for "Na

tional Guard personnel, Army". 
NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 

To be derived by transfer, $3,000,000 for "Na
tional Guard personnel, Air Force". 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
To be derived by transfer, $2,717,500,000 for 

"Operation and maintenance, Army". 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 

To be derived by transfer, $1,080,000,000 for 
"Operation and maintenance, Navy''. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 
To be derived by transfer, $165,000,000 for 

"Operation and maintenance, Marine Corps". 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

To be derived by transfer, $1,241,400,000 for 
"Operation and maintenance, Air Force". 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY RESERVE 
To be derived by transfer, $6,000,000 for "Op

eration and maintenance, Army Reserve". 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

RESERVE 
To be derived by transfer, $59,200,000 for "Op

eration and maintenance, Air Force Reserve". 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY NATIONAL 

GUARD 
To be derived by transfer, $3,600,000 for "Op

eration and maintenance, Army National 
Guard". 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL 
GUARD 

To be derived by transfer, $58,700,000 for "Op
eration and maintenance, Air National Guard". 

GENERAL PROVISIONS-CHAPTER I 
SEC. 101. The prohibition in section 132(a)(2) 

of Public Law 101-189 (103 Stat. 1383) does not 
apply to the obligation of $70,200,000 provided in 
"Aircraft Procurement, Army" of chapter I, title 
I for the procurement of AH-64 Apache attack 
helicopters. 

SEC. 102. Of the funds provided in title Ill of 
Public Law 101-165 for "Other Procurement, Air 
Force", not more than $80,000,000 shall be avail
able, and may be obligated and expended, for 
costs arising from the cancellation of the Alas
kan OTH-B radar program and powerplant 
lease: Provided, That such funds will be avail
able for contract termination, site restoration, 
modification of facilities and other costs associ
ated with the termination of the Alaskan OTH
B radar program and powerplant lease, or the 
transfer and modification of facilities and mate
rial located at or procured for the Alaskan 
OTH-B radar program or powerplant to any 
other Department of Defense activity or program 
at the OTH-B radar powerplant site. 

KURDISH PROTECTION FORCE 
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 103. In addition to other transfer author
ity granted by this or any other Act, and under 
the terms and conditions of the "Operation 
Desert Shield/Desert Storm Supplemental Act, 
1991" (Public Law 101-28), the Secretary of De
fense may transfer not to exceed $100,000,000 for 
costs incurred during fiscal years 1991 and 1992 
from the Defense Cooperation Account, or as 
appropriate, the Persian Gulf Regional Defense 
Fund to appropriate Department of Defense ap
propriations for costs incurred through Feb
ruary 1992 in support of U.S. military forces in 
and around Iraq and Turkey known as the 
Kurdish Protection or Ready Reaction Force. 

RESTRICTION ON ARMS SALES TO SAUDI ARABIA 
AND KUWAIT 

SEC. 104. (a) No funds appropriated or other
wise made available by this or any other Act 
may be used in any fiscal year to conduct, sup
port, or administer any current or future sale of 
defense articles or defense services to Saudi Ara
bia or Kuwait until that country has paid in 
full, either in cash or in mutually agreed in
kind contributions, the following commitments 
made to the United States to support Operation 
Desert Shield/Desert Storm: 

(1) In the case of Saudi Arabia, 
$16,839,000,000. 

(2) In the case of Kuwait, $16,006,000,000. 
(b) For purposes of this section, the term "any 

current or future sale" means any sale with re
spect to which the President was required to 
have submitted, or will be required to submit, a 
numbered certification to the Congress pursuant 
to the Arms Export Control Act on or after Au
gust 2, 1990. 

MIDDLE EAST HUMANITARIAN RELIEF 
SEC. 105. Of the funds appropriated from the 

Defense Cooperation Account for the Kurdish 
Ready Reaction Force not less than $15,000,000 
shall be made available only for the 
prepositioning of relief supplies in the Middle 
East to meet emergency humanitarian needs and 
related transportation costs. In addition, the 
Secretary of Defense is authorized to use up to 
$15,000,000 in additional funds from the Defense 
Cooperation Account for this purpose. 

CHAPTER II 
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISTON 
Section 518(a) of the "General Provisions" in 

H.R. 2519, the Departments of Veterans Affairs 
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CHAPTER IV and Housing and Urban Development, and 

Independent Agencies Appropriations Act, 1992, 
is amended by striking out "Section 662A(c)" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "Section 1722A(c)". 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION 

The Departments of Veterans Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development, and Inde
pendent Agencies Appropriations Act, 1992 
(H.R. 2519), is amended-

(1) in the appropriating paragraph entitled 
"Personal Services and Travel, Office of Public 
and Indian Housing" by striking "$10,424,000" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "$12,788,000" each 
time it appears in the paragraph; 

(2) in the appropriating paragraph entitled 
"Personal Services and Travel, Office of Policy 
Development and Research" by striking 
"$10,705,000" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$8,717,000" each time it appears in the para
graph; and 

(3) in the appropriating paragraph entitled 
"Personal Services and Travel, Office of Gen
eral Counsel" by striking "$14,985,000" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$14,609,000" each time it 
appears in the paragraph. 

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

COURT OF VETERANS APPEALS 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Of the funds made available under this head 
in Public Law 102-139, not to exceed $950,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 1993, shall 
be available for the purpose of providing finan
cial assistance (through grant or contract made, 
to the maximum extent feasible, not later than 
150 days after enactment of this Act) to facili
tate the furnishing of legal and other assist
ance, without charge, to veterans and other per
sons who are unable to aft ord the cost of legal 
representation in connection with decisions to 
which section 7252(a) of title 38, United States 
Code, may apply, or with other proceedings in 
the Court, through a program that furnishes 
case screening and referral, training and edu
cation for attorney and related personnel, and 
encouragement and facilitation of pro bono rep
resentation by members of the bar and law 
school clinical and other appropriate programs, 
such as veterans service organizations, and 
through defraying expenses incurred in provid
ing representation to such persons: Provided, 
That such grants or contracts shall be made by 
the Legal Services Corporation pursuant to a re
imbursable payment from the United States 
Court of Veterans Appeals for the purposes de
scribed herein: Provided further, That the Legal 
Services Corporation is authorized to receive a 
reimbursable payment from the United States 
Court of Veterans Appeals for the purpose of 
providing the financial assistance described 
herein: Provided further, That no funds made 
available herein shall be used for the payment 
of attorney fees: Provided further, That, not 
later than 180 days after the enactment of this 
Act, and, again, not later than one year after a 
grant or contract is made pursuant to the provi
sions of this paragraph, the Legal Services Cor
poration and the United States Court of Veter
ans Appeals shall report to the appropriate com
mittees of the Congress regarding the implemen
tation of the provisions of this paragraph. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION 

Of the funds appropriated for the wastewater 
treatment facilities fund under title VI of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, up to one
half of one per centum may be made available 
by the Administrator for direct grants to Indian 
tribes for construction of wastewater treatment 
facilities. 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

DISASTER RELIEF 

For emergency disaster assistance payments 
necessary to provide for expenses in presi
dentially-declared disasters under the Robert T. 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assist
ance Act, an additional amount for "Disaster 
relief", $943,000,000, to remain available until 
expended, for necessary expenses under such 
Act: Provided, That up to $1,250,000 of the funds 
made available under this heading may be 
transferred to, and merged with, amounts made 
available under the heading "Federal Emer
gency Management Agency, Salaries and ex
penses" in the Departments of Veterans Affairs, 
Housing and Urban Development, and Inde
pendent Agencies Appropriations Act, 1992 
(Public Law 102-139). 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTRATION 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

The last proviso under this heading in the De
partments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and 
Urban Development, and Independent Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 1990 (Public Law 101-144), 
is hereby deleted. 

CHAPTER III 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 

In view of the occurrence of recent natural 
disasters-similar to the volcano eruption of 
1980, the earthquake of 1989, and the hurricane 
of 1989-droughts, f7,oods, freezes, tornadoes, 
and other catastrophes which resulted in bil
lions of dollars in damages, and in an effort to 
restore the economy and to alleviate the effects 
of the disasters, an additional $1,750,000,000, to 
remain available until expended, is hereby made 
available for losses associated with 1990 crops as 
authorized by law, and for losses associated 
with 1991 crops under the same terms and condi
tions. 

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
funds available to the Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service of the Department of Agri
culture for fiscal year 1992 shall be made avail
able as a grant in the amount of $530,000 to the 
State of Maine Department of Agriculture, Food 
and Rural Resources for potato disease detec
tion, control, prevention, eradication and relat
ed activities including the payment of com
pensation to persons for economic losses associ
ated with such efforts conducted or to be con
ducted in the State of Maine and any unobli
gated balances of funds previously appropriated 
or earmarked for potato disease efforts by the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall remain available 
until expended by the Secretary. 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 

WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION OPERATIONS 

Millions of acres of land have been damaged 
by natural disasters, seriously affecting the 
local economy of much of the Nation. To re
spond to the effects of recent droughts, floods, 
freezes, tornadoes, and other catastrophes, an 
additional $28,000,000, to remain available until 
expended, to carry out the Emergency Water
shed Protection Program of the Soil Conserva
tion Service. 

FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE 

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM FOR 
WOMEN, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN (WIG) 

For an additional amount for the Special Sup
plemental Food Program for Women, Infants 
and Children, $100,000,000. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-CIVIL 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS-CIVIL 
FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBU

TARIES, ARKANSAS, ILLINOIS, KENTUCKY, LOU
ISIANA, MISSISSIPPI, MISSOURI, AND TENNESSEE 
For an additional amount for "Flood control, 

Mississippi River and tributaries, Arkansas, Illi
nois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Mis
souri, and Tennessee" to meet dire emergency 
needs resulting from devastating /7.ooding in the 
lower Mississippi Valley, $15,000,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL 
For an additional amount for "Operation and 

Maintenance, General", $15,000,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

FLOOD CONTROL AND COASTAL EMERGENCIES 
For an additional amount for "Flood Control 

and Coastal Emergencies", $10,000,000, to re
main available until expended. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
CONSTRUCT/ON PROGRAM 

Of the amount appropriated under this head
ing in the Energy and Water Development Ap
propriations Act, 1992 (Public Law 102-104), up 
to $5,440,000 shall be available for Buffalo Bill 
Dam Modification, Wyoming, as proposed in the 
United States Department of the Interior Budget 
Justifications, Fiscal Year 1992, for the Bureau 
of Reclamation. 

CHAPTER V 
UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For an additional amount for "Salaries and 
expenses'', $5,600,000, to be derived by transfer 
from unobligated balances of Board for Inter
national Broadcasting, "Israel Relay Station", 
to be available for the costs of the participation 
of the United States in the 1992 Columbus 
Quincentennial Expositions in Seville, Spain, 
and Genoa, Italy. 

CHAPTER VI 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 

SERVICES 
CENTERS FOR DISEASE CONTROL 

DISEASE CONTROL, RESEARCH, AND TRAINING 
For an additional amount for the Childhood 

Immunization Program, $90,000,000. 
ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES 

HUMAN DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
For an additional amount for carrying out the 

Head Start Act, $1,200,000,000: Provided, That 
this amount shall not be subject to sections 
640(a)(2)(C), 637(5)(B) and 640(a)(3)(A) of that 
Act. 

TITLE II-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 200. CONGRESSIONAL DESIGNATION OF 

EMERGENCY.-Although the President has only 
designated portions of the funds in this joint 
resolution pertaining to the incremental costs of 
Desert Shield/Desert Storm and certain Federal 
Emergency Management Agency costs as "emer
gency requirements", the Congress believes that 
the same or higher priority should be given to 
helping American people recover from natural 
disasters and other emergency situations as has 
been given to foreign aid "emergency" needs. 
The Congress there[ ore designates all funds in 
this joint resolution as "emergency require
ments" for all purposes of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

SEC. 201. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this joint resolution shall remain 
available for obligation beyond the current fis
cal year unless expressly so provided herein. 
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SEC. 202. Notwithstanding any other provision 

of this joint resolution, funds in this joint reso
lution are available for obligation only for costs 
of Desert Shield/Desert Storm or to the extent 
and only in the amount designated by the Presi
dent, not later than the date of enactment of 
this joint resolution, to be emergency funding 
requirements within the meaning of part C of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended. 
SEC. 203. CONSTRUCTION OF MEDICAL FACILITY, 
NELLIS AIR FORCE BASE, NEVADA.-The Sec
retary of Defense shall continue the construc
tion of a composite medical replacement facility 
located at Nellis Air Force Base, Nevada, as au
thorized in the Military Construction Author
ization Act for Fiscal Years 1990 and 1991 (divi
sion B of Public Law 101-189), the Military Con
struction Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 
(division B of Public Law 101-510) and the Mili
tary Construction Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Years 1992 and 1993 and as provided for in the 
Military Construction Appropriations Act, 1991 
(Public Law 101-519) (and the Military Con
struction Appropriations Act 1992 (Public Law 
102-136)). 

This joint resolution may be cited as the "Dire 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations and 
Transfers for Relief From the Effects of Natural 
Disasters, for Other Urgent Needs, and for In
cremental Cost of 'Operation Desert Shield/ 
Desert Storm' Act of 1992". 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from West Virginia 
is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, House 
Joint Resolution 157, making dire 
emergency supplemental appropria
tions for fiscal year 1992, provides ap
propriations totaling $7,965,100,000. Of 
this amount, $3,814,100,000 is for addi
tional Desert Shield/Desert Storm 
costs and will be derived from the de
fense cooperation account. By defini
tion, under the Budget Enforcement 
Act, these appropriations for Desert 
Shield/Desert Storm are deemed to be 
emergencies and, therefore, do not re
quire offsets. 

For domestic emergencies, the reso
lution contains appropriations for the 
Disaster Assistance Program of the 
Federal Emergency Management Agen
cy [FEMA] totaling $943 million. For 
1990 and 1991 crop losses, the resolution 
contains $1. 75 billion; for the Soil Con
servation Service, the resolution con
tains $28 million for watershed protec
tion and facility repair; and for the 
Corps of Engineers, the resolution con
tains $40 million for flood repairs. 

Finally, the resolution contains an 
additional $1.2 billion for Head Start, 
$100 million for the Women, Infants, 
and Children [WIC] Program, and $90 
million for childhood immunization. 
These amounts were included in the 
House-passed bill by a floor amend
ment on a rollcall vote of 243 to 180. 
These appropriations do not meet the 
definition of emergencies as con
templated in the Budget Enforcement 
Act. 

The committee has included them in 
order, hopefully, to expedite Senate 
and conference action on this dire 
emergency supplemental. 

I cannot support them as emergency 
i terns, however. 

Mr. President, the resolution also 
contains a congressional designation 
that all funds provided in the resolu
tion are deemed emergencies under the 
Budget Enforcement Act. This lan
guage is identical to the House-passed 
provision. However, a congressional 
designation alone is not sufficient to 
avoid a sequester under the Budget En
forcement Act. Therefore, the House
passed bill, if enacted into law, would 
cause a sequester on all domestic dis
cretionary appropriations for fiscal 
year 1992 of approximately 2.7 percent 
across-the-board. In order to prevent 
this possibility, the committee has in
cluded a provision which provides that 
the funds in this act may be obligated 
only to the extent and only in the 
amounts designated as emergencies by 
the President not later than the date of 
enactment of this act. 

Let me point out that prior to last 
year's summit agreement, appropria
tions for emergencies had to be paid for 
within our discretionary caps. The out
lays from appropriations for Hurricane 
Hugo and Loma Prieta, for example, 
have to be accommodated within our 
outlay caps as the bills come due. 

It was my position at the summit 
that the Appropriations Committees 
should be held harmless for factors or 
events beyond our control, which is 
something new. As I have already indi
cated, the outlays for appropriations 
for such disasters as Hurricane Hugo 
and Loma Prieta have had to be accom
modated within our outlay caps as the 
bills come due but not so under the 
budget agreement. 

Such factors for which the appropria
tions for our domestic discretionary 
are to be held harmless included faulty 
economic and technical assumptions on 
interest rates, inflation, unemploy
ment, and so forth. 

We were successful in having these 
hold harmless provisions included in 
the summit agreement, which are now 
incorporated into the Budget Enforce
ment Act of 1990. 

The Budget Enforcement Act also 
provides for an exemption from the 
budget authority and outlay caps, 
spending that is designated as "emer
gency requirements" by both the Presi
dent and Congress. Senators should 
keep in mind that, prior to the Budget 
Enforcement Act, emergency spending 
was not exempt from the discretionary 
caps. So we negotiated with the admin
istration the provision which holds us 
harmless for emergency spending if 
both the President and Congress agree 
to designate appropriations as such. 

At this point, the administration has 
only agreed to declare $151 million of 
the FEMA appropriation as emergency 
spending. The balance of FEMA fund
ing, $792 million, has not been declared 
an emergency by the administration. 
Instead, the administration takes the 

position that Congress cut the FEMA 
budget over the last 4 years and, there
fore, should now have to provide offsets 
for $792 million of the FEMA appropria
tion. This position by the administra
tion is, in my judgment, totally un
founded. Between 1985 and 1991, the ex
ecutive branch requested $1.509 billion 
in appropriations for FEMA's disaster 
relief fund. 

During that same period, Congress 
appropriated $3.142 billion. Further
more, Congress' decision not to provide 
funds for fiscal year 1991 was based on 
information provided by FEMA that 
there were large amounts of money 
available from prior years' appropria
tions to meet 1991 disaster declara
tions. 

So, it is not the fault of Congress 
that FEMA needs these additional ap
propriations in order to fund the Presi
dentially declared disasters that have 
occurred in 1991. The historical average 
is 24 disasters per year; for 1991, there 
have been 38 disasters declared by the 
Presidentr-14 more than an average 
year. 

The administration has also refused 
to declare as emergency spending any 
of the $1.75 billion contained in the res
olution for disaster crop loss assistance 
for 1990 and 1991. Yet, for 1990 gen
erally, spring freezes reduced fruit 
yields in the East and heavy rains re
sulted in crop and property losses in 
Texas, Arkansas, and Louisiana. Late 
summer drought reduced peanut, corn, 
and soybean yields throughout the 
Southeast. North Dakota had its driest 
winter this century. 

In 1991, several regions of the coun
try, including the West, Midwest, 
Southern and Northern Plains have 
suffered drought. Heavy spring rains 
flooded Mississippi, Louisiana, Iowa, 
and Minnesota, delaying or preventing 
the planting of crops. Freezing tem
peratures in the Northwest decimated 
fruit and other crops; and, Hurricane 
Bob wreaked havoc in the Northeast. 

As of October 28, 1991, a total of 1,392 
counties have been designated either 
by the President or the Secretary of 
Agriculture for crop losses resulting 
from disasters occurring in 1991. This 
figure compares with 1,973 counties 
designated for crop losses resulting 
from disasters occurring in 1990; 44 of 
the 50 States are included in these des
ignations. Of the remaining six States, 
five have disaster declarations pending. 
The magnitude of these figures dem
onstrate the widespread nature of dis
asters suffered by the farmers of this 
Nation over the last 2 years. 

I urge the administration to work 
with us in conference on this resolu
tion so that we can provide these disas
ter assistance funds to the American 
people who have suffered devastating 
losses caused by natural disasters. It is 
time that we wake up and pay at least 
as much attention to the problems fac
ing Americans because of disasters be-
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yond their control as has been paid to 
the problems of other nations. 

Mr. President, this resolution con
tains an additional $3.8 billion to cover 
the costs of Operation Desert Shield/ 
Desert Storm. The money is to be 
transferred from the defense coopera
tion account, made up of contributions 
from our allies. This will bring the 
total appropriated from that account 
to $48.3 billion. The problem is that we 
have received only $45.3 billion into the 
account leaving a shortfall of $3 bil
lion. 

I think the American public will be 
stunned to learn that two countries 
still owe us $3.25 billion, and that those 
two countries are Saudi Arabia and Ku
wait, the countries that we, together 
with our British allies and other allies, 
saved from extinction. I encourage the 
leaders, I urge the leaders, in Saudi 
Arabia and Kuwait to think back to 
August of 1990. The United States did 
not hesitate then. The United States 
took swift, incisive action to stop the 
aggression of Saddam Hussein. Our 
country's military might and the blood 
of our citizens were committed to de
fend Kuwait and Saudi Arabia, and we 
expect them to honor their commit
ments to help us to shoulder the finan
cial costs of that effort on their behalf, 
in the main. 

Some may be concerned that after all 
of the pledges are finally collected the 
United States will come out with some 
kind of profit. I want to make it clear 
that this is not the case. The adminis
tration estimates the total cost of the 

·war will be about $61 billion. Pledges, 
both cash and in-kind will offset al
most $54 billion leaving the American 
taxpayer with a bill for approximately 
$7 billion. We are not asking for a 
handout from Saudi Arabia and Ku
wait. We sent our men and women to 
their countries to save them from 
Saddam's brutal attack and now we 
want those countries to live up to their 
promises, made when they were des
perately in need of, and when they des
perately wanted, our help. 

Section 104 of this resolution pro
hibits arms sales to Saudi Arabia and 
Kuwait until they completely fulfill 
their pledges. It is similar to section 
109 of the first Desert Shield supple
mental which was included because of 
concern that the United States, having 
borne the majority of the burden for 
the military operation in the gulf, 
would be saddled with picking up the 
tab for the financial costs as well. I and 
many of my colleagues feared that the 
mercifully quick end of the war would 
cause some of the contributors to 
rethink and to renege on their pledges. 

Unfortunately the language in sec
tion 109 was not explicit enough. Now, 
more than 7 months after the end of 
the war, we discover that our fears are 
being realized. The payments have not 
been swift. Debts to the U.S. taxpayer 
seem to take a back seat to the hunger 

for new military equipment. This pro
vision will reverse that order and make 
sure that these pledges are fulfilled be
fore future arms sales can go ahead. 

I understand that Senator KENNEDY 
will offer an amendment which I sup
port, that will delay implementation of 
this provision for 120 days. This change 
will allow Saudi Arabia and Kuwait 
ample time, at their current rate of 
payment, to completely fulfill their 
pledges before the sanctions take ef
fect. More importantly, Senator KEN
NEDY'S amendment will allow the con
tinuation of existing contracts and, 
thereby, prevent the layoffs of employ
ees of U.S. companies currently doing 
business with those countries. 

Mr. President, before I yield the 
floor, I thank my distinguished col
league, the ranking member on the Re
publican side of the aisle, Senator HAT
FIELD, for his support, his cooperation, 
his helpfulness, his advice. As the 
ranking member of the committee, he 
always stands shoulder to shoulder 
with the chairman as we take up the 
various appropriation bills throughout 
the year. And this instance has been no 
exception. 

He is a ready fellow soldier in the 
trenches, always there in time of trou
ble and always with the kind of encour
agement that is often needed. I thank 
him and I thank all the members of the 
Appropriations Committee on both 
sides of the aisle, and I thank our dili
gent and effective and capable staff. 
Later, I will supply for the RECORD the 
names of staff persons on Loth sides of 
the aisle. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HATFIELD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SHELBY). The Senator from Oregon. 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, here 

we are, just 8 weeks into the fiscal 
year, with two regular fiscal year 1992 
appropriations bills not yet signed into 
law, and we are considering a supple
mental. This is an extraordinary situa
tion that requires some attempt at ex
planation. 

The bulk of the funding rec
ommended in House Joint Resolution 
157, more than $10 billion, is for the 
costs of Operation Desert Shield/Desert 
Storm, and was requested by the Presi
dent last summer as a fiscal year 1991 
supplemental. These funds are exempt 
from the discretionary caps of the 
budget agreement. An additional 
$693,000,000 fiscal year 1991 supple
mental was requested at the end of 
June for disaster relief programs under 
FEMA. The President designated 
$151,000,000 of that amount as an emer
gency under the terms of the budget 
agreement, and recommended an offset 
for the balance. 

The President's request languished in 
the other body throughout last sum
mer. As the end of fiscal year 1991 ap
proached discussions were held with 
the administration to reach com-

promise on a supplemental measure 
providing the funding requested by the 
President plus additional amounts for 
agriculture disaster relief, offset by re
ductions in other programs. Unfortu
nately, no action was taken, and the 
available offsets expired along with the 
fiscal year. 

At the end of last month, the House 
finally took action on the supple
mental, which by that time had be
come a fiscal year 1992 measure. The 
House committee reported H.R. 3543 
with funding for Desert Shield/Desert 
Storm, FEMA, agriculture disaster re
lief, and a few other items. During con
sideration on the House floor, amend
ments were adopted adding $1.2 billion 
for Head Start, $100 million for WIC, 
and $90 million for child immunization 
programs. No offsets for these addi
tional amounts were offered, since the 
bill included language declaring all 
funds in the bill to be emergencies 
under the budget agreement, and that 
sufficed for consideration in the House. 

The budget agreement, however, stip
ulates that both Congress and the 
President must agree on emergency 
funding in order for that funding to be 
exempt from the discretionary caps of 
the agreement. Were the House meas
ure to be signed by the President a se
quester of approximately 2.7 percent 
would fall on nondefense domestic pro
grams. 

Faced with this prospect, the com
mittee elected to take a different ap
proach recommended by Chairman 
BYRD. We took up House Joint Resolu
tion 157, a technical corrections meas
ure which had been referred to the 
committee early this year, and amend
ed it with most of the provisions of 
H.R. 3543. Thus all those matters, in 
addition to whatever may be added 
here on the Senate floor, will be sub
ject to negotiation in conference. That 
will give us the opportunity to reach 
an agreement acceptable to both 
Houses and the administration. 

In addition, the committee has in
cluded a provision stipulating that 
none of the funds provided are to be 
made available except to the extent 
they are designated by the President to 
be for emergency, the funds can be ex
pended without triggering a sequester. 
Funds that are not so designated will 
lapse. In other words, the President 
can pick and choose what he wants to 
spend. 

This is an extraordinary procedure, 
Mr. President, with ramifications that 
we may not fully appreciate. We may 
regret it, or come to see it as just an
other useful device in the budgetary 
games we play. 

In any event, Mr. President, I join 
with the chairman in asking for 
prompt consideration of this measure 
so we can get on to conference and be 
done with it. 

Mr. President, the chairman of the 
committee, Senator BYRD, has very 
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eloquently and in great detail outlined 
the provisions of this supplemental ap
propriation. I am sure that Members 
who have read the bill as presented will 
be made aware of the provision to 
which Senator BYRD has referred, and 
that is the fact that we used House 
Journal Resolution 157, a bill for tech
nical corrections. as the vehicle for 
this supplemental. 

I only underscore that for one pur
pose, and that is to indicate, again, the 
great difficulty under which the Appro
priations Committee had to deal with 
this matter. And I believe that this is, 
again, one of those extraordinary ex
amples of how Senator BYRD, by his 
great knowledge of the Senate rules, 
procedures, and the history of the Con
gress, was able to take a most difficult 
task and resolve it through what might 
appear to be a very simple procedure
and yet a very profound one. 

We have honored the custom of 
House-originated appropriations bills. 
By the same token, we are not dealing 
with the House-passed supplemental 
appropriations bill, H.R. 3543. So I am 
sure when the history of this Congress 
is written, there will probably be a 
footnote given to this particular proce
dure today and again demonstrating 
how at the same time we were able to 
move through the traditional proce
dures to reach the resolution of this 
issue. 

I command Senator BYRD for that ge
nius. It is a pleasure to work with my 
colleague from West Virginia. And I 
also want to indicate my pleasure in 
the work of the staff. We have a very 
harmonious staff on our Appropria
tions Committee, and I think that is 
one mark of its professionalism. It is a 
very professional staff. 

Chairman BYRD and I, as the ranking 
member, I am sure, do express our ap
preciation from time to time, but per
haps not enough. 

So we have this before us, Mr. Presi
dent. I am not here to represent the 
perspective of the White House, nec
essarily, on this bill. But I think we 
ought to expedite it. I do not think 
there is any great pressure from the 
White House for this bill. 

The House of Representatives placed 
a great deal more in the appropriations 
supplemental that they passed which 
we, in turn, have incorporated in this 
vehicle. And that represents another 
very important part of this procedure 
today, and that is we have recognized a 
certain political reality as far as re
turning some of those nonemergency 
programs-and yet very important pro
grams-that the House added-women 
and infant children. 

Mr. BYRD. We did not delete them. 
We did not delete them. 

Mr. HATFIELD. We could have pro
posed a deletion, but we knew the prac
tical politics, so we did not. By the 
same token, we did not want to put 
these other programs that are truly 

emergency into jeopardy. So there is 
this provision that Senator BYRD de
vised in accordance with the budget 
agreement, on the matter of the role of 
the President in being able to obligate 
these funds by declaring an emergency. 

In our discussions in the committee, 
there were those who raised the ques
tion as to whether or not this was a 
form of a line item veto. There are no 
two people in this Senate who more 
avidly, and with a certain amount of 
pleasure, have united to fight line item 
veto proposals on this floor than Sen
ator BYRD and I. 

I want to make it very clear, Mr. 
President, that this is not a line item 
veto, and I do not think the White 
House, or anyone else who supports 
line i tern vetoes, should take any read
ing of this provision as a breakthrough 
from their perspective. I just want to 
make record on that, as the chairman 
did in the committee session, as the 
issue was raised in the committee. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield on that point? 

Mr. HATFIELD. I will be very happy 
to yield. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank him for making 
this matter clear, anent the line item 
veto. At such time as that is ever 
brought up on this floor, it is my hope 
that I can surpass STROM THURMOND'S 
record for having held the floor the 
longest. At that time I promise the 
Senator I will be prepared to talk at 
great length-hours. At that time I 
will recite all of the English monarchs, 
beginning with Cerdic in 519, and all 
the way down to Elizabeth II in our 
time. I will give the period of each 
reign, for example Cerdic from 519 to 
534. I will go through all that. 

But, before I do that, I will give the 
reigns of all the Roman emperors, be
ginning with Augustus in 27 B.C., down 
to the fall of Rome in 476 A.D. 

I will likewise give the years during 
which they reigned. There will be 88 of 
the Roman monarchs and 78 of the 
English monarchs. 

And then I will speak of the Persian 
monarchs and give the time of their 
reign, from Cyrus the Great, down to 
the time of Alexander the Great. 

And then I will relate all of the 
American Presidents and give their 
reigns, and I will not have any notes. I 
will just do it all. I will take my time 
and do it all. 

Then I will name all of the books of 
the Bible, 66 books of the Bible. And I 
will be prepared to go on from there 
and do other things of likewise extraor
dinary nature. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Shakespeare. 
Mr. BYRD. So, when the time comes 

to fight the line item veto, or the en
hance rescissions, which, the enhanced 
rescission, is much, much worse than 
the line item veto-to the magnitude of 
perhaps 100 times or more-my friend 
and I will be happy to entertain those 
who wish to talk about the line item 

veto. And we will make a record on 
that which, hopefully, the courts will 
one day take a look at if need be. 

I thank my friend for yielding. I am 
prepared now, if someone, wishes, to 
start now. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, as 
much a history buff as I am, I hope we 
do not force our chairman into the ac
tivity, that historic review. 

I would also say to the chairman, he 
cited Senator THURMOND as having held 
this floor the longest period of time. He 
is prepared to exceed that record. I 
would say the second longest holder of 
this floor was the late Senator from 
Oregon, Wayne Morris. And I would 
join the Senator from West Virginia by 
saying I am prepared to exceed Wayne 
Morris' record, if necessary, as well. 

Mr. LEAHY. If the Senator would 
just yield for a commentary, the dis
tinguished chairman and ranking mem
ber, also former chairman of the com
mittee, knows the Senator from Ver
mont totally opposes the idea of line 
item veto. It would render the Congress 
virtually a secondary, almost histori
cal accident in the system of Govern
ment. It would certainly go further 
than any other step possible to remove 
us as one of the three equal branches of 
Government. 

It would be as if we totally stripped 
the courts of their jurisdiction. A line
i tem veto would not only remove the 
Congress from anything even approach
ing an equal branch of Government, 
but it also would be the worst possible 
'way of doing this, because we would 
have done it ourselves. 

Having said that, if the Leahy family 
were not planning to be home for 
Thanksgiving I would be almost in
clined to introduce such an amendment 
just to hear the history lesson by the 
distinguished chairman. But before the 
distinguished chairman prepares to do 
that, let me assure him that perhaps it 
might be better if I were to join him in 
his office; maybe we could have a cigar 
together and he could give me that his
tory lesson piecemeal, in due respect 
for those who have plans for Thanks
giving. 

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. HATFIELD. I will be happy to 

yield? 
Mr. BYRD. The Senator from West 

Virginia is prepared not only to speak 
on history, I will be very glad to en
lighten those who support the line
item veto with respect to poetry, I will 
make copious quotes from Milton's 
"Paradise Lost," or Dante's-or some
one would say Dante's "Divine Com
edy," Darwin's "Origin of Species," 
Adam Smith's "Treatise on Econom
ics," and with copious and generous 
helpings from Shakespeare and the 
Bible. 

So I think it is well for the support
ers, the misguided, I must say, well-in
tentioned but misguided supporters of 
the line-item veto to be forewarned so 
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they may be forearmed. It may be well 
for the joint leaders to realize that if 
we ever get to that point in time, sine 
die may wait until January 3 of 1992 at 
noon. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, if the dis
tinguished Senator will yield to me 
further, I note that should that matter 
be, I will be here standing foursquare 
with my chairman to speak against it, 
too. I cannot imagine any Senator, es
pecially a Senator from a small State, 
who could ever say that they had 
shown respect for their duty to their 
State if they voted for such a thing. 

I will join in some of those Shake
spearean discussions, too. I will prob
ably quote at length from my two fa
vorites, "Richard III" and "King 
Lear." But having said all that, so we 
would not hold up people further, I do 
have an amendment--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oregon has the floor. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I yield the floor. 
Mr. LEAHY. I realize I am on the 

Senator's time. 
Mr. HATFIELD. No, no. I yield the 

floor. 
Mr. LEAHY. I understand the man

agers may have some technical amend
ments they may want to go to. I advise 
the chairman that I am here prepared 
to bring up an amendment and I hope 
it will not take too long. So I yield. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 
think we have made adequate record on 
the matter related to the line-item 
veto. But I do only raise that for the 
simple point of this vehicle, this exer
cise in this year's appropriations sup
plemental is, indeed, extraordinary and 
historic. 

Mr. President, I do hope the Senators 
who expect to offer amendments will 
make themselves available. I appre
ciate the Senator from Vermont being 
here on the floor to start the amend
ment process. But I only urge, particu
larly those on my side of the aisle, and 
all of our colleagues, that if they have 
a plan or an idea of an amendment, cer
tainly to be here. Senator BYRD, our 
chairman, and I are here to do the busi
ness of the Senate. This being Friday, 
I am very hopeful we can expedite this 
procedure. I want to put the Senate on 
notice that, as far as I am concerned, I 
will not hesitate to call for third read
ing of the bill if there do not appear to 
be any further amendments at a par
ticular point in time that Members 
wish to off er. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank my 
friend, Senator HATFIELD, and also 
thank my equally good friend, Mr. 
LEAHY. 

AGRICULTURE DISASTER ASSISTANCE 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I rise 

today to urge my colleagues to support 
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 157) 
which includes the Dire Emergency 
Supplemental appropriations bill and 
the $1.75 billion it will provide for agri
culture disaster assistance for this Na-

tion's farmers. As you know, Mr. Presi
dent, I have been working on this criti
cal issue for over a year and am pleased 
that we are now in a position to pro
vide the assistance our farmers so des
perately need. 

The devastating consequences of ad
verse weather conditions across the 
United States during the past 2 years 
are clear and well documented. It is es
timated that in 1990 alone, Mississippi 
farmers lost $100 million. While some 
areas of my State escaped the effects of 
the terrible floods last spring and were 
able to achieve normal and, in some 
cases, even above-normal crop yields, 
other areas have experienced signifi
cant losses in 1991. 

In response to this situation, Mr. 
President, I introduced on July 10, 1991, 
a bill to provide assistance to those 
farmers hard hit by natural disasters 
in 1990 or 1991. The fact that this legis
lation was cosponsored by over 30 Sen
ators attests to the dimensions of the 
crisis facing many farmers today. 

I am pleased that the bill before the 
Senate today will provide the assist
ance that is long overdue. I urge my 
colleagues to support this supple
mental appropriations bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1391 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk certain technical amend
ments. Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent they may be considered and 
agreed to en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 

BYRD] proposes an amendment numbered 
1391. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 24, strike lines 1 through 8, and in

sert in lieu thereof: 
SEC. 202. Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of this joint resolution, funds in this 
joint resolution, other than those made 
available by transfer, are available for obli
gation only to the extent and only in the 
amount designated by the President, not 
later than the date of enactment of this joint 
resolution, to be emergency funding require
ments within the meaning of part C of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended. 

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

The amendment (No. 1391) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BYRD. I move to reconsider the 
vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1392 

(Purpose: Subject to enactment of authoriz
ing legislation to allow the Architect of 
the Capitol to accept donations for the 
benefit of the Botanic Garden, to provide 
that not more than $2,000,000 of such do
nated funds may be obligated for certain 
costs associated with the Conservatory 
renovation) 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I will tem

porarily delay my friend from Ver
mont. I send to the desk an amendment 
by Mr. JOHNSTON, for himself and Mr. 
GORTON. I ask unanimous consent that 
it be agreed to; that the motion to re
consider be laid upon the table; and 
that a statement by Mr. JOHNSTON in 
explanation of the amendment be in
serted in the RECORD as though read. 

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

The clerk will report. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 

BYRD], for Mr. JOHNSTON, for himself, and 
Mr. GORTON, proposes an amendment num
bered 1392. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following new section: 
"SEC. . Upon the enactment of a provision 

of law authorizing the Architect of the Cap
itol to accept donations for the benefit of the 
Botanic Garden, not more than $2,000,000 of 
the amounts accepted pursuant to such au
thorization shall be available for obligation 
by the Architect for preparation of working 
drawings, specifications, and cost estimates 
for renovation of the Conservatory of the Bo
tanic Garden.". 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, no 
funds were included in the fiscal year 
1992 legislative appropriations bill for 
the renovation of the Botanic Garden 
Conservatory. 

Yet, private donations are continuing 
to be raised to plan for the outside na
tional garden, which is expected to be 
complete in time for the 175th anniver
sary of the Botanic Garden in 1995. 

We thus may be faced with a situa
tion where outside improvements are 
complete, but the Conservatory-the 
crown jewel of the Botanic Garden-is 
not. 

This amendment will allow private 
funds to be used to begin the planning 
process for the Conservatory recon
struction, subject to the enactment of 
authorizing legislation. 

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

The amendment (No. 1392) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1393 

(Purpose: To increase the rate of price sup
port for milk and establish a surplus reduc
tion program for the production of milk 
and products of milk) 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 
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The Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY], 

for himself, Mr. KASTEN, Mr. KOHL, Mr. HAR
KIN, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. WOFFORD, and 
Mr. DASCHLE, proposes an amendment num
bered 1393. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the committee substitute, 

add the following new title: 
TITLE III-DAIRY PRICE SUPPORT AND 

STABILIZATION PROGRAM 
SEC. 301. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that-
(!) milk and dairy products are basic foods 

and as a valuable part of the human diet a 
primary source of required nutrients, such as 
calcium; 

(2) the production of milk and dairy prod
ucts plays a significant role in the economy 
of the United States, in that-

(A) milk and dairy products are consumed 
by millions of people in the United States 
every day; and 

(B) the production of milk and dairy prod
ucts involves approximately 200,000 dairy 
farmers and requires substantial handling, 
processing, and marketing resources; 

(3) dairy farmers have a relatively limited 
ability to protect themselves from price risk 
in that-

(A) the commodity they produce is not eas
ily storable; 

(B) they are restricted in their access to 
forward pricing or hedging; and 

(C) dairy farming is so specialized that 
they cannot mitigate price risk by diversify
ing the mix of commodities they produce; 

(4) unstable farm prices are detrimental to 
the nation's consumers of milk because proc
essors, in order to manage their risk, will in
crease margins above levels expected with 
stable prices; 

(5) current dairy program policies, which 
do not include an inventory management 
component, have failed to prevent the pro
ducer market price for milk from collapsing 
in 1990 and in 1991; 

(6) the all-milk price is expected to be less 
than the cost of production, subjecting dairy 
farmers to financial stress not experienced 
in decades; 

(7) without further action, producer milk 
prices in future years will continue to be un
stable, making it difficult to maintain an 
economically healthy dairy sector; 

(8) the measures resulting from the amend
ments made by this title, including the sur
plus reduction program, are needed to-

(A) ensure consumers of a reliable and ade
quate supply of pure and wholesome milk 
and dairy products at reasonable prices; 

(B) respond adequately to current and an
ticipated future dairy supply and demand 
problems; and · 

(C) ensure a level of farm income for dairy 
producers adequate to maintain productive 
capacity sufficient to meet the anticipated 
future needs; and 

(9) the measures resulting from the amend
ments made by this title should avoid any 
increase in net Federal outlays in the milk 
price support program. 
SEC. 302. POLICY AND PURPOSE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-lt is declared to be the 
policy of Congress that it is in the public in
terest to-
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(1) balance milk production and consump
tion in order to improve and stabilize farm 
income and limit Government expenditures; 

(2) reduce undesirable fluctuations in sup
plies and prices of milk and stabilize the 
price of milk at fair and reasonable levels to 
protect the interests of consumers and pro
ducers; and 

(3) facilitate orderly marketing conditions 
for milk and dairy products to enable dairy 
farmers in the United States to respond ade
quately to the needs of consumers. 

(b) PROTECTION OF CONSUMERS.-lt is the 
sense of Congress that the authorities pro
vided by this title and the amendments made 
by this title shall be used to ensure the pro
duction of pure and wholesome milk and 
dairy products at the level required to meet 
the needs of consumers in the United States. 
SEC. 303. PRICE SUPPORT OPERATIONS; SUR-

PLUS REDUCTION PROGRAM. 
(a) PRICE SUPPORT.-Subsection (b) of sec

tion 204 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 
U.S.C. 1446e(b)) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(b) RATE.-
"(1) 1991.-During the period beginning on 

January 1, 1991, and ending on December 31, 
1991, the price of milk shall be supported at 
a rate of not less than $10.10 per hundred
weight for milk containing 3.67 percent 
milkfat. 

"(2) 1992 THROUGH 1995.-During the period 
beginning on January 1, 1992, and ending on 
December 31, 1995, the price of milk shall be 
supported at a rate of not less than $11.10 per 
hundredweight for milk containing 3.67 per
cent milkfat. The Secretary may increase 
the rate above the minimum rate established 
in this paragraph.". 

(b) RECOURSE LOANS FOR PROCESSED MILK 
PRODUCTS.-Subsection (e) of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(e) RECOURSE LOANS FOR PROCESSED MILK 
PRODUCTS.-

"(!) IN GENERAL.-Beginning on January 1, 
1993, if the Secretary determines that oper
ation of a recourse loan program will im
prove the orderly marketing of dairy prod
ucts and the stability of dairy product 
prices, the Secretary may make available to 
processors of milk a recourse loan on prod
ucts of milk (butter, cheese, and nonfat dry 
milk). 

"(2) RATE.-The Secretary shall offer loans 
on the products at a rate that will enable 
plants of average efficiency to pay produc
ers, on average, a price that is at least 95 
percent but not more than 100 percent of the 
simple average price received by producers 
for manufacturing grade milk containing 3.67 
percent milkfat for the immediately preced
ing 5 years, excluding the year in which the 
average price was the highest and the year in 
which the average price was the lowest. 

"(3) TERMS.-Loans shall be made under 
this section only in the first 5 months of the 
calendar year and shall mature at the earlier 
of-

' '(A) the end of 6 months; or 
"(B) the end of the fiscal year. 
"(4) ASSESSMENT.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-No later than December 

1, 1992, the Secretary shall assess the extent 
to which the operation of a recourse loan 
program, made available to the processors of 
the products of milk, will improve the per
formance and functioning of dairy markets. 

"(B) EFFECT ON ORDERLY MARKETING.-The 
Secretary shall consider the extent to which 
the operation of a recourse loan program will 
improve the orderly marketing of dairy prod
ucts and the stability of dairy product prices 
within a marketing year. 

"(C) CONSULTATION.-ln conducting the as
sessment and as soon as possible after the as
sessment is completed, the Secretary shall 
consult with the Committee on Agriculture 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry of the Senate and, as determined by 
the Secretary, appropriate representatives 
from the dairy industry.". 

(C) SURPLUS REDUCTION PROGRAM.-Sub
section (g) of section 204 of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(g) SURPLUS REDUCTION AND PREVENTION 
PROGRAM.-

"(!) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall 
enter into contracts in each of the 1992 
through 1995 calendar years with producers 
in the United States to reduce the market
ings of milk for commercial use to ensure 
that annual net removals by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation do not exceed 4.5 billion 
pounds (milk equivalent, total milk solids 
basis). 

"(2) NATIONAL REDUCTION tN MILK MARKET
INGS.-

"(A) ANNUAL DETERMINATION.-Not later 
than November 15 of each of the calendar 
years 1991 through 1994, the Secretary shall 
determine the national reduction in milk 
marketings necessary in the following cal
endar year to limit net removals by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation in the year 
to a level of not more than 4.5 billion pounds 
(milk equivalent, total milk solids basis). 

"(B) CRITERIA.-ln making the reduction 
determination required under subparagraph 
(A), the Secretary shall-

"(i) use the rate of price support that will 
be effective for the calendar year subsequent 
to the year in which the determination is 
made under this section; and 

"(ii) assume there will be no new entrants 
during that calendar year in the surplus re
duction and prevention program established 
under this subsection. 

"(3) REGIONAL REDUCTION IN MILK MARKET
INGS.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall en
sure that participation in the surplus reduc
tion and prevention program shall be propor
tionately distributed, based on the quantity 
of milk produced, among the regions identi
fied in subparagraph (B). 

"(B) DEFINITION OF REGIONS.-For purposes 
of this subsection, the United States shall be 
divided into seven geographic regions as fol
lows: 

"(i) California, Oregon, and Washington. 
"(ii) Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Idaho, 

Kansas, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, 
Oklahoma, Texas, Utah, and Wyoming. 

"(iii) Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, 
Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota. 

"(iv) Wisconsin. 
"(v) Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, 

Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, 
South Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia. 

"(vi) Delaware, Indiana, Maryland, Michi-
gan, New Jersey, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and 
West Virginia. 

"(vii) Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, 
New Hampshire, New York, Rhode Island, 
and Vermont. 

"(C) REGIONAL MARKETING PERCENTAGE.
Not later than November 15 of each of the 
calendar years 1991 through 1994, the Sec
retary shall determine a regional marketing 
percentage for each region that is equal to 
the ratio of-

"(i) the total quantity of milk marketed in 
the region in the 12 months prior to the de
termination; to 

"(ii) the total quantity of milk marketed 
in the United States in the 12 months prior 
to the determination. 
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"(D) REGIONAL ALLOCATION.-To the extent 

practicable (taking into consideration the 
regional supply and demand for fluid milk), 
the Secretary shall determine the total re
duction in the quantity of milk marketed for 
a region under the surplus reduction and pre
vention program to be equal to the product 
obtained by multiplying-

"(!) the national reduction in milk mar
ketings, as determined under paragraph (2); 
by 

"(ii) the regional marketing percentage for 
that region, as determined under subpara
graph (C). 

"(4) SURPLUS REDUCTION CONTRACTS.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-Beginning on January 1, 

1992, the Secretary shall provide cash pay
ments from the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion to producers who enter into surplus re
duction contracts to reduce the quantity of 
milk the producers market for commercial 
use during the :relevant time period. 

"(B) RATE OF PAYMENTS.-ln determining 
the amount to be paid to producers under the 
contracts, the Secretary may offer payments 
to, or accept bids from, producers at a level 
that is necessary to achieve the national and 
regional reductions in milk marketings re
quired under this subsection. 

"(C) PERIOD OF CONTRACT.-ln those cases 
in which contracts are entered into, the Sec
retary shall offer to enter into contracts in 
which a participant shall reduce the quan
tity of milk marketed by the participant 
over a period of 24 to 36 months, as deter
mined by the Secretary. The Secretary may 
offer contracts for a shorter period to permit 
the dairy industry to adjust to unforeseen 
changes in factors affecting milk production, 
prices, and the demand for milk products, as 
determined by the Secretary. In no case 
shall contracts be for a period of less than 12 
months. 

"(D) ANNUAL LEVEL OF REDUCTION.-For 
each year of a contract, the level of reduc
tion in the quantity of milk marketed shall 
be equal to the product obtained by mul
tiplying-

"(i) not less than 5 percent, nor more than 
25 percent; by 

"(ii) the producer's relevant milk market
ing history for that contract year, as deter
mined pursuant to subparagraph (E). 

"(E) MILK MARKETING HISTORY.-For pur
poses of surplus reduction contracts entered 
into under this subsection, a producer's milk 
marketing history shall be equal to-

"(i) for a producer entering into a surplus 
reduction contract for reduction beginning 
in calendar year 1992, the quantity of milk 
marketed by a producer during 1991; 

"(ii) for a producer entering into a surplus 
reduction contract for reduction beginning 
in calendar year 1993, the average quantity 
of milk that is marketed and considered 
marketed by the producer during 1991 and 
1992; and 

"(iii) for a producer entering into a surplus 
reduction contract for reduction beginning 
in calendar year 1994 or 1995, the average 
quantity of milk that is marketed and con
sidered marketed by the producer during the 
previous 3 years. 

"(F) ENROLLMENT PERIOD.-
"(i) FREQUENCY OF ENROLLMENT PERIODS.

The Secretary shall offer to enter into sur
plus reduction contracts on at least three oc
casions during 1992, and on as many occa
sions during 1993 through 1995 as the Sec
retary determines necessary. 

"(11) INITIAL PERIOD.-The Secretary shall 
allow producers to enroll in the surplus re
duction program for an initial period of at 
least 30 days prior to the beginn.ing of the 

program. Subsequent enrollment periods 
shall be of such duration as is determined by 
the Secretary. 

"(G) PAYMENTS TO PARTICIPANTS.-
"(i) TIMING.-The Secretary shall make 

conditional whole or partial payments to 
participants in the surplus reduction pro
gram on at least a quarterly basis, or more 
frequently at the option of the Secretary. 

"(ii) ANNUAL SETTLEMENT PAYMENT.-If 
necessary, the Secretary shall make an an
nual settlement payment at the end of each 
year of the contract period, based on the 
total reduction in the quantity of milk mar
ketings by the producer during the year. 

"(iii) REDUCTION IN PRICE RECEIVED.-Any 
producer that participates in the surplus re
duction program shall not be subject to the 
reduction in price received under subsection 
(h) on milk marketed during the term of the 
contract. 

"(H) FUNDING.-The Secretary shall make 
payments to participants in the surplus re
duction program from funds of the Commod
ity Credit Corporation. 

"(I) SEASONAL STABILITY.-The Secretary 
shall, to the maximum extent practicable 
and consistent with the other obligations 
and objectives of this section, administer the 
surplus reduction program in a manner that 
will reduce the seasonal fluctuation in the 
supply of milk produced in the United 
States. 

"(J) OTHER TERMS.-Each contract may in
clude such other terms and conditions as are 
necessary to ensure that the goals and objec
tives of the surplus reduction program are 
met, as determined by the Secretary. 

"(5) SURPLUS PREVENTION CONTRACTS.
"(A) IN GENERAL.-Beginning on January 1, 

1992, the Secretary shall offer to enter into 
contracts with producers not to increase the 
level of their marketings of milk from the 
immediately preceding year, as determined 
in subparagraph (D). 

"(B) REDUCTION IN PRICE RECEIVED.-Any 
producer that participates in the surplus pre
vention program shall not be subject to the 
reduction in price received under subsection 
(h) on milk marketed during the term of the 
contract. 

"(C) PERIOD OF CONTRACT.-The Secretary 
shall offer to enter into contracts in which a 
participant shall agree not to exceed the 
quantity of milk marketed by the partici
pant over a period of 12 months. 

"(D) ANNUAL LEVEL OF MARKETINGS.-For 
each year of a surplus prevention contract, 
the level of milk marketed by the partici
pant shall not exceed the quantity of milk 
marketed and considered marketed in the 
year immediately preceding the term of the 
contract. 

"(E) ENROLLMENT PERIOD.-The Secretary 
shall allow producers to enroll in the surplus 
reduction program for an initial period of at 
least 30 days prior to the begin:ning of the 
program. Subsequent enrollment periods 
shall be of such duration as is determined by 
the Secretary. 

"(F) DIVERSION PROGRAM ADJUSTMENT.
For the purposes of contracts entered into 
under this paragraph, the Secretary may 
allow a producer in a particular region to ex
ceed the contracted level of marketings of 
the producer if the Secretary determines 
that, in the absence of such an adjustment, 
the surplus reduction program would cause a 
disproportionate disruption to the economy 
of the region, including the supply of fluid 
milk. 

"(G) OTHER TERMS.-Each contract may in
clude such other terms and conditions as are 
necessary to ensure that the goals and objec-

tives of the surplus prevention program are 
met, as determined by the Secretary. 

"(6) CONSIDERED MARKETED.-For purposes 
of calculating a marketing history under 
paragraphs (4) and (5), the producer may re
ceive an allowance for amounts considered 
marketed in previous years only to the ex
tent that for a year the producer enters into 
a contract under paragraph (4). The quantity 
of milk considered marketed for the year 
shall equal the quantity of the contracted re
duction for the year, except that there shall 
be no allowance made under this paragraph 
for quantities considered marketed if the 
quantity actually marketed in the year ex
ceeded the quantity permitted by the year's 
contract. 

"(7) RECORDS.-
"(A) MARKETING HISTORY.-Any producer of 

milk who seeks to enter into a contract for 
payments under this subsection shall provide 
the Secretary with evidence of the quantity 
of milk marketed by the producer in pre
vious years to establish the producer's mar
keting history, as the Secretary considers 
necessary and appropriate. 

"(B) OTHER RECORDS AND REPORTS.-Each' 
producer who enters into a contract with the 
Secretary to reduce marketings under this 
subsection shall keep such records and make 
such reports as the Secretary determines 
necessary to carry out this subsection. 

"(8) MODIFICATION OF CONTRACTS.-
"(A) AUTHORITY.-Subject to subparagraph 

(B), the Secretary may, in accordance with 
such rules or procedures as are prescribed by 
the Secretary, offer to modify contracts en
tered into under this subsection. 

"(B) DETERMINATION.-Prior to a modifica
tion under subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
shall determine that, in the absence of the 
modification, net removals by the Commod
ity Credit Corporation would fall excessively 
below 4.5 billion pounds (milk equivalent, 
total milk solid basis) during the year. 

"(9) ASSIGNMENT OF CONTRACTS.-A pro
ducer may, with the approval of the Sec
retary, assign a contract entered into under 
this paragraph only if-

"(A) the producer's interest in the entire 
milk production facility and the entire dairy 
herd used by the producer to produce milk 
for commercial marketings have been trans
ferred as a unit to the person to whom the 
assignment is to be made; 

"(B) the producer and the assignee agree in 
writing that the assignee shall succeed to all 
rights and liabilities of the producer under 
the contract; and 

"(C) a copy of the writing is submitted to 
the Secretary before the transfer occurs. 

"(10) DECEASED PRODUCERS.-A contract en
tered into under this subsection by a pro
ducer who by reason of death cannot perform 
or assign the contract may be performed or 
assigned, in accordance with paragraph (9), 
by the estate of the producer. 

"(11) COMPLIANCE.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall en

sure compliance by producers with the con
tracted level of reductions in the quantity of 
milk marketed, including contracts for a 
term in excess of 1 year. The Secretary shall 
ensure compliance with surplus reduction 
contracts on at least a quarterly basis, con
sistent with payments to producers under 
paragraph (4)(G)(i). 

"(B) INITIAL ENROLLMENT.-During the ini
tial enrollment period specified in paragraph 
(4)(F), the Secretary shall, at the option of 
the participant, not require full compliance 
with the terms and conditions of the surplus 
reduction contract until 45 days after enter
ing into the contract. Full compliance with 
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the terms and conditions of the contract 
shall be required on a quarterly basis, as pro
vided in this paragraph. 

"(C) VIOLATIONS OF SURPLUS REDUCTION 
CONTRACTS.-

"(1) REFUNDS.-lf a producer violates a con
tract entered into under paragraph (4), the 
Secretary shall, as considered appropriate, 
require that all payments made under the 
contract be refunded by the producer, with 
interest at the rate equal, to the extent prac
ticable, to the cost to the Commodity Credit 
Corporation of its borrowings from the Unit
ed States Treasury for the relevant time pe
riod. The refund shall not relieve the pro
ducer from the obligations of the contract. 

"(ii) PENALTIES.-A producer who enters 
into a contract under paragraph (4) shall be 
liable to the Secretary for marketing pen
alties, in addition to other remedies avail
able under this section, if the producer-

"(!) fails to make a required reduction in 
milk marketings; 

"(II) retains or acquires an interest in 
dairy cattle or the production of milk in vio
lation of a contract entered into under this 
subsection; 

"(ill) makes a false statement in a bid sub
mitted under paragraph (4) as to the produc
er's milk marketing history; 

"(IV) makes a false statement as to the 
producer's reduction in milk marketings re
quired under the contract; or 

"(V) fails to meet such other terms and 
conditions of the contract, as the Secretary 
considers appropriate. 

"(iii) LEVEL OF PENALTIES.-The amount of 
a marketing penalty shall be an amount de
termined by the Secretary that is the higher 
of-

"(I) $5,000 for the violation; or 
"(II) the quantity of milk involved in the 

violation multiplied by the current support 
price, as determined under this section. 

"(iv) EXCEPTION.-The Secretary may 
waive penalties under clause (iii) for a viola
tion that is the result of inadvertent errors 
in reduction of marketings, as determined by 
the Secretary, except that the amount of a 
waiver may not exceed 5 percent of the quan
tity of the reduction in annual milk market
ings by the producer provided for under the 
contract. 

"(D) VIOLATIONS OF SURPLUS PREVENTION 
CONTRACTS.-

"(!) PENALTY.-If a producer violates a con
tract entered into under paragraph (5), the 
Secretary shall, as considered appropriate, 
require that the producer pay a penalty to 
the Commodity Credit Corporation for the 
relevant time period. 

"(ii) VIOLATION.-The Secretary shall find 
a producer in violation of a contract if the 
producer-

"(!) exceeds the level of milk marketings 
provided in the contract; 

"(II) makes a false statement as to the pro
ducer's level of milk marketings required 
under the contract; or 

"(ill) fails to meet such other terms and 
conditions of the contract, as the Secretary 
considers appropriate. 

"(iii) LEVEL OF PENALTY.-The level of the 
penalty authorized under clause (i) shall 
equal the sum of-

"(l) the product obtained by multiplying
"(aa) the amount of the reductions in price 

received by the producer that would have ap
plied under subsection (h) had that producer 
not participated in the surplus prevention 
program during the year; by 

"(bb) the total quantity of milk marketed 
by the producer in that year; and 

"(II) an amount determined by the Sec
retary that is the higher of-

"(aa) $5,000 for the violation; or 
"(bb) the quantity of milk involved in the 

violation multiplied by the current support 
price, as determined under this section. 

"(iv) ExCEPTION.-The Secretary may re
duce any penalties under clause (iii)(ll) by 
such amount as the Secretary determines eq
uitable in any case in which the Secretary 
determines that the failure was uninten
tional or without knowledge on the part of 
the person concerned. 

"(12) EFFECT ON THE LIVESTOCK INDUSTRY.
In order to minimize the adverse effect of the 
surplus reduction program on beef, pork, and 
poultry producers in the United States, the 
Secretary shall vary the beginning and end
ing dates of surplus reduction contracts in a 
region so that the slaughter of dairy animals 
as a result of the surplus reduction program 
will occur on a random basis. 

"(13) DAIRY COW SLAUGHTER.-
"(A) LIMITATION.-The Secretary shall, to 

the maximum extent practicable, limit the 
number of dairy cows slaughtered during 
each of the first 12 months of the surplus re
duction program to a quantity of not more 
than the sum of-

"(i) the average number of beef and dairy 
cows slaughtered during the corresponding 
month in the 1990 and 1991 calendar years; 
and 

"(ii) 20,000 dairy cows. 
"(B) SUBSEQUENT MONTHS.-The Secretary 

may limit the number of dairy cows slaugh
tered after the first 12 months of the surplus 
reduction program at the level specified in 
subparagraph (A), as determined necessary 
by the Secretary. 

"(C) MONITORING.-During the period be
ginning on January 1, 1992, and ending on De
cember 31, 1993, the Secretary shall monitor 
and report to Congress every 2 weeks on the 
number of beef and dairy cows slaughtered in 
the United States. 

"(D) LIMITS ON NEW CONTRACTS.-
"(i) MONTHLY DETERMINATION.-The Sec

retary shall make a determination, during 
each of the first 12 months of the surplus re
duction program, if-

"(l) the number of dairy cows slaughtered 
for the month is in excess of the level speci
fied in subparagraph (A); and 

"(II) the excess dairy cow slaughter is a di
rect result of and solely caused by the sur
plus reduction program. 

"(ii) IMPACT ON NEW CONTRACTS.-If the 
Secretary makes a positive determination in 
any month under subclauses (I) and (II) of 
clause (i), the Secretary shall not enter into 
additional surplus reduction contracts under 
paragraph (4) during the immediately subse
quent month, in order to review the process 
and mechanism used to limit surplus reduc
tion dairy cow slaughter to the quantities 
described under subparagraph (A). 

"(14) USE OF GOVERNMENT RESOURCES.-ln 
carrying out this subsection, the Secretary 
may, as the Secretary considers appro
priate-

"(A) use the services of State and county 
committees established under section 8(b) of 
the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot
ment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b)); and 

"(B) enter into agreements to use, on a re
imbursable basis, the services of administra
tors of the Federal milk marketing orders 
and State milk marketing programs.". 

(d) REDUCTION IN PRICE RECEIVED.-Sub
section (h) of section 204 of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(h) REDUCTION IN PRICE RECEIVED.
"(l) SURPLUS REDUCTION CONTRACTS.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-During the period begin

ning on January 1, 1992, and ending on Sep-

tember 30, 1998, the Secretary shall provide 
for a reduction in the price received on all 
milk marketed in the United States for com
mercial purposes by producers that do not 
enter into surplus reduction or surplus pre
vention contracts under subsection (g). 

"(B) AMOUNT OF REDUCTION.-
"(A) 1992.-During fiscal year 1992, the Sec

retary shall establish the rate of the reduc
tion under subparagraph (A) in the price re
ceived by producers at an amount, on a per 
hundredweight basis of milk marketed, so 
that total collections shall, to the extent 
practicable, equal $161,000,000. 

"(B) 1993 THROUGH 1998.-During each of the 
fiscal years 1993 through 1998, the Secretary 
shall establish the rate of the reduction 
under subparagraph (A) in the price received 
by producers at an amount, on a per hun
dredweight basis of milk marketed, that is 
equal to the sum of-

"(i) the amount that is necessary to reim
burse the Commodity Credit Corporation for 
all payments to producers who participate in 
the surplus reduction program established 
under subsection (g)(4) in such year; and 

"(ii) the amount, in excess of the amount 
collected in the immediately preceding year, 
that is necessary to reimburse the Commod
ity Credit Corporation for payments to pro
ducers who participated in the surplus reduc
tion program established under subsection 
(g)(4) in the immediately preceding year. 

"(2) RECONCILIATION COMMITMENTS.
"(A) 1991.-
"(i) AUTHORITY.-During the period begin

ning on January 1, 1991, and ending on De
cember 31, 1991, the Secretary shall provide 
for a reduction in the price received by pro
ducers for all milk produced in the United 
States and marketed by producers for com
mercial use, in addition to any reduction in 
price required under paragraph (1). 

"(ii) AMOUNT.-The amount of the reduc
tion under clause (i) in the price received by 
producers shall be 5 cents per hundredweight 
of milk marketed. 

"(iii) REFUND.-The Secretary shall pro
vide a refund of the entire reduction under 
clause (ii) in the price of milk received by a 
producer during calendar year 1991 if the pro
ducer provides evidence that the producer 
did not increase marketings in 1991 as com
pared to marketings by the producer in 1990. 

"(B) 1992.-
"(i) AUTHORITY.-During the period begin

ning on January 1, 1992, and ending on Sep
tember 30, 1992, the Secretary shall provide 
for a reduction in the price of milk received 
by producers that do not enter into surplus 
reduction or surplus prevention contracts 
under subsection (g) for all milk produced in 
the United States and marketed by those 
producers for commercial use during a con
tract year, in addition to any reduction in 
price required under paragraph (1). 

"(ii) AMOUNT.-The amount of the reduc
tion under clause (i) in the price received by 
producers shall be an amount, on a per hun
dredweight basis of milk marketed, that is 
equal to the sum of-

"(I) $161,000,000; and 
"(II) an amount that is sufficient to com

pensate for refunds made under subpara
graph (A)(iii) on the basis of marketings in 
1991. 

"(C) 1993 THROUGH 1995.-
"(i) AUTHORITY.-During the period begin

ning on October 1, 1992, and ending on Sep
tember 30, 1995, the Secretary shall provide 
for a reduction in the price of milk received 
by producers that do not enter into surplus 
reduction or surplus prevention contracts 
under subsection (g) for all milk produced in 
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the United States and marketed by those 
producers for commercial use during a con
tract year, in addition to any reduction in 
price required under paragraph (1). 

"(ii) AMouNT.-The amount of the reduc
tion under clause (i) in the price received by 
producers shall be an amount, on a per hun
dredweight basis of milk marketed, so that 
total collections shall, to the extent prac
ticable, equal-

"(!) $55,000,000 during fiscal year 1993; 
"(II) $45,000,000 during fiscal year 1994; and 
"(III) $85,000,000 during fiscal year 1995. 
"(3) ASSESSMENT REFUND.-
"(A) EXCESS CCC PURCHASES.-During the 

period beginning on January 1, 1993, and end
ing on September 30, 1998, the Secretary 
shall provide a refund of the entire reduction 
in the price of milk received by a producer 
during a fiscal year under paragraph (1) if 
annual net removals by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation exceed 6.0 billion pounds 
(milk equivalent, total milk solids basis). 

"(B) TIMING.-The refund to producers 
shall be made not later than March 1 of the 
calendar year immediately following the 
year in the which the annual net removals 
by the Commodity Credit Corporation exceed 
the quantity specified in subparagraph (A). 

"(4) COLLECTION OF FUNDS.-The funds re
sulting from the application of any reduction 
in the price received by producers for milk 
under paragraphs (1) and (2) shall be col
lected and remitted to the Commodity Cred
it Corporation at such time and in such man
ner as are prescribed by the Secretary. The 
funds shall be remitted by any person that 
purchases milk from a producer, except that 
in the case of a producer who markets milk 
of the producer's own production directly to 
consumers, or other cases as determined by 
the Secretary, the funds shall be remitted di
rectly to the Corporation by the producer. 

"(5) MINIMUM PRICE PROVISIONS.-The funds 
remitted to the Corporation under this para
graph shall be considered as included in the 
payments to a producer of milk for purposes 
of the minimum price provisions of the Agri
cultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 601 et 
seq.), reenacted with amendments by the Ag
ricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 
1937.". 

(e) DEFINITIONS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Section 204 of such Act is 

amended-
(A) by redesignating subsections (j) and (k) 

as subsections (k) and (1), respectively; and 
(B) by inserting after subsection (i) the fol

lowing new subsection: 
"(j) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section: 
"(1) MILK EQUIVALENT, TOTAL MILK SOLIDS 

BASIS.-The term 'milk equivalent, total 
milk solids basis', of milk and the products 
of milk purchased by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, shall be equal to the weighted
average of the milk equivalent (as computed 
on a milkfat basis and on a milk solids non
fat basis) of such products, with weighting 
factors equal to not more than 40 percent for 
the milk equivalent, milkfat basis, and not 
more than 70 percent for the milk equiva
lent, solids nonfat basis. The weighting fac
tors shall total 100 percent. 

"(2) NET REMOVALS.-The term 'net remov
als' means the level of purchases of milk and 
the products of milk by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation under this section, less 
sales under section 407 for unrestricted use. 

"(3) UNITED STATES.-The term 'United 
States' means the 48 contiguous States in 
the continental United States.". 

(2) ADMINISTRATION.-Section 204(d)(5) of 
such Act is amended by striking "(5) ADMIN
ISTRATION.-" and all that follows through 

"In estimating" in subparagraph (B) and in
serting "(5) ADMINISTRATION.-In estimat
ing". 

(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Section 
204(i) of such Act is amended by striking 
"subsection (g) or (h)" each place it appears 
and inserting "subsection (h)". 

(g) PERIOD.-Section 204(1) of such Act (as 
redesignated by subsection (e)(l)(A) of this 
section) is amended by inserting after "this 
section" the following: ", other than as pro
vided in subsection (h)(l),". 
SEC. 304. STANDARDS OF IDENTITY FOR MILK. 

Paragraph (H) of section 8c(5) of the Agri
cultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c(5)), 
reenacted with amendments by the Agricul
tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(H) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, during the period beginning on the 
date of enactment of this paragraph and end
ing on December 31, 1995, a State milk mar
keting order (or other applicable State stat
ute or regulation) that had a standard for 
solids not fat in milk, lowfat or skim, in ef
fect on November 1, 1990, shall not be pre
empted by a Federal standard for fluid 
milk.". 
SEC. 305. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING PRO

VISION OF SURPLUS COMMODITIES 
TO THE SOVIET UNION. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Sec
retary of Agriculture should make efforts to 
sell for export, or otherwise provide, to the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and its 
former constituent republics any surplus 
commodities (including milk and products of 
milk) available from stocks acquired by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 
SEC. 306. REGULATIONS. 

Not later than 30 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Agri
culture shall issue such regulations as are 
necessary to carry out this title and the 
amendments made by this title. 
SEC. 307. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This title and the amendments made by 
this title shall become effective on the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that this amend
ment be offered on behalf of myself, 
Mr. KASTEN, Mr. KOHL, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
DURENBERGER, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. 
WOFFORD, and Mr. DASCHLE. 

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

Mr. LEAHY. I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1394 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1393 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I send a 
second-degree amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1394 to 
amendment 1393. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr .. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is no ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In the pending amendment, strike all after 

section 301, and add the following: 
TITLE III-DAIRY PRICE SUPPORT AND 

STABILIZATION PROGRAM 
SEC. 301. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that-
(1) milk and dairy products are basic foods 

and as a valuable part of the human diet a 
primary source of required nutrients, such as 
calcium; 

(2) the production of milk and dairy prod
ucts plays a significant role in the economy 
of the United States, in that-

(A) milk and dairy products are consumed 
by millions of people in the United States 
every day; and · 

(B) the production of milk and dairy prod
ucts involves approximately 200,000 dairy 
farmers and requires substantial handling, 
processing, and marketing resources; 

(3) dairy farmers have a relatively limited 
ability to protect themselves from price risk 
in that-

(A) the commodity they produce is not eas
ily storable; 

(B) they are restricted in their access to 
forward pricing or hedging; and 

(C) dairy farming is so specialized that 
they cannot mitigate price risk by diversify
ing the mix of commodities they produce; 

(4) unstable farm prices are detrimental to 
the Nation's consumers of milk because 
processors, in order to manage their risk, 
will increase margins above levels expected 
with stable prices; 

(5) current dairy program policies, which 
do not include an inventory management 
component, have failed to prevent the pro
ducer market price for milk from collapsing 
in 1990 and in 1991; 

(6) the all-milk price is expected to be less 
than the cost of production, subjecting dairy 
farmers to financial stress not experienced 
in decades; 

(7) without further action, producer milk 
prices in future years will continue to be un
stable, making it difficult to maintain an 
economically healthy dairy sector; 

(8) the measures resulting from the amend
ments made by this title, including the sur
plus reduction program, are needed to--

(A) ensure consumers of a reliable and ade
quate supply of pure and wholesome milk 
and dairy products at reasonable prices; 

(B) respond adequately to current and an
ticipated future dairy supply and demand 
problems; and 

(C) ensure a level of farm income for dairy 
producers adequate to maintain productive 
capacity sufficient to meet the anticipated 
future needs; and 

(9) the measures resulting from the amend
ments made by this title should avoid any 
increase in net Federal outlays in the milk 
price support program. 
SEC. 302. POUCY AND PURPOSE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-lt is declared to be the 
policy of Congress that it is in the public in
terest to--

(1) balance milk production and consump
tion in order to improve and stabilize farm 
income and limit Government expenditures; 

(2) reduce undesirable fluctuations in sup
plies and prices of milk and stabilize the 
price of milk at fair and reasonable levels to 
protect the interests of consumers and pro
ducers; and 

(3) facilitate orderly marketing conditions 
for milk and dairy products to enable dairy 
farmers in the United States to respond ade
quately to the needs of consumers. 

(b) PROTECTION OF CONSUMERS.-It is the 
sense of Congress that the authorities pro-
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vided by this title and the amendments made 
by this title shall be used to ensure the pro
duction of pure and wholesome milk and 
dairy products at the level required to meet 
the needs of consumers in the United States. 
SEC. 303. PRICE SUPPORT OPERATIONS; SUR-

PLUS REDUCTION PROGRAM. 
(a) PRICE SUPPORT.-Subsection (b) of sec

tion 204 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 
U.S.C. 1446e(b)) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(b) RATE.-
"(l) 1991.-During the period beginning on 

January 1, 1991, and ending on December 31, 
1991, the price of milk shall be supported at 
a rate of not less than $10.10 per hundred
weight for milk containing 3.67 percent 
milkfat. 

"(2) 1992 THROUGH 1995.-During the period 
beginning on January l, 1992, and ending on 
December 31, 1995, the price of milk shall be 
supported at a rate of not less than $11.10 per 
hundredweight for milk containing 3.67 per
cent milkfat. The Secretary may increase 
the rate above the minimum rate established 
in this paragraph.". 

(b) RECOURSE LOANS FOR PROCESSED MILK 
PRODUCTS.-Subsection (e) of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(e) RECOURSE LOANS FOR PROCESSED MILK 
PRODUCTS.-

"(l) IN GENERAL.-Beginning on January 1, 
1993, if the Secretary determines that oper
ation of a recourse loan program will im
prove the orderly marketing of dairy prod
ucts and the stability of dairy product 
prices, the Secretary may make available to 
processors of milk a recourse loan on prod
ucts of milk (butter, cheese, and nonfat dry 
milk). 

"(2) RATE.-The Secretary shall offer loans 
on the products at a rate that will enable 
plants of average efficiency to pay produc
ers, on average, a price that is at least 95 
percent but not more than 100 percent of the 
simple average price received by producers 
for manufacturing grade milk containing 3.67 
percent milkfat for the immediately preced
ing 5 years, excluding the year in which the 
average price was the highest and the year in 
which the average price was the lowest. 

"(3) TERMS.-Loans shall be made under 
this section only in the first 5 months of the 
calendar year and shall mature at the earlier 
of-

"(A) the end of 6 months; or 
"(B) the end of the fiscal year. 
"(4) ASSESSMENT.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-No later than December 

1, 1992, the Secretary shall assess the extent 
to which the operation of a recourse loan 
program, made available to the processors of 
the products of milk, will improve the per
formance and functioning of dairy markets. 

"(B) EFFECT ON ORDERLY MARKETING.-The 
Secretary shall consider the extent to which 
the operation of a recourse loan program will 
improve the orderly marketing of dairy prod
ucts and the stability of dairy product prices 
within a marketing year. 

"(C) CONSULTATION.-ln conducting the as
sessment and as soon as possible after the as
sessment is completed, the Secretary shall 
consult with the Committee on Agriculture 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry of the Senate and, as determined by 
the Secretary, appropriate representatives 
from the dairy industry.". 

(C) SURPLUS REDUCTION PROGRAM.-Sub
section (g) of section 204 of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(g) SURPLUS REDUCTION AND PREVENTION 
PROGRAM.-

"(l) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall 
enter into contracts in each of the 1992 
through 1995 calendar years with producers 
in the United States to reduce the market
ings of milk for commercial use to ensure 
that annual net removals by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation do not exceed 4.5 billion 
pounds (milk equivalent, total milk solids 
basis). 

"(2) NATIONAL REDUCTION IN MILK MARKET
INGS.-

"(A) ANNUAL DETERMINATION.-Not later 
than November 15 of each of the calendar 
years 1991 through 1994, the Secretary shall 
determine the national reduction in milk 
marketings necessary in the following cal
endar year to limit net removals by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation in the year 
to a level of not more than 4.5 billion pounds 
(milk equivalent, total milk solids basis). 

"(B) CRITERIA.-In making the reduction 
determination required under subparagraph 
(A), the Secretary shall-

"(i) use the rate of price support that will 
be effective for the calendar year subsequent 
to the year in which the determination is 
made under this section; and 

"(ii) assume there will be no new entrants 
during that calendar year in the surplus re
duction and prevention program established 
under this subsection. 

"(3) REGIONAL REDUCTION IN MILK MARKET
INGS.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall en
sure that participation in the surplus reduc
tion and prevention program shall be propor
tionately distributed, based on the quantity 
of milk produced, among the regions identi
fied in subparagraph (B). 

"(B) DEFINITION OF REGIONS.-For purposes 
of this subsection, the United States shall be 
divided into seven geographic regions as fol
lows: 

"(i) California, Oregon, and Washington. 
"(ii) Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Idaho, 

Kansas, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, 
Oklahoma, Tex&.s, Utah, and Wyoming. 

"(iii) Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, 
Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota. 

"(iv) Wisconsin. 
"(v) Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, 

Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, 
South Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia. 

"(vi) Delaware, Indiana, Maryland, Michi-
gan, New Jersey, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and 
West Virginia. 

"(vii) Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, 
New Hampshire, New York, Rhode Island, 
and Vermont. 

"(C) REGIONAL MARKETING PERCENTAGE.
Not later than November 15 of each of the 
calendar years 1991 through 1994, the Sec
retary shall determine a regional marketing 
percentage for each region that is equal to 
the ratio of-

"(i) the total quantity of milk marketed in 
the region in the 12 months prior to the de
termination; to 

"(ii) the total quantity of milk marketed 
in the United States in the 12 months prior 
to the determination. 

"(D) REGIONAL ALLOCATION.-To the extent 
practicable (taking into consideration the 
regional supply and demand for fluid milk), 
the Secretary shall determine the total re
duction in the quantity of milk marketed for 
a region under the surplus reduction and pre
vention program to be equal to the product 
obtained by multiplying-

"(!) the national reduction in milk mar
ketings, as determined under paragraph (2); 
by 

"(ii) the regional marketing percentage for 
that region, as determined under subpara
graph (C). 

"(4) SURPLUS REDUCTION CONTRACTS.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-Beginning on January l, 

1992, the Secretary shall provide cash pay
ments from the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion to producers who enter into surplus re
duction contracts to reduce the quantity of 
milk the producers market for commercial 
use during the relevant time period. 

"(B) RATE OF PAYMENTS.-In determining 
the amount to be paid to producers under the 
contracts, the Secretary may offer payments 
to, or accept bids from, producers at a level 
that is necessary to achieve the national and 
regional reductions in milk marketings re
quired under this subsection. 

"(C) PERIOD OF CONTRACT.-In those cases 
in which contracts are entered into, the Sec
retary shall offer to enter into contracts in 
which a participant shall reduce the quan
tity of milk marketed by the participant 
over a period of 24 to 36 months, as deter
mined by the Secretary. The Secretary may 
offer contracts for a shorter period to permit 
the dairy industry to adjust to unforeseen 
changes in factors affecting milk production, 
prices, and the demand for milk products, as 
determined by the Secretary. In no case 
shall contracts be for a period of less than 12 
months. 

"(D) ANNUAL LEVEL OF REDUCTION.-For 
each year of a contract, the level of reduc
tion in the quantity of milk marketed shall 
be equal to the product obtained by mul
tiplying-

"(i) not less than 5 percent, nor more than 
25 percent; by 

"(ii) the producer's relevant milk market
ing history for that contract year, as deter
mined pursuant to subparagraph (E). 

"(E) MILK MARKETING HISTORY.-For pur
poses of surplus reduction contracts entered 
into under this subsection, a producer's milk 
marketing history shall be equal to-

"(i) for a producer entering into a surplus 
reduction contract for reduction beginning 
in calendar year 1992, the quantity of milk 
marketed by a producer during 1991; 

"(ii) for a producer entering into a surplus 
reduction contract for reduction beginning 
in calendar year 1993, the average quantity 
of milk that is marketed and considered 
marketed by the producer during 1991 and 
1992; and 

"(iii) for a producer entering into a surplus 
reduction contract for reduction beginning 
in calendar year 1994 or 1995, the average 
quantity of milk that is marketed and con
sidered marketed by the producer during the 
previous 3 years. 

"(F) ENROLLMENT PERIOD.-
"(i) FREQUENCY OF ENROLLMENT PERIODS.

The Secretary shall offer to enter into sur
plus reduction contracts on at least three oc
casions during 1992, and on as many occa
sions during 1993 through 1995 as the Sec
retary determines necessary. 

"(ii) INITIAL PERIOD.-The Secretary shall 
allow producers to enroll in the surplus re
duction program for an initial period of at 
least 30 days prior to the beginning of the 
program. Subsequent enrollment periods 
shall be of such duration as is determined by 
the Secretary. 

"(G) PAYMENTS TO PARTICIPANTS.-
"(i) TIMING.-The Secretary shall make 

conditional whole or partial payments to 
participants in the surplus reduction pro
gram on at least a quarterly basis, or more 
frequently at the option of the Secretary. 

"(ii) ANNUAL SETTLEMENT PAYMENT.-If 
necessary, the Secretary shall make an an
nual settlement payment at the end of each 
year of the contract period, based on the 
total reduction in the quantity of milk mar
ketings by the producer during the year. 
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"(iii) REDUCTION IN PRICE RECEIVED.-Any 

producer that participates in the surplus re
duction program shall not be subject to the 
reduction in price received under subsection 
(h) on milk marketed during the term of the 
contract. 

"(H) FUNDING.-The Secretary shall make 
payments to participants in the surplus re
duction program from funds of the Commod
ity Credit Corporation. 

"(!) SEASONAL STABILITY.-The Secretary 
shall, to the maximum extent practicable 
and consistent with the other obligations 
and objectives of this section, administer the 
surplus reduction program in a manner that 
will reduce the seasonal fluctuation in the 
supply of milk produced in the United 
States. 

"(J) OTHER TERMS.-Each contract may in
clude such other terms and conditions as are 
necessary to ensure that the goals and objec
tives of the surplus reduction program are 
met, as determined by the Secretary. 

"(5) SURPLUS PREVENTION CONTRACTS.
"(A) IN GENERAL.-Beginning on January 1, 

1992, the Secretary shall offer to enter into 
contracts with producers not to increase the 
level of their marketings of milk from the 
immediately preceding year, as determined 
in subparagraph (D). 

"(B) REDUCTION IN PRICE RECEIVED.-Any 
producer that participates in the surplus pre
vention program shall not be subject to the 
reduction in price received under subsection 
(h) on milk marketed during the term of the 
contract. 

"(C) PERIOD OF CONTRACT.-The Secretary 
shall offer to enter into contracts in which a 
participant shall agree not to exceed the 
quantity of milk marketed by the partici
pant over a period of 12 months. 

"(D) ANNUAL LEVEL OF MARKETINGS.-For 
each year of a surplus prevention contract, 
the level of milk marketed by the partici
pant shall not exceed the quantity of milk 
marketed and considered marketed in the 
year immediately preceding the term of the 
contract. 

"(E) ENROLLMENT PERIOD.-The Secretary 
shall allow producers to enroll in the surplus 
reduction program for an initial period of at 
least 30 days prior to the beginning of the 
program. Subsequent enrollment periods 
shall be of such duration as is determined by 
the Secretary. 

"(F) DIVERSION PROGRAM ADJUSTMENT.
For the purposes of contracts entered into 
under this paragraph, the Secretary may 
allow a producer in a particular region to ex
ceed the contracted level of marketings of 
the producer if the Secretary determines 
that, in the absence of such an adjustment, 
the surplus reduction program would cause a 
disproportionate disruption to the economy 
of the region, including the supply of fluid 
milk. 

"(G) OTHER TERMS.-Each contract may in
clude such other terms and conditions as are 
necessary to ensure that the goals and objec
tives of the surplus prevention program are 
met, as determined by the Secretary. 

"(6) CONSIDERED MARKETED.-For purposes 
of calculating a marketing history under 
paragraphs (4) and (5), the producer may re
ceive an allowance for amounts considered 
marketed in previous years only to the ex
tent that for a year the producer enters into 
a contract under paragraph (4). The quantity 
of milk considered marketed for the year 
shall equal the quantity of the contracted re
duction for the year, except that there shall 
be no allowance made under this paragraph 
for quantities considered marketed if the 
quantity actually marketed in the year ex-

ceeded the quantity permitted by the year's 
contract. 

"(7) RECORDS.-
"(A) MARKETING HISTORY.-Any producer of 

milk who seeks to enter into a contract for 
payments under this subsection shall provide 
the Secretary with evidence of the quantity 
of milk marketed by the producer in pre
vious years to establish the producer's mar
keting history, as the Secretary considers 
necessary and appropriate. 

"(B) OTHER RECORDS AND REPORTS.-Each 
producer who enters into a contract with the 
Secretary to reduce marketings under this 
subsection shall keep such records and make 
such reports as the Secretary determines 
necessary to carry out this subsection. 

"(8) MODIFICATION OF CONTRACTS.-
"(A) AUTHORITY.-Subject to subparagraph 

(B), the Secretary may, in accordance with 
such rules or procedures as are prescribed by 
the Secretary, offer to modify contracts en
tered into under this subsection. 

"(B) DETERMINATION.-Prior to a modifica
tion under subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
shall determine that, in the absence of the 
modification, net removals by the Commod
ity Credit Corporation would fall excessively 
below 4.5 billion pounds (milk equivalent, 
total milk solid basis) during the year. 

"(9) ASSIGNMENT OF CONTRACTS.-A pro
ducer may, with the approval of the Sec
retary, assign a contract entered into under 
this paragraph only if-

"(A) the producer's interest in the entire 
milk production facility and the entire dairy 
herd used by the producer to produce milk 
for commercial marketings have been trans
ferred as a unit to the person to whom the 
assignment is to be made; 

"(B) the producer and the assignee agree in 
writing that the assignee shall succeed to all 
rights and liabilities of the producer under 
the contract; and 

"(C) a copy of the writing is submitted to 
the Secretary before the transfer occurs. 

"(10) DECEASED PRODUCERS.-A contract en
tered into under this subsection by a pro
ducer who by reason of death cannot perform 
or assign the contract may be performed or 
assigned, in accordance with paragraph (9), 
by the estate of the producer. 

"(11) COMPLIANCE.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall en

sure compliance by producers with the con
tracted level of reductions in the quantity of 
milk marketed, including contracts for a 
term in excess of 1 year. The Secretary shall 
ensure compliance with surplus reduction 
contracts on at least a quarterly basis, con
sistent with payments to producers under 
paragraph (4)(G)(i). 

"(B) lNITiAL ENROLLMENT.-During the ini
tial enrollment period specified in paragraph 
(4)(F), the Secretary shall, at the option of 
the participant, not require full compliance 
with the terms and conditions of the surplus 
reduction contract until 45 days after enter
ing into the contract. Full compliance with 
the terms and conditions of the contract 
shall be required on a quarterly basis, as pro
vided in this paragraph. 

"(C) VIOLATIONS OF SURPLUS REDUCTION 
CONTRACTS.-

"(i) REFUNDS.-lf a producer violates a con
tract entered into under paragraph (4), the 
Secretary shall, as considered appropriate, 
require that all payments made under the 
contract be refunded by the producer, with 
interest at the rate equal, to the extent prac
ticable, to the cost to the Commodity Credit 
Corporation of its borrowings from the Unit
ed States Treasury for the relevant time pe
riod. The refund shall not relieve the pro
ducer from the obligations of the contract. 

"(ii) PENALTIES.-A producer who enters 
into a contract under paragraph (4) shall be 
liable to the Secretary for marketing pen
alties, in addition to other remedies avail
able under this section, if the producer-

"(!) fails to make a required reduction in 
milk marketings; 

"(II) retains or acquires an interest in 
dairy cattle or the production of milk in vio
lation of a contract entered into under this 
subsection; 

" (Ill) makes a false statement in a bid sub
mitted under paragraph (4) as to the produc
er's milk marketing history; 

"(IV) makes a false statement as to the 
producer's reduction in milk marketings re
quired under the contract; or 

" (V) fails to meet such other terms and 
conditions of the contract, as the Secretary 
considers appropriate. 

"(iii) LEVEL OF PENALTIES.-The amount of 
a marketing penalty shall be an amount de
termined by the Secretary that is the higher 
of-

"(l) $5,000 for the violation; or 
"(II) the quantity of milk involved in the 

violation multiplied by the current support 
price, as determined under this section. 

"(iv) EXCEPTION.-The Secretary may 
waive penalties under clause (iii) for a viola
tion that is the result of inadvertent errors 
in reduction of marketings, as determined by 
the Secretary, except that the amount of a 
waiver may not exceed 5 percent of the quan
tity of the reduction in annual milk market
ings by the producer provided for under the 
contract. 

"(D) VIOLATIONS OF SURPLUS PREVENTION 
CONTRACTS.-

"(i) PENALTY.-lf a producer violates a con
tract entered into under paragraph (5), the 
Secretary shall, as considered appropriate, 
require that the producer pay a penalty to 
the Commodity Credit Corporation for the 
relevant time period. 

"(ii) VIOLATION.-The Secretary shall find 
a producer in violation of a contract if the 
producer-

"(!) exceeds the level of milk marketings 
provided in the contract; 

"(II) makes a false statement as to the pro
ducer's level of milk marketings required 
under the contract; or 

"(Ill) fails to meet such other terms and 
conditions of the contract, as the Secretary 
considers appropriate. 

"(iii) LEVEL OF PENALTY.-The level of the 
penalty authorized under clause (i) shall 
equal the sum of-

"(l) the product obtained by multiplying
"(aa) the amount of the reductions in price 

received by the producer that would have ap
plied under subsection (h) had that producer 
not participated in the surplus prevention 
program during the year; by 

"(bb) the total quantity of milk marketed 
by the producer in that year; and 

" (II) an amount determined by the Sec
retary that is the higher of-

"(aa) $5,000 for the violation; or 
"(bb) the quantity of milk involved in the 

violation multiplied by the current support 
price, as determined under this section. 

"(iv) EXCEPTION.-The Secretary may re
duce any penalties under clause (iii)(ll) by 
such amount as the Secretary determines eq
uitable in any case in which the Secretary 
determines that the failure was uninten
tional or without knowledge on the part of 
the person concerned. 

"(12) EFFECT ON THE LIVESTOCK INDUSTRY.
In order to minimize the adverse effect of the 
surplus reduction program on beef, pork, and 
poultry producers in the United States, the 
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Secretary shall vary the beginning and end
ing dates of surplus reduction contracts in a 
region so that the slaughter of dairy animals 
as a result of the surplus reduction program 
will occur on a random basis. 

"(13) DAIRY COW SLAUGHTER.-
"(A) LIMITATION.-The Secretary shall, to 

the maximum extent practicable, limit the 
number of dairy cows slaughtered during 
each of the first 12 months of the surplus re
duction program to a quantity of not more 
than the sum of-

"(i) the average number of beef and dairy 
cows slaughtered during the corresponding 
month in the 1990 and 1991 calendar years; 
and 

"(ii) 20,000 dairy cows. 
"(B) SUBSEQUENT MONTHS.-The Secretary 

may limit the number of dairy cows slaugh
tered after the first 12 months of the surplus 
reduction program at the level specified in 
subparagraph (A), as determined necessary 
by the Secretary. 

"(C) MONITORING.-During the period be
ginning on January l, 1992, and ending on De
cember 31, 1993, the Secretary shall monitor 
and report to Congress every 2 weeks on the 
number of beef and dairy cows slaughtered in 
the United States. 

"(D) LIMITS ON NEW CONTRACTS.-
"(!) MONTHLY DETERMINATION.-The Sec

retary shall make a determination, during 
each of the first 12 months of the surplus re
duction program, if-

"(!) the number of dairy cows slaughtered 
for the month is in excess of the level speci
fied in subparagraph (A); and 

"(II) the excess dairy cow slaughter is a di
rect result of and solely caused by the sur
plus reduction program. 

"(ii) IMPACT ON NEW CONTRACTS.-If the 
Secretary makes a positive determination in 
any month under subclauses (1) and (II) of 
clause (i), the Secretary shall not enter into 
additional surplus reduction contracts under 
paragraph (4) during the immediately subse
quent month, in order to review the process 
and mechanism used to limit surplus reduc
tion dairy cow slaughter to the quantities 
described under subparagraph (A). 

"(14) USE OF GOVERNMENT RESOURCES.-ln 
carrying out this subsection, the Secretary 
may, as the Secretary considers appro
priate-

"(A) use the services of State and county 
committees established under section 8(b) of 
the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot
ment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b)); and 

"(B) enter into agreements to use, on a re
imbursable basis, the services of administra
tors of the Federal milk marketing orders 
and State milk marketing programs.". 

(d) REDUCTION IN PRICE RECEIVED.-Sub
section (h) of section 204 of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(h) REDUCTION IN PRICE RECEIVED.
"(l) SURPLUS REDUCTION CONTRACTS.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-During the period begin

ning on January 1, 1992, and ending on Sep
tember 30, 1998, the Secretary shall provide 
for a reduction in the price received on all 
milk marketed in the United States for com
mercial purposes by producers that do not 
enter into surplus reduction or surplus pre
vention contracts under subsection (g). 

"(B) AMOUNT OF REDUCTION.-
"(A) 1992.-During fiscal year 1992, the Sec

retary shall establish the rate of the reduc
tion under subparagraph (A) in the price re
ceived by producers at an amount, on a per 
hundredweight basis of milk marketed, so 
that total collections shall, to the extent 
practicable, equal $161,000,000. 

"(B) 1993 THROUGH 1998.-During ea.ch of the 
fiscal yea.rs 1993 through 1998, the Secretary 

shall establish the rate of the reduction 
under subparagraph (A) in the price received 
by producers at an amount, on a per hun
dredweight basis of milk marketed, that is 
equal to the sum of-

"(i) the amount that is necessary to reim
burse the Commodity Credit Corporation for 
all payments to producers who participate in 
the surplus reduction program established 
under subsection (g)(4) in such year; and 

"(ii) the amount, in excess of the amount 
collected in the immediately preceding year, 
that is necessary to reimburse the Commod
ity Credit Corporation for payments to pro
ducers who participated in the surplus reduc
tion program established under subsection 
(g)(4) in the immediately preceding year. 

"(2) RECONCILIATION COMMITMENTS.
"(A) 1991.-
"(i) AUTHORITY.-During the period begin

ning on January 1, 1991, and ending on De
cember 31, 1991, the Secretary shall provide 
for a reduction in the price received by pro
ducers for all milk produced in the United 
States and marketed by producers for com
mercial use, in addition to any reduction in 
price required under paragraph (1). 

"(ii) AMOUNT.-The amount of the reduc
tion under clause (i) in the price received by 
producers shall be 5 cents per hundredweight 
of milk marketed. 

"(iii) REFUND.-The Secretary shall pro
vide a refund of the entire reduction under 
clause (ii) in the price of milk received by a 
producer during calendar year 1991 if the pro
ducer provides evidence that the producer 
did not increase marketings in 1991 as com
pared to marketings by the producer in 1990. 

"(B) 1992.-
"(i) AUTHORITY.-During the period begin

ning on January 1, 1992, and ending on Sep
tember 30, 1992, the Secretary shall provide 
for a reduction in the price of milk received 
by producers that do not enter into surplus 
reduction or surplus prevention contracts 
under subsection (g) for all milk produced in 
the United States and marketed by those 
producers for commercial use during a con
tract year, in addition to any reduction in 
price required under paragraph (1). 

"(ii) AMOUNT.-The amount of the reduc
tion under clause (i) in the price received by 
producers shall be an amount, on a per hun
dredweight basis of milk marketed, that is 
equal to the sum of-

"(l) $161,000,000; and 
"(II) an amount that is sufficient to com

pensate for refunds made under subpara
graph (A)(iii) on the basis of marketings in 
1991. 

"(C) 1993 THROUGH 1995.-
"(i) AUTHORITY.-During the period begin

ning on October 1, 1992, and ending on Sep
tember 30, 1995, the Secretary shall provide 
for a reduction in the price of milk received 
by producers that do not enter into surplus 
reduction or surplus prevention contracts 
under subsection (g) for all milk produced in 
the United States and marketed by those 
producers for commercial use during a con
tract year, in addition to any reduction in 
price required under paragraph (1). 

"(ii) AMOUNT.-The amount of the reduc
tion under clause (i) in the price received by 
producers shall be an amount, on a per hun
dredweight basis of milk marketed, so that 
total collections shall, to the extent prac
ticable, equal-

"(!) $55,000,000 during fiscal year 1993; 
"(II) $45,000,000 during fiscal year 1994; and 
"(III) $85,000,000 during fiscal year 1995. 
"(3) ASSESSMENT REFUND.-
"(A) EXCESS CCC PURCHASES.-During the 

period beginning on January 1, 1993, and end-

ing on September 30, 1998, the Secretary 
shall provide a refund of the entire reduction 
in the price of milk received by a producer 
during a fiscal year under paragraph (1) if 
annual net removals by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation exceed 6.0 billion pounds 
(milk equivalent, total milk solids basis). 

"(B) TIMING.-The refund to producers 
shall be made not later than March 1 of the 
calendar year immediately following the 
year in the which the annual net removals 
by the Commodity Credit Corporation exceed 
the quantity specified in subparagraph (A). 

"(4) COLLECTION OF FUNDS.-The funds re
sulting from the application of any reduction 
in the price received by producers for milk 
under paragraphs (1) and (2) shall be col
lected and remitted to the Commodity Cred
it Corporation at such time and in such man
ner as are prescribed by the Secretary. The 
funds shall be remitted by any person that 
purchases milk from a producer, except that 
in the case of a producer who markets milk 
of the producer's own production directly to 
consumers, or other cases as determined by 
the Secretary, the funds shall be remitted di
rectly to the Corporation by the producer. 

"(5) MINIMUM PRICE PROVISIONS.-The funds 
remitted to the Corporation under this para
graph shall be considered as included in the 
payments to a producer of milk for purposes 
of the minimum price provisions of the Agri
cultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 601 et 
seq.), reenacted with amendments by the Ag
ricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 
1937.". 

(e) DEFINITIONS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Section 204 of such Act is 

amended-
(A) by redesignating subsections (j) and (k) 

as subsections (k) and (1), respectively; and 
(B) by inserting after subsection (i) the fol

lowing new subsection: 
"(j) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section: 
"(l) MILK EQUIVALENT, TOTAL MILK SOLIDS 

BASIS.-The term 'milk equivalent, total 
milk solids basis', of milk and the products 
of milk purchased by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, shall be equal to the weighted
average of the milk equivalent (as computed 
on a milkfat basis and on a milk solids non
fat basis) of such products, with weighting 
factors equal to not more than 40 percent for 
the milk equivalent, milkfat basis, and not 
more than 70 percent for the milk equiva
lent, solids nonfat basis. The weighting fac
tors shall total 100 percent. 

"(2) NET REMOV ALS.-The term 'net remov
als' means the level of purchases of milk and 
the products of milk by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation under this section, less 
sales under section 407 for unrestricted use. 

"(3) UNITED STATES.-The term 'United 
States' means the 48 contiguous States in 
the continental United States.". 

(2) ADMINISTRATION.-Section 204(d)(5) of 
such Act is amended by striking "(5) ADMIN
ISTRATION.-" and all that follows through 
"In estimating" in subparagraph (B) and in
serting "(5) ADMINISTRATION.-ln estimat
ing". 

(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Section 
204(i) of such Act is amended by striking 
"subsection (g) or (h)" each place it appears 
and inserting "subsection (h)". 

(g) PERIOD.-Section 204(1) of such Act (as 
redesignated by subsection (e)(l)(A) of this 
section) is amended by inserting after "this 
section" the following: ", other than as pro
vided in subsection (h)(l),". 
SEC. 304. STANDARDS OF IDENTITY FOR MILK. 

Paragraph (H) of section 8c(5) of the Agri
cultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c(5)), 
reenacted with amendments by the Agricul-
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tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(H) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, during the period beginning on the 
date of enactment of this paragraph and end
ing on December 31, 1995, a State milk mar
keting order (or other applicable State stat
ute or regulation) that had a standard for 
solids not fat in milk, lowfat or skim, in ef
fect on November l, 1990, shall not be pre
empted by a Federal standard for fluid 
milk.". 
SEC. 305. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING PRO· 

VISION OF SURPLUS COMMODITIES 
TO THE SOVIET UNION. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Sec
retary of Agriculture should make efforts to 
sell for export, or otherwise provide, to the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and its 
former constituent republics any surplus 
commodities (including milk and products of 
milk) available from stocks acquired by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 
SEC. 308. REGULATIONS. 

Not later than 60 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Agri
culture shall issue such regulations as are 
necessary to carry out this title and the 
amendments made by this title. 
SEC. 307. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This title and the amendments made by 
this title shall become effective on the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the 
amendment on behalf of myself, Mr. 
KASTEN, and others, is very straight
forward. It refers to our dairy farms 
and the escalating problems that they 
are facing. Our Nation's dairy farmers 
are up against very difficult times. 
Over the past year, those farmers have 
suffered through a dramatic 25-percent 
drop in the market price--0ausing 
many to lose thousands of dollars in in
come. In fact, some of the same farm
ers who produce the food for our coun
try have been forced to apply for food 
stamps just to feed their own families. 

In virtually every State of the coun
try, from Vermont to California, fam
ily farmers are in danger of losing their 
farms. Even the Department of Agri
culture admits that dairy farmers' rev
enues will drop by $3 billion in 1991 
alone. Some of our farmers may not 
make it through these hard times. 
That is true across the country. The 
dairy farmers in virtually every 
State-virtually every State-are in 
danger of losing their livelihood. 

The amendment I have offered to the 
supplemental appropriations bill is to 
help our Nation's dairy farmers. Its 
purpose is very simple. The amendment 
would raise the minimum support price 
dairy farmers receive by $1, coupled 
with a voluntary diversion program. 
This increase will help save our family 
farmers by giving them a fighting 
chance to make it through this winter 
and next year. 

It will not make them rich, but it 
will give them that fighting chance. I 
am offering this amendment because I 
have been blocked at all other at
tempts to bring the Dairy and Disaster 
Assistance Act, reported by the Agri
culture Committee, to the floor of the 

Senate. Since we have not been able to 
bring that bill before the Senate, today 
I am offering a similar but, I point out 
to my colleagues, a pared-down dairy 
package. 

So everyone understands, the amend
ment I am offering is a price-support 
increase, coupled with a basic diversion 
plan, and that diversion plan is accept
able to the administration and the De
partment of Agriculture. 

Unlike the committee-passed version 
of the dairy bill, this amendment only 
includes the support price increases, 
the diversion plan, and a simple exten
sion of the solid standards for Califor
nia alone. We have dropped the general 
solids provision. We have also dropped 
all other provisions of the reported bill 
that were objectionable to the adminis
tration. 

It is important for all Senators to 
know that this bill is within budget. 
Let me emphasize that. This bill is 
within budget. In fact, the dairy pro
gram has shown a remarkable record 
for budget responsibility. In the early 
1980's, the dairy program cost around 
$2.3 billion a year. Notwithstanding in
flation, notwithstanding the fact that 
virtually every other Government pro
gram has gone up, from the $2.3 billion 
a year it cost in the 1980's, it now costs 
under $500 million a year. 

Given these budget cuts, it is impor
tant that the dairy industry keep sup
ply and demand in balance so that we 
no longer accumulate expensive sur
pluses. That is the purpose of this 
amendment. It is a program which will 
better manage the supply of milk; Gov
ernment purchases of surplus dairy 
products will be reduced; and the entire 
package will be budget neutral. 

Mr. President, if the Senate does not 
respond today, there is going to be pain 
in rural America. If we do not pass this 
amendment and support price increase, 
we are going to lose our family farms. 
They already face the constant threats 
of rising costs, of declining profits, of 
dramatic boom-or-bust swings in the 
marketplace. The giant farms can 
make it through these lean times, but 
our small family farms struggle to sur
vive. 

When our country was founded, we 
were an agrarian Nation. We were 
made up of small farms. In the past 200 
years, large corporate farms have come 
to dominate our landscape. But some of 
our past, one of the best parts of our 
past-the family farm-still survives. 

There is real pain on that farm. We 
need this price support increase. We 
need this diversion plan. It will be 
funded by farmers, for farmers. It will 
cut Government cost. It makes sense, 
and it keeps this vital part of our Na
tion viable. It helps to protect rural 
America. It gives family farmers who 
have worked hard-honest, decent, 
clean-living people-a chance. It tells 
them that that hard work actually can 
pay off. 

So if we want to keep the family 
farm alive, if we want to keep these 
men and women in business, then we 
need to pass this amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. KASTEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, first of 

all, I am pleased to join my friend, the 
Senator from Vermont, the chairman 
of the Agriculture Committee. As he 
said, we have been working-he has 
been working, particularly in the com
mittee-to try to deal with this prob
lem. 

The fact is that it is absolutely es
sential that we raise the price support 
for dairy and that we raise it before we 
leave here. This opportunity might not 
be perfect, but this is the opportunity 
that we have. That is why the amend
ment before us, of which I am a cospon
sor, would raise the price support for 
dairy, and at the outset I simply want 
to urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting it. 

The basic components of the diver
sion program of this amendment have 
been agreed to. They have been agreed 
upon by the chairman, the ranking 
member of the Agriculture Committee, 
the administration, the National Milk 
Producers Federation, and many oth
ers. So the di version part of this 
amendment is no longer controversial. 
As I say, it is basically agreed to. 

While I have personally had to take a 
deep breath, frankly, to accept some of 
the compromises of this package, such 
as deleting the standards for milk 
which are now present in California, I 
have nonetheless decided this is an ac
ceptable agreement for the 34,000 dairy 
farmers which I represent in Wisconsin. 

So basically, Mr. President, this 
amendment boils down to one single 
issue-$1. There is nothing complicated 
or difficult to understand. It raises the 
price support level from $10.10 to $11.10. 
And simply translated, the amendment 
raises the price support by $1-$1. That 
is what we are talking about. 

While I strongly support a higher in
crease, this dollar will provide a criti
cal boost to some of America's most 
valuable farm communities. That is a 
point that I think all of us want to 
stress. We are not simply talking about 
individual dairy farms. We are talking 
about rural America, rural Vermont, 
rural Alabama, rural Wisconsin. We are 
talking about some of America's most 
valuable farm communities. 

A drop of just a few cents in the 
dairy price can turn a profitable farm 
into a failed farm, into a foreclosed dis
aster. 

Earlier this year, Wisconsin farmers 
experienced a drop in their income of 
more than 25 percent, and at the same 
time feed costs and energy costs have 
been rising, so they were squeezed. 
They found this is causing a very seri
ous squeeze in communities with large 
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dairy sectors. People who live inside 
the beltway, frankly, do not under
stand exactly what we are talking 
about and certainly do not understand 
how dire and how difficult the situa
tion is in rural America, particularly 
in States like Wisconsin. 

When you lose your job in the sub
urbs or in the cities, you go out and 
put an ad in the paper and try to find 
a new job. You go out and knock on 
doors. When you lose your farm in Wis
consin or in Vermont, or in some other 
place, when you lose your farm in the 
dairy country, your options are few. 
You are not trained for other kinds of 
things. There are not available other 
kinds of jobs. You cannot go out and do 
some other kind of work. 

To ask these families to watch their 
life's work go down the drain I believe 
is simply unacceptable. It is uncon
scionable. They need and they deserve 
price stability, and that is what this $1 
will provide. 

There are those who believe we 
should wait until spring before we act 
on any price-support increase. I want 
to inform my colleagues that if we wait 
much longer, there might not be any 
cows left to milk for many of these 
dairy farmers, particularly in Wiscon
sin. 

In fact, price stability is the key to a 
healthy agricultural economy. Without 
it farmers are going to go bankrupt. 
The economic hardship spreads from 
the farmers themselves, then to the 
banks who lend them money, then to 
the agribusiness dealers who supply 
them with feed and farm implements, 
and throughout the entire farm com
munity. 

So I want to emphasize the point I 
made earlier. We are not talking about 
a single dairy farm or dairy farmer. We 
are talking about a whole way of life. 
We are talking about rural economic 
development. We are talking about the 
opportunities and responsibilities that 
we here have in order to keep our rural 
communities vibrant. 

Our rural communities cannot sur
vive this kind of economic chain reac
tion. That is what we have been seeing. 
A situation in which farmers live on 
food stamps obviously does not help 
anyone. 

Mr. President, bankruptcy and eco
nomic hardships are not the only 
things with which dairy farmers have 
to contend. Recently, I read a shocking 
article in a farm newspaper called 
Country Today, which is published in 
Eau Claire, WI. That article stated, 
"That suicide rates among men in
volved full-time in dairy farming are 
nearly twice as high as those of the 
general male population." And these 
were statistics according to the Na
tional Farm Medicine Center-twice as 
high. These are chilling statistics, and 
they are even more devastating when 
you stop and think about what our 
policies are doing and how they are af
fecting families all across this Nation. 

We have more than bankruptcy and 
cash flow problems when we start talk
ing about problems with the dairy 
farmers. We have real human tragedy. 

According to a recent study by the 
U.S. General Accounting Office, while 
farmers are receiving 25 percent less 
for their milk, consumers only pay 5 
percent less for milk products. This is 
very important because we see the 
price to the farmer going down by 25 
percent, yet the price in the grocery 
store goes down only 5 percent. One of 
the issues that we are talking about 
here is the fact that we are finding the 
farmers in this sequeeze, but yet the 
consumers did not see that difference. 

People talk about lags and say it 
would have gone down if the price was 
lower for longer, et cetera. The fact is 
we do not see the relationship. We have 
not seen the relationship between the 
price the people are paying and the 
price the farmers are receiving. I think 
it is important to recognize that be
cause, if the price starts to go up, we 
also do not see the price going up at 
the retail level. Clearly consumers, as 
well as farmers, are right now being 
victimized by the current situation be
cause they are not getting the benefits 
of the lower milk prices. 

That is why all year I have been 
fighting to make price stability and 
fairness a reality for Wisconsin farm
ers, and I hope my colleagues, espe
cially those 67 Senators who voted with 
us for a 30-percent increase in dairy 
back in March will today stand up with 
us for these financially strapped fami
lies and support this more modest in
crease, $1, roughly 10 percent increase 
in the price supports. They have been 
waiting too long. They have been wait
ing long enough. They need us to do 
the right thing, and the right thing for 
us to do is the very small price support 
increase of $1 to give them the stabil
ity that they need. 

Mr. KOHL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise as a 

cosponsor and strong advocate of this 
amendment. 

Let me first say that I would have 
preferred to debate this issue on the 
Dairy and Disaster Assistance Act-a 
bill that was reported out of the Agri
culture Committee in October. Unfor
tunately, we have been unable to bring 
that bill up because of opposition of 
certain Members acting on behalf of 
the administration. It has been made 
very clear to us that members on the 
Republican side of the aisle would use 
all procedural tools available to them 
to bring the Senate to a standstill 
should cloture be invoked on the mo
tion to proceed to that measure. Given 
the press of this week, that threat has 
kept us from filing cloture on the bill 
and has forced us to the floor today. 

I am not surprised that, now that we 
have been forced to raise this issue on 

the supplemental, the ranking member 
of the Agriculture Committee will op
pose this amendment. But I hope that 
nobody will be swayed by his reasons. 

The Senator suggests that anyone 
who wants the crop disaster benefits 
contained in this bill should vote 
against this amendment. In a letter 
sent to all members of the Senate yes
terday, he said-and I quote: 

A vote for this amendment is a sure way to 
forestall any such benefits and ensure that 
hard-pressed farmers will not receive assist
ance. 

Now, Mr. President, I know that 
there are hard-pressed farmers in many 
States who have lost their crops this 
year to floods, drought, and other dis
asters. But let no one suggest that 
these are the only hard-pressed farmers 
in America. 

Dairy farmers in Wisconsin and 
across this country have suffered an 
equal disaster this year. The only dif
ference is that their disaster is an eco
nomic one. And whether farmers have 
suffered at the hand of God or the hand 
of the market is not, in my mind, im
portant. The fact remains that both 
have lost their livelihoods. Both are in 
desperate need of some assistance from 
the Federal Government. And both de
serve our help. 

Let me point out, Mr. President, that 
the price tag for crop disaster assist
ance in this bill is $1.7 billion. The 
price tag for our amendment, how
ever-an amendment that provides 
equally needed assistance to equally 
hard-pressed farmers-is zero. Our 
amendment would not cost the Federal 
Government a cent. Frankly, I am sur
prised that the ranking member of the 
Agriculture Committee can have no 
quarrel with a $1 billion disaster relief 
package but objects to a no-cost 
amendment to extend that relief to 
dairy farmers. 

Mr. President, there is no legitimate 
fiscal argument against this amend
ment. The administration and the Sen
ator from Indiana object to this 
amendment on purely philosophical 
grounds. And I hope that Members of 
this body will soundly reject their phi
losophy because it is a philosophy of 
callous indifference to American dairy 
farmers. 

This administration's solution to the 
problem of surplus milk production is 
to drop the dairy price support. Supply 
management through attrition. Put 
enough dairy farmers out of work and 
the milk surplus will disappear. 

Fortunately, Congress rejected this 
approach in the 1990 farm bill, and 
chose to freeze the dairy price support 
at its current level. However, because 
of the administration's refusal to en
dorse any kind of meaningful supply 
management program, we were unable 
last year to enact the kind of changes 
necessary to provide long-term price 
stability for the dairy industry. 

Instead, USDA was directed to solicit 
and analyze supply management pro-
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posals from the dairy industry, and 
come back to Congress with a rec
ommendation on a supply management 
program this year. 

Now, Mr. President, USDA received 
almost 100 supply management propos
als. Some were mandatory programs; 
some were voluntary. Some were per
manent; some were designed as standby 
programs. One would have thought 
that USDA could have found a supply 
management program to its liking out 
of all of these proposals. But USDA 
came back with a recommendation 
that no changes to the current pro
gram were necessary. 

What I find so discouraging about 
this recommendation-or lack there
of-is that it was made on June 14 of 
this year. It was made when milk 
prices were at their lowest level since 
1978. It was made after 60 Members of 
this body went on record in support of 
a temporary price increase for dairy 
farmers. It was made at a time when 
there is virtually no disagreement that 
changes are needed. 

Since then, many of us in Congress 
have tried to develop dairy legislation 
that would meet the needs of the dairy 
industry without adding to the costs of 
the dairy program. In July, I joined 
with the distinguished chairman of the 
Agriculture Committee and others in 
introducing a bill advocated by the Na
tional Milk Producers Federation. 
That measure created a $12.60 price 
support, a two-tier supply management 
program, and a new standard for the 
percent of solids-not-fat in fluid milk. 
Despite broad bipartisan support for 
the measure, the administration vowed 
to veto the bill. In addition, cattlemen, 
consumer groups, and dairy processors 
raised concerns about the bill's poten
tial impact on beef and retail dairy 
product prices. Instead of pressing 
ahead with that measure-which, in 
retrospect, maybe we should have 
done-we went back to drawing boards. 

The result is essentially the amend
ment before us. And from the dairy in
dustry's perspective, this amendment 
is truly a compromise. We have re
duced the support price to $11.10 to ap
pease the administration. We have re
placed the two-tier program with a vol
untary diversion program to address 
the concerns of the administration and 
the National Cattlemens Association. 
We have taken out the solids-not-fat 
change for fluid milk to address the 
concerns of consumer groups and dairy 
processors. And, in a separate amend
ment, we will provide a means of ensur
ing that the WIC program is held harm
less. 

Despite all these concessions, Mr. 
President-and they have been many
dairy farmers in my state of Wisconsin 
still support this approach. They do, 
sadly, because they are desperate for 
help. 

In recent survey done by the Univer
sity of Wisconsin, 528 farm families-90 

percent of them dairy farmers-were 
asked about their financial status. 
More than 83 percent of them said that 
they were in financial trouble. Nearly 
half of them said they did not know if 
they would still be farming in 5 years. 
And when asked to grade the Federal 
Government on its support for their in
dustry and their way of life, 75 percent 
rated the Federal Government's job as 
poor. 

Mr. President, we have to improve 
our job rating. We cannot continue to 
turn our backs on the hard-working 
dairy farm families across this coun
try. If we ignore the financial instabil
ity in the dairy sector, Wisconsin alone 
may lose 5,000 dairy farms next year. If 
we ignore the distress in dairy-depend
ent communities, Wisconsin's suicide 
rate among farmers-already twice as 
high as the rate among nonfarmers
will continue to grow. If we ignore the 
fact that dairy farmers are paying 1991 
costs of production and receiving 1978 
prices for their product, Wisconsin 
farmers will continue to have to seek 
help to pay for such basic necessities as 
food, heating and medical expenses. 

Certainly there are farmers who will 
survive. But there are many farmers 
who will not. And every farm 
forclosure and auction puts not only 
one farm family out of work, but sev
eral people in farm-related jobs. If we 
do not act now, some 10,000 dairy-de
pendent jobs may be lost. Last week, 
we provided over $5 billion to extend 
unemployment benefits to people out 
of work. Let us not put more people 
out of work here today. 

Mr. President, this amendment will 
not increase the costs of the Dairy Pro
gram. It will not increase the retail 
cost of milk. It will not reduce the 
ranks of WIC recipients. And it will not 
drive down the price of cattle. 

If we do not adopt this amendment, 
we will have acknowledged one farm
related disaster and not another. If we 
do not adopt this amendment, the situ
ation will only get worse next spring 
and the pressure to act greater. 

If we do not adopt this amendment, 
we will be as indifferent to the future 
of America's dairy farmers as this ad
ministration is. 

Mr. President, I am not willing to do 
that, and I hope that my colleagues 
also will not be willing to do that. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does any 

Senator seek recognition? 
Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 

first want to remind my colleagues 
that earlier this year when it became 
readily apparent that we had a severe 
crisis in the dairy industry, and this 
body did react very favorably to try 
and help the dairy farmers. By a vote 
of 60 to 40, we moved forward with a 
rather controversial piece of legisla-

tion which, would have given us a more 
stable milk price in time to try and 
bring about something like we are 
bringing about today. So I first want to 
thank my colleagues for their support 
at that time for Senator LEAHY, myself 
and that proposition. 

But, as I pointed out at that time, 
that amendment was a much more con
troversial and less desirable provision 
that we could have with more time and 
effort. Today, we have such an option 
for the Members to consider. 

What we are doing here today is to 
try and provide stability which will en
sure that we do not put more farmers 
out of business than is necessary, and 
at the same time give stability to the 
dairy pricing system, which has been in 
effect for many, many years. 

It always grieves me when we have to 
talk and defend ourselves as represent
atives of dairymen, because the dairy
men of this country are heros. They 
have done more for our society in the 
sense of demonstrating what productiv
ity can do to give us a secure, reason
able food supply. So I, first of all, want 
to show and demonstrate by a chart 
which will indicate very clearly the 
tremendous advantage that our dairy 
farmers have provided to our society. 
That does not include just the fact that 
they have been productive and the 
prices have gone down, but it also 
shows things which we find ourselves 
trying to defend. 

The dairy farmers productivity has 
allowed many, many more people to be 
able to be on the WIC Program because 
of the tremendous productivity and the 
fact that they have brought us a prod
uct which is cheaper now than it was 10 
years ago, and therefore has provided 
for many more people to be given an 
opportunity to be on the WIC Program. 
It has reduced the cost of our School 
Lunch Program. It has reduced the 
cost of providing nutritional food to 
the needy in times of great need to 
much less of a cost than 10 years ago. 

Let me point to this chart so I can 
show you where we were 10 years ago. 
In 1981 we had a support price, of $13.10. 

At that time, we had a growing sup
ply, and we ran into some problems. So 
we came up with an different supply 
management program, combined with 
some price cuts because of productiv
ity, to bring the cost of the program 
down, and also to provide our cus
tomers a much more reasonable price 
for their product. 

This top line here demonstrates what 
would have happened if the dairy sup
plemental had been adjusted to the 
cost of living index. So right now that 
price support which was, $13.10 a hun
dredweight, in 1981, if they had just 
gone along with the cost of living in
creases, the price support would be 
$19.63. But what is it? This is inflated 
dollars, I remind you. It is now $3 less 
than it was in 1981. 

If you were to take into consider
ation that these are inflated dollars 
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and ask yourself what is the real cost, 
based on the 1981 dollars, it would be 
$6. 74 a hundredweight, or about half of 
what it was. 

In other words, the productivity of 
the dairy industry is now providing us 
milk at one half the cost to consumers 
than it was 10 years ago. I say that be
cause it irritates me when people get 
attacked by consumers groups that say 
our efforts will increase the price. 

Let me examine the current situa
tion with respect to that. 

Right now, we have a price support of 
$10.10. But we have a price that is going 
up because this is the fall of the year. 
The reason it has increased is because 
we know that, by the cycle of cows and 
the way they produce milk, the fall, 
obviously is not time when cows have 
calves. So we have a reduction in the 
supply and therefore an increase in the 
price. Our farmers are getting well over 
$10.10, in the area of $12 to $13. 

Thus, what we do today is to try to 
give that security to the farmers so 
that when the spring comes, by na
ture's cycle, calves arrive, and the pro
duction of milk increases in the spring. 
We will not fall off of the cliff again, as 
we did this past year and end up with 
serious economic ramifications on the 
dairy farmers and the dairy industry in 
this country. I want to point out that 
they are above where this amendment 
would increase the support price. So 
there should be no increase in the price 
to consumers, no impact the WIC pro
gram, and no reason not to support our 
very reasonable approach we have here. 

Thus, for those that would say there 
are going to be ramifications as a re
sult of this amendment, I say there is 
no rational basis for that because the 
price is above where it would be as a 
result of this amendment and if we 
hold it steady, it should have no real 
impact on consumers or any programs. 

In addition, we will be using, under 
this program, a supply management 
program which we did use in 1983, when 
we had a problem of increasing supplies 
of milk, called a diversion program. In 
my mind, it is not the most preferable 
one, but it worked. It worked success
fully. The problem was, however, it 
only was allowed to be worked for 15 
months. We warned them at the time 
that it would work, but unless you ex
panded it to at least 3 years, it would 
not result in any change in the meth
odology in which our farmers produce 
milk. 

A GAO study shows that it saved the 
Government from spending in reduced 
CCC purchases around $683 million dur
ing the 15 months. Six hundred eight
three million dollars. 

I point out now that it had a zero 
cost to the dairy program and, in fact, 
saved spending. We transferred that 
saving onto the school lunch people 
and onto others who did not have dairy 
food supplies available to them. 

This diversion program under this 
proposal will be working for a length of 

time which should give us some secu
rity. You might ask: If it worked be
fore, why not try it again? I was a 
Member of the House of Representa
tives at that time. and we had to take 
an oath, if this program works, that we 
will not suggest it again, because we do 
not like programs that work in agri
culture. They sometimes get us in a po
sition where we do not have to do any
thing. We do not like that. We took an 
oath with the administration at that 
time and said if this program works, 
we will not ask for it again. 

Maybe I am going against that, but I 
shifted from the House to the Senate. 
So I figure that perhaps that oath is no 
longer in effect. I am certainly going to 
support this amendment. 

What we have for you today is a pro
gram that is proven to work. It worked 
in 1983. It worked to save us almost 
$700 million. It brought supply under 
control. It kept the price at a reason
able amount, furthermore it even re
duced prices to a certain degree at that 
period of time. 

So I urge Senators that if they want 
to ensure that we have an adequate 
supply of milk for our public, at a rea
sonable price. and be consistent with 
the vote that they made earlier this 
year then support this program. Had 
dairy farmers not had good years many 
more would have gone out than have 
already. What we want to do now is not 
place them in a position where they 
have drained most of their equity to 
stay alive. Next spring when the nor
mal flush period for dairy begins we 
will not give them the coup de grace or 
place them in a position where they no 
longer have the capital necessary to 
live through those negative cash flow 
through situations. 

Again I commend my senior Senator 
from the great State of Vermont, one 
of the prime dairy areas of this coun
try. for his efforts in bring this bill to 
us here. I urge Senators to be consist
ent with their vote in March when they 
demonstrated sincere desire to help the 
struggling dairy farmers of this coun
try to get a fair price for their milk; we 
will pass this and hopefully get it ap
proved by the House and enacted into 
law before it is too late for our dairy 
farmers. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

EXON). The Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

would like to thank both Senators 
from Vermont and other Senators who 
have sponsored this amendment. I am 
pleased to be an original cosponsor of 
the amendment. 

In many ways this amendment seems 
to me like something that is too late, 
inadequate, and not enough. I wish it 
were not attached onto an emergency 
spending bill. But it is a step in the 
right direction. It is an absolutely es
sential thing for us to do right now if 
we are to respond at all to the concerns 

and circumstances of the lives of dairy 
farmers in our country. 

Now we must take this step forward. 
I hope the Congress will pass it, and 
send it to the President. And I cer
tainly hope the President of the United 
States will support this amendment. 

First, Mr. President, let me tell you 
in the spirit of honesty that for thou
sands of farmers it is too late. We have 
been talking about the need for dairy 
farmers to have a price that they can 
make it on for almost a year. And 
throughout the past 9 months thou
sands of dairy farmers have been driven 
off the land. For them it is too late. 
The administration did not want to 
act. I hope it will act now. 

Second of all, Mr. President, for a 
majority of the country's dairy farmers 
this price, let us be clear about it, 
$11.10 with voluntary diversion is real
ly just a small step forward. I mean if 
the average cost of production in the 
United States is well over $13 per hun
dredweight, then 11.10 per hundred
weight is just a step in the right direc
tion, not unreasonable to be sure. Ex
cepting for the fact the price should be 
even higher. 

My State of Minnesota has lost 500 
dairy farmers this year. That is 500 
farmers forced from their business, 
forced off the land. This amendment 
will not bring them back. 

But we will need this amendment to 
raise the price for other farmers. Mr. 
President, we have spoken on the floor 
of the Senate about other citizens in 
our country who are in economic pain. 
I have spoken on the floor of the Sen
ate about those citizens. Citizens that 
are unemployed. We had that debate 
about extending unemployment bene
fits. We have talked about people with
out health care. We have talked about 
children without an adequate edu
cation. We have talked about how dif
ficult it is for many small businesses to 
make a go of it in these difficult eco
nomic times. 

Mr. President, you know as senior 
Senator from Nebraska that there is a 
pain felt in America's heartland that 
has been less remarked upon. Now that 
pain in the countryside may be a little 
less clear, it may be more hidden, but 
it is no less real. 

It is not always observed through 
statistics. But anyone who travels 
throughout rural America, and who 
talks to dairy farmers, can experience 
their pain, can see it in the looks of the 
faces of people. I have spoken here be
fore about the importance of dairy 
farming to my State's economy. 

We have 15,000 dairy farms in the 
State of Minnesota. That is about a 
tenth of the United States total. The 
milk production for Minnesota gen
erates over $1.3 billion in cash receipts 
last year. 

We are the No. 4 dairy State in the 
United States of America. Yet, and I 
want to repeat this several times, yet 
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the average herd size of a Minnesota 
dairy farm is about 50 cows, 50 cows per 
farm. So we are talking about a family 
farm structure of agriculture. We are 
talking about a business that generates 
$1.3 billion in sales a year that contrib
utes to small town economies, that 
contributes to the economy of our 
State, that contributes to the economy 
of the heartland, that contributes to 
the economy of the Nation. And it is a 
family farm structure of agriculture. 

Everybody loves the family farmer 
and the small business person, at least 
when it comes to rhetoric. But then 
when it comes to public policy, to 
make sure that family dairy farmers 
receive a fair price in the marketplace, 
all of a sudden the policies do not 
match the rhetoric. 

Mr. President, I have said it before 
and I want to say it again on the floor, 
when we are talking about national 
dairy policy in the U.S. Senate, we are 
not only talking about a way of life, 
and we are not only talking about 
dairy farmers, we are talking about the 
very soul of this country. I am con
cerned and I will tell you something, 
every single citizen in this country 
should be concerned, whether or not 
they come from an agricultural State 
or not, that we are moving away from 
a family farm structure of agriculture 
to a factory farm system. That is what 
we are doing. We are making that tran
sition. And if we make that transition, 
and we do not change the course of pol
icy, every citizen in this country will 
deeply regret it. And I want to explain 
why. 

A family farm structure of agri
culture promotes economic vitality in 
rural America and in rural commu
nities. It is also more environmentally 
sustainable. 

And finally the dairy farmers in this 
country, and we all owe them an enor
mous debt of gratitude, have provided 
us with a plentiful supply of wholesome 
milk at a fair price. That is what we 
are trying to do with this amendment. 
It is not enough. It is too late for some, 
but at least it is a step in the right di
rection. 

We are trying to enact public policy 
which will provide family dairy farm
ers with a fair price in the market
place, or at least move us in that direc
tion, while at the same time protect 
consumers and taxpayers and make 
sure that we have cost at a reasonable 
level. 

We are not trying to make dairy 
farmers wealthy. We are not talking 
about powerful special interests. 

Anybody who spends any time with 
dairy farmers in my State of Min
nesota or anywhere in the country will 
realize that. We are just trying to 
achieve a fair and stable price, that is 
not too much to ask for, that is what 
anybody in business asks for, and that 
is what any wage laborer asks for. 

This has been a long year for dairy 
farmers. During most of this year, they 

have seen their prices drop dramati
cally. Prices fell over 25 percent during 
a 12-month period starting in 1990, and 
yet at the same time, retail prices 
barely went down, if at all. 

Now normally what we would expect 
is that when the farmers' prices go 
down, the retail milk prices go down. 
That way consumers who see the prices 
go down buy more in volume. That is 
the way it is supposed to work. 

Unfortunately, the dairy market does 
not work that way. Instead, it works to 
the disadvantage of producers. Even 
when the farmers' prices go down
which is what has happened throughout 
most of this year-retail prices do not 
go down and retailers capture most of 
the profit. That is what the General 
Accounting Office tells us. Consumer 
demand does not increase because re
tailers do not drop their prices to re
flect the costs. The middleman takes 
the middle, and the dairy farmer loses 
both ways. 

Mr. President, farmers' prices have 
come up in the past several months, 
but there are indicators that the prices 
may go down again. Already cheese 
prices in Green Bay are turning down 
again, and that is usually a signal to 
dairy farmers that milk prices are 
about to decline. 

The administration has said "There 
is no crisis in dairy." Three billion dol
lars in losses, according to one esti
mate, and thousands of dairy farmers 
driven from business. This is a crisis. 
"The market is working," the adminis
tration says. "Prices are coming back 
up." But the prices are not coming up 
to cover the cost of production. We 
still have a crisis. We have been wait
ing 8 months for action, and now it is 
time for the United States Senate and 
the House of Representatives and the 
President to take action. 

Mr. President, before I was elected to 
the U.S. Senate, I would travel around 
the State and I would meet with farm
ers, and I used to hear over and over 
again the problem is that dairy farmers 
are divided, but we have had proposals 
around in which there was unity. Going 
back to last year-I believe it was in 
March-we had unity around a $1 in
crease per hundredweight. A veto 
threat in conference committee killed 
that. We had a proposal by Chairman 
LEAHY for $12.60, two-tier pricing. We 
were not able to move forward on that. 
We had the unity, but we did not take 
the action. Now, late in the session, I 
think we are about to take some sig
nificant action that will make a dif
ference. 

Let me make two final points: No. 1, 
it is profoundly disturbing to me that 
there are some who argue that if dairy 
farmers begin to get a fair price, some
how this will hurt poor people in this 
country. 

Are we going to blame and punish 
dairy farmers, 160,000 dairy farmers, for 
the fact that one-tenth of the popu-

lation, 23 million people, receive food 
stamps? 

In Minnesota, there are dairy farmers 
who receive food stamps. Is that not a 
bitter irony? Also, surplus butter and 
cheese. I can hardly believe that the 
administration which has done so little 
for those people who are really in pain 
in the cities now will use that as an ex
cuse-and I hope they do not-to do so 
little for dairy farmers across the 
country. 

I want to remind my colleagues in 
closing that this is not a matter of 
urban versus rural. This is not farm 
versus city. It is not one region versus 
another. It is a matter of doing all we 
can by way of public policy to support 
family dairy farmers who have done 
such a marvelous job of providing us 
with wholesome milk at a decent price, 
farmers who have contributed so much 
to the national interest of this coun
try. It is true that this is only a step in 
the right direction. But it is an impor
tant step, and I am very proud to be a 
part of this. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I nope 

that we might be able to get to the 
vote fairly soon. Senators have been 
asking me about that. Earlier this year 
we voted 60 to 40 in favor of this pro
posal. So Senators know how they 
voted then and will probably be re
minded of this by the managers of the 
amendment at the time when they do 
vote. 

I note also for Senators that it will 
be my intention, once this is over, at 
an appropriate time, to bring up an
other amendment on WIC cost contain
ment. I do that to make very, very 
clear that adoption of this amendment 
will in no way cut into WIC participa
tion. We have had strong bipartisan 
support of the WIC Program in this 
body. I have had the privilege, since I 
have been in the Senate, of being either 
the sponsor or main cosponsor of vir
tually every piece of WIC legislation 
that has gone through this body. I have 
either been the floor manager or one of 
the floor managers of every single WIC 
improvement item that has gone 
through the Senate. I would not, for 
this amendment or any other amend
ment, do anything to hurt WIC. 

Our amendment, which will come up 
subsequently, will be designed to as
sure that nothing will happen to WIC. 
As I say, I have spent 17 years protect
ing WIC. I am not going to let WIC be 
hurt here. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that I might yield to the Senator 
from Idaho for a series of questions 
which will not take more than, I think, 
a couple of minutes. I know he has a 
colloquy on some issues that he wishes 
to raise with me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The Senator from Idaho is recog

nized. 
Mr. CRAIG. I thank the chairman for 

yielding, and I am proud to be able to 
support the amendment he has pro
vided us today. I want to compliment 
him on the effort and his persistence in 
trying to resolve the crisis that our 
dairy industry has been in. I have had 
the privilege of working with him on 
his committee, our committee, to try 
to achieve that. 

But I have also worked with him to 
try to achieve a balance as it relates to 
the potential impact that I think some 
of us were very concerned about as to a 
program that would bring additional 
red meat to the market and, of course, 
result in some kind of price reduction 
that might impact the beef industry of 
this country. We have tried to resolve 
that and I believe that a diversion pro
gram designed like this, with the pay
ment level where it is set, goes a long 
way toward resolving that issue. 

But there were other things done in 
committee, Mr. President, that are aw
fully important that not only should, I 
think, the record show and be under
stood as to the intent of it, but should 
be discussed for a brief time on the 
floor. 

My concerns, of course, as I expressed 
them, are an interest to bring balance 
to the red meat industry and the cattle 
interest, because I am saying here-and 
I think we all recognize-that the dairy 
industry provides a substantial portion 
of red meat along with the cattle in
dustry to this country. So they are 
both cooperative types in this effort. 

I ask the chairman, does the amend
ment follow the guidelines of the com
mittee to protect the cattle industry as 
we discussed and voted on? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would 
tell the distinguished Senator from 
Idaho the answer to that is a definite 
yes. I should also note for the Senate 
that the Senator from Idaho has been 
very important in getting this legisla
tion here. He serves as a valuable mem
ber of the Senate Agriculture Commit
tee. He comes from a State which has 
both a dairy industry and a cattle, or 
red meat, industry and has been in
valuable in working with me and Sen
ator JEFFORDS and with so many others 
in trying to balance those interests. 

But to his first question-I know he 
has other questions-but to his first 
question, the answer is a definite yes. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding that the amendment di
rects the Secretary to vary the begin
ning and the ending dates of the sur
plus reduction contracts to minimize 
the effects on beef producers, or red 
meat producers? 

Mr. LEAHY. Again, Mr. President, 
the Senator is correct. Yes. 

Mr. CRAIG. It is also my understand
ing that the amendment directs the 
Secretary of Agriculture to limit the 
monthly dairy cow slaughter and mon-

itor this on a week-to-week basis and 
suspend the reduction program if the 
dairy slaughter rises excessively? 

Mr. LEAHY. Again, Mr. President, I 
am pleased to state that the answer is 
yes. 

Mr. CRAIG. I thank the chairman for 
yielding. I think all of us are concerned 
about the dairy industry as we know it, 
to bring some stability there in price 
structure and, of course, profitability 
to the family farmer who really is a 
large part of the dairy industry in my 
State and in the chairman's State, but 
also to recognize there could be other 
impacts as a result of dairy cattle mov
ing to the market for slaughter. 
Th~se amen~nts that we have dis

cussed, as well as the bill itself, works 
to mitigate that very effort. 

I thank the Chairman for yielding. 
Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Senator 

from Idaho. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MI

KULSKI). Who seeks recognition? 
Mr. LEAHY. I believe I still have the 

floor, but I know there are other Sen
ators who want to speak, so I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, 
most Americans are not aware that 
dairy prices have hit their lowest point 
in 13 years. Few Americans know that 
dairy farmers all over the country are 
struggling to keep their operations 
going on the same price they received 
in 1977. 

In real dollars, milk producers are re
ceiving about one-half of what they 
were only 14 years ago. To be able to 
make a living at that price, dairy farm
ers are expected to increase productiv
ity at over 5 percent per year for 14 
years, more than three times the rate 
of productivity gain for the United 
States. 

In my State of North Dakota, we lost 
one dairy farmer per day for a large 
part of 1991. One dairy farmer per day 
is going out of business in my State as 
a result of poor dairy prices and high 
operating costs. In 1985, there were 
3,400 dairy farmers in North Dakota. 
By 1988, that number had dropped to 
2,500. Today, Madam President, there 
are just over 1,500 dairy farmers in 
North Dakota. 

Madam President, earlier this year I 
invited the Secretary of Agriculture to 
North Dakota. Secretary Madigan ac
cepted my invitation, and we spent 
part of the time in my State on a dairy 
farm. The owners of that dairy farm 
that we visited, the Kalvada family, 
told the Secretary that these are the 
worst economic times ever to hit the 
dairy business. 

In a hearing before the Agriculture 
Committee yesterday, an official of 
USDA told us that rural America is 
strong and healthy. Madam President, 
that just is not so. Nowhere is it more 
clear than in dairy. 

My dairymen have told me that their 
bankers will not finance them any 
longer if the dairy program is not 
changed. 

This bill provides that dairy produc
ers receive an increase to make up for 
just 25 percent of the rate of inflation 
since 1977-that is not asking too 
much, not 25 percent more than infla
tion-just 25 percent of inflation. 

The bill proposed by the dairy co
operatives, and embodied in Senator 
LEAHY'S bill, would mean that dairy 
farmers would receive a pay raise of 
about 1.5 percent per year for the past 
14 years when inflation averaged 5.2 
percent per year. In other words, even 
with the improved price in this bill, 
dairy producers are expected to in
crease their productivity by 3.7 percent 
per year to survive. 

The American consumer pays a lower 
percent of his income for food than do 
the consumers of any other country in 
the world-about 10 percent. The Amer
ican consumer pays so little because 
our farm programs have worked to the 
benefit of our consumers. 

This legislation also protects the 
WIC Program from any effects. I am 
pleased that this small increase in 
dairy support will not affect that im
portant program. 

Additionally, I have worked hard to 
make sure that the red meat industry 
is not harmed by this dairy legislation. 
The committee accepted my amend
ment-with bipartisan support-to 
make sure that cattlemen and other 
red meat producers are not adversely 
affected. 

In addition, the Leahy-Lugar com
promise contains a provision that the 
Secretary may suspend the diversion 
program if dairy cow culling exceeds a 
certain level. These two provisions
my amendment and the Leahy-Lugar 
compromise amendment-should pre
clude any adverse effects on the red 
meat industry. 

Let me close by stating once again 
that I am pleased to support this legis
lation with the above provisions to pro
tect the red meat industry and the WIC 
Program. 

Madam President, if you go to my 
State and visit the dairy farmers, what 
you will hear is that they are faced 
with a serious crisis: Falling prices, 
rising operating costs, and a level of 
payment in the marketplace that sim
ply cannot sustain their lives. 

These are not rich folks. These are 
not giant corporate dairy farms. These 
are family farmers who have made a 
living for generations on the land. And 
the question before this body is: Do we 
force these people from the land or do 
we give them a chance to continue? 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Alabama. 
Mr. HEFLIN. Madam President, I rise 

to support the Leahy amendment to 
the supplemental appropriations bill in 
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regards to the dairy farmers of Amer
ica. We have seen an unusual situation. 
The dairy farmers' price at the market
place has fallen over the last year-and
a-half between 30 and 40 percent of 
what they normally would have re
ceived for their milk. Unfortunately, 
this was not reflected in the price of 
milk at the supermarkets and grocery 
stores. 

Consumers have been paying the 
price that they have been normally 
paying over a great number of years. 
The price that the farmer received is 
the lowest in 13 years. A lot of effort 
has been expended in trying to come up 
with a solution in regards to this prob
lem. 

Earlier, a two-tier system was con
sidered. But opposition arose. Any time 
we deal with dairy, since cows are in
volved, we try to reach an accommoda
tion by which dairy farmers can be 
helped but, at the same time, cattle
men and other red meat producers are 
not harmed in any way. 

The Leahy amendment balances 
these concerns and in my judgment is 
an excellent legislative approach to try 
to be of assistance to our dairy farm
ers. 

But at the same time, to not hurt the 
beef and red meat producers of this Na
tion. 

The Leahy amendment to the supple
mental appropriations bill will in
crease the safety net for American 
dairy farmers by $1. By increasing the 
support price for fluid milk by $1, we 
can avoid the painful price drop in the 
future that the dairy farmers have ex
perienced over this last year and a half. 

By coupling the price support in
crease with a marketing diversion pro
gram, this amendment will not in
crease budget outlays. The chairman of 
the Agriculture Committee, Senator 
LEAHY, is to be commended for forging 
this compromise and working out this 
bill. I congratulate him on achieving a 
bill which I think is in the best inter
est of America as a whole, and will be 
helpful to dairy farmers, but at the 
same time, will not hurt the beef and 
the red meat producers. 

Madam President, while I am on the 
floor, let me also congratulate Senator 
BYRD and the members of the Appro
priations Committee in drafting other 
aspects of this supplemental appropria
tions bill in a manner to be of assist
ance to the farmers of America. 

We have seen unusual weather condi
tions at various localities throughout 
the United States. My State of Ala-

. bama has had sections of its State that 
have suffered from drought or unusual 
weather conditions that have decreased 
their production of various crops sub
stantially 5 out of the last 6 years. We 
have certain sections, particularly the 
Tennessee Valley, which is the north
ern section of Alabama, that has had 
adverse weather conditions now for a 
number of years. Last year, the Ten-

nessee Valley and the entire State of 
Alabama experienced extreme heat and 
drought conditions. 

The lack of rainfall during the 1990 
growing season and the erratic rains of 
1991 pushed a number of Alabama fam
ily farmers to the brink of financial 
collapse. Therefore, it is imperative 
that a Federal disaster assistance pro
gram be forthcoming. According to the 
1990 USDA estimates, cotton produc
tion in Alabama was down 35 to 50 per
cent. Peanuts were down 40 percent. 
Soybean production was reduced by 50 
percent. 

In the 1991 heavy spring floods, we 
found that they ruined many of the 
State's spring harvested crops, such as 
potatoes, wheat, canola, and sweet 
corn. We had also had in both years' 
freezes that occurred that affected our 
fruit crops, like our peach crop in 
Chilton County and other counties. 

In 1991, these unusual weather condi
tions caused unusual conditions. Farm
ers have shown me potatoes, as an ex
ample in Baldwin County, Mobile 
County. If you took the potato and 
squeezed it, it would shoot out a 
stream of water. Those potatoes rotted 
in the field because of the adverse rain 
conditions as they existed during the 
spring of this year. 

In the Tennessee Valley, they suf
fered unusual drought during the pe
riod of time in July and August when 
they needed rain. Earlier, they experi
enced too much rain and their planning 
season was delayed. Freezes came and 
destroyed many, many cotton bolls, 
and they were not able to produce any
where near to the cotton. 

In other sections of my State, in re
gards to the cotton crop, the rains 
came and, therefore, they did not suf
fer. But the bill is designed in a man
ner by which those who suffer will re
ceive benefits, and those who did not 
suffer will not be receiving benefits. 

We have had a very unusual situation 
in regard to our winter wheat produc
tion during this year. It was down con
siderably. The rains came at the wrong 
time, and it was too much rain. The 
unpredictable and erratic rain condi
tions in the State have caused a great 
deal of disaster. 

The cotton farmers, particularly in 
the Tennessee Valley this year, not 
only experienced disaster as a result of 
no rains at the right time, but also too 
much rain at the wrong time. In addi
tion to that, the price of cotton 
dropped by 30 cents a pound. The provi
sions in the supplemental appropria
tions represent a commitment to the 
American family farmer, a commit
men t that should not go unfulfilled, 
and the resolution will go a long way 
toward sustaining family farmers in 
this Nation. 

This bill, of course, provides for both 
crop years. The House bill provides for 
a choice in regard to this, and I am 
sure that the conference will work out 

the differences. We have allocated $1.7 
million in regard to disaster, and that 
will be considered. We hope that this 
will go through, the President will sign 
it, and that there will be some relief 
for our farmers who have suffered. The 
bill is crafted in such a manner as to 
where nobody gets a bonanza. If they 
have crop insurance, that is taken into 
account, too. 

The last time that we passed the 
farm bill, we provided in the authoriza
tion bill for this. But no appropriations 
came along at that particular time. 

We strove to try to attain it, but we 
were not able to attain it. So this year, 
we see that the supplemental appro
priations corrects a real situation that 
needed correction, and we see that this 
bill is an excellent bill. It contains pro
visions dealing with disaster. 

So I hope that we will pass the Leahy 
amendment rapidly as it applies to our 
dairy farmers and move forward in re
gard to the weather disaster provisions 
that are contained in the supplemental 
appropriations bill. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DURENBERGER addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Minnesota. 
Mr. DURENBERGER. Madam Presi

dent, I rise to support the amendment 
of my colleague from Vermont. He has 
asked me to be relatively brief about 
it, and I appreciate that, and I will be. 
I think I can get right to the heart of 
the issue. 

I have been preceded today by some 
both more eloquent and perhaps more 
illustrative, as I look at some of the 
charts around here. 

Mr. President, I come from the 
fourth largest dairy producing State. 
The country in which I was born and 
raised is probably the most productive 
dairy county in this country, certainly 
it is in the Upper Midwest. So the re
ality that the dairy farmers of this Na
tion are hurting is impressed on me 
every time I go home. 

The last 12 months in the dairy in
dustry have proven that a price of 
$10.10 per hundredweight is not enough. 

If the Senate approves a dairy bill 
without a $1 increase in the price sup
port, it would be like throwing a 10-
foot rope to a drowning man 20 feet 
from shore. 

The Senate has the opportunity 
today to provide long-term assistance 
to America's beleaguered dairy farm
ers. An $11.10 price support with a vol
untary diversion program will assure 
farmers a fair price for their milk and 
keep them in business as well. 

This dairy amendment will not only 
help dairy farmers-it will help the 
comm uni ties of rural America. 

Our dairy farmers produce 10 billion 
pounds of milk, and manufacture 654 
million pounds of cheese, 115 million 
pounds of butter, and 37 million pounds 
of powdered milk. 
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In January 1991, Minnesota had 15,350 

dairy farms. Today we have 14,500 
farms-850 fewer-and we are losing 
more each day. Without an increase in 
the support price, Minnesota will lose 
another 1,000 dairy farmers in 1992. 

There is no blinking at the fact that 
there is a real problem in dairy right 
now. In 1991, dairy farmers saw the low
est prices for milk since 1978-wi th 
prices dropping as low as $10 a hundred
weight. The rural countryside is dev
astated. As dairy farmers go out of 
business, so do all small businesses in 
the communities. 

Everytime 7 dairy farmers shut down 
operations, 1 small business closes its 
doors and that is a loss of another 150 
small businesses in my State. 

It will help consumers who will have 
to pay higher prices as the number of 
local dairy farmers decreases. There is 
no question about that. We cannot rely 
on huge dairy farms in California for 
cost-effective production to meet the 
needs of consumers throughout this 
Nation. 

Madam President, the United States 
is in a recession. Many people are hav
ing to do with less. But how many 
Americans are working 12 to 16 hours a 
day and getting the same pay as they 
did in 1979? The dairy farmers are, and 
it is impossible to pay 1991 bills with 
1979 prices. My very eloquent col
league, the junior Senator from Ver
mont, made that case so very well on 
the floor. 

Farm taxes have increased by 36 per
cent over the last 10 years, tractor 
prices increased by 70 percent, machin
ery costs by 88 percent, and fuel and 
energy costs by 39 percent. 

Keeping dairy farmers in business is 
good for America. This is not an issue 
of city versus country or nutrition pro
grams versus ag programs. It is an 
issue of what is right and what is good. 
This amendment will keep dairy farm
ers and rural small businesses and com
munities in operation. Most impor
tantly, the amendment guarantees our 
Nation a supply of safe, fresh, afford
able milk. 

The best part of the amendment is 
that it has the support of the real dairy 
experts, the farmers themselves. I have 
heard from hundreds of them in my 
State, and they all say they must have 
$11.10 per hundredweight to survive. It 
would bring stability to their farms. I 
urge my colleagues to support our Na
tion's dairy farmers and to approve 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Dakota. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I also 
rise in support of the amendment of 
the Senator from Vermont, the distin
guished chairman and thank him for 
his effort in bringing us to this point. 

Those who argue for no compromise 
on price support increases trouble me a 
good deal. We are a body that is based 
upon sacrifice and compromise and ac-

commodation and appreciation of the 
difficulties that constituencies across 
the country face, whether they are 
ours or somebody else's, and this atti
tude about no compromise, this belief 
in no price support increases ignores 
the facts. 

We did not see these arguments when 
we indexed taxes. We did not see these 
arguments when we argued for an in
crease in the cost-of-living allowance 
for various people. We did not see these 
arguments when salaries here in the 
Congress or down in the White House 
or any place else were considered. The 
fact is, each and every time those par
ticular matters were brought to the at
tention of the Senate, we understood 
the need. We understood that we had to 
respond to very specific concerns and 
understandable needs and did so 
through compromise. 

That is really what this is all about, 
Madam President. We are talking 
about compromise. Yet there are those 
who tell dairy farmers, "Forget it; we 
want you to swallow the costs. If you 
cannot make it on 1978 prices, find 
something else to do." 

The fact is support prices are not in 
line at all with the cost of production 
today. Costs-of-production estimates 
are that prices last year alone to most 
dairy farmers, when having to deal 
with their costs, went up 10 percent. 
The fact is they are making up for 
their price in increases in volume and 
that, very frankly, has been self-defeat
ing. A 2-percent increase in milk pro
duction last year resulted in a 30-per
cent drop in farm prices. USDA esti~ 

mates the cost of production in the 
upper Midwest today at nearly $14 per 
hundredweight. Nationwide the cost of 
production is $13.62. So the price today 
is at least $1-$1 below the cost of pro
duction. 

Now, what business anywhere in the 
country can survive for any length of 
time on a cost of production that is 
above the price that they receive in the 
marketplace? 

The result has been very predictable, 
as it would be for any business. The re
sult is that 5 percent of our producers 
in South Dakota have already been 
forced out of business. The result is 
that 10,000 farmers are estimated to 
have lost their opportunity to produce 
dairy products nationwide. 

The administration argues that it is 
just the inefficient that are being 
forced out, that to a large extent it is 
the small, inefficient farmer that has 
no place in the modern agricultural en
vironment that we work under today; 
that in order to be efficient you have 
just got to be bigger. 

Nothing could be further from the 
truth. If size was any guarantee of effi
ciency, Eastern Airlines, Pan Amer
ican, Midway would all be part of busi
ness today. If size were any factor of ef
ficiency, the Bank of New England 
would be prosperous today. If size were 

any factor of efficiency, we would still 
have a lot of S&L's that are out of 
business today and the RTC would not 
even exist. 

The fact is that size is no guarantee 
of efficiency. The fact is that there are 
family farmers who have an amazing 
level of productivity. The fact is that it 
is not their productivity that is driving 
them out of business today. It is the 
price. 

A 30-percent price drop resulted in a 
monthly loss of $5.7 million in South 
Dakota alone. USDA projects that cash 
receipts to dairy farmers in the United 
States will drop by $4 billion this year. 
In the State of South Dakota, there 
has been a 7-percent increase in the 
number of farmers on food stamps in 
the last 3 months nearly all of them 
dairy farmers-a 7-percent increase. 
And what a cruel irony. Those produc
ing food need food stamps just to buy it 
back. 

This legislation is not going to turn 
these circumstances around com
pletely. We recognize that. No com
promise will ever do that. It will not do 
all that many of us would like it to do. 
Producers will be asked to submit to 
voluntary production controls and 
limit the exposure of the Federal Gov
ernment in return for a fair, stable 
price. 

So here are the final facts. The costs 
for administering the program will be 
paid for by producers through assess
ments, not the Federal Government; 
$11.10 is below the current market 
price. The bill will not increase retail 
market prices. Rather, wholesale prices 
will be prevented from crashing down 
to bankruptcy levels once again. Fi
nally, an $11.10 support price in con
junction with the diversion plan will 
save taxpayers tens of millions of dol
lars in program costs over the next 5 
years. 

Madam President, those are the 
facts. Those, I hope, will be given con
sideration by all Members as we weigh 
the extreme importance of this legisla
tion to every dairy farmer in America. 
I urge its adoption. I urge its careful 
consideration, and again I commend 
the sponsors for their leadership in 
bringing it to this point. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise to 

speak about the amendment on dairy 
and disaster assistance which was of
fered by the distinguished chairman of 
the Agriculture Committee, Senator 
LEAHY. 

DISASTER 

First, I would like to express my 
strong support for passage of the disas
ter assistance provisions. This legisla
tion will provide needed assistance to 
farmers who suffered crop losses due to 
adverse weather conditions for 1990 and 
1991. 
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Mother Nature has again dealt a 

cruel blow to some farmers across the 
country. 

Whether they have suffered from too 
much rain, or not enough rain, or freez
ing conditions, the result is the same-
some farmers have lost their crops due 
to conditions beyond their control. 

While Montana has been very fortu
nate this year and last to have had ade
quate rainfall throughout most of the 
State, there are farmers in a few areas 
in Montana who lost their crops be
cause of adverse weather. 

Last year, we had some farmers who 
suffered because of drought conditions. 
This year, our cherry farmers lost their 
crops because of a hard freeze. 

Losses for these farmers are no less 
real than they were during the dev
astating drought years of 1988 and 1989. 

That is why I strongly support pas
sage of this disaster authorization, and 
the $1.75 billion that is provided for it 
in the supplemental appropriations 
bill. 

Farmers in Montana and throughout 
the country should not have to suffer 
financial devastation at the hands of 
Mother Nature. 

OPPOSE DAIRY 

I am afraid, however, that I must 
strongly oppose passage of the dairy 
portion of the Senator's amendment. 

I am sympathetic to the plight of 
dairy farmers. And I know that they 
have suffered hard times lately. 

But unfortunately, this amendment 
threatens the financial well-being of 
Montana's largest industry-cattle. 
Therefore I must oppose it. 

When I talk to Montanans about a 
dairy diversion program like the one 
we are considering today, they see red. 

THE 1986 BUYOUT 

They will never forget the devastat
ing effect the 1986 dairy buyout pro
gram had on domestic cattle prices. 

That program may be the single 
worst idea to come along in the farm 
debate in the last decade. 

In 1986, during the week following 
USDA's announcement of the buyout, 
cattle prices declined nationwide by 
from $2 to $6 per hundredweight, de
pending on the type of cow. This de
cline equals a drop of from $20 to $60 
per head; or a 1 week total of about $25 
million. 

Montana cattle prices, on the other 
hand, during that same period, dropped 
a whopping $8 to 10 per hundredweight. 
Or nearly $100 per head. 

When you consider the fact that the 
cattle industry is the largest industry 
in the State of Montana, any kind of 
price fluctuation can have a devastat
ing impact on our economy. 

And let there be no doubt about it, a 
dairy diversion program, no matter 
what the form, could have a similar ef
fect on cattle prices. 

The 1986 price decline was caused in 
large part by the fact that the USDA 
did not follow the law when imple-

menting the dairy buyout program. 
Montanans do not trust that the USDA 
will do it right this time either. 

According to the National Cattle
men's Association, every $1 move in 
cattle prices today affects the cattle 
industry by about $6.6 million every 
week. 

Cattlemen simply cannot withstand 
such a gouging. 

Clearly, the 1986 proposal and the one 
before us today, set up a system under 
which we rob Peter to pay Paul. 

What I am concerned about is that 
the cattle industry would be forced to 
represent Peter. 

FRAGILE CATTLE PRICES 

Montanans also believe that we could 
see a large number of cattle come on 
the market at a time when cattle 
prices are fragile. During August and 
September of this year, cattlemen suf
fered losses of up to $200 a head, and 
are today losing between $50 and $75 a 
head. 

Montana cattlemen don't understand 
why we should pass legislation to help 
the dairy industry whose prices are 
currently increasing, at the expense of 
the beef industry whose price decreased 
2 months ago and has not yet recov
ered. 

All that the cattlemen ask is to be 
left alone to get a price based on the 
free market system of supply and de
mand. 

LONG-TERM SOLUTION 

In addition, it is clear by the amend
ment we are considering today that 
previous dairy surplus-reduction pro
grams have had no lasting effect on the 
milk surplus or milk price situation. 

Since 1986, production has increased 
with fewer dairy cows, but with sub
stantially higher milk output per cow. 
There are also fewer dairy farms, but 
sharply larger average herd sizes. 

What we need is a long-term solution 
to the recurring milk surplus problem 
so that the cattle industry is not con
tinually threatened. 

The only solution, in my view, is to 
let the market take its course. 

Creating this diversion program will 
only place a Band-aid on the continu
ous milk problem and cause a rupture 
in the beef industry. 

FREE MARKET FOR BEEF 

Further, cattlemen-unlike dairy 
producers-benefit from no Govern
ment support programs. They live and 
die completely on the free market. 

Therefore, I find it unfair that the 
cattlemen should be asked to pay for 
an additional dairy subsidy. 

It is for these and other reasons that 
I am unable to support the dairy pro
posal. 

It is unfair to come up with so-called 
solutions for the problems of one indus
try at the expense of another-espe
cially when the other is the largest in
dustry in Montana. 

You can be sure that if the Govern
ment subsidizes competition to Ameri-

ca's cattlemen, the cattlemen will 
come out the losers. 

CONCLUSION 

Finally, I want to again express my 
strong support for the disaster provi
sions of this amendment. 

It is unfortunate for me that the 
dairy and disaster provisions are being 
considered together. I wish they 
weren't because I very much support 
disaster relief to American farmers. 

But because the dairy proposal poses 
such high stakes for my State, I must 
vote against the package as a whole for 
the reasons I just outlined. 

The essential point is this: I under
stand the problems facing the dairy in
dustry, but unfortunately this amend
ment does not have sufficient safe
guards to protect against another dev
astating blow to the beef cattle market 
such as occurred in 1986. That is the es
sential reason why I must oppose the 
amendment. 

I do not like to be in the position 
where one segment of American agri
culture is at odds with another. I do 
not think the dairy industry, nor do I 
think the beef cattle industry likes 
that position. We very much prefer to 
be in the position where we can reach 
an agreement, an agreement that 
would accommodate both the dairy in
dustry and the beef cattle industry. 

When we reach that accommodation, 
I think we will reach an agreement. 
Unfortunately today, we do not have 
that agreement. There are not suffi
cient safeguards built into the amend
ment which would give the requisite 
assurance to the cattle industry so 
that cattle and dairy could come to an 
agreement. 

It is therefore with regret that I 
must, and very strongly, oppose the 
passage of this amendment. I urge my 
colleagues to do the same. Thank you 
Mr. President. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SIMON. Madam President, dairy 

farmers across the country have been 
asking Congress to come up with a 
more effective Federal Dairy Program. 
They want to see a fair price for their 
milk in relation to their cost of pro
duction and they want to see more sta
ble prices. Senator LEAHY and others 
have been working hard to come up 
with a bill that the Administration can 
live with and that is fair to everyone 
involved. This bill raises milk price 
supports modestly, and it establishes a 
supply management program that will 
stabilize the production of milk and 
contribute to an overall more stable 
market for producers and consumers. 

With the combination of an increase 
in the price support for milk and im
plementation of the diversion program, 
we have a dairy program that will sta
bilize prices to the farmer and the 
consumer with less cost to the Govern
ment. This bill does not raise the retail 
price of milk and it does not cost the 
Government more money. The supply 
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management program implemented in 
the bill-the voluntary diversion pro
gram-is acceptable to the administra
tion and to the dairy industry nation
wide. It successfully manages the sup
ply of milk in this country and does so 
in a fiscally responsible way. 

Farmers are not the major recipients 
of the money we pay at the grocery 
store. In the past 2 years, the price of 
milk to the farmer has reached record 
highs and record lows. The General Ac
counting Office found that when milk 
prices dropped 25 percent, consumers 
only paid around 5 percent less for 
milk products. This bill will hopefully 
bring some fairness back into the mar
ket place. It will keep thousand of 
dairy farmers from going out of busi
ness, it will provide some hope for 
struggling rural America. 

Regarding the disaster portion of this 
bill, I support the $1. 75 billion appro
priated in the supplemental appropria
tions bill for disaster relief to farmers 
suffering from a severe drought. 
Eighty-two counties in Illinois have 
been declared eligible for emergency 
loans by the Department of Agri
culture. Some farmers in my State 
have losses up to 50 percent of their 
yields. Farmers in the Southern coun
ties of Illinois were hit twice this year 
when the winter wheat crops were dam
aged by disease due to heavy rains. In 
December, farmers will start making 
financial decisions for the 1992 planting 
year. For some, a disaster payment 
will determine whether they are eligi
ble for 1992 crop loans. 

Congress gave the President what is 
in effect line-item veto authority over 
this bill. It is my hope that the admin
istration will agree with Congress and 
appropriate the full amount for disas
ter relief to farmers. 

It is apparent, however, that now 
more than ever we need a strong Fed
eral crop insurance program to help 
farmers make wise financial manage
ment decisions. Farmers cannot con
tinue to hang in the balance, while the 
administration and the Congress decide 
year after year whether to declare an 
emergency for disaster relief to farm
ers. I am looking forward over the next 
year to examining more thoroughly, 
proposals for a Federal Crop Insurance 
Program. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the junior Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Madam President, I 
will be very brief. 

Madam President, I understand the 
concerns of the Senator from Montana. 
I want to reassure him that first of all 
I am committed to working over the 
holidays and before next year to reach 
the kind of an agreement to which he 
referred, where the cattlemen and the 
dairymen can live in peace. I believe 
that this can be achieved. 

Second, I want to reassure him and 
his colleagues that in 1983 when a simi
lar diversion program was put into ef
fect, there was absolutely no impact at 
all on the beef industry; that any im
pact this will have will probably be 
negative, if anything, because it might 
result in less cattle going on to the 
market. 

Third, I would also point out to my 
colleagues that this past year, because 
of shortages of beef, especially in the 
area of lean beef where the dairy indus
try cattle are utilized, we imported 
over 1 million cows in order to supply 
the market. Thus, there should be fur
ther understanding that any impact, of 
which I believe there will be none other 
than ordinary culls-there should be no 
impact whatsoever upon the beef indus
try by this program. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. LUGAR addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Indiana. 
Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, I rise 

to oppose the amendment offered by 
the distinguished chairman of the Agri
culture Committee, Senator LEAHY. I 
do so with regret that this amendment 
is being offered on the dire supple
mental appropriations bill. 

We have considered dairy issues and 
issues involving other farm producers 
and consumers in America throughout 
the year. The dairy issues are impor
tant, and the problems faced by dairy
men are very substantial. 

I have no argument at all with the 
thought that has been expressed by 
many who have spoken this morning 
about the human tragedy of dairy pro
ducers in our country who are not 
making a profit. 

Indeed, the figures that have been 
given by a number of Senators show 
the enormity of the problems of those 
individual producers-it was suggested 
by one of my colleagues that the aver
age cost per hundredweight in the 
United States of America is in the ball
park of $14 per hundredweight-clearly, 
with the price minimum support price 
of $10.10, or the price offered in the 
amendment today of $11.10, or even the 
current market in the country, which 
ranges somewhere between $12 and 
$12.50. 

If in fact the average production cost 
for dairy farmers is on the order of $14, 
by that reckoning the average dairy 
farmer in America is losing money, a 
lot of money. As a matter of fact, 
Madam President, in hearings held by 
the Agriculture Committee we took a 
look at figures from New England and 
Eastern States which showed that in 
fact there were 10 percent of dairy 
farmers in those States with average 
costs of $18. Indeed, 20 percent of the 
dairy farmers, as I recall, had costs of 
$16 or above. 

Madam President, the basic question 
that faces this body and the country as 
we consider an amendment of this sort, 

is clearly, as one Senator has expressed 
it today, what business can survive if 
production costs exceed prices-exceed 
prices by quite a lot, as a matter of 
fact. 

The answer is that no business, ei
ther a small dairy farmer or a large 
one or a retail merchant or a small 
manufacturer, can stay in business if 
production costs exceed prices for any 
sustained period of time. 

I suppose the question, Madam Presi
dent, that is being asked by the dairy 
farmers is essentially whether the 
United States of America, all of the 
rest of our citizens, ought to provide 
enough income to them-that is, the 
dairy farmers-so that their income 
will equal their costs. That is the posi
tion that the Leahy amendment ap
proaches today. 

It approaches it in a modest way be
cause by my own reasoning the $11.10 
as a support price does not come close 
to $14. I think the dairy farmers know 
that too. Many dairy farmers support 
this amendment as a step that they 
feel will be helpful to them. I will 
argue shortly that certainly not all 
feel that way; But if the amendment is 
clearly inadequate, if one were trying 
to get the whole job done-that is to 
sustain dairymen, all 160,000 of them in 
our country. 

Madam President, what is really 
being suggested is that we attempt, in 
this specific industry, to do something 
that the public as a whole does not pre
fer to do for most industries. That is 
that we accept the fact that producers 
have costs, and through taxpayers 
funds, try to supplement income until 
the income of the producer is equal to 
those costs. 

It has been suggested that this par
ticular issue arises because diary farms 
overproduced, as in fact they did, the 
amount of milk that was demanded by 
the public in 1989 and 1990. When over
production occurs, Madam President, 
the price falls. That is true in every 
business, even those in which there are 
marketing orders a:i1d governmental 
supports, such as the dairy business. 

As a matter of fact, Madam Presi
dent, unless there is substantially 
greater demand for milk and milk 
products in our country, we will peren
nially be in a situation, where a small 
increase in supply, a small increase in 
production, creates surplus and declin
ing prices. In this particular case, the 
prices rose, and dairymen were appar
ently stimulated to produce more. 
They did so, and prices fell, all the way 
down to the floor; a $10.10 support price 
was provided by last year's farm bill. 

Let me point out that last year's 
farm bill was favorable to the dairy in
dustry. It provided a floor for dairy 
producers. There is no floor for hog 
producers or for apple producers. There 
is a very special niche here, a price for 
dairy producers. To say the least, the 
farm bill, if anything, we skewed in 
favor of dairy producers. 
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I congratulate the distinguished 

chairman of our committee, whose 
strong advocacy was largely respon
sible for that result. 

But, Madam President, having given 
the benefit of the doubt to the dairy 
producers, as opposed to many other 
producers, dairy producers did produce 
more, and their price fell and hit the 
floor. Thus, earlier in this year, when 
the last dire supplemental appropria
tion came before us, impelled largely 
by the costs to this country of fighting 
and military activity in Desert Storm, 
you can imagine my surprise when in 
the midst of discussing the war, sud
denly the distinguished chairman of 
the Agriculture Committee rose and 
suggested that we increase dairy prices 
by 25 percent. 

Madam President, by and large the 
same sentiments were expressed then. 
Senators who have dairy farmers in 
fair numbers in their States came to 
the floor both to speak and to vote on 
behalf of what I considered an arbi
trary increase in the price of one agri
cultural commodity. The proposal of 
the distinguished chairman was not to 
raise the price of corn by 25 percent, or 
soybeans, or cattle, or apples, but 
milk-a very specific targeted amend
ment. 

I suppose history will record that de
bates such as the one we are now hav
ing are a principal reason why our 
country has very substantial financial 
problems; and even more, Madam 
President, why there is a certain cyni
cism in the public as a whole about the 
way we conduct our affairs. When con
stituents ask us how could the Federal 
budget get so far out of hand, or why 
do Members of the Senate listen to spe
cial interests, as opposed to consumer 
and Americans generally, one should 
look at this debate that we have had 
today. 

A long train of my colleagues are 
coming in to say that dairy farmers in 
their States have production costs sub
stantially greater than their income, 
and they are hurting, and they are 
hurting in an America that has many 
economic problems. Therefore, on a 
dire supplemental bill, at this point in 
the Congressional session, we ought to 
react by raising the support price by $1 
and to go into a diversion program to 
assist them. This is to occur even 
though, by definition of the average 
prices and average production costs, 
even if this amendment were adopted, 
it would not do very much for them, in 
my judgment. 

In fact, I will argue that this particu
lar amendment will operate in a very 
perverse way, to the extent that it 
stimulates a significant number of the 
160,000 dairy producers in our country 
to produce more. This is usually the 
way upward price signals in the market 
are interpreted. If the Federal Govern
ment guarantees a price, it is almost a 
knee-jerk reaction that more supply is 

forthcoming. Despite all of the hopes 
for the diversion that accompanies this 
legislation, the facts are that whenever 
prices have been raised, so have been 
expectations in surpluses. And we are 
then in a dairy industry which is pre
pared for another precipitous fall, and 
the cycle would bring distinguished 
Senators to the floor again to suggest 
still more price fixes for the dairy in
dustry. 

In fact, Madam President, if what is 
required here is some fairness-and 
that was suggested earlier on-fairness 
in the marketplace means supply and 
demand. Fairness must also be shown 
to consumers who do not pay a hidden 
tax for milk that they do not wish to 
consume. Fairness means that we do 
not attempt to reward a particular spe
cial interest in the hope that all the 
rest of America will not notice. 

A suggestion was made that if a cost
of-li ving increase had been reflected in 
the dairy price over the course of the 
last 2 decades, the price of milk would 
now be $19. This is to suggest that we 
have a static economy, the same peo
ple, same productivity, same costs, and 
that absolutely nothing in the world 
changes. If you applied that logic to 
computers, and calculated what they 
were worth 20 years ago, as opposed to 
today, the results would appear ludi
crous. The same would apply to a 
whole host of things that are very 
much a part of our lives. Of course, we 
do not hold prices equal for 20 years 
with cost-of-living indexes. We have ef
ficiency and productivity gains in our 
economy, and that has brought us a 
higher standard of living. Our economy 
is not a static model in which we per
petually do identically the same thing. 

I just say, in addition, that having 
made these arguments philosophically, 
let me make some that are very prac
tical. I appreciate that there are Sen
ators who sincerely want this amend
ment passed and a great number of us 
who sincerely want to be helpful to the 
dairy industry. But I think it ought to 
be known at the outset of this debate 
that the amendment that is being of
fered is very unlikely to become law. 
We know that because a letter as re
cent as November 20, 1991, mailed to 
the Honorable ROBERT DOLE, Repub
lican leader, from Richard Darman, Di
rector of the Office of Management and 
Budget, says in its final and concluding 
and most specific paragraph: 

We understand that there may be a floor 
amendment to attach the supplemental bill 
dairy provisions which would raise dairy 
price supports and increase the price of dairy 
products to consumers. These provisions, of 
course, are unrelated to the subject of sup
plemental appropriations. The President's 
senior advisers would recommend a veto of 
the bill if such an amendment were adopted. 

This is not news, Madam President. 
The President's advisers, Mr. Darman; 
Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Madigan, 
have throughout the year stated clear
ly if a price support increase were 

adopted, they would recommend a veto. 
That has been consistent. That is still 
the case. 

So, in many ways, Madam President, 
we are proceeding today to what may 
be more accurately termed not a legis
lative proceeding but a public relations 
opportunity. A great number of Sen
ators will find it useful to be recorded 
on this vote and to make statements 
on this supposed help for dairymen. 
But I think all Senators and the public 
generally should know that this is very 
likely not going to be accepted in the 
conference with the House, and if it 
should be, the entire appropriations 
bill will be vetoed on this account 
alone. This is an unacceptable result 
for the Congress in my judgment. So, 
Senators start this entire exercise 
today with a choreographed script, in 
which a number of Senators make a 
plea, make their case, and issue their 
press releases, confident that whatever 
the merits or demerits of this amend
ment might be, it will not become law 
and, as a matter of fact, dairy farmers 
will not be helped one whit. 

I make this point very clearly, 
Madam President, because in the Agri
culture Committee-my staff has been 
working with the staff of the distin
guished chairman, the majority and 
minority staffs together, to try to de
vise legislation that would have incor
porated a paid diversion program. This 
compromise, in fact, was acceptable to 
the Secretary of Agriculture by letter 
to the committee. That effort unhap
pily has not succeeded. And as a result, 
elements of the paid diversion are in 
the chairman's amendment today but 
with an increase in the support price 
which I would say is the fatal flaw. 

Mr. LEAHY. Will the distinguished 
Senator yield on that one point? 

Mr. LUGAR. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. LEAHY. Would the distinguished 

Senator agree though, that on the paid 
diversion plan, that we have a bill be
fore us with just that item? Unanimous 
consent has been requested to bring it 
up, and I think we would all acknowl
edge within a day or so of the end of 
the session it could come up only by 
unanimous consent. 

Would the distinguished Senator 
from Indiana agree that there are at 
least four holds from his side of the 
aisle blocking that from coming up? 

Mr. LUGAR. My understanding is 
that the chairman may be correct. I do 
not know the number, but there are 
persons certainly who have put holds 
on that legislation. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, if the 
Senator will just yield further for a 
moment, I would note and I concur in 
the fact that he and his staff have 
worked with me and others to put to
gether a diversion program that is ac
ceptable to the administration. My un
derstanding is it would be signed into 
law if we could pass it. 

I would hope, no matter what hap
pens on this amendment, that those 
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who are blocking that diversion pro
gram will allow it to go forth. It will 
help, it .will help a lot more than all 
the great speeches all of us give-my
self or anybody else-for or against, to 
help the dairy farmers, and the diver
sion program would help. I hope those 
Senators blocking it will allow it to go 
forward. 

I thank the Senator from Indiana for 
his typical courtesy in allowing me to 
ask that question. 

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the chairman 
and I appreciate the point he is making 
and his careful and accurate descrip
tion of our cooperation on behalf of the 
dairy industry. 

I would point out, as the chairman 
knows, that this is an issue that has 
continued for a long while and one of 
the pro bl ems with our compromise po
sition is that it is easily blocked by 
those Senators who may or may not 
agree with us. But, nevertheless, the 
pending amendment is broader than 
our compromise by including more 
than something more than a paid di
version. That is why I rise to oppose it. 

I would say that a part of the com
plications, as the chairman knows, is 
that there is strenuous opposition to 
this amendment from the National 
Cattlemen's Association. 

I wish to, at this point, quote para
graphs written to me by Don B. Smith, 
president of the National Cattlemen's 
Association, in which in the second 
paragraph he says: 

Historically, cattle producers have strong
ly opposed dairy programs that artificially 
encourage or mandate the slaughter of dairy 
cows in order to reduce surplus milk produc
tion. Clearly, the proposed milk diversion 
plan, like the 1983 diversion program and the 
1986 Dairy Termination Program, falls into 
this category. 

NCA has been, and continues to be, a 
strong advocate for allowing the market sys
tem to work. The intent of both the 1985 
farm bill and the 1990 farm bill was to allow 
market forces to play a more important role 
in the function of the major government 
commodity programs, including dairy. 

The milk market supply and demand forces 
are working. In the fall of 1990, milk prices 
were at near record highs. Milk production 
increased to meet demand. Unfortunately, 
too much milk was produced and milk prices 
fell dramatically in the spring of 1991. In re
sponse to this, dairy cow slaughter in
creased, and in late summer of this year, the 
price of milk has increased. Currently, milk 
production has decreased to such a level, be
cause of additional dairy cow slaughter, that 
it is estimated that only 1.5 billion pounds of 
milk will have to be diverted in 1992. This 
leads us to believe that if the current dairy 
program is allowed to work, then supply. de
mand and price equilibrium for milk will be 
accomplished in the near term. 

I agree with the analysis of Mr. 
Smith and of the cattlemen. As they 
point out, the dairy program has been 
working. 

When we last debated dairy, on a sup
plemental appropriations bill, the 
dairy price had fallen to the $10.10 price 
support floor. Now, dairy prices have 

risen to $12 per cwt. Supply and de
mand has worked. Cows as a result of 
low prices this spring, were culled, less 
milk was produced and prices rose. 
That price action occurred without the 
sought after changes to the dairy pro
gram. 

I would simply point out, Madam 
President, there are certain other im
plications of this proposal, aside from 
the impact upon agricultural produc
ers, that must be very carefully consid
ered by this body. The distinguished 
chairman of the committee, Senator 
LEAHY, has mentioned that after dis
position of this amendment, he will at
tempt to regain the floor to offer an 
amendment dealing with the retail 
price for purchases, made under a pro
gram designed to protect less fortunate 
women, infants, and children, the so
called WIC Program. 

The chairman's interest in this 
amendment is obvious. Under the dairy 
proposal before us, very substantial 
problems are going to occur in the WIC 
Program if the price of milk goes up-
and the U.S. Department of Agri
culture estimates show that it will go 
up substantially. 

So the chairman's plan is to cap or 
fix the price of milk, in retail stores 
throughout the country, to engage in 
the most egregious form of price con
trol in order to try to remedy problems 
created by the price increases con
tained in this amendment. It is an ex
traordinary combination. 

Madam President, I hope that Sen
ators and the American public under
stand this point before it is too late. In 
short, if one is determined to rig prices 
by Federal statute, and then is re
minded that the attempt hurts poor 
people, is the proper response to rush 
around and try to correct the problem 
by demanding that grocery stores sell 
the product to these people at a fixed 
price? I think not. 

In fact, throughout all of the argu
ment today Senators have suggested 
that the marketplace only works in 
one direction-toward higher retail 
prices. Some Senators state that lower 
dairy prices do not mean lower 
consumer prices. However, most Sen
ators, at least who are scholars of this 
subject, appreciate that the lag factor 
between farmgate prices and retail 
prices, is a substantial one. But the 
market eventually reacts. 

But even if it did not react, Madam 
President, playing the devil's advocate, 
are proponents of this measure really 
suggesting that the Senate in its desire 
to help 160,000 dairy producers ought to 
establish price controls in retail mar
kets, controls designed to take away 
profits of those enterprises? 

Or, Madam President, do Senators 
really believe that somehow we should, 
in a very perverse way, decide to start 
capping prices of milk for WIC recipi
ents in retail markets? Do we believe 
that retail markets would not raise 

prices on other items to offset milk 
losses in order to stay alive? 

Indeed, Madam President, why in a 
parallel situation, should not retail 
grocery stores come to this body and 
point out that their costs have been 
rising, their revenues, may be falling, 
and that there are more retail grocery 
stores in the United States of America 
than there are dairy farmers? 

I have yet to hear during an Agri
culture debate a serious proposal to 
make certain that every one of those 
stores remained in business and re
mained whole. As a matter of fact, we 
have not heard that argument made for 
anyone; for small manufacturers or en
trepreneurs who are trying to create 
jobs in America. 

Maybe, Madam President, what is 
sauce for the goose should be sauce for 
the gander: if we are to take the propo
sition that costs for dairy are high and 
we must in fact meet those costs by 
providing income. We should consider 
applying the same thing to almost any 
business in America and have a very 
strong number of adherents argue the 
point seriously. 

Madam President, let me just sum up 
the situation. We have in front of us an 
amendment, and I have stated as clear
ly as I know how that the authori
tative voice of the Office of Manage
ment and Budget, on behalf of the ad
ministration, says that this amend
ment will be vetoed if it finally arrives 
at the White House in this form after 
the conference between the House and 
the Senate. Therefore, in my judgment, 
this debate is important as an expres
sion of our interest in the dairy indus
try, but the debate is not going to have 
a conclusion that will help dairy peo
ple. 

If we had been serious about that sit
uation, Madam President, we would 
have adopted legislation in the Agri
culture Committee, and would have 
come to the floor in due course some 
time ago, that would have met with at 
least some agreement by the adminis
tration. And, as I have outlined, that 
formula has been found. However, as 
the distinguished chairman has pointed 
out our activities in attempting to 
work within the committee have come 
very late and, as a result, it is not sur
prising they did not find the unani
mous favor which perhaps they need at 
this point. 

Second, I would point out that the 
administration has indicated through
out the year that it has been more than 
willing to discuss this subject. In fact, 
the distinguished chairman and I have 
discussed the subject many times with 
Secretary Madigan and others. As a re
sult of these discussions a number of 
administrative steps have been taken 
by the administration that I would 
argue strongly, under girded the rise in 
the price of milk this year without dis
turbing the support price or other 
mechanisms provided by the farm bill 
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of last year. I contend that the farm 
bill is working as well in the dairy in
dustry as it is for other commodities. 

Finally, Madam President, we have 
other interests that are clearly at 
hand. The distinguished senior Senator 
from Montana, Senator BAUCUS, . has 
spoken, and Senator BURNS, the distin
guished junior Senator from Montana, 
will soon speak, discussing very real 
problems that cattlemen have when we 
delve into one sector of the agricul
tural economy and ignore others. 

I would say finally, Madam Presi
dent, that however one cuts it, this 
particular amendment, if adopted, will 
play havoc with the programs now run 
by the Food and Nutrition Service of 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

Let me put in the record the esti
mates of how much damage. USDA es
timates that the legislation originally 
passed by the Senate Agriculture Com
mittee, H.R. 2893, would raise the cost 
of programs run by the Food and Nutri
tion Service by an average of $277 mil
lion per year during fiscal years 1993 to 
1996. During fiscal year 1992, an addi
tional $100 million in costs will be im
posed not only on the Federal Govern
ment but on nutrition program bene
ficiaries since program benefits will 
not yet have been indexed to account 
for the higher milk prices. 

In addition, an average of 91,000 fewer 
people per month would be served by 
the Women-Infant-Children [WIC] Pro
gram according to USDA. 

The amendment before us today ad
mittedly would marginally cut that in
jury, because it does not impose the 
nonfat solids requirements of H.R. 2893. 
That has been deleted from the amend
ment today. But the effect would still 
be significant. 

This amendment raises 1993 Federal 
Nutrition Service spending by $164 mil
lion, according to CBO. The price of 
milk would rise 17 cents a gallon in 
1993 according to their estimate. The 
price support increases also mean high
er consumer prices. The higher support 
levels will raise consumer costs by an 
average of $1.5 billion per year. 

Madam President, if in this Chamber 
someone were to come in today and 
suggest a tax increase of $1.5 billion, 
Members would run for cover. That is 
not only unfashionable, that is totally 
unacceptable to Members and to the 
American public at this point. 

Yet, Madam President, in the course 
of a very civilized debate to help a sec
tor of our agriculture industry, if the 
product of our labors was to pass this 
amendment and it finally became law, 
I submit that this would, in fact, be a 
hidden tax on American consumers of 
$1.5 billion. That is a substantial hid
den tax. 

Let me say, Madam President, one 
can argue back and forth as to who is 
responsible. Senators have argued that 
the increase in dairy prices is not the 
culprit. After all, it is the grocery 

stores who are not lowering their 
prices fast enough, when the prices for 
dairy farmers go down. They are cul
pable. 

Madam President, that argument is 
insoluble, in that grocery stores all 
over America use various products as 
loss leaders to get people inside the 
store. In fact, we applaud the long list 
of price cuts in the weekly shopping 
advertisements, dairy products some
times among them, sometimes not. 

The costs of this program, however, 
cannot be hidden. They are there. And 
they may be realized by dairy farmers, 
they may be realized by retail mer
chants, but they will not be realized by 
the American people who pay the $1.5 
billion. 

I would hope, Madam President, that 
the amendment would not find favor 
with Members today. I am hopeful, as a 
matter of fact, that we will not proceed 
down this course of raising the support 
prices. 

I would say in fairness to all of agri
culture in America, Madam President, 
that our committee strove last year, 
under the dedicated leadership of our 
chairman, Senator LEAHY, to fashion a 
5-year farm bill. And one reason we 
wrote a bill for 5 years was to give 
some sense of stability. It was a grand 
bargain of sorts among hundreds of ag
riculture and consumer interests in 
America; a contract, in essence, about 
what was fair, as best we could fashion 
it at that point. I make no claim that 
the target price for corn is precisely 
the one that I would have wanted, or 
the marketing loan for soybeans. 

These were compromises, reached 
over an entire year of debate, in which 
all parties were heard. 

Now, Madam President, today we 
hear one segment of the agricultural 
industry in our country-an important 
one, but a segment nonetheless-saying 
essentially: We want better treatment. 
We want to ignore all of the agree
ments made with others and advance 
our own cause. At least the proponents 
on the Senate floor make that claim. 

I would say, Madam President, that 
in my State there are 5,000 dairymen 
and that is a fairly large number. If the 
Chair would look down through the roll 
of the States, and see which ones have 
dairy farmers, I suggest the 5,000 that 
we have in Indiana, as part of the 
160,000, are significant compared to the 
population of our State. And I visit 
with them a great deal because of my 
interest in agriculture, my interest in 
my own farm. I have contacts with peo
ple in the Farm Bureau, the Farmers 
Union, the Grange, and other organiza
tions in our State. 

Attitudes are very divided on this 
issue. I think it is fair to say that some 
dairy farmers who have high costs and 
who are genuinely fearful that they 
will not be able to continue, are pre
pared to support almost any amend
ment that would offer relief. And I un
derstand that. 

I would also say that a large number 
believe the Federal Government should 
not be in this business right now of 
jiggering up the Federal program for 
dairy farmers. 

As a matter of fact, Madam Presi
dent, a growing sentiment among 
dairymen in my State, and among 
farmers generally, amounting to some
where between 35 and 40 percent, is 
that the Federal Government ought to 
get out of agriculture altogether. 

I suspect at another time, if we were 
going to debate dairy again, I would 
want to offer for consideration by this 
body the thought that, as opposed to 
an incessant number of amendments, 
always attempting to do something to 
jack up prices arbitrarily, we ought to 
give careful consideration to the possi
bility of eliminating the dairy program 
altogether, and allowing supply and de
mand in this country to work in that 
industry. 

My guess is that if we did so, fresh, 
healthy milk would come to the Amer
ican people for less money. There 
would be a substantial consumer in
come gain from such a move. And as a 
matter of fact, such a course would be 
favored by a very large percentage of 
dairymen-perhaps even a majority
once they thought through all the has
sles of the marketing orders and the 
arcane regulations that now put a 
straitjacket on this industry. 

Madam President, this is late in the 
session, and we are debating an amend
ment that I believe is not going to be 
successful. Therefore, I am not pre
pared today to argue the entire philos
ophy of the program, but I will say: 
This is bad policy and an amendment 
that should not be passed. 

I thank the Chair. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

sponsor of the bill, Senator LEAHY. 
Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I 

know the Senator from Montana wish
es to speak, and I will yield the floor in 
just a couple of minutes. 

Madam President, we have had a 
number of people ask when we might 
come to a vote. With the primary oppo
nent of the amendment on the floor, 
and with the primary proponents of the 
amendment on the floor, what I am 
going to do is propose a unanimous
consen t request. I will not do it yet. 
But, I am going to propose a unani
mous-consent request that we vote on 
this amendment at 1:30 today, and, 
that I be recognized 4 minutes prior to 
that vote. 

This is what I intend to do. I wonder 
if, without losing my right to the floor, 
anybody wishes to indicate anything 
about that? 

Mr. KASTEN. Madam President, I 
have been trying to survey our side, 
both opponents and proponents of the 
Leahy-Kasten amendment. I know the 
Senator from Montana wishes to speak 



November 22, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 33763 
for maybe 10 or 15 minutes and I know 
the Senator from Rhode Island wishes 
to speak, he has indicated, for 5 min
utes. 

It seems to me most of our pro
ponents have spoken. There is a possi
bility the Senator from New York 
might want to speak, but that will not 
be for an extended period of time. 

So I hope we can agree to something 
like this. I know the leadership is now 
meeting over on the house side, trying 
to determine the schedule for the 
weekend and early next week. Their 
hope was we would not vote before 1:30. 
That might be a way to expedite the 
process. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam Presi4ent, if I 
might comment on that. I checked to 
see on the schedules of both the Repub
lican and Democratic leaders, and oth
ers who had meetings. It seems that 
1:30 helps everyone the most. 

Let me make the unanimous-consent 
request, and then I will yield the floor 
if it is accepted. 

Mr. LUGAR. Will the chairman yield 
for a moment before making the re
quest? 

Mr. LEAHY. Yes. 
Mr. LUGAR. I noted the chairman 

was proposing 4 minutes of final sum
mation before 1:30 on his behalf. 

Could I reserve 4 minutes before the 
chairman at that point? 

Mr. LEAHY. Certainly. What I would 
do, then, when I make the unanimous
consent request, is make it for 1:35. Let 
us state then, at 1:35 the Senator from 
Indiana be recognized; at 1:30, the Sen
ator from Vermont, the proponent, be 
recognized. 

I now do ask unanimous consent-an
other suggestion has been made. Let 
me do this. 

At 1:20, the Senator from Indiana be 
recognized for 5 minutes; at 1:25, I be 
recognized for 5 minutes; and at 1:30, 
the Senate vote on the pending amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re
quest of the Senator from Vermont? 

Observing none, the Senator's re
<iuest is agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I will 
yield the floor in just about--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Montana. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I still 
have the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I am 
sorry; I thought the Senator had yield
ed the floor. 

Mr. LEAHY. I am going to yield it, 
Madam President, literally in a matter 
of seconds. 

I would just note, in response to one 
item we are addressing, whether this 
legislation might raise retail milk 
prices. I do not feel it would raise 
prices. We have given credits to the So
viet Union in the amount of several bil
lion dollars, which is really a disguised 
foreign aid gift to the Soviet Union. 

That is going to raise prices. That is 
going to raise prices right here. That 
will be a tax on the American people, 
because we are going to have to pay for 
it. It is likely the debt will never be 
paid back. 

We are able to do that in a moment. 
But when it is something that might 
help our people right here at home, it 
seems to me to be a matter of dispute. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BURNS. Madam President, I 

thank the floor manager for this 
amendment and the time to speak on 
it, and the ranking member on the Ag
riculture Committee for his very wise 
words this morning. 

I also applaud those who champion 
the cause of their constituents, espe
cially on this issue. I do not think 
there is anybody who has championed 
that cause any better than my col
league, Senator JEFFORDS. 

It seems as though everytime we get 
into a debate about what we can do for 
our basic interests, particularly in ag
riculture, it is pretty hard to do any
thing for one group that does not im
pact another. It has been a pattern 
since time immemorial in agriculture 
that, yes, one segment has always 
thrived at the cost of another. 

Any time that you are in the busi
ness of producing a raw product, a raw 
consumer product, you have a lot of 
problems. Not only is end price-what 
we get for our product-very impor
tant, but also what it costs us to 
produce it. 

I think the argument has been made 
very well today about what it costs to 
produce that particular product. I am 
wondering if anybody has ever given 
any thought to what goes into that 
cost of production. Again, I go back: In 
the production of a raw product, you 
are subject to the whims of the 
consumer and the whims of govern
ment. 

You are subject to the whims of the 
processor; you are also subject to the 
whims of government; you are also sub
ject to the whims of retailers in the 
normal process of things and to the 
whims of government. Government is 
involved every step of the way. 

We in Montana have dealt with this 
milk issue for our dairy producers in 
what I think is a very sound way. It 
may be the model of the future, but we 
have a milk control board. Of the 
consumer dollar, so much goes to the 
distributor, so much goes to the proc
essor, and so much goes to the pro
ducer, and they agree on those prices. 
No matter where you live, you pay the 
same for a gallon of milk, whether you 
have it delivered to your doorstep fresh 
every morning or you drive down to 
the store and pick it up. 

That is not what we are talking 
about today. We are talking about a 
pay di version that has been rec-

ommended in this legislation. That is 
voluntary, nothing mandatory about 
it, and I understand that. The best fig
ure we can get is it would take 70,000 
head of cattle above the average to 
even make a dent in lowering the pro
duction. I do not know how many peo
ple who are standing on this floor who 
are in charge of making policy for this 
country have ever sat in an auction 
market and seen a program go into ef
fect in Montana, sit in an auction mar
ket and see cow prices absolutely go 
through the floor, $5 to $7 a hundred
weight on butcher cows, in 15 minutes 
through the auction, rattling right 
through there. 

There are those who would say that 
it had a very short life, the quiver in 
that market went down, it did not last 
very long. Let me tell my colleagues, it 
lasted for a full year for those who had 
livestock on the market that day. Be
cause in this business, we do not get 
paid by the month, we get paid when
ever we sell our product, which is usu
ally once, maybe twice, a year. You 
take $7 a hundredweight off a cow that 
weighs from 1,000 to 1,400 pounds and 
you have taken $70 a head to $120 a 
head off that animal in 15 minutes. The 
salvage value on butcher cows is as 
much a part of the management and 
the overall economic health of that 
ranch as is anything else. I imagine 
with our dairy farmers that is true, 
too. 

What is the salvage of a cow once she 
has outlived her usefulness as a pro
ducer on the farm? Twenty thousand a 
month does not sound like much, but 
they want to get the annual surplus 
down under 4.5 billion pounds a year. If 
we do not hit the 4.5 billion and, say, 
production would go to 6 billion, the 
assessment against the milk producers 
to pay for this program would be re
funded to whom? The dairy producer, 
30 to 40 cents a hundredweight over a 
year's time, maybe 2 years' time. Say 
they go over 6 billion. And that is the 
USDA's penalty for being wrong. The 
USDA does not own any cattle. They 
are on the farms. If I was a dairy pro
ducer sitting out there and I could see 
30 to 40 cents a hundredweight coming 
back to me after 2 years, I would make 
sure that they were wrong. My produc
tion would go up. No. 1, I am going to 
get paid another $1 a hundredweight to 
produce, plus at the end of a specific 
time, I am going to get maybe 30 to 40 
cents on top of that. 

I do not think that is being very fair 
with the taxpayers of this country. It 
sure is not fair to the dairy producer 
once it is seen and evaluated and it is 
done away with and all at once he says, 
Government has changed their mind, 
the policymakers said it had to go, and 
the rug is pulled out from under him. 
Not a very well thought out policy. 

That is the meaning of it. The impact 
on the beef producers and the red meat 
production will be substantial. There 
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will be impact because anybody who 
has done business with those people 
who process cattle or livestock will tell 
you that the real market does not 
mean much, but if the psychology is on 
your side, that is when you use it, and 
that is the tool that we as producers 
have against those who process our 
product. 

The psychology in the market is 
what moves it. I have heard a lot of 
people say that you buy on facts, but 
you sell on emotions. And it is true. 
That is the real world. I do not know 
how many people who are involved in 
policymaking have actually seen this 
happen. I have. My route to this body 
is a little bit different than some folks 
who stand here and try to think on the 
policy, how it affects the business of a 
farmer. But we make these decisions at 
the cost of another segment of agri
culture, and that is not fair. We have 
seen the psychology in the cattle mar
ket go down. 

If you want to see or hear some great 
figures, you realize in 1940, we had 133 
million head of cattle in this country. 
When the inventory is taken in Janu
ary, we will have about 99 million head 
of cattle. And do you realize that that 
is a 30-, 35-percent decrease in numbers, 
but we are only 2 percent down in total 
red meat production? Which means our 
beef industry has done a pretty good 
job of becoming more efficient, not 
only with feeding and the kind of ani
mals that they are breeding and the 
kind of animals that are going into the 
feedlot. 

So what does it do? It affects all of 
the management and the management 
mix not only on the dairies of this Na
tion, but it also affects the manage
ment marketing practices, the man
agement mix of the beef producer. I do 
not think either one of those segments 
deserve that. It is just as hard to make 
a living in the beef business as it is to 
make a living in the dairy business. I 
think we milked cows at one time. I 
am not sure milk did not pay for the 
old farm down in northwest Missouri. 
It is a tough way -to make a living. So 
we know what it is like. Cows do not 
take Saturdays and Sundays off, 
Christmas, New Year's Day, and those 
things. The hours are the same; pro
curement of feed, investment in equip
ment and material, but still with some 
diversity. 

But let us think about what we have 
done in order to hurt this dairyman 
more than anything else. Every time 
we talk about livestock, we talk about 
environment. How many rules and reg
ulations have we passed out of this 
body that had a direct effect on how we 
manage our land and water and, yes, 
the environment in which we can han
dle livestock? 

Every one of those rules and regula
tions cost money. The Government did 
not pay for it. It just did not come out 
of the air. The producer had to pay for 

it. When he pays for that, that adds to 
his cost of production. He cannot go to 
the marketplace and say, "OK, I put in 
a new milking parlor and I invested in 
some higher producing heifers. I have 
them on line and in production, and it 
cost me so much money, and now I 
must have more for my end product." 
He cannot do that because you know 
what that processor is going to say? 
"Big deal , milk is only $2.13 cents for a 
gallon. That is all I can get for it at 
the grocery store." So I cannot give 
you any more for the raw product. I 
can pay you a little more if it has dif
ferent qualities to the milk, butterfat 
and this type thing. But I cannot pay 
you any more for the raw product. 

General Electric, Westinghouse, big 
corporations, they say we have satu
rated the market on toasters and so we 
are not going to make any toasters 
next month. So they lay off people and 
they slow down the supply line until 
the market comes back to where they 
can have a lever in the market because 
they can control production. But on 
the farms and ranches of America, we 
just cannot shift gears and turn it off 
next Monday morning; and then the 
next Monday we just cannot shift gears 
and turn it on, because the plans to 
make a farm or ranch work are 2 and 3 
years way out on the bench on how we 
buy, how we sell, the numbers we keep, 
the money it takes to manage our 
farms and our ranches. So it is not just 
like a spigot. You just cannot turn it 
on; you just cannot turn it off. 

That is why this is bad policy, be
cause it changes everything for the 
larger segment of the business called 
agriculture. Sure, feed producers, sup
plement suppliers, small towns have to 
retool because it is turned off or it is 
turned up. 

We can say that the CRP program is 
the main thing, the conservation set
aside is the most devastating thing 
that ever happened to our smaller 
towns. They set aside acres and noth
ing happened. It takes too much ma
chinery to operate them. The farmer 
could bid his land into acres, the Gov
ernment pays him for not producing 
and he goes onto CB&M rotation. 

I would work very hard as a diary 
producer to make sure that this pro
gram failed because at the end of the 
year if we are over 6 billion pounds in 
surplus-and that has been the pur
chases by the CCC-then this assess
ment that we have assessed them on, 
this is returned to the producer. 

Mr. President, I would also have 
some comments with regard to the WIC 
Program, of which I am very support
ive. I was a county commissioner. No 
matter what we do in the Senate, the 
men in the trenches or the women in 
the trenches of this country called 
county commissioners are the ones 
who finally deliver the services. They 
are administered under county pro
grams as predescribed by this body. 

If you put a cap on WIC, which does 
more good for more people in our coun
try at this time than probably any 
other single program as far as nutri
tion, concern for women, infants and 
children-tremendous program-but if 
you say they can only pay so much for 
milk, does the processor have to sell 
them the milk? It is a free market sys
tem. You have capped their ability to 
procure what they need for the people 
that they serve. 

And if it stays at that level, then we 
are locked into paying a support price 
on a product forever the market will 
not go up because of the psychology in 
the market. I cannot emphasize that 
too much. Once the psychology is in 
the market, it is there, and it takes its 
toll to the producer and, might I add, 
to consumer. 

So policy has to be that we step back 
and really evaluate what we are doing. 

This is bad policy, not well thought 
out in its effect upon the farm and 
ranch communities across America. 
And, yes, our policy should be that this 
country should enjoy the same security 
from hunger, for shelter, for something 
to wear every day. I think some of our 
policies, most of our policies ensure 
that the man who can make a farm and 
ranch tick and go are designed that 
way. That gives us that little insur
ance policy that we do not have a 
shortage in food. But this disrupts all 
of that. 

So the impact would be greatly felt 
by both ends with a lot of players in 
the middle, but they get to say very 
little. 

Mr. President, I would add that 
should this amendment be successfully 
added to the supplemental, I have an 
amendment that I would offer to it. I 
think we, as policy members, must 
really think about what we are doing 
to the agricultural producers-not just 
the dairymen-across this Nation. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Ver
mont. 

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I see the 

Senator from Rhode Island on the 
floor. I will yield to him in just a 
minute or so. 

Mr. President, we have heard so 
much on this floor in opposition to this 
amendment that I sometimes wonder if 
people are talking about the same 
issue. 

We are asked, why are we adding it 
to this bill? I will tell you why. Be
cause several Senators objected to 
bringing it up separately. That is why. 
We have this sort of innocent look: 
Why is it on this bill? Because we tried 
to bring it up as a separate item and it 
was objected to. 

I want this to go into law. I do not 
want to go through this exercise so we 
can all go home and say, "We gave 
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wonderful speeches for you men and 
women on the farm; unfortunately, we 
do not have anything to bring to you." 
I want to pass this bill. 

Look at this chart of the milk price 
index. People want to see what is hap
pening. Here is what is happening on 
the farms. Here is what has happened 
since December 1984, and it has gone 
down to here. And we are saying we 
want to protect the consumers. Who is 
protecting the farmer? They are con
sumers also. 

The fact is the price stays right up 
here for the processor, it stays right up 
here at the store, but it is down here 
for the farmers. When I go grocery 
shopping with my family, when I go in 
the grocery stores in Vermont or in 
Washington or in Virginia or anywhere 
else, the price of milk is still up there. 
It is still the same as it was months 
ago. But the farmer is getting an awful 
lot less. 

What we are trying to do is give more 
to the farmer without costing the tax
payers. This amendment does not cost 
the taxpayers anything. I do not hear 
people objecting to the fact that there 
is $1.57 billion in here for crop farmers. 
I do not hear anybody objecting to 
that. That is real money. That is real 
money. 

The fact is we are trying to change 
this program, without costing the tax
payers any money, to keep dairy farm
ers from going out of business. The fact 
remains that the dairy program has 
been cut substantially by hundreds of 
millions of dollars. But we should at 
least let dairy farmers make a living. 

You know, some of the same people 
that objected to giving help to the 
dairy farmers, even though it is not 
going to cost the taxpayers any money, 
are the same ones that are going to 
support $1. 75 billion for other crops. If 
you want to be consistent and object to 
all farm programs, do so. But do not 
play games. Do not say, well, we will 
object only for dairy farmers but we 
will throw those huge subsidies out for 
others. 

Also, do not come on to this floor and 
tell us how wonderful it is that the ad
ministration has just given a $4 billion 
gift of foreign aid to the Soviet Union 
that the taxpayers are going to pay for. 
We can help out those poor farmers in 
the Soviet Union. We can give them a 
taxpayers' gift, even though it is going 
to raise our taxes and the price of food 
in this country-but you say do not do 
anything to help our own farmers. Do 
not do anything to help the men and 
women on our own farms, whether it is 
in Vermont, Wisconsin, Minnesota, or 
anywhere else. 

Let us get some of these things in 
perspective. If we are going to help the 
farmers of Russia and Eastern Europe, 
with our tax dollars, let us do some
thing here at home. 

I yield to the Senator from Rhode Is
land. I would like to hear his views. 
Thank you. 

Mr. CHA FEE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator from Vermont yield? The Sen
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr CHAFEE. Mr. President, I had re
served 5 minutes. I do not have to have 
it yielded to me. I am entitled to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I am disappointed in 
the last barrage from the Senator from 
Vermont, Mr. President. We can go 
through this business of raising the 
hobgoblin of help to the Soviet Union, 
help to anybody else, and therefore 
that entitles us to give away any sum 
of money we want domestically. 

I noticed that when the Senator from 
Vermont loosed his barrage against 
helping the Soviet Union, he did not 
raise anything about $4 billion to Is
rael, for example. He did not comment 
upon the $10 billion guarantee to Is
rael, or what we are doing elsewhere in 
foreign aid. 

So if we are going to talk foreign aid, 
let us just not concentrate on the So
viet Union and say that because we are 
going to do something for the Soviet 
Union that entitles us to embark on 
any giveaway program that we can 
conceive. 

Mr. President, there has been much 
talk this morning about the dairy 
amendment having been adopted in 
March by 60 to 40, so therefore, this is 
a foregone conclusion. I do not think 
that is necessarily so. 

I would like to point out that after 
the vote on that amendment in March, 
there are a whole series of editorials 
that appeared, that were entitled, for 
example, in the New York Times, 
"Milking Poor Families; "or in the 
Washington Post, "The Senate: Wrong 
on Milk; "or in the Providence Jour
nal, from my home State, "Green 
Mountain Muddle." 

So I do not think we ·should consider 
this a forgone matter. I hope that more 
attention will be called to the effect 
that the adoption of such an amend
ment would have upon poor families in 
the United States of America. 

I particularly would like to con
centrate if I might on the cost of what 
this amendment will cost to nutrition 
programs over the next 4 years. 

There is not a Senator on this floor 
that I suspect is not in favor of food 
stamps, is not in favor of child nutri
tion programs, is not in favor of WIC, 
is not in favor of special milk pro
grams. The cost to all of those pro
grams which we are always seeking 
money for, we always ask for addi
tional money, we always fall short, the 
cost of these programs if this amend
ment is approved will go up over the 
next 4 years by nearly $1 billion $928 
million. 

Every year I have worked in tandem 
with Senator DECONCINI to increase the 
WIC money. My colleagues have now 
come to expect us to lobby them for in-

creased funds for WIC. This year, the 
Senators responded overwhelmingly, 
and 86 of our colleagues, nearly nine
tenths of the Senate, joined us in writ
ing to the Appropriations Committee 
to urge a boost in WIC funding. 

So we achieved something. We did 
not get it all. But we got some in
creases. Now what we gave with one 
hand we are apparently proposing here 
to take away with the other hand by 
increasing the cost to the WIC Pro
gram and thus providing less of the 
WIC funds, making less of the WIC 
funds available for poor women in our 
country. 

That is why the National Association 
of WIC Directors have grave concerns 
about this amendment. I know the 
sponsor of this amendment has noted 
that he will offer an amendment later 
on to help protect WIC. I think we all 
ought to look very closely at that 
amendment to see if it really accom
plishes the goal of protecting WIC, the 
Women and Infants Nutrition Program. 

I would note that even if that fix 
takes place, and we are not sure that it 
will, I suspect that it will not, it will 
not help the other nutrition programs 
that I just mentioned. Clearly, it does 
not help the consumers. 

CBO estimates that under this 
amendment there will be an increase of 
18 cents per gallon over the current 
$2.50. That is about a 7-percent in
crease. Some may say that is insignifi
cant. Well, it is not insignificant to the 
poor families that are trying to pur
chase milk, trying to keep body and 
soul together. 

Under the Leahy WIC amendment 
that is going to be proposed, as best we 
can ascertain as of now, the result of it 
will be to cause grocers to quit the WIC 
Program. And in another way it will 
hurt WIC because it will only protect 
milk; that is, the direct sale of liquid 
milk. It will not deal with cheese and 
infant formulas that of course stem 
from the original cost of the milk. 

So it will only be a partial remedy. It 
will not be a total remedy. 

I have sympathy for the dairy pro
ducers. We have some in our State. I 
am anxious for them to make a living. 
It is important that they do that be
cause dairy farmers are important, in a 
whole host of ways. But I am convinced 
that we have to build into this amend
ment some real protection for the WIC 
Program, and until that is made pos
sible I certainly cannot support it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that these editorials that I men
tioned be printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From the New York Times, Mar. 21 , 1991) 
MILKING POOR FAMILIES 

What's one of the first things you'd do if 
you wanted to devastate poor families with 
young children? Raise milk prices. That's ex
actly what the Senate has approved, without 
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hearings, as an amendment to an emergency 
appropriations bill. The provision would 
raise the price of whole milk by as much as 
26 cents per gallon and low-fat milk by as 
much as 40 cents per gallon. 

The sponsors, led by Senator Patrick 
Leahy of Vermont, contend that higher milk 
prices are needed to save dairy farmers vic
timized by a 25 percent drop in prices during 
the past year. The plight of dairy farmers is 
real, and some may go broke if milk prices 
don't recover. But their plight is not unique; 
millions of other Americans have been vic
timized by recession. Besides, if Congress 
wants to bail out dairy farmers , there are a 
lot of better ways than to take milk away 
from poor children. 

The sponsors say their bill won't increase 
consumer prices very much because it affects 
only the price paid to dairy farmers. The 
basis for this claim is that because milk 
processors and retailers have successfully 
avoided passing plummeting raw milk prices 
on to consumers, they will now charitably 
choose to absorb the new price hikes. That's 
a novel but unconvincing assumption. The 
amendment would also raise the cost of food 
stamps and other Federal programs in ways 
the sponsors only partially recognize and off
set. 

It's no mystery why Senator Leahy wants 
to help Vermont dairy farmers with higher 
prices, whose origin few consumers will un
derstand, rather than with higher taxes, 
which everyone will understand. What's odd 
is why 59 other senators, many from non
dairy states, went along with this out
rageous affront to low-income families. 

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 21, 1991] 
THE SENATE: WRONG ON MILK 

The catch-all money bill now making its 
way through Congress is supposed to be con
fined to "dire emergency supplemental ap
propriations." But this is a joke. The Senate 
has turned its version into a vehicle for in
creasing farm price supports. An amendment 
passed 60 to 40 Tuesday evening would lift 
the incomes of both wheat and dairy farm
ers. The wheat provisions are bad enough
further export subsidies to reduce the price 
of U.S. wheat abroad after the government 
has already paid to raise it here at home
bu t the dairy provisions are the worst. 

They would raise the price to the farmer of 
the milk you buy in the supermarket by 
roughly 25 percent. Proponents, led by Agri
culture Committee Chairman Patrick Leahy 
of the dairy state of Vermont, say the large 
increase is justified because dairy prices 
have fallen a like amount in recent months 
and without the income, parts of the indus
try won't survive. At the same time they 
offer assurances that only part of the in
crease would be passed along to consumers 
(the rest would be absorbed by middlemen) 
and that the provisions would not affect the 
taxpayer or the deficit at all. 

It may be true that in the short run part 
of the price increase would be absorbed and 
the budget effects would be minimal. A high
er price would nonetheless be regressive, the 
more so because it would not just pluck 
money out of the budgets of poor people but 
could reduce the purchasing power of the 
government's supplemental feeding program 
for lower-income pregnant women, infants 
and children, an event Sen. Leahy was work
ing to avoid. 

The lasting damage would not be an in
come transfer; it would be structural. Dairy 
price supports used to be too high in this 
country. The 1985 farm bill put them on a 
more rational basis. The secretary of agri-

culture was required to adjust them every 
year-down to discourage producers if it 
seemed that production might otherwise be 
too high, up to bring forth more milk if like
ly production seemed too low. The mecha
nism worked-but in last year's farm bill 
Congress saw fit to change it so that sup
ports can't fall beneath a certain floor that 
happens to be where they are today. 

If that elicits a costly surplus for the gov
ernment to buy, the legislation envisions a 
shift to production or marketing controls. A 
farmer will need the equivalent of a license, 
if not to milk a cow, at least to market the 
milk. The price increase the Senate would 
enact makes such an unwieldy result all the 
more likely. The price of mil!". is already a 
federal artifact too far removed from the 
useful reminders of supply and demand. This 
would make it more so. The administration 
is trying in the world agricultural trade 
talks to reduce the costly role of govern
ments in agriculture. The Senate proposes to 
head in the opposite and wrong direction. 

[From the Providence Journal, Mar. 22, 1991] 
GREEN MOUNTAIN MUDDLE 

Sen. Patrick Leahy of Vermont is a man of 
impressive flexibility. With much fanfare, 
the Senator has introduced a bill to crack 
down on alleged anti-competitive practices 
by three big drug companies that make most 
of the infant formula sold in the United 
States. And who could disagree with strong 
action if, in fact, the companies are engaging 
in these activities? But read on for a more 
ambiguous performance by the Senator. 

First, what appears to be his principled 
side: Mr. Leahy, the Democratic chairman of 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition 
and Forestry, says that questionable bidding 
practices by these concerns (Ross Labora
tories, Mead Johnson and Wyeth-Ayerst) 
cost taxpayers $168 million a year, and keep 
270,000 poor women, infants and other chil
dren off the government's highly effective 
WIC (Women, Infants and Children) nutrition 
program, which buys a third of all infant for
mula sold in the country. 

The Senator asserts that the companies 
may be engaging in price-fixing, losing the 
government millions of dollars that could be 
going into the WIC program. The companies 
have repeatedly denied these allegations. 

If the charges turn out to be true-and the 
Federal Trade Commission, among others, is 
investigating them-then the practices 
should be stopped immediately, and the per
petrators punished. The WIC program does 
such good work that any weakening of its 
ability to help the poor is distressing. 

But now the Senator's more practical side: 
While Mr. Leahy has been quite properly 
looking after the interests of the poor, he 
has also been looking after the interests of 
the dairy industry, which might not be en
tirely the same. The Senator has sponsored a 
measure to raise the price of whole milk by 
as much as 28 cents a gallon, and low-fat 
milk as much as 40 cents a gallon. 

It's hard to think of any measure that 
would hurt poor families with young chil
dren more-but Senator Leahy, in this in
stance, seems most concerned with pleasing 
a major economic force in his lovely state 
(and lovely, it is true, partly because of the 
presence of this force): The dairy industry. 

Now, it is true that dairy farmers are suf
fering from a recent sharp drop in the price 
of milk. But the way to deal with that is not 
through gouging the consumer, and espe
cially poor consumers. Other subsidies to 
dairymen should be considered instead. 
Meanwhile, a larger problem-that there's no 

economic justification for America to have 
as many dairy farmers as it has-will, it 
seems certain, be circumvented as skillfully 
by Senator Leahy as he has navigated the 
contradiction described above. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, there are 

only two people who had reserved time 
on this amendment, the Senator from 
Indiana and myself, I advise the Sen
ator from Rhode Island. I will, because 
it would very close to the time consent 
of the Senator from Indiana, withhold 
until my time, to address some of the 
statements made by the Senator from 
Rhode Island. 

I am glad to hear that he also is a 
supporter of WIC. As one who has car
ried the WIC bill every year since I 
have been here, I will be glad to have 
his help any time he would like to 
come and join us in getting supporters 
for it. 

I am sure he is concerned about the 
few dairy farmers in his State. I did 
not hear objections from him when the 
banking bill went through, whatever 
effect that might have to help other in
terests in his State, but everybody has 
to decide what is important. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DIXION addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Illinois. 
Mr. DIXON. If the debate has con

cluded, I have waited here patiently. I 
want to talk on another subject. In all 
fairness, if anybody wants to talk fur
ther on the dairy issue before the vote, 
I will wait until after the vote. 

Mr. LUGAR. If the Senator will 
yield, at 1:20, the Senator from Indiana 
is to be recognized for 5 minutes for a 
presentation. 

Mr. DIXON. Then, of course, I would 
not proceed at this time. 

Mr. SHELBY. I rise today in support 
of the Leahy amendment to the. DIRE 
Emergency Supplemental Appropria
tions Act. This legislation comes be
fore the Senate at a crucial time, in 
the last days of this session of the 102d 
congress. Yet the timing of this bill is 
all the more crucial for America's fam
ily farms. 

Mr. President, family dairy farms in 
our country have suffered from a 25-
percent reduction in prices over the 
last several months. While many seg
ments of the economy are feeling the 
effects of the current recession, few in
dustries are suffering to the extent of 
the agricultural community. 

The debate over dairy legislation 
began in the Senate this spring as sev
eral bills were introduced. While each 
of these efforts had the same goal-the 
preservation of the family dairy farm
reaching a consensus has been difficult. 
Moreover, legislative efforts on behalf 
of the dairy producers have been 
trained by veto threats from the bush 
administration. 



November 22, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 33767 
The Senate Agriculture Committee 

has reported a bill that, I believe, rep
resents the best interests of the dairy 
producers and the consumers at large. I 
applaud the efforts of chairman LEAHY 
and his colleagues on the committee. 
This bill provides for a reasonable price 
support level as well as voluntary di
version that is more acceptable to all 
parties involved. 

This legislation will also address an
other fundamental need, Mr. President, 
disaster relief. America's farmers suf
fered extensive losses in 1990 and 1991 
due to both drought and excessive rain. 
My home State of Alabama was ad
versely affected by both as well. It is 
not enough for congress to have good 
intentions, as past efforts to provide 
disaster assistance have failed to re
ceive funding. The Senate must act 
today to provide this aid. 

The integrity of the American family 
farm is assailed on many fronts today. 
The adverse economic climate has cre
ated havoc on our Nation's farms while 
ongoing trade negotiations could result 
in massive imports of subsidized agri
cultural goods from other countries. 
Many American farms are facing a life 
or death situation. Without assistance, 
a great many farms will go under. 

No one will argue that disaster aid 
packages are expensive. However, as a 
Senator from a State that depends 
heavily on its agriculture industry, I, 
along with many of my colleagues in 
the Senate, know that losing our agri
culture base will cause severe eco
nomic consequences. 

I have historically supported disaster 
aid packages for farmers and such 
packages should not be partisan issues. 
The United States of America is the 
breadbasket of the world. We cannot 
allow for the destruction of our agri
cultural community. 

Mr. President, I ask that my col
leagues in the senate join me in sup
porting the Leahy amendment to the 
Dire Emergency Supplemental Appro
priations Act. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I rise 

today to encourage my colleagues to 
support the Leahy amendment to in
crease the support price for milk to 
$11.10 with a producer financed diver
sion program. 

For Pennsylvania dairy farmers who 
are trying to deal with low milk prices, 
the drought further complicated their 
financial situation. Several dairy farm
ers have sent me copies of their milk 
check stubs to illustrate the decline in 
milk prices during the past year. One 
dairy farmer from Wyoming County 
produced 81,257 pounds of milk in July 
1990 at a net value of $7,182.01. One year 
later, in June 1991 sales of 99,351 pounds 
had a value of $6,291.11. These figures 
speak for themselves. This farmer pro
duced nearly 18,000 pounds more milk 
and received Sl,000 less net income for 
the month. Many farmers have been 

forced to produce more milk to make 
up the lost income. 

The producer financed surplus reduc
tion program gets at the heart of the 
perceived problem in the dairy indus
try-over production. The amendment 
will allow a farmer to reduce produc
tion by entering into a contract with 
the Secretary of Agriculture. This is 
self-help program for dairy farmers. 
They are taking responsibility for their 
industry and allows producers who are 
frustrated with their industry to do 
something about it. 

I understand why they are frustrated. 
A Government Accounting Office re
port, in August 1991, found that prices 
received by dairy farmers declined 25 
percent and retail prices paid by con
sumers declined only 5 percent. 

Dairy farmers would feel differently 
if the prices they pay for machinery, 
labor, feed, health care, et cetera, de
clined accordingly, but this isn't the 
case. 

To add insult to injury, the adminis
tration may allow greater dairy im
ports under the Generalized System of 
Preferences [GSP] Program. This at a 
time when our own producers are 
struggling with low prices and sur
pluses. Why import more products 
when we can't market our own? 

The GSP was intended to give pref
erential trade treatment to developing 
countries. It was the intent of the GSP 
Program from the beginning that eco
nomic advantages would not be offered 
to developing countries at the expense 
of established U.S. industry. 

I think it's time we look right here 
at home for preferential treatment by 
granting our own productive farmers 
the same benefits as our foreign neigh
bors. We should be strengthening our 
agricultural exports, not giving up a 
greater share of domestic markets. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support the Leahy amendment to 
the dire emergency bill. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, the de
bate today is about a $1 increase in 
price support for milk and a paid diver
sion program. The proponents of this 
amendment have hoped that this would 
bring about higher income for dairy 
producers in this country. It is argu
able whether that will be the case or 
not. 

I argue on behalf of the opponents of 
the amendment that what an increase 
is likely to bring about is more produc
tion of milk. That action is likely to 
result in lower prices and the same cri
sis that impelled this debate. 

In short, we are back to the dairy bill 
again, because of signals given to dairy 
producers leading them to overproduce 
in 1990, at a time when prices were 
much higher, and that overproduction 
led to a fall in price down to the sup
port level of $10.10. 

Ideally, we should leave the farm bill 
alone. It was a grand compromise by 
many interests. We tried to take into 

consideration supply and demand, as 
well as all of the controls on dairy and 
other producers in our country. I sim
ply hope that that will be the final 
product of the debate; namely, that the 
price increases which are now occur
ring for dairy farmers in the market
place will continue. 

We have already seen prices come 
from $10.10 to a level above $12 and, in 
October, to a national average of $13.20. 
In my judgment, this amendment will 
hurt dairy farmers and will lead to 
overproduction and a fall of prices 
again. 

In addition to that, very quickly, the 
amendment we have today will lead to 
a cost to consumers. I have estimated 
those costs are likely to be $1.5 billion. 
That is a hidden tax on citizens that 
we would not tolerate if it were offered 
in a straightforward way. 

Mr. President, I am advised by USDA 
that, after analyzing the Leahy amend
ment this morning, they believe it will 
increase Federal spending $100 million 
in fiscal year 1992. That is the year we 
are now in, Mr. President-an increase 
of $100 million, because of the dollar 
limitation on assessment collections. 
The USDA projects the need for an ad
ditional $100 million in collections. 
That is a serious problem with regard 
to our current budget situation, quite 
apart from the $1.5 billion of hidden 
taxes that are implied by this amend
ment. 

Senator LEAHY has already admitted 
there will be an impact on the Women, 
Infants, and Children Program and an
nounced he will offer an amendment 
attempting to fix prices in grocery 
stores. He will try to remedy the injury 
by creating another injury and distor
tion in our markets. 

That would be, I think, a catas
trophe, to get involved now in setting 
prices in retail stores, even with the 
strong argument that somehow retail 
prices for milk ought to be managed in 
the same way that we are attempting 
to manage producer prices in this 

·amendment. 
Finally, I just have to say that the 

argument that somehow or other we 
are not taking care of our own-a very 
familiar argument heard in the politics 
of this country, particularly in the last 
60 days-is a thoroughly misplaced 
statement in this situation. Whatever 
argument one has on credits to the So
viet Union, as a matter of fact, these 
are loans that we anticipate will be re
paid. The United States has found the 
Soviet Union to be a good customer, 
with $20 billion of agriculture exports 
going to the Soviet Union. Ask any 
farmer around the country, and they 
are very much inclined to support 
those credit sales and the collections of 
money from the Soviets to pay for it. 

The additional $1.5 billion recently is 
on top of $2.5 billion of credits that are 
already out there. Those credits were 
used to buy American corn, soybeans 
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and, soybean meal-not money for the 
Soviets, but money for American farm
ers. Some on the Agriculture Commit
tee may argue that because there have 
been sales of corn from Indiana, some
how or other that means we ought to 
have $1 more for milk today in Ver
mont. That seems shortsighted. Par
ticularly shortsighted in view of the 
fact that all of us debated all commod
ity supports when we passed the 1990 
farm bill; and now dairy is asking for 
differential treatment. In my judg
ment, it is not in the interest of the 
dairy industry. It is clearly not in the 
interest of the taxpayers, it is not in 
the interest of consumers, or in the in
terest of nutrition programs. 

For that reason, the amendment 
should be defeated. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Vermont is recognized. 
Mr. LEAHY. I yield 1 minute of my 5 

minutes to Senator JEFFORDS. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 

want to make a couple of comments. 
We have had a lot of discussion-and it 
is difficult for my colleagues to under
stand-but there are certain things 
that cannot be misunderstood; that is, 
the facts. 

I want again to go to the chart which 
demonstrates the success of the dairy 
program over the last 10 years. As I 
pointed out earlier, if the price support 
in 1981 had kept up with the CPI, the 
present price support price would be 
$19.63. Where is it? At $10.10. We would 
only raise it to $11.10. Thus, it would be 
lower than what the CPI would have 
brought it to. 

If you compare a deflated figure, it is 
half of what our farmers are getting. 
Look at what that had done, and we 
should do that not only for the con
sumers but for WIC participants. Prob
ably 20 percent or more people that are 
on the WIC Program because of the 
high productivity of your dairy farmers 
and the decreasing costs. Probably as 
much as 50 percent of the people on 
WIC would not have been there if we 
had kept the same cost of the WIC Pro
gram. The dairy farmers are the heroes 
of the WIC Program, of the feeding pro
grams, and of our consumers. 

We are trying to maintain that high 
productivity, maintain the best agri
cultural program we have. They did 
not get any special treatment. Others 
got as good or better than dairy farm
ers did in the 1990 farm bill. We are try
ing to keep things where they are and 
give the benefits to the citizens of this 
tremendous, well-run program. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I am 
voting against this dairy diversion 
amendment. Over 1 million families 
with beef cattle operations are deeply 
and rightly concerned about the pend
ing dairy and disaster assistance 
amendment being imposed on this 
emergency supplemental legislation 
today. Henry Wadsworth Longfellow 

once said, "We judge ourselves by what 
we feel capable of doing, while others 
judge us by what we have already 
done." 

I am concerned about the plight of 
the dairy industry and interested in 
reaching an agreement which is appro
priately beneficial for both the beef 
and dairy industries. However, as we 
debate this dairy amendment, distress
ing thoughts come to mind of the last 
Dairy Di version Program of 1983. The 
diversion program eventually led to 
the failed Dairy Termination Program 
of 1985, when the beef market was 
forced to record-low levels. Thousands 
of hard working families in the beef in
dustry were unnecessarily driven out of 
their business by the Government. 

We are reminded of that other time 
so similar to this time, when Congress 
proposed a dairy diversion program re
quiring the Government to subsidize 
dairy farmers who agreed to freeze or 
reduce dairy production. Under dairy 
diversion provisions of this dairy and 
disaster assistance amendment, farm
ers who do not agree to freeze or reduce 
milk production would be assessed a 
mandatory fee. In principle, if the 
dairy industry has a government-sub
sidized dairy diversion program, the 
Government takes decisions for when 
dairy producers should sell their cattle 
assets on to the beef market away from 
those dairy producers, and the beef in
dustry becomes unfairly influenced by 
Government directives-Government 
by its nature is incapable of dealing 
with more than one devil at a time. 

As a rancher and long-time pro
ponent of markets free from Govern
ment mismanagement, I remember 
clearly the legislation in 1983. It hit my 
socks too. Remember 1985, when Con
gress was no longer satisfied with a 
dairy diversion program and enacted 
the dairy termination program to fur
ther control dairy supply/demand lev
els. Senators heard speeches similar to 
the ones you're hearing today quoting 
studies supporting the Government's 
further involvement in the beef mar
ket. After pondering the rosy picture 
being painted of a Government-sub
sidized dairy program designed to mar
ket dairy cattle onto the beef market 
in an orderly way, Congress made a 
grave mistake: it enacted it. For a va
riety of uncontrollable reasons, busi
ness was not usual in the beef industry. 
The beef industry was severely dam
aged. As a result of the dairy termi
nation program, and an economically 
unaware and an unpredictable Depart
ment of Agriculture, over a million 
head of cattle were driven on to the 
beef market. Beef inventories were re
duced to a level not seen since 1962. 
Congress was judged by what we had 
done, and we were rightfully ashamed. 

Unfortunately, when Congress finally 
came back to its senses and eliminated 
the termination program, granting 
back to the beef industry its present 

market free from Government intru
sion, extensive damage had already 
been done to communities and busi
nesses nationwide. Hundreds of fami
lies with beef operations were bank
rupted and thousands more damaged by 
their own Government. 

I had the privileged opportunity to 
speak in my home State of Wyoming a 
few weeks ago about a very important 
agricultural matter. My friend from 
Vermont, Senator JEFFORDS, made a 
special effort to travel to my home 
State to meet cattle ranchers and to 
see the challenges on their ranches. 
And I thank him for that effort. Per
haps, as have I, he spoke with strong 
ranchers expressing painful emotion, 
Mr. President, as they described the 
devastating effects of the failed dairy 
termination program on the beef mar
ket only 5 years ago. We have been 
judged by what we have done. We must 
expect to be judged by what we will do 
today and tomorrow. 

Mr. President, no segment of agri
culture should either profit from an
other segment's adversity, nor be the 
cause of that adversity. I empathize 
with the plight of the dairy industry. I 
hope a solution undamaging to the beef 
industry can be reached which appro
priately benefits ailing dairy farmers. 
Nevertheless, it is of the utmost impor
tance that the beef industry's free-mar
ket system is neither altered nor dam
aged. 

Even with the proposed dairy diver
sion compromise, I believe a potential 
problem would remain if Congress en
acts this legislation. No real caps on 
the number of dairy cattle to be pushed 
onto the beef market are included in 
this legislation. I believe the dairy in
dustry has a recent history of consider
able supply/demand fluctuations which 
cannot be completely controlled by any 
system of government. For example, in 
1989 the dairy industry experienced 
large price increases due to a severe 
drought the year before. That drought 
increased dairy prices in 1989 and led to 
a dramatic increase in dairy produc
tion/supplies in 1990. What will happen 
if we enact a Government-subsidized 
dairy diversion program today, and it 
becomes necessary for many more 
dairy farmers to enter into dairy cattle 
diversion contracts next year? The an
swer is that Government's involvement 
in the beef industry would be never
ending. 

Once again, under the logic of this 
legislation, if it's necessary to con
tinue increasing the dairy support 
price, it is equally necessary to con
tinue increasing the number of dairy 
diversion contracts. Good and hard 
working folks in the dairy industry 
will tell you that support prices must 
be considerably higher than even the 
proposed level being discussed today 
for many dairy producers to stay in 
business. If Congress adopts a philoso
phy today protecting most dairy pro-
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ducers from going out of business due 
to natural supply/demand dairy market 
fluctuations at the expense of the beef 
industry, the trend would be for Con
gress to continue increasing the sup
port price and increasing the number of 
dairy diversion contracts entered into 
each year. It would be most unfortu
nate if Congress enacts this legislation 
inadvertently making the beef industry 
second-guess dairy diversion programs 
each year. 

With all due respect to my distin
guished friends and colleagues rep
resenting large dairy constituencies, I 
ask this important question: Is the beef 
industry assured by every Senator sup
porting this dairy legislation that the 
American people will not be asked to 
support future legislation-or regula
tion-next year or any year to increase 
the dairy diversion program or to insti
tute a costly dairy buyout program? Of 
course the answer to that question is 
"no," Mr. President. I understand 
there is a lot of dissatisfaction in the 
dairy industry regarding a possible 
compromise in the price support level. 
I hear the dairy industry opposes a sup
port price lower than $11.10. 

Mr. President, even if this legislation 
passes with some sort of second-degree 
amendment further decreasing the po
tential impact of a dairy diversion pro
gram on the beef market, this Senator 
anticipates that the beef industry can 
unfortunately expect future proposals 
to further increase the dairy support 
price. Of course, if the support price is 
increased, it follows that the number of 
dairy diversion contracts necessary 
would also increase. 

While both the beef industry and the 
dairy industry have common business 
interests, they have very different phi
losophies about Government's appro
priate role in the marketplace. I be
lieve we must learn from our mistakes 
by not traveling down the same mis
guided path again. This amendment 
does not really limit the number of 
dairy cattle which may be slaughtered 
from the proposed dairy diversion pro
gram. 

For the benefit of the beef industry 
and thousands of communities nation
wide involved in the beef industry, I 
would urge careful evaluation of this 
dairy di version legislation. Sure there 
must be a better alternative to this im
portant dairy issue which does not in
volve potential damage to the beef in
dustry. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I sup
port the amendment offered here today 
by my colleague Senator LEAHY to the 
supplemental appropriations bill for 
fiscal year 1992 to assist our Nation's 
dairy farmers. 

The dairy industry in Pennsylvania 
has suffered significant losses since 
last year and this legislation will assist 
these producers in maintaining their 
livelihood. I believe it is crucial that 
the Senate act prior to adjournment on 

this legislation so that as the industry 
approaches spring a program will be in 
place that will effectively regulate pro
duction and price levels to allow the 
producer a fair market price. 

Dairy production and processing is a 
major part of Pennsylvania's economy. 
With Pennsylvania ranking fifth in the 
Nation for milk production, it produces 
annually about 10 billion pounds of 
milk worth approximately $1.3 billion 
to the Commonwealth's economy. The 
Pennsylvania industry boasts nearly 
13,200 dairy farmers with 698,000 cows in 
production. In the past year I have vis
ited personally on several occasions 
with the dairy producers of Pennsylva
nia to hear their concerns on the dra
matic decline in the price paid for their 
hard work. Their voices were united in 
that the current program needs reform 
and that without assistance many 
farmers will be out of business. 

As I have stated in the past, the cur
rent dairy program needs revision. It 
has resulted in producers having little 
or no control over the milk prices. In 
turn, the price reductions which oc
curred earlier this year resulted in 
many producers having to incur losses. 
This matter is further exacerbated at a 
time when the operating and produc
tion costs have been on the rise. The 
U.S. Department of Agriculture esti
mates that the price of milk paid to 
producers in 1991 will be below the 
costs of production. It is estimated 
that earlier this year in some areas of 
the Commonwealth the average dairy 
farmer was paid a market price that 
was $4 less than the cost of production. 
Any good businessperson will recognize 
that when the cost of production is 
greater than the price you are paid for 
you commodity, you will eventually be 
forced out of business. Our Nation can
not afford to lose any more of its vital 
rural population. That is why this leg
islation is necessary at this time. 

The amendment by Senator LEAHY 
provides an increase in dairy support 
price paid to producers from the cur
rent level of $10.10 per hundredweight 
to $11.10 per hundredweight. The price 
support floor as established in 1949 is 
intended to protect farmers from price 
declines that could force them out of 
business. The price reductions and pro
duction cost increases Pennsylvania 
farmers experienced last summer is in
dicative that the current price support 
is not doing the job. 

Further, to balance the increased 
price support the amendment directs 
the Secretary to operate and manage a 
voluntary surplus reductions program. 
This program is designed to reduce pro
duction to avoid surpluses in the mar
ket in order to obtain a stable, reliable 
price for both the consumer and the 
producer. A supply control program 
will help prevent catastrophic declines 
in the price of milk by managing 
amounts produced. To control the costs 
associated with the dairy program, the 

industry itself will pay for the vol
untary surplus reduction program. 

I understand the concerns expressed 
by cattle producers regarding this pro
posal. It is my belief that if we do not 
act on this legislations we will con
tinue to experience price instability 
and drastic loss of dairy producers. I 
further believe that continued loss of 
producers would only result in greater 
numbers of dairy cows culled to mar
ket through foreclosures and sales. The 
amendment by Senator LEAHY does 
contain mechanisms to minimize the 
negative effect on the livestock indus
try. It directs the Secretary, when im
plementing the surplus reduction pro
gram, to stagger and limit the number 
of contracts between USDA and par
ticipating producers. 

Price stability is a goal we must 
strive for in the dairy industry. Price 
instability has been found to drive pro
ducers from the farm and damages the 
ability of the market to provide a de
pendable supply of quality milk to con
sumers. Only through a managed pro
gram to control production and price 
can a stable dairy industry be 
achieved. While the proposal before us 
may not be perfect, it represents a cul
mination of efforts to develop a pro
gram that will treat every dairy pro
ducer fairly. 

I am hopeful that in the long term, 
with stability in the price of milk 
through a realistic price support, a pro
duction management program and the 
development of international trade for 
dairy products, the dairy industry will 
remain a strong, vibrant industry in 
Pennsylvania and the Nation. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, my dis
tinguished colleague from Vermont let 
me borrow this chart. 

It shows that 1983, where wheat, corn, 
and milk were roughly in the same 
area of support rates. Look where they 
are now. Wheat and corn up here, milk 
down here. There is no question where 
the favored area has been-and it has 
not been milk, in these farm bills. 

In fact, just a few years ago, $2.5 bil
lion was spent on dairy price supports. 
We made the change to save taxpayers 
money. I have supported changes to 
save taxpayers money. Today we spend 
one-fifth of that on dairy. I would like 
to see some of the people arguing 
against this amendment stand up, here, 
and tell me how many programs they 
have supported to save taxpayers 
money like that. Have they done it in 
the defense bill? No. Have they done it 
in the foreign aid bill? No. Have they 
done it anywhere else? No. We have 
done it here in dairy. The men and 
women who were dairy farmers sac
rificed to try to bring down the budget 
deficits. Let us not say to them, your 
reward today is that we are going to 
throw you off the farm, that we are not 
going to allow you to continue dairy 
farming, and being an integral part of 
rural America. 
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The fact is, the Congressional Budget 

Office says that my amendment will 
save another $24 million. It does not 
cost. It saves even more money. We 
have cut the cost of this program by 
four-fifths. We can save more, but at 
the same time we can design this in a 
way that actually works for the dairy 
farmers. 

People seem to be upset when I men
tion what we are doing in foreign aid. 
The fact is, when you want to send $4 
billion to the Russians to help their 
farmers and to help their people, it is 
done just like that, with the snap of a 
finger. 

Let us at least take some steps in 
this country when we are at the height 
of a recession, when we are hurting in 
rural America. Rural America is hurt
ing more than any other part of the 
country. Let us say, at least, that we 
can be as generous to our own people, 
and as helpful to our own people, as we 
are to all of these other countries to 
whom we give foreign aid. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. President, I yield back the re

mainder of my time and I ask for the 
yeas and nays on the second-degree 
amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Vermont. On this question, the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] and the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. KERREY] 
are necessarily absent. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 47, 
nays 51, as follows: 

Adams 
Akaka 
Bentsen 
Bond 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Craig 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Daschle 

Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Bradley 
Brown 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Cha!ee 

{Rollcall Vote No. 266 Leg.} 
YEA8-47 

Dodd Lieberman 
Duren berger Mitchell 
Fowler Moynihan 
Glenn Pressler 
Gore Riegle 
Gorton Rockefeller 
Graasley Sar banes 
Heflin Saaser 
Inouye Seymour 
Jeffords Shelby 
Kasten Simon 
Kennedy Specter 
Kerry Wellstone 
Kohl Wirth 
Leahy Wofford 
Levin 

NAYS-51 
Coats Gramm 
DeConc1ni Hatch 
Dixon Hatfield 
Dole Helms 
Domenici Hollings 
Exon Johnston 
Ford Kassebaum 
Garn Lau ten berg 
Graham Lott 

Lugar Nunn Sanford 
Mack Packwood Simpson 
McCain Pell Smith 
McConnell Pryor Stevens 
Metzenbaum Reid Symms 
Mikulski Robb Thurmond 
Murkowski Roth Wallop 
Nickles Rudman Warner 

NOT VOTING-2 
Harkin Kerrey 

So the amendment (No. 1394) was re
jected. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the yeas and 
nays which are on the underlying 
amendment be vitiated. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The question is on agreeing to 
the first-degree amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1393) was re
jected. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am very 
saddened by the Senate's rejection of 
this dairy amendment. 

This has been a very tough year for 
our Nation's dairy farmers. Not only 
have prices dropped 25 percent between 
last January and early this year, but 
the administration has defeated dairy 
relief legislation three times. 

The first time was last March, when 
the administration killed emergency 
dairy relief legislation that passed the 
Senate on a 60--40 vote. 

The second time was last July, when 
White House veto threats derailed 
mandatory supply management legisla
tion in the House and Senate Agri
culture Committees. 

The third time was today, when the 
administration led an all-out lobbying 
effort to block a support price increase 
for dairy farmers--a support price in
crease that passed the Senate Agri
culture Committee last month. 

The proposed amendment could put 
an additional $10,000 to $20,000 in the 
pocket of the average northeast dairy 
farmer. A northeast farmer participat
ing in this program could have receive 
an all-milk price of between $13 and $14 
per hundredweight. In some parts of 
the country, farmers would have re
ceived more. 

I am not optimistic about passing 
that dairy relief in the future. While 
the Senate Agriculture Committee 
could pass our bill again, it has vir
tually no chance of becoming law un
less the administration changes its op
position to it. I do not want to give any 
of our dairy farmers false hopes by 
passing a bill in the Senate Agriculture 
Committee only to have it defeated 
again by the administration. 

In some ways, dairy farmers have 
more control over their lives than 
other farmers. They control their co
ops and the co-ops are exempt from the 
antitrust laws. There is nothing pre
venting farmer-controlled co-ops from 
working together and setting a price 

that is reasonable and will provide 
farmers with a fair price and an ade
quate income. 

Certainly it would be better to pass 
national dairy relief legislation. But I 
do not see how that is possible while 
the current administration controls 
the White House. But at some point, if 
we are going to have any kind of a 
farm program at all, we ought to ask 
why this segment has to be singled out 
the way it has been here. 

Rather than work to pass bill after 
bill, with the White House stopping 
each one, dairy farmers have no choice 
but to shift their energies inward to 
improve their lives. The key for dairy 
farmers is to organize themselves-lo
cally, regionally, and statewide. 

I will do all I can to help farmers 
achieve that goal. 

Mr. President, I was going to next 
bring up the WIC amendment that I 
had told my colleagues earlier I was 
going to attempt to bring up right 
after this. But I know the distin
guished majority leader is on the floor 
and the distinguished chairman is on 
the floor. 

I ask unanimous consent that I may 
be able to yield to other Senators with
out losing my right to the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

The Chair recognizes the majority 
leader. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President and 
Members of the Senate, I have just 
completed a meeting with the Speaker, 
the majority and minority leaders in 
the House, and the Republican leader 
of the Senate in an effort to reach an 
agreement on a process by which we 
can adjourn prior to Thanksgiving, as 
has been my objective for several 
months now. I am pleased to report to 
the Members of the Senate that the 
leadership is united in its determina
tion to achieve that objective. 

In order to do so, a great deal of work 
will have to be done between now and 
next Wednesday. This is an important 
bill we are now considering, and we 
have now been on it for almost the en
tire day up until this point and only 
one amendment has been disposed of. 
So it is obvious to both the Republican 
leader and myself that the Senate will 
have to be in session tomorrow if we 
are to have any hope of completing ac
tion prior to Thanksgiving. 

So, Senators should be prepared for a 
late Senate session this evening and a 
session tomorrow. It is my intention, 
following consultation with the distin
guished Republican leader, to proceed 
to the defense appropriations con
ference report following completion of 
this measure. I do not think any of us 
can at this moment know when this 
measure will be completed. I have dis
cussed the matter with the chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee, the 
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manager of the bill, and he has indi
cated he expects it will be some time 
because there are a number of amend
ments, but he and the ranking member 
and also manager want to proceed this 
evening. So we are going to proceed. It 
is my hope that those Senators who 
have indicated an intention to offer 
amendments will be prepared to do so 
and that we will not be subjected to 
lengthy delays during the day today 
waiting for Senators to offer amend
ments. That is never an attractive 
practice, and I think particularly so as 
we try to reach our objective of ad
journment prior to Thanksgiving. But I 
want to reaffirm my determination to 
do that if it is at all possible. 

We have to complete action on cer
tain important measures, and we are 
going to try to accmplish as much of 
the Nation's important business as we 
can. And I think if there is any hope of 
·reaching that objective, we will have to 
be in late tonight and tomorrow. 

I would like to yield to the distin
guished Republican leader, if I may. 

Mr. DOLE. Let me reaffirm what the 
majority leader just stated. It occurs 
to me I would rather be in here tomor
row than on Wednesday, because I 
think, if people are going to be going 
anywhere for Thanksgiving, they need 
some traveltime. So I am very optimis
tic. I have been hoping we could finish 
tonight. I think we could, for all prac
tical purposes, finish anything with 
any number of votes on it. We may be 
down to conference reports by tomor
row evening. And then if some felt like 
leaving at that time, that would be all 
right with me, too. We could just leave 
the leaders here; we could just wrap it 
up sometime next Tuesday. We would 
give you a ring. 

In any event I think it looks like it 
is possible now. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, it does. 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, let me ask 

a question. I am happy and prepared to 
and delighted to be in here tomorrow 
to finish the business. But since all of 
us are in the same boat where the only 
thing we know our constituents do not 
understand is being told we are cancel
ing a commitment we have made to 
them and give the reason because the 
Senate is in session and then they pick 
up the paper the next morning and find 
out the Senate is not in session and we 
look like we were not telling the 
truth-we are going to be in for certain 
tomorrow; is that correct? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, if I 
might respond, there is a natural long
ing to impose certainty in a situation, 
to wit, the Senate's operations, in 
which certainty is inherently impos
sible. If we finish this bill in the next 
hour and then we pass the defense ap
propriations bill in the hour after that 
and we finish three or four other bills 
by 6 or 7 o'clock tonight, all of which I 
think highly unlikely, it would not be 
my intention to say, well, let us come 

on in here because I earlier said we 
have to be here. I think that is not 
very likely. 

I can say that if the Senator receives 
any such complaint, I will be pleased to 
field the questions from the people of 
Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I just ask 
if the leaders would be willing to write 
me a note. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MITCHELL. I just say that I 
think it is highly unlikely that we will 
reach the point today that will render 
it unnecessary to have a session tomor
row. 

If I knew that for sure I would say it. 
I think you better plan on being here, 
and I will be glad to write any note. 

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield to 
me? 

Mr. LEAHY. Certainly. 
Mr. BYRD. While we have a good at

tendance here, I wonder if Senators 
would indicate if they have amend
ments. I would like to see how many 
Senators--

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I am 
· ready to go. I understand--

Mr. BYRD. Senator D'AMATO has one 
amendment. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Yes; at least one. 
Mr. BYRD. Senator NICKLES has one. 

Who else has amendments? Senator 
LEAHY has one. Senator LOTT has one. 
Senator LAUTENBERG has one. Senator 
CONRAD has one. Senator KENNEDY has 
one. Any others? 

Mr. GORTON. Senator NUNN, I be
lieve, has several. 

Mr. BYRD. Senator NUNN has some 
amendments. 

Mr. COATS. I possibly have an 
amendment. We think it might be ac
cepted and worked out. It is in that 
category. We are not sure. There is one 
possible amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. Very well, I ask my coun
terpart who is working with me, Mr. 
HATFIELD, if he would help on his side. 
We have the names of those who indi
cated. If we could find out from them, 
if during the afternoon we can get a 
time agreement on their amendments, 
and if we could also alert our Cloak
rooms to have Senators who have 
amendments to let the managers of the 
bill know as soon as possible so we 
have some idea of how many amend
ments are going to be called up. At 
some point I would hope that my col
league will jo:n me in moving to table 
all amendments after a certain point. 

These initial amendments that we 
learn about, I am willing to not move 
to table them. But as the day wears on, 
if more and more amendments sprout, 
then I think we ought to form an alli
ance here and attempt to table amend
ments. That will not be for a while, 
however. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I won
der if I might ask, was I to understand 
the distinguished Senator from Ver
mont suggesting he offer the same 
amendment all over again? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I still 
have the floor. I cannot imagine any 
Senator who would actually be so out 
of tune to think that, and I know the 
Senator from Rhode Island is not out 
of tune. So I suspect he was just trying 
to make a joke. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I am not spending my 
time making jokes. It is just that I un
derstand the suggestion to that effect. 

Mr. LEAHY. Then, Mr. President, I 
suggest the Senator was out of tune, 
and, the answer is, of course not. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will continue to yield. 

Mr. LEAHY. I do yield to the Senator 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have one 
final suggestion, and that is those Sen
ators who have amendments, if they 
would call them up and speak briefly 
on them-they can have a vote up or 
down as far as I am concerned, but in 
order that we might not go too late 
into the evening, if they would call 
them up and get a vote on them, one 
way or the other so we can get on with 
the bill. 

Mr. President, I thank the Senator 
for yielding. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
LEAHY] has the floor. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, can we 
have order, please? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senate will come to order. 
The Senator from Vermont has the 
floor. 

Mr. LEAHY. I know I told others I 
am going to bring up a WIC amend
ment. In all likelihood, I will get us in 
and out of that in 5 to 10 minutes. 

I ask unanimous consent that I be 
able to yield to the senior Senator 
from Massachusetts without losing my 
right to the floor, and I will then be 
recognized again on the WIC matter 
which I assure my colleagues will take 
a very brief time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1395 
(Purpose: Substitute language to restrict 
arms sales to Saudi Arabia and Kuwait) 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, for 

myself and my colleagues, Senators 
KERRY, SHELBY, DODD, SMITH, FORD, 
AND PELL, I send an amendment to the 
desk and ask for its immediate consid
eration. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Ken
nedy], for himself, Mr. KERRY, Mr. SHELBY, 
Mr. DODD, Mr. SMITH, Mr. FORD, and Mr. 
PELL, proposes an amendment numbered 
1395. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 
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The amendment is as follows: 
On page 13, line 21, strike out section 104 of 

the substitute and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 
RESTRICTION ON ARMS SALES TO SAUDI ARABIA 

AND KUWAIT 

SEC. 104. (a) No funds appropriated or oth
erwise made available by this or any other 
Act may be used in any fiscal year to con
duct, support, or administer any sale of de
fense articles or defense services to Saudi 
Arabia or Kuwait until that country has paid 
in full, either in cash or in mutually agreed 
in-kind contributions, the following commit
ments made to the United States to support 
Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm: 

(1) In the case of Saudi Arabia, 
$16,839,000,000. 

(2) In the case of Kuwait, $16,006,000,000. 
(b) For purposes of this section, the term 

"any sale" means any sale with respect to 
which the President is required to submit a 
numbered certification to the Congress pur
suant to the Arms Export Control Act on or 
after the effective date of this section. 

(c) This section shall take effect 120 days 
after the date of enactment of this joint res
olution. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
proposing this amendment on behalf of 
myself, Senator KERRY, Senator SHEL
BY, Senator DODD, Senator SMITH, Sen
ator FORD, and Senator PELL. I believe 
that the amendment has been cleared 
on both sides. 

The amendment would modify a pro
vision in the supplemental that would 
halt all American arms sales to Saudi 
Arabia and Kuwait until they have ful
filled all of their financial pledges to 
the United States for Operation Desert 
Storm. 

I strongly support the objective of 
full payment of Desert Storm debts. 

Our gulf war allies pledged both fi
nancial and in-kind contributions, and 
these commitments must be honored. 

But, as drafted, the provision in the 
supplemental suspending arms sales to 
Saudi Arabia and Kuwait would cause 
significant unintended hardship for 
American defense workers in Massa
chusetts and elsewhere. It would force 
the cancellation of ongoing contracts 
worth billions of dollars, and lead to 
thousands of layoffs around the coun
try. 

For example, in Massachusetts, by 
halting all work on Patriot air defense 
missiles being built under contract for 
Saudi Arabia, the provision would lead 
to an immediate layoff of over 1,000 
workers. In the longer term, this provi
sion could mean the loss of over 5,000 
jobs in Massachusetts. 

There would be similar employment 
impacts in California, Florida, Michi
gan, Ohio, and elsewhere. These job 
losses would come at the worst possible 
time given the current recession, which 
is particularly severe in the Northeast. 

The amendment that we propose 
would modify the arms sale provision 
to avoid these severe job losses. It 
would provide Saudi Arabia and Ku
wait with 120 days to pay their Desert 
Storm obligations in full. If they failed 

to meet this deadline, new arms sales 
would be barred until they meet their 
o bliga ti ons. 

This amendment has two major ad
vantages over the existing provision. 
First, it would avoid major layoffs in 
the American defense industry. Our de
fense workers were the unsung heroes 
of Operation Desert Storm. Their long 
hours and quality workmanship pro
vided American forces with the techno
logical capability that led to a quick 
victory with extremely low casualties. 
It would be unfair now to :penalize 
these workers because other nations 
have been slow to pay the obligations 
arising from the war. 

Second, the amendment would grant 
Saudi Arabia and Kuwait a reasonable 
time to make good on their Desert 
Storm commitments. To date, Saudi 
Arabia has paid $14.9 billion of its total 
Desert Storm commitment of $16.8 bil
lion. It is paying off the balance at a 
rate of $500 million a month. 

Similarly, Kuwait has already paid 
$14.6 billion of its total commitment of 
$16 billion. And, it is paying off the bal
ance at the rate of $700 million per 
month. 

Saudi Arabia and Kuwait have al
ready paid about 90 percent of their 
Desert Storm commitments and they 
are on a schedule to reach payment in 
full within a few months. 

If these two nations maintain this 
payment schedule, they will meet their 
Desert Storm commitments well with
in the 120-day timetable in this amend
ment. 

Both nations should pay all of their 
debts associated with the gulf war. The 
amendment that we propose will 
achieve this objective in a reasonable 
manner without unnecessary hardship 
for American defense workers that a 
sudden cutoff will involve. 

I want to thank the chairman of the 
Appropriations .Committee, Senator 
BYRD, for his cooperation in working 
out this amendment. Through his ef
forts and those of his fine staff, I be
lieve we have developed an alternative 
that protects both the Treasury and 
the job security of a large number of 
American defense workers. 

This 120-day delay is designed to 
allow defensive sales already in 
progress to proceed. It should in no 
way be interpreted as an endorsement 
of the sale of offensive weapons to the 
region during this period. 

I am deeply concerned over reports of 
administration plans for a massive in
fusion of offensive weapons into the 
Middle East. 

There are reports of a proposal for 
the sale of 72 sophisticated F-15 air
craft to Saudi Arabia, as well as the 
possibility of providing Saudi Arabia 
with an offensive military capability. 
Since the gulf war, the administration 
has provided no overall assessment to 
Congress of the defensive needs of the 
region, and yet it has sold $11.5 billion 
in arms to the region since the war. 

The United States is now the leading 
arms supplier in the Middle East and 
has sold $30. 7 billion in arms to the re
gion between 1987 and 1990. In the wake 
of the gulf war, it is imperative that we 
assess the legitimate needs of the re
gion before moving forward on any 
such sales of offensive weapons-and 
certainly before we diverge from the 
long-standing United States commit
ment to ensure Israel's qualitative 
military edge. 

I urge the administration to provide 
Congress with an overall assessment of 
the military threat and the legitimate 
defense needs of the region. Until Con
gress receives such a report it would be 
ill-advised for us to approve a new sale 
of offensive weapons to Saudi Arabia. I 
urge the administration to provide 
such a report within the 120-day period 
provided in this amendment. 

Mr. President, I have talked to both 
managers of the legislation and I un
derstand that this amendment is ac
ceptable. All of us are desirous for the 
full repayment by Kuwait and Saudi 
Arabia for their obligations. They have 
been 90 percent fulfilled at the present 
time. At the rate that they are moving, 
they expect to be fulfilled within the 
120-day period. This mandates that 
they do, where otherwise all sales to 
Kuwait and to Saudi Arabia will be 
curtailed. 

In the pipeline prior to this particu
lar action had been sales of defensive 
weapons systems, one of them the Pa
triot weapon system. This particular 
amendment, therefore, will insist that 
there be repayment by Kuwait and by 
Saudi Arabia, but it does provide a 
timeframe by which this sale will be 
made, and it is of 120 days. There is 
every expectation that there will be a 
full and complete payment of that par
ticular obligation. 

I want to lastly say I appreciate very 
much the consideration that has been 
given to this proposal by the chairman 
of the committee. I am in complete 
support with the objective of the par
ticular amendment which has been put 
in place. This will ensure that the ob
jective of the committee amendment 
will be carried forward, but it will also 
permit a defensive weapons system 
that had been effectively contracted 
for, to be completed without very sig
nificant loss and disruption of employ
ment practices. 

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KERRY] is recognized. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, my 
friend and senior colleague, Mr. KEN
NEDY, and I are offering an amendment 
to correct the unintended detrimental 
effect of an important provision added 
by the Senate Appropriations Commit
tee to the supplemental appropriations 
bill. 

That provision if enacted would halt 
all sales of United States arms to both 
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Saudi Arabia and Kuwait until they 
have paid the entire amount of their 
pledges to the United States to share 
the financial burden of Operation 
Desert Storm. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee, who also is 
the manager of this bill, certainly de
serves only the highest commendation 
for taking steps to ensure that the 
commitments made by our gulf war al
lies-particularly the two which were 
the foremost beneficiaries of our in
volvement in the Desert Shield and 
Desert Storm actions-are fully hon
ored. 

But as the provision is worded, very 
serious difficulties unintentionally 
would be imposed on firms manufactur
ing important defensive armaments 
and on their employees, in Massachu
setts and other portions of the Nation. 

An important illustrative case can be 
found in Massachusetts, where work 
currently is under way to manufacture 
Patriot air defense missile systems for 
Saudi Arabia. Enactment of the supple
mental appropriations bill containing 
the arms sale prohibition in its current 
form would necessitate the immediate 
shutdown of the assembly line, result
ing in the layoff of over 1,000 workers. 
As the ripple effect takes its toll, even
tually this action could cost the Com
monweal th over 5,000 jobs. 

Mr. President, such employment loss 
never is an attractive prospect. At a 
time when a severe recession grips not 
only the State Senator KENNEDY and I 
represent but large regions throughout 
the Nation, such an outcome is un
thinkable. 

As Senator KENNEDY pointed out, the 
amendment we are proposing, with the 
distinguished Senators from Alabama 
[Mr. SHELBY], from Connecticut [Mr. 
DODD], from New Hampshire [Mr. 
SMITH], from Kentucky [Mr. FORD], and 
from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], pre
serves the key thrust of the provision 
added by the Appropriations Commit
tee-imposing an arms sale morato
rium on Kuwait and Saudi Arabia until 
their Desert Storm financial o bliga
tions are paid in full. But it delays the 
effectiveness of that provision for 120 
days. 

In my judgment, it is appropriate to 
use the carrot and stick approach to 
this matter, rather than only the stick. 
It also may well be more productive. 
The moratorium provision, as modified 
by our amendment, serves notice of 
what will occur if the Kuwaiti and 
Saudi obligations are not met in the 
near future, but it also provides a rea
sonable amount of time during which 
those two nations can comply. In fair
ness, it should be noted, as my senior 
colleague, Mr. KENNEDY, indicated in 
his statement, that Saudi Arabia has 
to date paid $14.9 billion of its obliga
tion of $16.8 billion, and that payments 
of $500 million are being received each 
month. Kuwait owes $1.4 billion of its 

original obligation of $16 billion and is 
making payments of $700 million a 
month. So both nations should be able 
to complete their payments within the 
120 days provided by our amendment. 

This advantage is joined by the fact 
that this amendment will prevent im
mediate and major layoffs of defense 
workers. It would be strikingly ironic 
and unjust if the defense workers who 
went into the equivalent of overdrive-
increasing productivity, in some cases 
working double shifts, and otherwise 
responding in every possible way to be 
sure our soldiers, marines, airmen, and 
sailors had the weapons, delivery sys
tems, and equipment they needed suc
cessfully to prosecute Operation Desert 
Storm-were made to suffer because 
Kuwait and Saudi Arabia have been 
slow in meeting their gulf war obliga
tions. 

The distinguished manager of the 
bill, Senator BYRD, has been gracious 
and accommodating in working with us 
to resolve this matter in a way that 
will preserve the original intent of the 
arms sale moratorium provision with
out imposing immediate and unfair 
hardships on U.S. defense workers or 
companies. I want to offer sincere ap
preciation to him and his staff-my 
personal appreciation and appreciation 
on behalf of several thousand Massa
chusetts workers who want only to be 
able to continue to produce a first-rate 
defensive weapons system. 

Mr. President, I would like to thank 
the distinguished President pro tem
pore and manager of the bill and chair
man of the Appropriations Committee 
for listening on this matter. I think he 
is absolutely correct in seeking to 
guarantee the full repayment and he is 
to be congratulated for setting up the 
structure that does that. 

At the same time, Senator KENNEDY 
and the others who have joined in the 
amendment feel that this amendment 
avoids an unintended consequence. The 
workers courageously, obviously, went 
into double gear in order to meet the 
demands of Desert Storm and it would 
be clearly inappropriate for them to 
now somehow be handicapped inadvert
ently as a consequence. 

I thank the distinguished chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee for 
being sensitive to that fact and for ac
cepting this amendment as con
sequence. 

Mr. SHELBY. I rise today to join my 
colleague on the Armed Services Com
mittee as a cosponsor of this amend
ment. The amendment offered by Sen
ator KENNEDY represents a good com
promise on the issue of payment of the 
gulf war pledges by Saudi Arabia and 
Kuwait. 

I can certainly understand the neces
sity for a provision in the supplemental 
appropriations bill which calls for the 
suspension of arms sales to Saudi Ara
bia and Kuwait until each country ful
fills its gulf war pledge. The United 

States defended Saudi Arabia from fur
ther aggression by Saddam Hussein and 
liberated Kuwait. These nations made 
commitments which must be adhered 
to. 

However, a vital component of the 
defense of Saudi Arabia and other na
tions of the Middle East was the Pa
triot missile. Every Member of this 
body can still visualize Patriot mis
siles streaking up into the night to 
intercept Saddam Husseins's Scuds 
raining down on Saudi Arabia and al
lied troops. 

It is, therefore, understandable that 
Saudi Arabia wants to purchase Patri
ots from the United States. The Middle 
East remains an unstable region and 
the Patriot would add to that Nation's 
security. 

This is also an industrial base issue. 
Contractors building this missile are 
dependent upon the sale that is already 
under contract and the proposed sale of 
an additional 12 fire units to keep 
workers employed until the next gen
eration of Patriots are produced. 

Mr. President, it is my understanding 
that Saudi Arabia has paid approxi
mately 90 percent of its pledge of $16.8 
billion and is on schedule to compete 
payment in the next few months. The 
amendment before the Senate would 
allow for an additional period of 120 
days after enactment of this legislation 
before the provision takes effect. I be
lieve that Saudi Arabia will have paid 
off its pledge by this time. 

Mr. President, I commend the Presi
dent pro tempore for his attention to 
this important issue. I also want to ap
plaud Senator KENNEDY for his leader
ship. All nations that have made com
mitments to the United States to sup
port Operation Desert Shield/Desert 
Storm must fulfill such commitments. 
I believe this amendment will ensure 
that these obligations are carried out 
in a fair and equitable manner. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of the amendment pro
posed by the Senators from Massachu
setts. I am proud to be an original co
sponsor of this amendment. And I want 
to commend the Senator from Massa
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY and Mr. KERRY] 
for their work on this important meas
ure. 

This amendment remains true to the 
original purpose of section 104, which 
was designed to ensure that our part
ners in the gulf war fully compensate 
the United States for the cost of that 
war. That is an important goal, Mr. 
President, and one that I whole
heartedly support. Americans took the 
greatest number of casual ties among 
allied forces in the Persian Gulf, and 
Americans absorbed the greatest num
ber of expenses. It is only fair that our 
allies, particularly Saudi Arabia and 
Kuwait, pay their share on a timely 
basis. 

At the same time, Mr. President, the 
provision as written would imme-
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diately cut off all arms sales to Saudi 
Arabia and Kuwait-regardless of when 
those contracts were signed. That pre
sents an unfair burden for a number of 
defense contractors that have spent 
weeks and months making plans based 
on those sales. Many of those contrac
tors, such as Norden, Sikorsky, and a 
number of small suppliers, are located 
in the State of Connecticut. To ask 
these contractors to pay the price for 
Saudi and Kuwaiti intransigence is 
hardly equitable-especially when the 
economies of Connecticut and many 
other States in the region are so de
pendent on defense contractors. 

Mr. President, the amendment cur
rently before the Senate would address 
both issues in an honest and equitable 
manner. It would apply only to con
tracts signed after the provision takes 
effect. And the provision would not 
take effect until 120 days after the en
actment of this legislation. 

At the current rate of payment, that 
will provide plenty of time for Saudi 
Arabia and Kuwait to repay their debts 
in full. At the same time, it will pro
vide those countries with a serious in
centive to do so. 

Mr. President, this amendment 
strikes me as a fair compromise, and I 
urge its immediate adoption. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am de
lighted to be an original cosponsor of 
the legislation proposed by the Sen
ators from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY and Mr. KERRY]. The distin
guished President pro tempore of the 
Senate and chairman of the Committee 
on Appropriations, Mr. BYRD, deserves 
our commendation for taking the posi
tion that Kuwait and Saudi Arabia 
must meet their pledged obligations as 
a result of the desert war. I think that 
this amendment preserves Senator 
BYRD'S excellent intent and ensures 
that the Kuwaitis and Saudis will get a 
very strong message from the Senate of 
the United States. I should note that 
his amendment will allow military 
transfers and proposals regarding 
Saudi Arabia to proceed for 120 days. 

One proposal is currently under con
sideration. Congress has been given in
formal notification of one particular 
sale, that of 14 Patriot anti-aircraft 
missile fire units. Against the back
ground of the gulf war, I and other 
Members have concluded that Saudi 
Arabia has a legitimate need for strong 
missile defenses against potential 
threats from both Iran and Iraq. 

At the same time, at this critical 
point in the quest for a peace settle
ment and in efforts to achieve multi
lateral constraint, I do believe that we 
should be very resistant to any plans 
to ship highly sophisticated offensive 
weapons to the gulf region. I intend to 
consult closely with the executive 
branch in the coming months with re
gard to this matter. 

Mr. President, I ask that a letter 
that the distinguished Senator from 

North Carolina [Mr. HELMS] and I sent 
to the Secretary of State in regard to 
this matter be inserted in the RECORD 
following my remarks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as fallows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 

Washington, DC, November 21, 1991. 
Hon. JAMES A. BAKER III, 
Secretary of State, Department of State, Wash

ington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SECRETARY: We are writing with 

regard to the proposed sale to Saudi Arabia 
of fourteen Patriot surface-to-air missile fire 
units with a total value of $3.3 billion. The 
Departments of State and Defense have been 
very helpful in consultations beginning last 
month, including a full briefing for staff on 
November 7, prior to the informal submis
sion on November 14. 

The Congress made it clear last year and 
this year in several legislative vehicles, in
cluding the Foreign Aid bill and the State 
Department authorization act that it draws 
a distinction between major offensive equip
ment and purely defensive equipment, such 
as the Patriot. With regard to this particular 
sale, we are not aware of any serious opposi
tion. 

We note that Saudi Arabia will face in the 
years ahead a missile threat posed by both 
Iraq and Iran. It is clear that adequate Saudi 
defenses against this threat can contribute 
to stability in the Middle East. 

We note further that the proposed sale, 
taken together with a Patriot sale allowed 
by the Congress last year, would result in 
levels of equipment comparable to the Pa
triot forces deployed by the United States in 
Saudi Arabia during the Persian Gulf War. 
Accordingly, we believe that the Patriot sale 
is appropriate. 

At the same time, we want you to under
stand that it is important that countries in 
the Middle East recognize the right of all na
tions in the region to exist within safe and 
secure borders and that they support the 
peace process. I hope you will continue your 
efforts to ensure that this is the case with 
such nations as Saudi Arabia. Moreover, a 
number of Members have expressed general 
concerns with regard to arms sales to the 
Middle East at this point in the quest for a 
peace settlement in the region, and there is 
a widely held view that the United States 
should be particularly wary of sales of major 
equipment that could jeopardize efforts to 
achieve supplier agreement on meaningful 
restraints. 

Given the considerations we have outlined, 
we conclude that it would be appropriate for 
the Administration to submit a formal 30-
day notification upon the expiration of the 
informal period in the first week of Decem
ber. 

We believe this approach will be under
stood and accepted by our fellow Senators. 
However, should substantial concerns mate
rialize, we would expect to consult with you 
when Congress returns in January as to how 
best to proceed. 

With every good wish. 
Ever sincerely, 

JESSE HELMS, 
Ranking Minority Member. 

CLAIBORNE PELL, 
Chairman. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I appre
ciate the concern and I understand the 
concern that has been expressed not 
only here this afternoon but prior to 

this afternoon by the distinguished 
Senators from Massachusetts. I thank 
them for offering the amendment. I am 
certainly willing to accept it. 

I view the change that Senator KEN
NEDY and Senator KERRY and others 
who are cosponsoring the amendment 
are proposing as a positive contribu
tion to the legislation. I understand 
the concerns about the possible adverse 
impact of the immediate cutoff of ex
isting arms sales. I think the changes 
that have been proposed will take care 
of that problem. 

I also thank the staff on both sides 
and the staff of Senator KENNEDY and 
my own staff for working to come up 
with language which allows us to 
achieve the intent of section 104 with
out jeopardizing American jobs. 

I ask unanimous consent that I be 
added as a cosponsor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Massachusetts has been cleared 
on this side. 

I would like to underscore a simple 
fact, though. In no way does this 
amendment diminish the deep feeling 
that was expressed in the amendment 
offered by the chairman of the commit
tee in the first instance, but yielding 
to the pragmatic aspects of its imple
mentation, the amendment in no way, 
from my perspective, diminishes the 
importance of that initial amendment. 

It is cleared on this side. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further debate? If not, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

The amendment (No. 1395) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Vermont is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1396 
(Purpose: To provide a minimum rate of 

price support for milk and to protect the 
WIC program) 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I send to 

the desk an amendment and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY], 

for himself, Mr. KOHL, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. WOFFORD, Mr. KERRY, and 
Mr. HARKIN, proposes an amendment num
bered 1396. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the substitute, add the fol

lowing new section: 
SEC. . Section 17(f)(l) of the Child Nutri

tion Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(f)(l)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

"(F) During each of fiscal years 1992 
through 1995, a State agency shall not re
deem any food instrument for fluid milk pre
sented by retail vendors under the program 
established by this section (or, in the case of 
a State that operates a home delivery or di
rect distribution system under the program, 
shall not pay or reimburse any distributor) 
in an amount in excess of the average farm 
milk price (the average price paid to produc
ers for milk fluid uses) for the State for the 
previous month, plus 59 cents for a half gal
lon of milk or $1.06 for a gallon of milk, ex
cept that the Secretary, with respect to an 
Indian State agency, the State of Alaska, or 
any State agency (in compelling cir
cumstances), may grant exemptions to retail 
stores from the application of the redemp
tion limits contained in this paragraph if im
position of the limits is likely to cause hard
ships to participants in the program.". 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, this 
amendment is offered on behalf of my
self, Senators KOHL, DASCHLE, 
WELLSTONE, WOFFORD, KERRY of Massa
chusetts, and HARKIN. It speaks to sav
ings in the WIC Program. It would ac
tually put 63,000 more women, infant, 
and children on WIC. 

WIC, I think most of us would agree, 
is one of our most important nutrition 
programs. Over the years I have offered 
amendments that have boosted funding 
for WIC, cut administrative costs, and 
added additional needy infants, chil
dren, and pregnant women to the pro
gram. 

As stated earlier, I think I have ei
ther been the sponsor or prime cospon
sor of every improvement in the WIC 
Program that has gone through this 
body in the past 17 years. I am pleased 
by the tremendous, bipartisan support 
on that. I remember times when most 
of the WIC bills were either a Dole
Leahy or Leahy-Dole, or others within 
this body who joined in them-the dis
tinguished colleague from Vermont, 
and the distinguished Senator from 
Massachusetts and others who have 
been here. 

This amendment was intended to fol
low the previous dairy amendment, had 
it passed. 

This amendment was to be offered as 
an added insurance-insurance to pro
tect WIC from any unintended, adverse 
impact. 

CBO agrees with me. CBO's letter 
says that this amendment means that 
"no funding increases would be needed 
to maintain the WIC population." This 
means that WIC is fully-fully funded. 

It is obvious that this bill now, as it 
is without the dairy amendment, would 
not be the best place to put the WIC 
amendment. So I will shortly withdraw 
the amendment. I have submitted it 
here and it will of course be printed 
and it will alert my colleagues to a 
form that I wish to use in WIC later on. 
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With this WIC amendment, we can in
crease the number of people on WIC. 
Today, 40 percent of the women, in
fants, and children who are eligible for 
WIC cannot participate in the program. 
There is not enough money for them. 

This amendment does more then 
fully protect WIC. It will stretch each 
WIC dollar, allowing more eligible in
fants, children, and pregnant women to 
receive benefits. 

Right now, only 60 percent of those 
eligible for WIC actually receive WIC 
benefits. 

Let's remember for a moment why 
WIC is so important. 

For every WIC dollar spent on a preg
nant woman, between $2.84 and $3.90 
was saved in Medicaid costs during the 
first 60 days of her newborn's life (re
port issued by USDA); 

WIC reduces infant mortality; 
WIC improves prenatal care; and 
WIC reduces premature deliveries. 
The amendment before the Senate 

would increase WIC funding without 
taking one penny from the U.S. Treas
ury. 

Before I outline the amendment, it is 
important to review what is happening 
with milk at the retail level. 

In January of this year, I asked the 
General Accounting Office to inves
tigate reports of milk price gouging by 
retailers. 

In September, GAO reported that the 
price farmers receive for a gallon of 
fluid milk dropped an average 20 per
cent between August 1990 and May 1991 
while the price consumers pay for milk 
has declined by less than 5 percent. 

In other words, consumer prices for 
milk are slightly lower than last year 
despite a big drop in the price farmers 
are getting for their milk. 

An April 1991 Cornell University 
study, Agricultural Economics Prof. 
Richard Aplin, concluded: 

As the farm price of milk dropped dras
tically * * *, most of the widening market
ing spread can be attributed to a big increase 
* * * in the food retailers margin. * * * 

Looking at the retailer, it is clear the av
erage retail margins on Milk * * * are well in 
excess of the cost of supermarket's handling 
milk. * * * Retailer margins have been well in 
excess in their costs at least since 1985 but the 
profitability of fluid milk to supermarkets has 
increased significantly in recent months. (Em
phasis added.) 

The study concludes with the follow
ing observation: 

Comparing retailer margins with the cost 
of handling milk in supermarkets suggest 
that fluid milk is a very profitable item for 
supermarkets. 

Somebody is making a lot more while 
dairy farmers are making a lot less. 
Retailers and others are making a fast 
buck while dairy farmers are losing 
thousands of dollars. 

No matter how greedy the retailers 
are, I am not proposing a general roll
back of their prices. Neither am I pro
posing price controls. 

However, price gouging at the retail 
level costs taxpayers' dearly. This is 

because taxpayers currently reimburse 
retailers for every item a WIC recipient 
buys, no matter how inflated a price 
the retailer charges. 

When a WIC mother buys food, she 
exchanges special vouchers for food
such as milk, infant formula, cereals, 
and so forth. The recipients pay noth
ing; the State reimburses the store for 
the full retail cost of the food. 

The amendment does not affect the 
WIC recipient. Rather, the amendment 
sets a limit on the amount of reim
bursement a store can get for milk it 
sells to WIC participants. 

The amendment does not regulate 
the price set by the store. Stores can 
continue to charge what they want for 
milk. However, if they charge too 
much, the WIC Program will only reim
burse them for a fair price. 

Cost controls on Federal expendi
tures are not a new concept. 

For example, Medicaid uses cost con
trols to keep down the price on pre
scription drugs. The Veterans' Admin
istration uses a similar procedure. 

In fact, I wish the Pentagon used cost 
controls. I am tired of $500 toilet seats. 

All of us have heard horror stories 
where stores in the inner-city or rural 
America take advantage of poor people 
who often lack transportation to travel 
to bigger stores. 

Poor infants and children are getting 
ripped off by some stores that charge 
excessive prices. 

Right now, we use cost containment 
for WIC. Legislation Congress passed 
saves over $600 million each year on in
fant formula for WIC. This puts over 1 
million more women, infants, and chil
dren on WIC at no cost to American 
taxpayers. 

Even the administration likes cost 
containment. A 1990 USDA report on 
WIC says that in addition to infant for
mula-

States need to have the flexibility to de
velop other cost containment models that 
better suit the specific WIC product being 
considered and the individual state's charac
teristics, including retailer operations. States 
should be able to take into consideration 
cost containment measures at the retail 
level such as coupons and cost-off discounts. 
(Emphasis added.) 

Putting politics aside, the adminis
tration should be supporting my 
amendment because it furthers the 
goals outlined in the USDA report. 

Several States-like Indiana and 
Texas-already use cost containment 
for WIC. Both Indiana and Texas re
quire stores to sell less expensive 
brands to WIC recipients. 

This amendment proposes a less se
vere approach than used in either Indi
ana or Texas. Instead of using the Indi
ana/Texas approach of limiting the 
brands a WIC recipients, buy any brand 
of milk they want. 

The amendment simply puts a rea
sonable cap on the cost to the Govern
ment-and sets that cap at a reason
able amount for the retailer. 
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Let us deal for a moment with some 

of the arguments that commercial in
terests may raise against the amend
ment. 

Some may claim that this might 
force stores off of WIC. There is no 
basis for this claim. 

WIC milk sales are only a fraction of 
all milk sales in the country. Less than 
3 percent of all milk sold is sold 
through WIC. Also, a store 's WIC busi
ness is such a small part of that store's 
total business. 

WIC customers buy products other 
than milk at the same store. This 
amendment will not affect the price or 
reimbursement of other WIC products, 
or non-WIC products. 

However, if a store suffers from un
usual circumstances, the Secretary of 
USDA can exempt stores from these 
limitations. 

Others may claim that this amend
ment discriminates against small 
stores, rural stores, or inner-city 
stores. 

This amendment does not discrimi
nate against big stores or little stores, 
or against rural stores or urban stores. 

It discriminates only against stores 
who are gouging their customers. 

I do not like price controls. I am not 
in favor of them. 

This amendment does not impose 
price controls. It is cost containment. 
It is a concept we should impose on 
more Federal programs, not less. 

Every Member of this body all too 
well knows of the enormous Federal 
deficit and the urgent needs that go 
unfunded every day. 

Today, we have the opportunity to 
add more people to one of the most suc
cessful programs in government with
out asking the taxpayers to contribute 
even one cent. 

This is good government. This is the 
right thing to do. 

The withdrawal of this amendment in 
ironic, as WIC is probably the program 
that all of us, at least the vast major
ity of us in this body-Republicans and 
Democrats alike-could agree has been 
one of our most important nutrition 
programs. 

As I said previously, I am saddened 
by the Senate's rejection of the dairy 
amendment. All the cosponsors worked 
exceptionally hard on it. I would single 
out only one of the cosponsors, and not 
suggest the others have not worked 
hard, they have worked very hard, but 
I would single out one and that is my 
colleague and partner from Vermont, 
Senator JEFFORDS. Nobody on either 
side of the aisle worked harder, more 
diligently, longer hours than did Sen
ator JEFFORDS. He knows, as I do, it 
has been a very tough year for our Na
tions' dairy farmers. 

So, Mr. President, I thank all Sen
ators who joined in this debate. I might 
say--

Mr. JEFFORDS. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. LEAHY. If I could complete just 
this one thought. 

I especially want to extend as a per
sonal matter my thanks to the ranking 
member of the Senate Agriculture 
Committee, who opposed me on this 
legislation. I congratulate him on win
ning. But I express my appreciation to 
him because in this, as in all other 
matters on which we work together, he 
has been honest, forthright, and direct 
with me. He has made very clear his 
position. He has never suggested other
wise. And I appreciate both that hon
esty and also the strong support I have 
received from him on other issues, as I 
hope he appreciates the support he has 
received from me on such issues. 

Now, I would like to yield to my dis
tinguished colleague and partner from 
Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I thank my col
league from Vermont for yielding. 

I just want to echo some of the com
ments that have been made, but most 
importantly to commend him on the 
tremendous effort he has made in try
ing to bring forth successful legislation 
to assist beleagured dairy farmers. 

As he has pointed out, it indicates 
that when you have dissension within 
the ranks of those within the dairy in
dustry, it is very difficult to pass a bill, 
and that we have found out as an anal
ysis of the votes would show. 

But I also want to echo his comment 
on the WIC Program and again point 
out that it is the dairy farmers who 
have added more people to the WIC 
Program and allowed more women, in
fants, and children to participate in 
the WIC Program through their pro
ductivity, and thus there is no need in 
any way to chastise or in any way 
criticize· the dairy industry because 
their productivity has helped more 
than anything else and certainly more 
than we have. 

I know he shares my view that there 
would be nothing better for this Nation 
in heal th and otherwise than to make 
the WIC Program an entitlement pro
gram. The Harvard study of many 
years ago and many other studies have 
indicated that for every dollar we 
spend on the WIC Program, we save $3 
in health costs and thus it is ridiculous 
to do anything other than have an en
titlement program if we want to reduce 
health costs in this country. 

Also, I know I speak for my senior 
Senator in that we have not given up, 
nor will we give up, on finding that 
magic program which will help our 
dairy farmers without creating any sig
nificant problems to others. I am hope
ful now that we do know there are 
other options available to us, at least 
one option the administration agrees 
with, either in the next few days or at 
least early next year we will be able to 
do something to prevent the serious 
drop in price which we will expect to 
find next year. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield 
back to the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I thank 
my distinguished colleague for his kind 
words. I agree with his assessment of 
the situation. 

I also should note the enormous work 
of the team led by Janet Breslin for the 
Senate Agriculture Committee: 
Lynnett Wagner, Jim Cubie, Tom 
Hebert, Ed Barron, and of course staff 
director, Chuck Riemenschneider. But 
I especially want to thank Dr. Breslin 
for putting together such a good team, 
and for all the work she did on it. 

Mr. President, I would withdraw the 
WIC amendment now pending. I wish to 
say to the distinguished chairman of 
the Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Chairman BYRD, now has a herculean 
effort ahead of him. And time and 
again he, like Hercules, is up to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN). The Senator has the right 
to withdraw the amendment. The 
amendment is therefore withdrawn. 

The amendment (No. 1396) was with
drawn. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Ver
mont. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1397, 1398, 1399, AND 1400, EN 
BLOC 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk by Mr. REID, an 
amendment by Mr. BREAUX, two 
amendments by Mr. DECONCINI. 

I ask unanimous consent that they be 
considered en bloc: agreed to en bloc; 
that the motion to reconsider en bloc 
be laid on the table, and that state
ments and colloquies in explanation 
thereof be appropriately placed in the 
RECORD as though read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendments (numbered 1397, 

1398, 1399, and 1400) considered and 
agreed to en bloc are as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1397 
SEC. . From the funds made available for 

land acquisition of the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service in the fiscal Year 1992. 
Department of the Interior and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act (PL 102-154), 
$965,000 is hereby appropriated by transfer to 
the Resource Management account of the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, during the 
lOlst Congress I introduced legislation 
to settle an 80-year-old war affecting 
northern Nevada, California, and the 
Pyramid Lake Indian Tribe. Public 
Law 101-618, the Truckee-Carson-Pyra
mid Lake Settlement Act, was enacted 
in November 1990 to provide for a 
multibureau action program in the 
Truckee-Carson River system to ade
quately balance the highly complex 
and controversial water management 
aspects of this settlement. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service is in
volved in several aspects of implement
ing this legislation including a nego
tiated operating agreement for the 
Truckee River, protection of Pyramid 
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Lake Fisheries, and acquisition and 
transportation of water for the Still
water National Wildlife Refuge. The 
Fish and Wildlife Service has just re
cently indicated to me that in order to 
accomplish these purposes, they need 
greater appropriations flexibility than 
that which was provided in the fiscal 
year 1992 Interior appropriations bill, 
Public Law 102-154. 

My amendment provides the nec
essary flexibility by moving a portion 
of the money appropriated in the Inte
rior appropriations bill for land acqui
sition for the Stillwater National Wild
life Refuge to the Resource Manage
ment Account of the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

A total of $1. 7 million is required for 
various activities under the Truckee
Carson-Pyramid Lake Settlement Act, 
such as NEPA compliance, endangered 
species protection, fishery technical 
assistance and ecological contaminant 
studies. Of that amount, the Fish and 
Wildlife Service has advised me that 
$965,000 must be appropriated through a 
transfer of funds from land acquisition 
to the resource management account of 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The 
amendment I am proposing directs that 
transfer to occur within the supple
mental appropriations bill. 

Mr. President, it took many years of 
work to complete the Truckee-Carson 
River settlement. It has the full back
ing of the administration and Congress. 
My amendment does not entail any ad
ditional appropriation by the Congress, 
and I understand that it has been 
cleared by both sides of the aisle. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1398 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following: 

The appropriation entitled "FISHING 
VESSEL OBLIGATIONS GUARANTEES" in 
Public Law 102-140 is amended by striking 
from the colon after the sum "$1,000,000" 
through to and including the sum 
"$10,000,000' '. 

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, on be
half of myself and Senators KERRY, 
BENTSEN, JOHNSTON, LAUTENBERG, 
RoBB, WELLSTONE, DURENBERGER, and 
LOTT, I want to raise a concern regard
ing a provision in Public Law 102-140, 
the act making appropriations for the 
Departments of Commerce, Justice, 
and State, the Judiciary, and Related 
Agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1992, and for other purposes. 

The Fisheries Obligation Guarantee 
Program [FOG], characterized as a sim
ple Fishing Vessel Obligation Guaran
tee Program in this act, guarantees 
loans for the construction, reconstruc
tion, reconditioning and purchase of 
shoreside fishery facilities, refinancing 
of existing vessels, and only to a mini
mal extent, construction of new ves
sels. I was pleased to see that the con
ferees provided a total of $2. 7 million in 
subsidy costs and administrative ex
penses for this important program. 
These amounts were clearly required 

under the new accounting procedures 
of the Federal Credit Reform Act of 
1990 [FORA]. 

I am concerned, however, with the in
clusion of a $10 million limit on loan 
guarantee authorizations under the act 
as currently written. Although there 
appears to be conflicting interpreta
tions of FCRA requirements, appro
priations for some other loan guaran
tee programs indicate that a specific 
loan guarantee authorization figure is 
not necessary, provided that a subsidy 
cost appropriation is made. We believe 
that the subsidy cost assumptions used 
are not accurate, and that the $1 mil
lion appropriated for subsidy costs 
should provide for as much as $66.7 mil
lion in loan guarantees. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. The Senator from 
Louisiana makes a good point. The 
conferees had assumed that the pro
gram requires a 10-percent subsidy ap
propriation. 

Mr. BREAUX. Although I disagree 
with the conferees' interpretation, I 
can appreciate the desire to limit the 
Federal Government's exposure to 
risky loans. A $27 million appropria
tion was needed in 1985 to cover losses 
incurred by the loan program after the 
collapse of the shrimp fishery in the 
early 1980's, however, the program has 
been restructured since then. Fees col
lected from program participants were 
increased in 1986, and a policy was im
plemented prohibiting loan guarantees 
for vessels in overcrowded fisheries. 
Over the last 5 years, according to Con
gressional Budget Office and agency 
calculations, the program has been op
erating at a profit. Furthermore, the 
fishing industry has expressed a will
ingness to increase the fee structure 
once again to provide even greater se
curity for Government loan guaran
tees. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. If the Senator would 
yield. His example of overcapitaliza
tion in the shrimp fleet represents a 
fear many people entertain when talk
ing about loan guarantees for the fish
ing industry. The problems with fish
eries in other parts of the country, for 
example in New England, have prompt
ed buy back bills in the House that 
could place a significant drain on the 
Government's fiscal resources. With re
gard to the estimated subsidy rate, I 
agree there may be a need for 
reestimation of the program's cost to 
the Government as well as developing a 
more appropriate estimate of the sub
sidy appropriation's buying power. 

Mr. BREAUX. The Senator from 
South Carolina has focused on the es
sence of the issue involved here. In the 
Senate's original report on R.R. 2608, 
we declined to fund the program be
cause it was felt that there were al
ready "too many boats chasing too few 
fish." As my colleague is well aware, 
however, there are several aspects of 
our domestic fisheries that are in need 
of development. Underutilized fishery 

resources, such as whiting and mack
erel, could help increase exports and 
provide alternative fisheries for fisher
men and plantworkers in heavily ex
ploited traditional fisheries. In addi
tion, both vessels and shore-based fa
cilities must be upgraded in response 
to new Federal requirements concern
ing employee safety, environmental 
protection, and food safety. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I can assure my col
league that I would be pleased to work 
with him to resolve this problem. 

Mr. BREAUX. I want to thank the 
Senator from South Carolina. I appre
ciate his willingness to address these 
concerns and his recognition of the 
productive nature of this particular 
loan guarantee program. 

In an effort to address some of these 
concerns, Mr. President, I offer this 
amendment and ask that it be printed 
in the RECORD. 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following: 

The appropriation entitled "FISHING 
VESSEL OBLIGATION GUARANTEES" in 
Public Law 102-140 is amended by striking 
from the colon after the sum "1,000,000" 
through to and including the sum 
"$10,000,000". 

This amendment does not increase 
cost to the Government. I am not try
ing to turn this bill into a Christmas 
tree, rather, I am simply trying to pro
vide the flexibility necessary to in
crease the authorization limit cur
rently available under the law-if such 
an increase is appropriate. Whether or 
not reestimation of the program's cost 
to the Government reflects greater, or 
reduced, buying power for the $1,000,000 
subsidy appropriation, loan guarantees 
in excess of the $10,000,000 limit origi
nally provided will not, by definition, 
add to the Government's overall cost. 

The 10-percent subsidy cost relied 
upon by the conferees represents an er
roneous, and rushed, first estimate 
given by FOG managers in NOAA. In a 
staff memorandum, the Congressional 
Budget Office lists the baseline fiscal 
year 1992 subsidy for the FOG Program 
at 4 percent; given the $1 million sub
sidy cost appropriation, this rate would 
apparently translate into an allowable 
$25 million in loan guarantee author
ization. A closer look at the historical 
data from the FOG Program, however, 
reveals subsidy rates of 1.5 percent 
using 1970-91 loan performance-a rate 
that permits approximately $67 million 
in authorizations-and negative 4 per
cent based on 1986-91 loan performance, 
which translates into a $25 million 
credit for appropriators. 

Loan guarantee applications should 
not be turned down as a result of an 
overly conservative subsidy cost esti
mate. Since 1986, the FOG Program has 
approved an average of $69 million in 
new guaranteed loans per year. Accord
ing to the National Marine Fisheries 
Service, at least 46 persons this year 
have either applied, or want to apply, 
for guaranteed financing under this 
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program in the aggregate amount of 
$130 million. These numbers indicate a 
substantial need for loan guarantee au
thorization greater than the $10,000,000 
million currently provided by law. 

AMENDMENT No. 1399 
(Purpose: To require the termination of 

human rights abuses in order for Kenya to 
be eligible for United States assistance) 
At the appropriate place in the joint reso

lution, insert the following new section: 
SEC. • RESTRICTIONS ON ASSISTANCE FOR 

KENYA. 
(a) RESTRICTIONS.-None of the funds ap

propriated by this joint resolution or any 
other provision of law under the heading 
"Economic Support Fund" or "Foreign Mili
tary Financing Program'' may be made 
available for Kenya unless the President de
termines, and so certifies to the Congress, 
that the Government of Kenya-

(1) has released all political detainees and 
has ended the prosecution of individuals for 
the peaceful expression of their political be
liefs; 

(2) has ceased the physical abuse or mis
treatment of prisoners; 

(3) has restored judicial independence; 
(4) has taken significant steps toward re

specting human rights and fundamental free
doms, including the freedom of thought, con
science, belief, expression, and the freedom 
to establish political parties and organiza
tions; and 

(5) has implemented the principle of free
dom of movement, including the right of all 
citizens of Kenya to leave and return to their 
country. 

(b) PROHIBITION.-
(!) LIMITATION ON NEW PROJECT ASSIST

ANCE.-During fiscal year 1992, funds appro
priated by this or any other Act to carry out 
the provisions of chapters 1 and 10 of part I 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 that are 
provided for assistance to the Government of 
Kenya for new projects shall be made avail
able only for new projects-

(A) that promote basic human needs, di
rectly address poverty, enhance employment 
generation, and address environmental con
cerns; or 

(B) to improve the performance of demo
cratic institutions, or otherwise promote the 
objectives being sought in the certification 
required by subsection (a). 

(2) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION.~During 

fiscal year 1992, none of the funds appro
priated by this or any other Act to carry out 
the provisions of chapters 1 and 10 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 shall be obli
gated unless the Committees on Appropria
tions are notified at least 15 days in advance 
in accordance with the regular notification 
procedures of those Committees. 

(3) APPLICABILITY.-The provisions of para
graphs (1) and (2) of this subsection shall 
cease to apply 30 days after the certification 
described in subsection (a) is made to the 
Congress. 

(c) DATE OF AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.-None 
of the funds appropriated by this joint reso
lution or any other provision of law under 
the heading "Economic Support Fund" or 
"Foreign Military Financing Program" may 
be obligated or expended for Kenya until 30 
days after the certification described in sub
section (a) is made to the Congress. 

AMENDMENT No. 1400 
(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress 

that the President should recognize the 
independence of Ukraine) 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following new section: 

SEC. • SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING UNIT· 
ED STATES RECOGNITION OF 
UKRAINIAN INDEPENDENCE. 

(a) FINDINGS.-Congress makes the follow
ing findings: 

(1) On August 24, 1991, the democratically 
elected Ukrainian parliament declared 
Ukrainian independence and the creation of 
an independent democratic state-Ukraine. 

(2) That declaration reflects the desire of 
the people of Ukraine for freedom and inde
pendence following long years of communist 
oppression, collectization, and centraliza
tion. 

(3) On December 1, 1991, a republic-wide ref
erendum will be held in Ukraine to confirm 
the August 24, 1991, declaration of independ
ence. 

(4) Ukraine is pursuing a peaceful and 
democratic path to independence and has 
pledged to comply with the Helsinki Final 
Act and other documents of the Conference 
on Security and Cooperation in Europe. 

(5) Ukraine and Russia signed an agree
ment on August 29, 1991, recognizing each 
other's rights to state independence and af
firming each other's territorial integrity. 

(6) Ukraine, a nation of 52,000,000 people, 
with its own distinct linguistic, cultural, and 
religious traditions, is determined to take 
its place among the family of free and demo
cratic nations of the world. 

(7) The Congress has traditionally sup
ported the rights of peoples to peaceful and 
democratic self-determination. 

(8) As recognized in Article vm of the Hel
sinki Final Act of the Conference on Secu
rity and Cooperation in Europe, "all peoples 
always have the right, in full freedom, to de
termine, when and as they wish, their inter
nal and external political status, without ex
ternal interference, and to pursue as they 
wish their political, economic, social and 
cultural development". 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-It is the sense of 
the Congress that the President-

(!) should recognize Ukraine's independ
ence and undertake steps toward the estab
lishment of full diplomatic relations with 
Ukraine should the December 1, 1991, referen
dum confirm Ukrainian parliament's inde
pendence declaration; and 

(2) should use United States assistance, 
trade, and other programs to support the 
Government of Ukraine and encourage the 
further development of democracy and a free 
market in Ukraine. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
as an original cosponsor of Senator 
DECONCINI's amendment in support of 
Ukrainian independence. 

On August 24, 1991, the Ukrainian 
Parliament declared independence. On 
December 1, the Ukrainian people will 
reaffirm this declaration in a fair and 
free vote. It is my belief that the citi
zens of Ukraine deserve their freedom. 

After more than 70 years of suffering, 
suffering that rivaled that of any op
pressed peoples, the citizens of Ukraine 
will finally vote to walk away from 
their history of repression, oppression, 
and totalitarianism. A quick journey 
through the history of suffering in 
Ukraine reveals millions of deaths in 
the forced famine of 1932-33, millions 
more dead during World War II and an 
unknown, but tremendous death toll, 
in the gulags of Siberia. 

Mr. President, the history of suffer
ing in Ukraine and the determination 

to go on marks a significant trait of 
the Ukrainian people; they are survi
vors. And now, after 70 years of suffer
ing, punishment, loss of loved ones, and 
unimaginable repression they have 
emerged to see a new light. The light of 
freedom. The light of self-determina
tion. The light of a new world order, 
full of unknowns. 

The citizens of Ukraine take a tre
mendous risk in fallowing the path to
ward independence. Yet, they are will
ing to take this risk, they want to take 
this risk, because they know that a 
new day has come and that their rights 
will never again be stomped by the 
boot of oppression. 

They realize that the fight ahead will 
be long and hard. Yet, they have cho
sen to carry on this fight. I have tre
mendous respect for the character of 
these people. By choosing independ
ence, they have decided to walk 
through the darkness in order to see 
the light of freedom. It is our moral 
duty to stand with them. 

Many potential problems are evident 
in an independent Ukraine. From eth
nic tensions to the widely reported nu
clear arms arsenal on their land, it is 
my firm belief that Ukrainians, ener
gized by the power of freedom, will ap
proach these problems within an hon
est and democratic forum, where deci
sions are made based on the will of the 
people rather than the power of the 
sword. 

The Ukraine must establish itself as 
the guarantor of peace and freedom 
within its borders and the world com
munity. With the support of the United 
States, other democracies, and the 
guiding light of freedom, I believe they 
can achieve this goal. 

AMENDMENT NOS. 1401, 1402, 1403, AND 1404 EN 
BLOC 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I send 
a number of amendments to the desk 
that have been cleared on both sides, 
one on behalf of Mr. SPECTER, Mr. HAR
KIN, Mr. KENNEDY, and myself; one on 
behalf of Senator THURMOND and Sen
ator HOLLINGS; two for the Senator 
from New York, Mr. D'AMATO. 

I ask that they be considered en bloc, 
agreed to en bloc, and that the motions 
to reconsider and table be agreed to en 
bloc, and that any statements be print
ed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendments (Numbered 1401, 

1402, 1403, and 1404) considered and 
agreed to en bloc are as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1401 
On page 24, after line 21, insert the follow

ing: 
SEC. 204. Notwithstanding the provisions of 

section 728(a) of the Public Health Service 
Act, or any other provision of law, Federal 
loan insurance pursuant to subpart I of part 
C of the Public Health Service Act may be 
granted for loans to new and previous bor
rowers. The fiscal year 1992 ceiling shall be 
$290,000,000, as set forth in H.R. 3839, the De-
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partments of Labor, Health and Human Serv
ices, and Education, and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 1992. 
• Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment simply clears up a problem 
faced by health professions students 
who are seeking federally guaranteed 
HEAL loans to pay for school. 

The problem was caused when the au
thorization for the HEAL program ex
pired in fiscal year 1991. Since the start 
of this fiscal year, HHS has refused to 
guarantee loans to new HEAL borrow
ers. The Department even sent a memo 
to HEAL lenders on November 8 stat
ing that, "until Congress reauthorizes 
the HEAL program, lenders may make 
HEAL loans only to previous borrow
ers.'' 

This action by HHS has left almost 
10,000 first-year students without ac
cess to loans to help pay for their 
schooling. I am particularly concerned 
about this because I have been con
tacted by the Palmer College of Chiro
practic, in my home State. 

With so many areas of the Nation 
suffering from shortages of doctors and 
other health professionals, we need to 
do more, not less, to help students of 
the health professions. 

I recommend adoption of this amend
ment, which will allow these students 
to get the funds they need to attend 
school.• 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, the 
Health Education Assistance Loan 
[HEAL] Program insures loans to stu
dents in the health professions. Eligi
ble student borrowers obtain loans 
from participating commercial lenders, 
educational institutions, State agen
cies, insurance companies, and pension 
funds. The repayment of principal and 
interest is guaranteed by the Federal 
Government if the borrower becomes 
permanently disabled, dies, or defaults 
on the repayments. 

On October 4, 1991, the Department of 
Health and Human Services notified 
lenders throughout the country that 
loans in fiscal years 1992 under the 
HEAL Program could only be made to 
prior HEAL borrowers. According to 
the Department, new HEAL loans can
not be made until Congress reauthor
izes the program. Program authority 
expired on October 1, 1991. 

This position is contrary to the in
tention of the Labor, HHS, and Edu
cation Subcommittee which included a 
loan limitation of $290,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1992 in the recently vetoed Labor, 
HHS, and Education appropriations 
bill. It also is contrary to the intent of 
the chairman of authorizing commit
tee, Senator KENNEDY, as expressed in 
a colloquy during the Senate's consid
eration of the conference report accom
panying H.R. 2707 on November 7, 1991. 

An estimated 10,000 medical, dental, 
and other health professions students 
throughout the country are depending 
on receiving new loans. In most cases 
they already are attending classes and 

are receiving deferrals from the insti
tutions for tuition payments. Many, 
however, depend on these loans also for 
living expenses. 

The amendment makes clear the in
tent of Congress that loans in fiscal 
year 1992 under the Health Education 
Assistance Loans Program be available 
to both prior year borrowers and new 
borrowers. There are no costs to the 
amendment. The total number of loans 
still would be limited to the ceiling set 
for the HEAL Program by the amend
ment and by H.R. 3839, the Labor, HHS, 
and Education and related agencies ap
propriations bill for fiscal year 1992. I 
urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1402 
(Purpose: To permit the Secretary of Health 

and Human Services to waive certain re
covery requirements with respect to the 
construction or remodeling of facilities 
and to permit States to use forfeited real 
property for State parks) 

SEC •• WAIVER OF CERTAIN RECOVERY RE· 
QUIREMENTS. 

Section 2713(d) of the Public Health Serv
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 300aaa-(d)) is amended by 
striking "(a)(2)" and inserting "(a)". 
SEC •. USE BY STATES OF FORFEITED REAL 

PROPERTY FOR STATE PARKS OR 
RELATED PURPOSES. 

Section 511(e) of the Controlled Substances 
Act (21 U.S.C. 881(e)) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (l)(B). by striking "sell," 
and inserting "except as provided in para
graph (4), sell,"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(4)(A) With respect to real property de
scribed in subparagraph (B), if the chief exec
utive officer of the State involved submits to 
the Attorney General a request for purposes 
of such subparagraph, the authority estab
lished in such subparagraph is in lieu of the 
authority established in paragraph (l)(B). 

"(B) in the case of property described in 
paragraph (l)(B) that is civilly or criminally 
forfeited under this title, if the property is 
real property that is appropriate for use as a 
public area reserved for recreational or his
toric purposes or for the preservation of nat
ural conditions, the Attorney General, upon 
the request of the chief executive officer of 
the State in which the property is located, 
may transfer title to the property to the 
State, either without charge or for a nomi
nal charge, through a legal instrument pro
viding that-

"(i) such use will be the principal use of 
the property; and 

"(ii) title to the property reverts to the 
United States in the event that the property 
is used otherwise.". 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise today to offer an amendment for 
myself and Senator HOLLINGS. This 
amendment will permit the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services to waive 
certain Federal recovery requirements 
regarding the construction or remodel
ing of community mental health facili
ties. It includes the text of S. 1891-
which passed the Senate unanimously 
on October 30, 1991-and an additional 
unrelated provision concerning the use 
by States of forfeited real property as 
public parks. 

Under section 2713 of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300aaaa-
12), the Federal Government may re
cover certain Federal construction 
funds used in building a community 
mental health center in two situations. 
In the first situation, the Federal Gov
ernment may recover funds if at any 
time within a 20-year period after a 
center is constructed, the center is ei
ther sold or transferred. In the second 
case, the Federal Government may re
cover funds if a center "ceases to be 
used by a community mental health 
center in the provision of comprehen
sive mental heal th services." 

In the latter situation, the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services may 
waive the recovery rights of the Fed
eral Government (section 1713(d) of the 
Public Health Service Act, 42 U.S.C. 
300aaa-12(d)) if the Secretary deter
mines that there is good cause for 
waiving such rights. 

By way of background, the waiver 
authority was included as part of the 
1985 amendments to the Public Health 
Service Act. Unfortunately, the legisla
tive intent of this provision is not en
tirely clear. The legislative history 
does not clarify the reason for author
izing the waiver authority in the sec
ond situation-where a facility ceases 
to be used as a mental heal th facility
and not in the first, where there is a 
sale or transfer of property. N everthe
less, it is reasonable to assume that 
one of the underlying purposes for the 
Federal right of recovery is to ensure 
that comprehensive mental health 
services are provided to the community 
for 20 years. 

The Office of General Counsel at the 
National Institute of Mental Health 
[NIMH] has construed the waiver provi
sion narrowly. Even though a facility 
may cease to be used as a mental 
health center, if a sale or transfer hap
pens to be involved, no waiver would be 
available. In effect, the interpretation 
given by NIMH is that no waiver can be 
obtained where there is a sale or trans
fer of property, even though the new 
mental health center is larger, provides 
improved services, or is in a better lo
cation than the former facility. Surely 
this anomalous result was not in
tended. 

Because of my concern with these un
foreseen and unfortunate consequences, 
I am today introducing an amendment 
which would permit a waiver where a 
sale or transfer of property is involved. 
This does not mandate a waiver. Rath
er, it simply gives the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services authority 
to grant a waiver not only where a fa
cility ceases to provide mental health 
services-as under current law-but 
also where a sale or transfer of prop
erty is involved. 

Mr. President, by way of example, 
the Coastal Empire Mental Health Cen
ter in Beaufort, SC, desires to cease op
erations at its current location, and 
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move to another nearby site provided 
by Beaufort Memorial Hospital, a local 
public hospital. The old site would be
come part of a new $23 million expan
sion of the hospital, which provides a 
large volume of free and below-cost 
medical care to the residents of the 
five counties surrounding Beaufort. On 
the new site an expanded and vastly 
improved mental health center would 
be constructed. 

All the county and State governing 
bodies involved or affected by this pro
posal strongly support it, but because 
of the interpretation of NIMH on sales 
or transfers, the mental health center 
is not eligible for even consideration of 
a waiver. This is very disturbing, par
ticularly where the equities and rea
sons for moving to a new facility are 
overwhelming. Accordingly, it is my 
hope that this legislation will prevent 
this and other such anomalous situa
tions in the future. 

Finally, included at the request of 
some Members of the House of Rep
resentatives is a provision relating to 
the use of forfeited real property as 
public parks. While there is general 
agreement on this latter provision, the 
Department of Justice has raised some 
reasonable concerns which I may wish 
to raise at a later date. 

I appreciate the managers consider
ation of this amendment and I urge its 
adoption. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, today 
I join my colleague Senator THURMOND 
to introduce a clarifying amendment 
which would permit the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services to consider 
a waiver of certain Federal recovery 
requirements in construction or remod
eling of community mental health fa
cilities. 

Prior to 1985 amendments to the the 
Public Health Service Act, waiver of 
Federal right of recovery of construc
tion funds could be considered when a 
community mental health center 
"cease[s] to be used by a community 
mental health center in the provision 
of comprehensive mental health serv
ices" or if the facility was "sold or 
transferred" within a 20-year period. 
Amendments passed in 1985, however, 
specifically retained such waiver au
thority only in the event of cessation 
of services and did not address sale or 
transfer. 

Virtually no legislative history ex
ists, but it clearly was the intent to en
sure that comprehensive community 
mental health services be provided for 
20 years if any Federal funds are used 
in the construction of the facility, and 
with this purpose there is no disagree
ment. However, the Office of General 
Counsel at the National Institute of 
Mental Health has interpreted the 1985 
amendments so narrowly as to preclude 
any consideration of waiver if a sale or 
transfer is involved-even though a fa
cility may cease to be used as a mental 
health center and the proceeds would 

be utilized to provide improved or ex
panded services in accordance with the 
original grant conditions. Failure to 
allow consideration of waiver in the 
event of sale or transfer, however, has 
led to unanticipated consequences. For 
example, Coastal Empire Mental 
Health Center in Beaufort, SC, wishes 
to sell its existing facility to Beaufort 
Memorial Hospital, a local public hos
pital, and to relocate to a new site at . 
an expanded and vastly improved men
tal health center. The old site would 
become part of a new $23 million expan
sion of the hospital, which provides a 
high volume of indigent care in a five
county area. The result of the proposed 
sale and transfer would be improved 
services for both medical and mental 
health patients, and all State and local 
governments involved or affected 
strongly support it. When Coastal Em
pire submitted its plan to NIMH, the 
following response was received to the 
request: "While NIMH recognizes the 
worthy intent to expand and improve 
mental health services in the Beaufort 
area, based on its review of 42 U.S.C. 
300aaa-12 and on advice of the Office of 
the General Counsel, we have deter
mined that the law does not authorize 
a waiver of the Federal right of recov
ery when a community mental health 
center facility is sold or transferred to 
an entity that does not plan to use it 
as a CMHC in accordance with the 
original grant conditions." 

It is reasonable to assume, since 
many CMHC's were constructed 15 or 
more years ago, that the experience of 
Coastal Empire is not unique and that 
more such situations will arise over 
the next few years as grantees outgrow 
their current facilities. We need to cor
rect the statute to permit consider
ation of waiver so that the real intent 
of the law-provision of comprehensive 
community mental health service&
can be met. 

Mr. President, the amendment we 
offer today does not grant a waiver to 
Coastal Empire Mental Health Center 
or any other community mental health 
center. It merely permits the National 
Institute of Mental Health to consider 
waiving Federal recovery for a center 
which wishes to utilize the sale or 
transfer of its facility to continue pro
vision of services or to expand or im
prove services under its original com
mitment. There is no cost to the Fed
eral Government associated with this 
amendment. Rather, as would be the 
case if such a waiver could be granted 
to Coastal Empire, improved services 
could be provided to more needy indi
viduals at no cost to the Federal Gov
ernment. Too seldom do we get to do 
something that makes sense, helps peo
ple in need, and does not cost anything. 
I urge your consideration of this 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT No. 1403 
(Purpose: To appropriate additional funds for 

the Department of State Terrorist Infor
mation Rewards Fund) 
On page 22, line 6, after " Chapter V", in

sert the following: 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

ADMINISTRATION OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

EMERGENCIES IN THE DIPLOMATIC AND 
CONSULAR SERVICE 

For an additional amount for "Emer
gencies in the Diplomatic and Consular Serv
ice", $5,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended, for rewards to individuals as author
ized by 22 U.S.C. 2708: Provided, That such 
funds shall be available for obligation not
withstanding section 15 of the State Depart
ment Basic Authorities Act, as amended. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, Ameri
cans are the most frequently attacked 
nationality in the world. In 1990, there 
were 455 terrorist incidents worldwide 
and nearly half of them, 197, were 
against American targets. In these at
tacks, 10 Americans were killed and 34 
injured. 

On November 14, 1991, the Justice De
partment indicted two Libyan intel
ligence officials for the murder of 270 
innocent people, 189 of whom were 
Americans, including 35 young stu
dents from Syracuse University. 

Yet, these cowardly criminals are 
safely protected in Libya, far from the 
reach of American justice. How can we 
get them? One way is to offer cash re
wards for information leading to their 
apprehension. 

Presently, cash rewards are available 
through a reward fund in the State De
partment. My amendment would appro
priate $5 million to this fund. It would 
make additional money available to be 
used to reward people with information 
that could prevent atrocities such as 
the bombing of Pan Am flight 103, or 
capture those responsible for them. 

The Department of State has indi
cated to me that it supports my 
amendment to appropriate these funds. 
It is also my understanding that this 
amendment is acceptable on both sides. 

Used at the Secretary of State's dis
cretion, with the concurrence of the 
Attorney General, money from the 
fund rewards any individual who fur
nishes information leading to the ar
rest or conviction of any individual or 
group of individuals that conspires or 
attempts to commit an act of terror
ism against an American national or 
American property. 

Funding the State Department fund 
would facilitate the November 14, 1991, 
Justice Department indictment against 
the two Libyan agents, Lamen Khalifa 
Fhimah and Abdel Basset Ali al
Megrahi. 

The offer of a significant sum of 
money-as much as $2 million on any 
single reward-could make a critical 
difference in persuading someone to 
come forward with information that 
could prevent a bombing such as that 
of Pan Am flight 103, or lead to the 
capture of its perpetrators. 
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We must send a message to the crimi

nals who kill Americans. There is a 
price on your head. We will find you. 

I urge my colleagues to support my 
important amendment. 

AMENDMENT No. 1404 
(Purpose: Expressing the sense of the Senate 

that the President of the United States 
should pursue by any and all legal means 
the apprehension of Lamen Khalifa 
Fhimah and Abdel Basset Ali al-Megrahi 
for trial) 
At the appropriate place insert the follow

ing: 
SEC. • SENSE OF THE SENATE. 

Lamen Khalifa Fhimah and Abdel Basset 
Ali al-Megrahi have been indicted by the 
Justice Department for conspiracy to de
stroy a United States aircraft and kill one 
hundred and eighty nine United States na
tionals in violation of sections 2331 and 2 of 
title 18, United States Code, and section 371 
of title 18, United States Code; 

The above named individuals have been in
dicted for causing the destruction of a Unit
ed States carrier plane, Pan Am flight 103, 
used in foreign commerce, over Lockerbie, 
Scotland on December 21, 1988, in violation 
of sections 32(a)(l), 34, and 2 of title 18, Unit
ed States Code; and section 844(i) and 2, of 
title 18, United States Code; 

The meticulous investigation by the Fed
eral Bureau of Investigation, the Justice De
partment and the various other agencies in
volved in the events, has led to these indict
ments; 

Authorities from Scotland, the United 
Kingdom, Switzerland, Malta, Germany, 
Sweden, and France have participated in the 
almost three-year investigation of the de
struction of Pan Am flight 103; and 

The families of the victims of Pan Am 
flight 103 have suffered untold grief at the 
loss of their loved ones: Now, therefore, it is 
the sense of the Senate that--

(1) the President of the United States 
should pursue by any and all legal means the 
apprehension for trial in the United States, 
Lamen Khalifa Fhimah and Abdel Basset Ali 
al-Megrahi who have been indicted by the 
Justice Department for their roles in the de
struction of Pan Am flight 103 on December 
21, 1988; 

(2) the President should offer rewards for 
information leading to the arrest and return 
to the United States for trial for the above 
named individuals as part of the State De
partment's Terrorism Information Reward 
Fund, under section 2709 of title 22, United 
States Code; and the Justice Department's 
Terrorism Information Reward Fund, under 
section 3071 of title 18, United States Code; 

(3) the President should pursue the appre
hension of the above named individuals even 
if force is necessary under the Ker-Frisbie 
Doctrine; and 

(4) Notwithstanding the indictments of the 
above named individuals, the investigation 
of the bombing of Pan Am flight 103 must 
continue to be vigorously and intensively 
pursued in order to bring to justice the indi
viduals who ordered, directed, and paid for 
the commission of this terrible crime, no 
matter where they may be located. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, my 
amendment calls on the President to 
pursue by any and all legal means, the 
apprehension, for trial, of Lamen 
Khalifa Fhimah and Abdel Basset Ali 
al-Megrahi, as charged by the Justice 
Department for their roles in the de
struction of Pan Am flight 103 and the 
murder of 189 Americans aboard. 

These heinous murderers are charged 
with obtaining both the bomb and the 
timers and planting it aboard the 
plane. These purposely conspired to 
kill all the passengers. 

My amendment calls on the Presi
dent, should offer rewards for informa
tion leading to the arrest and return to 
the United States of the two Libyan 
agents for trial. 

It also states that the President 
should pursue the apprehension of the 
above named individuals even if force 
is necessary under the Ker-Frisbie doc
trine, the doctrine upheld by the Su
preme Court, that allows for the 
extraterritorial apprehension of want
ed terrorists. 

Authorities from Scotland, the Unit
ed Kingdom, Switzerland, Malta, Ger
many, Sweden, and France have par
ticipated in the almost 3 year inves
tigation of the destruction of Pan Am 
flight 103. 

And the families of the victims of 
Pan Am flight 103 have suffered untold 
grief at the loss of their loved ones. 

Finally, my amendment states that 
the investigation of the bombing of 
Pan Am flight 103 must continue to be 
vigorously and intensively pursued in 
order to bring to justice the individuals 
who ordered, directed, and paid for the 
commission of this terrible crime, no 
matter where they may be located. 

We must send the message that wher
ever these cowardly criminals go, we 
will find them and bring them to jus
tice. They must be apprehended. It is 
our duty to the memory of all those 
killed by their evil intent. 

Mr. D'AMATO addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New York [Mr. D'AMATO]. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1405 

(Purpose: To amend the Harmonized Tariff 
Schedule of the United States to clarify 
the classification of certain motor vehi
cles) 
Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 

today to discuss an amendment which 
is intended to close not only a loophole 
but an incredible gap that has been de
liberately created in the vehicle import 
tariffs schedule that offers imports a 
competitive advantage against our do
mestic manufacturers. 

Mr. President, each year this so
called loophole which I have to say is 
shocking, which is outrageous, which is 
anticompetitive, costs the U.S. tax
payers close to $0.5 billion a year. 

So unlike most times when most of 
us come forward and we have a good 
program, a necessary program, we ad
vocate it, and we are met with the 
budget constraints, I am coming for
ward today to off er an opportunity to 
bring about fairness in economic com
petition to increase jobs in America, to 
actually increase jobs here in America, 
and to provide 0.5 billion dollars' worth 
of additional revenue. 

I have not even suggested an offset-
that we spend it somehow. One-half bil-

lion dollars we can give to the tax
payers of America, We can reduce the 
deficit by $0.5 billion. 

That sounds amazing. It truly is. It is 
amazing because when I go through the 
story of how this came about, I think 
that all of us should be shocked. I have 
no illusions in terms of what we are 
dealing with here, in terms of the en
trenched, established, powerful groups 
that will rise in opposition and will 
come forward with some kind of con
torted reason to oppose this. 

I suggest that how this came about is 
a shocking, an arrogant display of 
broad, naked power and display of 
power that flies in the face of what is 
good for America, this country, and its 
people. 

This amendment, as I said, not only 
raises millions of dollars in lost reve
nue but at the same time is a signifi
cant step toward restoring fairness to 
the United States-Japanese trade rela
tions. The Japanese lobby gained a 
major share of our United States mar
ket for the multipurpose vehicles, 
MPV's. 

What are we taking about? I am talk
ing about vehicles like the Chevy Blaz
ers, Ford Explorers, Jeep Cherokees. 
They did it by influencing-I use that 
word very carefully-by influencing the 
U.S. Treasury Department to classify 
certain foreign-made, multipurpose ve
hicles as cars instead of trucks for the 
purposes of import tariffs. 

You see, the U.S. tariff that was im
posed and is imposed on foreign-made 
trucks, the MPV's was 25 percent in
stead of only 2.5 percent on foreign 
cars. Vehicles classified as cars can be 
imported therefore much, much more 
cheaply when they penetrate the U.S. 
market. 

So, consequently, by having the clas
sification changed from a car, or to a 
car from a truck, they have $3,500-
$3,500. 

When the classification became a 
problem in January 1989 when the U.S. 
Treasury Department overruled a U.S. 
Customs Service decision which called 
a truck a truck and basically what we 
saw was that the Customs Commission 
in reviewing this matter, being called 
upon by the various lobbyists, the Jap
anese lobbyists, to make a review said 
obviously this is a truck. And it would 
not allow them to enter it designated 
as a car. 

However, their decision was taken to 
the Treasury Department. There is no 
rational explanation for Treasury's rul
ing, but it found that this vehicle sud
denly was no longer a truck. It became 
a car. 

Understand what it did. It saved at 
least $3,500 in tax, in a tariff tax, that 
would have been paid to the U.S. Treas
ury. That meant that the taxpayers of 
this country were losing $500 million in 
revenues. There is no rational expla
nation for Treasury's ruling. The fol
lowing facts will make that clear. 
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Foreign-made MPV's must meet U.S. 

Government standards, just like do
mestic vehicles. The standards are less 
stringent for trucks than for cars. Four 
different U.S. regulators must decide 
the classification is based on estab
lished standards. 

I will show you the chart, the Envi
ronmental Protection Agency. EPA 
sets emission standards. The National 
Highway Traffic Safety sets various 

. standards, and the Department of 
Transportation sets fuel standards. 

Under each of these three regulators, 
these MPV's multipurpose vehicles are 
classified as trucks: EPA, a truck; the 
Department of Energy, a truck; the De
partment of Safety Standards, a truck. 

How can a truck under EPA, a truck 
under the National Highway Transpor
tation Safety Association, a truck 
under the Department of Transpor
tation be a car according to Customs, 
the Treasury Department? How can a 
truck be a car? 

The Job Fairness in Trade Equity 
Act, which I am going to be introduc
ing, provides for a clarification to the 
U.S. tariff schedule. My bill simply re
quires that any vehicle classified as a 
truck for emission standards or a truck 
for fuel economy standards will be 
classified as a truck for tariff purposes. 

In other words, you cannot classify it 
under EPA standards for emissions be
cause the truck emission standards are 
much less. They are much less strin
gent. Therefore, the classification as a 
truck for one of these vehicles means 
that they do not have to meet those 
standards set for a car. The same is 
true as it relates to the miles per gal
lon. 

If it is a truck, it does not have to 
meet the 26.5 miles per gallon test. We 
cannot and should not allow this prac
tice to continue, because the con
sequences of our inaction on this meas
ure are twofold: First, the U.S. tax
payer loses one-half billion dollars a 
year in forgone tariff revenues; second, 
we are subsidizing and supporting auto 
manufacturers and workers in Japan at 
the expense of workers in the United 
States. And while employment in the 
Japanese auto manufacturing industry 
has been growing, United States indus
try has lost 138,000 jobs over the past 5 
years. 

Mr. President, continuing this prac
tice will mean that Japanese auto 
manufacturers pay less taxes and sell 
more vehicles, while the United States 
manufacturers sell fewer vehicles and 
U.S. workers lose their jobs. 

Mr. President, I am going to give, if 
I might, a little timetable. In 1987, 
there was a growing demand for light 
trucks. People love the light trucks 
and multipurpose trucks. There was a 
growing demand for them and these 
family vehicles. The Japanese found 
there was an unfilled quota under the 
VER. The Japanese began to reclassify 
light trucks as passenger cars. 

In the spring of 1988, the U.S. Cus
toms initiated a review process of pos
sible abuse of tariff regulations by the 
Japanese. This review was requested by 
U.S. companies and lasted almost 1 
year. On January 4, 1989, the U.S. Cus
toms ruled that light trucks could not 
be classified as cars. Commissioner von 
Raab said: "A truck is a truck is a 
truck.'' 

Well, Japan acted swiftly. They orga
nized their counterparts from Germany 
and Britain to contact the Secretary of 
Treasury to ask for reconsideration. 
The Secretary agreed to reconsider the 
U.S. Customs decision. Within 9 days, 
the U.S. Customs' decision was sus
pended. 

Japan moved to kill the ruling per
manently via a promotional campaign 
that the Customs ruling would harm 
United States consumers by increasing 
the price of light trucks. The big three 
U.S. auto manufacturers unified and 
sent letters to the President and Con
gress asking that the U.S. Customs 
original ruling stand. Within 45 days of 
the original U.S. Customs ruling, the 
Treasury Department overturned the 
decision and said that a truck is not al
ways a truck, but that, for tariff pur
poses, it would be considered a car. 

Then the Japanese convinced the ad
ministration to reclassify the vehicles 
as a truck once they were inside the 
United States, therefore meeting the 
less stringent truck standards for safe
ty emissions and fuel economy stand
ards. 

Question: Will this decision hurt the 
consumers by forcing price increases? 
The answer is no. Until 1988, more than 
98 percent of these vehicles were 
brought into the United States as 
trucks, and they paid their tariff of 25 
percent. So this cost was already built 
into the importers' pricing margins. 
And if the importers' claim that there 
would be a huge impact were true, that 
would be different. 

Mr. President, they did not reduce 
their prices to the consumers, reflect
ing the lower tariff. They passed on no
price reduction. So I think these 
claims about prices going up-which we 
will meet and we will hear how this is 
an anticonsumer, anticompetitive 
measure-are specious. 

Let me, before I conclude, go through 
this again. Mr. President, what we 
have seen here is a clear case of incred
ible influence and power that was used 
at the expense of the American work
ers, the American consumers, and the 
American Treasury. On the business 
that this is going to create lower 
prices, et cetera, and more competi
tion, we see that has not taken place. 
We see that the prices have not gone 
down to the consumers. 

On the fact that a truck, for EPA 
emission standards, certainly should be 
a truck for all others, a truck for the 
standards as related to highway safety, 
a truck as it relates to miles per gal-

lon, but a car when it comes to cus
toms-why? Why has the same vehicle 
now turned into a car? It turned into a 
car simply because it saves the Japa
nese exporters $3,500. 

Mr. President, the people sense that 
something is wrong. I believe that the 
people sense when Government is not 
responding to their legitimate needs 
and concerns, and as it becomes so 
heavily influenced by those who seek 
to gain material advantage, where fair
ness is a word that disappears, where 
equity is a word that has no meaning, 
where indeed the power of the special 
interest groups has become paramount. 

How can you bring in a vehicle, 
which is a truck, and have it reclassi
fied as a car, simply to escape the pay
ment of $3,500? And then, so you do not 
have to meet the more stringent EPA 
standards as it relates to emissions, as 
it relates to fuel economy, have it re
classified as a truck? Either it is a 
truck for EPA, either it is a truck as it 
relates to the Department of Transpor
tation, or it is a car. But to say that it 
is a car to come in, so that you can 
save $3,500, and then it becomes a truck 
for the classification of emission stand
ards, and it becomes a truck for the 
classification of the Department of 
Transportation economy standards, is 
wrong. It is simply wrong. And at the 
same time, we see the American auto 
worker losing his job. 

We wonder why the Japanese market 
goes up. Here we have a clear indica
tion that while the U.S. auto market 
and workers have decreased from 
867,000 jobs to 729,000 jobs, we see the 
Japanese auto market from 1987 to 1990 
increasing. 

I suggest to you that we are going to 
continue to lose jobs if we have these 
unfair predatory pricing practices, be
cause that is exactly what this is. And 
if we have our own Government that 
interprets the rules the way it wants, 
not related to any fairness, not related 
to any real standards, but related to 
the special interest groups who are 
calling the shots, it is wrong. 

What about the little guy? What 
about the taxpayer? What about the 
$3,500 that we are losing on every vehi
cle? Last year, they estimated that 
135,000 vehicles came into this country, 
135,000 that, by any reasonable stand
ards, were trucks. But because we had 
this fast ruling, the overturning of the 
Customs Commissioner's ruling that a 
truck was a truck, except when it came 
to the special interest of the Japanese, 
when it came to saving $3,500 on aver
age on each and every one of these 
trucks, this truck mysteriously be
came a car. 

How are we going to compete against 
this? What is the American taxpayer to 
think? What is the little guy to think? 
What about the fellow in that factory 
working as hard as he can with a com
mitment to excellence? They cannot 
compete against this. 



November 22, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 33783 
You wonder why auto workers be

come discouraged, and why plants be
come discouraged. You cannot compete 
against this. I cannot believe it, but we 
are doing it to our workers, to our own 
people, to our own taxpayers. What are 
we doing? We are disadvantaging them. 
It is unethical, unprincipled, and it is 
wrong. 

Mr. President, I will soon send an 
amendment to the desk, but before I 
do, I want to say that I have no illu
sions as to what is going to take place 
here. I am simply going to say this 
amendment says that a truck is a 
truck is a truck. If it is a truck for all 
of the other purposes to meet the EPA 
requirements, if it is a truck to meet 
the fuel economy requirements, if it is 
a truck to meet the fuel safety require
ments, then it should be a truck as it 
relates to the customs requirements. 

Let me also say, Mr. President, coin
cidentally, before I conclude, that this 
same truck became a car last year for 
the purposes-and by the way, the 
Treasury Department did this; the 
Treasury Department did this. As it re
lated to the luxury tax placed upon 
them, they said: Well, for this purpose, 
we will make this a car, because the 
car-or this car became a truck for the 
same purposes, because we would make 
them exempt; trucks are exempt. 

So within the Treasury Department, 
we have two different rulings as it re
lates to the luxury tax. We find it is a 
truck because it escapes the payment 
of that luxury tax. 

I am not suggesting that it should 
not be a truck for all purposes. I am 
suggesting that it is inconceivable-in
conceivable-that we would find that 
this is not a car so that it can escape 
the $3,500 that it should be paying. I 
think it is unfair. I think that we 
should do something. I do not believe 
we are. 

I think we will find on technicalities 
that the people will be denied the op
portunity to have fairness applied. I 
think that is the kind of thing that 
many people are saying: Something is 
wrong here. And we have the vested 
special interest groups that will rise up 
with the chorus of how this is 
anticonsumer. And they will simply 
turn their backs on how it is that this 
classification came to be, who was be
hind it, and why it took place. And I 
am just suggesting it should not con
tinue. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New York [Mr. 

D'AMATO] proposes an amendment 
numbered 1405. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place insert the follow

ing language: 
The Additional United States Notes for 

chapter 87 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule 
of the United States are amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new note: 

3. any motor vehicle that is-
"(a) a light truck within the meaning of 

section 523.5 of title 49 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (as in effect on October 1, 1990); 
or 

"(b) a light-duty truck within the meaning 
of such term as defined in section 86.082-2 of 
title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
(as an effect July 1, 1990); 
shall be classified under heading 8704.". 

The amendment made by section 1 applies 
with respect to goods entered, or withdrawn 
from warehouse for consumption, on or after 
the 15th day after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Mr. 
President, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

President pro tempore is recognized. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1406 

(Purpose: To revise a provision of the classi
fied annex incorporated into the Depart
ment of Defense Appropriations Act, 1992) 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I send to 

the desk an amendment which has been 
cleared on both sides, an amendment 
by Mr. NUNN and Mr. w ARNER, and ask 
unanimous consent that it be agreed to 
and the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table. 

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

So the amendment (No. 1406) was 
agreed to, as follows: 

On page 14, below line 23, insert the follow
ing new section: 
SEC. 106. CLASSIFIED PROGRAM. 

(a) In section 110 of the Classified Annex 
incorporated into the Department of Defense 
Appropriations Act, 1992, the matter begin
ning with "Notwithstanding" and ending 
with "Provided, That" shall have no force or 
effect. 

(b) The funds described in section 110 of 
such Classified Annex may be obligated for 
the program described therein only in ac
cordance with the Classified Annex incor
porated into the National Defense Authoriza
tion Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I am offer
ing an amendment on behalf of myself 
and Senator WARNER to the supple
mental appropriation bill that actually 
relates to a provision in the fiscal year 
1992 defense appropriations conference 
report, which the Senate will consider 
at a later time. It is necessary to offer 
this amendment on this supplemental 
appropriations bill because the defense 
appropriations conference report can
not be amended. 

The amendment I am offering con
cerns a classified program, the details 
of which I cannot discuss here today. I 
can say that the conferees on the De
fense Authorization Act and the Intel
ligence Authorization Act all came to 

an agreement on this program. We 
agreed that the administration could 
not proceed to full-scale development 
on this program in fiscal year 1992. 
Funding was also fenced with certain 
requirements on the Department of De
fense. The classified annex to the Na
tional Defense Authorization Act, 
which was incorporated into the act, 
contains a provision that reflects this 
agreement. Likewise, the classified 
annex to the Intelligence Authoriza
tion Act contains a provision that is in 
accord with this agreement. 

However, a provision was included in 
the classified annex to the Defense Ap
propriations Act that is inconsistent 
with and contradicts this agreement. 
That is why this amendment is nec
essary. I have spoken with the individ
uals on the appropriations committees 
who were involved in this matter. I do 
not believe this was intended since the 
authors of the appropriations provision 
were party to our negotiations. They 
now understand that the provision in 
the appropriations bill does not reflect 
our collective agreement. I want to 
emphasize that the authors of the ap
propriations provision in question have 
agreed to accept this amendment. 

Unfortunately, the authors of the ap
propriations provision do not have a 
mechanism to correct their provision, 
since the House has already passed the 
defense authorization, intelligence au
thorization, and defense appropriations 
conference reports. Over here, the Sen
ate has passed the defense and intel
ligence authorization conference re
ports. The defense appropriations con
ference report, as I mentioned earlier, 
cannot be amended. 

Moreover, Mr. President, because the 
classified annexes to these conference 
reports have the force and effect of law, 
they can be changed only by an act of 
Congress. That is why I must offer this 
amendment to the supplemental appro
priations bill. 

I understand that this amendment is 
acceptable to all the parties involved. 
The amendment simply conforms the 
Defense appropriations bill to the In
telligence and Defense authorization 
acts in a manner which was understood 
to be the agreement. I urge the adop
tion of this amendment and thank the 
Chair. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1405 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Is the Senator ready to 
vote? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment of 
the Senator from New York? 

The distinguished President pro tem
pore is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the distin
guished Senator from Texas [Mr. BENT-
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SEN] the chairman of the Finance Com
mittee, wishes to speak on this amend
ment. 

I, therefore, ask unanimous consent 
that if the distinguished Senator from 
New York has no problem with my 
doing so, that his amendment be tem
porarily laid aside so that an amend
ment by Mr. LAUTENBERG may b~I 
understand Mr. LAUTENBERG has an 
amendment-he may call up his 
amendment; and with the further un
derstanding that when Mr. BENTSEN 
reaches the floor, Mr. BENTSEN may be 
recognized to speak in opposition to 
the amendment by the Senator from 
New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. If the chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee 
would abide a question here. Is the sug
gestion being made that if I am in the 
middle of my remarks, that I halt at 
that point, or finish? 

Mr. BYRD. No. I only suggest that 
the distinguished Senator be aware 
that Senator BENTSEN is going to be on 
the floor, and at the convenience of the 
distinguished Senator from New Jer
sey, he would yield to Mr. BENTSEN at 
whatever point he wishes to yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The Senator from New Jersey is rec
ognized. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
might I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

ABORTION RIGHTS AMENDMENT 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

rise to offer an amendment that would 
reverse current Department of Defense 
Policy and allow servicewomen and 
military dependents access to safe and 
affordable abortion services in overseas 
military medical facilities . I am offer
ing this amendment because, like a 
clear majority of Senators in this body, 
I see the injustice of the administra
tion's policy. But I am also offering 
this amendment because this same pro
vision was dropped narrowly by the De
fense appropriations conferees last 
week even though a majority of my 
colleagues supported this amendment 
in the Defense appropriations bill. My 
colleagues who switched their votes 
told me that they would support this 
amendment if it was not on the De
fense appropriations bill. They told me 
that the President would veto the en
tire Defense appropriations bill over 
the provision. Well, now I am heeding 
my colleagues suggestion and am offer-

ing this amendment. I want to take a 
few minutes to explain this issue to my 
colleagues. 

Once again, Congress has to take ac
tion to prevent the further erosion of 
the constitutional rights of American 
women. This action is necessary to 
overturn a 1988 Reagan administration 
directive prohibiting American service
women and military dependents access 
to privately financed abortions in over
seas military medical facilities. 

Mr. President, like the gag rule, this 
directive came from nowhere and is an 
affront to every affected service person 
or dependent. From 1982 to 1988, serv
icewomen and military dependents 
could receive safe, privately funded 
abortion services in overseas military 
medical facilities. Then in June 1988, 
the Assistant Secretary of Health Af
fairs at the Department of Defense ar
bitrarily overturned existing policy 
without any direction from Congress or 
warning to the public. 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Health Affairs took this action 
while conceding that providing pri
vately financed abortions in overseas 
military medical facilities "does not 
violate the legal prohibition" against 
using Federal funds for abortions. The 
Reagan administration decided to ban 
such abortions anyway. 

Mr. President, the issue here is 
whether or not a servicewoman or de
pendent who is stationed overseas 
leaves her constitutional rights at the 
U.S. border. In countries like the Phil
ippines, Panama, and Saudi Arabia, 
abortion is not permitted. A service
woman who seeks to terminate a preg
nancy in those countries must either 
try to obtain an unsafe, back alley 
abortion or travel all the way back to 
the United States or some other coun
try, where the service is available. 

Mr. President, the U.S. military ini
tially built U.S. medical facilities on 
our bases overseas because our service 
members are often stationed in coun
tries where safe health care is not 
available. Since 1988, however, if a 
servicewoman wants to terminate an 
unintended pregnancy while stationed 
overseas, she does not have access to 
safe medical care. She has access to 
butcher knife care. And the result is 
severe medical complications. Not only 
does this Department of Defense policy 
rob women of their rights; it forces 
them into life threatening situations. 

Mr. President, we should not treat 
our dedicated servicewomen as second
class citizens when they serve our 
country overseas. To the contrary, that 
is the time when we ought to make 
sure that every service that is avail
able to our military is there and avail
able to them. Do the opponents of my 
amendment think this policy is a good 
way to reward our brave and coura
geous servicewomen? Would we force 
our Nation's servicemen to travel all 
the way back to the United States to 
receive treatment for prostate cancer? 

Mr. President, I also want to set the 
record straight on a few issues that 
have been distorted by proponents of 
this reprehensible policy. First, this 
amendment does not violate the statu
tory ban against using Defense funds 
for abortion established in 1984. It sim
ply returns U.S. policy to the way it 
was from 1982 to 1988 where service
women and military dependents could 
receive privately financed abortions in 
overseas military medical facilities. 

Second, this amendment will not 
allow third trimester abortions or so
called postviability abortions. This 
provision upholds all existing military 
regulations regarding reproductive 
health care that the military has pro
mulgated within the Roe versus Wade 
framework. These existing regulations 
prohibit third trimester amendments 
unless the life or heal th of the mother 
is in danger. 

Third, military service branches al
ready have existing regulations that 
require parental notification for mi
nors before any major medical proce
dure, including abortions, can be per
formed. 

Fourth, this amendment does not re
quire any military health care worker 
to perform an abortion if he or she be
lieves that it is against his or her ethi
cal, moral, or religious beliefs. All 
branches of the service have so-called 
conscience clauses that allow military 
health care workers to abstain from 
performing procedures that violate 
their beliefs. 

Therefore, Mr. President, this amend
ment is not about using Federal funds 
for abortions, third trimester abor
tions, parental notification or making 
someone perform an abortion against 
his or her will. This amendment is 
about protecting the constitutional 
rights of our servicewomen. 

Mr. President, if there are any critics 
out there who think that this current 
policy is not having a traumatic affect 
on our servicewomen or military de
pendents, I wish they would read the 
letter that I have from Dr. Jeffrey T. 
Jensen, M.D., head of the Department 
of Obstetrics and Gynecology at the 
U.S. naval hospital at Subic Bay in the 
Philippines. 

I ask unanimous consent that the en
tire text of Dr. Jensen's letter be print
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD as fallows: 

HEAD, DEPARTMENT OF OBSTETRICS 
AND GYNECOLOGY, U.S. NAVAL 
HOSPITAL, SUBIC BAY, REP. PHIL
IPPINES, 

FPO San Francisco , CA, May 11, 1991 . 
Hon. LES AUCOIN, 
Rayburn Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN AUCOIN: I understand 
that you are reintroducing an amendment to 
the DOD Authorization bill, which you had 
sponsored in 1990, which would allow over
seas active duty military and their depend
ents the option of obtaining an abortion at a 
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military treatment facility at their own ex
pense. I would like to share with you some of 
the experiences I have had with this issue 
over the past two years at the U.S. Naval 
Hospital, Subic Bay, where I have served as 
a staff Obstetrician/Gynecologist, and Head 
of the Department of Ob/Gyn. They exem
plify the danger and frustrations that our 
volunteer servicewomen and female military 
dependents are subject to in the Philippines. 
Hopefully these examples will help you and 
other members of Congress see even more 
clearly how the 1988 DOD prohibition against 
abortion at overseas hospitals has endan
gered women's lives and interfered with the 
readiness of our military. 

First let me provide you with details of 
health care at the U.S. Naval Facility, Phil
ippines, and contrast it with that available 
locally. The Naval Hospital is a 85 bed facil
ity serving a patient population of about 
17,000 active duty and dependents. It also 
serves as a referral center for the Fleet and 
Naval Station Diego Garcia. Our department 
provides comprehensive Ob/Gyn services to 
both active duty, retired, and dependent pa
tients. Problems we are unequipped to deal 
with are transferred to other military treat
ment facilities. We have the equipment nec
essary to perform elective abortions, as it is 
identical to that used for spontaneous abor
tion. Olongapo City borders the base, and 
serves as the local liberty area for personnel. 
The community is known for its cheap bars 
and prostitution is a way of life for many 
economically disadvantaged women who 
flock to Olongapo. Needless to say, sexually 
transmitted diseases are common. I do not 
think our military leaders would be proud to 
show the parents of our sailors the lifestyle 
that is common in Olongapo. The Philippines 
is a third world country with high unemploy
ment and a rapidly increasing population. 
Government population policies are severely 
restricted by the Catholic church. As a con
sequence, availability of contraceptive meth
ods is low and the birth rate is high. Al
though abortion is illegal for any reason, it 
is commonly available. Procedures available 
range from abdominal massage and catheter 
insertion techniques of lay midwives to more 
sophisticated dilatation and curettage proce
dures provided by physicians. As all of these 
procedures are illegal, there is no quality as
surance. I have visited the local hospitals. 
The facilities for legal procedures such as 
surgery and vaginal delivery are question
able. I can only imagine the facilities and 
equipment for sterilizing instruments in 
black market abortion clinics. One patient 
relayed a chilling story of instruments set to 
boil upon the stove, a technique ineffective 
against spore forming bacteria and certain 
viruses. 

We admit about eight patients per year 
with complication from illegal abortion. In 
order to minimize this occurrence, I am out
spoken and open when counseling my pa
tients. I maintain an open door policy to any 
women needing information on options in 
early pregnancy. If a patient chooses abor
tion, I council her against obtaining the pro
cedure locally due to the inherent risks in
volved in even the best clinics. If the patient 
intends to have a local procedure she is in
structed to come to my clinic following the 
procedure for an examination to rule out in
fection or other problems. I fit them into my 
schedule without appointment. Unfortu
nately, many patients do not consult us, 
wrongly concluding that since the system 
does not support her choice a Navy physician 
will not be supportive or compassionate. 
Some even fear having their plans revealed 

to their (sponsor's) command. This has an 
obvious negative impact on the quality of 
the physician-patient relationship. 

Not all illegal procedures result in com
plications. When problems do arise, however, 
there is a tendency to present late for legiti
mate care. Part of this is a suspicion of the 
system which initially denied care. It is 
against Navy regulations for active duty 
members to seek health care outside of the 
military system (unless referred by a mili
tary physician). An active duty woman suf
fering a complication might find herself in a 
"line of duty" investigation which could find 
her injuries non service-connected and ineli
gible for care in the military or VA system. 
If she suffered injury from faulty illegal care 
in the Philippines she also cannot be com
pensated through civil suits. Is this fair 
treatment for an individual who, having vol
unteered to serve her country, was guaran
teed comprehensive health care as a benefit 
of service, and then sent overseas? To pro
tect our patients, the unofficial policy we 
have adopted is to not document (in the med
ical record) illegal abortion as the ante
cedent cause of complications which may re
sult in admission to our hospital. I imagine 
other facilities handle this problem in a 
similar fashion so accurate statistics on 
number of admissions for complications of il
legal abortion may be impossible to obtain. 
Hospital administrators vary with respect to 
their concern and compassion for this prob
lem. 

I urge my patients to travel to Japan or 
the States if possible. This requires that a 
servicewoman take leave. For junior enlisted 
taking leave on short notice presents a prob
lem, as leave is a privilege granted only if 
the needs of the command are met. As the 
safety of abortion procedures is inversely 
proportional to the length of gestation, 
delays contribute to morbidity. The service
woman often finds herself in a situation 
where she must divulge (against her wishes) 
her most private decisions regarding her re
productive health. And she must do this in 
an environment which may be hostile to her 
intentions. Despite attempts at education by 
the Navy, the level of sexual harassment re
mains high. My patient could find this deci
sion has a negative impact on her career if a 
supervisor is not supportive of a woman's 
right to choose abortion. Even after receiv
ing permission from her command to take 
leave, my active duty patient faces the ob
stacle of obtaining transportation to a coun
try where abortion is safe and legal. There 
seems to be some myth about the availabil
ity of government transportation to military 
personnel overseas. [In contrast to the situa
tion for White House Staffers, air transport 
for military on leave is on a "space avail
able" basis only, and flights do not occur 
every day. In addition, a flight may be can
celed at any time. You may not sign up on 
the wait list for a flight until you are in a 
leave status, so chargeable leave time accu
mulates while you wait. The wait lists for 
the States is much longer than Japan. Fur
thermore, there is no guarantee of a return 
flight. This further increases time away from 
work anxiety, and expense. During peak 
transit times there may be no space avail
able seats, resulting in the additional finan
cial burden of commercial airline tickets.] 

The predicament for active duty depend
ents is even worse as they are in a lower cat
egory of priority for space available flights 
(i.e. an active duty member on regular leave 
showing up on the day of a flight will get 
space before a dependent regardless of the 
duration of the dependent's wait). I know of 

at least two cases, one active duty enlisted 
and one dependent daughter, who were sub
jected to the increased morbidity and ex
pense of a second trimester procedure sec
ondary to wait involved for a space available 
flight. The fact that the risk of death and 
complications from their procedures was 
needlessly increased four fold left me exas
perated and outraged. These are real people, 
military members (or their dependents) who 
volunteer their lives to defend their country 
and are denied the same standard of care 
available to other Americans. 

For teenagers, the situation is more com
plicated and frightening. This problem is 
compounded by the local ruling which pre
vents minors (dependent children under 21) 
from access to health care, including contra
ceptive counseling, without parental con
sent. A recent survey done by students at 
our DODDS high school revealed that 61 % of 
female and 81 % of male juniors and seniors 
state that they are, or have been, sexually 
active. About 8-10 students carry a preg
nancy to term each year. A comparable num
ber have abortions. Combined, that number 
is roughly 10% of all female high school stu
dents (grade 9-12). In other words about 5% 
of all female high school students here will 
have an abortion! It is an unfortunate fact of 
life that not all families have perfect com
munication. Even the best parent-teenager 
relationships are strained by the intensely 
personal nature of sexuality and pregnancy. 
In families with dysfunctional communica
tion, or where physical or mental abuse is 
present, it is unreasonable to assume that 
these issues can ever be openly discussed. 
Rather than confront an abusive parent (or 
disappoint a good one), teenagers often at
tempt to conceal their pregnancies and 
present late for prenatal care or abortion re
ferral. Again, for those who choose to leave 
the Philippines for an abortion, the addi
tional wait for transportation may add sig
nificantly to the risk of the procedure. The 
stories of young women who choose not to 
involve their parents and pursue illegal abor
tions locally horrify and sicken me. They are 
forced to travel to unsafe locations for the 
procedures. Often times the person perform
ing the procedure cannot explain it in Eng
lish. Prices are inflated to extorsion levels 
for Americans. Anesthetics are administered 
without appropriate monitoring. We have ad
mitted two teens so far this school year for 
intravenous antibiotics and completion 
curettage following an illegal procedure. 
One, a high school junior was hospitalized 
for over 7 days. What impact this will have 
on her future fertility remains to be seen. In 
my opinion, it is only a matter of time be
fore a teenage dependent daughter dies here 
from a complication of illegal abortion. Even 
legal termination presents serious difficulty 
for students. One of my patients, an intel
ligent high school sophomore who states she 
would have used a reliable birth control 
method had access to confidential care been 
available, went to Japan for her abortion, ac
companied by her mother. Although she suf
fered no complications, she missed two and a 
half weeks of school due to flight delays. 

Cases of fetal anomalies provide further in
sight into the arbitrary cruelty of the cur
rent law. We have the technology to screen 
for fetal malformations with high resolution 
ultrasound imaging, and detect chromo
somal anomalies with amniocentesis and ge
netic studies. The military supports these di
agnostic studies as they are the standard of 
care. Most patients are shocked to learn, 
however, that there is no federal funding for 
pregnancy interruption in the event that a 
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serious anomaly is found, even if the anom
aly is significant enough to be 100% fatal! 
This is not abortion for birth control; these 
couples are usually anxious to conceive 
again. Often times these are couples who 
have delayed childbearing and planned their 
pregnancy. Let me illustrate this with an ex
ample from my own practice. A 23 year Ma
rine Lance Corporal and his 21 year old wife 
were pregnant with their first child. An 
ultrasound was performed at about 20 weeks 
in order to confirm gestational age, as the 
patient had presented late for prenatal care. 
At that time, multiple fetal anomalies were 
discovered. Repeat studies were performed 
with the same conclusions; the anomalies 
were incompatible with extrauterine life. 
The patient and her husband were counseled 
regarding the findings, and options for con
tinuing or electively terminating the preg
nancy were discussed. Observing the deterio
rating condition of the fetus through mul
tiple exams, the parents felt unable to cope 
with continuing the pregnancy and requested 
interruption. Although they had previously 
been told that federal regulations would not 
allow the procedure in our hospital, they 
again requested we reconsider this in view of 
the severity of the anomalies. The case was 
presented to the Hospital ethics and execu
tive committees; both refused to go against 
federal regulations. A Lance Corporal has a 
take home pay of about $865/mo. Exclusive of 
transportation and incidental expenses, the 
cost of hospitalization and labor induction 
termination in Japan is around $2,500. With 
no savings, this young couple had no choice 
but to continue the pregnancy. Just imagine 
what it feels like as a physician to have to 
tell a patient that although you have the 
tools and training to end her suffering you 
cannot do so. I presume it is easy for policy 
makers to abstract themselves from this sit
uation and consider the issue black and 
white. But attempt to visualize the emo
tional pain this real life situation creates in 
both patient and physician. The heartache a 
mother feels with each fetal movement 
knowing that her baby will never live past 
birth, and that she must be continually re
minded and tormented by this knowledge 
until her delivery. The sadness and helpless
ness her physician shares at every office 
visit and phone call. This young couple lived 
through this hell for an additional 10 weeks 
until the doomed fetus suffered an intra
uterine death. The labor induction which fol
lowed was long and painful, complicated at 
delivery by the massive size of the fetal ab
domen (secondary to ascites), which had de
veloped during the last several weeks of the 
pregnancy. After a year this couple has con
ceived again, this time with a normal fetus. 
Physically the patient is fine, but the emo
tional scars of this unnecessary suffering re
main in both her and me. I can't help but 
think that this young marine's vision of 
what his country is willing to do for him and 
his family, in return for his dedication and 
professionalism as a soldier, has been forever 
altered. 

The current situation in the military pro
vides me with insight into the problems we 
would see if abortion were not readily avail
able in the United States. The powerful and 
wealthy would continue to receive safe care 
with terminations provided by sympathetic 
private physicians in their own offices. The 
"have nots" would be unable to access this 
type of care for several reasons. Primarily, 
as these patients have not developed long
standing relationships with a physician, the 
doctor would be unwilling to run the risk of 
criminal prosecution to treat the patient. I 

am certain that many military gynecologists 
have found themselves in the position to 
help someone they trusted and have termi
nated a pregnancy by camouflaging it as an 
incomplete or missed spontaneous abortion. 
I consider this to be more an act of kindness 
than civil disobedience. Unfortunately, those 
with the greatest need, the young junior en
listed where the financial burden falls heavi
est-are unlikely to benefit from this rela
t ionship. I taste the bitter irony of my words 
when I tell a young woman, who has volun
teered to serve her country because she be
lieves in the ideals of democracy and free
dom, that despite my training and expertise 
I am not free to help her. As a medical stu
dent, I never expected to see the day when a 
military physician could face criminal pros
ecution for performing a procedure which is 
safe, effective, legal, and common in the ci
vilian community. 

It is appalling to me that the President of 
the United States, Commander and Chief of 
the military, sees it fit to send active duty 
women overseas, and then neglect a major 
issue of health care concern. The overwhelm
ing sexism in this policy is especially ugly. 
On any given night one can observe scores of 
young men taking "liberty" in Olongapo 
City. The service gives implied consent to 
this by treatment of repeat offenders for sex
ually transmitted diseases, and ignoring the 
shameful problem of children fathered in 
these relationships and later abandoned. It is 
assumed "boys will be boys" or that such ac
tivity is necessary after a long deployment. 
It is my opinion that the Navy's attachment 
to its Philippine base centers more on its use 
as a liberty port than a shipyard. The active 
duty female probably acts irresponsibly far 
less often, but receives no support from the 
system when unintended (undesired) preg
nancy results. 

Thank you for letting me share my experi
ences with you. Although I personally feel 
federal funds should also be available for 
abortions, this legislation alone would sig
nificantly improve the physical and mental 
health of military women overseas. By al
lowing women the option of obtaining the 
procedure in military hospitals at their own 
expense, we would guarantee them access to 
safe treatment at a clean facility in a timely 
fashion. The preparedness of the military 
would be improved not only by reducing lost 
work days, but also by enhancing morale 
through this expression of empathy for wom
en's issues. I appreciate your dedication to 
improving the health care of active duty and 
military dependent women. If I can be of any 
further help with this issue (or any other 
women's health care issue) feel free to con
tact me. 

Sincerely, 
JEFFREY T . JENSEN, M.D. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I will paraphrase 
the letter, Mr. President. He talks 
about the medical treatment that has 
to be done when a back alley abortion 
fails. He talks about the endangerment 
of a woman's life and alerted us to the 
fact that this failure to provide these 
kinds of services is threatening to 
American citizens who are serving 
their country overseas. 

My distinguished colleague, Senator 
WmTH, of Colorado, who has worked 
long and hard on this issue during con
sideration of the Defense Authorization 
bill, inserted this letter in the RECORD 
previously. For those who have not 
read this letter, let me summarize a 
few items contained in it. 

First, Dr. Jensen sees approximately 
eight patients per year with complica
tions from illegal abortions. These 
women typically come forward with 
these complications late and are expe
riencing life threatening situations. In 
other words, the military will pay to 
treat a woman who suffers from a 
botched abortion but will not allow her 
to pay for a safe abortion at a military 
medical facility to prevent this. This is 
absurd. 

Second, Dr. Jensen's letter discusses 
a case where a lance corporal discov
ered that her baby would die at birth 
after several tests. After receiving 
medical counseling, she elected to ter
minate her pregnancy. But in this case 
she had no constitutional rights. Her 
options were either to carry her preg
nancy several months knowing that 
the child was going to die, get an un
safe back alley abortion in the Phil
ippines, or fly to Japan and pay $2,500 
to have a safe abortion if she could get 
leave or a flight, on a monthly salary 
of $965. 

Third, Dr. Jensen documents how dif
ficult it is for servicewomen to get 
leave and a flight to travel to another 
country to terminate an unwanted 
pregnancy. Often servicewomen are 
forced to disclose this very personal de
cision to terminate a pregnancy to a 
superior officer in order to get leave. 
Also, women who often have to wait to 
get a flight to another country often 
have their heal th put at risk and are 
forced to go through further trauma. 

Mr. President, it is time to end this 
disgrace and restore the constitu
tionally protected rights of our Amer
ican servicewomen serving abroad and 
military dependents. I urge my col
leagues to support this amendment. 

Mr. President, it is my understanding 
that, under a previous agreement, we 
are to recognize the Senator from 
Texas. I relinquish the floor for that 
purpose, but retain my rights to the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Chair recog
nizes the Senator from Texas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1405 

Mr. BENTSEN. I thank the distin
guished Senator for his consideration 
and the chairman of the Appropria
tions Committee for giving me an op
portunity to state my concern over 
this amendment. 

I can well understand what the dis
tinguished Senator from New York is 
trying to do here. What he is talking 
about is trying to raise this duty from 
2.5 to 25 percent, as I understand it, to 
give it a truck classification. This is 
identical with a bill that he submitted 
back in August and that was referred 
to the Finance Committee. We, in turn, 
sent it to the administration; we sent 
it to the International Trade Commis
sion for their comments. 

Let me make one point very clear. 
This is a tax measure, and that is what 
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it is. Under the Constitution, those 
things have to originate on the House 
side. That is their prerogative. 

What this would do is increase the 
taxes paid on light trucks. So it is a 
revenue measure. If we send that to the 
House on this bill, it is going to be 
blue-slipped. All the work that has 
been put in by the committee members 
on the Appropriations Committee, all 
of the concerns that rest in this piece 
of legislation will be for naught. And 
we are talking about this right when 
we are talking about adjournment. All 
wasted. 

It took too long to get this bill to the 
floor. It is too important to be treated 
this way. We have nearly 150 different 
tariff measures like this one that have 
been introduced and referred to the Fi
nance Committee. We cannot act on 
these until we have a revenue measure 
from the House. That is just the way it 
is. That is the Constitution. 

Just today, the House Ways and 
Means Committee's subcommittees 
acted on a miscellaneous tariff bill cov
ering 227 tariff measures. 

Let me make a further point. My un
derstanding is the administration, a 
Republican administration, opposes 
this amendment. They say that it con
flicts with our international agreement 
obligations under GATT. And that is as 
well as the Customs Cooperation Coun
cil, that it would be extremely difficult 
to administer. These are their argu
ments against it. 

I will move to table, I understand 
that the distinguished Senator from 
New York has talked on this at some 
length. I would be happy to yield him 5 
minutes, 10 minutes, with the under
standing that I do not lose my rights to 
the floor, if he would like to speak be
fore I move to table. 

Mr. D'AMATO. I appreciate it. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. D'AMATO. I appreciate my col
league's courtesies. I have indicated 
quite clearly that it was this adminis
tration that reversed the ruling of the 
Customs Commission, who found that, 
indeed, a truck is a truck. And that it 
is a truck for the purpose of EPA, a 
truck for the purposes of the Depart
ment of Transportation, and that it 
should be a truck as it relates to com
ing into this country. 

Except I think we found some ex
traordinary influence outside of the 
realm of fairness, outside of the realm 
of what equity should be. It suddenly 
makes a vehicle that had been a truck 
for years and years, a car, so that it 
could escape its payment of a proper 
tariff. And that is what we have here. 

I can appreciate the sentiment of my 
colleagues, and that expressed by the 
distinguished Senator from Texas, that 
we worked hard to get this bill here. 
But I think it is about time. We waited 
a long time to get the bill here. The 

American people have been· waiting too 
long, the American workers have been 
waiting too long, for fairness. This is 
costing our producers jobs-our auto 
manufacturers, who manufacture the 
Chevy, the Jeep, the Cherokee, the oth
ers. This is wrong. 

The American taxpayer has waited 
too long. We are talking about $500 
million a year in lost revenue. I think 
we should find a way to deal with this. 
And, to be quite candid, I do not be
lieve we are going to get fairness out of 
the House Ways and Means Committee. 

If they want to blue slip it, let them 
do it. I was on this floor when I 
brought up a cutoff of trade with Sad
dam Hussein. I pulled down that 
amendment at that point in time. I 
pulled it down because we said, oh, my 
gosh, this will be terrible and it will be 
blue-slipped by the House. 

When are this body and the other 
body going to begin to stand up and say 
what is right for the people? 

I have to tell my colleagues some
thing. When we move to table this, let 
us understand we are moving against 
fairness, we are tabling something that 
seeks equity, we are moving against 
correcting an inequity that has existed 
for too long. There is no reason, except 
the special interest groups that came 
in, for the Japanese to be motivated to 
unfairly say a truck is a car because 
they can save $3,500. That is what took 
place. It is that simple. It did take 
place. And we can say this is a revenue 
measure. 

When are we going to stand up for 
the people and stop worrying about the 
intricacies of the institution and make 
the institution work for the people? 
That is the problem around here. That 
is the message the people are sending. 

They are saying we are sick and tired 
of Government not responding to our 
legitimate needs; finding manners and 
ways and loopholes to keep from doing 
what we should be doing. If you can 
tell me reasonably why we will call it 
a truck-oh, it is a tax measure. It is a 
measure to see that taxes that should 
be paid will be paid? 

I agree with my colleague this was 
the administration. Let us give them a 
chance to address the inequity that 
they have created, because this is an 
inequity. Let them take a look at it. 
Let it see the light of day. I do not 
know whether the President has seen 
this. I do not know whether he believes 
this is really fair. Let us see what he 
thinks, whether the present situation 
is fair and whether it should be 
changed. 

How do we get it changed? Do we 
have to wait for a revenue measure to 
come through to deal with it? We will 
have to wait forever, and we have been 
waiting forever. 

The distinguished Senator is right, 
this is the same legislation I intro
duced in August. I have no doubt if he 
had the opportunity to deal with this 

fairly and equitably, he would. As he 
rightfully points out, this measure 
does have to be generated from the 
House of Representatives as a revenue 
measure. 

But I would appeal to my distin
guished colleague. If they, the other 
body, seeks to take it down on a tech
nicality, then that will be their obliga
tion, that will be their shortchanging 
of the people. 

I think we should act on behalf of the 
people, work for them, give them an 
opportunity to get the fairness and 
protection they are entitled to. And 
that is what this amendment is aimed 
to do, to bring about fairness. 

Mr. BENTSEN. I would say to my 
friend from New York, it is not the 
substance of the amendment, as to the 
equity or inequity that is involved 
here. I would be willing to entertain 
that kind of discussion if the ground 
rules let us act on this. But my col
league's argument is not with the Gov
ernment, it is with the Constitution. 
And we are not going to amend the 
Constitution on the floor this after
noon. 

So, when you have that kind of limi
tation put on you, this then turns into 
what we down south call "show time.' 

I do not blame the Senator for want
ing to get it off his chest and he has 
strong feelings about it. I had ques
tions as to the classification, too, and 
I remember the argument over that 
classification and how it came about, 
the argument between Customs and the 
Treasury, and finally the administra
tion stepping into it. 

But we cannot resolve that here. We 
have a Constitution to face. Revenue 
measures come from the House. Just 
today the Subcommittee on Trade of 
the Ways and Means Committee acted 
on 227 of these i terns. So they do act. 
But then we have to get it over here. 

The Senator will have prime time to 
discuss his amendment and it will be 
relevant under the constitutional pro
cedures of the Senate and the House. 
So, at this point, Mr. President, I move 
to table the amendment. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the efforts of my colleague 
from New York to clarify a discrepancy 
in the way in which various agencies of 
the U.S. Government categorize cer
tain vehicles. Most of these agencies 
consider numerous of these vehicles to 
be trucks, but the U.S. Customs Serv
ice has classified them as cars. This 
distinction dramatically affects the 
amount of customs duties assessed on 
these vehicles when they are imported. 

Like the Senator from New York, I 
would like this matter to be clarified. 
However, I am afraid, as the distin
guished chairman of the Finance Com
mittee, Mr. BENTSEN, has noted, that if 
we pass this amendment, it will force 
the House to blue-slip the entire sup
plemental appropriations bill, that is, 
kill it because it did not originate in 
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the House as required by the Constitu
tion. I cannot afford to let that happen. 
There are too many provisions in this 
bill that are crucial to my State, in
cluding provisions to help North Caro
lina farmers who have suffered signifi
cant crop losses in 1990 and 1991. The 
bill also includes much needed money 
for FEMA to offer assistance to those 
who have been the victims of disasters 
across the United States, including 
many in North Carolina who had their 
homes and businesses destroyed by 
Hurricane Hugo. Therefore, I must vote 
at this time to table the amendment of 
the Senator from New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on the motion to table. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 

being no further debate, the question is 
on agreeing to the motion to lay on the 
table the amendment of the Senator 
from New York. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from Louisiana [Mr. BREAUX], the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], and 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
KERREY] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BRYAN). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 56, 
nays 41, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Boren 
Bradley 
Brown 
Bryan 
Burdick 
Burns 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Craig 
Cranston 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 

[Rollcall Vote No. 267 Leg.] 
YEAS-56 

Exon Mitchell 
Ford Moynihan 
Fowler Murkowski 
Garn Nickles 
Gore Nunn 
Graham Packwood 
Gramm Pell 
Grassley Pryor 
Hatch Reid 
Hatfield Rockefeller 
Inouye Sanford 
Johnston Seymour 
Kassebaum Simpson 
Kennedy Smith 
Leahy Stevens 
Lugar Symms 
Mack Wallop 
McCain Warner 

Duren berger McConnell 
NAYS-41 

Adams Heflin Riegle 
Biden Helms Robb 
Bingaman Hollings Roth 
Bond Jeffords Rudman 
Bumpers Kasten Sar banes 
Coats Kerry Sasser 
Cohen Kohl Shelby 
Conrad Lautenberg Simon 
D'Amato Levin Specter 
Danforth Lieberman Thurmond 
DeConcini Lott Wellstone 
Dixon Metzenbaum Wirth 
Glenn Mikulski Wofford 
Gorton Pressler 

NOT VOTING-3 

BreaUI Harkin Kerrey 
So the motion to lay on the table the 

amendment (No. 1405) was agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I will yield 
shortly to the Senator from New York 
for 30 seconds. But I would like for Sen
ators to know about the list of amend
ments that I have in my hands. Mr. 
LOTT has an amendment. Mr. NICKLES 
has an amendment. 

Does Mr. D'AMATO have another 
amendment? 

Mr. D'AMATO. I do, but I believe the 
committee is ready to accept. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. D' AMATO has an 
amendment. Mr. LAUTENBERG has an 
amendment pending, I believe. Mr. 
CONRAD has an amendment. Mr. NUNN 
has three amendments. 

Mr. COATS has an amendment. Mr. 
DOLE has an amendment. Mr. McCAIN 
has an amendment. Mr. SPECTER has an 
amendment. Mr. KASTEN has an amend
ment. Mr. MURKOWSKI has an amend
ment. Mr. WALLOP, Mr. BOND, together 
with Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. BRADLEY has 
an amendment. Mr. STEVENS has an 
amendment. Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. PELL, 
Mr. GORE have three amendments. Mr. 
BYRD has three amendments and Mr. 
HATFIELD three amendments. Does 
anyone else have an amendment? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. DOLE. I might say to the distin

guished chairman that we are now 
doing a hotline to make certain we can 
accommodate, sort of put all of these 
in the basket, and that will be it. So we 
ought to have this information shortly. 

Mr. BYRD. All right. 
Mr. DOLE. That is on our side of the 

aisle. 
Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, are 

we asking also about second-degree 
amendments? 

Mr. BYRD. I will shortly. 
Mr. President, Mr. RIEGLE has three 

amendments. Mr. LEVIN has an amend
ment. 

Mr. President, before anyone objects, 
I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendments I have listed, together 
with germane second-degree amend
ments thereto, constitute the only 
amendments that may yet be called up, 
with the exception that within 5 min
utes from right now, if there are addi
tional amendments called in on either 
side, we will add those to the list. 

Mr. JOHNSTON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

a unanimous-consent request being 
propounded. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
JOHNSTON]. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, I am not 

certain as to the contents of all of 
these amendments, but with respect to 
those amendments which are not ap
propriations matters but which con
stitute legislation on appropriations 
bill, I would certainly reserve the right 
to put in second-degree amendments, 
and I would tell my colleagues that 
this appropriations bill will not be a 
Christmas tree for every legislative 
matter that every Senator wants to 
have. 

We have to understand that. If it is 
such, if it becomes such a Christmas 
tree, then there a number of baubles 
that I would want to put on which I 
think would engage us in conversation 
beyond Thanksgiving. I would hope 
that we would not do that because I 
support my chairman in the desire to 
get this bill out in its pristine form be
fore Thanksgiving. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank my 
friend. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, I do not 
intend to object. Would the Senator 
from West Virginia please include on 
his list a possible amendment of the 
Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. BYRD. I add one amendment by 
Mr. METZENBAUM. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Indiana [Mr. COATS]. 

Mr. COATS. I also reserve the right 
to object, and I would like to add an 
amendment to the list. 

Mr. BYRD. I have an amendment 
down for Mr. COATS. Does he wish two 
amendments? 

Mr. COATS. We are consulting with 
Senator RIEGLE. We are working to see 
if we are working on one and the same. 
We will clarify that. 

Mr. BYRD. So the list will be two 
amendments by Mr. COATS. 

Mr. COATS. I appreciate that. 
Mr. LEAHY. Reserving the right to 

object, I shall not. Does that show a 
Leahy agriculture amendment? 

Mr. BYRD. It does not. 
Mr. LEAHY. Could we add that to the 

list? 
Furthermore that no points of order 

be waived by virtue of this request. 
That Mr. SIMON be added to the list 

with one amendment; Mr. NICKLES, two 
additional amendments; two by Mr. 
KOHL; one by Mr. PRYOR; and one by 
Mr. BOREN. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, did 
the leader reserve unlimited second-de
gree amendments for the Senator from 
Louisiana? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. That was in the re
quest, the second-degree germane 
amendments. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Not necessarily ger
mane. 

Mr. BYRD. Oh. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Not relevant, not 

germane. 
Mr. BYRD. Did the Senator wish to 

be listed for an amendment or two 
amendments? 
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Mr. JOHNSTON. Not knowing what 

the subject matter is, Mr. President, 
the problem is that there may be legis
lation on this appropriations bill which 
the Senator from Louisiana would op
pose. If that is so, then we must get 
into other matters which are non
germane, nonrelevant. 

I would just tell my colleagues this 
will not be a Christmas tree for legisla
tion unless they are willing to deal 
with the matters which are of concern 
to the Senator from Louisiana, par
ticularly energy matters. 

I have been trying to get this floor to 
consider some energy matters which it 
was not willing to consider. If they are 
ready to consider it at this time, I am 
certainly more than anxious to do so. 
But if we are going to get into those 
matters, let us get all the way in. I am 
anxious to get home for Thanksgiving, 
but willing not to do so for a good 
cause. 

Mr. BYRD. Then I amend my request 
as follows: 

Provided that if any energy amend
ments, any amendments, any energy 
amendments are offered, the Senator 
from Louisiana may offer some second
degree amendments thereto. 

Mr. JOHNSTON addressed the Chair. 
Mr. BYRD. Not necessarily germane 

ones. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. If the Senator will 

say just any nongermane amendments 
on behalf of the Senator from Louisi
ana. 

Mr. BYRD. Any nongermane amend
ments on behalf of the Senator from 
Louisiana with respect to any energy 
amendments that may be offered. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. With respect to any 
subject, because I have a number of in
terests. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
would have to object to that because it 
would give the Senator from Louisiana 
an advantage 99 other Members of the 
Senate will not have, and that is he 
would be in the position to offer sec
ond-degree amendments on any subject 
he wanted; the rest of us would not be 
in that position. I have a lot of respect 
for my friend. 

Mr. BYRD. I hope the Senator from 
Louisiana will not push that hard. I 
think the request I have before the 
Senate will certainly afford him ample 
opportunity to offer nongermane 
amendments to any amendment that 
he wished, and his nongermane amend
ments could deal with anything else. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, ordi
narily I would not concede on this mat
ter, but since my friend from West Vir
ginia asked, as long as it pertains to 
energy, I will concede. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. I thank the Senator. 
Again I say with no points of order 
being waived. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, I am asked to 
advise the distinguished manager of 
the bill that there is an objection on 

this side to getting that unanimous 
consent at this time. We are working 
with the Senator who has expressed 
concern and we hope to be able to re
port back. 

In the meantime, I do have some in
dications from other Senators inter
ested in being listed as having amend
ments. Senator DOLE has three amend
ments. 

Mr. BYRD. All right. Let me add 
three amendments by Senator DOLE. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Senator STEVENS, 
two amendments instead of the one 
previously entered. 

Mr. BYRD. Two amendments by Sen
ator STEVENS. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Two amendments for 
Senator HELMS. 

Mr. BYRD. Two amendments by Sen
ator HELMS. 

Mr. COCHRAN. An amendment by 
Senator KASSEBAUM. 

Mr. BYRD. One amendment by Sen
ator KASSEBAUM; two more amend
ments by Mr. RIEGLE; another amend
ment by Mr. LEAHY; two amendments 
by Mr. GLENN. Mr. FOWLER has one 
amendment. Messrs. BUMPERS and 
PRYOR have one amendment. And Mr. 
HOLLINGS will object. 

I should state that I am not attempt
ing to get the time on any of these 
amendments. I am not attempting to 
get a time limitation on the bill. So 
the Senators are fully protected. What 
I am trying to do is get consent on the 
number of amendments that may be 
called up, and with the proviso that 
second-degree germane amendments 
may be added thereto. 

I mentioned three amendments. I 
hope that shortly we can get such an 
agreement merely for the purpose of 
limiting the number of amendments, 
because as Senators have just seen, the 
list grew geometrically during the 
time I was making the request. So I 
hope we can get such limitation short
ly. 

Mr. WELLSTONE also has an amend
ment. So Senators can easily see what 
problems there can be. I hope we will 
be able to get an agreement before long 
which, as I say, will not waive points of 
order. It will not seek time limitations 
on the amendment; will not seek a 
time limitation on the bill. So any 
Senator may filibuster to his heart's 
content, if there are amendments 
called up and agreed to which he does 
not like. 

I would importune and beseech my 
dear friends to let us get an agreement 
at this time, which is a most reason
able one. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, the 

Senator from Louisiana limited his re
quest to germane amendments. Did 
other Senators limit their request to 
germane amendments, or did the other 
Senators have the ability to put in 
amendments on anything? 

Mr. BYRD. They did not limit them 
to germane. The only germane provi
sion I included in my request is that 
amendments in the second degree to 
any of the amendments listed be ger
mane to the amendments listed. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I see. So that all 
other amendments in the second degree 
would be germane? 

Mr. BYRD. Second-degree amend
ments would be germane to the first
degree amendments. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. So with respect to 
the Senator from Louisiana, he may in
troduce nongermane amendments with 
respect to energy. 

Mr. BYRD. That is-
Mr. METZENBAUM. I would have to 

object to that. Mr. President, I would 
reserve the right to object. 

If the Senator from Louisiana were 
to be allowed to offer nongermane 
amendments on the subject of energy, 
he would, frankly, be in a position to 
bring issues to this floor that could not 
be brought in any other manner, and 
we would find ourselves in a position of 
either having to filibuster such a pro
posal or kill the supplemental appro
priations bill. 

So I have to say that I think the Sen
ator from Louisiana should stand in 
the same position as all other Members 
of this body. He is my good friend, but 
I do not think I am prepared to give 
him that advantage in certainly an 
area such as energy, where there are 
many issues of some controversy, 
which could be controversial. 

If that is the way the unanimous
consent request is propounded, I would 
have to object. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I am most anxious 
to serve the interests of the Appropria
tions Committee in getting the supple
mental appropriations bill through. I 
would hope that we could have this ap
propriations bill limited to matters 
that are appropriations matters and 
not to legislative matters. I would be 
happy not to object, if we did not get 
into the other arena. 

But if we are going to have unlimited 
amendments on unlimited subjects, 
from abortion to defense appropria
tions to whatever, then I think Sen
ators should be protected. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. We all are pro
tected, as I understand it. We have the 
right to offer a second-degree amend
ment. I think that the way the unani
mous-consent request was made, the 
Senator from West Virginia is limiting 
the number of first-degree amendments 
and spelling them out. There is no 
limit with respect to the debate, no 
limit with respect to the right to have 
a second-degree amendment. 

But if the Senator from Louisiana is 
given a special cutout that he has a 
right to offer amendments in connec
tion with energy matters that none of 
the rest of us have, it provides him 
with some special privileges that he 
is-
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Mr. JOHNSTON. Well, the unanimous 

consent is a limitation on the privi
leges of Senators, otherwise available 
under the rules. What I am saying is, I 
do not know what the subject matter 
of the first-degree amendments are. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Neither do I. I 
heard some names mentioned over 
there that raise some concerns. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. In effect, what I am 
asking for is the ability to kill those 
first-degree amendments by second-de
gree amendments. Let us be frank. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Do we not all 
want that same thing? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I think the Senator 
from Ohio should seek the same kind
should not limit his rights, I should 
say. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. As I understand 
it, my rights are not limited by the 
unanimous-consent request of the Sen
ator from West Virginia. He is saying 
that any second-degree amendment 
that is germane can be offered to any 
amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. If it is germane. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. If it is germane. 

I am not clear what the idea is of the 
Senator from Louisiana. But let us as
sume that there was an abortion 
amendment. Is the Senator saying that 
he has the right to put an ANWR 
amendment on the abortion amend
ment? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. What I am saying is, 
under the present rules, if an amend
ment were offered to the appropria
tions bill, then the Senator from Ohio 
could put on any nongermane amend
ments. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. No. The way he 
has it, I believe-

Mr. JOHNSTON. Under the rules. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Under the rules, 

that is correct. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. The distinguished 

chairman of the Appropriations Com
mittee would like to limit that by say
ing that only germane amendments 
could be offered to that. And I think, 
frankly, I am not anxious-I am not 
anxious-for this bill to be a Christmas 
tree for any matter that any Senator 
would like. 

I think many of these matters ought 
to go through committees. I think they 
ought to be more fully considered. But 
if we are going to have a grab bag out 
here, then we ought to be able to stop 
those amendments, in effect, by sec
ond-degree amendments. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. As I understand 
it, we have that right, provided our 
second-degree amendment is germane; 
am I correct? 

Mr. BYRD. That is correct. There is 
no time limitation on the bill, which 
allows any Senator or Senators to fili
buster the bill, if they so wish. So ev
erybody is protected. 

I am simply trying to get some kind 
of limitation on the amendments so 
that we then can begin to work 
through time limitations on the 
amendments. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I have no prob
lem with that. 

Mr. BYRD. I think it would be better 
if I attempted-now that we have the 
names of several Senators who want to 
offer amendments-to get the subject 
matter of the amendments, so that we 
can lay out for all Senators the subject 
matter of the amendments that are 
being listed, and then perhaps we can 
get an agreement. So for the moment, 
I would desist. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I ask the Sen
ator from West Virginia that if he de
sists and comes back to this subject, 
the Senator from Ohio would like to be 
advised in advance so I can be on the 
floor. I will be here within 5 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. If we have another roll
call vote, I will attempt at that time. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thank the Sen
ator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
quest is withdrawn. The Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG] is recog
nized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1407 

(Purpose: To limit the use of funds for carry
ing out any Department of Defense policy 
that prohibits certain abortions overseas) 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. LAU
TENBERG], for himself and Mr. WIRTH, pro
poses an amendment numbered 1407. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title II, insert the following: 
SEC. 2 . Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of law, none of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this or any 
other Act may be used to carry out the De
partment of Defense policy set out in the 
memorandum of the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense, Health Affairs, dated June 21, 1988 
(Subject: DoD Policy Regarding Providing 
Non-Funded Abortions in Outside the Con
tinental United States Military Medical 
Treatment Facilities) or to promulgate or 
carry out any other policy having the same 
substance, consistent with existing laws and 
policies governing military medical care for 
a member of the uniformed services and any 
dependent of the member. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
for clarification this amendment is de
signed to provide to servicewomen and 
military dependents the same rights 
that every other citizen of this country 
has. 

We do not, when we recruit people, 
say to them: Remember that when you 
leave these shores, you also leave your 
rights behind. What we do say to them 
is that if you are stuck in another 
country someplace, and you need or 
want a privately funded abortion is in 

a military medical facility you don't 
have that right. 

One day in 1988, an arbitrary decision 
was made, sent forward by Dr. William 
Mayer, Assistant Secretary for Health 
Affairs of the Department of Defense. 
The date was June 21. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a memorandum from Dr. 
Mayer for the secretaries of the mili
tary department be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, DC, June 1, 1988. 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE 
MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 

Subject: DoD Policy Regarding Providing 
Non-Funded Abortions in Outside the 
Continental United States Military Med
ical Treatment Facilities. 

Until this time, there has been no formal 
Department of Defense policy on the issue of 
performing abortions, not funded by the gov
ernment, in military medical treatment fa
cilities in certain countries in which quality 
medical care may not be locally available. In 
a very small number of cases, military medi
cal facilities in several locations around the 
world have performed abortions when paid 
for, not by appropriated funds, but by the pa
tient. 

Under the law, funds available to the De
partment of Defense may not be used to per
form abortions except where the life of the 
mother would be endangered if the fetus 
were carried to term. The informal practice 
of performing so-called "pre-paid" abortions 
in very limited circumstances outside the 
United States does not violate the legal pro
hibition. However, it might suggest insen
sitivity to the spirit of the Congressional-en
acted policy of withholding government in
volvement in the provision of abortions. 

It therefore appears appropriate to estab
lish formally a uniform Department of De
fense policy in this regard. The policy is that 
the performance of pre-paid abortions in 
military treatment facilities is not author
ized. To permit time for necessary instruc
tions to be issued to facilities, this policy be
comes effective October 1, 1988. 

WILLIAM MAYER, M.D. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 

suddenly a memorandum was sent out 
that limited the rights heretofore 
available for years, limited the rights 
of servicewomen and dependents of 
service families to get abortion serv
ices at military facilities. What was 
suggested was that, on a space avail
able basis, you might be able to get the 
same rights. 

Mr. President, what is suggested by 
the military as an alternative is, "Lis
ten, why don't you wait and get a 
flight seat on availability and you can 
go back to the United States, or you 
can go to another country where abor
tion services are safe and clean." 

Mr. President, that immediately 
poses a question. Does the Department 
of Defense policy put a servicewoman's 
health at risk when she is forced to 
wait for a flight back to the United 
States and her pregnancy advances fur
ther, possibly into the second and third 
trimester? The answer is "yes." 
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So, Mr. President, Department of De

fense's policy puts the servicewoman's 
health in jeopardy by saying, "You 
wait until there is a seat available." 
Suppose a 15-year-old girl· becomes 
pregnant, and she says, "I want my 
mother with me; I want my father with 
me. I want the comfort of my family 
around me when I go through this proc
ess." This is not something that people 
want to get. So then, does a dependent 
have to wait for three seats to become 
available and do they all ride on the 
same plane? 

What happens if there are complica
tions after an abortion? It can happen 
even in the best of circumstances. Do 
we say then, "No, no, too bad young 
woman. Your folks have to go home." 
Or if the person is a member of the 
service does that person have to take 
additional leave to take care of his or 
her daughter after a bad medical proce
dure? Certainly we would not ask that 
of a man who needs a particular treat
ment and ask him to take his personal 
leave and wait for an available flight to 
go back to the States, if the service is 
available on the base like abortion 
services have been before 1988. 

This amendment doesn't require any 
health care workers to challenge their 
conscience. We say very clearly there 
is room for conscience objection to par
ticipating in any kind of a procedure 
the person deems objectionable. So we 
violate none of the rules that the mili
tary had already established before 
1988, Mr. President, except the rules of 
fairness, the rules of decency. Can you 
imagine what would happen if we put 
on a recruiting poster or the agreement 
that an enlistee signs, saying, remem
ber, like on a pack of cigarettes, mili
tary service may be injurious to your 
health? Do we say that not only enlist
ment in the service might be injurious 
to your health, but we should also say 
that it is injurious to your rights? 
What our Government says is serve 
your country, go to Saudi Arabia and 
go to the Philippines, but if something 
goes awry and you have a pregnancy 
that you do not want or you think is 
against the best interest of yourself or 
the fetus, but don't expect to retain 
your constitutional rights. There are 
many countries that only permit abor
tions under very strict terms. We have 
in the United States a law; it is Roe 
versus Wade. It is very clear what 
these privileges and rights are in our 
society under this Court decision. But 
it is also clear that you don't have 
these rights when you serve in the 
military. 

Mr. President, there can be a lot of 
debate about whether or not Roe ver
sus Wade ought to exist. There is going 
to be plenty of examination of that in 
the near future and there is a chance 
that the Supreme Court could overturn 
it. But how dare we say to someone 
who goes overseas to serve their coun
try, often in very dangerous cir-

cumstances, "Remember, that if you 
go there, your rights are left at the na
tional border." 

So, Mr. President, this amendment is 
designed to make this wrong right and 
return our constitutional rights to 
65,000 servicewomen and 400,000 depend
ents living abroad. Recently we had 
many discussions here about bringing 
the troops home. Well, I am one of 
those who favors that, but they are 
serving abroad at our behest. They are 
serving at our Government's direction. 
They are serving at the people's direc
tion. While they are there, certainly 
they are entitled to all of the privileges 
and service and rights that any Amer
ican citizen has. 

Mr. President, I, with the distin
guished Senator from the State of Col
orado, TIM WIRTH, authored an article 
that appeared in the New York Times 
on November 13, 1991. It talks about 
abortion rights, and it is headlined, 
"Abortion Rights? Not in the Mili
tary,'' and I ask unanimous consent 
that it be printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From the New York Times, Nov. 13, 1991] 
ABORTION RIGHTS? NOT IN THE MILITARY 

(By Frank R. Lautenberg and Tim Wirth) 
WASHINGTON.-When a pregnant 21-year-old 

woman in the Philippines discovered that 
her child would be born with fatal birth de
fects, she and her husband reluctantly de
cided to end the pregnancy. Since abortion is 
illegal in the Philippines except to save the 
woman's life, she could have flown to Japan 
where its legal. On her husband's salary, the 
couple simply could not afford · it. She was 
forced to carry the fetus to term with the ag
onizing knowledge it would die at birth. 

The woman was not an impoverished Fili
pino but the wife of an American service
man. Her husband was stationed at a naval 
base where the abortion could have been 
done safely and affordably, if not for a 1988 
Defense Department directive barring abor
tions at U.S. military hospitals except to 
save a woman's life. 

We've included an amendment to overturn 
this directive in the Senate version of the de
fense appropriations bill for 1992. Its fate will 
be decided in a House-Senate conference this 
week. The President has threatened to veto 
the entire defense bill in order to deny Amer
ican servicewomen and military dependents 
access to safe abortions. 

Last spring the nation shred a swell of 
pride and support for our forces in the Per
sian Gulf. Yet the President would tell our 
service members and their families that they 
deserve lower-quality health care than they 
could have at home. 

In Saudi Arabia, where about 30,000 Amer
ican women were stationed during Operation 
Desert Storm, abortions are illegal except to 
save the life of a woman. The laws are simi
lar in Panama and the Philippines, where 
about 46,000 members of the military and 
their dependents are stationed. 

Even where abortion is legal, American 
women may have to accept substandard med
ical care that endangers their life. Many de
veloping countries cannot afford to test their 
blood supply for the AIDS virus. They lack 
antibiotics and trained personnel to provide 
high-quality health care. The results are 

deadly. In Latin America, complications 
from illegal abortions are thought to be the 
main cause of death in women between the 
ages of 15 and 39. 

Lieut. Comdr. Jeffrey I. Jensen, former 
head of obstetrics and gynecology at the 
Subic Bay U.S. Naval hospital in the Phil
ippines, has written a letter to Congress de
tailing his experiences over the last two 
years. He saw families forced to spend their 
life savings to travel to another country to 
have an abortion. He saw military doctors 
prohibited from providing counseling and 
care they believed to be in the best interest 
of their patients. He saw a young enlisted 
woman so distraught about her inability to 
end an unintended pregnancy that she com
mitted suicide. 

Overturning the Pentagon directive would 
allow servicewomen or military dependents 
to pay for their own abortions at overseas 
U.S. medical facilities. The Defense Depart
ment admits that the current ban on using 
its funds for abortions would not be violated. 

The appropriations amendment upholds all 
regulations on health care that the military 
itself has established, including those pro
hibiting third-trimester abortions unless the 
life or heal th of the mother is in danger and 
requiring parental notification by minors be
fore any major medical procedure, including 
abortion. It would not require any military 
health care worker to perform an abortion if 
it violated his or her ethical, moral or reli
gious beliefs. 

It is appalling that women who have volun
teered to defend our nation should be ex
pected to surrender a constitutional right 
because they are stationed in Manila instead 
of Manhattan. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I ask unanimous 
consent to print in the RECORD an edi
torial in the Washington Post dated 
Saturday, May 18. 

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

[From the Washington Post, May 18, 1991] 
A PENALTY FOR SERVING ABROAD 

In 1982 the Department of Defense prohib
ited the use of federal funds to pay for abor
tions. This policy is in conformity with the 
government's refusal to finance abortions for 
the poor through the Medicaid program, for 
government workers whose health insurance 
policies specifically exclude abortion and for 
those in desperate poverty in places overseas 
where the use of U.S. foreign assistance 
money is restricted. Americans living and 
working in this country, however, at least 
have access to safe abortions as long as they 
use their own funds to pay for them. 

Not so for Americans serving their country 
in the armed forces abroad. Since 1988, mem
bers of the armed forces and their depend
ents have been barred from using military 
hospitals abroad for abortions even if they 
pay for the abortions privately. Many of 
them are stationed in countries where abor
tions are illegal. Others are in places where 
any kind of medical care in a local hospital 
is risky. 

Congress did not require this wrongheaded 
regulation, and legislators can overturn it. 
An attempt will be made on Monday, when 
the House takes up the Defense Appropria
tions Bill. Last year, Senators Tim Wirth 
and John Glenn tried; they had 58 votes but 
not enough to stop a filibuster. In the House, 
the Les AuCoin-Ronald Machtley effort 
failed by only 16 votes. This year, the num
bers look better. Servicewomen and military 
dependents abroad are not asking for special 
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treatment, only the right to receive the kind 
of treatment-at their own expense-that is 
available in this country. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
take a moment to read from that edi
torial: 

In 1982, the Department of Defense prohib
ited the use of Federal funds to pay for abor
tions. This policy is in conformity with the 
government's refusal. 

And in 1982 they rearranged it so that 
no abortions can be paid for with Gov
ernment funds. Those are the rules, but 
they did permit privately funded abor
tions. That means that persons pay for 
this themselves at a rate that is easily 
developed. There are HCF A and other 
agencies in the Government that can 
very clearly evaluate the rates for such 
service. 

But the Washington Post editorial 
goes on to say that this access to safe 
abortions, as long as they use their 
own funds to pay for them, was avail
able until 1988. Not so, the article says, 
for Americans serving their country in 
the Armed Forces abroad, and it de
scribes again the condition. 

In the last paragraph it says: 
Congress did not require this wrongheaded 

regulation, and legislators can overturn it. 
An attempt is going to be made and 

again I make reference to the fact that 
this was in May. Senators TIM WmTH 
and JOHN GLENN tried and they had 58 
votes. 

Mr. President, 58 votes, not enough 
to get cloture, not enough to stop a fil
ibuster, but 58 sounds like a pretty 
good majority. 

Consider, Mr. President, at that time 
there were a couple Senators favorably 
disposed to righting this wrong who are 
not with us in this Chamber. 

In the House, there was an amend
ment to correct this reprehensible pol
icy introduced by Congressman 
AUCOIN, that was adopted in the de
fense authorization bill by a 220 to 208 
majority. We had an amendment 
dropped in the Defense appropriations 
conference, which I authored. We lost 
by two votes because the President 
threatened to veto the bill. This threat 
does not indicate an unwillingness by 
the majority of the House Members as 
well as Senate · Members to support 
this. The numbers are certainly there. 
Mr. President, the question is what is 
right. That is what we are talking 
about. 

The will of the majority is con
stantly thwarted by Presidential 
threats of veto and by a group of oppo
nents who are distinctly in the minor
ity. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to add Senator METZENBAUM and 
Senator PACKWOOD as cosponsors to 
this amendment. 

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

Mr. WIRTH addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Colorado [Mr. WmTH]. 

Mr. WffiTH. Thank you, Mr. Presi
dent. 

Mr. President, once again I rise in 
support of this important amendment 
which is one that merely goes to equi
ties. There are those who can debate 
whether or not we ought to change the 
Constitution. The Supreme Court, I 
hope, will rule on that one of these 
days and not duck the issue, whether 
Roe versus Wade ought to be changed. 
But until it is changed, that is the law 
of the land. That is the law of the land. 
That is what the Court has said. 

Now why should we be in a situation 
in which we, the Government, the Pen
tagon says that that law of the land is 
going to apply to most people in one 
way but it is going to apply to women 
in the military in another way? Should 
we condone treating women in the 
military as second-class citizens? 
Should we get some kind of ideology in 
the way of our fair treatment of women 
in the military? I think not. That is 
what this amendment is all about. 

Now people can vote on this amend
ment and raise all kinds of issues relat
ed to their positions on abortion. That 
is fine. But I think that should be done 
another day. What this is about is just 
very narrowly involved with a simple 
question: Are women in the military 
going to be treated the same way as 
women elsewhere in our society? Are 
we going to do it? 

This amendment does not provide for 
the public funding of abortions. It does 
not remotely address whether a woman 
should have the right to choose to have 
an abortion. It does not allow 
postviabili ty abortions. It does not 
force military personnel to be involved 
in providing abortion-related services 
if that is contrary to their religious or 
moral beliefs. And finally it does not 
preclude parents from being involved 
in these important decisions that their 
children may face. It is simply about 
equality. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1408 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1407 
(Purpose: To provide servicewomen and mili

tary dependents access to reproductive 
health services in overseas military medi
cal facilities) 
Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I have an 

amendment to the amendment and I 
would ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. WIRTH] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1408 to 
amendment No. 1407. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of amendment 1407, add the fol

lowing: 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 55 of title 10, 

United States Code, is further amended by 
inserting the following new section: 

SEC. REPRODUCTIVE HEALTH SERVICES IN 
MEDICAL FACILITIES OF THE UNI· 
FORMED SERVICES OUTSIDE THE 
UNITED STATES. 

(a) PROVISION OF SERVICES.-A member of 
the uniformed services who is on duty at a 
station outside the United States (and any 
dependent of the member who is accompany
ing the member) is entitled to the provision 
of any reproductive health service in a medi
cal facility of the uniformed services outside 
the United States serving that duty station, 
consistent with existing laws and policies 
governing military medical care for a mem
ber of the uniformed services and any de
pendent of the member. 

(b) PAYMENT FOR SERVICES.-ln the case of 
any reproductive health service for which ap
propriated funds may not be used, the ad
ministering Secretary shall require the 
member of the uniformed service (or depend
ent of the member) receiving the service to 
pay the full costs including indirect costs of 
providing the service. 

(2) If payment is made under paragraph (1), 
appropriated funds shall not be considered to 
have been used to provide a reproductive 
health service under subsection (a). The 
amount of such payment shall be credited to 
the accounts of the facility at which the 
service was provided. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, the situa
tion in front of us is again a very sim
ple one. Our women in uniform volun
teered to serve their country, not to 
give up their constitutional rights. 

Our amendment would allow those 
stationed overseas to be able to use 
military medical facilities for the full 
range of reproductive health services 
permitted under U.S. law. Any service 
that cannot be funded by appropriated 
Federal funds will be paid for by the in
dividual. And that if what current law 
is. 

I ask you all to think back to this 
past spring when across the Nation we 
witnessed a powerful display of emo
tion and support for the accomplish
ments of our voluntary forces in the 
Persian Gulf. Flags were waved, rib
bons were hung, and we sang praises to 
the accomplishments of Olli'. troops, and 
justifiably so. 

But in the next breath we have 
turned around and told our service 
members overseas that they deserve a 
lower quality of health care than what 
they could have at home. These people 
risked their lives to protect our coun
try. They must not risk their lives be
cause we will not provide them access 
to safe heal th care. 

If we do not include this amendment 
in the bill, we will only be hurting 
more Americans, and I do not believe 
that that is our mission. 

The supplemental appropriations bill 
that we are considering today has been 
brought to us so that our debts from 
Operation Desert Storm can be paid. 
Our amendment provides an oppor
tunity for Congress to repay a debt to 
our service members to restore basic 
rights that one arbitrary DOD direc
tive took away from them. Passage of 
the amendment would be a statement 
of support for simple justice, decency 
and equality for our women in the mili
tary. 
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The words of Lt. Comdr. Jeffrey Jen

sen at the U.S. Naval Hospital in Subic 
Bay, Philippines bring to our attention 
the repercussions and human cost in
volved with this directive. Because he 
worked in a country where abortion is 
illegal, he was exposed to several situa
tions where forcing women off the base 
to obtain illegal abortions endangered 
women's lives and interfered with the 
readiness of our military. 

Lieutenant Commander Jensen 
wrote: 

I taste the bitter irony of my words when 
I tell a young woman, who has volunteered 
to serve her country because she believes in 
the ideals of democracy and freedom, that 
despite my training and expertise, I am not 
free to help her. As a medical student, I 
never expected to see the day when a mili
tary physician could face criminal prosecu
tion for performing a procedure which is 
safe, effective, legal and common in the ci
vilian community. * * * 

Not only are our U.S. service women faced 
with the horror of obtaining illegal abortions 
that are unsafe and expensive, but many 
avoid informing their military physician 
about complications from the abortion for 
fear of having gone against military regula
tions-which, if their superior is not support
ive of the right to choose, could jeopardize 
their careers. 

Do not be fooled into believing that 
women are not forced into the streets. 
Dr. Jensen states that at his hospital 
alone, about eight patients each year 
are admitted with complications from 
illegal abortions. This is a very real 
problem for the individuals in the mili
tary. 

Dr. Jensen went on to say: 
It is appalling to me that the President of 

the United States, Commander in Chief of 
the military sees it fit to send active duty 
women overseas, and then neglect a major 
issue of health care concern. The overwhelm
ing sexism in this policy is especially ugly. 
On any given night, one can observe scores of 
young men taking "liberty" in Olongapo 
City. The service gives implied consent to 
this by treatment of repeat offenders for sex
ually transmitted diseases, and ignoring the 
shameful problem of children fathered in 
these relationships and later abandoned. It is 
assumed "boys will be boys" or that such ac
tivity is necessary after a long deploy
ment .... The active duty female probably 
acts irresponsibly far less often, but receives 
no support from the system when unintended 
(undesired) pregnancy results. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in 
carefully looking at this situation-re
move some of the emotion of the issue, 
and look at how we should rationally 
solve this injustice. 

Let us look at the situation-our 
service members are frequently serving 
our country in locations where safe 
health care is not available at local fa
cilities. That is precisely why the Unit
ed States has established medical fa
cilities on our bases-to meet the needs 
of DOD personnel and dependents in 
these locations. That is why we do not 
depend on local hospitals in the Phil
ippines or in Panama or Saudi Arabia. 

In many countries where U.S. mili
tary personnel are stationed, abortion 

is illegal or access to abortion is se
verely restricted. Their country's laws, 
not ours. In Saudi Arabia, where ap
proximately 30,000 women were sta
tioned during Operations Desert Storm 
and Shield, abortions are illegal except 
to save the life of the woman. The laws 
are similar in the Philippines and Pan
ama, where about 46,000 military per
sonnel and their dependents are sta
tioned. This is also the only situation 
when a woman can obtain an abortion 
on the base. 

So what choices are we leaving these 
women? Because they are stationed in 
a place that does not allow a woman 
the right to choose whether or not to 
continue a pregnancy to term as is the 
case in our country, we eliminate her 
option to choose to have proper health 
care. 

Where does our responsibility to pro
tect the life of the woman end? Unless 
her life is in danger by carrying the 
fetus to term, we force her to pursue 
unsafe medical practices that put her 
life in danger for choosing to exercise 
her constitutional rights. What kind of 
reasoning is that? It is the illogical 
reasoning used at the White House. 

Even in countries where abortion 
services are legal, many subject Amer
ican women to substandard health care 
where the blood supply is not tested for 
disease and trained personnel may not 
be available. Is this a price we are ask
ing those who are serving the Nation to 
pay-simply because they are stationed 
overseas? 

Left uncorrected, the DOD directive 
has a terrible impact on lives of those 
in our Armed Forces. It is as Senator 
LAUTENBERG so clearly pointed out, un
fair and unjust. We ought to end this 
folly and remove the arbitrary direc
tive. 

Mr. President, this is not an issue 
that is new to Members of the U.S. 
Senate. It is not new to a majority of 
Members of the U.S. Senate. It is not 
new to more than 60 Members of the 
U.S. Senate who agree that this is fun
damentally unfair. More than 60 Mem
bers agree that this is fundamentally 
unfair. Yet we are in a situation where 
we have 58 or 57 or 59 votes. It has been 
a movable feast of votes, figuring out 
how to oppose this so a filibuster can 
continue. 

Well it is time we have this out again 
and see where people are. Let us sort 
this out, and sort it out as clearly as 
we can. Now is the time to do that. 
This is a perfect vehicle. We are paying 
a lot of bills for Operation Desert 
Storm. We are paying the bills for 
much of the Operation Desert Storm 
and Desert Shield, and as we pay those 
bills let us make sure we are doing our 
duty for the women of this country. 

I yield the floor. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. METZENBAUM]. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, if 
ever there was a wrong that needed to 
be righted, if there is such a word, this 
is it. 

Women in the military had no prob
l em with respect to this matter of 
abortions until the 1988 DOD directive. 
They were permitted to have safe and 
privately funded abortions in overseas 
military facilities. And what we are 
trying to do here is restore the pre-1988 
Department of Defense policy. 

That policy was wrong. It was unfair. 
The women who serve in the military 
should not be discriminated against. 
And this is a matter of sending them 
out into the back alleys of some coun
tries that do not permit abortions and 
saying they cannot use the medical fa
cilities in American hospitals, even if 
they pay for those services themselves. 

It is the wrong kind of approach. It is 
an indignity to America's women who 
are serving in the military. It is a 
backward step and it deserves to be 
righted. 

What happens as a consequence of 
the present policy is that oftentimes a 
woman is forced, if she wants a safe 
abortion, to pay up to two or three 
times her monthly salary in order to 
receive an abortion in another country. 
And as has already been pointed out 
there are some countries where you 
cannot even get the abortion unless 
you use the back alleys. 

This is unfair. This is wrong. No mat
ter what our policies may be, no mat
ter what our positions may be with re
spect to the matter of Roe versus 
Wade, or no matter how we feel about 
existing other provisions that the De
partment of Defense has on this issue, 
we should not deny American service
women this basic and fundamental 
right of choice, paid for out of their 
own funds in safe and secure military 
hospital facilities. 

It does not affect Roe versus Wade. It 
does not affect the Department of De
fense policy on parental notification. It 
does not affect the Department of De
fense policy on third trimester abor
tions. It does not affect the existing 
statutory ban on using Department of 
Defense funds for abortions. This only 
gives a woman a fair right to use the 
medical facilities that are available in 
the country in which she is serving so 
that she not be forced to come all the 
way back to this country, or travel to 
some far distant country. It gives her a 
chance to be with her family in that 
country where she is serving, assuming 
her family is there. 

I believe this is the right amend
ment. I think it is time for us to act. I 
think we have delayed far too long. 

Mr. President, I hope this body will 
see fit to give America's servicewomen 
the rights to which they are entitled. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Indi
ana [Mr. COATS]. 
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Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I think it 

is unfortunate that at a time when we 
are trying to move the Senate to ad
journment, dealing with one of the last 
pieces of legislation necessary to ac
complish that task, the supplemental 
appropriations, that we have to inject 
an issue that is, yes, important; yes, we 
have debated it on a number of occa
sions; and, yes, there are appropriate 
places to debate this. I think it is un
fortunate that the debate has to be 
raised once again on the floor, particu
larly at a time like this. 

We have a number of people in this 
country who are desperately waiting 
for the benefits that will be provided 
through this supplemental appropria
tions. Yet I think as everyone in this 
Chamber knows, and certainly as the 
proponents of the amendment know, 
this is simply an effort to cause the ad
ministration to veto this so the Mem
bers then can come to the floor, and 
others, and say the President once 
again thwarted the attempt of Con
gress to provide benefits for farmers, 
benefits for veterans, benefits for 
women under the nutrition program, 
immunization for young people, and so 
forth. 

As you read through the supple
mental appropriations bill you find a 
number of important programs that 
are going to receive very needed appro
priations. Veterans from Desert Storm 
and their spouses, and families who 
need special counseling or marriage 
counseling services as a result of the 
trauma incurred by those families dur
ing the Desert Storm operation are 
provided for with an appropriation in 
this supplemental appropriations. 

If we are going to insist on legislat
ing on an appropriations bill, and we 
are going to inject an issue that has 
been before the body and debated on 
numerous uccasions just in this session 
alone, with a sure veto of the legisla
tion, we are going to deny these fami
lies and their spouses the opportunity 
to receive this important counseling. 

There is humanitarian relief for a 
number of people who are unintended 
victims of the conflict in the Middle 
East. Those people will be denied that 
assistance. More important, or just as 
important, there is disaster relief for 
people whose lives, homes, property 
was devastated by a number of disas
ters in this country. There are farmers 
who have suffered drought. I have 
thousands of farmers in Indiana who 
will receive at best half of the net in
come that they received last year be
cause of a severe drought that hit al
most every one of our counties in Indi
ana during this past summer. There is 
more than $1.5 million available to pro
vide that drought relief. That is being 
put in jeopardy by the proponents of 
this amendment. Disaster relief for 
flooding, coastal flooding, losses asso
ciated with crop loss in both 1990 and 
1991 will suffer here. 

Small things-maybe it seems small 
to some Members here but certainly 
important to others-relief for the 
State of Maine for potato disease. That 
relief is provided in this bill. Flood 
control along the rivers of Mis
sissippi-Arkansas, Illinois, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, and 
Tennessee, and other coastal emer
gencies is provided in this bill and, 
maybe most important, a special sup
plemental food program and nutrition 
program for women, infants, and chil
dren to the tune of $100 million. Special 
immunization, childhood immuniza
tion, funding for $90 million; Head 
Start funding for $1.2 billion-all of 
that is provided in this bill. 

It is a bill that everyone in this body 
knows has to conform to the agree
ments made by the Appropriations 
Committee in the Senate and the 
House, by the people at OMB and the 
White House. And if we load it up with 
this or any of a number of other 
amendments that probably will be of
fered here we are going to find this 
once again the subject of a Presidential 
veto. 

Then those who enjoy beating up on 
the President will say the President, in 
another cruel, heartless way, has ve
toed money that goes to women and 
children and infants and so forth. 

This particular amendment is par
ticularly unnecessary because it is a 
solution in search of a problem. We 
hear a lot of talk about this being un
fair to women; that women find them
selves trapped overseas with no alter
native but the back alley, and nothing 
could be further from the truth. 

To confirm that, I contacted the De
partment of Defense to ask them what 
the exact situation was, and I want to 
quote back from the letter that they 
used to reply to my written inquiry 
about whether or not we face the prob
lem. The proponents of the amendment 
like to paint the picture that we have 
hundreds, if not thousands of women 
who are trapped in some overseas loca
tion who desire an abortion and have 
no option, because the host country 
prohibits abortions except to save the 
life of the mother, or because the 
health conditions of the medical facili
ties and medical providers' lack of 
skills in that country simply do not 
allow for a clean, a sanitary, a safe 
abortion procedure and, therefore, 
these women, in desperation, are driv
en to the back alley. 

Nothing could be further from the 
truth. The Department of Defense cer
tified to me ·in writing that they have 
no record of any case, of any woman 
who has been denied any option for 
transportation back to her home State 
for the purposes of an abortion. The 
Department of Defense makes the first 
available military plane available to 
any women to take her back to her 
State of origin for the performance of 
an abortion for any reason without any 

questions asked if that woman makes 
the request for an abortion. 

It simply is not necessary that this 
amendment be adopted to provide the 
kind of rights or belief that the pro
ponents of the amendment say are 
being denied. 

A second objection to the amendment 
is the fact that the amendment is to
tally unlimited in terms of the kinds of 
reproductive health services and the 
kinds of abortions that may be avail
able to a woman in a military hospital 
if the amendment were adopted. Unlike 
restrictions, reasonable restrictions 
placed on the types of abortions per
formed in various States in our Nation, 
this amendment would allow an abor
tion for any reason on demand for any 
woman. 

(Mr. ROBB assumed the chair.) 
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I am 

sorry that the proponent of the second
degree amendment is not on the floor. 
I did have some questions I would like 
to ask, but I do see the offerer of the 
first-degree amendment. I wonder with
out yielding the floor, Mr. President, if 
I could ask the Senator from New Jer
sey some questions as to the scope and 
extent of his amendment. 

Is it true, I ask the Senator, Mr. 
President, that an abortion may be al
lowed under this amendment for any 
reason within a military hospital? In 
other words, would a woman be able in 
the 9th month of pregnancy to receive 
an abortion at a military hospital 
under the terms of this amendment? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Will the Senator 
repeat the question, please? 

Mr. COATS. I would like to ask the 
sponsor of the amendment that we are 
dealing with here some questions rel
ative to the scope of the amendment 
that is provided. It is my reading of the 
amendment that this would allow a 
woman in the military an abortion, for 
any reason, in a military hospital; in 
other words, an abortion in the 9th 
month would be permissible, I assume, 
under this amendment. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I assume that 
the Senator was on the floor during 
much of this discussion because we 
have been at it for some time now, and 
it is clear. and the RECORD will indicate 
that this amendment allows the De
partment of Defense to operate under 
the existing rules and the law as it was 
established under Roe versus Wade. I 
was so specific in my comments. I am 
sorry the Senator did not hear it. 

In the first trimester under Roe ver
sus Wade, the State has no interest. In 
the second trimester, limited interest. 
In the third trimester, the State essen
tially has a compelling interest. This 
amendment continues to uphold this 
framework. 

So we would not do anything that is 
not allowed to any other citizen in this 
country. If the Senator is asking me, 
should we restrict a service family 
member's rights and let the law apply 
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only to those within the country's bor
ders, I would say definitely no. I think 
that when we enlist someone in the 
service to defend our country, send 
them abroad, expose them to danger, I 
think we ought to say, hey, listen, at 
least you have the same constitutional 
protections that every person has. 

Mr. COATS. I would like to reclaim 
my time, Mr. President. That did not 
exactly answer my question because it 
is clear that the laws of any particular 
State which may govern performing of 
abortions in the first trimester or sec
ond trimester or prohibitions of abor
tions in the third trimester are limited 
for whatever reason because laws 
passed by that State would not be ap
plicable to a military facility overseas. 

So my question is: It appears to me, 
unless the sponsors of the amendment 
can indicate otherwise, that a woman 
in the military stationed at a military 
facility overseas would not be covered 
by the laws of the particular State 
which she resided from relative to the 
securing of an abortion; in other words, 
there would be no limitations. And be
cause this covers not only abortions 
but any reproductive health service, I 
would assume under this amendment a 
woman, say, stationed in the Phil
ippines or Panama, Europe or wher
ever, could walk into a military hos
pital and on demand have an abortion 
even in the 9th month of her pregnancy 
or if she determine through an 
ultrasound process that the child was a 
boy and she wanted a girl or vice versa, 
she could ask for an abortion for the 
purposes of sex selection. Or if they de
termined through amniocentesis or 
some other procedure that there might 
be a slight handicap present in the 
child, regardless of what stage she was 
in, whether the first, second or third 
trimester, that such a woman could de
mand an abortion, and if that is the 
case, then obviously the rights inher
ently available to that woman in the 
military were not, as has been sug
gested, less than the rights of a woman 
living in the United States and actu
ally greater than most rights available 
to women living in either New Jersey 
or Indiana, Colorado, or any other 
State in the Nation. 

It seems to me this amendment 
would expand the rights available to 
women, not address an inequity. The 
discrimination appears to flow to the 
women, under this amendment, living 
in New Jersey or Colorado or Indiana. 

I will be happy to yield to the Sen
ator for an answer. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
do not know whether the Senator is 
aware of the rules that apply and have 
applied even before 1988 dealing with 
abortion that say that no abortion 
shall be permitted in the third tri
mester, unless there is a threat to the 
mother's life or health. I think that is 
pretty clear. 

Once again, I respond to the Sen
ator's inquiry about restoration of 

rights. I am happy to hear that the 
Senator believes in the restoration of 
rights of those in the service because 
services in this country are generally 
available, perhaps with some States 
taking different views but for the most 
part, abortions are available without 
challenge in the first trimester, with 
limited restrictions in the second, and 
are typically forbidden unless the life 
or health of the mother is in danger. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I again 
make the point that laws that may be 
applicable or restrictions that may 
have been placed on performance of 
abortion in various States would not be 
applicable to a military facility over
seas and, therefore, a woman would be 
able to demand an abortion for any 
reason at any time, including the ninth 
month of pregnancy if she so desired. It 
would not be restricted by any rights 
under the particular State law. 

In reference to the court decision in 
Roe versus Wade, I think the Roe ver
sus Wade decision and subsequent deci
sions have allowed for abortions in the 
third trimester to protect the life of 
the mother, or if her health is at stake, 
and that has been determined under a 
number of court decisions purely lib
erally to include anxiety, distress, or 
other heal th reasons. 

So it would seem to me that this 
amendment is more extreme than vir
tually any, if not all, States of the 
Union in terms of how they have at
tempted to interpret the application of 
Roe versus Wade. 

I think Members need to understand 
that my objection to this amendment 
is not premised on the debate over pro
life or pro-choice. 

It is clear that this amendment seeks 
to expand a right not available to most 
women, and that it attempts to provide 
a solution to a problem which does not 
exist. 

Now, I would be happy to make, for 
the RECORD, Mr. President, a copy of a 
letter that I have received back from 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense in 
answer to my questions as to whether 
or not the Department has had any 
complaint filed concerning the current 
policy in effect. Their answer to that is 
"No". 

I asked them if there were any legal 
challenges instituted concerning the 
policy, and their answer to that was 
"No". 

I asked them if any members or their 
dependents have ever been denied ac
cess to an abortion as a result of their 
policy. Their answer was "No". 

Have any members or their depend
ents been denied access to military 
transport for the purpose of procuring 
an abortion? Their answer was "No". 

Have any members or their depend
ents been denied access to the oppor
tunity to leave a host country to re
turn to the United States? Their an
swer was "No". 

If the proponents of the amendment 
have evidence to the contrary, obvi-

ously we ought to make that part of 
the RECORD. 

We have heard the letter of Dr. Jen
sen quoted at length in previous discus
sions of this amendment and again 
today. Perhaps it would be beneficial 
to follow up on that and find out just 
what the circumstances were in this 
particular case. 

But it appears we are making the 
policy on the basis of one letter which 
applies to one woman without fully 
knowing what the circumstances are, 
because the Department of Defense has 
a policy which allows any woman to re
turn to her home State for an abortion, 
for whatever reason she so desires. 

It really does not seem to me to be 
necessary to propound this amend
ment, particularly at this time, on a 
bill which we know will not survive 
with this amendment attached to it. 

So again I question why the amend
ment is being offered at this time. I 
question the necessity for the amend
ment. I believe we are facing a situa
tion that simply is not necessary for us 
to go through once again. 

Mr. WIRTH. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair. 
Mr. WIRTH. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. COATS. I would be happy to 

yield to the Senator from Colorado for 
a question. 

Mr. WIRTH. The Senator asked four 
questions, and I would be very happy to 
very briefly respond. The questions 
asked which conditions were placed 
under this. Exactly the same under 
Roe, which is the constitutional law of 
the land. Abortions, as I pointed out, 
are not to be allowed in postviability 
time. That is exactly the same here. 
Roe also says it should be done with 
consultation of a physician to deter
mine viability. Third, Roe also says, as 
the Senator correctly points out, 
States can regulate conditions 
postviability at any time. And DOD 
can do that and has in the past. 

We are not talking about those con
ditions. We are talking about the fun
damental rights under Roe, which is 
the ability of an individual to have an 
abortion if she wishes previability. 
That is the current law of the land as 
it applies to most people and not 
women in the military. 

I thank the distinguished Senator for 
yielding. 

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair. 
Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana retains the floor. 
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, it occurs 

to me that this clearly is a case of leg
islating on an appropriations bill, al
though that is a decision not for me to 
make but for the Parliamentarian. But 
pursuant to rule XVI, I would raise a 
point of order, Mr. President, that this 
is legislation on an appropriations bill. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I would 
appeal the-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Indiana raise the point of 
order at this time? 



33796 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE November 22, 1991 
Mr. COATS. I raise the point of order 

at this time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is it di

rected to the first- or the second-degree 
amendment? 

Mr. COATS. At the underlying first
degree amendment. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. GLENN. We do not have a ruling 
from the Chair yet. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. After 
consultation with the Parliamentarian, 
the Chair rules that the point of order 
is well taken. It attempts to legislate 
on an appropriations bill. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I would 
appeal the ruling of the Chair and ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is: Shall the decision of the 
Chair stand as the judgment of the 
Senate? On this question, the yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen
ator from Louisiana [Mr. BREAUX] the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], and 
the Senate from Nebraska [Mr. 
KERREY] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 40, 
nays 57, as follows: 

Bond 
Boren 
Burns 
Byrd 
Coats 
Cochran 
Craig 
D'Ama.to 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Dole 
Domenici 

[Rollcall Vote No. 268 Leg.) 
YEAS-40 

Ford McConnell 
Garn Murkowski 
Granun Nickles 
Grassley Pressler 
Hatch Reid 
Hatfield Roth 
Heflin Smith 
Helms Stevens 
Johnston Symms 
Kasten Thurmond 
Lott Wallop 
Lugar Warner 

Duren berger Mack 
Exon McCain 

NAYS-57 
Adams Glenn Nunn 
Akaka Gore Packwood 
Baucus Gorton Pell 
Bentsen Graham Pryor 
Bi den Hollings Riegle 
Bingaman Inouye Robb 
Bradley Jeffords Rockefeller 
Brown Kassebaum Rudman 
Bryan Kennedy Sanford 
Bumpers Kerry Sar banes 
Burdick Kohl Sasser 
Chafee Lau ten berg Seymour 
Cohen Leahy Shelby 
Conrad Levin Simon 
Cranston Lieberman Simpson 
Daschle Metzenbaum Specter 
Dixon Mikulski Wellstone 
Dodd Mitchell Wirth 
Fowler Moynihan Wofford 

NOT VOTING-3 
Breaux Harkin Kerrey 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. So the 
decision of the Chair does not stand as 
the judgment of the Senate. 

The pending amendment remains the 
Wirth second-degree amendment to the 
Lautenberg first-degree amendment. 

Who seeks recognition? 
Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Parliamentary in

quiry. When would it be timely to offer 
an amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On dis
position of the pending amendment. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I would 
wish to briefly explain my vote on the 
procedural point of order regarding the 
Wirth amendment which would allow 
members of the armed services and 
their dependents the right to choose to 
have an abortion, just as stateside citi
zens have at overseas military health 
facilities. On August 2, 1991, the same 
issue was before the Senate, but in a 
different procedural context. On that 
date, I stated that I supported the 
amendment on the merits. However, 
the Wirth amendment, in the final day 
prior to the August Recess, threatened 
passage of a bill critical to the security 
of our Nation-the Defense Department 
authorization bill. At that time that 
amendment was the last major obsta
cle to the expeditious passage of the 
$290.8 billion bill providing for our Na
tion's security. On that bill, Members 
of the Republican leadership followed 
the course set out by the respected 
ranking member of the Armed Services 
Committee, and voted against cloture. 
Seven Democrats joined us in that 
vote. The House version of that bill had 
already passed on May 22. Therefore, 
work on reconciling the two, huge bills 
was then able to begin immediately. It 
was a very long and difficult process, 
and the final version of that bill passed 
this Chamber only last night. 

As of the time, I speak to you now, 
there are approximately 75 amend
ments which Members intend to offer 
to this so-called dire emergency spend
ing bill. This bill provides for $9.5 bil
lion in spending authority in fiscal 
year 1992. · The first form of this bill 
passed the Senate on March 20, 1991. It 
has been caught up in all sorts of intra
mural fun and games-politics-but it 
clearly has not lived up to its name. In 
fact, it is actually the last train leav
ing the station. We are voting on all 
sorts of things that are not relevant to 
this bill. Although the Chair ruled that 
the Wirth amendment was legislation 
on an appropriations bill-that objec
tion certainly has little meaning to us 
when the floodgates have already 
opened as they have today. Since I 
favor the Wirth amendment on the 
merits, and have always supported a 
woman's right to choose, and because 
of the different circumstances sur
rounding this bill than those facing us 
last August-I was pleased to vote not 

to sustain the Chair's ruling, along 
with 56 of my colleagues. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the Wirth 
second-degree amendment to the Lau
tenberg first-degree amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1408) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of an amendment of
fered by my esteemed colleague, Sen
ator LAUTENBERG, permitting military 
personnel and their dependents to ob
tain abortions at military medical fa
cilities overseas. The need to change 
DOD's inequitable policy preventing 
women from obtaining abortions in 
overseas military medical facilities is 
as important as ever and I am here to 
urge my colleagues to support Senator 
LAUTENBERG's amendment. 

WHY THIS CHANGE IS NECESSARY 
Let me tell you a dramatic story 

about what happened to a military cou
ple stationed over in the Philippines, 
where abortion is illegal, I believe you 
will see why this amendment is so des
perately needed. 

The case has been poignantly related 
to Congress by a military doctor frus
trated by his inability to help his pa
tients. In that case, the couple, a 23-
year-old lance corporal and his 21-year
old wife, were expecting their first 
child. At about 20 weeks, the woman 
underwent an ultrasound and multiple 
fetal anomalies were discovered. Addi
tional testing indicated that the 
anonalies were so severe that the child 
could not live beyond birth. 

The couple was counseled concerning 
the child's chances for survival and op
tions related to continuing the preg
nancy or electively terminating it. 
Faced with the deteriorating condition 
of the fetus, the couple chose to termi
nate the pregnancy. 

It is at this point that the harshness 
and cruelty of DOD's current policy be
come most visible. This couple, dev
astated by the news that their child 
could not possibly live, made the deci
sion to terminate the pregnancy, a de
cision fraught with agony. They were 
then faced with the fact that the abor
tion procedure could not be conducted 
in a military medical facility. 

The couple then sought to obtain an 
abortion in Japan. However, at the 
time, the cost of an abortion in Japan 
was about $2,500 and the couple could 
not afford the procedure. A lance cor
poral does not make a large salary and 
the young couple had no savings. This 
family felt they had no other choice 
but to continue the pregnancy. For 10 
weeks, the woman carried this fetus 
until it died. A long and painful labor 
was induced, a labor that was com-
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plicated by the fetus' anomalies. Mr. 
President, there simply was no need to 
put this couple through this kind of 
emotional trauma. The amendment 
Senator WIRTH and I propose would end 
this needless agony. 

EFFECT ON OTHER CURRENT POLICIES 

Despite suggestions to the contrary, 
Mr. President, this amendment merely 
overturns the current Department of 
Defense policy preventing service
women and dependents from obtaining 
abortions in military medical facili
ties. The amendment does not affect 
the ban on using DOD funds to pay for 
abortions because it requires that all 
costs associated with the abortion pro
cedure be paid by the individual. Even 
DOD's own policy letter admits that 
the ban on using DOD funds is not vio
lated when military medical facilities 
are used to perform abortions paid for 
by the individual. Nor does this amend
ment impact DOD regulations which 
provide that military medical person
nel are not required to participate in 
abortion procedures if they object be
cause of their ethical, moral, or reli
gious beliefs. 

WHAT THE AMENDMENT DOES 

Adoption of this amendment elimi
nates the inequity that the current 
policy has created. It removes the ob
stacles that have been thrown in the 
way simply because these women are in 
the service or are dependents of those 
in the service. It simply gives these 
military women access to the same 
medical procedures available to women 
living in the United States. 

Moreover, Mr. President, if people 
are not persuaded by the fundamental 
fairness of this amendment, this meas
ure also eliminates the policy which 
can force a woman to seek an illegal 
abortion if she is stationed in a coun
try outlawing abortions, and the policy 
which can force a woman to rely on a 
substandard health care system in a 
country that does not routinely apply 
the heal th care standards to which we 
in the States are accustomed. 

What could possibly be the rationale 
for transforming an otherwise safe and 
legal procedure into an illegal act or a 
needlessly life-threatening situation? 
Why would DOD seek to make its peo
ple commit criminal acts or risk their 
lives for the sake of subverting a con
stitutionally protected right? Mr. 
President, I submit, we, as legislators, 
cannot stand by idly while the rights of 
these women are eroded. 

THE DEBATE'S LEGAL FRAMEWORK 

Before we embark on the kind of de
bate that has become customary when
ever the Senate addresses issues relat
ed to abortion, let me lay out the con
tours of the real debate so that we can 
avoid being diverted by arguments that 
really have no place in this debate. 

Let me begin at the most basic and 
fundamental level with the constitu
tional perspective. U.S. citizens have a 

constitutionally protected right to ob
tain an abortion. 

People can disagree with that policy, 
but they cannot dispute, nor, more im
portantly, can they ignore, the fact 
that our Constitution has been inter
preted to protect this fundamental 
right. Therefore, the question of 
whether abortion should or should not 
be a protected right is not an issue 
here today and arguments against this 
amendment based on the belief that 
abortion should not be legal miss the 
mark. Abortion is legal and thus, the 
debate must begin from that starting 
point. 

The real question is whether we will 
continue to allow the Department of 
Defense to compromise the undisputed 
constitutionally protected rights of our 
servicewomen and dependents by deny
ing them access to safe, legal abortions 
in military medical facilities overseas. 
Mr. President, I maintain that we can
not tolerate the arbitrary curtailment 
of constitutional rights. 

And, Mr. President, let me add that 
when I speak of the arbitrary curtail
ment of rights I am not raising arcane 
concepts of constitutional law, I am 
talking about a policy which sends 
women to abortion clinics in under
developed countries exposing them to 
questionable health care practices. I 
ask you, Mr. President, what does that 
say about the respect the Department 
of Defense shows for the rights of indi
viduals who would risk their lives to 
protect our basic freedoms. 

When Mr. WIRTH and I introduced a 
similar amendment to the last 2 year's 
Defense authorization bills, opponents 
of the amendment raised a whole host 
of issues which really have no bearing 
on the merits of this amendment. Mr. 
President, I intend to put those argu
ments to rest at the very outset. 

OPPOSITION'S ARGUMENTS LAST YEAR 

Last year, opponents of this measure 
argued that the measure was unneces
sary because the number of abortions 
performed in military medical facili
ties overseas would not be very high. 
They argued that it was unnecessary 
because DOD officials had not sought a 
legislative change to their policy. They 
argued that access to abortions in mili
tary medical facilities overseas was un
necessary because servicewomen and 
dependents could always fly back to 
the United States to obtain an abor
tion. 

They also argued that the 1984 statu
tory ban on funding abortions would be 
undermined by this amendment. They 
argued that the funding ban was not 
just a funding ban, but that it was a 
ban on Government involvement in 
abortion services. They argued that the 
amendment would allow abortions to 
be performed in the third trimester of 
pregnancy, or that this amendment 
would be used as a vehicle to select the 
gender of a child. 

OPPOSITION IS NOT PERSUASIVE 

I think you will see, Mr. President, 
that none of these arguments is persua
sive. In fact, I believe that most of 
these arguments are designed to con
fuse and inflame the issue. 

As I've already mentioned, Mr. Presi
dent, opponents last year sought to de
feat this measure as unnecessary be
cause, in their view, there isn't enough 
of a need for it. That is, it is unneces
sary because too few women would 
need to obtain abortions in military 
medical facilities. In a related argu
ment, opponents argued that the 
amendment was unnecessary because 
neither the Secretary of Defense nor 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
health sought this legislation. 

Mr. President, I find it almost incom
prehensible that Members of this body 
would condition protection of a con
stitutional freedom on how frequently 
the need for protection arises. I ask 
those Senators what the magic number 
should be? Mr. President, even if it 
turns out that only one woman seeks 
to obtain an abortion, I believe all 
women should be guaranteed access to 
safe, legal abortions while they are sta
tioned overseas. Moreover, the fact 
that senior officials in the Defense De
partment have not sought this legisla
tion has no bearing on the issue. The 
right to an abortion is a constitu
tionally protected right. I do not think 
we need to look to these officials as the 
arbiters of our constitutional freedoms. 

Mr. President, opponents of this 
measure have also argued that this 
amendment violates the statutory ban 
on using DOD funds to perform abor
tions. This argument is simply wrong, 
Mr. President. Under this amendment, 
the individual seeking the abortion 
would be responsible for its cost, in
cluding all indirect costs associated 
with the procedure. No taxpayer dol
lars would be used. And as I mentioned 
earlier, even DOD acknowledges that 
the ban is not violated when the indi
vidual pays for the abortion. 

In a strange twist, these same oppo
nents have argued that the current 
DOD policy need not be changed be
cause women seeking abortions in 
countries where abortions are illegal or 
in countries where the health care sys
tem could imperil their lives are free 
to take leave, and fly back to the Unit
ed States or to another country to ob
tain an abortion. I find it incredible 
that these same opponents who view 
abortions fully paid by the patient as 
involving the expenditures of DOD 
funds would suggest that women fly 
back on military aircraft to obtain 
abortions. If anything were to violate 
the ban on using funds, flying around 
on military aircraft would seem more 
likely to do it. 

Moreover, needlessly making women 
fly around the world to obtain an abor
tion because they happen to be in mili
tary service and stationed overseas 
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seems to be a thinly veiled attempt to 
make a woman's exercise of a constitu
tional freedom as difficult as possible. 

Lastly, Mr. President, this amend
ment does not affect the scope of sanc
tioned abortions. So I ask my col
leagues not to be taken in by argu
ments that this amendment would 
allow abortions in the ninth month of 
pregnancy or to select the gender of a 
child. This amendment merely provides 
access to abortions for military person
nel stationed overseas. It does not 
allow or prohibit anything more or less 
than is allowed or pro hi bi ted in the 
United States. 

Mr. President, as I have now said a 
number of times, I support this amend
ment because it demonstrates the fact 
that Congress respects the constitu
tional rights of our servicewoman and 
military dependents. I urge my col
leagues to support this amendment to 
restore sanity and compassion and re
ject the absurd interpretation of the 
funding ban and its potentially deadly 
consequences. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I would 
like to express my support for Senator 
LAUTENBERG'S amendment. This 
amendment would simply afford 
women serving overseas in the military 
the same reproductive rights that they 
would have had they chosen to remain 
in the United States. 

In the past years, we have seen an in
creasing participation by American 
women in the U.S. military. We wel
come the service of these women, and 
admire their patriotism and courage. If 
anything, we should be going out of our 
way to accommodate these women, 
who often leave behind children to 
serve our country. Instead, we have a 
policy which discriminates against 
them and, in many cases, places them 
at medical risk. 

There are many in this body who are 
opposed to abortion rights. Yet the fact 
remains, that, at least for now, in the 
United States, a woman has a right to 
terminate a pregnancy if she so choos
es. Under current law, women in the 
military and female dependents of 
those serving in the military may not 
obtain abortions at military hospitals. 
An unfortunate 1988 directive prohibits 
military hospitals from providing abor
tions. This places these women in the 
untenable position of having to seek 
abortions at a health facility in that 
foreign country, if it is even legal, or 
to try to come back to the United 
States in time to have the procedure 
performed safely. 

This is terribly unfair. First, in many 
countries, abortion may not even be 
legal, thus the woman may be forced to 
seek an illegal abortion. Second, many 
countries do not have the same stand
ards of health care as we have in the 
United States, and the woman would be 
forced to use such substandard care. 
Thus, in effect, women stationed over
seas, be they serving in the military 

themselves or dependents of military 
families are prevented from obtaining 
a medical service that is guaranteed by 
the U.S. Constitution. 

This amendment would allow mili
tary hospitals to perform abortions and 
the woman would be required to pay 
for the service. We are not asking the 
U.S. Government to pay for the serv
ice, just to provide women with the 
same access to heal th care as she has 
in the United States. This is fair, and I 
urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the underlying 
amendment? 

The question is on the Lautenberg 
amendment, as amended. 

The amendment (No. 1407), as amend
ed, was agreed to. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER]. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1409 

(Purpose: To provide an incentive for in
creased consumer spending and to provide 
a short-term economic stimulus by 
waiving the penalty under the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 on certain withdraw
als from pension plans which are used to 
purchase consumer goods and other i terns 
and by extending for 1 year the research 
and experimentation tax credit, the low-in
come housing tax credit, the mortgage rev
enue bond tax provisions, and the targeted 
jobs tax credit.) 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator DOMENIC! and myself and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC

TER], for himself and Mr. DOMENIC!, proposes 
an amendment numbered 1409. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert: 

TITLE -PENALTY-FREE 
WITHDRAWALS 

SECTION 01. SHORT TI'ILE. 
This title may be cited as the "Consumer 

Confidence and Financial Flexibility Act of 
1991." 
SEC. 02. PENALTY-FREE WITHDRAWALS FROM 

PENSION PLANS THROUGH 1992. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-ln the case of any quali

fied withdrawal-
(!) no additional tax shall be imposed 

under section 72(t)(l) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 with respect to such qualified 
withdrawal, and 

(2) any amount includible in gross income 
by reason of such qualified withdrawal (de
termined without regard to this section) 

shall be includible ratably over the 4-taxable 
year period beginning with the taxable year 
in which such qualified withdrawal occurs. 

(b) LIMITATION BASED ON ADJUSTED GROSS 
lNCOME.-Subsection (a) shall not apply to 
any taxpayer if the adjusted gross income of 
the taxpayer for he taxpayer's first taxable 
year beginning in 1991 exceeds-

(1) $1,000,000 in the case of married individ
uals filing a joint return, 

(2) $50,000 in the case of a married individ
ual filing a separate return, and 

(3) $75,000 in the case of any other tax
payer. 

(c) QUALIFIED WITHDRAWAL.-For purposes 
of this section-

(1) IN GENERAL.-The term "qualified with
drawal" means any payment or distribu
tion-

(A) which is made to an individual during 
the period beginning on the date of the en
actment of this Act and ending on December 
31, 1992, 

(B) which is made from-
(i) an individual retirement plan (as de

fined in section 7701(a)(37) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986) established for the 
benefit of the individual, or 

(ii) amounts attributable to employer con
tributions made on behalf of the individual 
pursuant to elective deferrals described in 
section 402(g)(3) (A) or (C) or 501(c)(18)(D)(iii) 
of such Code, and 

(C) which is spent by the individual, not 
later than the earlier of-

(i) the date which is 6 months after the 
date of such payment or distribution, or 

(ii) the date on which the individual files 
the individual's income tax return for the 
taxable year in which such payment or dis
tribution occurs, 
to purchase or improve real property or to 
purchase durable goods. 

(2) DOLLAR LIMITATION.-The aggregate 
amount which may be treated as qualified 
withdrawals under paragraph (1) with respect 
to all plans and amounts of an individual de
scribed in subsection (c)(l)(B) shall not ex
ceed $10,000. 

(d) ORDERING RULES FOR INCOME TAX PUR
POSES.-For purposes of the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986-

(1) all plans and amounts described in sub
section (c)(l)(B) with respect to an individual 
shall be treated as one plan, and 

(2) qualified withdrawals from such plan 
shall be treated as made-

(A) first from amounts which are includ
ible in gross income of the individual when 
distributed to such individual, and 

(B) then from amounts not so includible. 
SEC. 03. ONE-YEAR EXTENSION OF RESEARCH 

AND EXPERIMENTATION TAX CRED
IT, LOW-INCOME HOUSING TAX 
CREDIT, MORTGAGE REVENUE BOND 
TAX PROVISIONS, AND TARGETED 
JOBS TAX CREDIT. 

(A) ALLOCATION OF RESEARCH AND ExPERI
MENTAL EXPENDITURES.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Paragraph (5) of section 
864(f) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
(relating to allocation of research and exper
imental expenditures) is amended-

(A) by striking "2 taxable years" and in
serting "3 taxable years", and 

(B) by striking "August l, 1991" and insert
ing "August l, 1992". 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by this subsection shall apply to tax
able years beginning after August l, 1991. 

(b) LOW-INCOME HOUSING CREDIT.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Subsection (o) of section 

42 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re
lating to low-income housing credit) is 
amended-
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(A) by striking "1991" each place it appears 

and inserting "1992", 
(B) by striking "1992" each place it appears 

in paragraph (2) and inserting "1993'', 
(C) by striking "1993" in paragraph (2)(B) 

and inserting "1994", and 
(D) by striking "1994" in paragraph (2)(C) 

and inserting "1995". 
(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 

made by this subsection shall apply to cal
endar years after 1991. 

(e) MORTGAGE REVENUE BONDS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Subparagraph (B) of sec

tion 143(a)(l) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 (defining qualified mortgage bond) is 
amended by striking "December 31, 1991" 
each place it appears and inserting "Decem
ber 31, 1992". 

(2) MORTGAGE CREDIT CERTIFICATES.-Sub
section (h) of section 25 of such Code (relat
ing to interest on certain home mortgages) 
is amended by striking "December 31, 1991" 
and inserting "December 31, 1992". 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATES.-
(A) BONDS.-The amendments made by 

paragraph (1) shall apply to bonds issued 
after December 31, 1991. 

(B) CERTIFICATES.-The amendment made 
by paragraph (2) shall apply to elections for 
periods after December 31, 1991. 

(d) TARGETED JOBS CREDIT.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Paragraph (4) of section 

51(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended by striking "December 31, 1991" and 
inserting "December 31, 1992". 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by this subsection shall apply to indi
viduals who begin work for the employer 
after December 31, 1991. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, in the 
interest of expediting the proceedings 
on this important legislation, I have 
had a discussion with the distinguished 
chairman of the Appropriations Com
mittee hoping that this might set an 
example. Senator DOMENIC! and I are 
prepared to agree if its agreeable with 
others to 40 minute time limits, equal
ly divided. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished Senator yield? 

Mr. SPECTER. I yield. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the distin

guished Senator has offered to limit 
debate on his amendment to 40 minutes 
to be equally divided. I wonder if there 
is any objection to that. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, I would say to 
the distinguished chairman of the Ap
propriations Committee, as chairman 
of the Finance Committee I am deeply 
concerned about the amendment. It ob
viously violates the constitutional rul
ing as to the origination of revenue 
measures. I want to be sure that the 
Senator from Texas had some time. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the time on the 
amendment be limited to not to exceed 
40 minutes with the Senator from 
Pennsylvania in charge of 20 minutes 
and the Senator from Texas in charge 
of 20 minutes. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, and I do 
not intend to object, could we be ad
vised as to what the amendment is? 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 
would be pleased to respond to my dis-

tinguished colleague from Ohio. The 
amendment seeks to alter the rules on 
withdrawals of funds from IRA's so 
that people would not have to wait 
until they are 591/2 and could withdraw 
without penalty up to $10,000 a year to 
stimulate the economy. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I have no objec
tion. 

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

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the 
amendment which Senator DOMENIC! 
and I are offering, is directed to pro
vide a stimulus to the economy which 
is so sorely in need of increased 
consumer purchasing power. We face a 
very serious economic situation in the 
United States toda.y and we are limited 
as to what we can do within the cur
rent budget agreement. It is not pos
sible for additional expenditures to be 
made by the Government nor is it pos
sible to reduce taxes in order to pro
vide additional consumer purchasing 
power. 

But after some thought and analysis, 
Senator DOMENIC! and I propose that 
the very considerable existing funds in 
IRA's and 401(k) plans could be made 
available to stimulate consumer pur
chasing power. There are in these funds 
in excess of $800 billion. They cannot be 
withdrawn by those who own them, 
IRA's, for example, until someone is 
591h without paying a considerable pen
alty. 

Our thought is, and this amendment 
proposes, that there would be permis
sion to withdrawn up to $10,000 by mid
dle-income or slightly higher tax
payers, limited to those who have in
comes of $75,000 a year individually or 
for married taxpayers, $100,000 a year, 
without penalty and without tax in the 
year of withdrawal, providing that 
$10,000 is spent on consumer goods. The 
tax would then be paid in equal install
ments in each of the next succeeding 4 
years. 

We have given considerable thought 
to this amendment. We had tried to put 
it on the unemployment compensation 
bill which might have been a more ap
propriate vehicle, but could not do so. 
We recognize that technically it is leg
islation on an appropriations bill, but 
that is a rule which is honored in the 
breach when necessity arises, as it just 
did on the preceding amendment. 

We think this is a very, very impor
tant measure which ought to be en
acted this year. We have discussed this 
matter with the Secretary of the 
Treasury, Nicholas Brady, with the 
Chairman of the Federal Reserve, Alan 
Greenspan, with the Chairman of the 
President's Economic Advisers, Mi
chael Baskin, and all have been very 
interested and have responded that it 
is a matter certainly worth pursuing. 
There has not been a final commitment 
made by the administration at this 
time. 

We also have discussed with Chief of 
Staff, Governor Sununu, who has ad-

vised that this is the kind of a promise 
that in broad outline, again without a 
final commitment, that the President 
would like see moved ahead, al though 
again there is no final commitment. 

We are facing very, very serious eco
nomic problems. We are a nation with 
great wealth, great resources but we 
are in a state of great difficulty. We 
have sought for the past 21/2 weeks to 
get some sophisticated projections as 
to how much would be spent, but can
didly nobody knows. Even with the 
penalties, Mr. President, we are ad
vised that there are some $10 billion a 
year withdrawn from IRA's, and it is 
the thought of Senator DOMENIC! and 
myself that there would be very, very 
considerable expenditures. There is a 
relatively limited downside in terms of 
restricting savings because it is only 
$10,000 per person. 

We think this would be a very signifi
cant help. It is patterned in effect after 
some of the legislation introduced by 
the distinguished chairman of the Fi
nance Committee as to future IRA's 
where there are provisions for with
drawals for important items like first
time homebuyers, college education, 
and medical expenses. We think it is a 
very promising idea and urge its adop
tion. 

How much time remains Mr. Presi
dent? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER). The Senator has 15 min
utes and 20 seconds. 

Mr. SPECTER. I yield 5 minutes to 
my distinguished colleague from New 
Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I note 
that the distinguished chairman of the 
Finance Committee is waiting and I am 
sure he knows we do not intend to take 
a long time this evening. We already 
agreed to a rather short time for de
bate. 

Let me say that I am sure we will 
hear the argument that the country 
needs more savings and not less, and no 
one will get an argument from the Sen
ator from New Mexico. He will not 
argue with anyone that says that. In 
fact, I think we should substantially 
change the Tax Code so that we have 
far more savings and far more invest
ment and less consumption in this 
country. But I believe we are in a very 
serious economic downturn. 

As a matter of fact, I believe that 
this is the most unusual of all 
downturns, because while the manufac
turing industry is somewhat down, and 
unemployment is somewhat high, it is 
not really very high. We had a reces
sion 21/2 points higher than this one, in 
fact, the last time out. We were up 
around 9 or over 9 percent unemploy
ment. But this one appears to many to 
be more severe, and I think that is the 
case because real estate is in an almost 
freefall status in the American econ
omy. And it is a huge part of the GNP 
and a huge part of our assets and 
wealth. 
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Many people are worried about 

spending money because they think 
their property, their real property is 
going down in value and their homes 
are in jeopardy. I think that unless we 
build something very quickly on the 
consumer side to start confidence, I be
lieve there is a chance that it will con
tinue in that kind of downturn with 
real estate in somewhat of a freefall 
with the exception of housing starts, 
which are stabilizing a bit. Nothing to 
write home about yet, but stabilizing. 

So it seemed to me that for a very 
short period of time, 6 months, you 
ought to be able to draw from your IRA 
account up to $10,000 spend, it on your
self, on your child, or on your grand
child for any of the following: a home, 
an automobile, home improvements, or 
the big appliances that go into a home. 
That is what we have enumerated. If 
people will do that, they will start the 
kind of growth that the economy 
needs. 

Almost everyone says get the hous
ing market started, stabilize that auto-

. mobile market somewhat, and we will 
be coming out of this economic down
turn. That is precisely what this will 
do. Now the argument that we should 
not take out of savings because over 
the long term we need savings, leads 
me to suggest the following. If this 
were to reverse the downward trend 
even 6 months earlier than it would 
otherwise occur, you will save more 
money in both savings accounts and in 
assets that will not disappear through 
bankruptcy and insolvency, than what 
you will take out of the IRA accounts 
to spend under this proposal. 

I would not have been part of this un
less I was absolutely confident that in 
the short term it will help, in the long 
term it will cause no damage, and we 
are not permanently changing any
thing. But if we could entice people to 
spend that money now, it would truly 
do some positive things. 

Now you might ask: why would they 
withdraw it when it is only a penalty 
that is forgone? Well, we are also doing 
another thing. We are saying that the 
$10,000 that you take out, upon which 
you owe taxes, you do not have to pay 
right now. In fact you pay it over 4 
years in 4 equal installments, the first 
one being at the end of the taxable 
year during which you withdraw the 
funds. It seems to me that is a big ad
vantage along with no penalty, and we 
might get very, very many billions of 
dollars taken out and spent that would 
not otherwise have been taken out of 
the IRA accounts and spent. 

Nonetheless, the concept of the in
centive for IRA's should remain, and 
we ought to look in the long term at 
something better than we have been 
able to do. But for now this seems to be 
a petty good way to accomplish what 
most economic experts are saying we 
ought to try to do. 

I thank the Senator for yielding me 
time, and at this time I yield the floor. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. President, this is a replay of the 
amendment of the junior Senator from 
New York that we dealt with earlier 
today. Let me make it very clear this 
amendment is a revenue measure. The 
Constitution says that revenue meas
ures must originate in the House, the 
House feels very jealous about those 
prerogatives. That means all the work 
on the underlying bill, the dire emer
gency appropriations bill, could be 
down the tubes if this amendment is 
adopted. 

Now let me talk about the substance 
of it for just a moment. This amend
ment does not encourage savings. This 
amendment will encourage the short
term spending of the retirement sav
ings of the people of this country. It 
will allow them to use that money to 
buy TV's, VCR's, and boom boxes. 

That is what would happen, if it ever 
became law. But it will not become law 
because adoption of the amendment 
would violate the Constitution of the 
United States and the House will ob
ject. Even if the House did not object, 
the courts would hold this not to com
ply with the Constitution because it is 
a revenue measure and revenue meas
ures must originate in the House. As a 
result, this amendment is a wasted ef
fort. In the end it is nothing more than 
showboating. 

I strongly urge the Members of this 
body to resist this amendment. As I 
said, the Senate just defeated another 
unconstitutional amendment offered 
by the junior Senator from New York 
[Mr. D'AMATO]. But this amendment 
also reminds me of another D'Amato 
amendment that was passed here late 
one night where we tried to put a cap 
on credit card interest rates. I went 
along with that. It sounded good. By 
the next day I knew better. I began to 
understand what could happen to 
consumer spending and that many peo
ple might lose their credit cards. This 
amendment has the same kind of ap
peal as the earlier D'Amato amend
ment. It sounds good, but the long-run 
consequences could be very negative. 

Let us take a closer look at this 
amendment and see what would happen 
if it ever became law. I have talked to 
some of the financial institutions in 
the country, and they are concerned 
about a possible run on the banks. 
They are concerned about the IRA ac
counts that they are administering and 
the amount of money that would pour 
out of the banks. Financial institu
tions are having enough trouble now 
with liquidity. If that kind of situation 
developed, if this amendment were 
really to work, to really stimulate the 
economy, then it would take a massive 
outflow in the IRA and other retire
ment accounts into consumption, con
sumption of durable goods. 

But this is no time to deplete the re
tirement savings of the people of this 

country on consumer products. I don't 
think there will ever be such a time. It 
is one thing to allow IRA's to be used 
to invest in a home. It is one thing to 
allow the investment in the education 
of children or to take care of a serious 
unexpected medical illness, as has been 
done under some of the other IRA pro
posals. But to encourage people to de
plete their savings to go out and buy 
durable goods is very short-sighted. My 
friend from New Mexico says he is con
fident that would result in a net posi
tive for the economy. But, how does he 
know that? I do not know that. And he 
cannot know it. We can't afford to take 
that kind of risk with the retirement 
savings of millions of Americans. 

My friend from Pennsylvania says 
that he talked to the Secretary of the 
Treasury and he says it was an inter
esting idea. Boy, I have used that line 
a lot of times without making a com
mitment on it. And that is what you 
are facing here. 

So I strongly urge my colleagues not 
to buy this one. If you do, all the work 
that the chairman and ranking mem
ber of the Appropriations Committee 
have done on this supplemental appro
priations bill could be for nothing. This 
critical and essential bill could go 
down the drain. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I won

der if I might have 4 minutes. 
Mr. BENTSEN. In opposition to the 

amendment? 
Mr. CHAFEE. Yes. 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 16 minutes. 
Mr. BENTSEN. I am glad to yield 4 

minutes to the Senator from Rhode Is
land. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I join 
with the distinguished chairman of the 
Finance Committee in opposition to 
this amendment. This is a very, very 
difficult position for me to take be
cause I have such respect for the spon
sors of the amendment. 

Setting aside the arguments that the 
chairman made regarding the fact that 
this would blue-slip the entire bill 
should the amendment succeed and it 
go back to the House-I think he pre
sented those arguments very, very 
well-it seems to me we get back to the 
fundamental question that we are 
caught in a crossfire here, Mr. Presi
dent. We are urged on the one hand to 
increase our savings in the United 
States. So IRA's were developed. And 
all of us, at least those that fall in the 
proper income brackets, use the IRA's 
as a form of saving, it is an inducement 
to save. 

And then on the other hand, we have 
some saying the trouble with this re
cession is the consumer does not have 
confidence, the consumer is not out 
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there spending enough. And so we have 
amendments such as this that would 
permit the more rapid and earlier 
drawdown of IRA's than currently is 
possible under the law. 

I want to associate myself with the 
remarks that were previously given by 
the senior Senator from Texas. I just 
do not believe that is truly going to be 
a stimulus for the economy. I think 
there is probably going to be a rush on; 
it would disturb the banks with this 
withdrawal; there would be fewer sav
ings obviously available. 

Then what is it going to be used for? 
I do not think its going to be used-I 
may be mistaken; who knows?-but I 
just do not think it is going to be used 
for the major big ticket items that are 
going to be necessary to pull us out of 
this recession. I hardly think somebody 
is going to go out and buy a new auto
mobile because they have some money 
in an IRA and they can pull it out 
early. In this kind of a mood that peo
ple have, your determination to buy a 
new car or not is based upon how good 
your job is, and whether you are going 
to keep your job. And your determina
tion whether you are going to buy a 
new House is what are your job pros
pects, your wife's job prospects, are 
you going to keep the job, either of 
you. You do not make a decision to go 
out and buy a home, or buy an auto
mobile because you can pull some of 
the money out of an IRA, and have to 
pay the income tax over a 4-year pe
riod. 

So it does not come free. I would like 
to believe that it is going to be of help 
in pulling us out of the recession, but I 
have a feeling it is really not. 

Now that does not mean we should 
not do something. And we have had the 
privilege of meeting with the distin
guished Senator from New Mexico on 
what we should do. And of course ev
erybody has different ideas. 

But I would like to take this oppor
tunity to submit to this body that 
what we ought to take are those steps 
that are going to encourage our com
petitive position in the world, and that 
is encourage our manufacturers to in
vest in more productive machinery so 
we can better compete. I think the 
route that that leads us to is the 
reinstallation of the investment tax 
credit. 

Now, Mr. President, I am sure many 
will laugh to themselves when they 
hear that because the distinguished 
chairman of the Finance Committee 
for years, the senior Senator from Lou
isiana, used to say this, I will never 
forget, when we had our tax reform ef
forts-not efforts, when we reformed 
the Tax Code in 1986 and repealed the 
investment tax credit. He said, you will 
be back here reinstituting the invest
ment tax credit when times are bad. 

And I think he is right. 
So, Mr. President, while I reluctantly 

rise in opposition, not solely for the 

procedural reasons but also for the rea
son I just do not think it is going to do 
the job, I would commend our good 
friend from New Mexico to keep up his 
efforts. He is giving us leadership on 
this side of the aisle, anyway. And I 
hope we continue to look at 
reinstituting the investment tax credit 
which I really think will do something 
positive, to pull us out this recession. 

I thank the Senator from Texas. 
Mr. BENTSEN. Does the Senator 

from Delaware care for some time? 
Mr. ROTH. Yes. 
Mr. BENTSEN. How much time do we 

have left? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eleven

and-a-half minutes. 
Mr. BENTSEN. I yield 4 minutes to 

the distinguished Senator from Dela
ware. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, the Senate 
must not approve this amendment. I 
believe this proposal would compound 
the already devastating savings crisis 
in America. 

I, too, have the greatest respect for 
the two Senators who are proposing 
this amendment. But as has already 
been said, it will neither help this 
country from the standpoint of sav
ings, nor will it have the beneficial ef
fect that they intend it have, to move 
this country out of a recession and into 
better times. 

I greatly regret that the United 
States is not a savings country because 
it is affecting our ability to compete 
with other countries. It is a fact that 
the average 50-year-old only has sav
ings of around $2,000-a deplorable fact. 
I am sure everyone here would agree 
with me. 

But to propose now that individuals 
could take up to $10,000 for consump
tion is a very shortsighted proposal in 
my judgment. 

What we are trying to do in the IRA, 
the super IRA that the distinguished 
chairman of the Finance Committee 
and myself are sponsoring, is to pro
mote savings. It is true that we provide 
certain conditions under which it can 
be withdrawn-in the event of a crisis 
in health, to buy the first home, to 
send a child college. But those are in
centives to get people to save more. 
And there is nothing attached to that 
here. This, in my judgment, is a dan
gerous precedent. If this becomes law 
and the courts would enforce it, it 
would mean every time there is some 
kind of crisis we would open the proc
ess of withdrawing funds, which is ex
actly the wrong way to go if we are 
going to promote growth and jobs in 
this country. 

I also agree with the distinguished 
chairman when he says this proposal is 
not constitutional. This is a revenue 
measure. If it was adopted by the Sen
ate, there is no question but what the 
House would reject it, and the entire 
supplemental bill would be gutted as a 
result. 

So I hope my distinguished friends 
would not support this amendment. 
Both the chairman and I are strong be
lievers we have to do something in the 
tax area to provide some help to both 
the American people and to the econ
omy. But this is not the place, or time, 
or means of doing it. 

So I encourage my colleagues to vote 
down this amendment. 

I yield the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
The Senaltor from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I am a 

little surprised by the arguments ad
vanced by the three speakers in opposi
tion to this amendment because the 
Senator from Texas and the Senator 
from Delaware are sponsors of a very 
similar bill to have ffiA's in the future, 
where they could be used for important 
purposes, like first-time home pur
chases, for college tuition, or medical 
expenses. 

So, they are principal exponents of 
the proposition to have IRA's to be ex
pended for important purposes of pub
lic policy. And that is precisely what is 
being done by this amendment. 

When the country faces the serious 
problems we have now, I hardly think 
it is logical that as the Senator from 
Delaware says this is a terrible prece
dent because every time a problem 
arises we will be doing this sort of 
thing. 

I would say to the Senator from 
Delaware that when a problem is as 
perilous as the economy of the United 
States is today, it is high time the Sen
ate took some action. I do not think 
this Congress sought to go into recess. 
I do not think we ought to leave here 
after Thanksgiving for the month of 
December when the United States faces 
the serious problems that we have. 

We should not be on vacation when 
millions of Americans are on a forced 
vacation by unemployment. When the 
Senator from Rhode Island says we 
ought to be doing something about it, 
we ought to have an investment tax 
credit, I agree with that. Let him bring 
a bill to the floor for an investment tax 
credit. We ought to be doing that to 
stimulate the economy, to encourage 
producers to have new equipment, to 
provide more jobs for Americans. But 
let us not all be nay-sayers. Let us find 
something which is useful. We have 
some great brain power in this body 
and some of those with the great brain 
power in this body are arguing against 
this bill. 

We have the Senator from Texas and 
the Senator from Delaware and the 
Senator from Rhode Island who have 
been on the Finance Committee for 
five decades among them. Let us see 
tham bring forward some ideas which 
will help this country out of its serious 
economic problems. 

When the Sena tor from Texas says he 
heard a great argument from the dis-
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tinguished Senator from New York 
[Mr. D'AMATO] on credit cards, what 
does that have to do with the proposal 
that Senator DOMENIC! and I are advo
cating? Every time something comes 
up there is some non sequitur about 
the credit card issue, it does not make 
any sense. 

The Chairman of the Federal Re
serve, Alan Greenspan, and the Sec
retary of the Treasury, Nick Brady, 
and Michael Boskin, the Chairman of 
the Council of Economic Advisers, said 
it was a lot more than interesting, but 
they are waiting to see something hap
pen from the Congress. 

Frankly, this Senator is also waiting 
to see something happen. We have a 
duty to the American people to advo
cate something constructive and posi
tive. If somebody has a better idea, this 
Senator will be delighted to withdraw 
his amendment. But I heartily disagree 
with everybody saying, 'No, not now," 
and "massive withdrawals." we need 
some confidence in the American peo
ple on consumer purchasing power. 
People are worrried about what is 
going to happen to their jobs. 

I would paraphrase Franklin Roo
sevelt who said, "all we have to fear is 
fear itself." If the American people and 
the consumers see something construc
tive coming from the American Con
gress besides a lot of nay-saying, and 
others join in spending-people do have 
money but they are afraid to spend it. 
But if there is some concerted action 
taken to lend some purchasing power, 
consumer purchasing power-and it is 
their money, they do not have to take 
it if they do not want to. There is sim
ply no penalty, and they pay the tax in 
4 years. 

This business about it being uncon
stitutional is simply not correct. The 
House considers appropriations bills to 
be revenue measures. I have sent for 
the precedents with Bob Dove, who is a 
noted expert on the Constitution. I 
have some familiarity with the subject 
myself. My research guide has come 
with some tools. 

So I will yield the floor at this point, 
after inquiring what the remainder of 
time is that remains. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 6 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BENTSEN. How much time? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six min

utes. The Senator from Texas has 8 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. BENTSEN. I yield 2 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Dela
ware. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I agree 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Pennsylvania that the time has come 
for action. But I think it is important, 
in taking action, that we do what will 
not only help the short-term problem 
but the long range as well. 

The problem with this proposal be
fore us is that it is short range. It will 
take out savings from the Nation that 

is needed desperately for our long-term 
competitiveness. 

I will say to the distinguished Sen
ator from Pennsylvania that I wish he 
would look at my proposal, jog Amer
ica, or the tax proposal introduced by 
Senator BENTSEN and sponsored by me 
in which we are, taxwise, trying to ad
dress the very problems we are discuss
ing now. But there is a right way and 
a wrong way of doing that. While we 
want to jump-start the economy short 
term, it is critically important we do 
not do it in such a way that we hurt or 
damage the long-term growth pros
pects of this country. 

I urge and I will send to my distin
guished colleague my proposal which I 
introduced about a month ago to deal 
with the very problem with which he 
seeks to deal. I agree with my col
league. I would like to act, and think 
we should stay and do that now be
cause I think the people are concerned 
and they are deeply concerned as to 
where this country is going. 

Mr. President, there is a right way 
and a wrong way, and drawing down 
savings now short term is not going to 
help this Nation longer. 

Mr. BENTSEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Texas. 
Mr. BENTSEN. Will the President ad

vise me when I am down to 2 minutes? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair will do so. 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, my 

friend from Pennsylvania says that 
these bills that the Senator from Dela
ware and I have introduced on the IRA 
are comparable to what he is proposing 
today. He could not be more wrong. 
What we have done is to reinstate the 
fully deductible IRA-and create a new 
type of IRA. This amendment does 
nothing to promote savings. Our bill 
would allow some IRA withdrawals, 
but only for long-term investments
investing in that first home, investing 
in your children to send them to col
lege, to pay for costly medical bills and 
then, of course, for retirement. But all 
those proposals promote new savings, 
making the IRA more attractive to 
millions of younger Americans. 

Ours is prosavings. The proposal of 
the Senator from Pennsylvania is 
antisavings. It would hurt the long
term strength of the economy, by re
ducing the savings pool of this country. 
The annual savings rate in this coun
try is about one-fourth what the Japa
nese save per capita, United States sav
ings is less than half of what the West 
Germans save per year. Is it any won
der that we have a shortage of capital 
in this country? 

What my friend is talking about is 
not a minor piece of legislation. It is 
major because it could affect the very 
fragile economy that we have in this 
country today. Do we really want peo
ple drawing down the retirement sav
ings of this country to buy TV sets-to 
spend it on boom boxes. 

The Senator from Delaware and I 
agree that something has to be done 
and has to be done soon, and that is 
why I have announced hearings on our 
tax legislation for next Tuesday. I urge 
my friend from Pennsylvania to be 
there. We would be delighted to have 
the Senator come and talk about his 
proposal. But a major piece of legisla
tion like this-with its possibly serious 
effect on the economy and on the 
banks of this country, which are al
ready in fragile condition-deserves 
full consideration of the committee of 
jurisdiction-the Finance Committee. I 
would be delighted to hear the Senator 
from Pennsylvania on Tuesday to tell 
us why he thinks this proposal will 
work. 

But I say to my colleagues, what we 
need to do is to encourage savings in 
our country. Savings that are going to 
be used to help improve the productiv
ity of our country, to help educate our 
people, to see that young couples who 
are having to live with mom and dad 
can own a home of their own. That is 
what we provide in the Bentsen-Roth 
IRA. That is the way we ought to go to 
invest in the future of our country. 

I retain the remainder of my time. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Will the Senator 

yield me 2 minutes? 
Mr. SPECTER. I do. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Let me first say this 

measure will last only 1 year, and that 
1 year will start the date it becomes 
law. Second, Senator CHAFEE wondered 
whether people would indeed spend it 
for the things we have been speaking of 
here. I assure him they will spend it for 
that or they will have their penalty 
imposed, because they have to prove 
that to the IRS, just like you do on any 
other items within the Tax Code. It 
says that in the law, that is all you can 
spend it for and be entitled to be pen
alty-free and the 4-year payment of 
your taxes. 

To those who oppose this because 
they are worried about savings, let me 
once again state the following: The 
Senator from New Mexico will join 
with anyone who will change our laws 
so that we will save more on a perma
nent basis. One of the reasons we are in 
this recession, or downturn-not the 
total reason, but one-is because we do 
not save enough. The problem now is 
not saving more. In fact, no one will 
tell you that they want the American 
people to save more now. In fact, they 
are saying they want to spend more, if 
anything. 

Those who know about the economy 
are begging Americans to take money 
out of their savings account and spend 
it because we need customer purchases 
and confidence to come out of this 
downturn. We are merely saying that 
out of the $800 billion in IRA's and 
401(k)'s, a small portion in the next 
year could be withdrawn for these pur
poses by the people we have described 
here. They will use it for the items we 
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say they will use it for in the law, or 
they will not be entitled to have their 
penalty forgiven and their 4-year tax 
payment of the $10,000 that they take 
out of their IRA's. 

I submit that if only $40 billion came 
out, or $50 billion, the economic proph
ets are doomed. They say we will have 
runs on banks. They are absolutely in
sane. You would have to draw $200 bil
lion out of these accounts for a signifi
cant impact on savings. Actually, any
where from $40 billion to $50 billion to 
$60 billion taken out of IRA's that 
would not otherwise come out would be 
a magnificent consumer purchase in
jection into this economy. None of the 
tax bills that have been introduced to 
fix this economy will do that much in 
consumer purchasing power, not a sin
gle one introduced by the distinguished 
chairman or others. In 1 year from $40 
billion to $60 billion would flow into 
the economy for the purchase of big 
ticket items. Nobody's tax proposal 
does that. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, a num

ber of objections have been raised to 
this amendment, and I submit none has 
any validity. I will start with the one 
about it being unconstitutional and 
cite as precedent an amendment on a 
continuing appropriations bill on Sep
tember 24, 1981, which would leave the 
$3,000 limit on expenses away from 
home, challenged in the Senate, sus
tained as an appropriate amendment 
on continuing appropriations, accepted 
by the House of Representatives and 
became law. 

I can give you many more prece
dents, but I found this one in response 
to the argument by the Senator from 
Texas. 

This conclusively proves that the ar
gument by the Senator from Texas is 
wrong on the constitutional issue, and 
I submit the other arguments raised 
are similarly invalid. 

When the Senator from Texas tells 
me about hearings next Tuesday and 
invites me to come, I already know 
about them and I have already made an 
application to appear before the Fi
nance Committee. 

When the Senator from Delaware 
says this may be short term but we 
need something that is long term, I am 
delighted to do something that is long 
term and I am glad to hear the Senator 
from Delaware say he thinks we ought 
to stay in session, too. I believe that 
the Congress of the United States 
ought not to take off in December. I 
will be glad to appear, as I plan to be 
before the Finance Committee, to ex
pound upon this bill. I would like to see 
the Finance Committee take up a vari
ety of measures and apply the talent 
there to find an answer. 

When the Senator from Texas says 
that there ought to be full consider-

a ti on by the committee of jurisdiction, 
I think the American people want 
something besides hearing about the 
committee of jurisdiction. That is what 
this argument is all about. The mem
bers of the Finance Committee, the 
Senator from Texas, the Senator from 
Delaware, the Senator from Rhode Is
land, do not like a matter being taken 
up which is within their jurisdiction. It 
is time not to talk about jurisdiction; 
it is time to talk about answers. 

There is nobody in this body who 
knows more about finance and budget 
than Senator DOMENIC!. He served as 
chairman of the Budget Committee for 
6 years with great distinction, and 
when anybody wants to crunch the 
numbers, they come to PETE DOMENIC!. 

When he cosponsors this legislation 
and exercises his judgment that it will 
put $40 billion to $50 billion of 
consumer purchasing power into the 
economy, that is significant. It is time 
we did something, Mr. President, be
sides naysay. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. BENTSEN. How much time does 

the Senator have? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 2 minutes 40 seconds. 
Mr. BENTSEN. And the other side? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty 

seconds. 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, this is 

not a minor amendment. If you vote 
for this, and if it carries, tomorrow 
morning when you hear the replies of 
the financial institutions of the coun
try, you will be looking for a hole. You 
will be wishing you had not voted that 
way, and you will be trying to explain. 

With Senator SPECTER'S amendment, 
we are talking about depleting long
term savings. That is the exact oppo
site of the legislation the Senator from 
Delaware and I have proposed. In the 
Bentsen-Roth IRA bill, we are talking 
about making long-term investments 
in the education of our children or buy
ing that first home. 

We think those are the positive 
things that have to be done. We are 
talking about permanent legislation, 
not some short-term spending spree 
that could affect the fragile economy; 
that could bring about a drain on the 
banks where they are having a very dif
ficult time retaining enough liquidity 
today. 

After all that, let us not forget what 
happens between the House and the 
Senate; and the relationship estab
lished between the two bodies by the 
Constitution. The authority to kill this 
bill is in the House, and the Ways and 
Means Committee will kill it. That 
means the appropriations bill could be 
voided, if this amendment were in
cluded. 

Mr. BYRD. Will the distinguished 
Senator from Texas yield? 

Mr. BENTSEN. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I support 
the position taken by the distinguished 
Senator from Texas. I only make this 
statement, which will be a little con
trary to what he just said: The Ways 
and Means Committee maybe will blue
slip this. It will be blue-slipped before 
it gets to the House. It will be blue
slipped in the conference. 

This is obviously a measure which is 
under the jurisdiction of the Ways and 
Means and Finance Committees, and 
under the Constitution revenue-raising 
measures must originate in the House. 
So I hope Senators will not take this 
amendment seriously in that it is being 
offered to this bill. We hope to get a 
bill to the President. This is a dire 
emergency bill. This bill is not going 
anywhere if we continue doing what we 
have been doing all afternoon. 

I hope that Senators will vote to 
table the measure if the distinguished 
Senator from Texas moves to table it, 
because it is not going anywhere. It is 
not going anywhere in conference with 
this amendment on it, if it is adopted, 
and I do not want to see this bill go 
down the drain. We invested too much 
work in it already. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
has expired. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. BENTSEN. I thank the Senator 

for his wise advice, and I will move to 
table when the Senator from Penn
sylvania has used his allotted time. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I join the distinguished chairman of 
the Senate Finance Committee in op
posing the amendment that would 
allow tax-free withdrawals from indi
vidual retirement accounts as a meth
od of stimulating consumption in the 
economy. 

Mr. President, none of us knows the 
short-term and long-term economic 
implications of this proposal. We al
ready have one of the lowest savings 
rates in the world and this proposal 
will only serve to further drain sav
ings. No one would doubt that this 
economy needs stimulation. Our fac
tories need to be more productive; we 
need to increase our ability to compete 
abroad. We need more investment and 
we need more consumption. 

I am convinced that we may need an 
economic growth package that will 
help jumpstart the economy. But piece
meal consumption measures written on 
the Senate floor as part of a supple
mental appropriations bill will do 
nothing to help this economy. This will 
kill the appropriations bill because 
such tax legislation must originate in 
the House. 

Mr. President, I know the chairman 
of the Finance Committee will be hold
ing hearings on the state of the econ
omy next week. I trust that the Con
gress and the President will act appro
priately if a tax cut bill is necessary. 
However, this is not the appropriate 
time nor place to be putting together a 
tax bill. 
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Mr. SPECTER. How much time re

mains, Mr. President? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has one-half minute. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, when 

the Senator from West Virginia says he 
hopes the Senators will not take this 
bill seriously, I hope Senators will take 
seriously the serious problems of the 
economy. When he says this bill will go 
down the drain, I think it is a lot more 
important that the economy may go 
down the drain. 

This is a positive step forward, and I 
urge my colleagues to vote for it and to 
resist the motion to table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time has 
expired. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I move 
to table the amendment, and I am 
joined in it by the distinguished Sen
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the amendment of the Senator 
from Pennsylvania. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Louisiana [Mr. BREAUX], the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], and 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
KERREY] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
AKAKA). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 66, nays 
31, as follows: 

Ada.ms 
Akaka 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Bradley 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Burns 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Cranston 
Danforth 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dixon 
Dodd 

Bond 
Brown 
Coats 
Cochran 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Dole 
Domenici 
Garn 
Gramm 
Grassley 

{Rollcall Vote No. 269 Leg.} 
YEAS---66 

Durenberger Metzenbaum 
Exon Mikulski 
Ford Mitchell 
Fowler Moynihan 
Glenn Nunn 
Gore Packwood 
Gorton Pell 
Graham Pryor 
Hatch Reid 
Hatfield Riegle 
Heflin Robb 
Inouye Rockefeller 
Jeffords Roth 
Johnston Rudman 
Kassebaum Sanford 
Kennedy Sar banes 
Kerry Shelby 
Kohl Simon 
Lau ten berg Symms 
Leahy Warner 
Levin Wellstone 
Lieberman Wofford 

NAYS-31 
Helms Sasser 
Hollings Seymour 
Kasten Simpson 
Lott Smith 
Lugar Specter 
Mack Stevens 
McCain Thurmond 
McConnell Wallop 
Murkowski Wirth 
Nickles 
Pressler 

NOT VOTING-3 
Breaux Harkin Kerrey 

So the motion to table the amend
ment (No. 1409) was agreed to. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may we 
have order in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may we 
have order in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

Mr. BYRD. I would like to try to get 
a reading on a list of amendments that 
I have before me. 

Mr. President, may we have order in 
the Senate? We do not have order in 
the Senate. I am looking at a couple of 
my friends on the Republican side . 

Now let me see if I have order over 
here? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Those 
Senators wishing to chat will please re
tire to the cloakroom. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I think the 
time has come for some serious talk. 
The distinguished majority leader has 
indicated that if the bill is not com
pleted tonight then the Senate will be 
in tomorrow, and I think that we must 
continue to go tonight as long as we 
can go, because even so, we will not 
finish tomorrow unless we get more 
work done this evening than we have 
done thus far. 

This is a dire emergency supple
mental bill. It is not a bill that should 
be a vehicle for various and sundry leg
islative amendments. If we had plenty 
of time, I could understand the feeling 
of necessity on the part of some Mem
bers to try to put their rider on this 
horse. 

This horse is not going very far. I in
tend to drop a great many of these 
amendments in the conference because 
the President is going to veto it any
how, so we might as well just kill it 
here if we continue to add these 
amendments. 

I do not say that disrespectfully of 
any Senator who is serious about his 
amendment. But there has been a good 
deal of work done on this bill and obvi
ously it is not a bill on which we ought 
to try to attach revenue amendments. 
We have had already two or three ef
forts of that today, and the Constitu
tion, if we have read it lately, indicates 
that revenue-raising measures must 
originate in the House. 

So we are wasting our time in calling 
up revenue measures, and those bills 
are not going to be blue slipped by the 
Ways and Means Committee. They are 
going to be blue slipped right in the 
room across the hall here when the 
conference meets. 

I have 25 amendments listed on the 
Democratic side, and I have 35 amend
ments on the Republican side. And 35 
and 25 add up to 60. 

Now, I have been talking with my 
friend, Mr. HATFIELD, and it is my feel
ing that after a little more patience is 
demonstrated on the part of Mr. HAT
FIELD and myself, inasmuch as we only 
have 1 day left this week, that is Sat
urday, and we only have 2 days next 
week, if we hope to get out of here in 
time to give Senators an opportunity 
to catch their planes and make ar
rangements to get out of town before 
Thanksgiving, I thank that a desperate 
situation requires desperate action. So, 
it would be my intention if my friend 
will join me, and if he does not, I may 
try it anyhow, to move to table amend
ments that are legislative in nature 
and that are not of an emergent na
ture. This is a dire emergency bill. 

I hope Senators will understand that 
I recognize their right under the rules 
to offer the amendments. I recognize 
how each Senator feels that his amend
ment is of such degree of importance 
that he should make an attempt to get 
it on this bill. 

But it is not going anywhere, I tell 
my friends, and in order to save time, 
then, after a little while longer, after 
sitting here a little while longer, I am 
going to let Senators know when I am 
ready to start moving to table amend
ments that are legislative in nature, or 
that are not of a dire emergent nature. 
I am going to move to table. 

Now the Senate might not want to 
table. I fully understand that Senators 
may vote otherwise. But, we have to 
take some extraordinary action here if 
we hope to complete this bill. 

If we were going to be in session all 
next week, and all of the next week, it 
would be a different thing. We would 
have a lot of time for some fun. But the 
time is running out. And so I hope that 
Senators will understand the spirit in 
which I am saying these things. I am 
not angry. I am not impatient. I just 
feel that one has to face up to the re
ality of things, and the reality is that 
we hope to get this bill passed, and I do 
not want to go home and have the 
President charge Congress with not 
having passed a dire emergency supple
mental. 

Let me read the list. 
Mr. HATFIELD. Will the Senator 

yield for just a moment? 
Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator for yielding. I would 
like to associate myself with the re
marks made by the chairman. I will be 
a happy and willing partner for the ex
traordinary action that he has indi
cated might be taken. 

Mr. President, I would like to just 
make one observation. From my per
spective as a member of the Appropria
tions Committee, we have spent more 
hours in this Senate on amendments on 
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appropriation measures than any other 
vehicle we act upon. I would only like 
to suggest that if you look at the num
ber of amendments that have been 
adopted on Appropriations Committee 
bills in the past and the numbers that 
survive the conference, it is indeed a 
very poor cost-benefit ratio. The hours 
do not justify the efforts that have 
been made for those amendments. 

I am using this as an illustration. We 
may add 35 amendments, and 2 survive 
the conference. That is the history of 
the appropriations conference because 
the House has more strict rules govern
ing what can and what cannot be on an 
appropriations vehicle than the Senate 
has. 

And the House just sits there in these 
conferences and says to us: It may be 
meritorious, but it does not fit our 
rules. 

So I plead with the Senate as well to 
just learn out of our history that the 
hours we spend in this exercise do not 
bear results or fruit. 

Mr. President. I again respect 
everybody's right to offer amendments 
on vehicles because our rules of proce
dure provide that right. But let us look 
at it pragmatically, and the practical 
aspects of how much good it does to 
spend the hours on some of these 
amendments when they have abso
lutely no chance of surviving, and the 
rotunda of this Capitol is full of thieves 
that rob these amendments from the 
Senate vehicle before we ever get over 
to the House on occasion. I just think 
that ought to be understood, too. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

strongly endorse the words of the dis
tinguished chairman of the Appropria
tions Committee and urge our col
leagues to permit prompt disposition of 
this measure. 

And I now make an appeal to the 
self-interest of Senators. We have to 
complete action on this bill and then 
we are going to proceed to the Defense 
Department appropriations conference 
report, which I am advised will stimu
late some debate-I hope not exces
sive-but a reasonable and fair and ap
propriate amount of debate. 

It is my hope, and I have discussed 
this with the distinguished Republican 
leader, that we will then be able to go 
to the CFE Treaty. There is something 
which the President has asked the Sen
ate to take up and consent to: the Sec
retary of State has asked repeatedly. 
We are now in the awkward situation 
where we have proposed taking that 
treaty up, but are now prevented from 
doing so by Republican objections to 
dealing with that treaty. 

I know the distinguished Republican 
leader is working to eliminate those 
objections, but I appeal to my col
leagues on the ground that this is an 
important measure for the country and 

something which the President has ne
gotiated, which the President has 
asked us to act on and the Secretary of 
State has asked us to act on, and yet 
we are prevented from going to it at 
least up to this point because of Repub
lican objections. 

So I know the distinguished Repub
lican leader is doing his best, working 
diligently in that regard, and I hope he 
is successful. In any event, we will 
have to proceed to it. If we cannot do 
it by consent, then it means a some
what longer process involving the pos
sibility of lengthy debate and numer
ous amendments, which I hope does not 
occur because I personally support the 
treaty and commend the President and 
the Secretary of State for its success
ful negotiation. 

Mr. President, I have been asked by a 
number of Senators on both sides of 
the aisle about various items that have 
been before us and that may be before 
us. I would like to just state briefly 
that, both Houses now having passed 
the banking bill, that matter is now 
the subject of discussion with Senate 
and House participants, the Secretary 
of Treasury and others representing 
the administration. We have to act on 
that bill. We have to act on the Resolu
tion Trust Corp. funding bill. That is 
essential. 

The surface transportation bill is in 
conference. I know the conferees met 
very late last night, and into the early 
morning hours today. We hope that 
progress is being made there and that 
we are going to be able to act on that. 

The conference has begun or I expect 
shortly will begin on the crime bill. We 
hope to be able to complete action on 
that measure as well. 

The Finance Committee met this 
morning on the question of the Medic
aid regulations, and I know that the 
administration and the Governors have 
worked out an agreement. Senator 
BENTSEN's committee has reported out 
a proposal that we are going to try to 
deal with. I hope it will be the subject 
matter of an agreement. 

I do want to say that we will not be 
taking up the energy bill this year, but 
I do intend to give it a very high prior
ity early next year. I know a lot of 
work has been done on it, particularly 
by the distinguished chairman of the 
committee, the distinguished Senator 
from Louisiana. I have discussed the 
matter with him and with the distin
guished Republican leader. While it is, 
in my judgment, not possible to com
plete action on that legislation this 
year, it is important that we have a 
comprehensive national energy policy, 
and this is the matter which I intend 
to give a very high priority early next 
year. I look forward to working with 
the distinguished Senator from Louisi
ana in that regard. 

Mr. President, I do not want to cre
ate the implication, if I have left any
thing out for this year, that I have sug-

gested an exclusive list. There are sev
eral other things that we are going to 
take up and deal with. The distin
guished Republican leader and I meet 
now on an almost continuous basis. I 
have attempted to highlight some of 
the important measures to buttress the 
points made by the distinguished chair
man of the Appropriations Committee 
about the need to move promptly on 
this bill. 

I now, Mr. President, yield to the dis
tinguished Republican leader. 

Mr. DOLE. I want to underscore what 
was stated by both managers. I would 
not wait too long. I would hope your 
patience is wearing thin, because we 
have been in fairly late every night 
this week and we will be in late this 
evening-we anticipate that-and we 
will be here· tomorrow. I would say if 
the list got too long tonight, we would 
have to have something to do tomor
row in addition to the other matters 
listed by the distinguished majority 
leader. 

I would be prepared to table all of 
them en bloc. Just ship them all up 
there and we would have one vote on 45 
amendments. I think it would be unan
imous. 

These are very important amend
ments. Everybody has a right to offer 
amendments, but this is a dire emer
gency supplemental appropriations 
bill. I have given the distinguished 
chairman two pages of amendments on 
this side. In some places there is a 
name that has three amendments fol
lowing it, so it is probably more than 
the two pages. If I understand this is 
satisfactory with my colleague, Sen
ator HATFIELD. We are prepared to say 
we will not add any more amendments 
on this side. Hopefully within the next 
30-40 minutes we can trim that list 
substantially. But I want to cooperate 
with the chairman and Senator 
HARTFIELD, and I think most members 
do. Whenever the chairman indicates 
that he is prepared to start tabling 
amendments, then I think he will have 
cooperation on both sides. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, if I 
just might add one point. We want to 
get this done because Senator DOLE 
and I are united in our determination 
that we are going to adjourn prior to 
Thanksgiving. Every Senator here-al
most every Senator-has come up to 
me at some time or other in the last 
few weeks and said, "Now we have got 
to get out of here prior to Thanks
giving, and I encourage you, I urge 
you, I applaud you,'' various words of 
support. But each of those Senators 
must recognize that when this comes 
to delay, in the famous words of Pogo, 
"We have met the enemy and it is us." 
So we cannot have it both ways. 

Mr. DOLE. Will the majority leader 
yield? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes. 
Mr. DOLE. We will be coming back 

next year. If we miss anything, next 
year, we will have another chance. 
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Mr. MITHCELL. That is right. There 

will be ample opportunity for Senators 
who feel they have something that is 
important to deal with it, recognizing 
again every Senator has a right to offer 
amendments. But those Senators who 
expressed a desire to complete action 
so that we can adjourn prior to 
Thanksgiving must recognize that, to 
the extent they contribute to the 
delay, they make it more difficult to 
obtain that objective. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Before the majority 
leader yields the floor, will he yield for 
a question? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Certainly. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Would you like to 

provide some incentive to finish this 
bill by saying, for example, if we finish 
this bill tonight, we would not be in to
morrow? 

Mr. MITCHELL. I am very sorry that 
I cannot say that because I have al
ready said exactly the opposite of that 
twice today. When we finish this bill, 
we are going to go to the defense ap
propriations bill, and then it is my 
hope to go to the CFE Treaty tomor
row. 

Mr. BUMPERS. So we will be in to
morrow regardless? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, we will. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Then I do not care if 

we finish this bill tonight or not. 
Mr. MITCHELL. I can provide a dif

ferent incentive. If we do not finish 
enough matters tomorrow, we will be 
in Sunday. So maybe at some point to
morrow I can suggest that alternative, 
which I have been reluctant to do, be
cause I have learned to take these days 
one at a time. But I hope the Senator 
will cooperate with us by permitting 
completion of this matter. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I do not have any 
amendment. I will be here. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I thank the Senator. 
That is a wholesome attitude. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Will the Senator 
from West Virginia yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. BYRD. When the majority leader 
has finished. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I yield to the Sen
ator. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I am a supporter 
of what the Senator from West Vir
ginia is attempting to do. I just heard 
the minority leader speak to the sub
ject and say it is a dire emergency bill. 
As I read what is being done, I question 
whether it is of such dire emergency. 

I am not looking for a confrontation 
or a dispute with the manager of the 
bill, but I wonder what is the urgency 
of doing this since it appears to be a 
transfer of some funds that came out of 
Desert Storm that the Arabs have been 
paying us that appears to pick up six 
helicopters and certain other i terns. I 
am not here really trying to make an 
issue, but I really am sort of asking 
why is there such a dire emergency 
that it could not be in a regular appro
priations bill? · 

Mr. BYRD. I suppose I should answer 
the distinguished Senator by saying, if 
we did not pass this bill this year, we 
would be back in February and pass a 
bill at that time. But as the chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee, I am 
very reluctant to go home without 
passing this bill. I do not want the 
President to say the Senate could not 
pass or the Congress could not pass a 
dire emergency appropriation bill. 
There are some items in this bill that 
are of an emergent nature. There are 
others I do not consider to be. Some of 
them were voted in by the House of 
Representatives. 

I can only say I think we have a re
sponsibility to try to pass this bill and 
do it as soon as possible. Once we pass 
this bill in the Senate, those of us on 
the Appropriations Committee of 
course, as the Senator knows, have to 
go to conference and work there. And if 
we are going to be out next Tuesday 
and the President should elect to veto 
this bill, then we are at home and he 
has a pocket veto. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Is there any
thing that would affect our Nation's se
curity adversely, if he did veto it? Or if 
we did not pass it? 

As I looked over the items in the bill, 
and I do not claim to be an expert in 
this area, but I looked at six heli
copters are being purchased. I looked 
at the AH64, which is an Apache heli
copter that was not in the House bill 
but is in ours. 

I am not taking issue about any of 
these items, but I just was, really, rais
ing the question of why do we have to 
act at this point. And I think the Sen
ator has already answered that we 
probably could do it in February. But 
there may be some things that are of a 
more urgent nature. I was asking 
whether there was anything specific 
that could be pointed out that falls 
into that category? 

Mr. BYRD. Well, I think there are 
some i terns that are of an emergent na
ture in here. I do not think that this is 
a particularly needful question or an
swer, really. I had my mind set on try
ing to pass this bill. 

There will be some items in con
ference that we may not consider to be 
emergent. I hope we can drop them. 

Let me now read the list of amend
ments. I am not sanguine about getting 
agreement on the list, but I think Sen
ators ought to just have an understand
ing about what amendments are going 
to be offered. 

Pressler on GATT. 
Kasten amendment on capital gains. 
Kasten amendment on boat tax. 
McCain amendment on defense. 

Whatever that is. 
McCain amendment on the environ

ment. 
Warner, Washington National Air

port amendment. 
Warner, relevant. 
Bond amendment on TWA. 

Wallop amendment, Marine Corps 
modernization. 

Danforth-Nunn amendment on uni
versity research. 

Nickles amendment, change the mar
keting year definition. 

Nickles amendment, an Interior tech
nical amendment. 

D'Amato amendment, Air National 
Guard. 

Stevens amendment, Exxon-Valdez 
settlement fund. 

Stevens amendment, dealing with 
salmon. 

Stevens amendment, Senate seal. 
Stevens amendment, technical cor

rection. 
Coats amendment on crop insurance. 
Coats amendment, relevant. That 

does not tell us very much. 
Gramm amendment, relevant. Same 

as the above. 
Gramm amendment, delete nondire. 
Hatfield amendment, unspecified. 
Hatfield amendment, relevant. 
Helms amendment, relevant. 
Helms amendment, relevant. 
Kassebaum amendment, family farm. 
Kassebaum, relevant. 
Dole, unspecified. 
Burns amendment, Bureau of Indian 

Affairs and Parks. 
Garn amendment, relevant. 
Symms amendment, special prosecu

tor. 
Murkowski amendment, National 

Freedom Act. 
On the Democratic side: 
Bingaman, R&D Defense Subcommit-

tee. 
Boren, Soviet tech assistance. 
Bumpers with Pryor on FERC. 
Byrd has a substitute for the bill. I 

hope I do not have to call it up. 
Conrad, an amendment on end use 

certificates on foreign grain. 
Bradley, Buffalo Bill Dam. 
Cranston, money for scientific study 

on old growth forests. 
D'Amato-DeConcini, Udall provision; 

make one feed grain base rather than 
separate. 

Fowler, Hunting Safety and Preser
vation Act. 

Kohl, high moisture corn, and a sec
ond amendment on refundable assess
ments. 

Leahy, direct FHA to earmark funds 
for certain projects. 

Levin, impact aid for school in 
Michigan. 

Nunn, DOD university research, DOD 
museum funding, and Soviet nuclear 
destruction. 

Pell, NOAA disaster relief for shell
fish. 

Pryor, SDI related. 
Riegle, 50-50 Federal-State cost for 

low-quality fruit; include fireblight as 
disaster eligible; and make more dol
lars available for rehabilitation; to re
move crop insurance criteria FMHA 
disaster funds; and increase appropria
tions for small business affected by ag
ricultural disasters. 
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So, some of those I would understand 

probably are appropriate and can be 
adopted perhaps without debate or 
without much debate. 

But there are others on there, as Sen
ators will have noticed, that are pretty 
far-ranging and far-reaching. 

So, Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that those amendments-that 
the remaining amendments to the bill 
be limited to the amendments that I 
have just listed. It does not mean they 
will all be called up and it does not 
mean that they will be agreed to, by 
any means. And I would ask such unan
imous consent provided, also, that no 
points of order be waived thereby. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, I wonder if 
the chairman would expand his request 
by putting in two Johnston amend
ments, one related to nuclear waste 
and one related to the Arctic National 
Wildlife Refuge? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. I ask that they be in
cluded in the list. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. And two amendments by 
Mr. GLENN. 

And, Mr. President, provided also 
that any second-degree amendment be 
relevant to the first-degree and any un
specified amendment be relevant to the 
committee substitute. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, any 
second-degree amendments be relevant 
and germane to the first-degree amend
ments? I would like an exception with 
respect to nuclear waste and Arctic Na
tional Wildlife Refuge. In other words, 
I would like the ability to put in sec
ond-degree amendments relating to 
those two matters, to any first-degree 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I do not 
know the implication of the unani
mous-consent request on the amend
ments that I have now drafted. So I 
would have to object, although I hope I 
will not have to object for long. I just 
do not know. We will have to check 
those. We hope they are relevant, but 
there are very strict rules on that, and 
I would object at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May I in
form the Senate that part of the re
quest was agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I present 
the request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request as modified? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Does it again 
have the second-degree rights reserved 
to the Senator from Louisiana? 

Mr. BYRD. Let me say any second
degree amendments be relevant to the 
first:..degree and unspecified amend
ments be relevant to the committee 
substitute. Plus-if I may ask the Sen
ator from Louisiana to add his proviso? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I would have to 
object so long as any one Senator in 
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this body is given special rights over 
any other Senator. And particularly I 
do not know what the Senator from 
Louisiana would be intending to add as 
a second-degree amendment having to 
do with energy. I do not want to object, 
but I do not think it is appropriate to 
have any special reservation in connec
tion with any particular subject, ac
corded to one particular Senator. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, 
would the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, the 

subject matter of the amendment 
which I will seek a reservation for, 
both in the first-degree and in the sec
ond-degree, has to do with drilling in 
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge 
and preemption of the rights of the 
State to restrict nuclear waste. Both of 
these matters have been reported by 
the Energy Committee. The nuclear 
waste matter has been pending on the 
floor for some months and I would like 
very much to have that considered by 
the Senate. And if this bill is the vehi
cle for consideration of legislative mat
ters, I think it is very appropriate they 
would consider it. 

I am very glad to restrict the bill to 
dire emergency matters, but if it is not 
to be restricted, then I think these 
matters are more important than other 
first-degree amendments. 

So I personally would object to a 
unanimous-consent agreement that 
would restrict the right of this Senator 
to offer those amendments. So those 
are the subject matters which I would 
like to address. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
under those circumstances, I have to 
object. 

I must point out that if the Senator 
from Louisiana, in my opinion, would 
have a right to offer those amendments 
in the first degree, they probably would 
be subject to a challenge on the basis 
of their not being relevant. And this 
way, the Senator would have an oppor
tunity to come in through the back 
door, something he could not do 
through the front door. So I object. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I can un
derstand the objections. I have been 
around here quite a long time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from West Virginia withhold 
for art explanation? I say that the 
Chair did call for the earlier request, 
which was granted. The modified re
quest is still in question. 

The Chair did grant the request that 
included the list that the Senator from 
West Virginia read, but not the follow
ing request, which was modified. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, is the 
Chair stating that the request for the 
Senator to limit, with the right of the 
Senator from Louisiana to put on a 
first-degree and second-degree amend
ments, was granted? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
quest that was granted was just to the 

list of amendments that was read by 
the Senator from West Virginia, and it 
did not pertain to the secondary 
amendments. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I do 
not believe the Chair called for a unan
imous consent with respect to the limi
tation of the first list. I do not believe 
unanimous consent was granted with 
respect to that, because I made a res
ervation on that. I have been right here 
and made a reservation on that. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I would 
rather see the request-I would rather 
see the announcement of the Chair vi
tiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. I say that because I be
lieve there was ample reason for Mr. 
JOHNSTON to be confused, and others as 
well, including myself, as to just what 
the status of things were. I respect the 
Chair greatly, especially the Member 
who presently occupies it, and I know 
he is trying to move forward in an or
derly way. But I am glad we have viti
ated that agreement. 

I would like to present the agreement 
again, so that all Senators will under
stand what we are doing. I would like 
to renew my request concerning the 
list of amendments that I read, and 
that is all I will request right now
just the list that I read. Other Senators 
may reserve the right to object and ask 
for a request that they like. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, I request 
the distinguished chairman to amend 
the request to allow first-degree 
amendments relative to Arctic na
tional wildlife refuge drilling, and with 
respect to nuclear waste preemption in 
the first degree and in the second de
gree, with respect to any first-degree 
amendment. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I object. 
Mr. GLENN. I wonder if the distin

guished Senator from West Virginia 
will yield for a question? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I will yield the floor 
shortly. 

Mr. GLENN. I wanted to find out if I 
was included in there. A CHAMPUS re
form initiative, in the long haul, will 
save us money. That I was concerned 
about; I want to make sure that was on 
there. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes; the Senator has two 
amendments on there. 

Mr. GLENN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. BYRD. May I say before I take 

my seat, many times I have seen-and 
I am sure the distinguished Republican 
leader, who is on the floor and has 
worked with me over the years, has 
seen-a very long list of amendments 
that were included in such a request. 
And nearly always, it has worked out, 
as far as I can remember, a good many 
of those amendments are never called 
up. They are merely put on the list for 
protective reasons. So while it may 
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look rather formidable when one looks 
at the list, it really does not turn out 
that way. 

But the initial step in bringing 
things to closure, I think, is to try to 
get a limitation on the number of 
amendments, so that at least we know 
when we get through them, there will 
not be anymore. 

So I will attempt, I suppose, again a 
little later, to try to renew my request. 
But I am going to beg the indulgence of 
the Senate to forgive me for starting to 
move to table amendments pretty 
soon. I will not say I will try to move 
to table every amendment, and I may 
fail to get any of them tabled. But I 
think we have to make a start on this, 
or else we will not finish. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Will the distin
guished Senator from West Virginia 
yield? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. I want the Sen

ator from West Virginia to understand 
the Senator has no objection to his get
ting a list of first-degree amendments, 
and I will not object to that. Nor would 
I object if the Senator from Louisiana 
listed his amendments as one of your 
first-degree amendments on your list. 
He has a right to do that, just as I can 
make any amendment I want. 

What concerns me is the parliamen
tary situation that would develop if he 
had the right to offer a second-degree 
amendment having to do with nuclear 
waste or ANWR, and I do not want to 
put the Senate in that position. 

I ask of my colleague from West Vir
ginia whether or not he would be good 
enough to assure the Senator from 
Ohio that I do not have to stand here 
every moment of the evening. If the 
Senator has a request for first degree, 
I have no problem at all. If the Senator 
from Louisiana or some other Senator 
is to get a special reservation, then I 
would ask that the Senator from West 
Virginia protect my position so I do 
not have to stand here all night long. 

Mr. BYRD. I certainly understand 
the Senator's feelings. I hesitate to as
sure any Senator that I will be able to 
protect him, because I might not be on 
the floor. I feel that is a pretty big re
sponsibility for me. But certainly the 
Senator would hear on the television of 
any such request. If he called over and 
said he had to object, I respect that. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Things move 
rapidly here, and I just ask if before 
the Senator from West Virginia again 
propounds his unanimous-consent re
quest, if he would be good enough to 
give the Senator from Ohio an oppor
tunity to be on the floor with him. 

Mr. BYRD. I will be happy to have 
someone get in touch with the Senator. 
I will alert him before I make such a 
request. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
Mr. BYRD. I yield to the Republican 

leader. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I just sug

gest I think you can get the leadership 

to join you right now in tabling them. 
I do not know why we want to wait any 
longer. I see people trying to slip in be
fore the final verdict. In my view, we 
have had enough time; we have been on 
this bill for a while. We can be out of 
here by 9:30 with seven or eight 
straight victories. 

I think people will be discouraged. I 
will, as the Republican leader, join 
with the manager of the bill now to 
table any amendment on either side of 
the aisle. 

Mr. DOMENIC! addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico is recognized. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 

would like to make a couple of obser
vations about this bill, and one of the 
reasons we are here tonight. I hate to 
say this, because I have the greatest 
respect for the chairman. He is not re
sponsible for this bill. but this is not a 
dire emergency appropriations bill; it 
is a sham. There is a little, tiny piece 
of it, about $150 million, that is dire 
emergency domestic funding des
ignated by the President. The rest of 
the domestic spending was put in by 
the House. 

In fact, they started this process, 
having a dire emergency bill, about 6 
months ago. It has been languishing 
ever since. Then they had big votes in 
the House, and put items in it that 
make everybody feel good. We are de
claring that we need another $100 mil
lion for WIC, and it is an emergency, a 
dire emergency. And we need another 
Sl.2 billion for education, and it is an 
emergency, a dire emergency. We just 
finished appropriating those programs 
in the annual appropriations bills. No
body believes those are dire emer
gencies as contemplated in the Budget 
Agreement. 

There is funding in this bill associ
ated with acts of God, such as torna
does that tore up a town, or maybe 
crop failure of an enormous size be
cause of drought. This bill only has a 
piece that is designated as dire emer
gency funding by the President. The 
rest of it is more than a bit of mischief. 
The House puts all these things in 
knowing that they are not going to be 
paid for unless the President, after he 
gets the bill and after he signs it, de
clares those items to be emergencies. 
Just think of that. This is the second 
wave of appropriations following about 
2 weeks after we finished the regular 
bills. We are making everybody in the 
country think we are really going to do 
these things, but as a matter of fact, 
we are not going to do them at all be
cause we put some of this funding in 
knowing full well we are not going to 
pay for it. We know the President 
would not declare $1 billion for edu
cation a dire emergency when he has 
not yet signed the bill providing appro
priations for education. That bill is 
coming back through the Senate. It 
has not even been signed, and it has in-

creased funding for education. We've 
completed the bill that funds WIC. Fol
lowing right behind these bills is this 
thing we call a dire emergency supple
mental appropriations bill. 

So it is no wonder that the Senators 
found this to be a pretty good oppor
tunity, in a sense, to do likewise. To do 
like the House did, and put anything in 
it that they like, that they have been 
waiting around for a year, 2, maybe 3 
years, to put on a bill. And some are 
insisting that they even get a vote. 

I am not suggesting we should delay 
matters. I am merely suggesting that 
we will waste an awful lot of time. We 
do not have to have this bill up. We do 
not have to finish it. But I am for the 
chairman completing his bill, so I will 
support anything he wants to get rid of 
the amendments so we can get on with 
the business of the Senate. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. REID addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Parliamentary inquiry. 

What is the status of the Senate at this 
time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate is considering House Joint Resolu
tion 157. 

Mr. REID. Is there still pending a 
unanimous-consent request? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
quest was objected to. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I want to 
make sure that I am heard on this mat
ter and I will do that just very briefly. 
I wanted to alert my chairman that if 
there are amendments offered relating 
to nuclear waste, I want to make sure 
that I have an opportunity to second 
degree any such amendment. There
fore, I object, as has my distinguished 
friend from Ohio, to the previous unan
imous-consent request to place not 
only a first-degree amendment but a 
second-degree amendment. 

AMENDMENT NOS. 1410, 1411, 1412, 1413, 1414 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the follow
ing amendments have been cleared on 
both sides, and they are: two technical 
amendments by Mr. BYRD, of West Vir
ginia; an amendment by Mr. DASCHLE; 
an amendment by Mr. LEAHY; an 
amendment by Mr. PRYOR; an amend
ment by Mr. CONRAD. They have been 
cleared on both sides. 

Mr. DOLE. Have any Republicians 
been cleared? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Does the Sen
ator from West Virginia mean they 
have all been cleared? Is that what he 
means? 

Mr. BYRD. These amendments, most 
of them are technical. They are minor 
amendments. This is something that is 
not out of the ordinary. I am not try
ing to pull anything over on the Sen
ate. They have been cleared. 

I send them to the desk. I ask unani
mous consent that they be considered 
en bloc and agreed to en bloc and the 
motion to reconsider be laid on the 
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table and appropriate statements ex
plaining them, if there be such, be in
cluded in the RECORD as though read. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
Mr. PRYOR addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re

publican leader is recognized. 
Mr. DOLE. I am not the manager on 

this side, but I understand there is 
some question about the Leahy amend
ment, whether or not that has been 
cleared on this side. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if I may 
have the amendment by Mr. LEAHY 
back. I will eliminate that from the re
quest. The Republican leader is cor
rect. I thank the Republican leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? 

Mr. PRYOR addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, reserving 

the right to object, and I will not ob
ject, the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia proposed sending to the 
desk an amendment he referred to as 
an amendment by Senator Pryor, from 
Arkansas. I am wondering if this is the 
amendment, in fact, that deals with 
hydroelectric power in Arkansas. Actu
ally, I think the chief sponsor of that 
amendment is my senior colleague, 
Senator BUMPERS. Is this the one? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes; the Senator is cor
rect. The amendment is a Bumpers
Pryor amendment. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator. 

Mr. BYRD. And the subject matter is 
in accordance with what has been stat
ed. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendments (Nos. 1410, 1411, 

1412, 1413 and 1414) were considered and 
agreed to en bloc as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1410 
SEC. 17. EMERGENCY DEPARTMENT OF THE IN· 

TERIOR FIREFIGHTING FUND. 
The fiscal year 1992 Department of the In

terior and Related Agencies Appropriation 
Act (Public Law 1~154) is hereby amended 
by adding the words ", emergency 
presuppression" in both instances after the 
words "emergency rehabilitation" which ap
pear under this head in said Act. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1411 
SEC. 17. EMERGENCY FOREST SERVICE FIRE· 

FIGHTING FUND. 
The fiscal year 1992 Department of the In

terior and Related Agencies Appropriation 
Act (Public Law 102-154) is hereby amended 
by adding the words ", emergency 
presuppression" in both instances after the 
words "emergency rehabilitation" which ap
pear under this head in said Act. 

AMENDMENT No. 1412 
At the appropriate place, insert the follow

ing: 
SEC. • AUTHORIZATION FOR SOUTH DAKOTA 

WATER. 
The Secretary of the Interior, acting 

through the Commissioner of the Bureau of 

Reclamation, may perform the planning 
studies necessary (including a needs assess
ment) to determine the feasibility and esti
mated cost of incorporating all or portions of 
the Rosebud Sioux Reservation in South Da
kota into the service areas of the rural water 
systems authorized by the Mni Wiconi 
Project Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-516). 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer an amendment to ad
dress the ongoing water problems in 
South Dakota. This is a technical 
amendment that would authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to perform a 
needs assessment of the Rosebud Sioux 
Reservation's current and future water 
needs and to determine the desirabil
ity, feasibility, and cost of extending 
the Mni Wiconi water pipeline to the 
Rosebud Reservation. 

The Mni Wiconi project was author
ized in 1988 in Public Law 100-516. The 
goal of the project is to bring decent 
drinking water to areas in South Da
kota where water quality and quantity 
are unsound, including the Pine Ridge 
Indian Reservation. Rosebud faces 
water problems similar to those on 
Pine Ridge and in other areas in west
ern South Dakota. In order to address 
these problems, the Rosebud Tribal 
Council passed a resolution asking to 
become a part of the Mni Wiconi 
project. The current beneficiaries of 
the Mni Wiconi project, namely the Og
lala Sioux Tribe and the West River 
and Lyman-Jones water systems, have 
passed similar resolutions supporting 
Rosebud's addition to the project. 

In order to determine the wisdom of 
adding Rosebud to the project, which 
would require amending Public Law 
100-516, it is essential that we better 
understand the water needs on the res
ervation, and the feasibility, both tech
nically and financially, of amending 
the current law. Because Rosebud is 
outside the project area as defined by 
Public Law 100-516, the amendment I 
am offering today is necessary to give 
the Bureau of Reclamation the author
ity to perf arm the study. 

It should be noted in the report lan
guage accompanying the fiscal year 
1992 energy and water appropriation 
bill, the authority I am seeking by this 
amendment was granted. However, 
through an oversight, similar language 
was not included in the conference re
port, and the Bureau feels that they 
need specific authorization to perform 
the needed study. 

I should note that this amendment 
will not obligate new funds. The Bu
reau would use uno bligated funds, 
should they be available, to perform 
the study. I do not intend to have the 
Bureau use obligated fiscal year 1992 
funds for the Mni Wiconi project, un
less it becomes apparent that these 
funds will not be spent for the uses in
tended in the fiscal year 1992 appropria
tion. 

Finally, Senator BRADLEY, the chair
man of the authorizing subcommittee 
in the Energy Committee, supports 
this amendment. 

This should be a noncontroversial 
amendment, and I would hope that it 
could be swiftly adopted. 

AMENDMENT No. 1413 
(Purpose: To authorize extensions of time 

limitations in certain FERC-issued licenses) 
On page 24, between lines 21 and 22, insert 

the following new section: 
SEC. 204. EXTENSIONS OF CERTAIN FERC-ISSUED 

LICENSES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding the time 

limitations of section 13 of the Federal 
Power Act (16 U.S.C 806), the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, upon the request of 
the licensees for Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission Projects Nos. 3033, 3034, and 3246 
(and after reasonable notice), is authorized, 
in accordance with the good faith, due dili
gence, and public interest requirements of 
such section and the Commission's proce
dures under such section, to extend-

(!) until August 10, 1994, the time required 
for the licensee to acquire the required real 
property and commence the construction of 
Project No. 3033, and until August 10, 1999, 
the time -required for completion of con
struction of the project; 

(2) until August 10, 1996, the time required 
for the licensee to acquire the required real 
property and commence the construction of 
Project No. 3034, and until August 10, 2001, 
the time required for completion of con
struction of the project; and 

(3) until October 15, 1995, the time required 
for the licensee to acquire the required real 
property and commence the construction of 
Project No. 3246, and until October 15, 1999, 
the time required for completion of con
struction of the project. 

(b) TERMINATION OF AUTHORIZATION.-The 
authorization for issuing extensions under 
this section shall terminate 3 years after the 
date of enactment of this section. 

(C) CONSOLIDATION OF REQUESTS.-To facili
tate requests under this section, the Com
mission may consolidate the requests. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1414 
(Purpose: To improve monitoring of the do

mestic uses made of certain foreign grain 
after importation and to modify proce
dures for suspension or debarment for use 
of foreign grain in connection with certain 
agricultural trade programs) 
At the appropriate place, insert the follow

ing new sections: 
SEC. • MONITORING OF DOMESTIC USES MADE 

OF CERTAIN FOREIGN GRAIN AFTER 
IMPORTATION. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion: 

(1) ENTRY.-The term "entry" means the 
entry into, or the withdrawal from ware
house for consumption in, the customs terri
tory of the United States. 

(2) FOREIGN GRAIN.-The term "foreign 
grain" means any of the following, if a prod
uct of any foreign country or instrumental
ity: 

(A) Wheat provided for in heading 1001 of 
the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the Unit
ed States. 

(B) Barley provided for in heading 1003.00 of 
such Schedule. 

(C) Oats provided for in heading 1004.00.00 
of such Schedule. 

(b) CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS REGARD
ING FOREIGN GRAIN.-

(1) END-USE CERTIFICATE.-An end-use cer
tificate that meets the requirements of sub
section (c) shall be included in the docu
mentation covering the entry of any foreign 
grain. 
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(2) QUARTERLY REPORTS.-A consignee of 

imported foreign grain shall submit to the 
Secretary of Agriculture a quarterly report 
that certifies-

(A) what percentage of the foreign grain 
covered by an end-use certificate was used by 
the consignee during the quarter; and 

(B) that the grain referred to in paragraph 
(1) was used by the consignee for the purpose 
stated in the end-use certificate. 

(C) END-USE CERTIFICATE AND QUARTERLY 
REPORT CONTENT.-The end-use certificates 
and quarterly reports required under sub
section (b) shall be in such form, and require 
such information. as the Secretary of Agri
culture considers necessary or appropriate to 
carry out the purposes of this section, in
cluding-

(1) in the case of the end-use certificate
(A) the name and address of the importer 

of record of the foreign grain; 
(B) the name and address of th~ consignee 

of the grain; 
(C) the identification of the country of ori

gin of the grain; 
(D) a description by class and quantity of 

the grain covered by the certificate; 
(D) specification of the purpose for which 

the consignee will use the grain; and 
(E) the identification of the transporter of 

the grain from the port of entry to the proc
essing facility of the consignee; and 

(2) in the case of the quarterly report-
(A) the information referred to in subpara

graph (A) and (B) of paragraph (1); 
(B) the identification of the end-use certifi

cates currently held by the consignee; 
(C) a statement of the quantity of the for

eign grain covered by each of the end-use 
certificates identified under subparagraph 
(B) that was used during the quarter; 

(D) a state of the use made during the 
quarter by the consignee of each quantity re
ferred to in subparagraph (C); and 

(E) a statement of the quantity of wheat, 
barley, and oats that have been exported by 
the consignee during the quarter. 

(d) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary of Agri
culture shall prescribe such requirements re
garding the preparation and submission of 
the quarterly reports required under sub
section (b)(2) as may be necessary or appro
priate to carry out the purposes of this sec
tion. 

(e) PENALTIES.-
(1) CUSTOMS PENALTIES.-End-use certifi

cates required under this section shall be 
treated as any other customs documentation 
for purposes of applying the customs laws 
that prohibit the entry, or the attempt to 
enter, merchandise by fraud, gross neg
ligence, or negligence. 

(2) CIVIL PENALTIES.-Any person who 
knowingly violates any requirement pre
scribed by the Secretary of Agriculture to 
carry out this section is punishable by a civil 
penalty in an amount not to exceed $10,000. 

(f) ENTRY PROHIBITED UNLESS END-USE 
CERTIFICATE PRESENTED.-The Commissioner 
of Customs may not permit the entry of for
eign grain unless the importer of record pre
sents at the time of entry of the grain an 
end-use certificate that complies with the 
applicable requirements of subsection (c). 
SEC. • SUSPENSION OR DEBARMENT FOR USE 

OF FOREIGN GRAIN IN CERTAIN AG
RICULTURAL TRADE PROGRAMS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section: 
(1) AGRICULTURAL TRADE PROGRAM.-The 

term "agricultural trade program" means an 
export promotion, export credit, credit guar
antee, bonus. or other export or food aid pro
gram carried out through, or administered 
by, the Commodity Credit Corporation, in
cluding such a program carried out under-

(A) the Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 (7 
U.S.C. 5601 et seq.); 

(B) the Agricultural Trade Development 
and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1691 et 
seq.); 

(C) section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 
1949 (7 U.S.C. 1431); or 

(D) section 5 of the Commodity Credit Cor
poration Charter Act (15 U.S.C. 714c). 

(2) FOREIGN GRAIN.-The term " foreign 
grain" means any of the following, if a prod
uct of any foreign country or instrumental
ity: 

(A) Wheat provided for in heading 1001 of 
the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the Unit
ed States. 

(B) Barley provided for in heading 1003.00 of 
such Schedule. 

(C) Oats provided for in heading 1004.00.00 
of such Schedule. 

(b) HEARING.-The Commodity Credit Cor
poration shall provide a person with an op
portunity for a hearing before suspending or 
debarring the person from participation in 
an agricultural trade program for using for
eign grain in violation of the terms and con
ditions of the program. 

(C) WAIVER.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Commodity Credit 

Corporation may waive the suspension or de
barment of a person from participation in an 
agricultural trade program for using foreign 
grain in violation of the terms and condi
tions of the program if the use of the grain 
by the person was unintentional and the 
quantity of grain involved was small. 

(2) OTHER PENALTIES.-Any waiver by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation of a suspen
sion or debarment of a person under para
graph (1) shall not affect the liability of the 
person for any other penalty imposed under 
an agricultural trade program for the quan
tity of foreign grain involved. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I under
stand that there are two amendments 
on this side-again I am just passing 
through. I am not the manager. But 
there are members of the Appropria
tions Committee here. I will let Sen
ator DOMENIC! do this. These two have 
been cleared. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1415 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an amendment in behalf of 
Senator D'AMATO and ask for its imme
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator withhold for just a minute. 

The clerk will report the amendment. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DoMEN-

1c1 for Mr. D'AMATO proposes an amendment 
numbered 1415. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 23, after line six insert the follow

ing: 
"CHAPTER VII 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-MILITARY 
PROCUREMENT 

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT 
For an additional amount for "National 

Guard and Reserve Equipment". $10,100,000 to 
remain available until September 30, 1994, for 
the purpose of one MH-OOG helicopter." 

Mr. D'AMATO. My amendment, to
talling almost $10.1 million, funds a re
placement for the MH60G Pave Hawk 
lost by the 106th Air Rescue Group, 
New York Air National Guard, on Octo
ber 30 while attempting to rescue a 
lone sailor caught in 25-foot waves 
whipped up by the freak storm that 
battered the New England coast 3 
weeks ago. 

The helicopter reached the lone sail
or, but was unable to winch him aboard 
due to the intensity of the storm. With 
fuel dangerously low, the helicopter 
dropped survival equipment and sped 
for home. 

It never made it. The helicopter was 
unable to link up with the HC130 sent 
to refuel it due to winds gusting up to 
70 mph. Sixty miles short of Long Is
land the helicopter ran out of fuel. The 
pilot managed to skillfully ditch the 
helicopter and get his men safely out, 
but tragically, rescue specialist T. Sgt. 
Arden "Rick" Smith became separated 
from his comrades and drifted away in 
the darkness. He was never found. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Will the Senator 
from New Mexico yield? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. METZENBAUM. Objection. 
Mr. CONRAD. If I might just ask for 

a unanimous-consent request on spon
sors. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I withdraw the 
objection. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, if I 
might just make a unanimous-consent 
request with respect to the Conrad 
amendment that was just adopted, 
showing as original cosponsors Senator 
CRAIG, of Idaho; Senator DASCHLE, of 
South Dakota; Senator BURNS, of Mon
tana; Senator BAucus, of Montana; and 
Senator PRESSLER, of South Dakota. I 
ask unanimous consent they be shown 
as original cosponsors. 

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

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair. I 
yield the floor. I note the absence of a 
quorum. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I be
lieve we are ready to proceed. Will the 
Senator withhold? 

Mr. CONRAD. I will be pleased to 
withhold. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I have explained to 
Senator METZENBAUM this is an amend
ment that replaces an Air National 
Guard helicopter that was lost at sea. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1415) was agreed 
to. 
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Mr. DOMENIC!. I move to reconsider 

the vote. 
Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion 

on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1416 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk in behalf of 
Senator BURNS and ask for its imme
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN
IC!], for Mr. BURNS, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1416. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
The following is to be added in the appro

priate place: 
"( ) The Secretary of Interior shall direct 

the National Park Service to consult with 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Crow 
Tribe of Montana to explore joint opportuni
ties with the private sector for the purpose 
of implementing the Park Service 1986 Gen
eral Management Plan for the Custer Battle
field National Monument. The Secretary 
shall provide an interim report to the appro
priate committees by February 15, 1992.". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
debate on the amendment? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
would the Senator from New Mexico be 
good enough to explain what the 
amendment does? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Would the clerk read 
the amendment? It is self-explanatory? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN
ICI], for Mr. BURNS, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1416. 

( ) "The Secretary of the Interior shall di
rect the National Park Service to consult 
with the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the 
Crow Tribe of Montana to explore joint op
portunities with the private sector for the 
purpose of implementing the Park Service 
1986 General Management Plan for the Cus
ter Battlefield National Monument. The Sec
retary shall provide an interim report to the 
appropriate committees by February 15, 
1992." 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, would the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re

publican leader. 
Mr. METZENBAUM addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Ohio. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. I have to object 

to proceeding at this point in connec
tion with this amendment until I have 
a chance to study it further. I am told 
that I already have a hold on the 
amendment. 

Mr. DOLE. I did not note the Senator 
from Ohio objecting to any of the 
Democratic amendments. We put 
through five at once. He did not say a 
word. If he is going to stand there 
every night all night and object to 
every Republican amendment, there 
have not been too many of them 
cleared; in any event we are going to 
have a long evening. 

We are going to play fair or we are 
not going to play at all. 

Both of these amendments have been 
cleared by the managers, as had the 
five before. The Senator sat silent. 

Mr. METZENBAUM addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
am not looking at these amendments 
as if they are Democratic or Repub
lican amendments. I asked the man
ager of the bill whether the amend
ment had been cleared, whether those 
amendments had been cleared, and he 
said yes. 

Mr. DOLE. So are these. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Apparently, I 

was just told by one of the staff people 
that I had a hold on this amendment. I 
did not know it. I do not know the rea
son why at this moment. But I would 
like to explore it. 

I do not wish to keep the Senator 
from New Mexico from proceeding for
ward, and I just suggest that it be laid 
aside in order that I can check the 
facts. I certainly do not want to hold 
up the Senator from New Mexico nor 
the Senator from Kansas, nor anybody 
else. But I think every Senator has the 
right to know what we are adopting 
out here. 

Mr. DOLE. He inquired about the hel
icopter amendment, which had been 
cleared. Now he has inquired about the 
second Republican amendments, which 
are Republican amendments. I did not 
hear him make any inquiry about the 
previous five amendments. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I think the Sen
ator from Kansas is a little political, a 
little more political than the Senator 
from Ohio. 

I did not know whether the first five 
were democratic or Republican amend
ments. The Senator from Ohio did not 
look at the amendments and did not 
know whether they were Democratic or 
Republican. 

I will try to work it out with my col
league from New Mexico. I do not think 
it is a major problem. 

I am afraid the Senator from Kansas 
is looking to be political, probably, and 
I am not. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I as
sume that we want to let the Senate 
proceed. I want to make this comment. 

This amendment also, so the RECORD 
will be complete, was a subject matter 
that was within the jurisdiction of the 
distinguished chairman of his Sub
committee on Interior. So we did not 

just get a flimsy type of perusal. We 
got one from very able committee 
chairman. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I would just 
suggest we not make a cause celebre 
out of the matter. 

I ask the Senator from New Mexico 
to let us lay this matter aside tempo
rarily so the Senate can proceed with 
other business, and we can take a look 
at it to see if we can work it out. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I ask 
the the last amendment which I sub
mitted in behalf of Senator BURNS be 
temporarily set aside. 

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

AMENDMENTS NO. 1417, 1418, 1419, AND 1420 EN 
BLOC 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment by Mr. GoRE 
and an amendment by Mr. BRADLEY 
and an amendment by Mr. LEAHY and 
an amendment by Mr. STEVENS. I ask 
unanimous consent-may I have the at
tention of the Senator from Ohio? I 
send these amendments up en bloc. 

I ask unanimous consent that they be 
considered en bloc; agreed to en bloc; 
and that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. They have been 
cleared on the other side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The amendments (Numbered 1417 
1418, 1419, and 1420) were considered and 
agreed to en bloc as follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 1417 
At the appropriate place, insert the follow

ing new section: 
SEC. • WAIVER OF CERTAIN PERSONNEL PROVI

SIONS. 
In the administration of the provisions of 

subchapter IV of chapter 35, United States 
Code, the Secretary of State may waive any 
5-year limitation under such subchapter (in
cluding periods of separation under section 
3582(b) and reemployment under sections 
3581(5) and 3582(c) of such title) relating to 
any employee of the United States who on 
the date of the enactment of this section is 
serving with the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change, except such waiver may not 
extend any such 5-year period for more than 
an additional period of 2 years, with a pos
sible further extension of 1 year. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, 
Narasimhan Sundararaman is an at
mospheric scientist who is currently 
serving as the Secretary of the Inter
governmental Panel on Climate 
Change [IPCCJ, an organization char
tered by the World Meteorological Or
ganization [WMOJ and the United Na
tions Environment Program [UNEP]. 
In this capacity and in his earlier work 
at the WMO, Dr. Sundararaman has 
been instrumental in advancing the 
science of climate change and ozone de
pletion and in informing policymakers 
of the important implications of the 
scientific findings. His contributions 
have truly been invaluable and have 
won for him the respect and admira
tion not only of his colleagues here at 
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home but of scientists and policy
makers from around the world. · 

Dr. Sundararaman began his tenure 
at the WMO on January 27, 1984. He as
sumed that position while on a separa
tion transfer from the Federal Aviation 
Administration. An extension of 5 
years to the transfer was granted by 
the FAA and, in light of his exemplary 
service, an additional extension for a 
period of 3 years was granted by the 
Secretary of State. The 8-year period 
comes to an end on January 26, 1991, 
and it is my understanding that there 
is no opportunity for further extension 
under Office of Personnel Management 
regulations. 

The amendment that I propose would 
therefore provide that, at the discre
tion of the Secretary of State, Dr. 
Sundararaman may retain his position 
at the IPCC for a maximum of 3 addi
tional years. 

Mr. President, this additional exten
sion of Dr. Sundararaman's service is 
crucial. The world community is cur
rently engaged in negotiating an inter
national convention on the emission of 
greenhouse gases. The issues iI\volved 
in these talks are, of course, extremely 
complicated, and Dr. Sundararaman's 
input has been invaluable to our rep
resentatives as well as those of the 
other nations engaging in this endeav
or. His loss at this time would be sore
ly felt, indeed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1418 
(Purpose: To limit appropriations for the 

Buffalo Bill dam project to authorized 
amounts) 
On page 22, line 5, before the period, insert 

",subject to authorization". 

AMENDMENT NO. 1419 
(Purpose: To direct the Federal Highway Ad

ministration to allocate, to five Vermont 
municipalities, $990,000 earmarked in the 
Fiscal Year 1992 Transportation appropria
tions act for four bridge repair or replace
ment demonstration projects in those five 
municipalities) 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert: 
"Unobligated funds in the amount of 

$990,000 authorized and appropriated under 
Public Law 102-143 for bridge safety repairs 
in Vermont shall be made available as fol
lows-$350,000 to the city of Barre for the 
Granite Street Bridge, $350,000 to the city of 
Montpelier for the Bailey Avenue Bridge, 
$90,000 to the town of Brandon for the re
placement of the Dean Bridge, and $90,000 for 
the town of Williston and $110,000 for the 
Town of Essex for the North Williston Road 
Bridge-without regard to whether or not 
such expenses are incurred in accordance 
with sections 101, 106, 110, and 120 of title 23 
of the United States Code.". 

AMENDMENT No. 1420 
At the appropriate place in the bill insert 

the following: 
"SEC •• SEALS OF 11IE UNITED STATES SENATE 

AND 11IE UNITED STATES HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES. 

"(a) The caption for Section 713 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

"§ 713. Use of likenesses of the great seal of 
the United States, the seals of the President 
and Vice President, and the seals of the 
United States Senate and the United States 
House of Representatives" 
(b) Section .713 of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"(a) Whoever knowingly displays any 

printed or other likeness of the great seal of 
the United States, or of the seals of the 
President or the Vice President of the United 
States or of the seals of the United States 
Senate or United States House of Represent
atives, or any facsimile thereof, in, or in con
nection with, any advertisement, poster, cir
cular, book, pamphlet, or other publication, 
public meeting, play, motion picture, tele
cast, or other production, or on any public 
building, monument, or stationery, for the 
purpose of conveying, or in a manner reason
ably calculated to convey, a face impression 
of sponsorship or approval by the Govern
ment of the United States or by any depart
ment, agency, or instrumentality thereof, 
shall be fined not more than $5,000 or impris
oned not more than six months, or both. 

"(b) Whoever, except as authorized under 
regulations promulgated by the President 
and published in the Federal Register, Know
ingly manufactures, reproduces, sells, or pur
chases for resale, either separately or ap
pended to any article manufactured or sold, 
any likeness of the seals of the President or 
Vice President, or any substantial part 
thereof, except for manufacture or sale of 
the article for the official use of the Govern
ment of the United States, shall be fined not 
more than $5,000 or imprisoned not more 
than six months, or both. 

"(c) Whoever, except as directed by the 
United States Senate, or the Secretary of 
the Senate on its behalf, knowingly uses, 
manufactures, reproduces sells or purchases 
for resale, either separately or appended to 
any article manufactured or sold, any like
ness of the seal of the United States Senate, 
or any substantial part thereof, shall be 
fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned not 
more than six months, or both. 

"(d) Whoever, except as directed by the 
United States House of Representatives, or 
the Clerk of the House on its behalf, know
ingly uses, manufactures, reproduces, sells 
or purchases for resale, either separately or 
appended to any article manufactured or 
sold, any likeness of the seal of the United 
States House of Representatives, or any sub
stantial part thereof, shall be fined not more 
than $5,000 or imprisoned not more than six 
months, or both. 

"(e) A violation of subsection (a), (b), (c), 
or (d) of this section may be enjoined at the 
suit of the Attorney General upon compliant 
by any authorized representative of any 
branch, department or agency of the United 
States." 

(c) The table of sections for chapter 33 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
striking the item for section 713 and insert
ing the following: 
"713. Use of likenesses of the great seal of 

the United States, the seals of 
the President and Vice Presi
dent, and the seals of the Unit
ed States Senate and the Unit
ed States House of Representa
tives.". 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the 
United States District Court for the 
District of Alaska recently approved a 
judicial settlement which resolves 
claims by the Federal Government and 
the State of Alaska arising from the 

tragic oilspill by the Exxon Valdez .in 
Prince William Sound, AK, in March of 
1989. This amendment is necessary to 
clarify existing law and ensure that the 
$50 million received as restitution 
under the plea agreement and the Fed
eral portion of the moneys received for 
future restoration costs under the 
agreement and consent decree can be 
spent as intended without further ap
propriation by Congress. 

This amendment does not affect mon
eys received by the State of Alaska 
under these agreements or moneys re
ceived by the Federal Government for 
reimbursement of cleanup and response 
costs. 

This amendment only addresses the 
disposition of the $50 million restitu
tion payment to the United States 
under the plea agreement, and those 
amounts that the State of Alaska 
trustees and the Federal trustees agree 
should be transferred to the United 
States out of the joint fund established 
by the agreement and consent decree 
for future costs of restoration, replace
ment, or acquisition of equivalent nat
ural resources. 

In addition, this amendment is con
sistent with the terms of the plea 
agreement and the agreement and con
sent decree. 

Mr. BYRD. May I say to my friend 
from Ohio, the way we attempt to work 
these out is that the amendments they 
have, they think may be cleared on 
their side, they are run by my staff 
people. My staff people work with the 
floor staff people. If there are Senators 
who have some problems with those 
amendments, then they are not given 
clearance. 

But once we feel that they have been 
cleared on our side, we feel they can 
call them up, and ask that they be con
sidered en bloc. And it works the same 
in reverse. We have amendments, and if 
we clear them over there, then I offer 
those amendments, and ask that they 
be considered en bloc. It saves the time 
of the Senate. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Will the Senator 
from West Virginia yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Are these 

amendments that are being cleared, are 
these matters of substance or are these 
matters of minor detail? Are they mat
ters of clarification? Could he give us 
some idea what he is going through so 
rapidly? 

The Senator from West Virginia 
knows that when he was the leader of 
this body, at night I stood here and 
tried to find out what amendments 
were. That is all I am trying to find 
out now, what the amendments are. 

Mr. BYRD. Senator, I have been in 
the Senate now for 33 years. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I have only been 
here 17 years. 

Mr. BYRD. I have been here 33 years. 
I do not think I have ever had my in
tegrity challenged. 
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Mr. METZENBAUM. I am not doing 

that. 
Mr. BYRD. If the Senator will let me 

finish, he may speak and I will listen 
to him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ators will be advised they must address 
one another through the Chair. 

Mr. BYRD. I have been here 33 years. 
I have been the majority leader, I have 
been the minority leader, I have been 
the majority leader again. I am now 
the President pro tempore, and chair
man of the Appropriations Committee. 
I do not think I have ever been chal
lenged as to my integrity. 

I make mistakes like others do. But 
I am just as solicitous of the rights of 
my colleagues as the Senator from 
Ohio, and I am just as solicitous of the 
rights of my colleagues on their side of 
the aisle as any Senator over there can 
be. 

I would be very careful if I thought 
that I was slipping through an amend
ment that the Senator from Ohio 
would object to or that any Senator 
would object to, because I know that 
sooner or later would come back to 
haunt me. 

I do not think that anyone has ever 
found me getting an amendment 
through, saying that these have been 
agreed to, and questioning me as to 
whether or not they were checked on 
the telephone, or how were these 
checked out, how was this done. 

Obviously, I do not know everything 
that is in every amendment that I send 
up, but I do trust my staff. When my 
staff runs it by the subcommittee, this 
is an appropriations bill, and the au
thorizing committee, that we have one 
of the finest staffs that ever was put 
together on this Hill. And they work 
with the floor staff. And that floor 
staff on the Democratic side works 
with that floor staff on the Republican 
side. If they ever catch me trying to 
slip something through here, then I 
will be the first to stand up here in the 
Senate and say I apologize. 

But we cannot move forward on this 
bill if these little itsy-bitsy, teensy
weensy amendments-I will categorize 
them that way, because they are cer
tainly not controversial or big amend
ments or they will not be sent to the 
desk. 

If it is ever found out that ROBERT 
BYRD has entered into some kind of a 
cabal here, whereby they are going to 
slip a lot of controversial amendments 
through which the Senator from Ohio 
would object to, then I daresay that 
the members of the Democratic caucus 
will not let me continue to be Presi
dent pro tempore of the Senate or 
chairman of the Appropriations Com
mittee. 

We do our level best. He has the right 
to ask these questions, I say to the 
Senator. But I am trying to assure him 
that he can go back to his office, and 
he can be just as safe in his mind and 

his heart, and as assured that things 
are being done right. If he finds that 
something went through tomorrow, I 
will be the first to come here to the 
floor, and ask that that action be viti
ated. Let us do it over again. 

So I will do everything I can to pro
tect the Senator. But if we are going to 
be asked this question every time we 
send up a batch of amendments that 
have been cleared, we will not get out 
work done here. Obviously, I cannot 
answer the question as to what every 
amendment does. But I trust my staff. 
I trust the staff over here. 

I said I would listen to the Senator. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. I will not take 

long. I never question the integrity of 
the Senator from West Virginia nor the 
integrity of any Member of this body. 

I have taken issue with the Senator 
from West Virginia, as he has taken 
issue with me on certain issues. That is 
doing his job, and I do mine. I did not 
find it inappropriate to find out what 
an amendment contains when it is 
coming before this body. You have an
swered my question. I asked you are 
these substantive, and you told me 
each teensy-weensy--

Mr. BYRD. The Senator will address 
another Senator in the third person. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I would be very 
happy to talk to the President pro tem
pore and can be certain that my friend 
from West Virginia will hear me, if 
that makes him feel more comfortable. 

But the fact is, I do not question the 
integrity of anybody around here. I 
never have. All I thought is that I, as 
a Senator, had a right to know what 
was in amendments. 

Since the Senator from West Virginia 
has assured the Senator from Ohio that 
these are-I forget his words, but some
thing like teeny-weeny, itsy-bitsy 
amendments. If that is what they are, 
that is fine. But I did not find anything 
inappropriate about any Member of 
this body trying to find out what is 
being voted upon, and I do not intend 
to refrain from trying to find out 
today, tomorrow, or any other day in 
the Senate what is being voted on. 

The Senator from West Virginia, to 
my knowledge, has never done any
thing to violate or to in any way cause 
anybody to question his integrity. And 
I do not. 

But I do not see anything wrong with 
Senators knowing what is being passed. 
Because a lot of things have been 
passed in the U.S. Senate-not in this 
matter-but a lot of things have been 
passed that Senators woke up the next 
day, next week, next month, next year 
and found it had been passed, and they 
did not know it. So I have no objec
tions, but I do not question the Sen
ator's integrity. I do not think it is in
appropriate to find out what the 
amendments are. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator from Ohio will let me say this. It 
is not inappropriate, Senator. I did not 

say it was inappropriate. I simply said 
I was trying to assure the Senator-

Mr. METZENBAUM. And I am as
sured. 

Mr. BYRD. That we are going to try 
to do everything right here. If there is 
a mistake made, I will be the first to 
try to correct it. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, if I 
might, I will take only a moment, if I 
could have the attention of the Senator 
from West Virginia. 

I know how difficult it is to be chair
man of a complex piece of legislation. 
About a year ago, we passed the 5-year 
farm bill. I was the floor manager of 
that legislation. That bill had the dis
tinction of being the longest and most 
complex piece of Senate legislation 
ever passed in history. It had the most 
words and was, in that regard, the 
longest one. We also passed it in the 
least amount of time. 

There were evenings-and the Sen
ator from West Virginia was here, and 
the Senator from Ohio and the Senator 
from New Mexico-when the distin
guished Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
LUGAR] and I, would be here with a 
stack of amendments. I am not exag
gerating, literally a stack a foot high. 
Those are highly complex things. We 
had to ask Senators on both sides of 
the aisle to trust that we had cleared 
the amendments. And we had. 

By the time we got to conference, we 
felt it was our obligation as managers 
to completely clear up any question, to 
the satisfaction of the people asking 
the questions, or we would not have 
taken the bill to conference. 

The point I make is this-any man
ager of any bill has a difficult time. 
Whomever is the manager of the Demo
cratic side, or Republican side, is very 
careful to check these amendments. If 
we do not let them check the amend
ments, we do not let them clear the 
amendments, and then, we are going to 
be here singing Christmas carols before 
this bill gets done. 

That is all I have to say, Mr. Presi
dent. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator. 

There has to be a high degree of mu
tual trust here in this body for us to 
get our work done. As far as I am con
cerned, there is that degree of trust. 

I also will say that the distinguished 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM] 
is right in that things can be done 
sometimes in haste, or when questions 
are not asked, and with everyone act
ing in good faith, mistakes can be 
made. I do not have any fault with 
that. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ac
tion on the Daschle amendment 1412 be 
vitiated. 

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. NUNN had indicated 
that he had an amendment he wished 
to call up. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 1416 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, is not 
the pending business now the Burns 
amendment, which I had heretofore 
sent to the desk? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. There is no longer 
any objection, as I understand it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1416) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HATFIELD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Oregon. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1421 

(Purpose: To clarify existing legal authority 
to deposit and expend funds received for 
restitution under the Plea Agreement and 
future restoration under the Agreement 
and Consent Decree arising out of the set
tlement of Federal claims resulting from 
the discharge of oil by the TN Exxon 
Valdez on March 23-24, 1989) 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator STEVENS, which has been 
cleared on both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD], 
for Mr. STEVENS, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1421. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the resolution 

insert the following new section: 
"SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of law, amounts received by the United 
States for restitution and future restoration 
(including replacement or acquisition of 
equivalent natural resources) in settlement 
of United States versus Exxon Corporation 
and Exxon Shipping Company (Case No. A00-
015-lCR and 2CR), hereinafter the Plea 
Agreement, United States versus Exxon Cor
poration et al. (Civil No. A91-082 CIV) and 
State of Alaska versus Exxon Corporation et 
al. (Civil No. A91-083 CIV), hereinafter re
ferred to together as the Agreement and 
Consent Decree, as approved by the United 
States District Court for the District of 
Alaska on October 8, 1991, in fiscal year 1992 
and thereafter shall be deposited in the Oil 
Spill Liability Trust Fund (26 U.S.C. 9509). 
Such funds, and the interest accruing there
on, shall be available to the Federal Trustees 
identified in the Agreement and Consent De
cree for necessary expenses, incurred after 
October 8, 1991, for restoration of areas af
fected by the discharge of oil from the TN 
EXXON VALDEZ on March 23-24, 1989, for 
fiscal year 1992 and thereafter in accordance 

with the Plea Agreement and the Agreement 
and Consent Decree: Provided, That such 
funds shall remain available until expended: 
Provided further, That such funds may be 
transferred to any account, as authorized by 
section 31l(f)(5) of the Federal Water Pollu
tion Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1321(f)(5)), to 
carry out the provisions of the Plea Agree
ment and the Agreement and Consent De
cree." 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, this 
amendment is relating to the Valdez oil 
spill, and I ask now that it be agreed 
to. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the amend
ment has been cleared on this side. 

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

The amendment (No. 1421) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I hope that 
Senators would be here to call up their 
amendments. I discussed with Senator 
NUNN a little earlier an amendment or 
two that he had. I urged him to call it 
up soon. I hope he has not grown weary 
of listening to the recent colloquy and 
left the floor. 

Mr. President, after 8 o'clock I am 
going to start moving to table amend
ments that are legislative in nature 
and not germane. 

And at some point, I will move that 
the bill be read the third time, and ask 
for the yeas and nays on that motion, 
and if the Senate wants to continue to 
offer amendments, they can vote my 
motion down. I do not relish saying 
these things, but because we are in an 
extenuating situation with Thanks
giving coming up and the hoped-for 
final adjournment being an objective of 
almost all Senators, I feel that it is 
necessary if we are going to get a bill 
to attempt to get the votes. 

After 8 o'clock, I will have to start 
moving to table amendments that are 
legislative in nature and constitute 
legislation on the bill and not germane. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Why wait until 8 
o'clock? 

Mr. BYRD. The question has been 
asked me, "Why wait until 8 o'clock?" 
I feel I should give some notice. It is a 
rather radical action on the part of the 
chairman to begin to table all amend
ments, but I think I might be justified 
in this situation. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

THE SENATE SHOULD REJECT 
LAWRENCE LINDSEY'S NOMINA
TION TO BE A MEMBER OF THE 
FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS 
Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, I rise 

to express my strong opposition to the 
nomination of Lawrence Lindsey to be 
a member of the Federal Reserve Board 
of Governors. 

When considering nominations, par
ticularly those for positions within the 
Cabinet or posts in the administration, 
I generally try to give the President 
the benefit of the doubt. It is his ad
ministration and he is generally enti
tled to have his choice of who is to 
serve in his administration. However, 
the nomination before the Senate 
today is not for someone to serve in 
the Bush cabinet; it is for a position on 
the independent Federal Reserve Board 
of Governors, the organization prin
cipally responsible for determining and 
implementing monetary policy for the 
country. Given the economic crisis cur
rently plaguing the country, the im
portance of this position is magnified. 
It is the Senate's obligation to ensure 
that we are placing a well-qualified, 
independent, capable person on this 
key policymaking board. 
OVERREPRESENTATION OF THE FIRST FEDERAL 

RESERVE DISTRICT 
In examining Lawrence Lindsey's 

qualifications for this post, I started by 
looking at the Federal Reserve Act it
self and the terms set forth in the stat
ute for those who are nominated to fill 
these key positions. On this issue, I 
think the statute is clear and should 
serve as a guiding principle for the 
Senate. The statute states: 

In selecting the members of the Board, not 
more than one of whom shall be selected from 
any one Federal Reserve District, the President 
shall have due regard to a fair representation 
of the financial, agricultural, industrial, and 
commercial interests, and geographical divi
sions of the country. (12 U.S.C. 241, emphasis 
added.) 

I believe Mr. Lindsey's nomination 
violates the clear prohibition in the 
statute against more than one nominee 
from a given district. A fair reading of 
Mr. Lindsey's background, education, 
and work experience suggests quite 
clearly that he is from the First Fed
eral District. This district includes the 
State of Maine, where Mr. Lindsey 
spent 4 years attending college, and the 
State of Massachusetts, where Mr. 
Lindsey has spent most of his profes
sional life. He attended graduate school 
for his master's degree and Ph.D. in 
Massachusetts, and went on to spend 
the next 4 years teaching in Massachu
setts. 

Mr. Lindsey could quite appro
priately serve as a nominee from the 
First Federal Reserve District. How
ever, if the President had nominated 
him for that seat, he would have di
rectly violated the clear prohibition in 
the statute against appointing more 
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than one member to the Board from a 
given district, since the Federal Re
serve Board already includes a mem
ber, Mr. John Laware, from the Frist 
Federal Reserve District. 

NOT A FAffi REPRESENTATIVE OF THE FIFTH 
DISTRICT 

So instead of selecting from the 
many, many people who live, work and 
have been broadly engaged in the eco
nomic life of North Carolina, South 
Carolina, Maryland, or Virginia, the 
President selected Larry Lindsey as his 
nominee and contends that he meets 
the terms of the status simply because 
he has lived in a suburb of the District 
of Columbia while working for the last 
3 years for the White House. The Presi
dent has totally distorted the clear 
meaning of the statute. Mr. President, 
this is not sufficient and it is certainly 
unfair to the people of the South. The 
South is considered a major region 
within the United States, and right
fully so. The South has economic char
acteristics that are unique. It is out
rageously unfair that the statute that 
ensures that our unique, regional needs 
will be fairly represented on the Board 
that determines our economic future is 
being blatantly violated. 

The Federal Reserve Act is not a 
mere residency statute and the Presi
dent should not be allowed to twist it 
into one. It does not require a nominee 
to have lived a certain amount of years 
in the district they would represent 
like a voting statute does. Instead, the 
statute calls for fair representation of 
the financial, agricultural, industrial 
and commerical interests of the dis
trict. With all due respect, Mr. Presi
dent, Larry Lindsey could not possibly 
provide such representation because he 
has never engaged in the economic life 
of North Carolina, South Carolina, Vir
ginia, or Maryland. Sure, he has tech
nically lived in Virginia while working 
in the District of Columbia, but he has 
not been spending those years worrying 
particularly about the economic prob
lems of Virginia, or running a business 
or a bank in Virginia or interacting 
with bus!nessmen or farmers in Vir
ginia. He has simply lived there while 
working on national policy issues for 
the White House. That is simply not 
sufficient to meet the terms of the 
statute. 

Indeed, Mr. Lindsey was asked at his 
confirmation hearing what economic 
activity he has engaged in in the Fifth 
Federal Reserve District other than 
living in a D.C. suburb, and his answer 
was none. 

Mr. President, I do not believe that 
the requirement for fair representation 
of the financial, agricultural, indus
trial, or commerical interests of the 
District is one which the Senate should 
ignore. Indeed, I believe the Congress, 
in designing the Federal Reserve Sys
tem was appropriately mindful of the 
need to have representation from a 
number of regions and interests in the 

country. The clear rationale for the re
quirement is to ensure that views of 
what is going on in the economic life of 
one part of the country do not domi
nate the Board. Yet, Mr. Lindsey does 
not and cannot bring any such variety 
to the Board. He has no independent 
contacts in the District that would 
allow him to get a true feeling for what 
is really going on in the economic life 
of the Fifth Federal Reserve District. 

LACK OF BOARD EXPERIENCE 

Again, Mr. Lindsey was specifically 
asked at his confirmation who he 
would turn to if he wanted to get a 
sense of what was really going on in 
the private sector and in the business 
community and his response was 
"Well, I think that I would call on aca
demic economist friends of mine who 
have worked for business organiza
tions. The Conference Board for exam
ple." As my colleagues know well, the 
Conference Board is a business-oriented 
economic analysis group headquarted 
in New York. If that is the closest con
nection Mr. Lindsey has to the eco
nomic life in North Carolina or South 
Carolina, it is surely an indication that 
he is not adequately familiar with the 
agricultural or industrial interests of 
this region. 

Moreover, I find his choice to contact 
academic economists first somewhat 
troubling. I speak without prejudice. I 
spent much time in the academic 
world. But at a time when the Federal 
Reserve needs to be in close touch with 
what is truly going on in the economy 
and the lives of workers, business peo
ple, and the unemployed across the re
gion, I find Mr. Lindsey's response 
more than inadequate; it is quite dis
turbing. 

IMPORTANCE OF GEOGRAPHIC DIVERSITY AND 
"REAL" EXPERIENCE 

I might note, Mr. President, that the 
requirement that Federal Reserve 
Board members adequately reflect the 
economic life of their district has been 
fairly carefully adhered to over the 
past 10 to 15 years. Indeed, one has to 
go back to 1978 to find a nominee who 
had as little connection to the district 
from which he or she was nominated as 
Mr. Lindsey does. As a matter of fact, 
Senator GARN, the distinguished rank
ing member noted in the committee 
mark up on Mr. Lindsey's nomination, 
that he had raised the same objection 
to a nominee to the Federal Reserve 
Board that I am raising on the floor 
now. Senator GARN's comments during 
the Banking Committee mark up were, 
"Mr. Chairman, may I say to the Sen
ator from North Carolina that I under
stand his opposition on the basis of ge
ography. If he had been here in the late 
1970's, he would have heard virtually 
the same speech from this Senator on a 
nominee of the Carter Administra
tion." As I said during the committee's 
mark up, had I been here then, I would 
have supported him in that objection. 
The requirements in the Federal Re-

serve Act should not be treated so 
lightly. 

In addition, in a hearing held in the 
Banking Committee just last week, 
farmer vice chairman of the Federal 
Reserve Board, Preston Martin, began 
his testimony with advice to the com
mittee regarding their role in review
ing appointments to the Board itself. 
His statement is as follows: 

I appreciate academic credentials for 
Board membership. However, my 4 years on 
the Federal Board convinces me that it is 
clearly in the public interest to confirm 
board members who have a variety of "real 
world" experience, experience in the busi
ness arena, the financial areas, and time 
spent as regulators: all are useful at the 
Board, even indispensable. 

Martin went on to impress upon the 
committee the importance of adhering 
to the statute in the Federal Reserve 
Act which guarantees fair regional rep
resentation on the Board. Again, I am 
quoting directly from Mr. Martin's tes
timony: 

A diversity of geographic backgrounds is a 
second criterion. The United States has now 
endured the increased impact of regional 
business cycles which have been notable: 
first the middlewestern Rust Belt, then the 
farm States' crisis, and then reversal of the 
Massachusetts Miracle all over New England. 
Today greater New York and its environs are 
suffering, and the growth rate in once boom
ing California has yielded to normalcy, just 
ordinary growth. I respectfully recommend 
that this committee return to a criterion of 
the Federal Reserve Act which mandates ge
ographic diversification of the Board mem
bership itself, not just among the Fed bank 
presidents. 

In addition to the concerns I have 
noted about Mr. Lindsey's failure to 
meet the clear requirements set forth 
in the Federal Reserve Act, I also am 
concerned about his independence on 
the Board. The Federal Reserve Board 
was set up to be insulated from the po
litical process. Most positions on the 
Board were established as 14-year 
terms, some of the longest of any such 
positions requiring Senate confirma
tion. The decision to grant lengthy 
terms to Board members was clearly 
intended to give them a good deal of 
independence from the White House 
and the political pressures of election 
cycles. With Mr. Lindsey's nomination, 
I am concerned that we are not getting 
a nominee who will be independent of 
the White House. The only time Mr. 
Lindsey has spent in this region has 
been spent working for the White 
House. Given that close connection to 
this administration, I am concerned 
about how willing he will be to make 
decisions that are not in complete ac
cord with the administration's views. 
In addition, Mr. Lindsey lacks the real 
world experience that Mr. Martin re
ferred to as indispensable to the Fed
eral Reserve Board. 

NARROW ECONOMIC VIEWS 

Finally, I am concerned over the ap
pointment of Mr. Lindsey to the Board 
of Governors because of his views on 
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the economy and the relationship be
tween tax policy and monetary policy. 
Mr. Lindsey wrote a book just last year 
entitled "The Growth Experiment," in 
which he makes a number of disturbing 
claims. He is a strong proponent of sup
ply side economics and states that "the 
Reagan tax cuts contributed only triv
ially to the booming deficits of the 
1980's." Mr. Lindsey also asserts that 
"The country has exchanged economic 
peril for economic prosperity * * *. 
Those days [the late 1970's] of constant 
crisis are gone, largely because the 
large tax rate cuts for upper income 
and upper middle income taxpayers re
stored the incentives that drive the 
American economy." Mr. President, I 
am disturbed that a man possessing the 
academic credentials of Mr. Lindsey 
can make these statements with a 
clear conscience. I can only think that 
Mr. Lindsey's lack of personal experi
ence in the real world and his reliance 
on academic economist friends have 
prevented him from grasping a true 
sense of the American economy and 
how it relates to real people. I should 
think my colleagues would be very re
luctant to approve a nominee to the 
Federal Reserve Board who does not 
believe that our current economic 
troubles are not substantially if not 
completely, due to excesses of the 
1980's, and more specifically, Reagan
omics. If this was not clear last spring, 
it is abundantly clear today. 

I am also concerned that Mr. Lindsey 
believes that tax cuts, more than mon
etary policy, have been responsible for 
bringing inflation down. At great eco
nomic and social cost, the Federal Re
serve succeeded in reducing inflation 
from double digit rates in 1981 to a 
range of 3 to 4 percent in subsequent 
years by raising and holding up inter
est rates long enough to induce a major 
recession. Despite Mr. Lindsey's claims 
to the contrary, interest rates finally 
fell because the Federal Reserve ulti
mately responded to the serious dete
rioration of the economy and the 
sharply lower inflation rates. Inflation 
slowed because the economy slowed 
first, making it costly for workers and 
firms to continue raising wages and 
prices rapidly. Understanding the ef
fects of monetary policy should be fun
damental to a Board member. At a 
time when fiscal policy seems to be un
able to revive the economy, we are re
lying on monetary policymakers to 
find a solution. 

Given the debilitated state of the Na
tion's economy, the decisions made by 
the Federal Reserve are monumental. 
Misjudgments by the Fed could prevent 
much needed economic improvement. 
It is crucial that an appointee to the 
Federal Reserve possess a truly bal
anced understanding of the role and 
the power of monetary policy. 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I think 
Mr. Lindsey lacks the real life experi-

ence associated with financial, indus
trial, agricultural, and commercial in
terests in general to make the crucial 
decisions that will bring our economy 
out of jeopardy and put it on a realis
tic, not a theoretical, path of growth. 
One step to finding this realistic solu
tion is having Federal Reserve Board 
members who properly represent the 
Federal Reserve districts from which 
they are nominated. I do not think 
that there can be any doubt that Mr. 
Lindsey's nomination clearly violates 
the Federal Reserve Act which was de
signed to give us balanced representa
tion. His presence on the Federal Re
serve Board would upset the balance of 
diversity on the Board and stifle the 
voice of economic indicators from a 
major region of the Nation. I think the 
people of the Fifth Federal Reserve 
District, the people of the South, de
serve a representative who has been a 
participant and has been able to de
velop a clear understanding of their 
economic needs. Without such a rep
resentative, policy cannot be crafted 
that is responsive to the needs of the 
entire country, including the South. In 
short, Mr. Lindsey is not only not the 
best person for this position, he is not 
even qualified. Therefore, I have urged 
my colleagues to uphold the statutes in 
the Federal Reserve Act and reject this 
nomination. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. SANFORD. Certainly. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 

subscribe to the point of view which 
the Senator has advanced with respect 
to this nomination because it seems to 
me clear that it is not conforming cer
tainly with the spirit of the Federal 
Reserve Act, because I think the resi
dential requirement is not simply a 
technical requirement that someone 
come down to work in Washington, DC, 
from an academic appointment at Har
vard and then live in Virginia or Mary
land and that residence there con
stitutes meeting the geographic re
quirements that are contained in the 
Federal Reserve Act. I agree com
pletely. 

Let me ask the Senator. As I under
stand the point he is making, it is his 
view that the person taken from a Fed
eral Reserve district should have some 
nexus with that district; in other 
words, he should have some feel and 
sense for the industrial and commer
cial and agriculture life of the Federal 
Reserve district from which he is being 
drawn and ostensibly would represent 
on the board of Federal Reserve. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. SANFORD. The Senator is cor
rect. In fact, the statute specifically 
requires that. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, we 
have had this problem come up before, 
I must say, where they have taken 
someone who is a Washington hand and 
then they say, well, you know, a num-

ber of years ago he went to school in 
this Federal Reserve district or some
thing and then they use that as the 
basis to try to put him on the board 
and meet the geographic requirement. 

I do not think that geographic re
quirement is something to be ignored 
or laughed at or simply brushed off. I 
think it has meaning. I think it was de
veloped on the basis of good rationale 
and that the Senate ought to hold to 
that rationale. It certainly is not hap
pening in this instance for the reasons 
which the very able Senator from 
North Carolina has detailed so elo
quently. I am pleased to join with him 
in the position that he has taken on 
this nomination. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Maryland. I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Virginia is recognized. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 

my colleagues for expressing most 
forthrightly their sentiments on this. 
It has been my privilege to introduce 
this nominee on behalf of the Presi
dent. I take issue with some of the con
clusions that my distinguished col
leagues from North Carolina and Mary
land raised. But, nevertheless, I wish to 
thank them for allowing the nomina
tion to go forward and to have the Sen
ate work its will, presumably some
time tonight. 

I had the pleasure of meeting with 
Dr. Lindsey on several occasions before 
his nomination came before the Senate 
Banking Committee and found him to 
be an exceptionally impressive individ
ual. He has not only served as an eco
nomic advisor to two Presidents-I re
peat, two Presidents-but he has 
taught at Harvard University, and has 
published numerous economic books 
and articles. 

Dr. Lindsey has named several goals 
he wishes to achieve subject to his con
firmation by the U.S. Senate and his 
eventual position as a board member of 
the Federal Reserve. Those goals in
clude a growth oriented, noninflation
ary monetary policy, a regulatory posi
tion which would not impede credit 
conditions, reform of the Nation's fi
nancial system so that our banks can 
better compete internationally, and 
gradual reduction of inflation. These 
goals are laudable, and on track with 
the needs of our country's monetary 
policy. 

Mr. President, I am pleased that Dr. 
Lindsey's nomination, in my judgment, 
enjoys bipartisan support in this 
Chamber. I think the President has 
made an excellent choice. I look for
ward to the Senate working its will on 
this nomination. I hope it will be favor
able, because I think he will serve and 
discharge the duties as board member 
of the Federal Reserve with distinction 
and effectiveness. 

I yield the floor. 
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Mr. DOMENIC! addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico is recognized. 

TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS AND 
CORRECTIONS TO ENROLLMENT 
OF CERTAIN APPROPRIATIONS 
ACTS 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the joint resolution. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 

want to get back to the subject matter 
before us. 

I do not choose to use much of the 
Senate's time in explaining why I will 
vote against this joint resolution. I did 
a bit of it awhile ago in some extra
neous remarks regarding what this bill 
was not. I have prepared an analysis of 
the bill, and an analysis of what we 
have failed to do in the normal appro
priations process for disaster relief 
which led us to a point where the 
House had to put money in the disaster 
relief account and declare it an emer
gency, and that started this bill. 

I have attempted to analyze the 
measure as best I can and I want to re
peat: The House-not the Senate, not 
the Appropriations Committee-de
cided that they were going to take 
some votes on some measures and mat
ters that had great political appeal and 
put them in this bill because obviously 
many, many House Members would 
vote for it. One was WIC, one was some 
money for Head Start, and one was 
some immunization money. We had 
just funded them in the regular appro
priations bill, but somebody decided 
that if we were having another appro
priations bill run through, we would 
put them on it. 

Frankly, in our debate in the Appro
priations Committee, there was no one 
that really tried to take the position 
that those funding items were emer
gencies. They are not. And so what we 
are doing is putting them in the joint 
resolution without a true emergency 
situation and sending them to the 
President. If he declares them an emer
gency, we will spend the money. And 
everyone knows that the President will 
not do that, because it is not a true 
emergency. 

But I also indicate in my statement 
how these programs have increased 
over the last 5 years and indeed over 
the last year, and they have been sub
stantial increases. I mean a program 
like WIC in the last 5 years has just 
grown dramatically; in the last year it 
has grown as much as almost any other 
program around. And well it should. So 
has the immunization program that is 
in here, and so has Head Start. So I 
have that analyzed in detail, and it will 
be my justification and explanation for 
what this bill is, and what it is not. 

Mr. President, I must rise in opposi
tion to House Joint Resolution 157, a 
bill making so-called dire emergency 
supplemental appropriations for fiscal 

year 1992, which was reported by the 
Senate Appropriations Committee on 
November 15. 

Mr. President, this is the last appro
priations bill that the Congress is like
ly to consider this session. 

I oppose this bill because, as I said 
during the full appropriations commit
tee markup session, it is way beyond 
mischief. By that I mean that this bill 
take to new heights the fiscal games 
that the Congress likes to play, but in 
my opinion. It is so disingenuous that 
I cannot let it go unchallenged. 

Mr. President, this bill is a sham. 
Plain and simply it is an attempt by 
the Congress to make everyone think 
that they have addressed a problem 
when all it has done is found a mis
chievous way to avoid making difficult 
decisions on priorities for Federal 
spending. 

It is way beyond mischief for the 
Congress to give the impression to the 
victims of natural disasters that they 
will receive relief under this bill when 
in fact they probably will not. 

The bill is simply another attempt by 
the majority party in Congress to get 
around the bipartisan budget agree
ment, and to embarrass the President 
with charges that he is ignoring the do
mestic agenda when he does not de
clare every i tern of spending in this bill 
as an emergency requirement. 

"DIRE EMERGENCY" ITEMS 

Mr. President, before the President 
has signed the last of the 13 regular ap
propria tions bills, the Congress is pass
ing a $14.2 billion so-called "dire emer
gency" supplemental appropriations 
bill for fiscal year 1992. 

The bill includes $10.1 billion for Op
eration Desert Shield/Desert Storm, 
which is funded out of allied contribu
tions to the defense cooperation ac
count or the Persian Gulf regional de
fense fund, and not from taxpayer 
funds. 

Excluding the Operation Desert 
Shield/Desert Storm funding, and the 
$151 million in FEMA disaster assist
ance that the President declared 
''emergency requirements'' back in 
July, which will not be charged against 
the discretionary spending caps in the 
bipartisan budget agreement, the Sen
ate is today voting on adding $4.0 bil
lion in budget authority and $2.85 bil
lion in outlays to Federal spending. 

Without the designation of these 
funds as "emergency requirements" by 
the President, making this disaster re
lief and other spending available would 
force a sequester of all domestic discre
tionary spending by between 1 and 2 
percent across-the-board. 

This bill again shows that Congress 
will not make the tough decisions. 
Rather, it specifies in this bill that 
these funds will be spent only when the 
President declares them as "emergency 
requirements," and therefore, outside 
the fiscal discipline of the fiscal year 
1992 spending caps. 

So this is the choice Congress is forc
ing on the President-he can either de
clare these funds "emergency require
ments" when arguably many of them 
are not, and break the budget agree
ment, or, he can refuse to make that 
designation and be charged as insensi
tive to the plight of disaster victims 
and the domestic economy overall. 

So I would ask my colleagues where 
is the lack of leadership in this coun
try? 

The Federal Government appro
priately has in place programs that are 
available to assist the victims of natu
ral disasters. It has been Federal policy 
to say that the Government is ready to 
help those who have suffered serious 
losses through no fault of their own. 

The problem is that the Congress has 
not adequately funded the major do
mestic disaster relief account, the Fed
eral Emergency Management Agency 
disaster relief account, for the past few 
years. 

In each of fiscal year 1989, fiscal year 
1990, and fiscal year 1991, congressional 
appropriations were significantly 
below the budget request, totaling $542 
million less than was requested by the 
President over the 3 years. It is this 
amount that the administration has 
not designated as "emergency require
ments" for purposes of this bill. 

In the fiscal year 1992 VA-HUD inde
pendent agencies appropriations bill 
signed into law October 28, the bill ac
cepted the President's original budget 
request of $184.5 million, reflecting 
Congress' growing realization that 
unmet disaster assistance needs were 
building up. The Congress did not, how
ever, approve an additional $90 million 
requested by the President in June to 
meet revised estimates of fiscal year 
1992 disaster needs. 

Now, the Congress is trying to make 
up for this shortfall in funding in this 
appropriations bill and not be charged 
for that spending. 

If there is a level of disasters above 
and beyond what we historically have 
experienced and responsibly budgeted 
for, the bipartisan budget agreement 
was designed to accommodate the costs 
associated with those disasters under 
the "emergency requirement" provi
sions. 

To underfund the disaster assistance 
programs in order to fund lower prior
ity programs, and then to expect the 
budget agreement to bail us out of that 
situation is, again, "way beyond mis
chief.'' 

Mr. President, there is other spend
ing in this bill which the Congress also 
seeks to exempt from the discipline of 
the budget agreement. The bill in
cludes $1.75 billion for crop loss assist
ance. It is my impression that the 
President and Secretary of Agriculture 
have done their best with existing au
thorities and resources to address agri
cultural disaster needs in areas experi
encing problems due to severe weather 
conditions. 
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The bill also seeks to declare "emer

gency requirements" for three pro
grams, which have broad congressional 
support-the Women, Infants, and Chil
dren [WIC] Feeding Program, the Head 
Start program, and the Childhood Im
munization Program. 

I doubt if there is one member in this 
body who is not familiar with the good 
works done through these three pro
grams. 

It is for this very reason that: 
The WIC Program increases by $250 

million, or 10.6 percent, from fiscal 
year 1991 to fiscal year 1992. In fact, the 
WIC Program has increased by $797 .6 
million, or 44.2 percent, since fiscal 
year 1988; 

The Head Start Program increases by 
$250 million, or 12.8 percent, from fiscal 
1991 to fiscal year 1992, and by $995. 7 
million, or 82.5 percent, since fiscal 
year 1988; and 

The childhood immunization Pro
gram increases by $66.9 million, or 36. 7 
percent, from fiscal year 1991 to fiscal 
year 1992, and by $150. 7 million, or 153.6 
percent, since fiscal year 1988. 

Over the past 5 years, in the regular 
annual appropriations bills, the Con
gress has approved significant in
creases for these important programs. 
It has even done so in the first 2 years 
of the bipartisan budget agreement 
when caps were placed on spending. 

But that is not enough. Congress now 
attempts to add another $1.39 billion to 
these three programs claiming there is 
some new emergency associated with 
them, when in fact, there is not. 

Thus, Mr. President, even though 
this bill does not technically violate 
the Budget Enforcement Act, I must 
vote against this bill because it seeks 
to stretch the reasonable definition of 
"emergency requirements" under the 
bipartisan budget agreement and the 
Budget Enforcement Act of 1990. In 
passing this bill, the Senate will in ef
fect be saying that it cannot uphold 
the intent of the budget agreement and 
set domestic priorities within that 
agreement. 

FISCAL YEAR 1992 APPROPRIATIONS WRAP UP 

Finally, Mr. President, we are almost 
to the end of congressional action on 
the fiscal year 1992 spending bills. With 
the exception of the foreign operations 
bill, which we will consider early next 
year, all of the regular fiscal year 1992 
appropriations bills are about to be 
completed. 

Very little has been said about Con
gress' record in abiding by the budget 
agreement. As is usually the case, Con
gress gets a mixed review. 

On the "paygo" front, the Congress 
ultimately enacted an unemployment 
compensation bill that will pay for it
self · over the 5-year period. Yet, it 
could not resist making a deal to enact 
another expensive unemployment bill 
as part of the agreement to complete 
action on these much anticipated bene
fits. 

Also on the "paygo" front, we have 
authorizing committees seeking to 
turn various programs into entitle
ment programs, but to avoid paying for 
them, the effective date of this entitle
ment spending is beyond the horizon of 
the budget agreement. Again, Congress 
seeks to spend more money on pro
grams when it doesn't have the money 
to pay for them. 

On the appropriations front, I must 
commend the distinguished chairman 
of the Senate Appropriations Commit
tee for his commitment to upholding 
the bipartisan budget agreement. He 
has done his best under very trying cir
cumstances. 

It appears that the enactment of the 
regular appropriations bills will be 
within the spending caps on discre
tionary spending. 

In enacting the bills, however, we 
have had to delay the obligation of 
funding totaling $4.1 billion in budget 
authority until late in the fiscal year 
to minimize the near-term outlays as
sociated with our spending decisions. 
In so doing, we are putting increased 
pressure on the spending caps next 
year and are limiting our flexibility in 
making spending choices next year. 

To live within the spending caps this 
year, the Congress has also made prom
ises of funding by approving advanced 
appropriations for fiscal year 1993, and 
assuming that Department of Defense 
funding will be used to offset funding 
requirements of programs through do
mestic agencies like the Coast Guard, 
National Science Foundation, the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis
tration, and others. 

Throughout it all, the spending caps 
have not been so tight to preclude the 
funding of special projects in many 
bills-both the domestic bills and the 
defense bill. 

Mr. President, I regret that final ac
tion on the fiscal year 1992 appropria
tions bills this year finds this Senator 
opposing a bill reported by the Senate 
Appropriations Committee. 

I have tried, as a member of that 
committee, to support the distin
guished chairman and ranking member 
in their efforts to implement the budg
et agreement. 

But in the case of this bill, I must 
strongly oppose the Congress' latest at
tempt to have it all without paying for 
it, and to use this as an excuse to at
tack the President on the domestic 
agenda. 

I oppose this bill, and I say to my 
colleagues that if you are serious about 
upholding the bipartisan budget agree
ment and the fiscal discipline we set 
out in that agreement, then you will 
vote to defeat this bill. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SAN
FORD). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, several 
times today, I have attempted to get a 
unanimous consent concerning a list of 
amendments that we might attempt 
to-that we might, hopefully, limit the 
amendments to those on the list. I 
failed. There certainly, with 60 amend
ments, must be at least 30 Senators 
who have those amendments. So I am 
sure that I am not speaking in a vacu
um tonight. Senators, I am sure, or 
their staffs, are watching television. 

It is now 20 minutes until 8. If, within 
10 minutes, an amendment is not of
fered, I am going to move to go to third 
reading, and I will ask for the yeas and 
nays on that motion. 

Mr. DOLE. Why wait? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 

and nays have been requested. Is there 
a sufficient second? 

Mr. BYRD. No. No. I say within 10 
minutes. I say, within 10 minutes, if no 
amendment is offered, I will move to 
go to third reading, and I will then ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

I suggest the absence of a. quorum. 
Mr. President, I withdraw that re

quest. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, the Sen
ate Budget Committee has examined 
H.R. 2521, the Defense appropriations 
bill, and has found that the bill is 
under its 602(b) budget authority allo
cation by $497 million and under its 
602(b) outlay allocation by $32 million. 

I must compliment the distinguished 
manager of the bill, Senator INOUYE, 
and the distinguished ranking member 
of the Defense Appropriations Sub
committee, Senator STEVENS for their 
excellent work in attempting to bring 
Defense spending into conformity with 
the threats to U.S. security. 

This bill complies with the ceilings 
on Defense spending set forth in the 
budget agreement over 1 year ago. 
However, in light of changing fiscal 
and international conditions, it is be
coming increasingly clear that funding 
Defense activities up to the legally al
lowed limits no longer makes sense. I 
look forward to working with the dis
tinguished chairman and ranking mem
ber in the months ahead to ensure that 
our budgetary priorities properly re
flect to problems this Nation needs to 
address. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent a scoring table be printed in the 
RECORD. 
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DEFENSE SUBCOMMITTEE-SPENDING TOTALS

Continued 
There being no objection, the mate

rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SENATE BUDGET COMMI'ITEE SCORING OF H.R. 
2521 

H.R. 2521 

DEFENSE SUBCOMMITTEE-SPENDING TOTALS 
[In billions of dollars) 

Bill summary 

New budget authority and outlays ....................... . 
Enacted to date .................................................... . 
Adjustment to conform mandatory ....................... . 
programs to resolution assumptions ................... . 
Scorekeepine adjustments .........•........•........••.•...... 

Budget 
authority 

269.9 
0 

Outlays 

176.5 
98.9 

············a· .. 
0 

DEFENSE SUBCOMMITTEE-SPENDING TOTALS
Continued 

[In billions of dollars) 

Bill summary Budget 
authority Outlays 

Bill total ................................................... 269.9 275.4 -------
Senate 602(b) allocation ............................ .. .... ..... 270.4 275.4 

Total difference ........ .... ................. .. .... ..... - .5 

Discretionary: 

~~~!ti~o2·ibi" ·:::::::::::::::::: : : :::::::::::::::::: ::::::::: ············a··· 
-------

Difference ........................ ........................ . 

International ............. .............. ..................... . 
Senate 602(b) ....................... ....................... . 

-------
Difference ................................................ . 

DEFENSE 1992 APPROPRIATIONS 
[In thousands of dollars) 

[In billions of dollars) 

Bill summary 

Defense ........................................................ . 
Senate 602(b) .............................................. . 

Difference ..... .. ......................................... . 

Total discretionary spending ...... ............. . 

Mandatory spending .................................... . 
Mandatory allocation .. ......................... ..... .. . . 

Difference ............. ................................... . 
Discretionary total above (+) or below ( - J, 

President's request .............................. ........ . 
House-passed bill ..................... ....... ............ . 
Senate-passed bill ....................................... . 

Budget Outlays authority 

269.8 275.2 
270.2 275.2 

- .4 

269.7 275.2 

-------

-1.0 
7 

- .3 

-1.3 

.2 

President's request House-passed Senate-reported Senate-passed Conference 

Budget au- Outlays Budget au- Outlays thority thority 
Budget au- Outlays Budget au- Outlays Budget au- Outlays thority thority thority 

Discretionary spendine: 
Domestic: 

New spending in bill .............................................. ................. . 5,000 1,250 - 775 49,500 48,725 - 74,780 -3,421 
Outlays prior ......... ................................................................... . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Supplementals (Public Law 102-27) ........... ........................... . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Scorekeeping/mandatory adjustments .................... ................. . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -----------------------------------------Sub tot a I ............................................................. .................. . 
602 (b) allocation ..................... .. ................... .......... ... ............. . 

Above/be I ow {+/ - ) allocation ........................................... . 

International: 
New spending in bill ............................................................... . 
Outlays prior ................... ........... .............................................. . 
Supplementals (Public Law 102-27) ...................................... . 
Scorekeepinglmandatory adjustments ..................................... . 

Sub tot a I ·································································· ·············· 
602(b) allocation ....................................... .............................. . 

Above/ be I ow {+/-) allocation ........................................... . 

Defense: 
New spending in bill ............................................... .......... ...... . 
Outlays prior ...................•..................................................... .... 
Supplementals (Public Law 102-27) ...................................... . 
Scorekeeping/mandatory adjustments ..................................... . 

Sub tot a I ·•················································ ······ ························ 
602(b) allocation •..••.•.......•................................ .......... ............. 

Above/be I ow {+/ - ) allocation .... ........................... ............ . 

Total discretionary: 
New spending in bill ...... .......................................... ................ 
Outlays prior ................... .......................................................... 
Supplementals (Public law 102-27) ................ ....................... 
Scorekeepingtmandatory adjustments ............... ....................... 

Subtotal ................................................................................ 

Mandatory spending: 
New spending in bill ......................................................................... 
Permanent appropriations ............... .. ................................................ 
Outlays prior ...................................................................................... 

Subtotal mandatory ............................ ...................................... 
Resolution scoring adjustments ....................... ................................. 

Adjusted mandatory total ......................................................... 

Bill total: 
Discretionary ............................ .......................................................... 
Adjusted mandatory ........................................................................... 

Subtotal ··········································· ········································· 
602(b) allocation ............................................................................... 

Above/below (+/ - ) a!location ................................................. 
Discretionary total compared to: 

President's request ............................................................................ 
House-passed .................................................................................... 
Senate-passed ......................................................... .. .. ................. ..... 

0 0 5,000 1,250 -775 49,500 48,725 - 74,780 -3,421 
NA NA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -------------------------------------- ---
NA NA 5,000 1,250 -775 49,500 48,725 - 74,780 -3,421 

3,416 
0 
0 
0 ---------- ----------------- ----- --- -----0 0 3,416 

NA NA 4,000 -----------------------------------------
NA NA -584 

270,781,222 177 ,644,351 270,396,692 176,324,193 270,243,247 176,352,343 270,044,147 176,106,562 269,821 ,920 176,327,947 
0 98,832,658 0 98,832,658 0 98,832,658 0 98,832,658 0 98,832,658 
0 33,272 0 33,272 0 33,272 0 33,272 0 33,272 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ----------------------------------------

270,781 ,222 276,510,281 270,396,692 275,190,123 270,243,247 275,218,273 270,044,147 274,972,492 269,821 ,920 275,193,877 
NA NA 270,454,000 275,355,000 270,244,000 275,222 ,000 270,244,000 275,222,000 270,244,000 275,222,000 -----------------------------------------
NA NA -57,308 -164,877 - 753 - 3,727 - 199,853 -249,508 -422,080 -28,123 

270,781 ,222 177,644,351 270,401 ,692 176,325,443 270,243,247 176,351 ,568 270,093,647 176,155,287 269,747,140 176,327,942 
0 98,832,658 0 98,832,658 0 98,832,658 0 98,832,658 0 98,832,658 
0 33,272 0 33,272 0 33,272 0 33,272 0 33,272 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

270,781,222 276,510,281 270,401 ,692 275,191 ,373 270,243,247 275,217 ,498 270,093,647 275,021,217 269,747,140 275,193,872 

164,100 164,100 164,100 164,100 164,100 164,100 164,100 164,100 164,100 164,100 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

164,100 164,100 164,100 164,100 164,100 164,100 164.100 164,100 164,100 164,100 
-100 -100 -100 -100 -100 -100 -100 -100 -100 -100 

164,000 164,000 164,000 164,000 164,000 164,000 164,000 164,000 164,000 164,000 

270,781,222 276,510,281 270,401 ,692 275,191,373 270,243,247 275,217,498 270,093,647 275,021 ,217 269,747,140 275,193,872 
164,000 164,000 164,000 164,000 164,000 164,000 164,000 164,000 164,000 164,000 

270,945,222 276,674,281 270,565,692 275,355,373 270,407,247 275,381 ,498 270,257,647 275,185,217 269,911,240 275,357,972 
NA NA 270,618,000 275,519,000 270,408,000 275,386,000 270,408,000 275,386,000 270.408,000 275,390,000 

NA NA -52,303 -163,627 - 753 -4,502 -150,353 -200,783 -496,760 -32,028 

NA NA -379,530 -1,318,908 -537,975 - 1,292,783 -687,575 - 1,489,064 - 1,034,082 -1,316,409 
379,530 1,318,908 NA NA - 158,445 26,125 - 308,045 - 170,156 -654,552 2,499 
687,575 1,489,064 308,045 170,156 149,600 196,281 NA NA - 346,507 172,655 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Dire 
Emergency Supplemental Appropria
tions Act of 1992 passed by the House, 
provides $693 million in new budget au
thority for FEMA's disaster relief pro
grams. Resources available for the cur-

rent fiscal year were insufficient to 
meet the requirements of fiscal year 
1991 and prior-year disaster declara
tions. FEMA has been unable to grant 
any assistance since May of this year. 

Mr. President, I would like to enter 
into a colloquy with the distinguished 
Chairman of the Budget Committee, 
Senator SASSER, to discuss the impor
tance of supplemental FEMA funding. 
Comm uni ties all across the country 
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have suffered as a result of the current 
fiscal shortfall, and it is important 
that we assure an adequate level of 
supplemental funding. 

Mr. SASSER. I thank the Senator 
from West Virginia for his kind com
ments and his recognition of this im
portant issue. The FEMA Disaster Re
lief Fund plays a crucial role in assist
ing State and local entities address 
damages caused by a natural disaster. 
FEMA has helped many comm uni ties 
in my State of Tennessee get back on 
their feet after unfortunate cir
cumstances have occurred. 

The nature of disaster activity is 
highly unpredictable and 1991 and past 
year disaster-related needs have 
consumed all available FEMA funds. 
Comm uni ties are in dire need of res
toration of facilities destroyed or dam
aged by natural events. During visits 
to Tennessee I have surveyed several 
areas and facilities which have sus
tained considerable damage due to 
flooding and tornado activity. As Sen
ator BYRD stated, many localities have 
been waiting long periods of time for 
aid. 

For example, Hamilton County has 
been waiting since February of 1990 for 
FEMA funds. Torrential rains in a resi
dential area of Chattanooga caused an 
embankment to slide, tearing out 6 feet 
of Crestone Circle Road. This impor
tant city road has remained closed for 
over 18 months. 

A flood in Graysville, Rhea County, 
during the beginning of 1991, weakened 
the piers of the Graysville bridge. Sec
tions at both ends of the bridge subse
quently collapsed. Since this time citi
zens of the area have had to find alter
native ways of crossing Roaring Creek. 

And, in May of this year, severe rains 
and flooding damaged roads and 
bridges in nine Tennessee counties in
cluding: Cheatham, Dickson, Hardin, 
Hickman, Humphreys, Lawrence, 
Lewis, Perry and Wayne. All nine coun
ties have been designated disaster 
areas by the President, yet no financial 
assistance has been forthcoming. 

These three examples highlight the 
urgent need to assure that FEMA is 
adequately funded. We must move 
quickly to provide supplemental fund
ing. As the central agency for emer
gency response activities, FEMA must 
have the fiscal means to address disas
ter needs in a timely fashion. I agree 
with the FEMA funding level contained 
in the Dire Emergency Supplemental 
Appropriations Act and I trust that 
once this bill is approved FEMA will 
move quickly on past claims. 

Mr. BYRD. I would like to thank the 
Senator for his comments. I share his 
interest in assuring that those commu
nities in need of aid will soon receive 
the necessary FEMA resources. 

Mr. SASSER. I thank the distin
guished chairman of the Appropria
tions Committee for his support. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1422, 1423, 1424, AND 1425 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk amendments, one amendment 
by Messrs. COATS, RIEGLE, and LEVIN; 
one amendment by Mr. RIEGLE; and one 
amendment by Mr. DOLE. 

I ask unanimous consent that they be 
considered and agreed to en bloc; that 
the motion to reconsider be laid upon 
the table en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The amendments (Nos. 1422, 1423, 1424 
and 1425) considered and agreed to en 
bloc are as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1422 
(Purpose: To provide relief to farmers 
seeking low interest emergency loans) 

At the end of page 20, insert the following: 
"CROP lNSURANCE.-Effective only for the 

1991 crop year, Section 321(b) of the Consoli
dated Farm and Rural Development Act (7 
U.S.C. 1961(b)) shall not apply to persons who 
otherwise would be eligible for an emergency 
loan under subtitle C of such Act." 

COATS CROP INSURANCE WAIVER AMENDMENT 
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, this sum

mer, farmers throughout America and 
especially the Midwest once again have 
suffered crop losses due to drought. 

In Indiana, many farmers and farm 
experts indicate that the losses from 
the drought of 1991 may equal or sur
pass the devastating drought of 1988. 
Agriculture economists, crop special
ists, and other farm experts from Pur
due University are estimating that 
when the crop is marketed that crop 
losses in Indiana might be as great as 
half a billion dollars. We know that 
row crop losses alone will probably be a 
minimum of $350 million. Other Mid
western States which make up the bulk 
of row-crop production in the United 
States have experienced similar losses. 

However Mr. President, unlike the 
drought of 1988, even with the severity 
of the drought of 1991, the crop mar
kets did not respond to the losses. 
Thus, not only have farmers seen less 
corn and soybeans in their combines, 
they also see substantially less dollars 
in their pockets. Farm economists at 
Purdue are estimating that with the 
drought of 1991 farm income in the 
State of Indiana may drop as much as 
50 percent. 

All of this falls on the shoulders of 
farmers already suffering under the 
weight of previous crop failures, sky
rocketing interest rates and other fac
tors beyond their control. Many farm
ers are left asking themselves how they 
can possibly make it through another 
year-how can they possibly pay off 

high interest loans and still have the 
cash flow to plant the 1992 crop, let 
alone clothe and feed their families. 

Today I am introducing an amend
ment which will ease the burden on 
some American and Hoosier farmers 
which are facing the bleakest of times. 
The Crop Insurance Waiver Amend
ment increases the financing options 
for those farmers who have been se
verely hurt by the drought of 1991. 
Under current provisions for drought 
relief in the supplemental bill, all 
farmers will be forgiven of this require
ment except for those bottom 2 or 3 
percent who need help the most. Under 
current law, only farmers who meet 
the criterion and have crop insurance 
policies would be eligible for low-inter
est FMHA loans. This amendment, Mr. 
President, seeks to waive that crop in
surance requirement and thus make 
low-interest loans available to all 
qualifying farmers. 

This bill will not affect those farmers 
who currently hold crop insurance poli
cies-they will still be reimbursed at 
their full guaranteed rate, and also be 
eligible for low-interest FMHA loans if 
they meet the loan requirements. Some 
of the requirements that farmers must 
meet include having a loss of at least 
30 percent and not being able to obtain 
financing through normal commercial 
means. It will only open up opportuni
ties for all farmers to apply for 4.5 per
cent loans from the Farmers Home Ad
ministration. 

This bill is a responsible means of ad
dressing the financial hardships that 
farmers will be facing in the fall of 
1991, and the spring of 1992. It is by no 
means an answer to every problem 
they face. Even with this option, farm
ers will still struggle to make ends 
meet. But it will help meet some ur
gent needs in difficult times. 

Mr. President, it is my hope that the 
Senate will support this amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1423 
(Purpose: To provide emergency crop loss as

sistance to producers of fruits and vegeta
bles who suffered damage due to fire 
blight). 
At the appropriate place, insert the follow

ing new section: 
SEC. . Section 2251(1) of the Food, Agri

culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(7 U.S.C. 1421 note) is amended by inserting 
"fire blight," after "earthquake,". 

AMENDMENT NO. 1424 
(Purpose: To provide assistance for 

rehabilitating trees). 
At the end of the joint resolution, add the 

following new section: 
SEC. . (a) Section 2256(1) of the Food, Ag

riculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 
1990 (7 U.S.C. 1421 note) is amended by insert
ing after "replanting trees lost" the follow
ing: "and rehabilitation or restoring trees 
damaged". 

(b) Section 2257(a) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1421 
note) is amended by striking "$25,000" and 
inserting "$75,000". 

AMENDMENT NO. 1425 
On page 19, line 13, insert the following 

after the ". ": "For the purposes of this Act, 
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the term "1991 crop" shall include any pro
gram crop planted in 1991 for harvest in 
1992." 

AMENDMENT NO. 1426 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent an amendment I send to 
the desk on behalf of Mr. PELL be 
agreed to, and the motion to reconsider 
be laid on the table. 

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

The amendment (No. 1426) considered 
and agreed to is as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1426 
On Page 22 on line 6, after "Chapter 

V" insert the following: 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC 
ADMINISTRATION 

OPERATIONS, RESEARCH, AND FACILITIES 

For an additional amount for "Oper
ations, research, and facilities", 
$300,000, to remain available until ex
pended, to be expended through the 
Interjurisdictional Fisheries Program 
for the Quahog Transplant Fund of the 
Rhode Island Department of Environ
mental Management for the restora
tion of shellfishing beds damaged by 
Hurricane Bob. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to offer this amendment to the 
Dire Emergency Supplemental Appro
priations Act which would provide 
emergency assistance to those 
shellfishermen in Narragansett Bay 
whose livelihoods were severely dis
rupted by Hurricane Bob. 

When Hurricane Bob struck New 
England on August 19 of this year, ex
tensive damage was done to the rich 
shellfish beds located in Narragansett 
Bay. The flooding and power failures 
caused by Hurricane Bob forced 
wastewater treatment plants to release 
tens of millions of gallons of raw, un
treated sewage into Narragansett Bay, 
contaminating shellfish beds and clos
ing all of Narragansett Bay to 
shellfishing for 9 days. 

I am offering this amendment be
cause no currently funded federal pro
gram is available to help cope with the 
legacy of this ecological and economic 
disaster. Title Ill of the 
Interjurisdictional Fisheries Program 
of the National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration [NOAA] can pro
vide funds for the restoration of fish
eries following natural disasters. Un
fortunately, no funds are available for 
Title III of the lnterjurisdictional 
Fisheries Program. 

For this reason, this amendment re
quests that $300,000 be appropriated to 
fund the Interjurisdictional Fisheries 
Program for the purpose of funding the 
Rhode Island Quahog Transplant Fund, 
a shellfish restoration program. The 
amendment will accomplish two goals. 
First, the amendment will allow the 
vigorous restoration of contaminated 
shellfishing beds. Second, this amend
ment will directly benefit Narragan-

sett Bay shellfishermen through the 
Rhode Island Department of Environ
mental Management's Quahog Trans
plant Fund. This fund will use the 
skills of these shellfishermen in the 
restoration of Narragansett Bay shell
fish beds. This will allow these 
shellfishermen to recover a portion of 
their losses that were the result of 
Hurricane Bob. 

I am pleased that the Senate has seen 
fit to address this vitally important 
issue and to rectify the dire con
sequences facing Narragansett Bay 
shellfishermen as a result of Hurricane 
Bob. With this amendment, the Narra
gansett Bay shellfishing industry will 
receive some measure of the assistance 
that they need. In order for this provi
sion to become law, it must now be 
agreed to by a House-Senate conference 
committee and agreed to by the admin
istration. I am hopeful that the meas
ure will be enacted. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the bill be
fore the Senate, House Joint Resolu
tion 157, the dire emergency supple
mental appropriations bill, provides 
$1. 75 billion for disaster payments to 
growers who suffered crop losses in the 
1990 and 1991 crop years. This assist
ance is urgently needed by farmers in 
West Virginia and it is long overdue. 

I have heard from growers in my 
State about the losses they have suf
fered. West Virginia's farmers were 
hard hit by detrimental weather condi
tions in 1990 and 1991. Thirty-nine 
counties in West Virginia are eligible 
for assistance under this bill. In 1990, a 
late freeze resulted in an estimated 
$15.2 million in crop losses in West Vir
ginia, primarily damage to fruit crops. 
For example, the West Virginia grow
ers experienced a 35-percent loss in the 
apple crop, an 85-percent loss in the 
peach crop, and plum and cherry crops 
experienced a 100-percent loss. In 1991, 
West Virginia farmers also suffered 
heavy losses in feed grain and vegeta
ble crops. 

The assistance provided in this bill is 
needed for farmers in West Virginia 
and all over our Nation. Without this 
assistance some farmers will be facing 
severe economic losses from which 
they may not be able to recover. I sup
port providing assistance to those who 
have suffered 1990 and 1991 crop losses. 

SOME IMPORTANT BENEFITS 

•Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, several 
provisions in this legislation are im
portant to Washingtonians. This bill 
will benefit those who have suffered 
through disasters this past year as well 
as children in our state. 

The fires in and around Spokane last 
month took lives and devasted millions 
of dollars in property. The bill rec
ommends an additional $943 million for 
the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, including $31 million for Wash
ington State to deal with the wildfires 
and other disasters. 

The FEMA funding will also assist 
with ritual dike repair and other flood 

mitigation projects. Lack of funding 
has crippled important work on these 
projects. A dairy farmer in Snohomish, 
Washington wrote to me to say that all 
his farmland in the river valley was 
ravaged by the great flood one year ago 
this month. Dangerous, unrepaired 
flood control facilities still exist in 
that area. Milk prices are so low, this 
farmer cannot afford to suffer through 
another flood. 

The bill also makes $1. 75 billion 
available for farm disaster assistance. 
Farmers who participated in Federal 
farm programs and had a 35-percent 
crop loss are eligible for 65 percent of 
the target price. For nonprogram farm
ers, they must show a 40-percent crop 
loss for disaster assistance. In Wash
ington, where severe freezing and hail 
damaged wheat and some tree fruits, 
this disaster assistance is extremely 
important. 

Supplemental appropriations of $90 
million for child immunization, $100 
million for the Women, Infants and 
Children [WIC] feeding program, and 
$1.2 billion for Head Start are also in
cluded in this legislation. These pro
grams serve Washington's children. For 
every dollar spent on the prenatal com
ponent of WIC, the savings in Medicaid 
costs range from $2.84 to $3.90 for 
newborns alone. 

Another section I support denies any 
military sales to Saudi Arabia and Ku
wait until these governments have paid 
the $3.25 billion outstanding for Oper
ation Desert Storm. American service
men and women did not hesitate to 
serve when called upon to help defend 
these countries. Why the delay? 

Finally, I want to go on record in 
support of the Leahy amendment. It 
provides protection for the WI program 
and will restore stability in milk prices 
for our farmers. 

Our dairyers have suffered from the 
same fate as credit card holders over 
the last several years. Credit card in
terest rates have remained high while 
real interest rates have dropped sub
stantially. Retail milk prices have re
mained steady, and even increased, 
while the price paid to farmers has 
plummeted. 

Our dairyers have been hit by a dou
ble whammy: a recession and steeply 
falling milk prices. In the first six 
months of this year, Washington lost 80 
dairy farms, out of 1,260. It takes 2 
years for a calf to become a producing 
cow. Our farmers need and deserve 
some certainty. Senator LEAHY'S 
amendment will do this. 

DISASTER ASSISTANCE 

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I 
would like to commend the distin
guished chairman of the Appropria
tions Committee, Senator BYRD, and 
the ranking Republican, Senator HAT
FIELD, for their efforts to include disas
ter assistance in this supplemental bill. 

California agriculture has endured 
more than its share of natural disas-
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ters this past year. In December 1990, a 
catastrophic freeze destroyed much of 
California's navel and Valencia orange 
crop, as well as many other crops. The 
damage to California agriculture was 
further compounded by losses due to 5 
years of drought, and more recently 
due to an infestation of the 
sweetpotato whitefly in Imperial and 
Riverside Counties. · 

The devastating effects of the 
drought have been well documented. 
Last year, according to the California 
Department of Water Resources, rough
ly 800,000 acres of farmland were idled 
due to lack of water. The University of 
California, Davis has estimated that 
losses to irrigated crops totaled ap
proximately $640 million. Another 
drought year similar to 1991 will be 
crippling to California's economy. In 
fact, the Bureau of Reclamation has al
ready announced that even a normal 
year of rainfall will not provide enough 
water supply for regular deliveries. 

In early October, an outbreak of the 
sweet potato whitefly, exacerbated by 
unusually warm weather, wiped out 
much of California's fresh winter vege
table crop. Crop damage estimates due 
to the whitefly infestation already 
total approximately $90 million. It is 
estimated that losses could reach $200 
million by spring. This figure does not 
represent losses due to unemployment. 
Already, 2,500 farmworkers are out of 
work due to this infestation. 

In terms of crop damage, the freeze 
which struck California in December 
and January was the most devastating. 
A Los Angeles Times article, dated 
January 6, 1991, stated the freeze is the 
worst to hit California citrus since the 
industry was launched in the 1870's. 
The California citrus industry supplies 
approximately 90 percent of the navel 
oranges, 50 percent of the fresh Valen
cia oranges, and 80 percent of the lem
ons in the United States. The citrus in
dustry provides thousands of jobs and 
revenue to California's economy. 

The freeze destroyed most of the 
navel and Valencia crop. This includes 
90,000 acres of navel oranges, 40,000 
acres of Valencia oranges, and 10,000 
acres of lemons. The resultant on-farm 
crop loss was $450 million. Citrus trees 
also perished by the millions, burned 
by the freeze. Conservative estimates 
of crop damage have been as high as $1 
billion. Some of the hardest hit agri
cultural communities were in the coun
ties of Tulare, Fresno, Ventura, and 
Kern. 

In Tulare County, crop damage ex
ceeded $341 million, as unemployment 
reached upward of 23 percent. In the 
small town of Lindsay, unemployment 
reached 50 percent. In Fresno County, 
citrus producers had production losses 
totaling approximately $70 million. 

This winter's freeze is the third worst 
disaster in the history of California, 
third only to the 1906 San Francisco 
earthquake and the 1989 Loma Prieta 
earthquake. 

The combined efforts of USDA and 
the administration to assist farmers 
and farmworkers impacted by these 
disasters has been extraordinary. I am 
now convinced, however, that disaster 
assistance is the only solution to com
plete the economic recovery of these 
crippled rural communities. 

Mr. President, I am hopeful that Con
gress, in close cooperation with the ad
ministration, will reach agreement on 
disaster assistance this year so that 
farmers will be able to get back to 
farming, and farmworkers will be able 
to go back to work. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, let me 
briefly let my colleagues know that I 
intend to support the passage of the 
fiscal year 1992 supplemental appro
priations measure which has been ap
proved by the House and favorably re
ported from the Senate Appropriations 
Committee. 

One major expenditure in this bill 
will help our farmers who have suffered 
significant crop losses in 1990 and 1991. 
These farmers have been waiting for re
lief for many months now. For many 
growers in North Carolina, help will 
come too late. It is high time that the 
Government did its share for these citi
zens who suffered severe drought, and 
in many areas hail, last year. Many of 
the same producers are presently cal
culating the losses resulting from this 
summer's heavy rains. 

I have talked to many farmers of my 
State about the hardships that they 
have endured lately, some of whom 
have, in the last year and a half, made 
the painful decision to stop working 
the family farm. 

Mr. President, North Carolina con
tinues to rank among those States los
ing the largest numbers of farms. I will 
do what I can to see that we shed this 
distinction. 

I must mention the wise advise of 
Ms. Jean Bryson of the little town of 
Faison in Duplin County, NC. Ms. 
Bryson tells me that the Government 
will end up paying one way or an
other-either through disaster pay
ments or through the more expensive 
avenues of food stamps, unemployment 
benefits, and other programs resulting 
from a weakened economy. Ms. Bryson 
runs a farm supply operation and grows 
produce. She sees and hears the con
cerns of our producers; many of the 
men and women who are on the verge 
of bankruptcy today are not fly-by
night operators, but those conservative 
managers who have been in the busi
ness for generations and can no longer 
make a go of it. 

I have talked with too many farmers 
in North Carolina who came into the 
1991 growing season with a "must do" 
criterion for profit. Ms. Faye Wilcox of 
Lillington in Harnett County grows 
green beans, cucumbers, watermelon, 
and greens. She suffered a loss last 
year of nearly 80 percent of her crop. 
And, larger row-crop growers such as 

Mr. C.T. Perkins of Goldsboro in 
Duplin County saw somewhat similar 
situations. He lost at least 50 percent 
of his cotton last year and realized 
nearly as much damage to his corn. 

Mr. President, since 1990, I have con
tinuously pressed to find relief for 
these farmers and have endorsed free
standing legislation, as well as last 
year's reauthorization of the farm bill, 
which should have been sufficient to 
compel an appropriation for 1990 and 
1991 crop losses. These efforts were ap
parently not adequate to get the job 
done in light of administration opposi
tion. 

These agriculture disaster relief pro
visions will do justice by those Ameri
cans who are bearing burdens not of 
their making. 

This supplemental appropriations 
bill also includes $943 million for the 
Federal Emergency Management Agen
cy. These monies are desperately need
ed to offer assistance to those who 
have been the victims of disasters 
across the United States. 

In North Carolina, there were many 
who suffered losses due to Hurricane 
Hugo, which hit Mecklenburg, Gaston, 
and surrounding counties on Septem
ber 21-22, 1989. There was massive de
struction of homes, businesses, and 
farms. The cities and towns in the hur
ricane's path were without electricity 
and water over 2 weeks. 

The cities of Charlotte and Gastonia 
responded very quickly to the emer
gency, moving the felled trees from 
homes and roadways and providing 
emergency phone lines and water. The 
total cost to Charlotte alone was over 
$42 million. But Charlotte and Gasto
nia together have over $8.4 million in 
claims from FEMA still outstanding. 
The money contained in this supple
mental appropriations bill should fi
nally cover those outstanding FEMA 
claims related to Hurricane Hugo. 

I would like to add that this funding 
comes at a time when the cities in
volved are faced with having to reduce 
services due to FEMA's inability to re
imburse the cities for the costs they in
curred in their emergency efforts. 

I must point out that the administra
tion had requested only $150 million for 
FEMA 's emergency funds. That small 
amount would not have covered the 
needs of Charlotte and Gastonia. 
Therefore, I am grateful that both 
Houses of Congress thought it impera
tive to provide the $943 million nec
essary to cover emergencies like those 
we experienced in North Carolina due 
to Hurricane Hugo. 

And while on this subject, I would 
like to add that I believe we need to en
sure that FEMA responds more 
promptly in offering followup assist
ance to communities like Charlotte 
and Gastonia. I am aware that it has 
taken quite a few months for FEMA to 
approve reimbursements for emergency 
expenditures to our North Carolina 
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communities and I would 
this improves in the future. 

hope that from the Wyoming Department of Agri

This bill also includes $1.2 billion in 
emergency funding for the Head Start 
Program to ensure that more eligible 
children receive funding under this pro
gram. I believe that early childhood 
education is vital to the later academic 
success of many students. Each year 
almost 1 million children from low-in
come families enter school for the first 
time. While their more fortunate class
mates may face the new challenge with 
assurance, many children from low-in
come homes begin school with heal th 
problems and a lack of self-confidence. 
Without the skills and the will to move 
ahead, these children often fall behind 
in their first years of school and find 
their troubles further compounded as 
they pass through the education sys
tem. Head Start seeks to start low-in
come, disadvantaged and handicapped 
students out with the skills they will 
need to be academically successful. In
creasing the funding for Head Start 
will ensure that more disadvantaged 
children across the United States can 
obtain the benefits of early childhood 
education. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I rise 
to voice my opposition to the dairy leg
islation introduced as an amendment 
to the emergency supplemental appro
priations bill. I believe that the legisla
tion is shortsighted and not com
prehensive. In my opinion, it does little 
to provide an extensive long-range 
dairy program that will assist the 
dairy producers, protect low-income 
consumers, or protect the integrity of 
the cattle industry. 

My fine and able friend and colleague 
from Vermont, Senator LEAHY, pre
sented an amendment today to in
crease the current price support of 
$10.10 for hundredweight for fluid milk 
to $11.10 per hundredweight. The 
amendment also called for a paid herd
diversion program. Although the in
crease in the price support is quite 
small. I opposed the amendment be
cause I truly believe than an increase 
would send the wrong message to pro
ducers. It does not make a lot of sense 
to try to fight overproduction in the 
dairy industry, while attempting to ra
tionally consider providing an incen
tive to overproduce. 

I too have great concern for the dairy 
producers in my fine State of Wyoming 
and throughout the Nation. I know 
they are facing increasing production 
costs and are having some economic 
hardship. In my opinion, an increase in 
the support price would inhibit the cur
rent workings of a successful free mar
ket system. Wyoming producers have 
production costs of around $9 per hun
dredweight, while the price received for 
milk is around $10.50 per hundred
weight. After taking out about 50 cents 
for taxes and management costs, pro
ducers end up making about $1 in profit 
per hundredweight. Current statistics 

culture show that Wyoming producers 
are doing more than just breaking 
even. 

The other concern with the amend
ment is the paid Herd-Diversion Pro
gram. I am opposed to dairy policy 
that artificially mandates the slaugh
ter of dairy cattle to control the over
production of milk. I believe that in 
the free market system business-ori
ented dairy producers will send their 
cows to slaughter when the milk mar
ket is in oversupply. I don't think the 
Government has to pay producers to 
make the "right" production decisions. 

I have listened intently to both sides 
of this issue and fully comprehend that 
a serious philosophical difference ex
ists between dairy and cattle produc
ers. The cattlemen feel threatened by 
the aspects of any kind of diversion. 
Their stance is reasonable. The cattle 
industry was devastated in 1986 by the 
Dairy Termination Program which was 
grossly mismanaged by the U.S. De
partment of Agriculture. 

I want to strongly state that the tac
tics sometimes employed by the adver
saries, on this issue have been at cross 
purposes, so that in the end, little 
could really be done to forge dairy leg
islation that could benefit those dairy 
producers who need it more. That is 
most unfortunate. 

I am optimistic that the Department 
of Agriculture will do its best to mon
itor the daily situation in the following 
months to ensure that the dairy indus
try is not irreparably damaged and the 
fine traditions of that industry pre
served. My good friend Senator DICK 
LUGAR, the intrepid and splendid Sen
ator from Indiana spent enormous 
amounts of his time in the last year to 
ensure a fair dairy policy for all of 
those who would be effected. His devo
tion to American agriculture is always 
commendable. 

I would also like to recognize the fine 
efforts of my friend Senator LARRY 
CRAIG of Idaho. He forthrightly took on 
the task of continuing a dialogue be
tween the sparring industries long 
after others had given up. His total 
dedication to good farm policy deserves 
great credit. 

I do look forward to working closely 
with my colleagues in the following 
months to revisit and further inves
tigate the plight of the dairy industry. 
I maintain my position that any legis
lative alternative to the current dairy 
policy adopted under the 1990 farm bill 
must always take into account the wel
fare of the cattle industry. These in
dustries must work together and strive 
for common ground. 
• Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I cannot 
support the fiscal year 1992 defense au
thorization bill. This remains a cold 
war budget in a post-cold-war world. 
The total military budget authority of 
$290.8 billion is an increase of $5.2 bil
lion over fiscal year 1991. The Soviet 

threat is disintegrating before our 
eyes, and the Congress agrees to in
crease the defense budget, including 
$160 for the defense of Europe. 

The Pentagon has estimated for 
years that about 60 percent of the mili
tary budget was justified on the basis 
of stopping a surprise Soviet-Warsaw 
Pact attack on Western Europe, with 
only 10 to 14 days' warning. In effect, 
we spent over $160 billion each year to 
defend our European allies. 

Obviously, this basis for Pentagon 
budget planning has evaporated. The 
Berlin Wall is gone. The Warsaw Pact 
is dead. The Soviet Union itself is in 
disarray. 

Proponents of continued high mili
tary spending contend that Soviet 
military forces are still strong and 
could be reinvigorated, and that the 
Soviets are still improving their stra
tegic nuclear weapons, which remain as 
potent as ever. 

A hard-line Soviet Government could 
regain control of the failing Soviet em
pire at any time. The next coup could 
succeed. But we would have years of 
warning before any new Soviet menace 
could even contemplate an attack on 
Western Europe. A reconstituted So
viet hard-line military would have to 
reconquer Poland, Czechoslovakia and 
possibly Byelorussia and the Ukraine 
to reach Germany. 

Therefore we no longer have to main
tain a massive military machine that 
can respond in 10 to 14 days. We can 
and must end our $160-billion dollar per 
year subsidy of our European allies. We 
can afford to shift active duty forces to 
the Guard and Reserve. We can afford 
to slow down our rush to produce a new 
generation of conventional high tech
nological weapons. The gulf war 
showed that our existing military 
hardware is superior to modern Soviet 
planes and tanks in the hands of the 
Iraqis. 

And we can and must end our expan
sion of our nuclear weapons arsenal. 
We must acknowledge that nuclear 
weapons serve no useful military pur
pose, except to deter their own use. We 
can deter any rational leader with a 
few hundred survivable nuclear war
heads. We can afford deep reductions in 
nuclear weapons, from our current 
level of 12,000 strategic deliverable war
heads down to 1,000 or so on each side. 

Other proponents of excessive mili
tary budget point to the Iraq war to 
prove that we live in a dangerous and 
unpredictable world. But we defeated 
the world's fourth largest army in 43 
days using just 15 percent of our total 
forces. 

We do live in a dangerous world, and 
we must have a strong military, able to 
defend America against any potential 
enemy. But we are running out of en
emies. Countries that might conceiv
ably be hostile to the United States 
and their estimated annual military 
budgets include China, $21 billion; Iraq, 



33824 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE November 22, 1991 
$13 billion; Iran, $22 billion; North 
Korea, $5.8 billion; Syria, $3.3 billion; 
Libya, $3 billion; and Cuba, $1. 7 billion. 
The fiscal year 1992 Defense budget of 
$290.8 billion is therefore 13 to 270 times 
larger than any potential enemy. If we 
cannot defend ourselves spending more 
than 13 times any potential adversary, 
then maybe we aren't spending our 
money wisely. As the Iraq war ill us
trated, however, we have vast overkill 
capability. 

But this defense budget for fiscal 
year 1992 ignores these realities of 1991. 
The Soviet Union is disintegrating be
fore our eyes, and we authorize a $5.2 
billion increase. The DOD budget is $90 
billion more than we spent after the 
Korean war and after the Vietnam war, 
still in the midst of the cold war. This 
is irresponsible, given our grotesque 
and growing national deficit and unmet 
domestic needs. 

We should not be determining our 
military spending by reference to last 
year's budget. Last year's budget was 
also a cold war budget. Our military 
budget should be determined by what 
we need to protect America and Amer
ican interests around the globe, not by 
how much we were spending when the 
Warsaw Pact was intact. 

I oppose many provisions in this bill, 
but let me cite several more egregious 
items. 

First we have the B-2 stealth bomb
er. The administration requested $4.8 
billion to build four more bombers. 
Congress wisely chose to cancel pro
duction, but we still authorized $4.4 bil
lion. While $1 billion was put into es
crow pending another vote to build one 
more plane next year, this still seems 
like quite a bargain: $4.4 billion au
thorized to build no planes, versus $4.8 
billion to build four planes. 

Then there is star wars, born to stop 
a massive Soviet attack with thou
sands of missiles and nuclear warheads. 
After spending $25 billion, more than 
that consumed by the entire Manhat
tan project that created the first atom
ic bombs, we have learned that we do 
not have the technology to stop even a 
small fraction of a Soviet nuclear at
tack. So now the goal posts have been 
widened. Now star wars has to stop 
only 200 warheads due to an accidental 
or nth country attack. 

The original threat from the Soviet 
Union has diminished to insignificant 
proportions, but the star wars budget is 
increased by 30 percent over last year's 
budget, to $4.15 billion. While I do sup
port the ground-based theatre, short
range missile defense systems such as 
improved versions of the Patriot mis
sile, this accounts for only 20 percent 
of the SDI budget. We could provide a 
robust tactical missile defense system 
to stop real world threats and still cut 
SDI funding by more than 50 percent. 

This defense budget contains other 
nuclear weapons programs, such as the 
Midgetman, $549 million; 6 more MX 

missiles, $252 million; 49 more of the D-
5 missiles, $1.1 billion; and 120 Ad
vanced Cruise Missiles, $610 million. In 
addition, the Department of Energy 
Atomic Energy Defense Activities is 
funded at $12 billion, or $1 billion more 
than last year for these nuclear weap
ons activities, including cleanup of the 
nuclear weapons production facilities. 
These nuclear weapon programs should 
be substantially reduced with the end 
of the cold war. 

Finally, this bill includes an un
known authorization for various intel
ligence activities including the CIA, 
the National Security Agency, the Na
tional Reconnaissance Office, various 
other intelligence agencies, and super 
secret weapons in the so-called black 
budget. Outside experts estimate that 
this black budget may account for $30 
billion of the $290.8 billion in this bill. 

The American public has a right to 
know how much is spent on these 
supersecret projects. We must have ac
countability, particularly when funds 
as large as $30 billion, not million, are 
hidden from public view. Article I, sec
tion 9 of the Constitution requires that 
"a regular statement and account of 
the receipts and expenditures of all 
public money shall be published from 
time to time." The Constitution 
doesn't say all money except that in 
the black budget. It says that expendi
tures of "all public money" shall be 
made public. 

During the cold war, we looked the 
other way and ignored this violation of 
the Constitution by keeping intel
ligence budgets secret from the Amer
ican people. We can no longer accept 
this secrecy. The Senate Intelligence 
Committee voted to make the black 
budget total public, but this provision 
was removed at the insistence of the 
White House. 

In short, I cannot support this budget 
which is rooted in the past. We must 
move to reduce our military forces and 
budgets to reflect the real external 
threats to our Nation, and to transfer 
funds from the military to deficit re
duction and to making necessary in
vestments in health, education, infra
structure, environmental restoration, 
clean energy development, and other 
urgent domestic needs.• · 

DEFENSE COOPERATION ACCOUNT 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the De
fense chapter of the supplemental pro
vides an appropriation of $3.4 billion 
from the defense cooperation account 
to various DOD and related appropria
tions to cover incremental costs of Op
eration Desert Shield. 

The amount provided is $850.4 million 
more than requested. The specific dif
ferences related to the proper alloca
tion of costs to Operation Desert 
Shield for reconstituting Marine 
prepositioning forces which were not 
originally charged to Desert Storm, 
and for the replacement of equipment 
lost or damaged during Operation 

Desert Storm, but for which no funds 
were originally requested. These in
clude: $70.2 million for Apache heli
copters, $268.8 million for F-15E air
craft, and $40. 7 million to replace dam
aged tailpipes on F-117 aircraft. An ad
ditional $100 million is included for 
Kurdish protection, and $15 million for 
humanitarian assistance. 

The bill also provides a reallocation 
of $6.3 billion in previously appro
priated funds among military person
nel and operations and maintenance 
appropriations to reflect the latest es
timate on how funds have been needed 
to cover the costs of Operation Desert 
Shield. 

The committee has adhered strictly 
to the budget summit agreement that 
only funds to cover legitimate costs of 
Desert Storm have been included. 

DISASTER ASSISTANCE 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise today to express my support for 
several important provisions of House 
Joint Resolution 157, the dire emer
gency supplemental appropriations 
bill. This legislation includes funds 
which will provide much-needed relief 
to many residents of my State who 
have been hard hit by natural disas
ters. This bill lends a helping hand to 
farmers who produce fruit tree crops in 
the southern part of the State, and pro
vides sorely needed funds to replenish 
the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency disaster relief programs. 

CROP DISASTER ASSISTANCE 

Mr. President, 1990 was a disastrous 
year for growers of peaches, apples, and 
other fruits in my State. Extreme 
freezing temperatures late in the 
spring caused the loss of approximately 
50 percent of the peach crop statewide, 
with losses on individual farms of up to 
80 percent of total production. The 
apple crop was equally hard hit, while 
producers of other fruit crops, such as 
pears, plums, blueberries, and nec
tarines faced losses as well. 

While the President declared the six 
counties in southern New Jersey eligi
ble for disaster assistance, without 
funding for the crop assistance provi
sions of the 1990 farm bill, fruit farmers 
had nowhere to turn. Many peach pro
ducers face a risky outcome for their 
crops, with high up-front costs required 
for pruning and cultural activities. I 
have heard from peach growers in my 
State who are burdened with mounting 
debts because of their devastating 
losses. They fear that they will lose 
their farms and livelihood. This legis
lation provides relief for these farmers 
whose crops were crippled by freezing 
temperatures. 

My hope is that this assistance will 
enable fruit farmers to get back on 
their feet, and to invest in next year's 
crop. Fruit production is a mainstay of 
New Jersey's agriculture industry. I 
am gratified that this bill takes action 
to assist farmers facing difficult times. 
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FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

DISASTER RELIEF 

This legislation contains $943 million 
to replenish the funding for FEMA's 
disaster relief programs. With out these 
resources FEMA will be unable to meet 
the emergency needs of our commu
nities which have been hard hit by nat
ural disasters. It is essential that we 
restore this funding so FEMA can as
sist communities that are struck by 
disasters to save lives, protect prop
erty, and protect public health and 
safety. 

My State, along with other North
eastern and mid-Atlantic States, has 
experienced serious flood damage from 
the October 1991 storm. Shortly after 
the storm hit, I visited the coastal 
areas of New Jersey, along with State 
and Federal officials, to inspect the ex
tent of the flood damage. I was deeply 
disturbed by the extent of the damage 
to private and public structures. 

The Federal emergency relief well 
has run dry. In the midst of this reces
sion, victims of natural disasters are 
hit twice-once by the economy and 
again by the storm. We have an obliga
tion to ensure the availability of Fed
eral resources to restore businesses and 
to assist people to restore their homes 
and their communities. 

New Jersey's request for a Presi
dential disaster declaration is pending. 
I sent a letter to the President, 
cosigned by the rest of my colleagues 
in the New Jersey delegation, urging 
him to act promptly and favorably on 
New Jersey's request. If the President 
approves New Jersey's request for a 
declaration, my State will be forced to 
stand in a long line of backlogged 
emergency disaster relief obligations. 

Mr. President, I note that the report 
accompanying this bill includes lan
guage at my request urging FEMA to 
actively use its power to provide assist
ance to communities that suffer flood 
damage and beach erosion in Presi
dentially declared disaster areas. It is 
my hope that FEMA, in conformity 
with the law, will apply its regulations 
liberally to provide prompt assistance 
to repair the flood damage and beach 
erosion in New Jersey caused by the re
cent storm. 

I commend the distinguished chair
man for his outstanding work on this 
legislation. It is important that we re
plenish funding for FEMA's disaster re
lief programs and provide funds for the 
crop disaster assistance program au
thorized in the 1990 farm bill. I urge my 
colleagues to support this legislation. 

INDIAN HEALTH CARE 

Mr. DECONCINI. I rise today to sup
port this supplemental appropriations 
bill. I do so because there is funding in 
the bill to cover disasters-the true 
emergencies which have occurred over 
the past year which we could not have 
planned for nor anticipated. However, I 
do have reservations about this bill be
cause it funds other very meritorious 

programs-programs like WIC, Head 
Start and Child Immunizations for 
which I have fought for increased fund
ing for many years-but programs 
nonetheless, which do not meet the 
test of a true emergency under the 
Budget Act. I believe all these pro
grams should be given higher priority 
in the budget and appropriations proc
ess. But after the process has been 
completed, we should live within the 
spending limits we were given. The 
supplemental appropriations bill 
should be the vehicle for funding only 
true emergencies. 

If we start down this road of appro
priating funds as emergencies, those 
programs which we could not fully fund 
in our regular appropriations bills be
cause our allocations would not permit 
it, where do we stop, Mr. President? 

For fiscal year 1992 my Treasury bill 
allocation was cut $1.6 billion in budget 
authority and $380 million in outlays 
from the current services level. I didn't 
like it, but I had to live with it. It 
forced the subcommittee members to 
pick and choose among competing pri
orities. We had to cut $97 million from 
GSA's rental program which funds Fed
eral office space requirements. Most of 
these funds represent contractual re
quirements for leases. We had to cut 
$36 million from the program which 
funds operations and maintenance of 
Federal buildings. We had to cut $180 
million from the Postal Service's reve
nue forgone program. And we had to 
delay the obligation of $97 million for 
redesign of the IRS computer sys
tems-that agency's No. 1 priority. Mr. 
President, that was just my bill. Other 
subcommittees experienced similar 
problems. But we made our cuts. We 
had no choice. We were following the 
rules we were told to follow. What we 
are doing now is funding as emer
gencies certain programs the sub
committees were unable to fund. But 
there was no rhyme or reason to the 
process. If we are going to declare cer
tain programs as emergencies, then 
why not include funds for the $1 billion 
backlog in the VA medical equipment 
account and the hundreds of millions of 
dollars shortfall in the VA medical 
care account? 

One area that always gets overlooked 
in these emergency designations is 
health care for native American pro
grams. The status of Indian health care 
services is deplorable. They suffer epi
demic levels of debilitating diseases 
like diabetes and alcoholism; 40 per
cent do not receive early prenatal care; 
their children die at much higher rates 
than other Americans, and their elder
ly by and large do not receive basic 
geriatric services which most Ameri
cans take for granted. 

Mr. President, I get upset when I see 
no rational basis for the designation of 
emergencies. I get upset when I know 
that Indian health care programs are 
underfunded by 30 percent, yet no one 

wants to call this problem an emer
gency and include additional funds in 
the bill for these accounts. Chronic 
underfunding of these accounts has 
forced the Indian Health Service and 
tribal health programs to ration care 
for many years. Sadly, native Ameri
cans must defer treatment for com
plicated health problems until a medi
cal emergency arises which demands 
immediate attention. 

I know the difficulty the distin
guished Appropriations Committee 
chairman faced with respect to this 
bill, particularly with the previous ac
tion taken by the House. I also want to 
take this opportunity to acknowledge 
the support my distinguished friend 
and colleague from West Virginia gives 
in his own subcommittee to Indian pro
grams-he has been extremely gener
ous given the budgetary limits he 
faced. 

I mention these areas simply to 
make the point that I think the proc
ess is askew. We ought to use the budg
et process to establish our national pri
orities. We ought to use the supple
mental appropriations process to fund 
true emergencies which are agreed 
upon by the administration and the 
Congress. · 

DISASTER RELIEF PROVISIONS 

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. President, I rise 
today on behalf of farmers from across 
the State of Georgia who have suffered 
too long from the failure of the White 
House and the Department of Agri
culture to understand the critical need 
for agricultural disaster relief funding. 

Today, the Senate can once again 
send a message to President Bush that 
we will not stand idly by while the Na
tion's rural economy reels from the ef
fects of the 1990 drought and the tor
rential rains of 1991. 

Through passage of this emergency 
supplemental appropriations bill, we 
can once again ask the President 
whether he will put the needs of Amer
ican farmers on a level equal to that of 
farmers half a world away. 

We can ask, once again, whether the 
President is willing to lend a helping 
hand to the working men and women 
who form the backbone of our Nation's 
rural economies. 

We can ask whether the President is 
willing to put American farmers-and 
Georgia farmers-first. 

In 1989, Congress provided needed re
lief to the Nation's farmers who suf
fered severe losses because of dry 
weather. But the drought of 1990 was 
worse-possibly the worst the farmers · 
of Georgia have ever experienced. 

The Governor of Georgia requested 
that 141 out of 159 Georgia counties be 
declared agricultural disaster areas. 
Out of about 73,000 farms in Georgia, 63 
percent, or 45,132, experienced losses of 
30 percent or more. 

These losses were not confined to any 
region or any crop. Only 18 of 159 coun
ties in Georgia did not experience over-
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all crop losses of more than 30 percent. 
The losses extended to corn, peanuts, 
hay, pasture, grain, sorghum, cotton, 
and soybeans. 

The revenue loss for Georgia alone is 
estimated at $750 million. I hate to 
imagine the number for the Southeast 
and across the Nation. 

In spite of all this compelling evi
dence, there was nothing I or anyone 
else was able to do last year to con
vince the President and the Secretary 
of Agriculture to request disaster re
lief. We supplied the administration 
with the facts. We made our wishes 
known in the appropriations bill-all 
to no avail. 

The bad weather combined with the 
administration's inaction have placed 
a heavy burden on small towns already 
suffering in a sluggish economy. Our 
farmers, who were just recovering from 
the hard times of the last decade, are 
harder hit than ever. Their difficulties 
have nothing to do with their manage
ment efficiency, economies of scale of 
any other administration buzzwords in 
agriculture. 

Just this week, President Bush an
nounced more than $1.5 billion in emer
gency assistance to the Soviet Union. 
Once we have completed action on this 
bill, I hope that President Bush will 
also be able to see his way toward ap
proving emergency funds to help people 
suffering right here at home. 

Mr. President, for more than a year 
now, the only thing that has stood be
tween disaster-stricken farmers and 
the relief checks that they deserve is 
the President of the United States. 

I certainly hope that remaining ob
stacle will be removed after a decisive 
vote in the Senate today. 

BENEFICIAL PROVISIONS 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the committee-reported 
version of this dire emergency supple
mental appropriations bill. 

The chairman of the full Appropria
tions Committee, Senator ROBERT C. 
BYRD, has crafted a bill that meets the 
needs of comm uni ties devastated by 
numerous natural disasters, and pro
vides vitally needed funds for costs in
curred as a result of Operation Desert 
Storm, and our chairman should be 
commended. 

As chair of the VA, HUD, and Inde
pendent Agencies Subcommittee, there 
are a number of provisions, which I 
would like to mention. 

First, the bill provides $943 million 
for FEMA disaster relief assistance. 
Recent disasters have hit many areas 
of the country from Hurricane Bob 
across the eastern seaboard, to dev
astating fires in Oakland, CA, and 
Washington State. Moreover, many 
communities have gone without needed 
Federal disaster assistance since April, 
when FEMA ran out of disaster relief 
funds and was forced to quit funding 
public assistance projects. Of the funds 
provided, FEMA is authorized to trans-

fer up to $1.25 million to salaries and 
expenses, to hire additional personnel 
to meet the escalated level of disaster 
activity. 

Some have said that this FEMA as
sistance is due to the Congress short
changing the disaster relief account. 
Nothing could be further from the 
truth. Since 1985, the Congress has ap
propriated more than $3 billion in 
FEMA disaster relief, while the Presi
dent has only requested $1.8 billion. So 
the Congress, in response to acts of 
God, for which this disaster relief fund 
is intended, has provided nearly 67 per
cent more for disaster relief since 1985 
than requested during that time by 
Presidents Reagan and Bush. 

Finally, I would like to add that 1991 
has been a particularly devastating 
year in terms of natural disasters. 
There have been 38 declared disasters 
to date-costing $396 million-com
pared to 24 in an average year, costing 
$270 million. 

In chapter 1, which covers costs in
curred as a result of Operation Desert 
Shield/Desert Storm, $10 million is pro
vided for marriage and family counsel
ing for veterans returning from Oper
ation Desert Storm. There has been an 
inordinate number of returning mili
tary personnel facing marital and fa
milial difficulties as a result of service 
in the Persian Gulf. These veterans de
serve to receive the counseling they 
need to adjust to civilian life. These 
funds will enable VA to employ a part
time marriage and family counselor at 
each VA facility. 

The bill includes language allowing 
the Court of Veterans Appeals to trans
fer $950,000 to the Legal Services Cor
poration for grants to organizations to 
provide representation for pro se, or 
unrepresented, cases. These pro se 
cases make up 65 percent of all cases 
before the court, and require excessive 
amounts of time and personnel to proc
ess, thereby increasing the court's 
backlog of cases and denying veterans 
timely response to their appeals. Due 
to the emergency nature of this prob
lem, and the growing backlog of veter
ans claims, this provision was included. 

An administrative provision has been 
included giving the Environmental 
Protection Agency discretion to award 
one-half of 1 percent of construction 
grants funds to Indian tribes, thereby 
assuring the eligibility of Indian tribal 
governments and Alaska Native vil
lages for EPA funds to construct 
wastewater treatment facilities. This 
set-aside existed up until 2 years ago, 
and will likely be re-established under 
the Clean Water Act reauthorization. 
In the mean time, Indian tribes have a 
vital need for sewage treatment con
struction grants, and without this lan
guage tribal governments and Alaska 
Native village will not have an oppor
tunity to apply for these funds. 

The bill also includes three technical 
amendments: First, making some 

minor adjustments to staffing at three 
HUD headquarters offices; second, re
pealing a cap on the CRAF-Cassini mis
sion, and finally a technical provision 
has been included to correct a drafting 
error in the regular fiscal year 1992 VA, 
HUD, and independent agencies appro
priations bill. Due to recodification, 
this VA-related provision is needed. 
Each i tern in this bill has a compelling 
and urgent need, and I urge my col
leagues to support its expeditious adop
tion by the full Senate. 

DISASTER RELIEF 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, as I look 
at this dire emergency supplemental 
appropriations bill, I see very few 
th1ngs that can be classified as a dire 
emergency. Many provisions are wor
thy, some are even important enough 
to do right now. There is only one pro
vision, however, that can truly be clas
sified as a dire emergency: providing 
disaster relief to the farmers of this 
country. 

Farmers in Illinois and across the 
Nation have suffered enormous losses 
in 1990 and 1991. Eighty-nine of Illinois' 
102 counties have been declared disas
ter areas because of the drought-in
duced failure of the winter wheat crop. 
Eighty-six Illinois counties have been 
declared disaster areas because of the 
drought's destruction of our corn and 
bean crops. Counties normally yielding 
17 4 bushels of corn per acre are cur
rently harvesting as low as 20 bushels 
per acre. Counties accustomed to a 
yield of 50 bushels of soybeans per acre 
are now reaping yields as low as 20 
bushels per acre. 

Because of the nature of this bill, and 
the need to get desperately needed re
lief to our producers as soon as pos
sible, I am reluctantly supporting pas
sage of this bill. I can only hope that 
when this bill comes back to the Sen
ate, that provisions that are not real 
emergencies and which should be con
sidered in a more deliberative fashion 
are removed. I want to make it crystal 
clear. however, Illinois needs this dis
aster assistance. We must enact this 
bill before Congress adjourns for the 
year. 

Mr. WELLS TONE. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of this emergency sup
plemental appropriations measure. 
There is no question that the cir
cumstances faced by thousands of 
Americans this year due to natural dis
asters constitute an emergency. Nor 
can anyone argue that many thousands 
of children in this country do not face 
an emergency situation. Given recent 
statistics concerning American chil
dren, the supplemental spending in this 
bill for WIC, Head Start, and childhood 
immunization are clearly justified. 

I would particularly like to note the 
need for this bill's agricultural disaster 
relief provisions. These funds are ur
gently needed to meet a real emer
gency in my State, as well as in the 
States of many of my colleagues. The 
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situation in the countryside, where 
thousands of farmers face what could 
be calamitous economic losses this 
year due to the weather, justifies this 
emergency response. Despite our dif
ficult budgetary circumstances, we 
must act. 

In Minnesota this year, thousands of 
corn and soybean farmers, especially in 
the southern and western portions of 
the State, planted very late. In some 
cases, they were unable to plant at all. 
This was due to torrential rains, record 
rains, in the spring. Many now face se
rious financial loss. Of course, when 
farmers suffer an economic disaster, 
the economies of those small towns in 
which the farmers do their business 
also suffer. 

Many Minnesota farmers, al though 
they normally carry Federal crop in
surance, could not obtain it this year 
because Federal crop insurance re
quired planting your crop by a certain 
deadline date. The heavy rains pre
vented meeting this deadline. Many 
farmers switched from corn to beans 
because of the rain. These farmers ac
tually were quite hopeful during the 
summer. The weather improved, and it 
appeared the beans would do well. 
Since they had planted late, however, 
all they feared was an early frost. Of 
course, we did have an early frost this 
year in southern Minnesota. The frost 
seriously damaged the crops of many of 
those farmers who had switched from 
corn to beans, and who though they 
had averted a disaster through their 
action. 

Mr. President, farmers know they 
take risks. They know that the weath
er does not always cooperate with their 
need to make a living. But many of 
those who suffered serious damage this 
year in Minnesota have not been able 
in recent years, due to low prices, to 
build up a cushion to survive this dis
aster. And now the weather conditions 
of a single year, obviously beyond their 
control, threaten to wipe some out. 

Along with many of my colleagues in 
both parties, I have pleaded for 5 
months now with USDA officials to as
sist those hurt by this year's weather. 
I am happy we can finally off er some 
relief, and sincerely hope the President 
will recognize this emergency. 

I have already spoken at some length 
about the dairy amendment to this 
bill. I wm not add to those comments 
here. 

I also wish, however, to note with 
pleasure that we were able to include 
in this bill the end-use certificate pro
visions, regarding imported agricul
tural commodities, introduced by my 
colleague from North Dakota. The pro
visions wm improve the monitoring of 
some imported grain, and will help en
sure that imported grain does not be
come part of our Government-sup
ported grain export program. 

Finally, I am very pleased we have 
been able to get to this bill before 

Thanksgiving, and I am grateful to 
Chairman BYRD for his efforts to en
sure that outcome. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the legislation we are con
sidering today to provide supplemental 
appropriations to meet several urgent 
needs. I support the legislation, first, 
because it will help meet our national 
commitment to the veterans of Desert 
Shield/Desert Storm. Second, the b111 
will expand the Federal resources we 
devote to the cost-effective early inter
vention programs for children and fam
ilies throughout the Nation. 

Some may argue that the needs of 
America's children do not constitute 
an emergency. But when infant mortal
ity rates in our inner cities are higher 
than most Third World countries; when 
more than half of infants and toddlers 
in our Nation's capital lack immuniza
tions; when thousands of children enter 
school not knowing colors or numbers, 
much less being ready to read-then, 
Mr. President, that is clearly a na
tional emergency. 

Very simply, the supplemental appro
priations bill directs more funds to 
early intervention programs that have 
been proven to work. It begins by add
ing $1.2 billion to Head Start, a pro
gram that is a key to improving school 
readiness. Currently, two of every 
three eligible children cannot partici
pate because there isn't enough money. 
Last year, we unanimously approved 
legislation I sponsored to authorize full 
funding for Head Start by 1995, so that 
every eligible child could participate. 
These supplemental funds will move us 
closer to meeting that commitment. 

Why is it so important to keep that 
promise? Of course the children bene
fit-they are less likely to be held back 
in school or be placed in special edu
cation. Head Start also saves money: $1 
invested in the program saves $4.75 in 
future costs related to welfare use and 
crime. But there is another reason we 
often overlook. A skilled work force is 
absolutely essential to our economic 
future. The work force of the future 
will have to be the best trained and 
educated of any in our Nation's his
tory. To build that work force, we have 
to begin now, with the very children 
who are now missing out on that im
portant early boost that Head Start 
gives them. So, while Head Start plays 
an important social role, we should 
point out that it can play a pivotal role 
in the long-term economic strength of 
our Nation as well. 

The supplemental also provides $100 
million for the Special Supplemental 
Food Program for Women, Infants, and 
Children-or WIC. The extra nutrition 
WIC provides helps to reduce infant 
mortality and the number of births at 
low birthweight. Like Head Start, WIC 
saves money-a Sl investment in the 
prenatal component saves $3 in short
term hospital costs alone. Yet, less 
than two-thirds of those eligible are 
served. 

The legislation provides an addi
tional $90 million for immunizations. 
The benefits of immunization are obvi
ous. Dramatic declines in the incidence 
of diseases such as rubella, mumps, 
polio, diphtheria, tetanus, and pertus
sis mean a reduction in the impair
ments and institutionalization that 
can result from them. One dollar in
vested in immunizations will save $10 
in later medical costs. Yet, in the Dis
trict of Columbia, only 44 percent of in
fants and toddlers are adequately im
munized, a rate that is similar to that 
of other large cities. To sit by and 
watch increases in cases of measles and 
mumps when we know exactly how to 
prevent them is insanity. Clearly, 
these additional funds would be money 
well spent. 

Under the provisions of this bill, 
funds for these children's programs 
would not be released automatically, 
but only if the President declares that 
there is an emergency. It is my fervent 
hope that President Bush will look 
around him-visit a Head Start center 
or a clinic where children are immu
nized or a neonatal intensive care 
unit-and see that our Nation's chil
dren truly are in need and that these 
programs truly respond to an emer
gency. Unquestionably, when Iraqi 
troops filled the streets of Kuwait City, 
that was an emergency. I think if we 
look in the streets in Bridgeport or 
Hartford, we will find an emergency 
there, as well. I hope the President will 
join us in responding to our children's 
crisis. 

Mr. President, this bill also serves to 
meet other critical needs, and I would 
like to take just one more moment to 
express my strong support for the in
creased funding included for the Fed
eral Emergency Management Agency. 
Over 3 months ago, the State of Con
necticut, along with much of the 
Northeast, was devastated by Hurri
cane Bob. Losses in my State alone 
topped $48 million. Given the extent of 
the losses and damage, President Bush 
declared Connecticut a major disaster 
in late August and FEMA stepped in to 
lend a hand to towns and communities 
around my State. Unfortunately, it 
was an empty hand as FEMA 's disaster 
assistance fund had already been ex
hausted, and it will remain empty until 
FEMA's funds are replenished-some
thing this legislation would finally do. 
In this regard, I urge my colleagues to 
support passage of this measure. 

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, as the 
Senator from Utah is well aware, Cali
fornia's Bay Area communities con
tinue in their efforts to recover from 
the devastation of the Loma Prieta 
earthquake. And there is no need for 
me to detail at any great length the 
added pain and trauma that has re
sulted from the recent fires throughout 
Oakland, Berkeley, and other East Bay 
comm uni ties. 

Clearly, the Loma Prieta earthquake 
damaged and destroyed hundreds of 
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structures throughout the bay area. 
However, today, I would like to draw 
your attention to one structure in par
ticular, the Merritt Peralta Medical 
Center. Like any other facility that 
was damaged, Merritt Peralta im
mersed itself in the disaster survey re
port [DSR] process to secure FEMA 
funding for its damaged and now con
demned hospital tower. But to the dif
ference of other applications, FEMA 
delayed the Merritt Peralta applica
tions for a period of 6 months. 

It is important to note that this is 
the only hospital facility in the bay 
area that remains closed as a result of 
the earthquake. It is incurring signifi
cant losses daily, which limits its abil
ity to provide comprehensive health 
care services to the community. 

For 6 months, beginning in November 
1990, medical center officials believed 
their DSR was being processed and 
that Federal funds would be forthcom
ing. However, it wasn't until May of 
this year that FEMA notified medical 
center officials that the DSR had been 
suspended. This delay has resulted in 
the medical center's application being 
pushed further down the funding list so 
that funding in the near future is un
likely. 

Is it the understanding of the distin
guished ranking member of the VA
HUD Appropriations Subcommittee 
that it is within FEMA's discretionary 
authority to restore the Merritt 
Peralta Medical Center application to 
its previous place in the funding queue 
so that the application can be proc
essed immediately and the funding pro
vided? 

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, in response 
to the Senator from California, I would 
like to say that FEMA should give pri
ority to projects where critical and 
compelling community needs such as 
health care are at stake. While I am 
not familiar with the specifics of the 
Merritt Peralta Medical Center case, 
its role as a needed health care center 
in the Oakland and Alameda County 
area should qualify it for such treat
ment. As long as its application for as
sistance is within the scope of FEMA 
regulations, I would encourage FEMA 
to act expeditiously. 

On one final note, I would like to re
iterate that the bill before us provides 
$943 million for FEMA disaster assist
ance prog-rams. FEMA advises us this 
amount will be sufficient to take care 
of pending requests for public assist
ance, including projects dating back to 
the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake. 

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I want 
to thank my colleague for his assist
ance and attention to this matter. 

SENATOR LEARY'S DAIRY AMENDMENT 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, earlier 
today, the Senate rejected by a vote of 
51-47 an amendment offered by the Sen
ator from Vermont to increase the 
dairy support price and to establish a 
voluntary dairy diversion program. I 

commend the chairman of the Agricul
tural Committee for his diligent and 
untiring efforts on behalf of dairy pro
ducers. 

Mr. President, the legislation consid
ered earlier today was seemingly a 
final effort in an attempt to get some 
kind of dairy legislation passed by this 
body this year. Although the bill had 
changed drastically over the last 6 
months, a few provisions remained 
which were of concern to myself and 
others. 

Of course, many of us were concerned 
about the impact which a diversion 
program would have on the beef mar
ket. Admittedly, there were provisions 
in the bill to protect beef producers by 
establishing caps for increases in cull
ing rates, but these caps were incon
sistent with the amount of cows that 
would have to be liquidated in order to 
comply with other provisions of the 
law. In the end, I am pleased that we 
escaped the sure difficulties which 
would have arisen for beef producers 
with the implementation of the bill, 
and have avoided the "unintended" 
consequences of years past. 

What's more, as several of my col
leagues pointed out during the debate, 
this proposal would have had a severe 
impact on the ability to provide dairy 
products to low-income persons and 
those taking part in programs such as 
WIC-besides increasing the cost of 
milk to all consumers. Let me be the 
first to recognize the distinguished 
chairman's longstanding devotion to 
nutrition issues and his work on the 
WIC program and the food stamp pro
gram, but let's not think that the im
pacts on these programs can be swept 
away by mandating price controls at 
the retail level. That is one thing that 
I hope this body does not involve itself 
with. 

For whatever reason, we've also seen 
producer support for the bill take a 
nosedive recently. I'm sure that most 
producer groups expect to be able to 
come back next year and get more, and 
maybe they will. But I also think-and 
I hope-that they recognized the im
pact which a dairy diversion program 
would have on the small producers, the 
husband and wife team milking 30 or 40 
cows. Mr. President, those are the peo
ple who would reduce production in ex
change for cash payment&--not the 
large producers who would continue to 
expand and make up for the production 
forfeited by the small family produc
ers. 

But probably most important, for 
matters of this discussion, is the fact 
that I have a letter addressed to me 
from OMB Director Darman saying 
that President Bush's senior advisers 
would recommend a veto should this 
provision have been accepted. It seems 
to me that there are a number of provi
sions in this overall appropriations 
package that are important to a lot of 
people, so I'm pleased we did not put 
those interests in jeopardy. 

Mr. President, I'm sure that this 
issue will be revisited next year, and 
maybe then we can do something re
sponsible. We will be in the midst of an 
election year, so, most likely, it will 
not be responsible. But I hope that we 
all remember the lessons of this year
that the market did work-and keep 
any future debate focused on legisla
tion which does not have such dire im
plications for so many other sectors of 
our economy, as well as consumers. 

WINTER WHEAT DISASTER ASSISTANCE 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I rise to 
offer an amendment to the bill before 
us to include a disaster assistance pro
vision for winter wheat producers who 
have already planted their 1992 crop. 
This provision offers disasters coverage 
for that crop which, although har
vested in 1992, has already been planted 
and is now facing severe disaster condi
tions. 

Although Kansas had a nearly aver
age wheat crop this year, our fall crops 
were ravaged by drought conditions 
that reflect the driest year on record. 
While those crops will be covered-if a 
disaster bill should ultimately be ap
proved by the administration-many 
wheat producers, who's crop should al
ready be well established, are now fac
ing a complete loss. 

Mr. President, my State produce&-
almost exclusively-Hard Red Winter 
wheat, which is the most common and 
popular variety harvested in the Unit
ed States. Winter wheat is planted in 
the early fall, and a producer hopes to 
have a good stand established before 
the harsh winter storms begin whip
ping across the plains. The crop ma
tures and ripens in the spring, for har
vest sometime in late June and early 
July. 

Unfortunately,_ due to a drought 
which has left 100 percent of Kansas 
topsoil in short to very short moisture 
conditions, fields throughout the State 
lie bare because the seed has not even 
germinated. A good portion of that 
which had sprouted and emerged was 
severaly damaged several weeks ago by 
a winter storm which covered parts of 
my State with ice and more than a foot 
of snow. If that snow would have 
stayed in the field, it would have pro
vided both moisture and needed insula
tion for the crop-but, unfortunately, 
most of it blew south. We did receive 
some timely rains earlier this week, 
but it is uncertain whether the crop 
will show any appreciable benefit. 

My amendment specifies that, for 
1991 crops covered under the act, 1991 
crops includes those program crops 
planted in 1991 for harvest in 1992. The 
authorization bill, which should be 
coming to the floor this week, as draft
ed, already goes back in time to pro
vide assistance for 1990 disasters. Given 
the current conditions in the major 
wheat producing areas of the country, I 
hope that my colleagues will join me in 
providing this assistance to the wheat 
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producers who are in the midst of a dis
aster at this very time. 
FUNDING FOR CALIFORNIA NATURAL DISASTERS 

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, there 
is another aspect of this bill whose 
critical importance to victims of natu
ral disasters cannot be overlooked. 

Whether it be the few short seconds 
as we witnessed during· the 1989 Loma 
Prieta earthquake, or the agonizing 
hours as we watched flames of death 
crawl up hillsides in Oakland, calami
tous acts of God can destroy all that it 
has taken a lifetime to build, leaving 
entire communities to the arduous 
task of rebuilding. The statistics-indi
viduals killed or injured, homes de
stroyed, families displaced, and the 
many other numbers used to tally such 
events-are always staggering. 

"It was like a visit to hell at Ground 
Zero." That's how one resident of the 
Oakland Hills area described the recent 
fire storms that swept through Calif or
nia's East Bay communities. What 
began as a brush fire fueled by dry 
winds and 5 years of drought became a 
raging inferno consuming everything 
in its path. Seventy-four strike teams, 
each with 5 engines and over 1,000 fire
fighters and emergency response per
sonnel battled this tremendous fire. 
Two of these valiant emergency work
ers, a police officer and a fire battalion 
chief, lost their lives in the process of 
serving their community. 

Now its's our job to help them. 
While I am pleased this bill would 

provide $943 million for FEMA disaster 
assistance programs and make good on 
our commitment under Federal law, I 
can't help but remark that this funding 
is long overdue. Estimates for public 
sector damage in the aftermath of the 
Oakland fires are in excess of $42 mil
lion. Moreover, the current estimate 
for unmet needs resulting from the 1989 
Loma Prieta earthquake is $500 mil
lion. 

That was 2 years ago, Mr. President. 
I do, however, want to congratulate 

Chairman BYRD for moving quickly to 
bring this bill before us. On October 29, 
I wrote to the chairman to urge quick 
action for the sake of Oakland and 
every other disaster-stricken commu
nity. Without this supplemental appro
priations bill, these communities 
would continue to languish without the 
Federal assistance due them. 

Clearly, after such traumas, we can 
never expect to make any victim of 
natural disaster entirely whole. In fact, 
Federal law does not contemplate full 
reimbursement for losses. Rather, the 
Federal Government's role and relief 
programs as codified under the Stafford 
act are designed to supplement other 
forms of assistance, such as home
owners and property insurance. But 2-
year delays in funding, with the actual 
construction work still to follow, is 
much too long for the individuals and 
communities who have suffered the de
struction of an earthquake, fire, hurri
cane, or other calamity. 

Mr. President, again, I am pleased to 
see the money for FEMA included in 
this bill. I do hope, however, that in 
the future, we will take better care to 
ensure that FEMA is adequately fund
ed in order to prevent such delays in 
the future. 

HURRICANE BOB 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the dire 
emergency supplemental appropria
tions bill is an important piece of legis
lation for my home State of Rhode Is
land. 

In late August of this year, Hurricane 
Bob swept across New England. Rhode 
Island was especially hard hit by Hurri
cane Bob. The path of the hurricane 
and Rhode Island's small geographic 
size created a devastating set of cir
cumstances that made Rhode Island 
the only New England State to suffer 
the full force of Hurricane Bob within 
every single square mile of the State's 
borders. 

The Governor of Rhode Island, Bruce 
Sundlun, asked the President to de
clare Rhode Island a disaster area 
under Public Law 93-288. The President 
subsequently declared Rhode Island a 
disaster area, which made my State el
igible for disaster relief funds adminis
tered by the Federal Emergency Man
agement Agency [FEMA]. 

These FEMA funds were to be used to 
reimburse State and local authorities 
for the costs associated with cleaning 
up after Hurricane Bob. In many cases, 
these costs represent a serious finan
cial burden for Rhode Island cities and 
towns. This burden is even more seri
ous when viewed in the light of the 
crippling state budget deficit which 
Governor Sundlun inherited from the 
previous administration. 

One example of the urgent need for 
these emergency relief funds can be 
found in the town of Jamestown, RI. 
Jamestown has thus far spent $200,000 
in scarce town funds for Hurricane 
Bob-related cleanup. In a recent letter 
sent to me by Jamestown Town Admin
istrator Robert W. Sutton, Jr., the 
need for Federal assistance was de
scribed succinctly. "The town of 
Jamestown is a small community feel
ing the financial strains of this econ
omy and we cannot afford this unan
ticipated and unbudgeted expenditure. 
We simply do not have the money." 

Mr. President, this problem faces 
every Rhode Island community that 
has been forced to bear the costs asso
ciated with cleaning up after Hurricane 
Bob. This dire emergency appropria
tions bill is badly needed in Rhode Is
land, and I am pleased that the Senate 
has approved this measure. 

The next hurdle that remains is for 
the members of the House and Senate 
Appropriations Committees to get to
gether and rectify the House and Sen
ate versions of this bill. I am sure this 
will be done quickly and it will then be 
up to the President to decide to ap
prove or disapprove this important leg
islation. 

I urge the President to approve this 
measure when it reaches his desk. 
Summer has long been over in Rhode 
Island. It is time for the Federal Gov
ernment give us the opportunity to put 
Hurricane Bob behind us and allow us 
to get ready for the trials and demands 
of another New England winter. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I did 
not intend to talk about the National 
Cattlemen's Association's attempts to 
block dairy legislation. However, since 
their recent letter has been discussed 
and has been read into the RECORD, I 
feel compelled to do so. 

It is clear from this letter that the 
NCA intends to continue to relate 
statements that mislead at best, delib
erately distort more likely, past 
events. 

It is my hope and desire that the in
dividuals representing the beef indus
try and the dairy industry will be able 
to sit down over the holidays and rec
oncile their differences. I am hopeful 
this can happen because it is clear that 
they both have the same interests: 

Fewer cows means less milk which 
means a higher milk price. Fewer cows 
means less beef and a higher beef price. 

It is clear that both the beef industry 
and the dairy industry benefit from ef
forts to control the dairy herd size. 
Thus, it seems we ought to be able to 
sit down and achieve this result with
out pushing any dairy farmers or beef 
ranchers to bankruptcy to reach that 
goal. 

Let me first review the history of the 
dairy policy in the 1980's. I would also 
like to bring my colleagues up to date 
on attempts to reconcile differences be
tween the two groups. 

By 1981, dairy cow numbers had sub
stantially increased, causing higher 
production levels and a buildup of 
dairy surplus stocks. In an effort to 
deal with this problem, the 1981 farm 
bill instituted a set of triggers relating 
the minimum support level to the size 
of the CCC purchases. This was a major 
departure from traditional price sup
port policy under which price changes 
were tied directly to parity. In addition 
it used an assessment to cut cost, but 
at the same time gave hope for a big 
price bonus. 

Al though I was not a member of the 
1981 farm bill conference committee 
that instituted these changes in cal
culating the support price, there was a 
fundamental problem in establishing a 
program that only called for price cuts 
based upon levels of CCC purchases. It 
did not deal with the basic problem 
that was facing the dairy industry
cow numbers-too many cows. 

Following this change in the 1981 
farm bill, further legislation was en
acted in 1982 which froze support price 
for 2 years, and provided for assess
ments of producers totaling $1 per hun
dredweight to help offset rising Gov
ernment costs for CCC purchases. How
ever, history has clearly shown that 
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milk production levels do not respond 
well or quickly to price cuts, and dur
ing the period of 1981-83, cow numbers 
actually increased from 11.1 to 11.5 mil
lion head, although surpluses and pro
gram costs went down. But the pro
gram was successful; its period of oper
ation was too short to have any lasting 
effect. The short period had to be 
agreed to to get any supply manage
ment program. 

By 1983, dairy surplus purchases in
creased from about $247 million in fis
cal year 1979, to a high of $2. 7 billion. 
In response to these increased costs, 
Congress initiated the Milk Diversion 
Program, which paid farmers to reduce 
milk production for a 15-month period. 
An assessment on producers was uti
lized to help offset the cost of the pro
gram. This largely remedial measure 
did result in a reduction in cow num
bers and milk production levels; how
ever. the effect was only temporary. It 
did show that the combination of sup
ply management and price cuts could 
be successful. 

In 1985, although demand was in
creasing, the number of cows was in
creasing at a much greater rate. Thus, 
it was decided rather than put the 
whole industry into the throes of eco
nomic depression in order to bring the 
number of farmers down and gradually 
the number of cows, it would be much 
quicker and more efficient to reduce 
cow numbers by buying whole herds 
and slaughtering or exporting them. 
Since we were talking about 1.5 million 
cows, this obviously brought concern 
to the beef industry. 

Representatives BOB SMITH and RON 
MARLENEE recognized something would 
have to be done to prevent an adverse 
impact upon the beef price, which at 
the time was low. Therefore, a program 
was worked out to help the beef indus
try. First, the beef promotion program 
was created. Second, the slaughter of 
dairy cows would be phased in gradu
ally starting September 1, 1986. In addi
tion, the dairy industry agreed to pur
chase the additional beef over normal 
culls that would come on to the mar
ket as the result of the buyout. This 
beef would be sent overseas to our mili
tary installations so as not to impact 
the domestic beef price. It also allowed 
for some distributions to the domestic 
nutrition programs but only in 
amounts that would not adversely af
fect domestic beef prices. The cost of 
the beef purchase program was to be 
paid from an assessment on dairy farm
ers. The calculations showed the price 
increase to dairy farmers as a result of 
this action would be more than suffi
cient to pay for the assessment. 

The Senate bill had no such whole 
herd buyout. In conference, two major 
changes were made in the whole herd 
buyout program. First, the assessment 
was cut in half at the insistence of 
Chairman HELMS with the expectation 
that the savings to the Government 

would more than offset the cost of the 
buyout and the beef purchase program. 
Second, late at night during the end of 
the conference, representatives of the 
beef industry, led by Burton Eller, 
gained access to the staff conferees by 
bringing in hamburgers and other 
snacks. The conferees were convinced 
by Eller that it would be in the best in
terest of the beef industry to front load 
the slaughter program in the spring 
rather than to wait until the fall. This 
may well have been a reasonable re
quest and might have worked. Thus the 
bill was changed to commence a front
loaded slaughter on April 1, 1986. 

When it came time to announce the 
regulations and the commencement of 
the program in March 1986, a bad error 
was made by the Department of Agri
culture. It announced on Friday, March 
28, that the whole herd buyout would 
commence the following week and that 
the Government would commence the 
purchase and slaughter of 1.6 million 
head. They failed, however, to an
nounce that the Government would be 
purchasing the excess beef off of the 
market, and therefore, it should have 
no adverse impact on the domestic beef 
industry. 

The following Monday. after the an
nouncement was made, a number of 
beef producers panicked and rushed 
their herds to market. Obviously, the 
price went down. In addition, the fu
tures market had a flurry of activity. 
When I heard about it I immediately 
called the futures market and found 
that none of them knew that the Gov
ernment was going to purchase the ex
cess beef back off the market. The 
word of this aspect spread and the 
down price on beef and the futures ac
tivities ended in 2 weeks. 

The beef price rebounded to where it 
was before this unfortunate incident. 
The beef price continued to rise and 
reached a high at year's end. 

In April 1986, a lawsuit was brought 
by the beef industry which blamed 
USDA for the problem. There is no 
question that USDA deserved a lot of 
the blame. However, the beef industry 
has to carry some of the responsibility 
for not getting the word out to its pro
ducers about the new phase-in date and 
the red beef purchase program. 

Aside from this unfortunate incident, 
the program was highly successful, sav
ing the Government billions of dollars 
and allowing dairy farmers to go out of 
business with dignity instead of 
through bankruptcy. It does not seem 
that the program should be precluded 
now. In addition, since it would bring 
the size of the dairy herds down in a 
way that would not impact beef prices, 
it should be a program that is sup
ported by the beef industry. Annual 
small cow or heifer purchases could 
keep this dairy supply under control 
and prevent any threat to beef prices. 

It appears that somewhere in the 
area of $50 million was lost by beef pro-

ducers who brought their beef to mar
ket during that 2-week time period. 
The bill introduced earlier this year of
fered to repay these farmers if peace 
between the industries could be 
reached. Considering the critical 
change to April 1, 1986, was requested 
by the Eller group, I believe this was 
most conciliatory. The National 
Cattlemen's Association [NCA] opposed 
the bill. Overall, with the two options 
in that bill, of exporting dairy cattle 
and the purchase and slaughter pro
gram combined with purchase of the 
beef off the market if necessary, both 
industries should benefit and no one 
should be hurt. 

I strongly felt that I had done a sub
stantial amount to address the con
cerns of the beef industry. A hearing 
was held in hope of reconciling the dif
ferences between the groups. Unfortu
nately, they did not desire to make 
peace and adamantly opposed my bill. 
They refused to offer help to the dairy 
farmers, and would not give any assist
ance to me in developing a plan to 
jointly help our farmers. 

Since that time, we have tried to put 
together legislation that could ensure 
stability for the dairy farmers. We 
have tried a number of proposals, all of 
which have faced opposition. We have 
tried to address the concerns of the 
beef industry. Today we have a pro
gram which will secure stability for 
the dairy industry and has attempted 
to address all of the concerns of beef 
producers and others. I hope my col
leagues will consider it closely and sup
port it. 

THE NEED FOR DISASTER ASSISTANCE FOR 
FARMERS 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to emphasize the need to provide 
our farmers with direct disaster pay
ments due to this summer's devastat
ing drought. We have the opportunity 
with the 1992 dire emergency supple
mental appropriation bill to send a 
clear message to the agricultural com
munity that we will stand by them 
when-through no fault of their own
they lose their crops. 

During the 1991 drought, Pennsylva
nia has lost an estimated $600 million 
in economic activity. At a time when 
the Commonweal th is already coping 
with a recession, we cannot afford this 
additional loss. Sixty of the sixty
seven counties in Pennsylvania-more 
than 90 percent of the State-were de
clared disaster areas by the U.S. De
partment of Agriculture back in Au
gust. In a State where agriculture is 
the No. 1 industry, the loss is tremen
dous. 

Farmers and rural comm uni ties will 
feel the effects of this economic loss 
for years to come. Many farmers will 
have to borrow money in order to con
tinue operating. In many cases, they 
will have to struggle to repay an oper
ating loan for a crop that doesn't exist. 
Agricultural lenders are deeply con
cerned. 



November 22, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 33831 
But we need to be clear about what is 

necessary. Passing the dire emergency 
appropriations bill alone will not get 
the funds the drought-stricken farmers 
need. Before the funds would actually 
become available, the President will 
need to agree that an emergency has 
occured in order to comply with the re
strictions contained in last year's 
budget agreement. Up until now, the 
President has not seen fit to declare 
such an emergency. He has not re
sponded to the needs of farmers suffer
ing as a result of the drought. I hope he 
will see the wisdom in acting now. 

The moneys provided for in the dire 
emergency appropriations bill will not 
be every farmer's answer. For many, 
however, it will be the difference be
tween staying in business and getting 
out. I urge its enactment. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, is there 
not a substitute that has to be agreed 
to before third reading? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Is there further debate on the sub
stitute? If not, the question is on 
agreeing to the committee amendment 
in the nature of a substitute, as amend
ed. 

The committee amendment, as 
amended, was agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move 
that the joint resolution be read the 
third time. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Sen

ator from Virginia was seeking rec
ognition. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Parliamentary in
quiry. Is it in order for Senators to 
send to the desk amendments in the 
first degree? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No 
amendments are in order at this time. 
The Senate has already adopted the 
substitute. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, par
liamentary inquiry. Is the adoption of 
the substitute then a mechanism by 
which all amendments have now been 
cut off? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I was 
on the floor awaiting the arrival of a 
member of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee at which time I was to join 
with him. It was my understanding the 
managers were aware that was to take 
place. I stepped off the floor momen
tarily, at which time the most recent 
parliamentary decision by the Senate 
was taken. I was under the impression 
that the managers had asked for third 
reading but had deferred it to allow 
Senators to come to the floor and there 
was a period of 10 minutes. I did not 
know the period of 10 minutes expired. 
But I expect the parliamentary situa-

tion is such now that one may only 
speak to the bill; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the distin
guished Senator from Virginia was on 
the floor and seeking recognition. 

Mr. WARNER. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. And I realize that the pro

cedure that was followed is a rather 
unusual procedure here, but certainly 
well within the rules and precedents of 
the Senate. In fairness, I think that 
the Senator from Virginia ought to be 
allowed to call up his amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent that not
withstanding the fact that the bill has 
been advanced to third reading that 
the Senator from Virginia be permitted 
to call up an amendment to the bill. 

Mr. STEVENS. Reserving the right 
to object. 

Mr. BYRD. And that consequently 
that amendment be open to an amend
ment in the second degree. 

Mr. STEVENS. I shall not object. 
Mr. WARNER. I thank the distin

guished Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator withdraw his request for third 
reading? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I do not 
withdraw my request for third reading, 
but I have asked unanimous consent 
that the Senator from Virginia be al
lowed, nevertheless, to offer an amend
ment. I ask that third reading of the 
bill be had and then the Senator may 
offer his amendment notwithstanding. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia. At this time, it will not be 
my intention to send an amendment to 
the desk on this bill. 

Mr. President, I understand the dis
tinguished Senator from West Virginia 
has informed this Senator of my right 
to do so. I was going to do it in part
nership with another member of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee. I 
am now advised perhaps---

Mr. BYRD. You may still do that. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I do un

derstand that, but I understand further 
it was the intention I was trying to re
serve the right for my distinguished 
colleague to come forward but appar
ently that is not his intention at this 
time. As a consequence, I will perhaps 
have some comments to make with re
spect to the bill at a later time. I 
thank the courtesy of the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to read the joint resolution the third 
time. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote by which the mo
tion was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on final passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further debate? If not, the joint resolu
tion having been read the third time, 
the question is, shall the joint resolu
tion pass, as amended? 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN], the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. BREAUX], 
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
KERREY], the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. PRYOR] and the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. RIEGLE] are necessarily 
absent. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
HELMS] and the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. SYMMS]. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. HELMS] and the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. SYMMS] would each 
vote "nay." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LEAHY). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 75, 
nays 17, as follows: 

Adams 
Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bond 
Boren 
Bradley 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 

(Rollcall Vote No. 270 Leg.) 
YEAS---75 

Exon McConnell 
Ford Metzenbaurn 
Fowler Mikulski 
Garn Mitchell 
Glenn Moynihan 
Gorton Packwood 
Graham Pell 
Grassley Pressler 
Hatch Reid 
Hatfield Robb 
Heflin Rockefeller 
Hollings Rudman 
Inouye Sanford 
Jeffords Sar banes 
Johnston Sasser 
Kassebaum Seymour 
Kennedy Shelby 
Kerry Simon 
Lautenberg Simpson 
Leahy Specter 
Levin Stevens 
Lieberman Thurmond 
Lott Warner 
Lugar Wellstone 

Duren berger McCain Wofford 

NAYS---17 
Bingaman Gramm Nunn 
Brown Kasten Roth 
Burns Kohl Smith 
Craig Mack Wallop 
Domenici Murkowski Wirth 
Gore Nickles 
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Bentsen 
Breaux 
Harkin 

NOT VOTING-8 
Helms 
Kerrey 
Pryor 

Riegle 
Symms 

So the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 157) 
was passed, as amended. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the title amendment is 
agreed to. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
Joint resolution making dire emergency 

supplemental appropriations and transfers 
for relief from the effects of natural disas
ters, for other urgent needs, and for incre
mental costs of "Operation Desert Shield/ 
Desert Storm" for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1992, and for other purposes. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Senate insist 
on its amendments to House Joint Res
olution 157, request a conference with 
the House on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses; that the Chair be au
thorized to appoint conferees on the 
part of the Senate; and that the mo
tions to reconsider these actions be 
laid upon the table. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LEAHY) appointed Mr. BYRD, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. JOHNSTON, 
Mr. BURDICK, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. SASSER, 
Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. LAU
TENBERG, Mr. HARKIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
Mr. REID, Mr. ADAMS, Mr. FOWLER, Mr. 
KERREY, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. STEVENS, 
Mr. GARN, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. KASTEN, 
Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. RUDMAN, Mr. SPEC
TER, Mr. DOMENIC!, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. 
GRAMM, Mr. BOND, and Mr. GoRTON 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, due to 
the rapid passage of this legislation, I 
regret that an amendment I would 
have proposed will not be considered. 

Mr. President, my amendment would 
have had the effect of: First, prohibit
ing a mandated, noncompetitive exten
sion of the current CHAMPUS reform 
initiative [CR!] contract; and second, 
prohibiting a mandated expansion of 
the CHAMPUS reform initiative. 

Mr. President, the CHAMPUS reform 
initiative is a contract for the delivery 
of civilian medical care to the families 
of military personnel and military re
tirees and their eligible dependents in 
the States of California and Hawaii. 
The annual cost of the contract to the 
Department of Defense is about $800 
million. The current 5-year contract 
expires on February 1, 1993, and the 
Commerce Business Daily has an
nounced DOD's planned issuance of a 
new request for proposal [RFPJ for an
other 5-year contract to be awarded 
competitively. 

At the same time, the current con
tractor for CRI, Foundation Health 

Corp., located in California, has been 
lobbying for the noncompetitive exten
sion of the contract. 

Mr. President, I want to say that I do 
not fault the current CRI contractor 
for wanting a noncompetitive exten
sion of the existing contract. Obvi
ously, the contract must be profitable, 
otherwise the company would not want 
to continue to be the CHAMPUS 
intermediary. 

I want to also say that our 
CHAMPUS beneficiaries have expressed 
general satisfaction for the health care 
services they have received under CR!, 
and I for one, believe th.at CRI should 
continue to be the mode of civilian 
health care delivery for CHAMPUS 
beneficiaries in California and Hawaii. 

So I am not opposed to CR!. In fact, 
I think CRI has proven to be not only 
effective from the standpoint of pa
tient satisfaction, but in holding down 
cost. And depending on cost/benefit 
analyses, a case could be made for the 
expansion of CRI to other States. 

Mr. President, my problem is not 
with the concept of CR!, but with the 
procurement of CRI services as pro
posed in the Defense appropriations 
conference report. 

Mr. President, the Defense appropria
tions conference report contains a pro
vision that would noncompetitively ex
tend the current CRI contract for 1 
year. This particular provision would 
overturn a provision in the Defense au
thorization conference report we just 
passed that would ensure that the CRI 
contract would be renewed competi
tively. Quite frankly, the action we 
took in the Defense authorization con
ference report was in reaction to a pro
vision in the House Defense appropria
tions bill that would mandate the non
competitive extension of the existing 
CRI contract. 

Mr. President, our Senate appropri
ators initially supported the authoriza
tion conference provision, but eventu
ally gave in to the House appropriators 
in conference. I find this very dis
appointing because the Senate and 
House had already voted against such a 
flagrant disregard of fair procurement 
policy. 

Mr. President, current Federal pro
curement statutes require competition 
for the award of Federal contracts. 
Federal agencies may "sole source" 
only under very limited circumstances 
that are specifically prescribed in law. 
Obviously, the Department of Defense 
saw no circumstances that would lead 
it to "sole source" because it has al
ready announced its intention to issue 
an RFP for competitive bid. 

If we allow a noncompetitive 1-year 
extension of the current CRI contract, 
we would be turning a blind eye to the 
Competition in Contracting Act and 
the Federal acquisition regulations. We 
would be singling out for special treat
ment a company that happens to be in 
the district of a senior member of the 

House Appropriations Committee. In 
doing so, we would be excluding other 
companies who may be equally or com
petent in providing the needed services. 

Mr. President, aside from fairness, 
there is the issue of cost. Requiring a 
noncompetitive extension of the cur
rent CRI contract could potentially 
cost taxpayers millions of dollars. 
There are other companies who could 
compete for, and possibly win, a com
petitive contract that could result in 
lower cost and equal or even better 
heal th care deli very to CHAMPUS 
beneficiaries. 

Mr. President, for these reasons, I re
gret that my Senate colleagues will 
not have the opportunity to vote in 
favor of fair and open competition, by 
voting for this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis
tinguished majority leader is recog
nized. 

INVESTIGATORY POWERS 
AUTHORIZATION 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, pur
suant to a prior order, following con
sultation with the Republican leader, I 
was vested with the authority to set a 
cloture vote on a motion to proceed to 
Senate Resolution 198, to authorize the 
Committee on Foreign Relations to ex
ercise certain investigatory powers in 
connection with its inquiry into the re
lease of the United States hostages in 
Iran. 

I now ask unanimous consent that 
there be 1 hour of debate equally di
vided and controlled between Senators 
SANFORD and MCCONNELL and at the 
conclusion or yielding back of that 
time, the cloture vote occur. 

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

Who controls time under the unani
mous-consent agreement? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. SANFORD. May I inquire: Does 
the leader care to make any additional 
comments? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I will 
be making a statement shortly. I sug
gest the Senator proceed and then 
yield time to me. 

Mr. SANFORD. All right. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
North Carolina, and the Chair again 
would ask who yields time? 

Mr. SANFORD. I yield myself 5 min
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis
tinguished Senator from North Caro
lina is yielded 5 minutes. 

The Senator from North Carolina. 
Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, the 

U.S. Congress has an oversight obliga
tion to represent the people in making 
certain that their National Govern
ment is being operated effectively and 
appropriately and within the bounds of 
the law. The duty falls to the Congress 
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to examine serious allegations of ex
traordinary wrongdoing within the 
Government process. 

There is no simple way for Congress 
to carry out those obligations. It can, 
and has, created a process for the em
ployment of a special counsel within 
the structure of the administrative 
branch. The legal complexities, the po
litical conflicts, the difficulties of 
focus and direction by Congress, and 
the high investigative costs make this 
less than satisfactory. 

Congress can and has created special 
investigative committees to conduct 
public inquiries, but this approach is 
fraught with the inefficiencies of par
tisan differences. 

Standing committees and sub
committees have been assigned inves
tigative tasks, and most effectively 
when that assignment is made by full 
Senate resolution. This is the approach 
chosen by the Senate leadership in re
sponding to the persistent charges that 
unwarranted and illegal actions were 
taken to delay the release of the Amer
icans who had been taken as hostages 
from our Embassy in Iran. 

The Senate Foreign Relations Sub
committee on Near Eastern and South 
Asian Affairs was asked by the major
ity leader to take responsibility for in
quiring into these old but enduring 
charges that the Reagan-Bush presi
dential campaign engineered the delay 
of the release of the hostages in Iran 
for political advantage and that in ex
change they would provide what turned 
out to be, if it were true, illegal trans
fer of military equipment to the Ira
nian Government. 

The ranking member of the sub
committee, Senator JEFFORDS, and I 
did not volunteer for this assignment. 
We accepted it as a duty to lay to rest, 
as true or false, these allegations of ex
tremely heinous actions. 

In accepting this unpleasant task 
neither Senator JEFFORDS nor I bring 
any presumption of the truth of the al
legations. Certainly, for my part, I 
hope we can quickly demonstrate that 
there is no factual basis for the 
charges. 

But it is the Senate that must decide 
whether it wants to proceed, and if so, 
it must be the Senate that enacts this 
resolution empowering the committee 
to subpoena witnesses and documents 
and to take evidence under oath. 

While the committee might proceed 
without such a resolution, and that 
might be the only path, the sounder 
policy is to make this inquiry a func
tion of the entire Senate. 

Mr. President, during the past 2 days 
we have examined three witnesses. Two 
were hostages who, along with fellow 
hostages, wrote to the President and to 
the Congress. We also heard from Gary 
Sick, adjunct professor at Columbia 
University, who put forward these very 
serious allegations in a widely read op
ed piece in the New York Times last 

April and who has recently written a 
book on the subject laying out the evi
dence as he sees it and, more impor
tantly, laying out the evidence that 
might be obtained with official action 
in subpoena power. 

Mr. Sick served on the National Se
curity Council under Presidents Ford 
Carter, and Reagan and is well know~ 
as an expert on the Middle East. He is 
a retired captain in the U.S. Navy. He 
has previously written a book about 
the fall of the Shah of Iran. He was in
volved in the efforts of the Carter ad
ministration to seek release of the hos
tages from the very beginning of the 
storming of our Embassy until their 
final release in January of 1981. 

Mr. Sick very carefully set forth a se
ries of unanswered questions, unan
swered questions that seem to suggest 
that they deserve the attention of a se
rious congressional investigation, un
answered questions because answers 
cannot be obtained without the official 
authority, without the power of sub
poena, without the power to put wit
n.esses under oath. He asked some ques
tions that seem to demand an inves
tigation to find the answers if we are 
to lay to rest these longstanding 
charges. 

For example, Cyrus Hashemi, who 
was apparently a participant in this ac
tion, if it took place, an international 
arms dealer, was the subject of very in
t~n.se s.urveillance, phone taps, tele
vis10n mtelligence, the most careful 
kind of coverage by the FBI, from the 
early fall of 1980 until after the inau
guration in 1981 when the surveillance 
was suspended. This information alone 
might very well quickly give an indica
tion of whether or not there is any 
tr~th to these allegations, may very 
quickly demonstrate that there is no 
real substance to be pursued. 

All in all, Mr. Sick laid out about 20 
such i terns which if we could pursue 
with the official power of subpoena and 
the congressional committee we prob
ably could fairly quickly get the an
swers. 

It is my belief that the honest an
swers to these questions can only be 
obtained with the power of the U.S. 
Congress, and it seems to me that we 
have that obligation. 

I want to read a paragraph or two 
from the letter that the hostages wrote 
to the President and to the Congress, 
and I am reading from an open letter to 
the U.S. Congress, two paragraphs: 

For the last 10 years there have been ru
mors, reports, and allegations of foul play in 
the 1980 Presidential election. The thought 
that any American, whether a private citizen 
or Government official , may have partici
pated in delaying release of the hostages for 
political gain is distressing. Until recently 
these allegations have been dismissed as un~ 
substantiated. But substantial enough infor
mation has been presented by respected and 
persistent investigators to warrant a thor
ough examination of this matter. 

It is not appropriate to say there is insuffi
cient proof-until there has been an official 

~nves~igation. The question of whether there 
is evidence of any wrongdoing must be an
s~ered by an . unbiased, bipartisan congres
sional investigation with full subpoena 
power. Unless this happens, speculation and 
unanswered questions will erode public con
fidence in our electoral system. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, that 
the Senate would be derelict if it ig
nored the requests from these former 
hostages who suffered so much while 
on duty on behalf of all of the people of 
the United States. 

Mr. President, I yield 5 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Ver
mont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

DASCHLE). The Senator from Vermont. 
. Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I also 

rise to express my belief that it would 
be appropriate for us to go forward . 
When this matter came up before the 
committee, I did not vote in favor. I 
voted "present" because at that time I 
did not have sufficient information 
upon which I could make a judgment as 
to whether or not it would be worth the 
Senate's time and money to proceed 
forward in this particular investiga
tion. 

I must say that I have had tremen
dous cooperation from the Senator 
from North Carolina. I have absolute 
confidence that he agrees with me that 
we must do everything we can to en
sure that we keep matters under con
trol and that nothing goes forward un
less we have sufficient evidence that 
would warrant something other than 
the kind of investigation we intend to 
hold. Our task is to find out whether 
there is sufficient evidence out there, 
after the appropriate use of subpoenas 
and the powers of congressional testi
mony, to determine that a full inves
tigation should go further. 

On August 5, the majority leader an
nounced that the Near Eastern and 
South Asian Affairs Subcommittee of 
the Senate Foreign Relations Commit
tee would be asked to conduct an inves
tigation into allegations that officials 
of the 1980 Reagan Presidential cam
paign attempted to delay the release of 
the United States hostages in Iran. 

As the chairman and ranking mem
ber of the subcommittee, it fell to Sen
ator SANFORD and me to decide how 
such an investigation, if ordered, 
should be conducted. While neither of 
us had requested the task, we both 
agreed that if the full Senate approved 
the investigation, it should be carried 
out in a professional and nonpartisan 
manner. 

We agreed that any staff would work 
under our joint jurisdiction and that 
all decisions would be made jointly by 
myself and the chairman. We both be
lieve that such an investigation should 
be conducted with as little fanfare as 
possible. If an investigation begins, no 
statements would be made to the press 
until the subcommittee is prepared to 
releast its findings. We do not intend 
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to hold public hearings in the course of 
the investigation, and only after its 
conclusion if the subcommittee should 
decide they are necessary. 

Mr. President, the intensity and per
sistence of rumors that there was an 
attempt to delay the release of the hos
tages have brought us here today. In an 
effort to determine the nature and ex
tent of the allegations, the Sub
committee on Near Eastern and South 
Asian Affairs held two hearings, yes
terday and today, with two Americans 
who were held hostage in Iran and with 
Dr. Gary Sick, author of "October Sur
prise." Mr. Steve Emerson, author of 
the New Republic article "What Octo
ber Surprise?" declined to testify. Our 
task was to determine if there is prob
able cause to warrant a more thorough 
and exhaustive investigation. 

In the course of preparing for and 
conducting these hearings, I became 
convinced that there is a need to clear 
the air on this matter. President Bush 
and President Reagan both want it put 
to rest. Several of the hostages have 
spoken out about their need to resolve 
the question of whether they were un
necessarily detained in captivity. But 
more importantly, my analysis of the 
evidence presented to the subcommit
tee leads me to conclude that a rel
atively short investigation by our sub
committee could either lay to rest one 
of the central allegations of the Octo
ber surprise or prove that insufficient 
evidence exists to resolve the issue be
yond a reasonable doubt. Either way, 
the investigation would have per
formed a useful function in a brief pe
riod of time. 

In my mind, the key element in the 
October surprise theory is the allega
tion that William Casey, Ronald Rea
gan's 1980 Presidential campaign man
ager, met with representatives of the 
Iranian Government in Madrid in late 
July and again in August 1980 to dis
cuss the possibility of a deal to delay 
the release of the hostages in Iran. Dr. 
Sick lays out in his book a detailed ac
count of these meetings as relayed to 
him by an individual who claims to 
have been present. This individual in
sists that an agreement was reached 
whereby the hostages would be released 
on the day of the inauguration in ex
change for shipment of ammunition 
and military spare parts. He also 
claims that in addition to Casey and 
himself, five other people were present 
at each meeting. 

In addition to questioning several of 
these participants, an investigation 
could pursue several other areas of in
formation and related sources to deter
mine whether such a meeting actually 
took place. Because of the limited 
scope and time of the inquiry and the 
relatively small number of people in 
question, I did not believe that such an 
investigation, properly staffed, would 
take more than a few months. After 
that time, it should be possible to con-

elude either that the meeting did or 
didn't happen, or that evidence no 
longer exists to prove anything. 

If the preponderance of the new evi
dence should indicate that no such 
meetings took place, the matter would 
be put to rest. If, on the other hand, 
hard evidence should come to light 
that indicated a deal between Mr. 
Casey and the Iranians had been 
struck, then the entire investigation 
would probably be handed over to prop
er law enforcement officials. If the 
Iran-Contra investigation taught us 
anything, it was that a congressional 
investigation should not proceed where 
only the Justice Department or law en
forcement officials should tread. And if 
the investigation concluded that there 
wasn't any conclusive evidence to be 
had on this question, then as much as 
could be done by this subcommittee 
would have been done and much of the 
public hype over this scandal would die 
and hopefully the matter would be put 
to rest. 

As the ranking minority member on 
this subcommittee, I take very seri
ously my responsibility to see that all 
persons are treated fairly, that the 
tough questions get asked and the 
proper leads are pursued. I am con
fident that a short, professional and 
nonpartisan investigation could finally 
put this nagging scandal to rest. 

I am concerned, as a member of the 
minority, that if we do not do so at 
this time, then this matter will linger 
on as a public issue continually in 
question. And it may very well be that 
someone may attempt to take political 
advantage of it as we move into the 
election next year. So I would urge the 
Members on this side of the aisle not 
presume at this stage that there is any 
intent to do anything other than 
search for the truth. 

I urge a yes vote on the motion to in
voke cloture. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's time has expired. 

Who yields time? 
The Senator from Kentucky. 
Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, the 

concern of the Senator from Kentucky 
is that the only October surprise envi
sioned in the investigation is the Octo
ber 1992 surprise. This issue has already 
been considered by the Tower Commis
sion by the House and Senate Select 
Committees on Iran-Contra, by the 
independent counsel, and by the Senate 
Intelligence Committee. 

The congressional Iran-Contra inves
tigation has already cost the taxpayers 
millions of dollars, with 50 staffers fan
ning out across the country looking for 
information to corroborate allegations 
by the press. 

The majority report of the Iran
Contra Committee concluded-this is 
the majority report, Mr. President
the majority report of the Iran-Contra 
Committee concluded: 

Reagan campaign aides were approached 
by individuals who claimed to be Iranian 

intermediaries about potential release of 
hostages, as were other campaign staffs. The 
committees were told that the approaches 
were rejected, and have found no credible 
evidence to suggest that any discussions 
were held or agreements reached on delaying 
release of hostages or arranging an early 
arms-for-hostages deal. 

Mr. President, that is a quote from 
the majority report of the Iran-Contra 
Committee. 

Mr. President, some now claim that 
the October surprise issue was not 
given adequate consideration in the 
Iran-Contra investigation. Well, the 
truth is that these allegations were not 
considered worth investigating any fur
ther. 

Further, Congress was not the only 
institution to make that rational de
termination. The independent counsel 
has been hard at work since December 
1986, costing taxpayers $27 million-and 
counting-with 38 people looking for 
evidence of Presidential wrong-doing. 
Five years later the cases against 
North and Poindexter have been sum
marily dismissed. The independent 
counsel could not prove what some peo
ple want to prove. 

If there is any institution and it is 
now an institution, in Washington that 
is al ways on the prowl for new scandals 
to justify its existence, certainly it is 
the independent counsel. Yet even the 
independent counsel-with no limits on 
its terms, time, or issue jurisdiction
has found no reason or evidence to jus
tify an investigation of the October 
surprise story. 

The Tower Commission also reviewed 
many of the allegations we are about 
to hear-and as if that were not 
enough, the Intelligence Committee 
shoveled through this heap during the 
Gates confirmation hearings. 

None of these investigations-con
ducted by able people from both sides 
of the aisle-has proven what some 
people still want to prove. Even the 
press is not buying this nonsense. In 
the last few weeks, both Newsweek and 
the New Republic have laid waste to 
these ridiculous allegations, the News
week piece of October 1 ·and the New 
Republic piece of the same week. 

One, the New Republic, entitled 
"What October Surprise?" And in the 
Newsweek, "The October Surprise, the 
Charge, Treason; the Evidence, Myth." 
The evidence, myth. They laid waste to 
these allegations, charge by charge and 
line by line. 

I happen to have caught the two re
porters, the two principal reporters in 
each of the magazines on the Fox 
Morning News a couple of weeks ago. 
They were laughing about this. They 
said this is absurd. They said we can 
save the Congress the $600,000; just read 
the articles. Just read our articles. · 

Someone made reference tonight to 
the fact that one of the reporters did 
not want to appear before our commit
tee, not because he was reluctant to 
tell what he thought had happened. He 
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had already done that. But because he 
thought it was inappropriate to be ap
pearing before a congressional commit
tee as a reporter. 

These reporters have said, in effect, 
we can save the taxpayers $600,000 that 
some people want to spend, by just 
reading the articles. And they are 
available for any Senators who would 
like to read them. In fact, this whole 
October surprise story really belongs in 
the National Enquirer, Mr. President. I 
can see the headline, "Gary Sick Sees 
Reagan Meet Iranian Officials and Big 
Foot." Or, "Elvis is Key Witness in Oc
tober Surprise Investigation." 

That is about what this amounts to, 
Mr. President. Yet we are seriously 
contemplating, apparently, spending 
$600,000 to investigate something that 
happened 11 years ago and did not, in 
fact, happen at any time. 

Yesterday, the subcommittee heard 
from two former hostages on this issue. 
Both of them are courageous Ameri
cans, real patriots. But the truth is 
that they do not know anything more 
about these spurious charges than any
one else. And they were both honest 
and decent enough to admit it. Just 
yesterday, Charles Scott, one of the 
hostages who appeared said, and this is 
a direct quote: 

I have no firsthand knowledge from the 
point of view of whether or not there was an 
October Surprise. * * * I don't know 1f it 
happened or not. 

Barry Rosen admitted that his sus
picions arose entirely from "reading 
pieces of work that have been done by 
* * * Christopher Hi tchins or Gary 
Sick and others." We spent an entire 
day yesterday talking to two wonderful 
Americans who endured great pain but 
could lend nothing to the inquiry, in 
terms of facts about whether this Octo
ber surprise could have occurred. In 
other words, the hostages' knowledge 
of whether the October surprise story 
really happened is no greater than that 
of anybody in this body. Frankly, prob
ably less. 

I would also like to know this. We 
heard from two hostages and received a 
letter on the subject from a total of 
eight hostages. How do the other 46 
hostages feel about it? We did not hear 
from them. We do not know how they 
feel about it-46 former hostages said 
nothing about this issue. 

So where does that leave us today? 
Millions of dollars later, we are still 
poring over uncorroborated allegations 
of witnesses who are relying on hear
say, gossip, innuendo, and even out
right lies of incredible scandalmongers. 

Consider some of those who have 
spun this conspiracy web: Barbara 
Honegger. She apparently worked for 
the Reagan campaign-or should I say 
someone calling herself Barbara 
Honegger worked for the campaign. 
After all, she publicly admits to mak
ing decisions based on little voices that 
contact her. She may be qualified to 

discuss the paranormal and para
psychology which she pursued a mas
ters in-but the question is whether 
her opinions are reliable. Maybe we 
should find out the source of her chan
neling and call him or her as a witness. 
That would be a great story for the Na
tional Enquirer. 

We do not need to look far because 
she claims one of her sources is the no
torious Richard Brenneke, well-known 
liar before the Foreign Relations Com
mittee. 

Mr. Sick has called Brenneke a man 
of courage for pursuing his misguided 
convictions. Our committee called him 
what he is: a liar. His stories change so 
fast, it's impossible to keep up. 

But the very premise of Brenneke's 
fabrications is his claim to have 
worked for the CIA-a claim the CIA 
publicly denies. 

In fact, in a memo we relied on in 
earlier Foreign Relations Committee 
proceedings, the CIA felt so strongly 
about Brenneke's fantastic fabrications 
that they departed from their historic 
practice of neither confirming nor de
nying employment and denounced 
Brenneke as a liar. 

But it is not all Brenneke and 
Honegger's fault. They relied on 
sources at the Executive Intelligence 
Review. That is run by Lyndon 
LaRouche. 

The last I checked, Executive Intel
ligence Review firmly believes that the 
Queen of England and Henry Kissinger 
conspire in international drug traffick
ing. In other words, they print the sto
ries that the National Enquirer will 
not touch. 

Next we have the ex-President of 
Iran, Bani-Sadr. By my count, his story 
has changed at least five times. He 
claims his memory improves with 
time. I think the only thing that im
proves is his Nielsen ratings and the 
amount of time he gets in the press. 

This Bani-Sadr is the same who said 
that Jimmy Carter and his NSC adviser 
Brzezinski conspired with Saddam Hus
sein to invade Iran and restore the 
monarchy. 

So if you believe his allegations 
about a secret Reagan campaign deal, 
why not swallow the whole pig in this 
perjurious poke? 

Ben-Menashe is the last major player 
in this game of liar's poker. According 
to the ranking member of the Intel
ligence Committee, Senator MURKOW
SKI, the committee found his story to
tally unbelievable. Then again, strange 
things happen to your imagination 
when sitting in a Federal prison for il
legal arms deals. 

Now let us look specifically at the 
ringleader of this conspiracy cabal: 
Gary Sick. I was simply astonished by 
Mr. Sick's revelations today before the 
subcommittee. Gary Sick said he relied 
on six sources to confirm that a key 
meeting took place launching the Oc
tober Surprise. Among these six 

sources, there was only one supposed 
eyewitness-Jamshid Hashemi-an in
dicted arms dealer. And we have no 
proof other than Hashemi's word that 
he was there. The only other possible 
witness, Mr. Casey, continues to be un
available for comment. 

None of the five corroborating wit
nesses that Sick used were at this elu
sive meeting. In fact, most of them are 
Hashemi's partners in crime. 

We have already talked about con
victed arms dealer Ben Menashe. 
Menashe was not there but told Sick 
that he read about the meeting in in
telligence cables. We asked Sick if 
Menashe had given him a copy of these 
cables-well, of course he had not. 

The second corroborating witness is 
Admiral Madani-a close friend of 
Hashemi, whom Hashemi promoted for 
President over in Iran. Madani was not 
at the meeting-but if his friend said 
the meeting happened, then it must be 
true.9 

That is the logic there. 
Mr. President, the next witness Sick 

relied on was an arms dealer named 
Durrani, a Pakistani. But he also was 
not at the meeting. Sick never actually 
spoke with Durrani personally but 
heard about him from journalists. 

The fourth corroborating witness was 
a Mr. Rupp. Rupp is a close friend and 
associate of Richard Brenneke, whom 
we have already discussed. Even Sick 
must have felt a little queasy about 
Rupp because he could not bring him
self to interview Rupp but relied on 
hearsay from some unidentified jour
nalist's account. 

Finally, Mr. President, the last cor
roborating witness to Hashemi's eye
witness account is a Mr. Babayan. Mr. 
Babayan was not at the secret meeting 
either and Sick never actually spoke to 
Mr. Babayan either. 

So, Mr. President, these are the 
sources on which we are going to bet 
hundreds of thousands of taxpayer dol
lars for an investigation of their wild 
and unproven allegations. 

I have to wonder what the Senate and 
the world is coming to when we base 
decisions on how to spend large 
amounts of taxpayers' money on the 
ravings of channelers, liars, felons, and 
flat out flakes. Millions of dollars and 
years of investigative work later there 
is still no serious evidence today about 
the "October Surprise" that was not 
available to congressional committees, 
the independent counsel, and the 
Tower Commission. 

Even the former hostages who testi
fied yesterday could offer no factual 
basis for this inquiry to proceed. Both 
of them admitted to no firsthand 
knowledge. In fact, both described 
their conditions as total isolation and 
a communication vacuum. 

The facts, Mr. President, we need 
facts. We have none. What does the 
other side want to spend to investigate 
this collection of wild, unsubstantiated 
allegations? 
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Let us start with travel: $40,000 is 

budgeted at a time when the voters are 
fed up with congressional junkets. Yet 
the committee will be jetting around 
the globe looking for more lost clues. 
We ought to call this expense "Air Oc
tober" or better yet "Air Sick." Then 
we have $400,000 for more staffers. Just 
what Congress needs, a few more staff
ers. And we have a budget item of 
$72,000 for consultants. There is even 
$15,000 budgeted for special stationery. 
Why in the world are we spending 
$15,000 for "October Surprise" station
ery. That will be a real keeper for the 
archives. I am surprised there is not a 
budget item for "October Surprise" T
shirts or coffee mugs. 

Add all of this on top of the nearly 70 
staffers and a $3 million budget that 
the Foreign Relations Committee al
ready gets. Voters all across America, 
and even Democratic leaders are saying 
we should pay more attention to do
mestic problems and issues. So what 
does this resolution propose? That we 
give more tax dollars to the Foreign 
Relations Committee to investigate 
some wild ravings, wild ravings about 
foreign affairs that supposedly hap
pened more than a decade ago. 

If the voters want any proof that 
Congress does not understand or re
spond, this resolution is absolute con
vincing proof. 

Some say we should pursue this just 
to lay it to rest once and for all. Mr. 
President, with that rationale, then 
why not investigate all the persistent 
allegations of vote buying by Demo
crats in the 1960 Democratic Kennedy 
campaign? Why do we not lay that to 
rest? 

Frankly, Mr. President, we will never 
lay this to rest until we lay the Presi
dent to rest. There will always be con
spiracy-minded partisans who, for a 
buck or for a book contract, will be 
willing to smear the President and 
those around him. I think the tax
payers and our country have suffered 
this partisan witch hunt long enough. 
Sooner or later our constituents are 
going to think that the United States 
and U.S. Senate stands for unending 
scandals. It is time to bring the 
scandalmongering to an end, Mr. Presi
dent, before our scandalmongering be
comes itself a scandal. 

As I said, the only "October surprise" 
envisioned by this investigation is an 
October 1992 surprise. I think it is en
tirely inappropriate to proceed with 
this resolution. I certainly hope clo
ture will not be invoked. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 12 minutes remaining. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Wyoming. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. 

Mr. WALLOP. I thank the Chair, and 
I thank the Senator from Kentucky es-

pecially for what he just said. From 
time to time, Mr. President, it is be
coming difficult to hold our heads up 
and call ourselves Senators. One really 
wishes maybe by now we might be to 
the point where Gilbert and Sullivan 
could relieve us of the unending pain of 
what we are doing to ourselves. 

Fortunately, the Senator from Ken
tucky spoke with wit and made light of 
some of the idiocies and the ironies 
that are upon this. And my friend from 
Rhode Island also has wit. And I know 
him to be a friend, but this is not wor
thy of his committee. 

What we are faced with here tonight 
is silly, it is petty, it is political and 
the country cannot stand a!l that. 
They have watched us be silly and 
petty and political and they watched 
us make fools of ourselves and they are 
used to it. 

But what the country should not 
have to do is what the Senator from 
Kentucky just pointed out that they 
are going to have to do, should this res
olution pass, is pay hundreds of thou
sands of dollars to prove what they al
ready know to be the case. There is ab
solutely nothing that substantiates 
any kind of venture such as this. No 
doubt, no unusual kinds of things that 
sit in the bank, nothing. 

What the public's interest is, besides 
a sort of prurient kind of current af
fairs type of interest is, I assume, what 
we do to ourselves. The public knows. 
The public has spent its hard-earned 
money learning this already. Why they 
should say that we are behind the ex
penditures of more funds to play politi
cal party games is beyond me. We are 
looking at trying to find some kinds of 
reasons for two failed Presidents, that 
of Bani-Sadr and that of Jimmy Carter. 

I say to my friend I thank him for 
having wit. I find myself without any 
tonight as I look at what I am asked to 
vote on in behalf of the public that we 
all serve. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
South Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I will 
speak briefly. First of all, I want to 
commend my friend from Kentucky for 
the very scholarly presentation he has 
made. As a member of the Foreign Re
lations Committee, I followed this de
bate and approached it with an open 
mind and there is absolutely nothing 
there to investigate. 

Several of our national publications 
have completely blasted this theory. 
We are in a situation where we are 
wasting money. It is an absurd propo
sition. I could repeat many of the argu
ments that Senator McCONNELL has 
made, but I shall not do so except to 
say that as a member of the Commit
tee, as one who has looked over the 

various documents and heard the testi
mony, this is something the Senate 
should not do, and I shall vote against 
it with a very firmly held conviction. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PR.ffiSIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 8 minutes. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I reserve the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. SANFORD. I yield myself 30 sec
onds, simply to set the record straight. 
I am not going to attempt to answer. 

The Tower Commission formed by 
President Reagan did not look into the 
1980 allegations. The Iran-Contra com
mittee did not investigate the allega
tions, had a simple footnote. The inde
pendent counsel, like the Iran-Contra 
Committee, was limited to the period 
of time covered by the Boland amend
ment, so they did not cover it. The 
truth of the matter is the October sur
prise has never been investigated by an 
official body and that is the reason we 
need to have the kind of investigation 
that can put people under oath. 

Now, Mr. President, I yield 2 minutes 
to the Senator from Tennessee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Tennessee is recognized for 2 
minutes. 

Mr. GORE. I thank my distinguished 
colleague from North Carolina. I thank 
the chairman of the committee for his 
patience. I shall only take 2 minutes. 

I commend the Senator from North 
Carolina for his initiative in sponsor
ing this resolution. Indeed, this matter 
has not previously been investigated 
except by a number of prominent inves
tigative journalists who have laid on to 
the public record sufficient facts to 
raise very troubling questions about 
what did occur. 

I have taken note of the reports by 
other journalists who have sought to 
debunk the theories put forward by Mr. 
Gary Sick, by Nightline, by Front 
Line, and others. But, Mr. President, 
more than sufficient evidence remains 
on the public record to warrant the 
kind of inquiry that the resolution be
fore us would authorize. 

Much has been made about the na
ture of some of these characters who 
have spoken out as part of these inves
tigations. It is a fact that the kinds of 
people who are sought out as 
intermediaries in the sort of deal that 
is alleged here are frequently people of 
slippery reputations. The fact that 
those reputations now are used to in
dict what they are saying is perfectly 
fair, but they were not chosen by those 
who wished to investigate this matter 
as witnesses because of their reputa
tions. They were chosen because they 
were the people who were sought out 
allegedly as intermediaries. 

I believe that the evidence remain
ing, which has not been rebutted, is 
sufficiently powerful and credible to 
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warrant not a presumption of any guilt 
of what has happened but a presump
tion that it does deserve to be looked 
into. 

I shall vote for this matter, and I 
commend my colleague from North 
Carolina. 

Mr. SANFORD. I yield 4 minutes to 
the Senator from Rhode Island. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Rhode Island is recognized 
for 4 minutes. 

Mr. PELL. I thank the Senator from 
North Carolina. 

As we all know, our Committee on 
Foreign Relations ordered reported 
Senate Resolution 198, the resolution 
to authorize and provide supplemental 
funds for inquiry into the allegations 
concerning the release of the American 
hostages in Iran. 

The reports do keep coming up over 
and over again that someone may have 
tried to make a deal that involved de
laying the release of the hostages in 
Iran in 1980 for political purposes. We 
all trust and believe that this is not 
correct, but the allegations keep ris
ing, and I would think that those who 
are most vociferous in their opposition 
would really be enthusiastic if we are 
all equally sure that there is no fire 
where the smoke is. 

Accordingly, it is my own view that 
this subject should be examined once 
and for all if for no other reason than 
the charges could finally be laid to 
rest, which would be a great relief to 
all of us, Democrats and Republicans 
alike. 

Finally, I applaud the conscientious, 
nonpartisan manner in which the re
sponsibility for this important task 
has been assumed by the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Near East and 
South Asian Affairs, Senator SANFORD, 
and by the ranking minority member 
of our St;bcommittee, Senator JEF
FORDS. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. KERRY. How much time re

mains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from North Carolina has 12 min
utes. 

Mr. SANFORD. I recognize the Sen
ator from Maryland, .i.nd yield him 4 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Maryland is recognized for 4 
minutes. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
thank the able Senator from North 
Carolina. I commend him and the rank
ing minority member of the sub
committee, the very able Senator from 
Vermont, for their efforts to move for
ward on a fair and objective investiga
tion. 

Mr. President, I think the best way 
to start is to quote from a letter, an 
open letter to the United States Con
gress from a number of former Amer
ican hostages in Iran. I now quote: 

For the la.st 10 yea.rs there ha.ve been ru
mors, reports a.nd a.llega.tions of foul pla.y in 

the 1980 Presidential election. The thought 
tha.t any American, whether a. private citizen 
or Government official, may have partici
pated in delaying release of the hostages for 
political ga.in is distressing. Until 
recently * * * 

And this letter is dated June 13 of 
this year-
these allegations have been dismissed as un
substantiated, but substantial enough infor
mation has been presented by respected a.nd 
persistent investigators to warrant a. thor
ough examination of this matter. It is not 
appropriate to say there is insufficient proof 
until there has been an official investiga
tion. The question of whether there is evi
dence of any wrongdoing must be answered 
by an unbiased, bipartisan congressional in
vestigation with full subpoena powers. Un
less this happens, speculation and unan
swered questions will erode public confidence 
in our electoral system. 

The sort of inquiry that they are ask
ing for has not been conducted, and 
that is what this resolution, which is 
before us, is all about. This is not, as 
one of my colleagues said, a silly or a 
petty or a political matter. It seems to 
me people on both sides of the aisle 
ought to be concerned with having a 
proper inquiry in order to find out the 
answers to these questions that have 
been raised. 

Yesterday, before our committee, 
Charles W. Scott, one of the hostages, 
a very impressive witness said: 

I'm frustrated. I want to see the thing put 
to bed one way or the other so we can get on 
with the important things that th& United 
States has to face in the future. 

And he later went on to say: 
I do find it appalling though that a.s a pri

vate citizen, if this thing took place, the 
question is how far will people go to ensure 
that their candidate is elected to the highest 
and most powerful position on the face of 
this Earth today. And that is really the ques
tion, and that is what bothers me. I want to 
believe that within our constitutional frame
work and our electoral process that is the 
way people reach that highest office in the 
land. And I'm not saying in this case, be
cause you have no information. In fact, you 
might as well know this. I voted for Presi
dent Reagan in '84. I voted for President 
Bush in '88. So I have no Political or personal 
ax to grind on this thing. 

And he went on then, Mr. Scott, to 
conclude, saying, 

The best shot we have to get at the answer 
is to go forward with this investigation. 

I have heard Gary Sick put down 
here on the floor of the Senate tonight. 
All I can say to that is we have here a 
book, the "October Surprise," which is 
a very careful, reasoned book which de
serves to be addressed on its own 
terms. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 4 minutes have expired. 

Mr. SARBANES. It deserves to be ex
amined. 

If the Senator will just give me 30 
seconds. 

Sick was for 24 years an officer of 
naval intelligence. He served on the 
National Security Council, first under 
President Ford, then through President 

Carter's term, and then for a few 
months during Ronald Reagan's term. 

The allegations which are widespread 
need to be addressed. They are not 
going to go away, obviously. 

It seems to me the responsible thing 
to do is for the country to go forward 
with this inquiry, use the subpoena 
power, the other resources available, 
and try once and for all to find out the 
answer to these disturbing questions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Carolina has 7 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Alaska. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
thank the Chair. 

What we have before us today is the 
granddaddy of all conspiracy theories-
the so-called October surprise. 

This theory has a life of its own. It 
was born amid the followers of Lyndon 
LaRouche, and nurtured by the enter
prising investigative journalists at 
ABC's "Nightline" and PBS "Front
line." Now that the key sources of the 
theory have been thoroughly debunked, 
one would think we could allow the 
theory to die a long-overdue death. But 
for some reason, we undertake a Sen
ate investigation, at a cost approach
ing $600,000 in order to keep it alive 
awhile longer, which would amount to 
a full employment act for a number of 
lawyers as well. 

I have watched some of this story un
fold from my vantage point as vice 
chairman of the Senate Select Com
mittee on Intelligence. When some of 
these allegations arose during the con
firmation hearings of Robert Gates, we 
explored the credibility of some key 
sources such as Ari Ben Menashe and 
Richard Babiyan. In doing so, we found 
that we could quickly dismiss them. 

I was bothered, Mr. President, when 
we heard no retractions when ABC 
News finally got around to 
polygraphing Mr. Menashe and discov
ered that he was not telling the truth. 
Instead, they simply turned to other 
sources such as Jamshid Hashemi. If it 
is possible to find a witness less credi
ble than Ari Ben Menashe, I think ABC 
News may have found one in Mr. 
Hashemi. 

Until I saw the recent pieces in News
week and the New Republic, I was quite 
concerned that American investigative 
journalism was headed straight for the 
supermarket tabloid rack. Thankfully, 
some investigative journalists working 
for the New Republic and Newsweek di
rected their considerable talents to
ward seeking the truth, and in the 
process, may have helped to save the 
medium itself. 

Here is what the New Republic said 
in its November 18 article entitled 
"The Conspiracy that Wasn't." 
* * the truth is, the conspiracy as currently 
postulated is a total fabrication. None of the 
evidence cited to support the October Sur-
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prise stands up to any scrutiny. The key 
sources on whose word the story rests are 
documented frauds and imposters. Rep
resenting themselves as intelligence 
operatives, they have concocted allegations 
that are demonstrably false.* * * 

Newsweek, in its November 11 edi
tion, said: 
Newsweek has found, after a long investiga
tion including interviews with government 
officials and other knowledgeable sources 
around the world, that the key claims of the 
purported eyewitnesses and accusers simply 
do not hold up. What the evidence does show 
is the murky history of a conspiracy theory 
run wild. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent those two articles be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

[From Newsweek, Nov. 11, 1991) 
MAKING OF A MYTH 

It is a story that will not die-a dark tale 
of conspiracy and political intrigue that, if 
true, would constitute something like an ac
cusation of treason against George Bush, the 
late William Casey and other members of 
Ronald Reagan's 1980 presidential campaign. 
Briefly put, the "October Suprise" theory 
holds that Bush or Casey-or possible Bush 
and Casey-cut a secret deal with Iran in the 
summer or fall of 1980 to delay the release of 
52 U.S. hostages until after the November 
elections. Their objective, or so the theory 
holds, was to deny Jimmy Carter whatever 
political advantage the hostages' last
minute release might create-or, in short, to 
swing the 1980 election toward Reagan and 
Bush. 

The October Surprise theory has been 
kicking around for the pa.st 11 years, and it 
has become a mother lode for conspiracy 
junkies of all political persuasions. It got its 
biggest boost early this year when Gary 
Sick, a former member of Jimmy Carter's 
National Security Council staff, wrote an ar
ticle on the op-ed page of The New York 
Times asserting his belief that it could have 
happened. Sick, who has already written a 
much praised book ("All Fall Down") about 
the Iran hostage crisis, is about to publish a 
second book laying out his case for the Octo
ber Surprise. The new boo:\[, to be published 
this week by Random House, is entitled "Oc
tober Surprise." The Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee, meanwhile, voted last 
week to launch an investigation of the Octo
ber Surprise theory, and the House Rules 
Committee is scheduled to vote this week 
whether or not to launch a separate inves
tigation headed by Rep. Lee Hamilton of In
diana. So, true or not, the October Surprise 
is about to become yet another exhibit in the 
Beltway's chamber of Alleged Political Hor
rors-to escalate, along with the BCCI scan
dal, the Iran-contra affair and the savings 
and loan crisis, from cocktail-party gossip to 
subpoenas, sworn testimony and endless dis
putes among lawyers, investigators and wit
nesses. 

Like all good conspiracy theories, this one 
forces all who would deny it to prove a nega
tive-to prove that something did not hap
pen. As any logician can testify, proving a 
negative is ultimately impossible. Equally dis
turbing, the October Surprise theory has now 
become complicated and so hideously de
tailed that no reasonable person can say 
with absolute certainty that there was no 
conspiracy and no deal. But NEWSWEEK has 

found, after a long investigation including 
interviews with government officials and 
other knowledgeable sources around the 
world, that the key claims of the purported 
eyewitnesses and accusers simply do not hold 
up. What the evidence does show is the 
murky history of a conspiracy theory run 
wild. 

GOING MAINSTREAM: A STORY IS BORN 

Washington in the fall of 1980 was, like the 
rest of the United States, obsessed with the 
U.S. Embassy hostages in Iran. It was &. na
tional crisis: public officials, the voters and 
the news media were grasping at every 
rumor. Jimmy Carter, then running for a 
second term, was almost completely pre
occupied by obscure events half the world 
away; so was the Reagan campaign. In April, 
the Carter administration launched a des
perate military gamble to extract the hos
tages from captivity, and failed, miserably, 
in the smoking wreckage at Desert One. The 
campaign proceeded: Carter turned back Ed
ward Kennedy's challenge in the Democratic 
primaries, and Reagan dispatched George 
Bush. The hostage crisis, seemingly at an 
impasse, continued to simmer amid the hul
labaloo of an election campaign. The elec
tion came and went with Carter's landslide 
defeat-and in December, with the hostages 
still held in Iran, rumors of some sort of 
backstage contract between the Republican 
campaign and the Iranian government first 
appeared in print. 

The outlet was hardly prestigious: the Ex
ecutive Intelligence Review, a periodical 
published by followers of right-wing political 
extremist Lyndon LaRouche. On Dec. 2, 1980. 
EIR ran a story alleging that former sec
retary of state Henry Kissinger, a target for 
LaRouche followers, "held a series of secret 
meetings during the week of Nov. 12 in Paris 
with representatives of Ayatollah Beheshti, 
leader of the fundamentalist clergy in Iran." 
This was attributed to "Iranian sources" in 
Paris. The article continued: "Top level in
telligence sources in Reagan's inner circle 
confirmed Kissinger's unreported talks with 
the Iranian mullahs, but stressed that the 
Kissinger initiative was totally unauthorized 
by the president-elect. 'If you know any way 
of controlling that man,' said one Reagan in
sider, 'please let me know'." (Kissinger said 
the EIR report was "totally untrue.") 

The story said that this meeting was the 
climax of a prior liaison: " ... it appears 
that the pattern of cooperation between the 
Khomeini people and circles nominally in 
Reagan's camp began approximately six to 
eight weeks ago, at the height of President 
Carter's efforts to secure an arms-for-hos
tage deal with Teheran. Carter's failure to 
secure the deal. which a ~umber of observers 
believe cost him the Nov. 4 election, appar
ently resulted from an intervention in Tehe
ran by pro-Reagan British intelligence cir
cles and the Kissinger faction." 

EIR said that its source "stressed" that 
those involved in this effort "did not have 
the approval of Ronald Reagan himself." 
Fast-forward to 1983, when the LaRoucheans 
returned to the story. An article in the Sept. 
2 issue of their journal New Solidarity gave 
more detail. "During the pre-election period, 
Carter and his crowd were frantically trying 
to negotiate a deal based on arms and spare
parts shipments, which Iran desperately 
needed after the outbreak of war with Iraq 
on Sept. 22 . . . The deal . . . fell through 
when the hard-line mullahs boycotted the 
Majlis in late October. Ayatollah Beheshti
known as the most pro-Soviet of the 
mullahs-was the key mover behind this." 

When the story got its next boost-in an 
April 1987 article in The Miami Herald-it 

was from former Iranian president 
Abolhassan Bani Sadr, by now in exile in 
Paris. Bani Sadr "said he learned after the 
hostage release that two of the Ayatollah 
Ruhollah Khomein's advisers had been in
volved in negotiations with the Reagan 
camp. The negotiations were to delay release 
of the hostages until after Reagan became 
president ... The former president identi
fied the two as Hashemi Rafsanjani [now 
himself Iran's president] and Mohammed 
Beheshti." Bani Sadr said he had asked both 
men about this. "'They laughed.' he said. 
'They didn't say no'." 

The Herald's story didn't get much play. 
But when Bani Sadr next spoke, to Flora 
Lewis of The New York Times in August 
1987, the story grew. With The New York 
Times, Bani Sadr was more specific than he 
had been with The Miami Herald. He said ne
gotiations with the Carter administration 
had been going well. "But then in October, 
everything suddenly stopped. My aides found 
out it was because the group in charge of the 
hostage policy, Rafsanjani, Mohammed 
Beheshti and Khomeini's son, did not want 
Carter to win the election. There was a 
meeting in Paris between a representative of 
Beheshti and a representative of the Reagan 
campaign." These and subsequent events, 
Lewis wrote, "confirm for him persistent ru
mors that the Reagan campaign offered arms 
if the hostages were not released until after 
the 1980 election. . . . " The story had finally 
made it into the mainstream. 

The timing was propitious-high summer, 
so to speak, for conspiracy buffs. The reason 
was the Iran-contra scandal, which proved 
that the Reagan administration had indeed 
engaged in secret dealings with Iran. Al
though the exact starting point of those se
cret negotiations remains obscure to this 
day, it seems clear that the roots of lran
contra run deeper than anyone has been able 
to document publicly. The Reagan White 
House, it seems clear, was obsessed by Iran 
during the early 1980s. Iran-contra also 
showed that the administration was eager to 
engage in covert action, and that it was 
ready to lie, destroy documents and cover up 
a range of covert activities that violated the 
law. 

Contragate, in short, created fertile ground 
for the October Surprise theory. Reporting 
in November. 1987, the joint investigating 
committee created by the House and Senate 
relegated the October Surprise rumors to a 
footnote. "There have been allegations that 
officials of the 1980 Reagan campaign-in 
order to prevent a pre-election announce
ment. by President Carter (an 'October Sur
prise'}-met with Iranian emissaries and 
agreed to ship arms to Iran in exchange for 
a post-election release of hostages," the re
port stated. "Reagan campaign aides were, 
in fact, approached by individuals who 
claimed to be Iranian emissaries about po
tential release of hostages, as were other 
campaign staffs. The committee was told 
that the approaches were rejected and found 
no credible evidence to suggest that any dis
cussions were held or arrangement reached 
on delaying release of hostages or arranging 
an early arms-for-hostages deal." 

It is likely that the October Surprise 
would have died somewhere in late 1987, ex
cept for the appearance of a group of appar
ently knowledgeable, conspiracy-minded 
"super-sources." Journalists are vulnerable 
to the 1 ure of a super-source-another Deep 
Throat, someone who knows all and pieces 
everything together in a nice, neat package. 
In the October Surprise case, there are four 
would-be Deep Throats: Barbara Honegger, 
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Richard Brenneke, Jamshid Hashemi and Ari 
Ben-Menashe. At some point each has 
claimed first-person knowledge of the con
spiracy. The stories they told overlapped in 
broad outline-and in some cases, they com
pared stories, swapped details and helped 
each other become more convincing. J our
nalists committed to the notion of the Octo
ber Surprise often acted as a conduit be
tween them. 

Barbara Honegger: Honegger was a re
searcher in Reagan 's 1980 campaign and 
worked at the White House and the Justice 
Department until 1983. In summer of 1987, 
Honegger claimed that in late October 1980, 
in the Reagan campaign headquarters in the 
Washington suburb of Arlington, she had 
heard a jubilant staffer say, " We don't have 
to worry about an October Surprise. Dick 
cut a deal. " Dick, presumably, was Richard 
Allen, the Reagan campaign's top foreign
policy adviser and subsequently Reagan 's 
first national-security adviser. It was the 
first confirmation from inside-a bull's-eye 
for the conspiracy theorists and the journal
ists who were following their trail. 

But there were several problems. The most 
basic was that Honegger was never able to 
identify this alleged staffer or say whether 
she had any reason to believe tne staffer 
knew what he was talking about. The second 
was that Honegger, who published a book, 
"October Surprise," in 1989, herself seemed 
to have some difficulty in separating fact 
from fiction. Even Christopher Hitchens, a 
columnist for The Nation magazine and a 
sometime proponent of the October Surprise 
theory, said her expose was "diffuse and 
naive." 

Richard Brenneke: A businessman from 
Portland, OR, Brenneke claims to have 
worked for the CIA for 18 years as a contract 
operative. He met Honegger in August 1988 in 
Washington, where she told him about her 
theories on the October surprise. Brenneke, 
astonishingly enough, claimed he had been 
present when the deal was done. He said the 
meeting had taken place in Paris, at the 
Hotel Raphael, on Oct. 19, 1980. And 
Brenneke confirmed what Honegger already 
thought: William Casey, then Reagan's cam
paign manager and later CIA director during 
Iran-contra, had represented the Reagan
Bush campaign. Donald Gregg, then a mem
ber of Jimmy Carter's National Security 
Council staff and later a national-security 
adviser for Vice President Bush, had been 
there, too. The Iranians were two arms deal
ers, Manucher Ghorbanifar and Cyr us 
Hashemi. 

Then, two weeks later, Bani Sadr expanded 
his previous story. In Playboy magazine, 
Bani Sadr made the most surprising charge 
so far-George Bush was also present in 
Paris. (In a scathing st ory on the October 
Surprise, The New Republic report ed last 
week that Bani Sadr has now retracted his 
claim t hat Bush was present.) Brenneke said 
he, t oo, could confirm that Bush was in 
Paris-and he said so, under oath, in Denver 
on Sept. 23, 1988. 

Brenneke was testifying on behalf of 
Heinrich Rupp, 58, a pilot and gold dealer 
who had been convicted of bank fraud. Rupp 
was an old friend, Brenneke said, the two 
had been involved in covert ops for the CIA. 
Brenneke gave senstational testimony. He 
said he had worked for the CIA for 18 years, 
until 1985. He said that on Oct. 19, 1980, Rupp 
had flown "Mr. Bush, Mr. Casey, and a num
ber of other people to Paris, France, from 
the United States for a meeting with Iranian 
representatives." Brenneke said he had been 
directly involved in one of what he said were 
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three meetings with the Iranians. He listed 
the Americans present as Bush, Casey, Don
ald Gregg and Richard Allen. He said the Ira
nians included Hashemi Rafsanjani, who was 
then speaker of the Iranian Parliament and 
now president of Iran, and Cyrus Hashemi. 

Brenneke's testimony made news-and 
among those who read it, with mounting 
fury, was the investigator from Sen. John 
Kerry 's subcommittee, Jack Blum. Blum had 
spent thousands of hours checking what 
Brenneke had told him and had begun to be
lieve that Brenneke was a fraud. The final 
proof, for Blum, came when he read 
Brenneke's assurance to the judge in Denver. 
"I will say, your honor, I have made these 
statements to Senator Kerry 's committee 
and the United States Senate-again, under 
oath .. . . " Blum knew that was not true 
Brenneke had never mentioned any involve
ment in the October Surprise. Blum pressed 
the U.S. attorney's office in Denver to file 
perjury charges, and Brenneke was indicted 
in May 1989. 

The trial, in April 1990, pitted Brenneke 
against the U.S. government-and the gov
ernment lost. Donald Gregg, now U.S. am
bassador to South Korea, testified he had not 
been in Paris on Oct. 19 or 20, 1980. Two of 
Casey's former secretaries said he had not 
been out of the country at that time. Two 
Secret Service agents said they were guard
ing Bush on the campaign trail when the 
meetings allegedly took place. A CIA records 
specialist said there was no trace that 
Brenneke had ever worked for the agency. 
But the government's case was sloppy, and 
Brenneke's lawyers played on the jury's 
doubts so skillfully that Brenneke was ac
quitted. In the process, he said he never 
meant to testify that he had actually seen 
Bush in Paris-only that he had been told 
Bush was there. 

Ari Ben-Menashe: Ben-Menashe first sur
faced as an October Surprise source in 1990, 
while he was being held in a federal prison in 
New York City on charges of attempting to 
sell U.S.-made military transpor t planes to 
Iran. Tried in October, he was acquitted 
after maintaining he had the secret approval 
of both the Bush administration and the Is
raeli government. Although Israeli officials 
deny it, Ben-Menashe claims he was an Is
raeli intelligence agent and an adviser to 
Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir. 

Like Richard Brenneke, Ben-Menashe has 
been interviewed many times by journalists 
looking into the October Surprise (NEWS
WEEK, Nov. 4). Ben-Menashe says he, too, was 
in Paris on Oct. 19-20, 1980, as a member of a 
six-person Israeli team that helped set up 
the meeting. He says he saw Bush and Casey 
there, and that they were accompanied by 
Robert Gates, who is now George Bush 's 
nominee as CIA director. He says t he Iranian 
delegation was led by t he Ayatollah Mehdi 
Karrubi, not Cyrus Hashemi and Manucher 
Ghorbanifar. He t old NEWSWEEK that the 
meeting took place at the Hot el Ritz, not the 
Raphael or Crillon as Richard Brenneke 
claims; he also told another investigator, Is
raeli author Shmuel Segev, that the meeting 
was held at the Hotel George V. ABC News 
gave Ben-Menashe a lie-detector test in No
vember 1990; according to Christopher Isham, 
an ABC producer, Ben-Menashe failed it. 

Jamshid Hashemi: Jamshid Hashemi is a 
younger brother of Cyrus Hashemi, an Ira
nian arms dealer who died in London in 1986. 
Jamshid has been a source for ABC News and 
for "Frontline," the PBS documentary pro
gram. He claims that he, his brother Cyrus 
and Karrubi met William Casey in a hotel in 
Madrid in July 1980, to begin negotiating a 

secret deal with the Reagan-Bush campaign. 
There is at least some corroborating evi
dence for this claim. For one thing, knowl
edgeable officials agree that Cyrus Hashemi 
played a minor role during the hostage cri
sis-offering to help establish communica
tions between the Carter White House and 
Iranian leaders. For another, as ABC-News 
reported, the register at the Madrid Plaza 
Hotel actually shows that " A. Hashemi" and 
" Jamshid Halaj " were registered as guests at 
the time in question, late July 1980. 

MEETINGS AND MIXED MESSAGES 
There are, of course, myriad further details 

to these shifting and mutually contradictory 
allegations. But the essentials are clear. 
There were two sets of meetings, the first be
tween Karrubi, the Hashemi brothers and 
William Casey in Madrid, and the other in 
Paris in October. The second meeting in
volved either Casey and Gregg-or Casey, 
Bush and Gates-on the American side. On 
the Iranian side, depending on which "wit
ness" is believed, it involved either Cyrus 
Hashemi and Manucher Ghorbanifar or the 
Ayq,tollah Karrubi. Bush, Gates and Gregg 
have all denied that they were in Paris on 
those dates, and that they ever tried to ar
range a deal with any Iranian leaders. Casey 
is of course dead. So is Cyrus Hashemi. Aya
tollah Karrubi has denied ever visiting Ma
drid. 

A team of NEWSWEEK correspondents has 
spent much of the past eight weeks exploring 
the evidence for these allegations. The 
NEWSWEEK team believes that: 

Casey did not go to Madrid: Jamshid 
Hashemi told his story at length to PBS's 
"Frontline" series in April and to ABC's 
" Nightline" in June. He would not appear on 
camera for either program, and he did not 
reply to NEWSWEEK'S requests for an inter
view. He alleges that in March or April 1980, 
Casey made contact with Cyrus and himself 
while the pair were on a visit to Washington. 
Casey, he says, wanted to establish contact 
with an Iranian who was close to Ayatollah 
Khomeini. The brothers agreed to act as go
betweens. The meeting took time to set up, 
but in July, Cyrus asked Jamshid to bring 
the Aya tollah Karrubi from Teheran to Ma
drid to meet with Casey. According to 
Jamshid, Mehdi Karrubi arrived with his 
brother Hassan. 

They talked with Casey over two consecu
tive days, Jamshid says-two mor ning ses
sions of some three hours apiece. Then in 
August, Jamshid says, there was a second 
meeting between Casey and Karrubi , also in 
Madrid. After an exhaustive search of press 
reports, of Casey's diaries and of the diaries 
of his colleagues, ABC's " Nightline" re
ported that there was a three-day window
J uly 27, 28 and 29-during which Casey's 
whereabouts were unknown. On t he 30th , 
ABC reported, Ca sey was being int erviewed 
by an ABC correspondent a t Reagan cam
paign headquarters and dined that night 
with Bush in Washingt on. 

But Casey's whereabouts during the July 
"window" are convincingly established by 
contemporary records at the Imperial War 
Museum in London. Casey, it turns out, took 
a three-day breather from the campaign to 
participate in the Anglo-American Con
ference on the History of the Second World 
War. As a veteran of the Office of Strategic 
Services-i;he forerunner of the CIA-Casey 
delivered a paper on OSS operations in Eu
rope during the war. He went to a reception 
for conference participants on the evening of 
July 28, and he was photographed there. He 
delivered his papers on the morning of July 
29. 
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ABC News acknowledged these facts in an 

update later in June-but still maintained 
that Casey had enough time on July 27 and 
28 to fly to Madrid to meet with the Ira
nians. A close examination of the conference 
records by Newsweek, however, dem
onstrates that Casey in fact was present at 
the conference sessions in London on July 28. 
Historian Jonathan Chadwick, who orga
nized the conference, kept a precise, day-by
day and session-by-session record of who was 
present and who was not. According to 
Chadwick's records, Casey was present at 
9:30 a.m. on the 28th, stayed for the second 
morning session, leaving after lunch and re
turning at 4 p.m. He was also present, of 
course, on the 29th, when he delivered his 
paper. "I was very excited that such a big 
man was coming, but it turned out to be a 
disappointment," Chadwick said. "He just 
talked it through in a very gravelly voice. 
He came over as a very tough sort." 

There are records showing where Casey 
slept and ate as well-at the Royal Army 
Medical College, close to the Imperial War 
Museum. Officials there say they have a bill 
in the name of "W. Casey" charging him for 
a room on the nights of July 27 and 28, and 
for "messing" (eating a meal) on the 28th 
and 29th. There is, in short, no possibility 
that Casey could have held meetings with 
anyone on two successive days in Madrid. 

Finally, there are large questions about 
Jamshid's story. He told ABC's Ted Koppel, 
for instance, that he and Cyrus made big 
profits in the arms trade as a direct result of 
the meeting in Madrid. But there is little 
evidence that the Hashemis had much money 
to spare. Elliot Richardson, who was Cyrus 
Hashemi's attorney in a 1984 arms-smuggling 
case, said that Cyrus seemed to be dealing in 
a "remarkably petty" quantity of arms. 

The Paris meeting did not occur: The vast 
discrepancies between Ben-Menashe's ac
count and Brenneks's account show, at the 
very least, that one of the two men is lying. 
But the weight of evidence suggests that 
both versions are false. 

Ben-Menashe has changed his story repeat
edly: did it happen at the Ritz, as he told 
Newsweek, or at the Hotel George V, as he 
told Shmuel Segev? He is also confused 
about dates. In an interview with NEWSWEEK, 
Ben-Menashe said he was sure it was Oct. 19 
or Oct. 20 because it was close to the Jewish 
festival of Sukkot. Sukkot, a movable feast, 
occurred on Sept. 25 in 1980. 

There is reason to believe, meanwhile, that 
Brenneke was nowhere near Paris on Oct. 19-
20, 1980. The evidence consists of Brenneke's 
own credit-card receipts and desk diary for 
that period of time. According to a recent 
story in New York's Village Voice newspaper 
by Frank Snepp, a former CIA agent who is 
now a freelance journalist and investigator, 
Brenneke's credit-card receipts show that he 
stayed at a motel in Seattle, Wash., from 
Oct. 17 to Oct. 19. His desk calendar, Snepp 
also reported, showed that he was home in 
Portland on Oct. 20. These records, Snepp 
said, were shown to him by Peggy Adler 
Robohm, a writer who at first admired and 
wholly believed Brenneke's stories. Robohm 
got the records from Brenneke himself, dur
ing a short-lived collaboration on his auto
biography. Fearful of being caught in a lit
erary fraud, Robohm ended their collabora
tion last summer. 

(Brenneke did not return repeated calls 
from Newsweek. But one of his lawyers, 
Mike Scott, said Snepp's story was false.) 

There is, finally, solid evidence that 
George Bush did not go to Paris on Oct. 19-
20, 1980-the U.S. Secret Service logs re-

corded where candidate Bush was on those 
days. Those logs show that Bush campaigned 
in New Jersey and Pennsylvania on Oct. 17, 
and that he went to the Chevy Chase Coun
try Club, outside Washington, during the day 
on Oct. 19. They also show that he delivered 
a campaign speech before the Zionist Organi
zation of America at a Washington hotel 
that night. The logs show that he returned 
to his home at about 9:30 on the night of the 
19th. The next day, Oct. 20, the Secret Serv
ice logs and press reports both record that 
Bush was back on the campaign trail in New 
Haven, Conn. Given the travel time involved, 
there is no reasonable possibility that he 
could have flown to Paris, met the Iranians 
and returned to the United States in that 
time period. 

These details may or may not convince 
conspiracy theorists who cling to the Octo
ber Surprise-just as the Warren Commission 
report failed to convince a whole generation 
of would-be investigators that Lee Harvey 
Oswald, acting alone, killed John F. Ken
nedy. But the evidence on, Bush and Casey's 
whereabouts-and on the bona fides of their 
accusers-must also be considered against 
t:t.e broad history of U.S.-Iran relations in 
the 1980s. Indeed, the October Surprise the
ory, rests on two broad-brush assumptions 
that are highly suspect. 

One is the notion that Iran must have got
ten U.S. weapons from the Reagan adminis
tration in return for delaying the hostages' 
release. Despite the record of the Iran-contra 
scandal, however, there is oddly little evi
dence of any substantial weapons "payoff' 
to II:an. An authoritative analysis by the 
Stockholm International Peace Research In
stitute shows that Iran spent approximately 
$5 billion on arms between 1980 and 1983-and 
$3 billion of that total went for military 
equipment from communist-bloc countries. 
It is true, apparently, that Israel supplied 
Iran with $50 million worth of spare parts for 
U.S.-built F-4 Phantom jets in the spring of 
1980. But $50 million is chicken feed for 
swinging a U.S. presidential election. And 
Iran never got spare parts for its more po
tent F-14s, which rarely flew during the 
Iran-Iraq War but which could well have de
terred Iraqi air attacks on Teheran and 
other cities. Only the United States could 
have provided the parts. Arms dealer Ian 
Smalley, who made a fortune selling weap
ons to Iran, says he does not believe that the 
Reagan administration cut a deal. "If the 
U.S. had been in the market, we would have 
been out of business," Smalley said. 

A second pivotal notion is that secret ne
gotiations on the hostage issue between the 
Carter administration and the Iranian gov
ernment inexplicably broke down during Oc
tober 1980. (Gary Sick, among others, places 
great emphasis on this fact.) But Iranian 
leaders were arguably distracted by the out
break of the Iran-Iraq War, which began on 
Sept. 22. In a report for the Council on For
eign Relations, former Carter administration 
official Harold Saunders argues that the war 
"diverted and absorbed the attention of 
Iran's leaders"-and Saunders said that only 
"skillful management" by Rafsanjani got 
the Iranian Parliament to resolve its dis
agreements on the hostage issue. If, as some 
October Surprise proponents have claimed, 
Rafsanjani participated in the alleged secret 
deal with the Reagan campaign, why did he 
try to resolve the hostage impasse while 
Carter was still in power? Then, too, many 
Iranians hated Jimmy Carter. Eric Rouleau, 
who is now France's ambassador to Turkey, 
was a journalist, in Teheran at the time. 
Rouleau, who knew many Iranian leaders 

personally, says he heard no gossip about 
any pending deal with the Reagan campaign. 
But the Iranians were well aware that releas
ing the hostages could help Carter win the 
election-and Rouleau says there was "a lot 
of discussion, lots of declarations, to the ef
fect that the Iranians would never give any 
kind of 'gift' to President Carter." 

There is, finally, one tantalizing coinci
dence in the secret record of the hostage cri
sis. On July 1, or July 2, 1980, Cyrus Hashemi 
met with a member of the Iranian leadership 
at the Ritz Hotel in Madrid. He was, appar
ently, acting as a go-between for the Carter 
administration, which by then was des
perately seeking some new avenue to reopen 
the hostage negotiations. (That meeting, 
Newsweek sources say, led to a last-ditch 
diplomatic initiative by Secretary of State 
Edmund Muskie in September.) Within a 
week, according to Bani Sadr's diaries, Bani 
Sadr was told by the Ayatollah Khomeini's 
nephew that Iran had been approached by 
Reagan's men with a proposition on the hos
tages. The meeting site-Spain-was men
tioned. Could it be that the Ayatollah's 
nephew confused Reagan with Carter-and 
that the whole notion of the October Sur
prise stems from that simple mistake? 

[From the New Republic, Nov. 18, 1991) 
THE CONSPIRACY THAT WASN'T 

(By Steven Emerson and Jesse Furman) 
Few op-ed pieces prove to be as popular or 

long-lived as the one Gary Sick wrote for 
The New York Times last April. He claimed 
that in October 1980 officials in Ronald Rea
gan's presidential campaign made a secret 
deal with Iran to delay the release of the 
American hostages until after the election. 
In return, the United States purportedly ar
ranged for Israel to ship weapons to Iran. 
The charges of an "October Surprise" 
weren't new. They had been circulating in 
the press since 1987. But Sick, who had 
served on Jimmy Carter's National Security 
Council staff and is the author of the ac
claimed All Fall Down (1985), an account of 
the 1980 Iran hostage crisis, gave new impe
tus to the story. So did a show the following 
day by PBS's "Frontline," in which Sick was 
featured. 

When Sick first wrote about the release of 
the hostages in his book, he explained that 
there were several reasons they were freed in 
January 1981: Iranian enmity for Carter, the 
complications of unfreezing Iranian assets, 
the disorganization of the Iranian regime, 
and the protracted nature of U.S.-Iranian ne
gotiations. But in his op-ed piece, Sick wrote 
that in preparation for a new book on Iran, 
October Surprise (to be published this month), 
he interviewed "hundreds of people" who 
told him about a secret Reagan-Bush hostage 
deal in 1980. What finally persuaded him was 
"the absence of contradictions on the key 
elements of the story" provided by his 
sources. Sick became convinced that William 
Casey, then Reagan's campaign manager, 
had met secretly in Madrid in the summer of 
1980 with Iranian intermediaries to negotiate 
a secret deal, and that Casey and other offi
cials met in Paris in October 1980, after 
which Iran broke off negotiations with the 
Carter administration. Sick also wrote that 
three of his sources saw then Vice President 
George Bush in Paris as well, but that "in 
the absence of further information, I have 
not made up my mind about this allegation." 

The Sick piece and the "Frontline" story 
prompted a spate of alarmed editorials, an 
indignant request from former President 
Carter for a "blue-ribbon panel" to inves
tigate the charges, and congressional inquir
ies into the October Surprise. 
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But the truth is, the conspiracy as cur

rently postulated is a total fabrication. None 
of the evidence cited to support tbe October 
Surprise stands up to scrutiny. The key 
sourcef; on whose word the story rests are 
documented frauds and imposters. Rep
resenting themselves as intelligence 
operatives, they have concocted allegations 
that are demonstrably false, and their sto
ries, full of internal inconsistencies, are also 
contradictory. Almost every primary source 
cited by Sick or "Frontline" has been in
dicted or was the subject of a federal inves
tigation prior to claiming to be a "partici
pant" in the October Surprise. Finally, evi
dence we have uncovered shows that William 
Casey and George Bush could not have been 
present at the meetings alleged by the 
sources. 

The term "October Surprise" was actually 
coined by Reagan campaign aides who wor
ried in the fall of 1980 that Carter would 
launch an operation to free the hostages in 
order to win the election. Thus in the fall of 
1980 members of the Reagan campaign team 
often met to discuss developments regarding 
the hostages. there was concern that Carter 
would do something to exploit the hostage 
situation, and some of the things the Repub
licans did-such as stealing Carter's debate 
book-were sleazy. But they certainly did 
not a.mount to treason, as proponents of the 
October Surprise have charged. 

The conspiracy theory began to catch on in 
April 1987. On the front page of the Miami 
Herald, Alfonso Chardy reported on a secret 
meeting in early October 1980 with Richard 
Allen and Laurence Silberman, then foreign 
policy advisers to Reagan, and Robert 
McFarlane, then an aide to Senator John 
Tower on the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee. The article said they "met secretly" 
(it was actually in the hotel lobby) for "20-
30 minutes" at the L'Enfant Plaza Hotel in 
Washington, D.C., with a "man who said he 
represented the Iranian government and of
fered to release to candidate Reagan 52 
American hostages being held in Tehran." 
Allen told the House Foreign Affairs Com
mittee last May that he went at the "insist
ence" of McFarlane, who only indicated that 
the meeting was about the Middle East. Al
though the article quoted Allen as saying 
that he rejected the man's offer as "absurd" 
and told him to deal directly with the Carter 
administration, the article strongly implied 
that this meeting was part of a new scandal 
linked to the Iran-contra affair. Allen's deci
sion not to inform Carter officials of the 
meeting fueled suspicion about the story. 

Abolhassan Bani-Sadr, the president of 
Iran from January 1980 through June 1981, 
was quoted as claiming that he "learned in 
1981" that Iranian leaders Ali Akbar 
Hashemi Rafsanjani and Mohammed 
Beheshti had collaborated with Reagan cam
paign aides to release the hostages. 
(Beheshti and Rafsanjani, bitter political op
ponents of Bani-Sadr, had forced him from 
power. Beheshti was later killed by a bomb 
in 1981, and Rafsanjani is now president of 
Iran.) Bani-Sadr also charged that the 
Reagan officials had promised Iran that it 
would receive weapons for its war with Iraq. 
But Bani-Sadr stipulated that the promises 
of weapons were not linked to the release of 
the hostages-and furthermore, he didn't 
know if any weapons were eventually 
shipped. 

In early July 1987 the October Surprise got 
a big push from the Nation with Christopher 
Hitchens's charge that the Reagan campaign 
assured the Iranians that "if they kept the 
American hostages until after the election," 

the Iranians would be rewarded with arms. 
Hitchens quoted Barbara Honegger, a Reagan 
campaign researcher and low-level worker in 
the Reagan White House, as saying that in 
late October 1980 she had overheard an un
identified "staffer'' say, "We don't have to 
worry about an 'October Surprise.' Dick cut 
a deal," presumably a reference to Richard 
Allen. 

As these charges began circulating, Bani
Sadr's memory improved dramatically. On 
August 3 Flora Lewis reported in a New York 
Times column, based on an interview. that 
Bani-Sadr now held without doubt that the 
"Reagan campaign offered arms if the hos
tages were not released until after the 1980 
election." He also asserted that in October 
1980 his "aides found out" that Rafsanjani 
and Beheshti had delayed the release of the 
hostages, that there was a meeting between 
Beheshti and a "Reagan campaign official" 
in Paris, and that he "learned later" that 
Allen. Silberman, and McFarlane met with 
an Iranian envoy in Washington. 

Bani-Sadr's memory continued to improve. 
On August 9, 1987, Miami Herald reporter 
Chardy quoted him as now saying that "se
cret contacts between Reagan and Khomeini 
representatives" had fixed a deal in October 
1980 to free the hostages. (Note that accord
ing to Sick in a 1988 Los Angeles Times story, 
"Bani-Sadr had nothing to do with the nego
tiations. He was completely out of it.") The 
article also reported that the Reagan admin
istration approved of, or at least condoned, 
Israeli arms sales to Iran in 1981. All the in
gredients for the cabal were now in place. 

Then, in an August 1987 interview with 
Leslie Cockburn for her book Out of Control, 
Bani-Sadr said that he knew ahead of time 
that Rafsanjani and Beheshti sent an Iranian 
envoy to meet with Allen and Silberman and 
that he even protested to Rafsanjani and 
Khomeini that it was "dangerous" to renege 
on the negotiations with Carter. Remember 
that initially he claimed to have no prior 
knowledge of any such meeting. Later he 
said he "learned" about the meeting in 1981. 
Now he was saying that he knew of the meet
ing ahead of time. 

It got better. The following year, in a Sep
tember 1988 article in Playboy by Abbie Hoff
man and Jonathan Silvers, which painted 
the most comprehensive October Surprise 
conspiracy to date, Bani-Sadr said defini
tively that George Bush was the Reagan 
campaign official who met in Paris with 
Beheshti in October 1980. (A year later Bani
Sadr said he had a "document" showing that 
Bush was present at the meeting-but he 
could not disclose the document because 
"the life of the writer ... and the lives of 
many people would fall into danger.") Bani
Sadr's accusations about Bush prompted an 
editorial in The Washington Post-not espe
cially disposed to defending Bush in gen
eral-in October 1988 that noted Bani-Sadr's 
motivation in "smearing Bush. " The Post 
wrote, "Bani-Sadr has to hope that U.S.-Ira
nian relations will continue to be antagonis
tic if the Iranian opposition is ever to have 
a chance of gaining important American sup
port. His effort to smear Bush betrays con
cern about tension lessening if the Repub
licans stay in power." 

Emboldened by the eager response to his 
allegation by international journalists, 
Bani-Sadr wrote his memoirs, which went 
beyond even the October Surprise conspir
acy. In My Turn To Speak: Iran, the Revolu
tion & Secret Deals with the U.S. (published 
in France in 1989, and in the United States in 
1991), Bani-Sadr portrayed himself as a man 
victimized by the double dealings of the Kho
meini regime and the Reagan campaign. 

At the same time a new "source" 
emerged-who was fortuitously able to con
firm Bani-Sadr's allegations. His name was 
Richard Brenneke, an Oregon businessman, 
and he surpassed even Bani-Sadr in his abil
ity to recall even ts that he had admitted 
earlier !1e knew nothing about. 

Brenneke claimed to have worked for the 
CIA and FBI in addition to the Mossad and 
the French, Italian, and other intelligence 
services. He first surfaced in late November 
1986, immediately after the official disclo
sure of the Iran-Contra affair, when he 
claimed that he personally had informed 
then Vice President Bush's office in Feb
ruary 1986 of secret details of the Iran
Contra affair. Reporters flocked to Brenneke 
as he began propounding incredible tales of 
U.S. and other covert operations. For exam
ple, he was a primary source for a front-page 
New York Times story on February 2, 1987, 
about the "Demavand project," a purport
edly classified CIA-Pentagon operation to 
ship billions of dollars of sophisticated weap
ons, including tanks, bombers, and heli
copters to Iran. Brenneke, the article re
ported, had provided the Times with "docu
ments and tel-exes" including a letter of ref
erence, dated June 20, 1979, which stated that 
he had been employed by the CIA for thir
teen years and that the CIA "found him to be 
thorough, competent, and very trust
worthy." 

The CIA and the Defense Department is
sued categorical denials of the story. Other 
reporters at the Times began looking into 
Brenneke's allegations and his background. 
Both began to collapse. According to a vet
eran New York Times reporter, "We soon 
found out that Brenneke was ... an abso
lute liar. Even the documents he gave us 
were forged, including the CIA letter of re:
erence." 

At The Portland Oregonian, reporters were 
amused at Brenneke's celebrity status: the 
paper had reported weeks earlier that 
Brenneke had greatly "exaggerai..ed" his role 
in arms sales, that he had said he couldn't 
remember if he worked at the CIA, that none 
of his international arms dealing ever came 
to fruition, and that he had been the subject 
of an FBI investigation for his suspected role 
in a check-kiting scheme and a forged air
plane title report years earlier. 

For the most part, however, the press was 
willing to suspend disbelief. ABC News 
quickly ran a series of "investigative" sto
ries based on new Brenneke allegations. In 
April 1988 the network aired a report based 
on a "confidential source"-who the network 
later admitted to be Brenneke-alleging that 
in 1983 the United States, working with Is
raeli intelligence, secretly flew weapons to 
the contras and used the planes on their way 
back to transport drugs into the United 
States. 

Newsweek followed up with a story by Rob
ert Parry that provided even more details 
about Brenneke's allegations, including the 
charge that Donald Gregg, Vice President 
Bush's national security adviser (now ambas
sador to South Korea), was part of the drugs
for-weapons operation. Parry suggested that 
he had independent confirmation of the ABC 
allegations, but Brenneke was the only 
named source for both news organizations. 
Over the next five months Brenneke's claims 
were the focus of more than 200 national 
news stories and columns. (One of the few re
porters to raise questions about Brenneke 
was Mark Hosenball, who wrote an article 
for TNR in June 1988 saying that Parry and 
ABC had uncritically bought the story of an 
unreliable witness.) 
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It seemed there wasn't anything Brenneke 

did not know. He told The Los Angeles 
Times that he supplied explosives to a PLO 
training camp located in western Oregon, a 
camp about which Oregon law enforcement 
knew nothing. He told the Seattle Times of 
his knowledge of Israelis training Colombia 
drug cartel hit squads. He told the Detroit 
Free Press that he supplied U.S. intelligence 
with information from an Iranian military 
officer that included maps of Qaddafi's head
quarters two months before the United 
States bombed Libya in April 1986. He quick
ly discovered that it was possible to get 
away with any allegation in the national se
curity arena: if an intelligence agency al
ready suspect in the public's mind, denied 
something, that merely reinforced the au
thenticity of the charges. 

By late September 1988 Brenneke, having 
never mentioned anything about the October 
Surprise, suddenly emerged as the primary 
source of the conspiracy in the United 
States. His disclosures came right after he 
met Honegger, the former Reagan campaign 
aide, in August 1988. Honegger had become 
one of the leading champions of the October 
Surprise. She claimed to have her own intel
ligence and confidential sources who "con
firmed" the conspiracy and began working 
on a book called October Surprise, published 
in 1989. 

Honegger herself was no stranger to con
troversy. A believer in paranormal events 
(she has an unusual master's degree in 
"parapsychology"), she claimed a "source" 
with her voice contacted her in early 1980 to 
tell her she would get a job with the Reagan 
administration. She said that an intelligence 
officer told her that U.S. satellites parted 
the clouds during Reagan's inauguration to 
let the sun shine only on Reagan. When she 
resigned from the Reagan White House, she 
told a reporter that she had been guided by 
insights that she described as "channeled 
information ... as if it were from the fu
ture." 

Honegger says in her book that she met 
Brenneke on August 22, 1988, in Washington. 
At the meeting, Brenneke told her that he 
had learned from his "Iranian contacts" that 
a secret meeting was held at the Raphael 
Hotel in Paris on October 19, 1980, between 
William Casey, Donald Gregg, Iranian arms 
dealer Cyrus Hashemi, and Iranian merchant 
Manucher Ghorbanifar. Brenneke told 
Honegger that he was not present at the 
Paris meeting, but that he had been in the 
city that weekend and that his presence 
there was purely "coincidental." 

Honegger, who had been in touch with 
Bani-Sadr and was eager to substantiate his 
story about Bush attending the secret Paris 
meeting, recounted the allegations. What 
could Brenneke tell her about "Bush's pos
sible participation"? she asked. Brenneke 
said he would "make a few phone calls to see 
the 'lay of the land,' " and would get back to 
her. 

A week later the Playboy article hit the 
stands. 

On September 23, 1988, Brenneke suddenly 
recalled that he had attended at least one of 
the meetings in Paris in October 1980, that 
there were a total of three meetings held on 
October 19 and 20, 1980, and that he had 
played a pivotal role in the October Surprise 
deal. Brenneke was appearing that day as a 
character witness at a Denver court for the 
sentencing of his friend Heinrich Rupp. 
Trained as a Nazi pilot, Rupp was a Colorado 
gold dealer who had been convicted of bank 
fraud and sentenced to forty-one years in 
jail. Brenneke told the court that Rupp had 

been prosecuted to shut him up about his in
volvement in flying Reagan campaign aides 
to Paris in October 1980. 

Brenneke testified that on October 18, 1980, 
Rupp participated, at the request of the CIA, 
in a flight taking Bush, Casey, Allen, and 
Gregg to a meeting in Paris with Iranian 
representatives to work out a deal to delay 
the release of American hostages until after 
the election. He said that Rupp had been a 
long-time CIA pilot, and that Rupp person
ally flew Casey to France. Brenneke also 
said that he attended the third meeting, at 
which Casey and Cyrus Hashemi (both men 
were dead by the time of Brenneke's testi
mony) and Gregg also participated. 

Brenneke went on to say that a CIA officer 
named Robert Kerritt had given him instruc
tions to go to Paris. And as a result of the 
meetings with Casey and Bush, he claimed 
that he witnessed an agreement over the "lo
gistics of transferring $40 million [in U.S. 
funds] for the purchase of weapons [for 
Iran]." Asked whether he ever played a "role 
in conveying or transferring that money," 
Brenneke said, "I don't believe so." 

After the February 1987 New York Times 
article had appeared, Brenneke had been con
tacted by Jack Blum, special investigator for 
the Senate Subcommittee on Terrorism, 
Narcotics, and International Operations, 
headed by Senator John Kerry. He met with 
Brenneke for hundreds of hours, and a year 
and a half later Brenneke began telling 
newspapers that Blum and the other staffers 
corroborated his allegations about the Octo
ber Surprise. Moreover, Brenneke testified 
under oath in the Rupp hearing that he had 
provided the October Surprise information to 
the Senate subcommittee and that it was 
later confirmed by the staffers. 

Yet according to Blum and other Senate 
staffers, not only did Brenneke never men
tion the October Surprise; the subcommittee 
found him to be an outright liar. The com
mittee obtained thousands of pages of docu
ments from law enforcement and intel
ligence agencies and discovered, says Blum, 
"that nothing he said was true-he had made 
it up based on what he read in the newspaper 
or what he was told." 

The Senate subcommittee released a 1,166-
page report in December 1988, in which two 
pages are devoted to Brenneke. Among the 
conclusions: "The records show that 
Brenneke was never officially connected to 
U.S. intelligence." The report noted that 
Brenneke "began telling his stories about his 
'secret' life as a spy" after being stopped by 
the U.S. Customs Service on his way back 
from Europe and asked about documents re
lating to arms deals. "His response was to 
offer to become a Customs informant," stat
ed the report. Customs declined the offer. 
The report also noted that "Brenneke ap
plied for a job with the CIA when he finished 
school but his application was rejected." 

By May 1989 Brenneke's stories began to 
catch up with him. A Denver grand jury in
dicted him for perjury for making false dec
larations under oath to a federal judge in the 
Rupp hearing. Brenneke's trial took place in 
Portland, Oregon, in April 1990. A CIA offi
cial testified that not only had Brenneke and 
Rupp never worked for the CIA; the agency 
had never heard of anyone named Robert 
Kerritt-Brenneke's supposed contact. Se
cret Service agents testified that Bush had 
not left the country in the two weeks before 
the election; two of Casey's secretaries said 
the same thing about their boss. Then Gregg 
testified that on the weekend of October 18 
and 19, 1980, rather than being at the Paris 
meetings as Brenneke claimed, he was on va-

cation at a beach in Delaware; on Monday, 
October 20, he said he was back at work at 
the Old Executive Office Building. He re
called that the weather was cloudy and pro
duced a photograph of himself and his daugh
ter on the beach. The back of the photo is 
stamped "October 1980" from the processing 
lab. The photo showed a hazy but party 
sunny sky. 

In response, Brenneke's lawyers produced 
Robert Lynott, a retired Portland TV weath
erman who testified that his review of the 
weather reports showed there were overcast 
and rainy conditions most of that weekend 
in Deleware-and that therefore the photo 
must have been taken at a different time. 
This turned out to be the key piece of evi
dence on which the jury concentrated. 

Following a three-week trial, Brenneke 
was acquitted, thanks to the prosecution's 
incompetence and overconfidence and the de
fense's success in shrouding Brenneke in the 
smoke and mirrors of the intelligence world. 
The prosecution was roundly criticized for 
not asking for or admitting any documen
tary evidence. The Secret Service agents 
didn't bring records to the trial, which made 
them vulnerable on cross examination. 
Casey's two secretaries admitted that Casey 
kept secrets from them, which rendered their 
testimony questionable in the minds of ju
rors. 

Prosecutors did not introduce into evi
dence Gregg's datebook, which has the word 
"beach" penned on the October 18 weekend, 
or the four computerized White House memo
randa that he sent from and received in his 
office on October 20. Thus the jury became 
preoccupied with the questions raised by the 
defense about the alleged date of the photo
graph. Three jurors later admitted that their 
"doubt" about the photograph was the main 
reason they had acquitted Brenneke. 

Despite the litany of Brenneke's inconsist
encies, October Surprise supporters touted 
his acquittal as proof of his veracity. Sick 
says: "Brenneke had the courage of his con
viction in taking on the U.S. government on 
three key allegations [about the presence of 
Bush, Casey, and Gregg at the Paris meet
ings], and he was acquitted .... The evi
dence on George bush not being in Paris is 
less persuasive than that of Donald Gregg. 
The way Bush has dealt with this is very sus
picious. There is not a single shred of evi
dence that Bush was where he said he was." 
"Frontline" embraced Brenneke's trial de
fense that the weather conditions on the 
Delaware shore on October 20, 1980, were in
compatible with the Gregg photo, claiming 
that "U.S. government documents show the 
weather was cold and cloudy that weekend 
on the Delaware shore." In fact, detailed 
hourly weather maps of that weekend from 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad
ministration show that on Sunday afternoon 
weather conditions were compatible with the 
picture Gregg produced. 

"Frontline," Sick, and October Surprise 
conspiracy supporters also rely on the "eye
witness testimony" of Brenneke's good 
friend Rupp. Weeks after Sick published his 
op-ed piece, in which he indirectly cited 
Brenneke and Rupp (though not by name), 
when questioned by reporters skeptical 
about Brenneke's credibility, he disclaimed 
any reliance on him. Rupp, however, was 
still a primary source. He has maintained 
that his involvement in a loan fraud, which 
led to the collapse of the Aurora Bank in 
Colorado in 1985, was actually due to the 
CIA, for whom he said he was working, as 
part of a "national security operation" re
lated to Iran-contra. 
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Like Bani-Sadr and Brenneke, Rupp's sud

den recall of the October Surprise came 
about belatedly. Only after his conviction for 
bank fraud, Rupp began telling newspapers 
and TV stations that he flew Casey to Paris 
on October 18, 1980, and insisted that Bush 
was present on the tarmac at the French air
port. There are numerous inconsistencies in 
Rupp's account. He was unable to produce 
any proof that the worked for the CIA, and 
the plane he said he piloted to Paris that 
weekend, according to leasing company 
records, was actually parked in California. 
Furthermore, Rupp's passport (and 
Brenneke's too, for that matter) shows no 
exit from the United States or entry into 
France in October 1980. Rupp has told report
ers he didn't know who his passengers were 
at the time of the flight to Paris. He claims 
only to have recognized the "Old Professor" 
six years later when Casey was shown "testi
fying on television" about the Iran-contra 
scandal (a dubious detail, seeing that Casey 
had a stroke a day before the televised hear
ings). Rupp also said it was only years later 
that he recognized the "tall man with the 
crooked eyes"-the person at the Paris air
port-as George Bush. Is it conceivable that 
Rupp would not have recognized Bush or 
Casey when he saw them? After all, he 
claims to be a long-time CIA employee and 
pilot-and Bush was head of the CIA four 
years before. Moreover, Brenneke says that 
Rupp was one of "Casey's favorite pilots." 

As for the allegations about Bush's pres
ence in Paris on October 19 and 20, Secret 
Service records and contemporaneous news 
accounts of Bush's speeches show indis
putably that he is publicly accounted for al
most hourly-in numerous campaign stops
from October 15 through the late evening of 
October 18. On Sunday morning, October 19, 
according to information obtained by Gordon 
Crovitz of The Wall Street Journal, Bush had 
a private lunch with Judge Potter Stewart 
at the Chevy Chase Country Club. And Se
cret Service records show that agents went 
to the club to provide protection for Bush 
that Sunday morning. On the evening of Oc
tober 19 Bush spoke at a campaign event at 
the Washington Hilton, which is substan
tiated by newspaper accounts. On Monday, 
October 20, according to a schedule released 
by the White House and confirmed by news
paper and wire service reports, Bush cam
paigned the entire day in several cities in 
Connecticut. 

When confronted with this information, 
October Surprise buffs either claim that the 
Secret Service records were fabricated or 
maintain that Bush could have flown to 
Paris on the Concorde and technically re
turned eight hours later. But if he did fly via 
Concorde (or any other high-speed plane), it 
conflicts with all of the statements made by 
Rupp and Brenneke, who said that Bush and 
Casey has flown to Paris on October 18 on a 
BAC-111. Nor is it compatible with any of 
the statements made by the other key 
sources used by "Frontline" and Sick. 

By any measure of honest reporting, the 
October Surprise conspiracy should have 
died long a.go. But like a version of the 
child's game "telephone," the story had 
taken on a life of its own, changing and ex
panding as it went from source to source. 
More and more "eyewitnesses" began emerg
ing who often appropriated elements of the 
conspiracy, swapped lies among themselves 
or were prodded by journalists, and then 
wove new tales inserting themselves as 
minor or major characters. Though Bani
Sadr has consistently claimed to have his 
own proof of the conspiracy, for his book his 

only evidence was excerpts from Brenneke's 
court statements in the Rupp hearing. An 
October Surprise cult emerged, fueled by en
trepreneurial journalists who had made the 
allegations into a lucrative cottage industry. 
PBS's "Frontline" documentary, for exam
ple, cost about $200,000 to $250,000 to produce, 
paid partially by taxpayer funds. 

"Frontline" touted Brenneke's acquittal 
on perjury charges, declaring that "the gov
ernment tried and failed to prove that Wil
liam Casey was not in Paris." "Frontline" 
and Sick did not tell the public about 
Brenneke's numerous misstatements, dis
crepancies, and prevarications, which cast 
doubt on the credibility of the entire October 
Surprise scenario. On "Frontline" Brenneke 
said again that Gregg and Casey traveled se
cretly to Paris in October 1980. (Allen had 
produced a videotape of his October 19 ap
pearance on "Meet the Press," so his name 
did not come up this time.) But Brenneke 
changed his story once again. In September 
1988 he testified that he did not play a role in 
the transfer of $40 million in weapons to 
Iran; on "Frontline" he said that he was in
structed by Casey at the meeting to launder 
the $40 million through a Mexican bank and 
that he did so. 

Rather than rely exclusively on Brenneke, 
Sick and "Frontline" featured new sources 
who they said "confirmed" each other's ac
counts. These included Houshang Lavi, Ari 
Ben-Menashe, and Jamshid Hashemi. Lavi, 
an Iranian-born arms dealer, claimed he was 
the unidentified Iranian emissary who met 
with Allen, McFarlane, and Silberman in 
Washington in early October 1980 at the 
L'Enfant Plaza Hotel. "Frontline" quoted 
Lavi as saying that he witnessed Khomeini's 
representatives being allowed to enter NATO 
bases in Europe and "pick whatever they 
want" for shipment back to Iran. 

What "Frontline" and Sick did not reveal 
was the following: (1) Lavi's claim to have 
met the three Reagan supporters has been 
denied by McFarlane, Allen, and Silberman. 
(2) The only independent record of Lavi's 
meeting with anyone in 1980 are memoranda 
from the John Anderson campaign showing 
that he approached Anderson campaign offi
cials on October 2 offering to secure the re
lease of the hostages if the United States 
would unfreeze Iranian assets and provide F-
14 spare parts. The campaign referred him to 
the State Department. (3) Lavi implied that 
he was acting on behalf of Bani-Sadr, but the 
State Department, according to 1980 depart
ment documents, found that he "had no au
thority to speak on behalf of Bani-Sadr," 
that he was a "self-appointed middleman" 
who was trying to broker a deal by going 
back to each party showing he had lined 
them up, and that "Lavi was a thoroughly 
disreputable character." (4) American and 
European defense and intelligence officials 
say it is ludicrous to believe that Iranians 
were escorted to NATO bases to play a mili
tary version of "supermarket sweep." (5) 
Since 1988, when Lavi was "discovered" by 
Honegger, he has made a series of unsubstan
tiated allegations, including that Customs 
Service agents assassinated an informant 
(Cyrus Hashemi) by pumping poison gas into 
his hospital room. 

Even more than Lavi, "Frontline" and 
Sick relied heavily on the statements of Ari 
Ben-Menashe, an October Surprise source 
who only surfaced in 1990. "Frontline" de
scribed Ben-Menashe as a "former Israeli in
telligence officer" and aired his claim to be 
"one of half a dozen Israelis sent to Paris at 
Casey's request to help coordinate arms de
liveries" to Iran. "Frontline" reported that 

Ben-Menashe "saw a man [he] believed to be 
Bush" in Paris. Sick used Ben-Menashe as 
one of his major sources in proving that the 
October Surprise happened, that Casey was a 
key participant, and that Israel shipped 
weapons as part of the "deal." 

Apparently emboldened by the acceptance 
of his allegations on "Frontline" and by 
Sick, last spring Ben-Menashe told several 
Australian newspapers and In These Times 
that he saw Bush arrive at a meeting on Oc
tober 17 or 18, 1980, at a "top-floor conference 
room" in Paris, shake hands with Mehdi 
Karrubi, a leading Iranian cleric, and "close 
the door." But none of the other "eye-wit
nesses" and "sources" had ever mentioned 
Ben-Menashe's presence in Paris or that of 
any other Israelis, or of Mehdi Karrubi. 
Moreover, all of the reported sightings of 
Bush took place on October 19 or 20-not on 
October 17 or 18. Ben-Menashe has also 
claimed that Israel shipped more than $82 
billion in arms to Iran since 1980-more than 
thirty-five times Israel's defense imports and 
domestic weapons production! 

In an interview with In These times last 
April, Ben-Menashe claimed that it was he
not Lavi-who met to discuss the hostages in 
early October at the L'Enfant Plaza Hotel 
with Allen, McFarlane, and Silberman. 

Without providing any evidence-despite 
repeated promises to reporters and to con
gressional officials to hand over "docu
ments"-Ben-Menashe has belatedly become 
a key insider on other topical issues. He has 
claimed to have detailed inside knowledge of 
the Inslaw case. He said that he met many 
times with Robert Gates in Chile and the 
United States, and even that he transferred 
a suitcase containing $16 million to Gates at 
one point. (The CIA and the National Secu
rity Council provided documents to the Sen
ate Intelligence Committee showing that 
Gates was meeting elsewhere at the time of 
every meeting cited by Ben-Menashe.) Ben
Menashe has said that McFarlane was a paid 
Israeli agent since 1978, had received "mil
lions of dollars from Israel, and was the se
cret "Mr. X" in the Jonathan Pollard spy 
case. He even says that the United States, 
through Israel, shipped "billions of dollars of 
arms" to Iraq. He has become an "expert" on 
Israel's nuclear program-despite the fact 
that he never had any connection to it. He 
has claimed that in 1981 he planted the hom
ing device at the Osirak reactor before it was 
bombed by Israeli planes, but records show 
he wasn't out of the country then. He has 
told Israelis and journalists that he was even 
offered to be head of the Mossad, Israel's se
cret intelligence service, but that he de
clined. 

Sympathetic reporters uncritically portray 
Ben-Menashe as a "senior Israeli intelligence 
officer" and a "national security adviser" 
and "special emissary" to Israeli Prime Min
ister Yitzhak Shamir. In a recent interview, 
Sick said: "I am satisfied that Ben-Menashe 
knows a great deal. He has told me three or 
four things that I was able to corroborate. 
He told me he was an officer in a sigint [sig
nal intelligence] unit. I have made no at
tempt to corroborate any of his other infor
mation [beyond allegations of 1980]." Sey
mour Hersh's new book, The Samson Option, 
which describes Israel's nuclear program and 
intelligence activities, uses Ben-Menashe as 
the primary source. Hersh said in an inter
view that Ben-Menashe was in sigint, that he 
was a "key player," and that "the Israelis 
want to hurt him bad" for his leaks of high
level classified information. But Hersh didn't 
interview Ben-Menashe until April, and he 
told The New York Times that he did not go 
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to Israel to investigate Ben-Menashe's alle
gations or credibility. Hersh claims, incor
rectly, that he would have been subject to Is
raeli censorship. What's more, according to 
U.S. and Israeli government documents and 
officials, Ben-Menashe was never in sigint, 
and the Israelis have never even attempted 
to initiate legal proceedings against Ben
Menashe, an act they would have obviously 
pursued if he were the source of important 
leaks. The closest access Ben-Menashe ever 
had to intelligence was his work as a low
level translator for the Israel Defense Forces 
External Relations Department from 1977 
through 1987. Contrary to Hersh's assertion 
that the department is one of the most sen
sitive branches of military intelligence, it is 
in fact, compared with other branches, one of 
the most insignificant. 

Ben-Menashe's responsibilities included 
translating letters and reports between the 
Israeli military and foreign military 
attaches. They did not include any trans
lations of cables, though Israeli officials ac
knowledge that he did have access to mini
mally classified information, including a re
port in 1986 prepared for the United States 
discussing Israel's request to replenish weap
ons that it supplied to Iran as part of the 
Iran-contra operation. This alerted him to 
Israeli involvement in the affair, and to 
Iran's desperate search for weapons. 

Like others before him, Ben-Menashe's re
call of the October Surprise came about be
latedly-after he was arrested in 1989, im
prisoned for a year, tried, and ultimately ac
quitted in 1990 on charges of illegally trying 
to export planes to Iran. According to his 
own letter of resignation, he left in 1987 be
cause he had not received a promotion in 
many years. (Ben-Menashe has told reporters 
that he was fired for leaking a covert oper
ation.) His personnel file notes that he was 
denied a special security clearance at one 
point because he was considered "delu
sional." It also says that he had begun try
ing to peddle weapons in scams in Chile 
(where he impersonated an Israeli embassy 
official), Singapore, and Sri Lanka (where he 
impersonated a Hebrew University profes
sor). Since 1987 he has periodically charged 
foreigners with being Mossad agents, with
out any evidence. The most recent and noto
rious of these claims, which appears in 
Hersh's new book, is against media giant 
Robert Maxwell, who has sued. 

In 1989 Ben-Menashe was arrested in Cali
fornia along with two Americans. A U.S. 
Customs agent, posing as a buyer for Iran, 
tape-recorded some of the conversations in 
which the men offered to ship the military 
transport planes to Iran, using a false end
user certificate, for $12 million apiece. Ben
Menashe was going to obtain the transport 
planes from Israel. The trial of Ben-Menashe 
and one of the Americans was held in 1990 in 
New York (the other was tried in California); 
Ben-Menashe was eventually acquitted. Most 
of the evidence that the prosecution intro
duced was directed against his co-defendant, 
and the evidence submitted against Ben
Menashe was insufficient to convict him. 

Yet the court records and information pro
vided by prosecutors show how wildly incon
sistent Ben-Menashe's story has been. In 1988 
he told a Time reporter that he was involved 
in a "secret operation" to free American 
hostages in Lebanon by arranging the sale of 
planes to Iran through Israel. But a short 
while later Ben-Menashe told a U.S. Customs 
undercover agent that since 1987 he had been 
"self-employed as a journalist and a trans
lator and a political writer doing a lot of 
traveling ... [and] that he had no ties with 

the Ministry of Defense." The undercover 
agent also testified that Ben-Menashe re
vealed to him that he was trying to obtain 
planes from Israel to be sold to an arms 
buyer. At pretrial, however, Ben-Menashe 
told attorneys that he became involved in 
plane sales to Iran because he wanted to ex
pose Israel's covert operations. Ben-Menashe 
said he was acting as an "undercover jour
nalist gathering information for a book" to 
"expose the ugly role of Israel and the Unit
ed States in weapons sales." 

During and after the trial, Ben-Menashe 
contended that he was one of the leading in
telligence agents in Israel: Ben-Menashe's 
lawyer told the court that only three people 
in Israel were "privy to what was going on 
with Iran-contra"-Shamir, Israeli 
counterterrorism official Amiram Nir, and 
Ben-Menashe. Ben-Menashe claimed that 
Shamir dispatched him personally to carry 
out an operation to investigate who was try
ing to sell planes to Iran. Accordingly to 
sworn affidavits, Israeli officials in the office 
of the prime minister, including Shamir 
himself, never heard of Ben-Menashe. 

Despite his brazen claims of being a "sen
ior intelligence officer," Ben-Menashe went 
to extraordinary lengths to prevent the pros
ecution from obtaining his personnel 
records. He refused to sign a waiver authoriz
ing the Israeli government to release his 
records to the U.S. court, telling his lawyers 
and the prosecutor that to do so would con
stitute a violation of the "Official Secrets 
Act in Israel," punishable "by death." In 
fact, there is no such thing as an "Official 
Secrets Act" in Israel, and there is no death 
penalty for releasing classified information
nor for that matter has Israel ever invoked 
its death penalty, with the notable exception 
of the execution of Adolf Eichmann. The 
judge compelled Ben-Menashe to sign the 
waiver. The records were then produced, 
which showed he was just a translator. 

As a final defense, Ben-Menashe supports 
claim that he must be credible because he 
knew of the Israel arms sales to Iran before 
they became public. But Israel officials note 
that this knowledge can be explained both by 
his work translating letters to the United 
States in 1986 and by the fact that rumors of 
Israeli arms sales to Iran had circulated rou
tinely throughout the Israeli Ministry of De
fense. Ben-Menashe supporters also cite the 
numerous trips abroad he made from 1980 
through 1987, evidence, they claim, that he 
was a secret agent. Yet his trips were on 
non-paid leave, and were recorded in his ci
vilian passport. He never possessed a diplo
matic passport as he claimed. 

The last "new" primary source used by 
"Frontline" and Sick was Jamshid Hashemi, 
an Iranian middleman. His account added a 
new dimension to the October Surprise: he 
claimed that, in addition to the meetings in 
Paris in October 1980, there were earlier 
meetings in July and August of 1980, which 
Casey attended and at which the " deal" was 
actually made to delay release of the hos
tages. 

In interviews on "Frontline" and with 
Sick, Jamshid said that in July 1980 he and 
his brother Cyrus (who died in 1986) met se
cretly in Madrid with Casey, a "senior CIA of
ficer," and Iranian cleric Mehdi Karrubi. 
Jamshid said that Casey urged that "the Ira
nians hold the hostages until after the elec
tion," and that he, Cyrus, and Karrubi at
tended a second meeting with Casey in Au
gust in Madrid, where "Karrubi expressed ac
ceptance . . . the hostages would be released 
after Carter's defeat." In his op-ed piece, 
Sick accepted uncritically Jamshid's claims 

that he and his brother helped put the final 
touches on an agreement between Casey and 
Iran that weapons would be supplied if Iran 
delayed the release of the hostages. 

Missing from Sick's and "Frontline" 's re
counting are revelations of Cyrus's and 
Jamshid's backgrounds that show their 
credibility problems to be even worse than 
those of Brenneke and Ben-Menashe. 

Cyrus Hashemi was a typical Iranian mid
dleman, trying to marry up business deals 
between Iran and other countries by inflat
ing his importance to each side. According to 
declassified CIA documents and American in
telligence officials, in early 1980 he offered 
his services to the Carter administration in 
getting the hostages released in return for 
spare parts for Iran. His lawyer, former At
torney General Elliot Richardson, put him in 
touch with the State Department. During 
the abortive attempt to free the hostages in 
April 1980, Cyrus offered to organize assist
ance from supporters in Tehran. The State 
Department even supplied him with funds, 
through the CIA, to assist him. But Cyrus 
failed to demonstrate that he had any con
nections in Tehran, and the CIA concluded 
that "his offers were part of a scam." All 
contact was dropped with Cyrus. 

Cyrus was only one of several self-anointed 
Iranian intermediaries who purported to 
speak for Iran in dangling the freedom of the 
hostages in exchange for military weapons. 
Sick himself observed as much several years 
ago, in a chapter for the 1985 Council of For
eign Relations anthology American Hostages 
in Iran: The Conduct of a Crisis: "Throughout 
the late summer and fall of 1980, the Carter 
administration had been approached by pri
vate individuals claiming to speak for Ira
nian authorities ... the evidence strongly 
suggested that these were private entre
preneurs who saw the possibility of some lu
crative business for themselves." 

In mid-1984 Cyrus, Jamshid, and a third 
brother, Reza, were indicted for their illegal 
efforts from October 21, 1980, through No
vember 1981 to ship tens of millions of dol
lars of military equipment to Iran. After 
learning about the Hashemis' secret contacts 
with Iranian arms procurement officials in 
September 1980, FBI agents wiretapped 
Cyrus's office and temporary apartment in 
Manhattan. According to a transcript of one 
conversation on October 21, 1980, Cyrus and 
several Americans discussed plans to fulfill a 
request from Iranian officials for Cyrus (who 
had told them that he could obtain badly 
needed weapons) to arrange the exporting of 
arms. In the conversations Cyrus admitted 
that the project was illegal and suggested 
various ways of avoiding detection. That was 
the day after Brenneke had said Cyrus was in 
Paris meeting with Casey. In a subsequent 
interview with ABC's "Nightline," Jamshid 
made another startling claim: that starting 
in August 1980, after the "deal" was con
cluded with Casey, tens of millions of dollars 
of American-made weapons were shipped by 
boat to Iran from Israel. No evidence exists 
to support the claim, but if it is true, why 
would the Hashemis have worked so fever
ishly to obtain weapons in October through 
what they knew were illegal means? 

Reza pleaded guilty, but Cyrus and 
Jamshid fled to Europe to avoid arrest. 
Cyrus retained several lawyers, including 
Richardson, who asked Casey, unsuccess
fully, for special dispensation for his client 
in light of his earlier "assistance" to the 
United States in 1980, referring to his secret 
work with the State Department. When that 
failed, Cyrus attempted, again unsuccess
fully, to negotiate for charges against him to 
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be dropped in return for his cooperation in 
interceding with Iranian officials to secure 
the release of the hostages in Leb'l.non. 
Throughout this period neither Cyrus nor 
Reza nor Jamshid ever revealed to their at
torneys or to U.S. government officials their 
alleged secret meetings with Casey in 1980. Is 
it conceivable that these men, who were des
perate to get the charges against them 
dropped and were threatening, according to 
memorandums of conversations between Jus
tice and CIA officials at the time, to reveal 
anything they knew, would not have threat
ened to disclose the most damaging informa
tion they possessed-a secret deal between 
Casey and Iran in 1980? 

According to court records, in 1985 Cyrus, 
still a fugitive from Justice, became in
volved with a group of international arms 
dealers, including Americans and Israelis, 
trying to sell arms to Iran. Cyrus then asked 
his attorneys to relay to the Justice Depart
ment his offer to serve as an informant in 
the arms transaction in return for dropping 
the charges. The U.S. government agreed 
only to be "lenient" with Cyrus. He accept
ed. Soon thereafter the Customs agents, as 
part of a giant sting operation, began work
ing with Cyrus overseas and in the United 
States to record secretly his conversations 
with the arms dealers. 

Cyrus died on July 21, 1986, in London. A 
coroner's report attributed his death to a 
virulent strain of leukemia, which had been 
diagnosed only days before. A U.S. Customs 
Service agent attended the autopsy and con
curred in its conclusions. Nevertheless, 
Hashemi's supporters, including attorney 
William Kunstler (who represents one of the 
arms dealers) and "Frontline" 's Parry have 
stated that his death was "mysterious," that 
Cyrus was murdered to shut him up about 
what he knew about the October Surprise, 
and that the U.S. government has covered up 
his murder. Kunstler, who says that "there 
are suspicious needle pricks on both elbows" 
about the case, points out that The Village 
Voice is seriously considering paying for an 
exhumation. If anyone had an incentive to 
kill, Cyrus, however, it was the arms dealer. 
After all, it was Cyrus's death that forced 
the government to drop its case against 
these men. 

On July 20, after Sick and "Frontline" had 
aired Jamshid's charges, ABC's "Nightline" 
picked up on them. In an off-camera inter
view Jamshid described the meetings in Ma
drid at which the deal was allegedly ar
ranged. At the first of them, which he said 
covered two consecutive days in "late July," 
Casey and two unidentified Americans first 
proposed the deal to Mehdi Karrubi, a "close 
associate" of Khomeini. The Hashemis alleg
edly served as interpreters. According to 
Jamshid, the parties met in Madrid again 
two weeks later, when Karrubi conveyed 
Khomeini's approval of Casey's offer. 
"Nightline" and The Financial Times of 
London investigated Jamshid's charges and 
claimed to have found evidence that corrobo
rated the story. 

Among the "evidence" was the fact that 
hotel records indicate a Jamshid Halaj and 
an A. Hashemi checked into the Madrid 
Plaza in late July, and an Ali Balnean in Au
gust. These names allegedly confirmed 
Jamshid's recollection that he and his broth
er often used aliases. Jamshid even furnished 
"Nightline" with a business card using the 
name Ali Balnean. ("Nightline" also said 
that the name Robert Gray was in the hotel 
records. Robert Gray is a Washington public 
relations executive who served as Casey's top 
deputy in the 1980 campaign. He supplied 

"Nightline" with his passport, which indi
cated that he had not left the country in 
July or August 1980.) Even if one were to be
lieve that the records were not altered, with 
the Hashemis running around the globe at
tempting to broker arms deals it would hard
ly be surprising that they had been in Ma
drid during the time Jamshid is talking 
about. Casey, however, was not. 

"Nightline" said that Hashemi's accounts 
of the meetings were supported by the fact 
that William Casey was unaccounted for in 
the public record between August 8 and Au
gust 13, as well as July 27 to July 29. It is 
true that Casey was absent from the public 
record for a week in August, but it is surely 
more likely that he was busy with the 
Reagan campaign than flying off to Madrid. 
"Nightline" offered more "evidence" in sup
port of the July absence: an unrelated article 
from The New York Times on July 30, 1980, 
about the complaints of a right-to-life group 
over Bush's selection as vice president, 
quoting a Reagan spokesman as saying 
Casey would deal with the group, "when he 
returns [today] from his trip abroad." (In a 
side note, "Nightline" did report that 
Jamshid Hashemi said Bush did not attend 
the alleged October Paris meetings as 
claimed by a number of others.) 

However, "Nightline" had failed to find 
out that Casey was not in Madrid, but in 
London, at the Anglo-American Conference 
on the Second World War. So at the end of an 
unrelated show a week later, having been 
contacted by some of those who had attended 
the conference with Casey, "Nightline" pro
vided a brief update on their previous report. 
They said that it had been confirmed that 
Casey had presented a paper on special oper
ations in France during World War II on the 
morning of July 29, and showed a picture of 
Casey with some others taken at a reception 
on the evening of July 28. Ted Koppel said 
this would leave July 27 and early on July 28 
for Casey to have met in Madrid (it is a nine
ty-minute flight from Madrid to London). 

But "Nightline" was wrong again. Jona
than Chadwick, the secretary of the British 
planning committee for the conference, 
showed us documents from the conference, 
which chart the attendance of each partici
pant at each session as well as their accom
modations. Casey is not only accounted for 
on the evening of July 28 and the morning of 
July 29, but also for the night of July 27 and 
all day, except for a brief absence, on July 
28. This makes Jamshid's story of two con
secutive days of meetings impossible. 

Not surprising, after the "Frontline" and 
Sick airing of the October Surprise, new 
"sources" emerged to tell of their dealings 
with Bush and Casey. Gunther "Russ" 
Russbacher claimed that he was the "smok
ing gun" in the October Surprise conspiracy. 
He told Marc Cooper of the Village Voice, in 
a story published this past August, that as 
instructed by his "big boss" at the CIA, he
along with "co-pilot" Richard Brenneke
flew Bush and Gregg back and forth to Paris 
in October 1980. What's more, Russbacher 
claimed that he flew back to the United 
States in a SR-71 supersonic high altitude 
spy plane in a flight that lasted ninety min
utes. "Sitting next to me was George Bush," 
throughout the flight. 

Russbacher gave his interview to The Vil
lage Voice from prison, where he is serving a 
twenty-one-month sentence for impersonat
ing a federal officer. Yes, he too claims that 
he was framed by the CIA to shut him up. 
But he would not be silenced. And as noted 
by the Voice, Russbacher "has already be
come a sought-after guest on the radio talk 

show circuit (from a phone inside the prison) 
and his story has elicited queries from ABC 
'Nightline,' NBC, CBS, The New York Times, 
Newsday, USA Today, San Diego Union, San 
Jose Mercury News, Dallas Morning News 
and other publications." 

The Voice revealed that Russbacher had a 
lengthy relationship with federal authori
ties, going back to 1965 when he was arrested 
for impersonating a U.S. marshal, to his 
army desertion in 1967, his false claim that 
he was an Army major, and his escape from 
prison in 1975. In 1987 he pleaded guilty to se
curities fraud. 

For believers in the October Surprise, no 
doubt there are other "sources" out there, 
waiting to provide their own testimony. Yet 
the story has finally begun to unravel-and 
at least one star witness seems to have 
caught himself in his own web of lies. The 
Voice, which has been a proponent of the 
conspiracy, published a piece in September 
declaring that Brenneke "was nowhere near 
the alleged conspirators' meetings in Madrid 
and Paris in 1980, where he claims he helped 
Republican big-wigs negotiate a secret hos
tage deal behind Jimmy Carter's back." The 
author, Frank Snepp, had obtained 
Brenneke's diaries and credit card receipts, 
which showed that betwee:J. 1980 and 1982 
Brenneke "was never away from his favorite 
Portland restaurants and shopping malls for 
more than a few days at a time"-despite his 
sworn testimony that he personally flew 
planeloads of arms to Iran for "four to five 
weeks at a time" and his claim to have met 
with Bush, Gregg, and Iranian 
intermediaries during the same period. 

Brenneke had originally given his financial 
documents to a writer named Peggy Adler 
Robohm after she signed a contract with 
Brenneke and his agent last year to write his 
story. Initially an ardent believer in 
Brenneke, after scrutinizing his personal 
records Robohm found credit card bills, and 
personal calendar notations that showed in
disputably that he had lied, and she volun
teered her information to Snepp. Snepp, who 
had reported Brenneke's allegations as 
truthful for ABC News for several years, now 
admits that his "apparent October Surprise 
fabrications undercut the credibility of ev
erything he touched." He also concedes that 
Brenneke's own letters "trace the evolution 
of his public allegations, showing how tips 
from journalists and other sources prompted 
him to change this or that date, or modify a 
particular story line." 

Still, conspiratorialists are not easily dis
suaded. Although Snepp no longer believes 
that Bush or Gregg went to Paris in October 
1980, he believes that Casey met with Iranian 
officials in Madrid in July 1980 to negotiate 
a secret deal with the Iranians. As for 
Brenneke, Snepp questions whether he was 
deliberately planted to "sidetrack and sabo
tage the investigation." Nevertheless, it is 
important to note that despite the irref
utable evidence that Brenneke never partici
pated in any meetings, none of the other key 
sources has ever disassociated himself from 
Brenneke. 

Meanwhile, with Brenneke largely discred
ited, Ben-Menashe has emerged as the main 
source. The October issue of Esquire features 
an article by Craig Unger that rehashes 
many of the earlier allegations and Ben
Menashe's most fantastic stories about the 
conspiracy. Not to be outdone, Newsweek 
has hired Unger to be a special consultant to 
help promote its own October Surprise inves
tigation, although it recently published a 
piece raising serious questions about Ben
Menashe's credibility. 
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Beni-Sadr himself seems to be tripping 

over misstatements he has made over the 
past several years. In an interview with THE 
NEW REPUBLIC in September 1991 at his home 
in Versailles, he recanted key allegations. 
Asked whether he still affirmed hts charge in 
Playboy that Bush led the American side in 
secret Paris meetings with the Iranians and 
at least three arms dealers whom he also 
named, Bani-Sadr said, " No, that informa
tion had been given to me. So I gave the in
formation so that it could be checked to see 
if they were there. For me, their presence 
does not matter. I have never guaranteed 
that those people were really those who had 
negotiated." 

Pressed on his allegation in his book and 
in Playboy about Bush's presence in Paris, 
which he had said came from "intelligence," 
Bani-Sadr now backed away: " I have always 
repeated that I wasn 't sure. " He went on to 
say: "As a matter of fact, I am a sociologist. 
I do not deal with names; I deal with rela
tions. And morally also I cannot really say if 
these people or other people were there be
cause I am not sure .... I received names from 
Iran and I transmitted them; some proved to 
be true through research and others did 
not." Still, Bani-Sadr had a novel expla
nation for why he had raised the Bush 
charge: "It is said that Bush himself and his 
entourage initiated this information so they 
could later refute it and brand it all lies." 

In the end, October Surprise believers 
point to their final fall-back argument: 
Casey was capable of doing anything. Indeed, 
Casey was capable of doing a lot of nasty 
things-as demonstrated by the Iran-contra 
disclosures. But no evidence has ever 
emerged that shows Casey at a secret meet
ing in Madrid or involved in any scheme to 
delay the release of the hostages. 

On October 20, the very day that Brenneke 
and Ben-Menashe claim that Casey was in 
Paris, campaign records show that Casey had 
an 8 a .m. appointment at the Metropolitan 
Club in Washington and that he had two 
other appointments that day. Moreover, 
Richard Allen's personal telephone log shows 
that Casey made a telephone call to him on 
October 20 at 7:30 a.m., which Allen recalls as 
being local. 

Proponents of the October Surprise theory, 
including Sick, cite as circumstantial evi
dence of a Reagan-Khomeini deal the facts 
that promising negotiations with the Carter 
administration in the fall of 1980 were bro
ken off and that the Iranians dropped arms 
from their list of demands. Even here, how
ever, the events do not support the conclu
sion. According to all accounts of the crisis , 
far from breaking off, the negotiations con
tinued int ensely through January. In Sep
tember 1980 Khomeini sent his associate 
Sadegh Tabatabai to meet with the Amer
ican negotiator, Warren Christ opher, in Ger
many. " The first meetings were ver y promis
ing." Christopher told The Los Angeles 
T imes in October 1988. Tabatabai presented a 
set of moderate demands, including a U.S. 
non-in tervention commitment, the 
unfreezing of Iranian assets in the United 
States, and the return of the Shah's wealth 
to Iran. In addition, Tabatabai asked for the 
delivery of some $350 million in arms and 
other military equipment that the Shah had 
purchased. Although Sick and other 
conspiratorialists remain surprised at the 
dropping of this demand, Christopher. who 
should know, notes: "I discouraged it, and it 
never came back. . . . " As he explained to 
the Los Angeles Times, "The issue of arms 
stayed on the table only briefly. I think they 
were just testing us." 

In September 1980 Iraq invaded Iran. The 
Iraqi invasion preoccupied the Iranians, in
terrupting the negotiations. It was not until 
November 2, after they had stabilized the 
front, that the Iranians were able to return 
to the negotiating table. It was too late to 
reach a deal before the November 4 election. 
Both Christopher and Lloyd Cutler, counsel 
to President Carter, accept this explanation. 
As Christopher said: " It is an interesting 
question why the promising meetings we had 
in September ended so abruptly .... But I've 
always felt that the outbreak of the war 
seemed a sufficient explanation." In an op-ed 
piece in the New York Times, Cutler wrote 
that it was not until later in the fall that 
Hashemi Rafsanjani consolidated power, and 
any earlier deal would have made him vul
nerable to attack from the more radical , 
anti-U.S. mullahs, including Bani-Sadr, who 
opposed the January deal with Carter as 
being too favorable to the United States. It 
was for this reason also that the Iranians re
jected an October 11 offer from President 
Carter to provide, in exchange for the release 
of hostages, $150 million in arms that had 
been purchased by the Shah but held in the 
United States after the revolution. The re
lease was in fact delayed, but it was done so 
unilaterally by the Iranians for their own 
motives-not least their enmity for Carter. 

One of Sick's and "Frontline" 's major 
claims is that Israel served as a conduit for 
weapons immediately after release of the 
hostages. Yet none of their sources even re
motely agrees on what arms were allegedly 
traded as a result of a deal, or how they were 
traded. Ben-Menashe's assertion that Israel 
sold $82 billion in arms to Iran over six 
years, mostly transported by plane, is con
tradicted by Jamshid Hasemi's statement 
that his brother arranged for the shipment of 
$150 million in arms by boat in four round 
trips from Israel to Iran between August 1980 
and January 1981. Houshang Lavi declared 
that he witnessed Iranian officials select 
arms on NATO bases in 1981, and Richard 
Brenneke claimed that he laundered $40 mil
lion to Iran for arms purchases. And Bani
Sadr can't even get his own story straight. 
In In These Times he said that Iran received 
between $50 million and $100 million in arms 
during his administration. In his book and in 
our interview, however, Bani-Sadr denied 
that any large arms shipments were received 
when he was president, and that those prom
ised as a result of the 1980 " deal " are con
tinuing today. 

Israel did in fact deliver arms, most prob
ably with Reagan administration approval , 
in February 1981. However, State Depart
ment documents and interviews with Israeli 
and U.S. intelligence officials show that the 
amount was no more than $70 million. More
over, t he shipments were anything but an 
aberration. They were the resumption of 
what had been Isra eli policy t oward Iran 
prior to the crisis and t he arms embargo, a 
policy t hat had often diverged from Amer
ican int erests. Israel had even cont inued 
some shipments during the embargo, but 
when Prime Minister Begin retroactively 
asked President Carter for his approval, 
Carter angrily refused, and no more equip
ment was traded. Shipments were resumed 
only after Carter himself, as part of a final 
agreement before he left office, lifted most 
sanctions on Iran on January 19, 1981. 

Meanwhile, Sick has plunged even further 
into the depths of conspiracy. Several jour
nalists say that earlier this year he told 
them that Gates was part of the October Sur
prise in 1980, and that the Senate Intel
ligence Committee chairman, David Boren, 

would not investigate because he was being 
"blackmailed" by the White House, which 
threatened to leak derogatory allegations 
about his personal life. According to Sick: "I 
never said I had personal knowledge of that. 
It was being told to me by other journal
ists. " As for the bigger story, Sick says: 
"The whole October Surprise was a profes
sionally managed covert action, and I'm 
frankly surprised that I have as much evi
dence as I do." 

Sick's stubborn perpetuation of the story 
is all the more surprising given the scorn 
with which he greeted the Republicans' alle
gations in 1980 that Carter was planning an 
" October Surprise" to win the election. Six 
years ago, writing in the Council of Foreign 
Relations anthology, he declared: "In the 
last few months before the presidential elec
tions, there were spurious reports that the 
Carter administration was planning a spec
tacular military operation against Iran. This 
so-called 'October Surprise' allegedly would 
be intended to win votes for the president. 
The story was a total fabrication . It was 
promptly denied by the White House , and a 
number of responsible newspapers refused to 
print it. Nevertheless, the story received 
widespread attention and soon developed a 
life of its own." 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, in
vestigative journalism is an American 
institution-one that we frankly de
pend on in a democracy. In the New Re
public and Newsweek stories, I believe 
we witnessed a midcourse correction in 
investigative journalism. The journal
ists at those magazines, along with 
their editors, looked at the activities 
of their colleagues at "Nightline" and 
"Frontline" and said, "That's enough * 
* * this may be interesting and enter
taining to some, but it isn't journalism 
of the sort that we want to practice." 
So I commend them for working to set 
the record straight. 

As for us, Mr. President, I do not be
lieve this is destined to be our finest 
hour. I heard it reported that the New 
Republic spent about $3,000 to disprove 
the October surprise theory. In true 
Government fashion, I predict that we 
will spend $600,000 to do the same 
thing. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 

DASCHLE). Who yields time? 
Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, I yield 

2 minutes to the Senator from Georgia. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. FOWLER. I thank my friend, the 

Senator from North Carolina. 
I think the search for truth ought to 

begin on this floor tonight. I find it 
ir onic to hear my friend from Alaska 
saying that polygraph tests should now 
be used as a litmus t est when some of 
t he same Republicans were a rguing 
about 3 weeks ago that in t he case of 
Anita Hill , who t ook a polygraph test, 
that tha t should never even be brought 
up, much less consider ed in any way, 
shape, or form to judge t he t ruth. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The Senator from 
Alaska did n ot say that. ABC's news di
rector said that. 

Mr. FOWLER. I noted that the Sen
ator from Alaska quoted that appr ov-
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ingly and with authority for his point 
on the polygraph, thus endorsing the 
concept. 

The colonel that my friend from 
Maryland referred to is Colonel Charles 
Scott of my State of Georgia. He 
served our country for 31 years-in war 
and peace-bravely, courageously, and 
with distinction. He was held hostage 
by the Iranians for 444 days. 

When the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. McCONNELL] earlier quoted Colo
nel Scott's testimony this morning, he 
stopped short of the truth. The Senator 
from Kentucky said "quoting Colonel 
Scott, 'I have no firsthand knowledge, 
I do not know whether it happened or 
not.'" Colonel Scott said that, but he 
said I want the truth. "We ought to 
have an investigation. I am no par
tisan," said Colonel Scott. "* * * 31 
years I served my country. I voted for 
Ronald Reagan. I voted for George 
Bush. And at least we could find out 
the truth. Please, Senators, conduct an 
investigation and help us find out the 
truth". 

That is what this is about this 
evening. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. SANFORD. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 4 minutes 40 seconds remain
ing. 

Mr. SANFORD. I yield 4 minutes. 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I have 

listened to the proponents of this 
measure for the last 10 or 20 minutes 
and, in fact, everything that they have 
said is the reason they have made the 
argument for why we ought to go for
ward with an investigation because 
each and every one of them have spent 
time from their perspective trying to 
discredit each of the witnesses. 

The point is there is a different point 
of view about these witnesses. And the 
question is whether we are going to 
have a legitimate investigation that 
seeks to decide in an appropriate man
ner who might or might not be telling 
the truth. The issue that is being as
serted by those of us on this side is 
that they are not telling the truth. But 
this is an issue which raises fundamen
tal questions about understanding 
about us, about this institution, about 
what happened, and we ought to answer 
them. 

The very people who are making 
light of these witnesses, I might say, 
are the ·very people who made light of 
all the witnesses who said that the 
Contras were involved with drugs and 
arms, and those are the very witnesses 
today that are in the Noriega trial tes
tifying under oath for the Government. 

The people who make light of this 
are the very people who made light of 
the effort to say that General Noriega 
was involved in drugs and ought to be 
taken down, and then he was. Now he is 
on trial. The people who make light of 

this are the very people who made light 
of all of witnesses in the BCCI case, 
and now that is a matter of record. 

The people that we say come up here 
and tell the truth so consistently have 
now been found guilty in our courts 
and are pleading guilty for having lied 
to the Congress. 

So the question is, are we going to 
make an effort to find the truth or are 
we not? They assert that there is not 
somehow a record here that makes a 
case that we ought to investigate. 

Well, Mr. President, this is an issue 
about that. Gary Sick, as Senator 
SARBANES said, as others have said, is 
no flake. This book is documented, and 
the existence of a book means that this 
issue will not go away. This Senate has 
seen fit to have an investigation of an 
issue not 10 years old but 20 years old, 
of an issue that has not had 1 or 2 in
vestigations, but maybe 50. We have 
discovered 50 on the POW-MIA issue. In 
the hearings we held last week, we dis
covered already that those 50 previous 
investigations never even established 
the baseline of the numbers of people 
who were lost or may not have been 
lost. That is not even known for cer
tainty. 

There are secret lists. Right here I 
have a document about the arms sales, 
that shows that the arms sales went 
through BCCI, the very arms sales that 
were linked to this, and we know that 
Adnan Khashoggi had a $10 million 
check as part of the arms sales that 
went through BCCI. We are just learn
ing about these things. 

Gary Sick spent three administra
tions at the NSC, two of them Repub
licans-Reagan and Ford. He wrote a 
book that was highly critical of Presi
dent Carter. He began his investigation 
for his book with a view that all of 
these allegations were poppycock. He 
did not believe them until he kept 
coming across them, until he discov
ered himself in his research that the 
Iranian Foreign Minister had told the 
Parliament on August 16 that: "The 
American Republican Party, in order 
to win the upcoming election, is trying 
very hard to delay the resolution of the 
hostage question until after the Amer
ican election." He learned about the 
activities of Cyrus Hashemi, an inter
national wheeler dealer who specialized 
in bringing Americans and Iranians to
gether. 

He kept learning about meetings that 
took place. So, Mr. President, the issue 
is whether or not we are going to per
form for the American people what the 
hostages themselves have asked us to 
do. And the fact that the hostages 
alone have asked us, given what they 
went through in that desert, given the 
years they gave up of their lives, the 
danger they faced, that alone ought to 
require the U.S. Senate to do its duty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

The Senator from North Carolina is 
out of time. 

The Senator from Kentucky has 5 
minutes and 30 seconds remaining. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield to the Sen
ator from North Carolina [Mr. HELMS]. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I believe 
pontificating has reached a new high in 
the Senate tonight. I had a call earlier 
this week from a North Carolinian
Democrat, by the way. I do not speak 
harshly about Democrats, but I would 
not be here had it not been for their 
votes along with Republicans. He said, 
"Jesse, you have all sorts of scams in 
Washington. I remember the Abscam." 
Then he said there was the "Iran 
scam." And he said now we have the 
"sham scam." That is what it is all 
about. 

I wish the American people would 
take a look at the salaries proposed for 
this little fantasy that is about to un
roll. They are planning to hire a chief 
counsel at an annual salary of $115,000. 
They are going to hire two associate 
counsels at an annual salary of $90,000 
apiece. I guess that means a plain ordi
nary lawyer. And $80,000 each on an an
nual basis for four investigators. Well, 
it is coming down a little. That is 
$40,000 apiece. One executive secretary, 
$39,250. One security clerk at $33,500. 
Two paralegals, each for an annual sal
ary of $29,625. One receptionist at 
$19,000. One secretary at $25,000. 

I think that lays out the picture very 
well. It is just what the Senate has al
ways needed: More high priced lawyers. 

Mr. President, there are a whole lot 
more of things that could be said that 
have not been said. 

Mr. President, on October 29, the 
Committee on Foreign Relations voted 
to report Senate Resolution 198, as 
amended, to the Rules Committee for 
further action. The vote was 9 ayes, 8 
noes, and 1 present. 

No member of the minority on the 
committee voted in favor of the resolu
tion. Seven out of eight members of the 
minority strongly oppose Senate Reso
lution 198, even as amended. This is the 
resolution which has now been dis
charged from the Rules Committee by 
unanimous consent. 

The original purpose of Senate Reso
lution 198 was to provide additional 
spending authority of $596,000 to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations for 
the purpose of investing "its duly au
thorized inquiry into allegations that 
private United States citizens acted to 
delay the release of United States hos
tages in Iran until after the 1980 Presi
dential elections." 

The reference is to the so-called "Oc
tober surprise"-that is, to a group of 
totally unsupported statements by 
journalists, former aides of President 
Carter, and dubious international ad
venturers that a conspiracy existed in 
the 1980 Presidential campaign to delay 
the release of the United States hos
tages taken in Iran on November 4, 
1979. 

In addition to the new spending au
thority the resolution provides unprec-
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edented subpoena power to the Sub
committee on Near Eastern and South 
Asian Affairs to require witnesses to 
appear "any time or place" before staff 
for deposition&--without the concomi
tant presence of committee member&-
and to produce subpoenaed documents, 
accounts, evidence, and so forth. The 
Senate legal counsel during the busi
ness meeting advised Members that the 
full committee itself does not have the 
sweeping power to compel witnesses to 
appear before staff under pain of con
tempt and other penalties. 

Most members of the minority felt 
strongly that the resolution as pre
sented exhibited a partisanship unwor
thy of the traditions of the committee. 
No specific evidence was presented by 
the supporters to the resolution to sup
port the need for such an investigation. 
The undersigned believe that the ex
penditure of $596,000 represents an ap
palling waste of the taxpayers funds 
that would contribute to the lack of 
confidence that the public has ex
pressed toward the Senate. 

The committee adopted, 17 to 1, an 
amendment to broaden the investiga
tion to include allegations against both 
United States citizens and Government 
officials who may have acted to manip
ulate the release of the hostages in 
Iran in relation to the 1980 Presidential 
election. The amendment gives only a 
semblance of balance to the partisan
ship of the original text. 

LACK OF EVIDENCE 

During the committee debate on the 
resolution, minority members pointed 
to the total lack of evidence justifying 
the expense of the taxpayer's money on 
yet another investigation. I asked 
whether there was "even enough evi
dence to look for a shred of evidence?" 
In answer to my question, I quoted 
from the majority report of the Irani 
Contra Committees-repeat, the major
ity report-on page 162: 

Reagan campaign aides were, in fact, ap
proached by · individuals who claimed to be 
Iranian intermediaries about potential re
lease of hostages, as were other campaign 
staffs. The committees were told that the ap
proaches were rejected and have found no 
credible evidence to suggest that any discus
sions were held or agreements reached on de
laying release of hostages or arranging an 
early arms-for-hostages deal. 

At that time, I pointed out that even 
the majority had found no credible evi
dence. 

The distinguished Senator from Indi
ana [Mr. LUGAR] took the point fur
ther. He stated: 

The allegations are that our President, 
George Bush, and our former President, Ron
ald Reagan, were involved in a conspiracy 
with the Iranian Government to delay the 
freedom of American hostages. It is an out
rageous charge. 

It goes to the heart of our entire political 
system. Anyone who does not see the gravity 
of this seems to me is simply moving in a 
very superficial realm to what is a fun
damental charge as to the legitimacy of our 
government. 

The President of the United States, that is 
George Bush, is alive and he has testified 
that there was no October Surprise, there 
was no conspiracy. there were no visits by 
him or persons in his campaign in any such 
manner. He is our President now and he has 
given that testimony and he has said it a 
number of times, publicly and privately. 

The distinguished Senator from Alas
ka [Mr. MURKOWSKI], pointed out that 
the chief witness cited as the basis of 
the allegations was completely unreli
able. He said: 

As Vice Chairman of the Intelligence Com
mittee, I have been exposed to the allega
tions and to one of the people who makes 
these allegations, one Ari Ben Menashe. He 
gave two extensive interviews to our Com
mittee staff in the context of the Gates in
vestigation. PBS "Frontline" did some sto
ries based on the Ben Menashe tale. News
papers ran other stories. The Intelligence 
Committee asked the FBI to investigate spe
cific issues during the background investiga
tion of Bob Gates. We asked the CIA's In
spector General to investigate. We also 
asked Bob Gates under oath-under oath-to 
answer allegations involving the October 
Surprise. We made inquiries and we simply 
found nothing. 

There is nothing credible, in my opinion, 
as Vice Chairman of the Intelligence Com
mittee, to suggest that there is evidence 
which suggests there is more to investigate. 

The distinguished Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. MCCONNELL] was equally 
emphatic. He stated: 

The Tower Commission, the House and 
Senate Select Committees on Iran/Contra, 
and the Independent Counsel considered 
every dimension, every angle, every issue at 
some point or another, including, as Senator 
Murkowski indicated, as recently as the 
Gates hearings. 

My figures indicate that $6 million and 50 
staffers were involved in the Iran/Contra in
vestigation; the Independent Counsel, $27.6 
million; and on and on. Now we want to go 
out and try to do it one more time. 

The distinguished Senator from Indi
ana, [Mr. LUGAR], continued the case 
by making the following points: 

Clearly, if there were charges that were 
credible, if there were at least the normal 
due process of law, an indictment in which a 
fair number of people, a Grand Jury or some
one, had looked at material, that would be 
one thing. But the contention that I am 
making is there is not a credible case. There 
is not any. 

It's not a question of covering up some
thing. This is a question of manufacturing 
something to investigate. 

Now if the Majority is prepared to make a 
case that is credible to investigate, of per
sons who have some eye witness knowledge, 
documentation, and what have you, that 
would be worthwhile. 

But I'm saying in this case there isn't any 
evidence, at least that I've seen or that any 
of us have seen. This is why it appears to 
come as a matter of whole cloth out of some
one's imagination. 

Minority members of the committee 
were willing to discuss any factual evi
dence, if such evidence were available. 
In the course of the discussions, I pro
posed that the committee go into se
cret session, excluding members of the 
press, the public, and staff from the 

room, to receive any credible evidence 
that the proponents of the resolution 
could offer as justification. The pro
ponents did not accept the offer, and 
did not submit any evidence in open or 
closed session supporting the credibil
ity of the October surprise allegations. 

THE COMMITTEE WITHIN THE COMMITTEE 

Senate Resolution 198 also authorizes 
sweeping new subpoena powers to the 
Subcommittee on Near Eastern and 
South Asian Affairs, powers even 
greater than the full committee pos
sesses, and lacking the checks and bal
ances in the full committee rules. I 
pointed out that the effect of these new 
powers is to create a committee within 
the committee like the bank within 
the bank of BCCI, where actions hidden 
from the bank's officers and directors 
took place. 

The committee within the committee 
concept turns the committee system 
on end because it endows a subcommit
tee, supposedly a constituent part of 
the full committee, with greater pow
ers and secrecy than the full commit
tee itself. Moreover, it creates a cap
sule of secrecy which excludes all other 
members of the committee, except the 
members of the subcommittee. Indeed, 
in the guidelines proposed by the chair
man of the subcommittee, he arrogates 
to himself, with the concurrence of the 
ranking members of the subcommittee, 
the authority to make all decisions 
without even reference to other mem
bers of the subcommittee. 

Minority members feel strongly that 
the exclusion of other Senators who 
are members of the full committee 
from the work and files of the sub
committee sets a dangerous and sin
ister precedent, and is a violation of 
rules 26 and 27 of the Senate. 

The opportunity for abuse of the sub
poena power is particularly serious. 
Under the rules of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, the chairman-of 
the full committee-may issue a sub
poena after consultation with the 
ranking minority member, or after a 
vote of the full committee. 

When subpoenaed, witnesses must 
present themselves before the commit
tee-that is, before a meeting of the 
members themselve&--to give testi
mony or produce records. A witness 
who refuses faces charges of contempt 
or other sanctions of law. However, a 
witness who refuses to give a deposi
tion to a member of the committee 
staff faces no penalty. He or she may 
voluntarily give a deposition before 
staff, but cannot be compelled to do so. 

The fact that the committee must 
vote and at least one Senator must be 
present during testimony of a subpoe
naed witness are built-in procedural 
safeguards which protect the rights of 
the witnesses as well as the integrity 
of the process. 

However, the authority demanded by 
the subcommittee is indeed disquiet
ing. Under the proposed authority, the 
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subcommittee chairman, with the con
currence of the subcommittee ranking 
member, would be able to issue the 
subpoena. There is no provision for a 
vote by the members of the sub
committee, much less the committee 
as a whole. 

Once the subpoena is issued, the wit
ness would be compelled to give deposi
tions before sfaff at any time or place, 
or face the penalties of contempt, as 
well as being compelled to produce sub
poenaed documents or evidence. This 
contrasts sharply with the full com
mittee practice of compelling wit
nesses to testify only before Members 
of the Senate. 

The practice of allowing staff to trav
el anywhere to force witnesses to give 
depositions discards the inherent safe
guard of requiring the presence of a 
Senator-an elected official responsible 
to the people-to be present. Not only 
does it multiply the physical possibili
ties of receiving coerced testimony, 
but it would require the most intense 
supervision of the staff employee by 
the subcommittee chairman to ensure 
that the civil rights of U.S. citizens are 
not violated. 

But during the committee debate, 
the subcommittee chairman, Mr. SAN
FORD, indicated that he did not intend 
to provide such supervision. According 
to the transcript of October 22, he stat
ed: 

We will attempt to leave as much as pos
sible to the discretion of the professional in
vestigators that we retain for the purpose, 
that we will not be personally involved in 
the investigation until, indeed, there is 
something for the Committee to hold some 
public hearings on. 

Moreover, my colleague from North 
Carolina [Mr. SANFORD] reinforced this 
unsettling theme that the staff would 
be given free reign to conduct the in
vestigation as they chose, by stating: 

We will not have a procedure that forces 
the professionals to tell us exactly where 
they are going and when, but that in advance 
we will indicate approval of going to loca
tion A, B, C, and D, but the time or the tim
ing of that would be life to the professional 
counsel that we bring in for the purpose of 
directing the investigation. 

Considering that the broad scope of 
the investigation stretches half way 
around the world, this admission sug
gests that the subcommittee chairman 
is relinquishing responsibility of staff 
investigators to do what they want 
with only vague guidelines to restrain 
them. Moreover, these special authori
ties would be given to a yet-to-be-hired 
staff of investigators whose skills and 
biases are not known. 

Indeed, the subcommittee chairman 
is also seeking unprecedented author
ity in Senate Resolution 198 for the 
subcommittee to issue its own rules 
and guidelines, without putting them 
to a vote or discussion by the whole 
committee. If Senate Resolution 198 is 
approved, the subcommittee could 
make up its own rules as it proceeds 

and with no restraints whatsoever over 
its manner of proceeding or the targets 
of its investigation. 

Ironically, the majority counsel of 
the committee and the legal counsel of 
the Senate had prepared a detailed set 
of consensus procedures to guide the 
subcommittee in its work. The minor
ity did no participate in the drafting of 
these procedures, but I found them fair 
and reasonable with two or three minor 
corrections. Unfortunately, the sub
committee chairman rejected the draft 
procedures out of hand, and concocted 
a vague, but highly partisan procedure 
that virtually contradicted the consen
sus document on all key points. 

The allegations involved in the so
called October surprise are inflam
matory and after 11 years unsubstan
tiated. Indeed, the Senator from Indi
ana [Mr. LUGAR] called them ludicrous. 
Yet Senate Resolution 198 would allow 
a rogue "committee within a commit
tee" to send staff all over the world 
with a mandate and extraordinary pow
ers to investigate in secrecy whatever 
and whomever it chooses in connection 
with the so-called October surprise. 
The authoritarian powers sought by 
the proponents of this resolution stir 
the deepest apprehensions of the mi
nority that this investigation is an act 
of the most blatant and tasteless par
tisanship. 

THE COST 

Senate Resolution 198 calls for in
creasing the over-all spending author
ity of Senate Resolution 62, the current 
omnibus committee funding resolution, 
by $596,000 for the period beginning 
March 1, 1991, and ending February 29, 
1993, and expanding the spending au
thority of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations for that period. Presumably, 
the investigation would be completed 
during that period. 

The proposed cost breakdown is as 
follows: 
Salaries ..................... ... ..... ..... ..... . 
Consultants .......................... ...... . 
Administrative .. ... ........... ........... . 

$395,500 
72.000 

128,500 

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 596,000 
The subcommittee seeks authority 

for the following staff: 

Title 

I chief counsel ................ ......................... . 
2 associate counsels .... . 
2 counsels ........................ . 
4 investigators ................................ . 
I executive secretary ............. ...... ........ .. 
I security clerk ..................... . 
2 paralegals 
l receptionist 
I secretary ...................................... . 

Total ........................................... . 

Annual salary 

$ll5,000 
90,000 
80,000 
40,000 
39,250 
33,500 
29.625 
19,000 
25,000 

Total for pe
riod 

$57,500 
90,000 
80,000 
80,000 
19,625 
16,750 
29,625 
9,500 

12,500 

395,500 

This hiring profile essentially estab
lishes a select committee within the 
committee. The outline of the person
nel positions resembles the staff of a 
high-priced law firm or a prosecutor's 
office, rather than that of a bipartisan 
investigating committee. Not surpris
ingly, the subcommittee chairman has 

announced that he proposes to hire a 
distinguished former U.S. assistant at
torney, well-known for successful pros
ecutions against judges, Members of 
Congress, and the executive branch as 
the chief counsel. 

The minority is disturbed that a staff 
based upon the concept of what is, in 
effect, a special prosecutor, will inevi
tably taint the outcome of the inves
tigation. Although the proposed chief 
counsel has an outstanding and well
deserved reputation as a prosecutor, 
the minority feels that introduction of 
a prosecutor's outlook at this stage of 
the investigation is entirely pre
mature. 

As noted above, the majority has 
cited no evidence of any crime. Nor has 
the majority suggested that any stat
utes might have been violated. More
over, if any such statutes were violated 
11 years ago, the question is moot, 
since by now the statute of limitations 
has run. The sole reason put forward 
for the investigation is the totally un
substantiated charge of political ma
nipulation of the electoral process. 

Thus the notion of a prosecutorial 
approach to a long-past political ques
tion is akin to exhuming a corpse from 
the past century for forensic analysis 
to titillate historians. Finally, it un
Q.ermines the objectivity and integrity 
of the investigating process. 

The minority firmly believes, there
fore, that the request to spend $596,000 
on unsubstantiated political allega
tions is a total waste of the taxpayers' 
money for partisan political purposes. 

Mr. President, clearly, this proposal 
needs additional discussion. I urge that 
the motion for cloture on Senate Reso-
1ution198 be rejected. 

Mr. McCONNELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky is recognized. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
much has been said about the hostages. 
The hostages' credibility is not the 
issue. They, by their own admission, do 
not really know what happened; they 
have no earthly idea. They were in se
clusion and probably are much less 
likely to know what happened even 
than people here in the Senate. So the 
hostages' credibility is not the issue 
here. The hostages do not know any
thing about this. 

As a matter of fact, it could be ar
gued that Gary Sick does not really 
know anything about this. He admitted 
today that the section in his book re
lated to the key meeting that was al
leged to have occurred in Madrid, he 
relied on six sources to prove that the 
meeting had happened in Madrid; of 
those six, only one claimed to have 
been there, and that was a convicted 
felon. 

So, Mr. President, I repeat, the only 
October surprise envisioned by this in
vestigation is a October 1992 surprise. 
There is no more basis to go back and 
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investigate these allegations than 
there would be to investigate whether 
or not the Democrats stole the Illinois 
election in the 1960 Kennedy-Nixon 
race. That was only 31 years ago. Sure
ly we can go back and look at that and 
see what really happened. There are all 
kinds of allegations out there, Mr. 
President. At what expense do we chase 
every rabbit that somebody in America 
wants to chase? 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
minute and 50 seconds. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield the remain
der of my time to the Republican lead
er. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator from Kentucky for his state
ment and for his knowledge of this par
ticular subject. I am not going to say 
anything derogatory about Gary Sick. 
He happens to live in Russell, KS, or he 
did live in my hometown. His parents 
live in my hometown. I have not had 
any contact with him for a long time. 

Notwithstanding that, I think the 
Senator from Kentucky has made some 
salient points, and we are just wasting 
$600,000. That money might be better 
spent checking into Centrust and 
David Paul a.nd some of these people 
who ripped off the American taxpayers 
for billions of dollars. Will that be in._ 
vestigated as part of this, I ask the 
Senator from Kentucky? 

Mr. McCONNELL. I say that, unfor
tunately, an investigation of CenTrust 
is not envisioned by this . 

Mr. DOLE. I do not think it is envi
sioned by anybody, as far as I can tell. 
It should be invested by somebody. I 
hope that all Republicans will vote 
against cloture. 

I yield back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has expired. 
Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Parliamentary in

quiry. Do I have leader time left? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Leader 

time has been reserved. 
Mr. MITCHELL. I will be very brief 

and use a moment of my leader time. 
Mr. President, in recent months seri

ous allegations have been made in the 
media and elsewhere that individuals 
associated with the political campaign 
organization of then-Presidential can
didate Ronald Reagan entered into a 
secret ageement with representatives 
of the Government of Iran. Allegedly, 
the agreement was to delay the release 
of United States hostages until after 
the Reagan administration took office 
in 1981, in exchange for the subsequent 
sale of arms to the Government of Iran. 

The alleged actions are reported to 
have included a third government, or 
governments and other third parties, in 
the sale of, or the promise of the sale of 
weapons. 

While I am not aware of any conclu
sive evidence of any such agreement, 
the seriousness of the allegations and 
the weight of the circumstantial infor
mation compel an effort to establish 
the facts. This is particularly so in 
light of the accusation that the Presi
dent and former high U.S. Government 
officials were involved. 

Although I personally accept Presi
dent Bush's statement that he neither 
participated in, nor had any knowledge 
of such contacts, former Presidents 
Reagan and Carter and President Bush 
have all expressed the view that these 
allegations should be laid to rest once 
and for all. 

Mr. President, we know two things: 
We know that the release of the hos
tages was delayed until moments after 
President Reagan took office. And we 
know that after taking office President 
Reagan authorized a secret effort to 
transfer arms to Iran. So the two 
events did occur. That is a matter of 
history. That is undisputed. 

What we do not know is whether the 
two events occurred completely inde
pendently and totally by coincidence, 
or whether they were the result of a se
cret agreement linking them and caus
ing them to occur in that fashion. 

That is what this inquiry is intended 
to establish. I think it raises a ques
tion, a fundamental question in every
one's minds. If someone is so opposed 
to trying to find out the facts, the 
question arises: What are they trying 
to hide? Why are they so afraid of an 
inquiry? What is it that they are trying 
to conceal? 

Common sense, and our own human 
experience in our daily affairs tells us 
that when some individuals and groups 
go to great lengths to prevent the facts 
from being made public, they are con
cerned about what those facts are and 
what those facts will reveal. So I think 
the fundamental question before the 
Senate now is a simple one: We know 
the release of the hostages was in fact 
delayed until moments after President 
Reagan took office, and we know that, 
shortly thereafter, President Reagan 
did in fact authorize the secret transfer 
of arms to Iran. Was that just a coinci
dence? Did it just happen completely 
independent of any agreement, or was 
there some agreement? We do not 
know. We ought to find out for the 
sake of all concerned and lay this issue 
to rest once and for all. If there was no 
agreement, then we ought to try to 
find out and get that on the record and 
establish it. 

I should think all concerned would 
want to have the facts made public. So 
I urge my colleagues to vote for clo
ture, to permit this inquiry to go for
ward, so we can find out the facts once 
and for all, so that at least on this one 
occasion the American people can feel 
secure that nothing is being hidden, 
nothing is being concealed, and there is 
no coverup. We just want the facts. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, will the 

majority leader yield 30 seconds at this 
time? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes. 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I want 

the record to be clear, and I say to the 
minority leader, David Paul's records 
and CenTrust's records had been sub
poenaed by our committee over a year 
and half ago. We would welcome him as 
a witness; he is on our witness list. And 
if the minority leader would like to 
join in making $600,000 available to our 
staff and the two people who have done 
the entire investigation of BCCI, I 
promise him an investigation of 
CenTrust such as the Justice Depart
ment has never seen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the clerk will re
port the motion to invoke cloture. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on the motion to 
proceed to Senate Resolution 198, to amend 
Senate Resolutuon 62 (102d Congress) to au
thorize the Committee on Foreign Relations 
to exercise certain investigatory powers in 
connection with its inquiry into the release 
of the U.S. hostages in Iran. 

Paul Sarbanes, Don Riegle, Claiborne 
Pell , Dennis DeConcini, Jim Sasser, 
Paul Wellstone, Bob Graham, Wendell 
Ford, Pat Leahy, Carl Levin, John 
Glenn, Paul Simon, Howard Metzen
baum, J.J. Exon, George Mitchell, Har
ris Wofford. 

WAIVER OF CALL OF THE ROLL 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan
imous consent, the quorum call will be 
waived. 

VOTE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, is it the sense of the Sen
ate that the debate on the motion to 
proceed to the consideration of Senate 
Resolution 198, the resolution to amend 
Senate Resolution 62 of the 102d Con
gress, shall be brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN], 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
BREAUX] , the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS], the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. HARKIN], the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. KERREY], are necessarily 
absent. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. SYMMS], is 
necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. SYMMS] would vote "nay." 

The PRESIDING nFFICER (Mr. 
LEVIN). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted-yeas 51, 
nays 43, as follows: 
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[Rollcall Vote No. 271 Leg.) 

YEAS-51 
Adams Fowler Mikulski 
Akaka Glenn Mitchell 
Baucus Gore Moynihan 
Bentsen Graham Nunn 
Bi den Heflin Pell 
Boren Hollings Pryor 
Bradley Inouye Riegle 
Bryan Jeffords Robb 
Burdick Johnston Rockefeller 
Byrd Kennedy Sanford 
Conrad Kerry Sar banes 
Cranston Kohl Sasser 
Dasch le Lau ten berg Shelby 
DeConcini Leahy Simon 
Dixon Levin Wellstone 
Exon Lieberman Wirth 
Ford Metzenbaum Wofford 

NAYS-43 
Bond Gorton Packwood 
Brown Gramm Pressler 
Burns Grassley Reid 
Chafee Hatch Roth 
Coats Hatfield Rudman 
Cochran Helms Seymour 
Cohen Kassebaum Simpson 
Craig Kasten Smith 
D'Amato Lott Specter 
Danforth Lugar Stevens 
Dodd Mack Thurmond 
Dole McCain Wallop 
Domenici McConnell Warner 
Duren berger Murkowski 
Garn Nickles 

NOT VOTING-6 
Bingaman Bumpers Kerrey 
Breaux Harkin Symms 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three
fifths of the Senators duly chosen and 
sworn, not having voted in the affirma
tive, the motion is rejected. 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, and 

Members of the Senate, as I had pre
viously announced, the next item of 
business before the Senate will be the 
conference report on the defense appro
priations bill. Having consulted with 
the Republican leader, the managers, 
and several other interested Senators, I 
will now propound a unanimous-con
sent request which, if approved, will 
permit us to dispose of that measure 
tomorrow and will permit us to com
plete or to discontinue the Senate ses
sion this evening. 

I hope Senators will permit us to do 
so. If this is approved, there will be a 
maximum of 5 hours for debate on the 
defense appropriations bill commenc
ing at 9 a.m., meaning a vote will occur 
not later than 2 p.m., although there is 
a possibility of time not being used and 
yielded back, and a vote could occur 
prior to that. I think I can safely as
sure Senators no vote would occur be
fore noon under these circumstances. A 
vote could occur between noon and 2. 

It is my intention, following con
sultation with the Republican leader, 
to proceed to the CFE treaty after 
completion of this measure tomorrow. 
That will be in the afternoon. I hope we 
can complete that during the day, to-

morrow. These are 
measures. 

two important amended by Public Law 102-166, ap
points Howard Coffin, of Vermont, to 
the Civil War Sites Advisory Commis

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. MITCHELL. Accordingly, Mr. 

President, I ask unanimous consent 
that at 9 a.m. tomorrow, the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of the 
conference report to accompany H.R. 
2521, the defense appropriations bill; 
and that it be considered under the fol
lowing limitation on time: 5 hours 
total, with l1/2 hours each under the 
control of Senators NUNN and WARNER; 
45 minutes each under the control of 
Senators INOUYE and STEVENS; and 30 
minutes under the control of Senator 
SASSER; that when all time is used or 
yielded back, the Senate proceed to 
vote without any intervening action or 
debate on adoption of the conference 
report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the 
unanimous-consent request having 
been granted, there will be no further 
rollcall votes this evening; however, 
Senators should be aware that we will 
have a full day tomorrow. I want to 
make clear that I mentioned two mat
ters for consideration tomorrow. Sen
ators should understand other matters 
may also be taken up tomorrow. I did 
not mean to limit tomorrow's session 
to just those two. Those are two mat
ters we know we will be going to. There 
are possibly others as well. Senators 
should be prepared for activity in this 
regard tomorrow. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the majority 
leader yield for a question? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes. 
Mr. SARBANES. Does the majority 

leader have any idea how late he plans 
on going tomorrow? 

Mr. MITCHELL. That will depend en
tirely on how long Senators choose to 
speak on the CFE treaty. 

Mr. SARBANES. We will complete 
the first item, you have an agreement 
and then if you complete the CFE--

Mr. MITCHELL. There could be other 
matters. I just stated there may be 
other matters tomorrow. I did not in
tend by mentioning those two items to 
indicate that those two were the exclu
sive listed matters for tomorrow. There 
may be other matters. The Senate will 
be in session and it is expected to be a 
full day tomorrow. There may be other 
matters, depending on the necessity for 
doing so and trying to get some other 
matters cleared here. 

APPOINTMENT· BY THE PRESIDENT 
PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the President pro 
tempore, and upon the recommenda
tion of the Republican leader, pursuant 
to provisions in Public Law 101--028, as 

sion. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for morning business, with Sen
ators permitted to speak therein. 

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

THE ANDEAN DRUG INITIATIVE 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, before I 
was elected to the U.S. Senate I spent 
8 years as a prosecutor in Vermont, and 
like any prosecutor I saw the terrible 
toll of drug abuse. 

Vermont has so far been spared the 
tidal wave of drugs and violence that 
has hit most of America's cities, but 
that is not to say those things do not 
exist in my State. Back when I was a 
prosecutor drugs were gaining in Ver
mont, and they still are. Often, drug 
use led to robberies and burglaries to 
pay for more drugs, and just as often 
assaults and even murders were com
mitted under the influence of drugs. 
Careers and families were destroyed, 
with children usually suffering the 
most. I prosecuted hundreds of drugs 
cases, as well as a police officer who 
made a name for himself by planting 
drugs on innocent people and then 
lying in court. 

So I know something of the devasta
tion that drugs can cause. And I have 
watched, during my years in the Sen
ate, how the appearance of crack co
caine and AIDS from shared needles in 
the 1980's surpassed our worst fears. I 
have voted for virtually every piece of 
legislation to fight drugs here and 
abroad-to support eradication and 
interdiction, law enforcement, edu
cation and prevention and treatment 
programs-billions of dollars to stop 
drugs at the source and discourage 
their use. 

One of those programs is the Andean 
drug initiative-the administration's 5-
year, $2.2 billion program to cut co
caine flow to the United States by 60 
percent by 1990-through eradication, 
interdiction, and targeting the leaders 
of the drug cartels. 

The Andean initiative was announced 
in late 1989, but we were pouring hun
dreds of millions of dollars into the An
dean countries to fight drugs long be-
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fore that. Back in 1987 the administra
tion requested and we approved over 
$100 million in aid to Peru, Colombia, 
and Bolivia. We did the same in 1988 
and 1989. We were told that a central 
goal of that aid was to counter the pro
duction and trafficking in narcotics. 
We were told that our aid would but
tress the courageous efforts those 
countries were making to fight drugs. 

What happened during those 3 years? 
What happened to the more than $350 
million we sent down there? 

Let us look at the administration's 
figures. In 1987 in Peru, 124,437 metric 
tons of coca were cultivated; 405 metric 
tons were eradicated, leaving a net of 
124,000 metric tons. By 1989, eradication 
had increased to 1,285 metric tons, but 
production had risen faster. The net 
was 137 ,300 metric tons. 

In Bolivia, we saw the same story. 
Net production of coca in 1987 was 
46,500 metric tons. In 1989 it was 68,400 
metric tons. In Colombia, it rose from 
20,500 metric tons in 1987 to 33,900 met
ric tons in 1989. 

All in all, during those 3 years, what 
we got for our $350 million was an addi
tional 48,000 metric tons of coca, and 
more cocaine for sale on our streets. 

We also saw that rather than fighting 
the drug traffickers, the police and the 
armed forces in those countries, and 
even top government officials, were in 
cahoots with them. They were getting 
rich off drugs, just like the traffickers. 

And, we have since learned, that no 
mechanisms were in place to eff ec
ti vely monitor how those funds were 
spent. 

Mr. President, one would have 
thought at that point someone would 
have asked whether there was a fun
damental flaw in our strategy. Anyone 
who spent hundreds of millions of dol
lars of his own money to stop some
thing from happening only to see it get 
worse, would at least say "Wait a 
minute. Maybe we are doing something 
wrong here." 

But that did not happen. Instead, the 
solution was to send more money, and 
this time to put a lot more of it into 
guns and bullets. The Andean drug ini
tiative, formulated without Andean 
input, calls for a huge increase in aid 
to the Andean countries with a major 
military component. 

In 1990, the first year of the Andean 
initiative, antinarcotics aid jumped 
from $131 million to $264 million. This 
year it will jump to $372 million-triple 
what it was just 3 years ago. For 1992 
the request is $490 million. The 5-year 
total for these three counties is $2.2 
billion. 

About half is for military aid, despite 
objections from some of the leaders of 
the Andean countries themselves. In 
1989 military aid to Colombia, Bolivia, 
and Peru was $17 million. This year it 
is $77 million. The request for next 
year is $141 million. Total military a.id 
for the 5-year Andean initiative is $1.04 
billion. 

And, from the separate international 
narcotics budget, another $100 million 
has been sent to the Andean countries 
in the past 2 years. Next year INM will 
spend another $54 million down there. 

The administration's goal was to re
duce the availability to cocaine by 15 
percent by the end of 1991. 1991 is al
most over. What has happened? 

According to the administration, 
"there have been notable achievements 
in many areas." They mention "new. 
democratically elected governments** 
* increased seizures, arrests, 
confiscation of assets, and signs of dis
array within the trafficking organiza
tions." 

Those are important accomplish
ments. But what about the bottom 
line-the production of coca that is 
made into cocaine for sale in the Unit
ed States? What does the record show 
after 2 years of the Andean initiative? 

According to the administration's 
own figures, net cultivation of coca has 
dropped slightly since 1989 from 215,850 
to 211,820 hectares in 1990, give or take 
10 percent. But production of coca in 
the Andean countries has increased sig
nificantly, from 297,800 metric tons in 
1989 to 310,000 metric tons in 1990. This 
year they predict 337 ,000 metric tons. 

In other words, so far the Andean ini
tiative has got us an additional 39,200 
metric tons of coca-raw material for 
hundreds of additional tons of cocaine, 
at a cost to U.S taxpayers of about $630 
million. 

These are preliminary results-the 
Andean initiative is only beginning its 
third year, and we may yet see the re
sults we are hoping for. But I am very 
concerned, and so should be every 
American taxpayer. Year after year the 
Congress has given the administration 
practically everything it asked for to 
fight drugs, both at home and abroad
$13 billion over the past 10 years. The 
Andean initiative is one example. Bil
lions of dollars are going down there. 

So far, the results are not encourag
ing. Despite some signs that the Ande
an Governments are cooperating better 
in the counternarcotics effect, I have 
serious concerns about the effective
ness of the administration's Andean 
strategy. 

First. let us lo.ok at the economic 
aid. The administration says the pur
pose of the economic aid is to counter 
the destabilizing effects of the drug 
trade, and to promote economic 
growth. The idea is that with a strong 
economy a country like Bolivia can 
offer a better life to its people, without 
having to resort to growing or traffick
ing in coca. 

Pehaps, in 10 years, with our aid and 
a lot of luck, Bolivia's or Peru's econo
mies could become what Mexico's is 
today. Per ca pi ta income in Mexico is 
twice as large as Peru's and three 
times larger than Bolivia's. But today 
Mexico produces a third of the heroin 
and 70 percent of the marijuana im-

ported into the United States. And 
over half of the cocaine that comes 
from the Andes to the United States 
goes through Mexico. Economic devel
opment has not made any difference in 
solving the drug problem, as far as I 
can see. These countries are so poor it 
will take many years for economic de
velopment to produce real alternatives 
to narcotics production. 

Even in our own country, with an 
economy thousands of times larger 
than Bolivia's or Peru's, marijuana 
production is flourishing and drug use 
is far more pervasive. The United 
States continues to be a major 
transhipment country for narcotics. 

So we should not be under any illu
sions that sending a billion dollars in 
economic aid to the Andes is going to 
solve our drug problem in a 5-year 
counternarcotics program, at least not 
as long as there is a demand for drugs 
in this country. 

The military aid is another story. 
The administration has said we cannot 
win the war against drugs without it. 
Last year, we sent $77 million in mili
tary aid, and this year it will be about 
$141 million. 

The Appropriations Committee's con
cern about the militarization of the 
Andean program is a matter of record. 
Last year, in its report on the 1991 for
eign operations bill, the committee ex
pressed its "growing concern [about] 
the administration's evident intention 
to continue a growing emphasis on the 
military component in U.S. 
counternarcotics efforts in the Andean 
region." 

Referring to Peru, the committee, 
said: 

While the committee has consistently sup
ported efforts to control drug trafficking 
abroad, that should not be taken as an en
dorsement of a policy which has the poten
tial for drawing the United States into a pro
tracted war against an insurgency in the An
dean jungle. 

The committee recommended that no 
military aid be provided to Peru until 
the Government took concrete steps to 
bring the military under civilian con
trol and enforce respect for human 
rights, including bringing to justice 
military personnel responsible for the 
worst human rights abuses. 

The committee's concern was based 
on reports from reputable human 
rights organizations, and reinforced by 
the State Department's own "Country 
Reports on Human Rights," dated Feb
ruary 1990, which concluded: 

Security forces personnel were responsible 
for widespread and egregious human rights 
violations. * * * There were widespread cred
ible reports of summary executions, arbi
trary detentions, and torture and rape by the 
military. * * * Credible reports of rape by 
elements of the security forces in the emer
gency zones were so numerous that such 
abuse can be considered a common practice 
condoned-or at least ignored-by the mili
tary leadership. 

These and other concerns about the 
Andean initiative have also been cited 
by the General Accounting Office. 
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Let me quote from a recent GAO re

port about the Peru counternarcotics 
program: 

U.S. counternarcotics programs in Peru 
have not been effective, and it is unlikely 
that they will be effective until significant 
progress is made to overcome serious obsta
cles currently hindering U.S. programs. 
These obstacles include Peru's inability to 
maintain effective government control over 
military and police units * * * a lack of co
ordination and cooperation between military 
and police, failure to control airports, politi
cal instability * * * extensive corruption, 
widespread human rights abuses, and the ef
fects of an economy heavily dependent upon 
coca leaf production. 

The GAO went on: 
The executive branch has not established 

the management oversight needed to prop
erly execute large counternarcotics aid pro
grams. No reliable criteria have been estab
lished to measure Peru's progress in meeting 
U.S. counternarcotics objectives. Further, 
the U.S. Embassy lacks an end-use monitor
ing system for the military aid.* * *In addi
tion* * *a substantial amount of training is 
being provided to police units that do not 
have a primary counternarcotics mission. 

Al though generally positive, the 
GAO's report on the Colombia program 
also mentioned several serious prob
lems. It said: 

[T]he executive branch has not instituted 
the controls necessary to ensure that the aid 
is used as intended. * * *U.S. officials have 
not begun to monitor the Colombian mili
tary's use of aid and, as a result cannot en
sure it is being used primarily for 
counternarcotics purposes. * * * [T]here is 
no reliable system for evaluating the success 
of the counternarcotics programs in Colom
bia. * * * [A]buse of civilians' human rights 
has increased * * * including [by] the mili
tary and police. 

According to the administration, 
controls for monitoring how the aid for 
Colombia is used have recently been 
formulated. Presumably then, at least 
in the future, we can find out what our 
aid has accomplished. 

The State Department inspector gen
eral recently completed a review of the 
United States counternarcotics pro
gram in Bolivia. He found many im
provements, but he also found many 
problems. Let me mention some: 

Interdiction still only stops 1 percent 
of the cocaine produced. 

It is not possible to draw any realis
tic correlation between the effect of 
United States aid and interdiction re
sults. 

There is a lack of coordination be
tween United States agencies operating 
in the field. 

There is cross border expansion of il
licit cultivation, processing, and traf
ficking. 

Use of the Bolivian Army in the 
counternarcotics effort "may poten
tially increase human rights abuses" 
because of the army's history of such 
abuses. 

The Bolivian Government agency 
tasked to regulate coca and prevent its 
movement to illegal processing centers 
has been ineffective due to corruption 
and other pro bl ems. 

Coca cultivation is legal in the areas 
where many of the United States-fund
ed control activities occur. In areas 
where coca is illegal, the Bolivian Gov
ernment has been reluctant to fully en
force the law. 

The price of coca has risen, making it 
more profitable to sell coca than to 
eradicate it voluntarily, or to switch to 
alternative crops. 

I could go on. 
Mr. President, despite all these prob

lems, despite the hundreds of millions 
of dollars to fight drugs in the Andes 
and virtually nothing to show for it, 
the Congress will a,pprove substantial 
economic and military aid to support 
the Andean initiative again this year, 
next year, and I suspect in future 
years. We will do so because of the dev
astating, tragic effects of drugs in our 
cities and towns. 

But we also have a responsibility to 
see that the results justify the huge 
amount of money we are sending down 
there. 

Right now I cannot say they are. I 
cannot ignore the problems that con
tinue to plague this program, and the 
potential danger in the increasing em
phasis on a military strategy where the 
line between counternarcotics and 
counterinsurgency is often blurred. 

That is why, after repeated reports of 
widespread, egregious human rights 
atrocities by the security forces in 
Peru, I and other Members of Congress 
put holds on the military aid portion of 
the counternarcotics program there. 
Torture, rape, abductions, disappear
ances, extrajudicial executions-these 
are daily occurrences in the 40 percent 
of that country that is under a state of 
emergency. 

The guerrilla insurgency, Sendero 
Luminoso, in a crusade to transform 
Peruvian society reminiscent of the 
Khmer Rouge, has massacred entire 
villages. But the State Department 
says the army is also culpable. In its 
zealousness to defeat Sendero the army 
has engaged in a scorched earth cam
paign that has terrorized the Indian 
population. That policy has only led to 
greater support for Sendero over the 
years. 

We have insisted that before any 
military aid can go forward, specific 
steps must be taken to protect human 
rights. Elementary steps-like allow
ing the Red Cross access to prisoners. 
Like establishing a central registry of 
detainees, so family members can learn 
the whereabouts of their relatives. 
Like bringing to justice those respon
sible for some of the worst human 
rights abuses-cases where witnesses 
have come forward, where the perpetra
tors are known, and yet nothing has 
been done. 

In response to United States pres
sure, the Peruvian government has 
taken several steps on human rights. 
But it is too early to say what impact 
they will have. Americas Watch reports 

numerous cases of alleged abductions, 
disappearances, and murder by the se
curity forces since August. According 
to a November 20, 1991 Amnesty Inter
national report: 

Since the new government took office in 
July 1990 some 250 people have 'disappeared' 
or been extrajudicially executed * * * but 
the true toll of the victims will likely never 
be known. And despite the significant num
ber of gross violations committed by the 
military under the new government, few ju
dicial investigations have been carried out 
and no one is known to have been convicted. 

Our insistence that military aid be 
preceded by improvements in human 
rights is fully consistent with our law, 
which prohibits counternarcotics aid to 
any government that engages in a pat
tern of gross violations of human 
rights. 

Of the $94 million in economic and 
military aid intended for Peru this 
year, we agreed to release $84 million. 
We even agreed that $3.7 million for the 
army, despite its reputation as the 
worst human rights abuser of all the 
armed forces, intended for road build
ing and other civic action programs, 
could go forward. We refused to release 
$10 million which was intended for 
counterinsurgency training and weap
ons for the army. 

The State Department argued strong
ly against any conditions on the aid. 
They said the steps President Fujimori 
has already taken show that he is seri
ous about human rights. I do not doubt 
the seriousness of President Fujimori, 
or of the leaders of the other Andean 
countries. They see that drugs are not 
only a U.S. problem. Drugs are destroy
ing their countries too. But I have not 
forgotten how a United States-trained 
battalion murdered six Jesuit priests 
in El Salvador and then lied about it 
and destroyed evidence, despite the 
State Department's assurance that the 
army had been reformed. 

If the Peruvian army wants our aid, 
it is going to have to stop the abuses 
by its own members. The Peruvian po
lice should also be aware that we will 
apply the same standard to them. 
Abuses by their members will jeopard
ize the entire program. 

In testimony on October 13, 1991, As
sistant Secretary Levitsky reacted 
strongly to criticisms of the Andean 
program by the GAO, the State Depart
ment inspector general, and the Con
gress. Let me summarize Mr. 
Levitsky's response: 

The critics do not "comprehend the 
realities" of getting things done in a 
foreign country. 

By cutting $10 million in military aid 
for Peru, the Congress has "seriously 
compromised" the program. This aid 
was to train and equip army battalions 
to "aggressively pursue Sendero 
Luminoso." Without it, the army will 
remain ineffective and corrupt. 

The Peruvian government has taken 
steps which "should" increase respect 
for human rights. 
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The purpose of the inspector gen

eral's audit of the Bolivia program was 
to "find fault* * *rather than provide 
an accurate picture." Mr. Levitsky dis
misses practically all of the !G's find
ings. 

Mr. President, as I said earlier, the 
Congress is going to continue to sup
port the Andean initiative. We can see 
that it has achieved some things, and 
in another year we will be far better 
able to judge its results. We all want to 
stop the deadly flow of drugs into our 
country. 

But the counternarcotics program in 
the Andes has been plagued by prob
lems, and we are not going to just sign 
on the dotted line whenever the admin
istration asks for another couple of 
hundred million dollars to send down 
there. The administration trumpets 
the numbers of arrests and seizures, 
laboratories destroyed, hectares eradi
cated, and corrupt officials ousted. 
Again, these are important. But we 
cannot ignore the fact that so far the 
results have been insignificant to the 
American people. The fact is, the 
amount of coca produced has increased 
13 percent in 3 years. That is what the 
American people care about. That is 
what matters. 

Nor can we accept that by cutting $10 
million we are undermining the entire 
Andean program. We cannot ignore the 
dangers in pursuing a military strategy 
in a region where the armed forces 
commit bloodcurdling atrocities. The 
Andean initiative can only fail if we ig
nore the heinous crimes of the very 
people who would receive our aid. 

Nor can we ignore the GAO, inspector 
general and dozens of press reports of 
corruption throughout the armed 
forces and at all levels of government 
in these countries. Corruption is en
demic. Numerous State Department, 
Defense Department, and DEA officials 
have acknowledged it publicly. Yet we 
are sending billions of dollars down 
there. 

I believe the Congress has a respon
sibility to do what we can to stop the 
flow of drugs into this country. I recog
nize that it is a complex problem that 
is not amendable to easy or quick solu
tions. But we have learned some 
things. Brute force, at the expense of 
human rights, only backfires. Ignoring 
corruption is the same as throwing 
money away. And, the huge demand for 
drugs in our own country is the fuel 
that feeds the fire. 

So far, we have very little to show 
for our efforts and I intend to follow 
this program closely. I urge the admin
istration to consult closely with Con
gress on its plans to allocate funds for 
this program in the future. 

I ask unanimous consent that a No
vember 20 Washington Post article 
about a recent massacre of 16 people in 
Peru, and a press release on Amnesty 
International's November 20 report, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 20, 1991] 
PERUVIANS LOOK FOR ANSWERS IN MASSACRE 

OF 16 
(By Eugene Robinson) 

LIMA, PERU-It seemed to be just another 
chicken barbecue, the Peruvian equivalent of 
an old-fashioned rent party. Residents of a 
little apartment block in a crumbling down
town district called Barrios Altos had print
ed flyers inviting one and all to a Sunday 
evening of food, dancing and beer-$2.50 at 
the door, the proceeds earmarked to repair 
the building's decrepit plumbing. 

At 10:30 that night, the party eight hours 
old and beginning to wind down, two four
wheel-dri ve wagons with flashing police
style lights pulled up. Out scrambled six or 
eight men carrying automatic weapons and 
wearing combat boots. Witnesses said they 
ordered the 20 or so partyers to lie down in 
the building's cramped central courtyard, 
and opened fire. Sixteen people were killed, 
including a 9-year-old boy. The massacre on 
Nov. 3 shocked a nation already numbered by 
years of political turmoil and death. 

More than 22,000 Peruvians have been 
killed since leftist insurgents began fighting 
the government 11 years ago, but most of the 
episodes have taken place in the countryside. 
The indiscriminate slaughter in Barrios 
Altos was just four blocks from the Congress 
building. 

The massacre had other elements that set 
it apart. Most of the evidence points strong
ly to a paramilitary group, probably includ
ing policemen or soldiers, who wanted to 
eliminate one or more people at the party 
suspected of having links with Shining Path, 
the Maoist guerrilla group trying to destroy 
the Peruvian state. 

But government investigators seem to be 
going out of their way to avoid seeing a 
paramilitary connection. The Peruvian Sen
ate angrily rejected a report by the min
isters of defense and the interior-both of 
them army generals-that attributed the 
massacre to Shining Path, another leftist 
group, or unnamed "others." 

"The report was a disaster," said Sen. 
Enrique Bernales. "The authorities seem to 
be afraid to discover the truth." 

The massacre comes at a time when the 
government of President Alberto Fujimori is 
under international pressure to improve its 
record on human rights. The U.S. Congress 
last month rejected $10 million in planned 
antidrug aid for the Peruvian army because 
of human rights abuses. Of more than $80 
million in aid that was approved, most was 
conditioned on progress on rights. An Orga
nization of American States human rights 
fact-finding commission called on Fujimori 
to follow through with promised rights ini
tiatives. 

Fujimori issued decrees that effectively 
put the country on a wartime footing in the 
fight against subversion. One measure, which 
Congress may challenge, gives the armed 
forces authority to confiscate goods and "re
orient" the activities of individuals and busi
nesses in the event of a "national mobiliza
tion." 

The circumstantial evidence that a para
military group carried out the massacre 
starts with the fact that it took place less 
than 50 yards from a police intelligence 
headquarters and within two blocks of four 
other police installations. The area is guard
ed day and night, but none of the police on 
duty seems to have heard or seen anything. 

The killers were said to be all men-Shin
ing Path, by contrast, often includes women 
in its squads. They allegedly were of mili
tary bearing and carried sophisticated auto
matic weapons equipped with silencers. 

The report rejected by the Senate insisted 
despite physical and eyewitness evidence, 
that silencers were not used. 

The vehicles used by the killers fit the de
scription of two registered to government se
curity agencies, one of them to the presi
dential guard. Both vehicles were reported 
stolen earlier in the year, and neither of the 
thefts seems to have been investigated. 

Finally, Sen. Javier Diez Canseco, a fre
quent government critic, has released a se
cret document that he says indicates army 
intelligence had the building under surveil
lance for at least two years, suspecting that 
supporters of Shining Path were holding 
meetings there. 

When authorities searched the apartment 
of victim Filomena Oscar Leon, the orga
nizer of the barbecue, they found copies of El 
Diario, the Shining Path newspaper. Another 
of the victims had been formally accused of 
having terrorist links. 

Several of the victims were ice-cream ven
dors who pedal through the streets on cycle 
carts selling their wares. The document re
leased by Diez Canseco indicates that au
thorities believe Shining Path is trying to 
infiltrate the legions of street vendors who 
operate throughout Lima with a perfect 
cover to observe, agitate and move on. 

While most experts find the idea of a si
lent, subversive ice-cream army far-fetched, 
they agree that Shining Path has made sig
nificant gains in metropolitan Lima, home 
to 7 million people, a third of the Peruvian 
population. 

One of the most violent and uncompromis
ing guerrilla groups in the world, Shining 
Path began its military campaign high in 
the southern Andes, now controls vast areas 
of the highlands and is stepping up its cam
paign in and around Lima. 

The group has recruited mainly through 
terror, and has never been believed to enjoy 
widespread popular support. Two weeks ago, 
for example, Shining Path guerrillas mur
dered 42 peasants in a small highland town 
because they had taken steps to form one of 
the self-defense militias that are a major 
component of Fujimori's anti-terrorist strat
egy. 

But Fujimori's belt-tightening economic 
policies have created a deep recession that 
has doubled the number of Peruvians living 
in "extreme proverty" to 8 million. In this 
new climate, say observers, there is more po
tential sympathy for Shining Path. 

"The government washes its hands and 
tells the army to solve the problem of Shin
ing Path," said Jose Bailetti, a retired army 
colonel whose think tank, the Institute for 
National Defense Research, has conducted 
human rights courses for active-duty offi
cers. "The president sees it as a military 
problem, just like the last president, and the 
one before that. But it also has political, so
cial and economic demensions." 

PERU: HUNDREDS KILLED, "DISAPPEARED" 
DESPITE HUMAN RIGHTS PLEDGES 

More than two hundred people in Peru 
were unlawfully killed or "disappeared" at 
the hands of the security forces this past 
year-some in brutal massacres of entire 
families-despite the president's repeated 
promises to respect human rights, Amnesty 
International said today. 

"The reality of human rights in Peru is 
still a far cry from the pledges made more 
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than a year ago," the human rights organiza
tion said. 

"We've seen hundreds more Peruvians fall 
victim to brutal abuses, heard the president 
lash out against human rights activists, and 
are still waiting for the full action needed to 
change the course of human rights in Peru." 

In a new report released today, Amnesty 
International said that since the new govern
ment took office in July 1990 some 250 people 
have "disappeared" or been extrajudicially 
executed, the majority in the country's mili
tary-run emergency zones-but that the true 
toll of victims will likely never be known. 

And despite the significant number of 
gross violations committed by the military 
under the new government, few judicial in
vestigations have been carried out and no 
one is known to have been convicted. 

"We believe that a sense of impunity per
vades the armed forces," the organization 
said in a letter to President Fujimori, also 
made public today. "It is a deadly and dan
gerous attitude that gathers strength from 
the continued failure to bring military per
petrators to justice and convict them." 

In that letter, Amnesty International also 
said it was shocked by the president's recent 
blanket condemnation of human rights 
groups as "the legal arm of subversion" and 
"agents of terror"-a denunciation the orga
nization fears could lead to more threats and 
attacks on activists. 

The organization said the gross violations 
that have marked Peru for almost a decade 
often take place in revenge raids on peasant 
communities following attacks by the armed 
opposition group Shining Path (Sendero 
Luminoso) and the Movimiento 
Revolucionario Tupac Amaru (MRTA)-in 
some cases entire communities have been 
punished for opposition group atrocities. 

The mass extrajudicial executions of peas
ants and suspected government opponents 
have continued under the new government, 
with at least five massacres by the security 
forces since mid-1990. Some 16 people, one as 
young as 11, were reportedly shot dead by 
soldiers and civil defense patrols in August 
1990 in a massacre after they refused to join 
in an attack on the Shining Path. In May of 
this year, six other peasants were allegedly 
killed by soldiers posing as members of Shin
ing Path. 

Since July 1990, as well, close to 200 peas
ants and others have "disappeared", mostly 
from emergency zones, where the military 
has been known to assume that people sup
port the opposition simply because they live 
in areas of armed insurgency. People "dis
appear" on the spot or after being arbitrarily 
arrested and most are never seen again. 
Those who are freed have often been tortured 
first; some have been found alive, dumped, 
bound and gagged, from an army vehicle, 
with no record of ever having been detained. 

In its report, the organization strongly 
condemns atrocities committed by the 
MRTA and, in particular, by Shining Path, 
which has been responsible for the brutal 
killing of thousands of non-combatant civil
ians and captive troops since 1980 in clear 
breach of humanitarian standards. In the 
past decade, Shining Path has killed some 90 
mayors in Peru and recently has killed a 
number of foreign nationals, including a nun, 
priests and development workers. 

In its letter to the president, the organiza
tion said that such abuses, however, can 
never be used as an excuse for security force 
violations. "The terror tactics of opposition 
groups can never justify counter-terror by 
the forces of law and order," Amnesty Inter
national said. 

The organization said it welcomed the gov
ernment's recent positive steps towards pro
tecting human rights, such as the granting 
of greater access to prosecutors investigat
ing violations and access of the Inter
national Committee of the Red Cross to all 
places of detention. 

More fundamental changes are needed in 
investigating violations and bringing those 
responsible to justice, the organization 
urged, such as moving human rights cases 
from military to civilian courts. 

In the very few cases heard before military 
courts, there has never been a case which re
sulted in a member of the military being 
found guilty of committing human rights 
violations, even when the government has 
acknowledged that civilians were delib
erately and arbitrarily killed. 

ELECTION OF BOUTROS GHALI AS 
UNSYG 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, 
yesterday was a most significant day 
for the United Nations and for her 
member states. Yesterday, the Secu
rity Council recommended by unani
mous vote that Boutros Ghali become 
the next U .N. Secretary General. The 
General Assembly's endorsement of the 
Council's recommendation is a cer
tainty, and Mr. Ghali will take office 
as the United Nation's sixth Secretary 
General in early January. 

Mr. President, I rise to offer my con
gratulations and best wishes to 
Boutros Ghali on this historic occa
sion. Truly a distinguished inter
national public servant, he will bring 
to his new position a wealth of experi
ence and an understanding of both de
veloped and developing countries that 
few could rival. Boutros Ghali's career 
has prepared him well for the chal
lenges he will soon face. As Egypt's 
Deputy Foreign Minister, he was a key 
architect of the Camp David accords 
which helped set the stage for the his
toric Middle East peace negotiations 
now underway. He has also played an 
instrumental role in forging closer ties 
between Egypt and her African neigh
bors, and in mediating a number of 
intra-African disputes. 

Significantly, Boutros Ghali is the 
first individual from the African con
tinent to be elected to the United Na
tion's top post. I am hopeful that he 
will play a very active role in attempt
ing to resolve some of Africa's most 
pressing problems-problems which cry 
out for assertive U.N. leadership. The 
continuing conflicts in Somalia and Li
beria, the humanitarian emergencies in 
the Sudan and Ethiopia, Africa's crush
ing debt burden, and the struggle of so 
many of Africa's people to achieve gen
uine democracy, all call for a creative 
and active United Nation's role. 

In the years ahead, the United Na
tion's role as peacekeeper, election 
monitor, defender of human rights, and 
agent of positive change will likely 
grow. In order to meet these demands, 
Boutros Ghali will have to transform 
that organization into an entity where 

there is more discipline, less redun
dancy, and better coordination among 
U.N. agencies. In the decade of the 
1990's, fiscal restraint must be the 
U.N.'s watchword. 

Boutros Ghali takes the helm of the 
United Nations at a time of unparal
leled challenge and opportunity. I wish 
him all the best as he attempts to rede
fine the United Nation's role in this 
new and exciting era. 

OPPOSITION TO PRESIDENT'S FOR
MERLY ANNOUNCED POLICY TO 
END HIRING PREFERENCES IN 
THE ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, today I 

rise to express my surprise when I read 
that the staff of the President of the 
United States had yesterday chosen to 
create a standard for the Federal agen
cies that was inconsistent with the 
Civil Rights Act of 1991. Although the 
President has now disassociated him
self from the directive, one cannot help 
but wonder whether that message will 
not creep into the regulatory process 
or White House guidelines in the fu
ture. Therefore, I want the RECORD to 
be clear that I disapprove of such 
anticivil rights rhetoric. 

The Federal Government has always 
stated its goal to be the model em
ployer. We have not always met that 
goal, but it is a worthy one that we 
must strive to achieve. Congress con
stantly makes employment laws for 
the private sector; we should include 
the Federal Government in those laws. 

As chairman of the Governmental Af
fairs Committee, I presided over hear
ings concerning the employment and 
promotion opportunities in the Federal 
Government for women and minorities. 
The Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amend
ed by the Equal Employment Oppor
tunity Act of 1972, requires Federal 
agencies to develop and implement af
firmative employment programs to 
eliminate the historic 
underrepresentation of women and mi
norities in the Federal work force. 

In 1989, I requested that the U.S. Gen
eral Accounting Office [GAO] conduct a 
Governmentwide survey of how well 
the Federal agencies are-here I am 
quoting from the letter-"implement
ing existing civil rights laws regarding 
the hiring, promotion, and retention of 
women and minorities in the Govern
ment. The Civil Rights Act of 1964, as 
amended by the Equal Employment Op
portunity Act of 1972, requires Federal 
agencies to develop and implement af
firmative employment programs to 
eliminate the historic 
underrepresentation of women and mi
norities in the Federal work force." 

At the first Governmental Affairs 
hearing on the glass ceiling in Federal 
agencies held May 16 of this year, the 
U.S. General Accounting Office pre
sented a survey of 25 Federal agencies. 
The Director of the Equal Employment 
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Opportunity Commission, Evan Kemp, 
and others testified that indeed a glass 
ceiling does exist within the Federal 
agencies. The glass ceiling is generally 
defined as an invisible and subtle bar
rier to the advancement of women and 
minorities. The GAO recommendations 
will enable the Equal Employment Op
portunity Commission and the Office of 
Personnel Management to collect more 
meaningful data concerning Federal 
agencies and the advancement of 
women and minorities in key jobs 
within the agencies. It is clear that 
this is not the time to retrench our ef
forts in advancing the employment 
rights of women and minorities in the 
Federal workplace. 

It is ironic that on the very day the 
Civil Rights Act of 1991 was to be 
signed into law, the now withdrawn 
White House Directive was to have 
been issued that would render the law 
meaningless within the Federal agen
cies. Each agency could have cir
cumvented the protections mandated 
by the Civil Rights Act. The private 
sector would have been forced to com
ply with rules which would not have 
applied in the public sector. 

Mr. President, although the Federal 
Government has made progress in the 
area of equal employment opportunity, 
it is still far from a model employer. In 
a recent report, the Department of 
Labor determined that the glass ceiling 
is a reality in the ranks of private sec
tor corporations. The Senate, in the 
1991 civil rights bill created a Glass 
Ceiling Commission. However, as I 
have said before, the public sector 
should not be ignored. The Federal 
Government should lead by example 
and become a fairness model in shat
tering the glass ceiling. We in the Con
gress must thoroughly monitor the 
Federal Government's hiring, pro
motion, and retention practices, in
cluding White House directives, guide
lines, and regulations that will be pro
mulgated on civil rights. 

The Labor Department study identi
fied barriers that restrict women and 
minorities from rising in the workforce 
of private sector corporations. The bar
riers often include: Lack of commit
ment by top management officials; re
liance upon recruitment practices that 
result in limited applicant pools; lack 
of career advising and training; and a 
general lack of understanding that 
equal employment opportunity is a 
shared responsibility. I might add that 
providing for equality opportunity sim
ply makes good business sense. Diver
sity has long been our biggest asset in 
this country. When we are restrictive 
either in Government or industry, we 
hurt ourselves and diminish our eco
nomic potential. 

At our Governmental Affairs Com
mittee hearing last month on the glass 
ceiling in Federal Agencies, several 
witnesses testified that the complaint 
process itself is a barrier to the ad-

vancement of women and minorities. 
The EEO complaint process is designed 
to aid the Government in ferreting our 
illegal barriers to employment and pro
motion. Therefore, if the complaint 
process is also flawed, barriers to ca
reer advancement multiply. The EEOC 
guideline to resolve cases is 180 days; 
the average time it takes a Federal 
Agency to resolve a claim is 418 days; 
and the Department of State and the 
Department of Justice each average 
over 1,000 days. Some Federal agencies 
are already playing fast and loose with 
the rules. The President is not well
served by staff members who seek to 
create additional barriers to full em
ployment. 

The U.S. Comptroller General, 
Charles Bowsher, has testified before 
this committee concerning critical is
sues facing the Federal Government. 
He told us that investment in human 
resources for Government operations is 
one of those critical issues. 

According to census figures and the 
Department of Labor's Work Force 2000 
report, our Federal work force will be 
different in 9 years. It will be more di
verse; it will contain more women; it 
will contain more minorities and it 
will require more technological exper
tise. We must guarantee that the work 
force is well-trained and efficient. And 
we must ensure that Federal employees 
are secure in the knowledge that every 
right which is mandated in the private 
sector will exist for them. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I hope that 
the ill-fated directive on White House 
policy with regard to affirmative ac
tion does not rear its ugly, divisive 
head ever again. The newly signed Civil 
Rights Act of 1991, as well as title VII 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, are very 
specific as to what is expected of the 
administration, not only the President, 
but also his aides and staff in fully im
plementing these policies. 

That is the very least we must do. 

DAVID A. "SONNY" WERBLIN 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

rise with deep sadness and a heavy 
heart to pay tribute to David A. 
"Sonny" Werblin, a friend and an out
standing New Jerseyan who passed 
away Thursday. Sonny Werblin was a 
special man who touched the lives of 
countless Americans. New Jersey is a 
better place today for his work. 

Mr. President, Sonny Werblin was a 
success in every sense of that term. He 
was born March 17, 1910. He attended 
local schools in Brooklyn and grad
uated from Rutgers College in 1931. He 
then took a job with the Music Corp. of 
America. Starting as an office boy, he 
rose through the ranks to become the 
company's president in less than 20 
years. As such, he headed a firm that 
represented many of the major concert, 
theatre, film, and television stars of 
the time. 

But success in the entertainment 
field was not enough for Sonny. In 1963, 
he joined with four partners to pur
chase what was then known as the New 
York Titans, a bankrupt team in the 
American Football League. They were 
renamed the Jets. Sonny served as 
president, and turned the Jets into a 
world champion, in part by signing 
stars like Joe Namath and Matt Snell. 
Their 1969 Super Bowl victory over the 
Baltimore Colts still stands as one of 
the great football achievements of all 
time. 

After building the Jets into a power
house, Sonny was named the first 
chairman of the New Jersey Sports and 
Exposition Authority. Again, Sonny 
proved a huge success. Under his lead
ership, the authority built the 
Meadowlands Sports Complex, which 
helped make New Jersey a player in 
major league sports. The Meadowlands 
was a catalyst for jobs and economic 
development, and a source of renewed 
pride in our State. There were those 
who, at the time, said that New Jersey 
would never succeed. But, Sonny 
Werblin made it happen. 

Even after his success in 
Meadowlands he went on to become 
president of Madison Square Garden. 

Mr. President, Sonny Werblin's suc
cess extended well beyond his profes
sional career. he spent a great amount 
of time serving his alma mater, includ
ing a stint as chairman of Rutgers' 
Board of Overseers. Not surprisingly, 
his chairmanship coincided with a pe
riod when the university undertook the 
most successful capital fund-raising ef
fort in its history. His efforts were 
widely appreciated, and earlier this 
year, Rutgers completed the Sonny 
Werblin Recreation Center. 

Sonny Werblin received honorary 
doctorate degrees from St. Peter's Col
lege, where he served on the board of 
regents, Bethany College, and Rutgers 
University. 

Mr. President, I want to extend my 
sincere condolences to Sonny's widow, 
Leah Ray, to his sons Robert and 
Thomas, and to the rest of the Werblin 
family. 

Sonny was a special man who left a 
lasting mark on our State. 

TERRY ANDERSON 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 

to inform my colleagues that today 
marks the 2,442nd day that Terry An
derson has been held captive in Leb
anon. 

As you know, 2 days before Thomas 
Sutherland was released from cap
tivity, his father-in-law and devoted 
advocate, William Murray, passed 
away. The funeral of the family patri
arch was postponed so that Mr. Suther
land could attend. But the reunion was 
postponed due to medical consider
ations. And the ceremony commenced 
today without Tom and Jean Suther
land. 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that a Washington Post article, 
"For America's Family, A Bittersweet 
'Rebirth'," be printed in the RECORD. 
And I call on my colleagues to keep 
this family and the families of the men 
still held hostage in their thoughts and 
prayers. 

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

FOR AMERICAN'S FAMILY, A BITTERSWEET 
'REBIRTH' 

(By Edward Walsh) 
AMES, IA, November 19.-Since that dark 

moment in 1985 when Thomas Sutherland 
was kidnapped near the Beirut airport, Wil
liam Murray had looked forward to this day, 
when he could join in celebrating his son-in
law's release from captivity. 

For more than six years, Murray was the 
family's spokesman in the nightmarish hos
tage drama. It was a role relished by the re
tired professor of agricultural economics at 
Iowa State University here and two-time Re
publican candidate for governor of Iowa, "He 
had no problem with the limelight," his eld
est son, David G. Murray, recalled today. 

But William Murray never got to be 
spokesman at the drama's most critical mo
ment. He could not relay the family's joyous 
feelings at news of Sutherland's release in 
Beirut today. 

Murray died of cancer at age 88 here Satur
day. According to his son, he knew that a 
hostage release was expected in the next few 
weeks but was unaware that it would come 
so soon and that one of those freed would be 
his son-in-law. "He missed it by a couple of 
days," David Murray said. 
It has been a time of extraordinary passage 

for the family. It involved the death of the 
patriarch here, the expected birth this week 
of his 10th grandchild to Sutherland's daugh
ter Ann in Berkeley, Calif., and what David 
Murray called "the rebirth of Tom Suther
land" in the Middle East. 

''This is a bittersweet time for those of us 
in the Murray family," David Murray told 
about 200 people gathered at a ceremony 
today on the Iowa State campus to celebrate 
Sutherland's release and mourn William 
Murray's death. 

News of Sutherland's release overwhelmed 
the sense of sadness that had touched the 
spacious, comfortable Murray house near the 
edge of the campus, alma mater not only of 
Sutherland but also of Terry Anderson, The 
Associated Press bureau chief in Beirut held 
longer than any Western hostage in Leb
anon. 

An American flag stood in the leaf-covered 
front yard of the Murray home, and yellow 
and red, white and blue ribbons encircled a 
nearby tree. The phone started ringing at 6 
a.m. and calls continued all day. 

Some were from Sutherland's wife, Jean, 
who arrived in the United States from Beirut 
Sunday night en route to her father's fu
neral, which had been scheduled here for 
Thursday. 

According to family members here, Jean 
Sutherland spent much of the day in a pub
lic-telephone booth at the Newark, N.J., air
port, confirming her husband's release and 
rearranging travel plans. They said she was 
to leave Newark for Frankfurt, Germany, 
late today and be joined there by the cou
ple's two other daughters, Kit Sutherland of 
Fort Collins, Colo., and Joan Sutherland of 
Gresham, Ore. 

Thomas Sutherland is expected to be re
united with them at the U.S. air base in 

Wiesbaden, Germany, that has served as the 
first extended stop for released hostages 
since the Iranian hostage crisis more than a 
decade ago. 

Meanwhile, plans were being made here to 
delay William Murray's funeral until Friday 
so the Sutherland family, including the 
newly freed former hostage, can attend. 

Sutherland's release also was celebrated in 
Fort Collins, where he taught animal 
sciences and genetics for 26 years at Colo
rado State University. 

"He's quite talkative, articulate, full of 
jokes, the same old Tom," said Gerry Ward, 
70, a longtime friend, after watching Suther
land on a televised news conference in Da
mascus, Syria. "I think I've aged more in the 
time Tom' been held captive than he has." 

David Murray had a similar reaction after 
watching the news conference on television 
here. "He looked better than I thought, but 
I was not totally surprised," Murray said. 
"He is a resilient guy, and he always had a 
great sense of humor .... It was the same 
old Tom-the smile, the twinkle in the eye." 

Love of agriculture and of teaching 
brought Sutherland, a native of Scotland, 
here in the mid-1950s for graduate study at 
one of the nation's preeminent agriculture 
schools where he met Jean Murray, his fu
ture wife. The same interests later took 
Sutherland to Beirut, where he was dean of 
the agriculture school at the American Uni
versity of Beirut and she taught English. 

David Murray said their devotion to agri
culture and teaching served as a bond be
tween his father and his brother-in-law, 
whom he described as "just like father and 
son." William Murray was a founder of the 
Iowa Living History Farms, a facility near 
Des Moines that commemorates the history 
of farming in Iowa. For the last several years 
of his life, David Murray said, his father had 
"two focuses- the Living History Farms and 
Tom Sutherland's release." 

"You would have had an earful, I'll tell 
you," Murray said when asked how his father 
would have handled today's momentous de
velopments. "It would have been a highlight 
of his life." 

Instead, it was David Murray, chairman of 
the orthopedic surgery department at State 
University of New York-Syracuse Medical 
School, who spoke for the family. An eldest 
son unexpectedly thrust by death into the 
role of father, he scurried from interview to 
interview today with a broad smile on his 
face. 

"At this moment, we can't be anything but 
happy," he said. "We'll get back to the sad
ness tomorrow." 

FORCED REPATRIATION OF 
HAITIAN REFUGEES 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this 
week a Federal court issued a tem
porary restraining order suspending 
the Bush administration's shameful 
policy of forcibly repatriating Haitians 
fleeing the violence and turmoil in 
their homeland. 

No matter what their eventual legal 
status may be, now is not the time to 
return Haitians to Port-au-Prince. 
None of these helpless civilians should 
be required to return to their homes 
until the legitimate and democrat
ically elected Government of Haiti is 
restored and able to secure their safe
ty. 

At this point, the United States 
should take a leadership role within 

the Organization of American States 
and, with the assistance of the United 
Nations High Commissioner for Refu
gees, encourage other nations in the re
gion to adopt several new initiatives to 
deal with this refugee crisis. 

First, the administration should urge 
all countries in the region to refrain 
from forcibly returning Haitians until 
conditions in Haiti are stabilized, and 
should press these nations to grant 
temporary protected status or tem
porary safe haven to Haitians entering 
their country. The administration has 
the authority to do this within the 
United States under the terms of the 
Immigration Act of 1990, and it should 
use it today to protect the Haitian peo
ple. 

At the same time, U.S. representa
tives should press within the OAS and 
the U.N. for the establishment of re
gional holding centers for Haitians res
cued on the high seas. Such centers 
should be designed to provide protec
tion and screening for bona fide refu
gees and temporary care for those 
deemed not to be refugees. 

To persuade other countries in the 
region to join in this effort, the United 
States should immediately open such a 
temporary center, under OAS auspices, 
at an available camp or facility in 
Florida. 

Finally, the United States must re
double its diplomatic efforts to restore 
democracy and peaceful conditions in 
Haiti. President Bush should renew his 
personal efforts to secure, under OAS 
resolutions, the return of President 
Aristide and the reestablishment of 
Haiti's civilian government. Only when 
this goal is achieved will it be possible 
to return Haitian immigrants to their 
homeland. 

The escalating plight of the Haitian 
boat people, and the emergent condi
tions they face, require urgent humani
tarian initiatives. The forcible repatri
ation of these innocent civilians to a 
country divided by chaos and violence 
would undermine the very humani
tarian ideals and democratic freedoms 
upon which our own country is found
ed. 

MICROGENESYS 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, since 

Magic Johnson's stunning announce
ment that he is infected with the 
human immunodeficiency virus [HIV] 
which causes AIDS, much of our atten
tion has rightfully been focused on the 
spread of this disease and the tragic 
impact it has on the lives of those who 
are infected. I want to call my col
leagues' attention to something going 
on in my State which gives us a glim
mer of hope. 

MicroGeneSys, a small biopharma
ceutical company in Meriden, CT, de
veloped the first AIDS vaccine which 
was cleared by the FDA for testing in 
humans in 1987. During clinical trials 
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sponsored by the National Institutes of 
Health, the Walter Reed Army Insti
tute of Research and Walter Reed 
Army Medical Center, and several uni
versities both in this country and 
abroad, the vaccine has been adminis
tered to over 500 people without any 
adverse reactions. 

Last summer, the distinguished New 
England Journal of Medicine published 
the first results of a study conducted 
by Dr. Robert Redfield of Walter Reed. 
The study reported that in 87 percent 
of the HIV infected recipients-13 of 
15-who received six injections, the 
vaccine boosted their immune response 
against the AIDS virus and prevented a 
decline in T4 cells over the 10 month 
period of the study. Only 40 percent of 
the test volunteers-6 of 15-responded 
to a lesser schedule of 3 inoculations. 
(A decline in T4 cells marks the pro
gression of HIV infection to develop
ment of diseases and symptoms associ
ated with AIDS.) 

At the recent National Institute of 
Allergy and Infections Diseases' 
[NIAID] AIDS conference, Dr. Redfield 
gave current data on the subjects of 
the study. After 24 months of treat
ment, the first 13 responders to the 
vaccine showed only a 2.8-percent de
cline in T4 cell counts. Historically, a 
26-percent loss would have been ex
pected in patients over this time pe
riod. Of equal note, most of the study 
participants who were given fewer dos
ages of the vaccine and classified as 
nonresponders in the New England 
Journal article displayed stabilized T4 
cell counts after receiving additional 
dosages of the vaccine. 

Another study by Dr. Christos 
Tsoukas of McGill University also re
ported encouraging results. Twenty of 
21 recipients showed stable or elevated 
T4 cell counts after 12 months. Signifi
cantly, in addition to an elevated mean 
T4 cell count, the patients in the study 
also showed a mean increase in the per
centage of T4 cells relative to other T 
cells. The ratio of T4 cells to other T 
cells is another measure of the health 
of the immune system, and its decline 
generally signals the onset of disease. 

Mr. President, all of these test re
sults are interim results, and they are 
not conclusive. However, they give us 
some reason for hope that we can de
velop a way to effectively help HIV in
fected people maintain their immune 
system function and stay healthy or at 
least stay healthy for a longer period 
of time. 

I am pleased that this kind of work is 
being done by MicroGeneSys in my 
State. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Mccathran, one of 
his secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of United States 
submitting sundry nominations which 
were referred to the appropriate com
mittees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.) 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

SIGNED 

At 10:12 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bills and joint 
resolutions: 

S. 1563. An act to authorize appropriations 
to carry out the National Sea Grant College 
Program Act, and for other purposes; 

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

R.R. 3394. An act to amend the Indian Self
Determination and Education Assistance 
Act; 

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 enrolled bills and joint resolu
tions were subsequently signed by the 
President pro tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

At 12:40 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House agrees to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill 
(H.R. 2629) to amend the Small Busi
ness Act to assist the development of 
small business concerns owned and 
controlled by women, and for other 
purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House disagreed to the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 3371) to 
control and prevent crime; it agrees to 
the conference asked by the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints the following as 
managers of the conference on the part 
of the House: 

From the Committee on the Judiciary, for 
consideration of the entire House bill, and 
the entire Senate amendment (except sec
tions 812(f), 1227, 1230, 1231, and 4917), and 
modifications committed to conference: Mr. 
Brooks, Mr. Edwards of California, Mr. Con
yers, Mr. Schumer, Mr. Hughes, Mr. Stag
gers, Mr. Hyde, Mr. Sensenbrenner, Mr. 
McCollum, and Mr. Gekas: Provided, That 
Mr. Kopetski and Mr. Schiff are appointed as 
additional conferees for consideration of sec
tions 701 through 709 of the Senate amend
ment, and that Mr. Feighan and Mr. Schiff 
are appointed as additional conferees for 
consideration of title XXIV of the House bill. 

From the Committee on Ways and Means, 
for consideration of section 1719 of the House 
bill, and sections 812(f), 1227, 1230, 1231, 2801, 
2802, 4401, 4402, 4406, 4407, 4653, 4654, and 4917 
of the Senate amendment, and modifications 

committed to conference: Mr. Rostenkowski, 
Mr. Gibbons, Mr. Rangel, Mr. Archer, Mr. 
Vander Jagt; and Mr. Rostenkowski and Mr. 
Archer are appointed as additional con
ference for consideration of section 702 of the 
Senate amendment. 

As additional conferees from the Commit
tee on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs, 
for consideration of sections 1502 and 1831 of 
the House bill, and sections 3310 and 3701 
through 3704 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to conference: Mr. 
Gonzalez, Mr. Annunzio, Mr. Neal of North 
Carolina, Mr. Wylie, and Mr. Leach. 

As additional conferees from the Commit
tee on Education and Labor, for consider
ation of sections 401 through 403, 1231 
through 1233, 1271, 1714, 1727, 1807, and 1831 of 
the House bill, and title VIII (except section 
822(f)) and sections 1511, 1512, 3601 through 
3606, and 4301 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to conference: Mr. 
Ford of Michigan, Mr. Kildee, Mr. Martinez, 
Mr. Goodling, and Mr. Petri. 

As additional conferees from the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce, for consider
ation of sections 1501, 1502(a), 1505 through 
1507, 1509 through 1512, 1705, 1824, 2205, and 
2321 of the House bill, and sections 1501, 1611, 
1612, 1621, 1622, 1641, 2101, 2402, 2506, 2508, 2509, 
3101 through 3114, 4656, 4658, 4661 through 
4663, 4902, 4903, 4904, and 4906 of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications committed to 
conference: Mr. Dingell, Mr. Waxman, Mr. 
Rowland, Mr. Lent, and Mr. Bliley. 

As additional conferees from the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce, for consider
ation of sections 3301 through 3309 and 3311 
through 3314 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to conference: Mr. 
Dingell, Mr. Swift, Mr. Eckart, Mr. Lent, and 
Mr. Ritter. 

As additional conferees from the Commit
tee on Government Operations, for consider
ation of sections 801, 802, 1509, and 1751 
through 1758 of the House bill, and sections 
1701 and 1702 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to conference: Mr. 
Conyers, Mr. Wise, Mr. Towns, Mr. Horton, 
and Mr. McCandless. 

As additional conferees from the Commit
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, for 
consideration of sections 1716, 1719, and 
1722(b) of the House bill, and sections 517, 
4401, 4402, 4404, 4405, and 4411 through 4414 of 
the Senate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: Mr. Jones of North 
Carolina, Mr. Studds, Mr. Tauzin, Mr. Davis, 
and Mr. Lent: Provided, That Mr. Taylor of 
Mississippi is appointed in place of Mr. Tau
zin for consideration of section 1722(b) of the 
House bill. 

As additional conferees from the Commit
tee on Public Works and Transportation, for 
consideration of sections 1508, 1719, 1731, 1732, 
2320, and 2328 of the House bill, and sections 
502, 2901, and 4401 through 4403 of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications committed to 
conference: Mr. Roe, Mr. Anderson, Mr. Ober
star, Mr. Hammerschmidt, and Mr. Inhofe. 

The message further announced that 
the House has passed the following bill, 
in which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

R.R. 2130. An act to authorize appropria
tions for the National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration for fiscal year 1992. 

At 4:20 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 
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H.R. 3604. An act to direct acquisitions 

within the Eleven Point Wild and Scenic 
River, to establish the Greer Spring Special 
Management Area in Missouri, and for other 
purposes; and 

H.R. 3839. An act making appropriations 
for the Departments of Labor, Heath and 
Human Services, and Education, and related 
agencies, for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1992, and for other purposes. 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following joint resolution, pre
viously received from the House of 
Representatives for concurrence, was 
read the first and second times by 
unanimous consent, and placed on the 
calendar: 

H.J. Res. 346. Joint resolution approving 
the extension of nondiscriminatory treat
ment with respect to the products of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc
uments, which were referred as indi
cated: 

EC-2176. A communication from the Comp
troller General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the 
seventh special impoundment message of the 
President for fiscal year 1991 and his first 
special message for fiscal year 1992; pursuant 
to the order of January 30, 1975, as modified 
by the order of April 11, 1986, referred jointly 
to the Committee on Appropriations, the 
Committee on the Budget, the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry, the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation, the Committee on Environ
ment and Public Works, the Committee on 
Finance, and the Committee on Foreign Re
lations. 

EC-2177. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Administrative Office of the Unit
ed States Courts, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the feasibility of establish
ing an International Criminal Court and the 
relationship to the Federal judiciary of such 
a court; to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. 

EC-2178. A communication from the Assist
ant Secretary of the Treasury (Legislative 
Affairs) and the Assistant Secretary of State 
(Legislative Affairs), transmitting jointly, 
pursuant to law, the third report on foreign 
contributions in response to the Persian Gulf 
Crisis; to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. 

EC-2179. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report on verification of the CFE Treaty; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-2180. A communication from the Comp
troller General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the re
view of the interest rate charged to borrow
ers, referred to as the cost of money rate, as 
determined by the Governor of the Rural 
Telephone Bank; to the Committee on Agri
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-2181. A communication from the Assist
ant Secretary of Defense (Production and 
Logistics), transmitting, pursuant to law, 

the Strategic and Materials Report for the 
period October 1990 through March 1991; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-2182. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Office of Thrift Supervision, De
partment of the Treasury, transmitting, pur
suant to law, the annual report on the imple
mentation of the Community Reinvestment 
Act for 1990; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-2183. A communication from the Comp
troller General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled 
"Thrift Resolutions: FSLIC 1988 and 1989 As
sistance Agreement Costs Subject to Signifi
cant Uncertainties"; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-2184. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report on appropria
tions legislation; to the Committee on the 
Budget. 

EC-2185. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report on direct 
spending or receipts legislation; to the Com
mittee on the Budget. 

EC-2186. A communication from the Sec
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur
suant to law, a report on the potential bene
fits of a shipper responsibility law; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science and 
Transportation. 

EC-2187. A communication from the Sec
retary of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on recommendations on the 
adoption of import and export restrictions 
on anadromous fish and anadromous fish 
products; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science and Transportation. 

EC-2188. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of the Federal Aviation Admin
istration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
air traffic control services in the Caribbean/ 
Miami regions; to the Committee on Com
merce, Science and Transportation. 

EC-2189. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant General Counsel, Department of 
Energy, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re
port on meetings related to the Inter
national Energy Program; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-2190. A communication from the Sec
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the State Energy Conserva
tion Program for calendar year 1990; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

EC-2191. A communication from the Sec
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the Industrial Waste Reduc
tion Program Plan; to the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources. 

EC-2192. A communication from the Com
mandant of the United States Coast Guard, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
progress in preparing a report on deepwater 
ports and associated vessels; to the Commit
tee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-2193. A communication from the Presi
dent and Chairman of the Export-Import 
Bank of the United States, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report on the audit of the 
Bank by independent auditors for fiscal year 
1990; to the Committee on Governmental Af
fairs. 

EC-2194. A communication from the Assist
ant Attorney General (Legislative Affairs), 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
the activities and operation of the Public In
tegrity Section, Criminal Division, Depart-

ment of Justice for fiscal year 1991; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-2195. A communication from the Comp
troller General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled 
"System and Control Problems Further 
Weaken the Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Fund"; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

EC-2196. A communication from the Chair
man of the Railroad Retirement Board, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual re
port of the Board for fiscal year 1990; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
The following petitions and memori

als were laid before the Senate and 
were ref erred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM-253. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Wisconsin; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

"SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 47 
"Whereas, since 1956, Wisconsin has con

tributed $1,150,000,000 more in transportation 
tax dollars to the federal government than it 
has received in federal transportation aids; 
and 

"Whereas, Wisconsin has received 74 cents 
back for each federal highway tax dollar 
paid; and 

"Whereas, in 1990, Wisconsin received back 
7 cents for each federal transit tax dollar 
paid; and 

"Whereas, improvements in the state's 
transportation system are needed to support 
economic growth and development; and 

"Whereas, the current federal surface 
transportation program is scheduled to ex
pire on September 30, 1991; and 

"Whereas, Congress is currently consider
ing reauthorization of the federal surface 
transportation program; and 

"Whereas, the reauthorization of the fed
eral surface transportation program will 
present an opportunity for Congress to pro
vide Wisconsin, for the first time, with a fair 
share of federal highway and transit aids; 
now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Senate, the Assembly con
curring, That the members of the legislature 
of the state of Wisconsin urge Congress to 
provide funding for federal highways and 
transit in Wisconsin and other states that is 
a more equitable distribution of federal high
way and transit aids in relationship to each 
state's contribution in federal highway 
taxes; and, be it further 

"Resolved, That the Senate Chief Clerk 
shall provide a copy of this joint resolution 
to the president of the U.S. Senate, to the 
Speaker of the U.S. House of Representatives 
and to each member of the congressional del
egation from this state." 

POM-254. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works: 

"ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 26 
"Whereas, Pursuant to Section 101 of the 

Highway Beautification Act of 1965 (23 U.S.C. 
Sec. 131) and Section 5419 (former Section 
5288.5c) of the Business and Professions Code, 
a provision of the Outdoor Advertising Act, 
the Director of Transportation (formerly the 
Director of Public Works) and the Adminis
trator of the Federal Highway Administra
tion, on February 15, 1968, entered into an 
agreement to define and approve the size, 
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spacing, and lighting of outdoor advertising 
displays located in areas zoned commercial 
or industrial; and 

"Whereas, That agreement did not approve 
advertising displays which have changeable 
messages which can be changed by electronic 
processes or by remote control, except those 
with messages advertising only activities oc
curring on the property upon which the dis
play is located; and 

"Whereas, The state, and counties and 
cities, desire the authority to regulate the 
erection of off-premises changeable message 
signs, known as message center displays, as 
a means of providing economic and other 
benefits to the state and counties and cities; 
now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly, That the President 
and Congress are respectfully memorialized 
to direct the Administrator of the Federal 
Highway Administration to meet with the 
Director of Transportation of the State of 
California to amend the agreement entered 
into on February 15, 1968, pursuant to Sec
tion 101 of the Highway Beautification Act of 
1965 and former Section 5288.5c, now Section 
5419, of the Business and Professions Code, a 
provision of the Outdoor Advertising Act, to 
permit the state, and counties and cities, to 
regulate off-premises changeable message 
signs, known as message center displays, in 
accordance with the Outdoor Advertising 
Act; and be it further 

"Resolved , That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit
ed States, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, to each Senator and Rep
resentative from California in the Congress 
of the United States, and to the Director of 
Transportation." 

POM-255. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Cammi ttee on Finance: 

"ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION 24 
"Whereas, The Secretary of Health and 

Human Services has responsibility for deter
mining those opportunistic infections that 
represent a diagnosis of acquired immune de
ficiency syndrome (AIDS) for purposes of 
both epidemiological surveillance and eligi
bility for certain entitlement benefits; and 

"Whereas, The federal Centers for Disease 
Control, within the United States Depart
ment of Health and Human Services, are cur
rently updating the definition of AIDS which 
has previously not acknowledged differential 
clinical manifestations of human 
immunodeficiency virus in various popu
lation groups, including, but not limited to, 
women and children; and 

"Whereas, The determination of presump
tive eligibility for federal Supplemental Se
curity Income (SS!) program benefits for a 
person with human immunodeficiency virus 
(HIV) has been based on the definition of 
AIDS by the Centers of Disease Control; and 

"Whereas, As a result, a person may de
velop HIV-related symptoms or opportun
istic infections which render him or her in
capable of working but that person cannot 
presumptively obtain certain benefits and 
services which target people with AIDS be
cause, although he or she cannot work, the 
condition is not diagnosed as AIDS under the 
current case definition; and 

"Whereas, The federal Social Security Ad
ministration, within the United States De
partment of Health and Human Services, is 
currently reviewing the criteria to establish 
presumptive eligibility for SSI for sympto
matic persons with HIV infection who can
not work: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla
ture of the State of California respectfully 
memorialize the United States Secretary of 
Health and Human Services to establish cri
teria for the determination of presumptive 
eligibility for federal Supplemental Security 
Income program benefits that include HIV
infected persons who have previously been 
unable to obtain that eligibility, including, 
but not limited to, women and children; and 
be it further 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit
ed States, to the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives and to each Senator and 
Representative from California in the Con
gress of the United States." 

POM-256. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 

"ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION 32 
"Whereas, Over 470,000 American men and 

women have been uprooted from their fami
lies and peacetime careers to sacrifice their 
time and risk their lives for their country in 
the Iraq-Kuwait crisis; and 

"Whereas, The American people are united 
in their respect for the sacrifices suffered by 
America's men and women serving in Oper
ation Desert Storm; and 

"Whereas, Those sacrifices also are borne 
stateside by military dependents whose re
servist parents or spouses were called to ac
tive duty, and who were forced to leave be
hind their children, often with inadequate 
child care; and 

"Whereas, Due to the Iraq-Kuwait crisis, 
more than 11,500 members of the United 
States Military Reserve who are residents of 
California have been called to active duty to 
serve their country; and 

"Whereas, This sudden and unexpected call 
to arms has caused unavoidable financial and 
emotional hardship for those reservists, 
their families, and their dependents, and 
many of these reservists have suffered di
rectly from substantial personal income re
ductions; and 

"Whereas, Reservists called to active duty 
often lose their salaries without receiving 
comparable compensation from the military, 
which is a direct loss or injury to our nation
als within the meaning of paragraph 16 of 
United Nations Resolution 687; and 

"Whereas, The United Nations has created 
a fund to pay compensation for claims that 
fall within United Nations Resolution 687, 
which establishes a commission that will ad
minister the fund; now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved, by the Assembly and the Senate of 
the State of California, jointly, That the Legis
lature of the State of California memorial
izes the President of the United States to 
claim compensation from the United Nations 
compensation fund for the military families 
of the United States, who sacrificed employ
ment income to provide military service, and 
for their employers, who continue payment 
of the difference in salaries, including the 
State of California; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit
ed States, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, to each Senator and Rep
resentative from California in the Congress 
of the United States, and to the Representa
tive of the United States to the United Na
tions." 

POM-257. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 

"ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION 33 
"Whereas, The Persian Gulf War has been 

brought to a swift and successful resolution 
by United States and Allied Forces who 
served with honor and distinction; and 

"Whereas, Iraq's seven-month occupation 
of Kuwait has left Kuwait physically dev
astated and will require extensive recon
struction of oil-producing facilities, govern
ment buildings, and other public and private 
facilities; and 

"Whereas, The United States government 
will play a significant role in the rebuilding 
effort, and American construction and engi
neering firms and equipment companies will 
benefit by being awarded a large portion of 
the reconstruction contracts that will be 
worth million of dollars; and 

"Whereas, A significant portion of the 
United States military personnel involved in 
the Persian Gulf War were minorities and 
women; and 

"Whereas, The California Legislature be
lieves that the contribution made by minor
ity and female military personnel in the Per
sian Gulf War should be recognized as a part 
of the reconstruction effort; now therefore, 
be it 

''Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly, That the California 
Legislature encourages the United States 
government and all American companies 
participating in the reconstruction of Ku
wait to adopt and implement as an employ
ment goal the hiring of minority and female 
workers in proportion to the ethnic and gen
der composition of the American military 
personnel who served in the Persian Gulf 
War; and be it further 

"Resolved. That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit
ed States, the Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives; and to each Senator and Rep
resentative from California in the Congress 
of the United States." 

POM-258. A resolution adopted by the Vir
ginia Council of Chapters of the Retired Offi
cers Association relative to missing in ac
tion in Southeast Asia and previous con
flicts; to the Select Committee on POW/MIA 
Affairs. 

POM-259. A resolution adopted by the 
House of Representatives of the Common
wealth of Puerto Rico; ordered to lie on the 
table. 

''RESOLUTION 
"Judge Thomas replaces retired Justice 

Thurgood Marshall, a giant of the United 
States law and the first member of the black 
race to hold a seat in the highest Court of 
the nation. 

"After a stormy confirmation process, and 
in view of the immense challenge faced by 
this humble son of a small town of the south
ern state of Georgia, it is the duty of this 
High Body, in representation of the People of 
Puerto Rico, to extend its congratulations to 
Judge Clarence Thomas. 

Be it resolved by the House of Representatives 
of Puerto Rico: 

"SECTION 1. To extend the warmest con
gratulations of the House of Representatives 
to the Hon. Clarence Thomas, Judge of the 
Circuit Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia, on the occasion of his confirma
tion as Associate Justice of the Supreme 
Court by the Senate of the United States. 

"SEC. 2. A copy of this Resolution, trans
lated into the English language, shall be re
mitted to Judge Thomas, to the President 
and the Vice-President of the United States 
and to the members of the United States 
Senate. 
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"SEC. 3. A copy of this Resolution shall be 

delivered immediately to the communica
tions media. 

"SEC. 4. This Resolution shall take effect 
from the time of its approval. "162 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. BENTSEN, from the Committee on 

Finance, without amendment: 
S.J. Res. 215. A joint resolution approving 

the extension of nondiscriminatory treat
ment (most-favored nation treatment) to the 
products of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics (Rept. No. 102-228). 

By Mr. INOUYE, from the Select Commit
tee on Indian Affairs, with an amendment in 
the nature of a substitute: 

S. 1869. A bill to provide for the divestiture 
of certain properties of the San Carlos Indian 
Irrigation Project in the State of Arizona, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 102-229). 

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on For
eign Relations, without amendment and with 
a preamble: 

H. Con. Res. 188. A concurrent resolution 
concerning freedom of emigration and travel 
for Syrian Jews. 

S. Res. 196. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the Soviet Union 
should immediately begin a prompt with
drawal of Soviet armed forces from the Bal
tic states and undertake discussions with the 
governments of Lithuania, Latvia, and Esto
nia appropriate to facilitate that with
drawal. 

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on For
eign Relations, with amendments: 

S. 1128. A bill to impose sanctions against 
foreign persons and United States persons 
that assist foreign countries in acquiring a 
nuclear explosive device or unsafeguarded 
special nuclear material, and for other pur
poses. 

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on For
eign Relations, without amendment and with 
a preamble: 

S. Con. Res. 78. A concurrent resolution re
garding the unfair imprisonment and trial of 
Dr. Nguyen Dan Que by the Government of 
Vietnam. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. GLENN, from the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs: 

Francis S. M. Hodson, of Virginia, to be 
Deputy Director for Management, Office of 
Management and Budget; 

Edward Joseph Mazur, of Virginia, to be 
Controller, Office of Federal Financial Man
agement, Office of Management and Budget; 

Kathleen Day Koch, of Virginia, to be Spe
cial Counsel, Office of Special Counsel, for 
the term of five years; 

Reggie Barnett Walton, of the District of 
Columbia, to be an Associate Judge of the 
Superior Court of the District of Columbia 
for the term of fifteen years; 

Emmet Gael Sullivan, of the District of 
Columbia, to be an Associate Judge of the 
District of Columbia Court of Appeals for the 
term of fifteen years; H. Edward Quick, Jr., 
of Maryland, to be a Commissioner of the 
Postal Rate Commission for the term expir
ing November 22, 1996; 

Tirso del Junco, of California, to be a Gov
ernor of the United States Postal Service for 
the term expiring December 8, 2000; and 

J. Sam Winters, of Texas, to be a Governor 
of the United States Postal Service for the 
term expiring December 8, 1999. 

(The above nominations were re
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi
nees' commitment to respond to re
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen
ate.) 

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on For
eign Relations: 

William Kane Reilly, of Virginia, to be a 
Member of the Board of Directors of the 
Inter-American Foundation for a term expir
ing September 20, 1994; 

Clair W. Burgener, of California, to be a 
Member of the Advisory Board for Cuba 
Broadcasting for a term expiring October 27, 
1994; 

Jose E. Martinez, of Texas, to be Director 
of the Trade and Development Program; 

Robert Stephen Pastorino, of California, a 
Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv
ice, Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Am
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to the Do
minican Republic. 

(Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination.) 

Nominee: Robert Stephen Pastorino. 
Post: United States Ambassador to the Do-

minican Republic. 
Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 
1. Self: None. 
2. Spouse: None. 
3. Children and spouses names: Shannon 

and Michael Lewis, none; Stephen Robert 
Pastorino, none. 

4. Parents names: Adolph and Florence 
Pastorino, deceased. 

5. Grandparents names: Mr. and Mrs. 
Giovanni Pastorino, Mr. and Mrs. Pierangeli, 
deceased. 

6. Brothers and spouses names: None. 
7. Sisters and spouses names: $50, Diane 

Feinstein, Oct, 1990. $20, Congressman Del
lums, Oct, 1990; James and Karen (Pastorino) 
Eagan. 

Curtis Warren Kamman, of the District of 
Columbia, a Career Member of the Senior 
Foreign Service, Class of Minister-Counselor, 
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary of the United States of America 
to the Republic of Chile. 

(Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination.) 

Nominee: Curtis Warren Kamman. 
Post: Ambassador to Chile. 
Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 
1. Self: none. 
2. Spouse: none. 
3. Children and spouses names: Edward G. 

Kamman (son) none. John Curtis Kamman 
(son) none. Nichole Kamman (spouse of 
John) none. W. Stephen Kamman (son) $55 
August 1, 1990, N.C. Democratic Party. 

4. Parents names: Mildred I. Kamman, 
mother, none. Glenn F. Kamman, father, $25, 
November 12, 1988, Nat'l Republican Sen. 
Committee; $68, November 23, 1988, Nat'l Re
publican Sen. Committee; $25, January 7, 
1989, 1989 GOP Victory Fund; $25, February 
22, 1989, Republican Nat'l Committee; $50, 
March 13, 1989, Republican Nat'l Committee; 
$25, May 12, 1989, GOP Victory Fund; $25, 

June 21, 1989, Republican Nat'l Committee; 
$25, July 10, 1989, Nat'l Republican Sen. Com
mittee; $25, July 20, 1989, Republican Nat'l 
Committee; $25, August 3, 1989, Nat'l Repub
lican Sen. Committee; $25, August 14, 1989, 
Republican Nat'l Committee; $20, August 31, 
1989, Nat'l Republican Sen. Committee; $25, 
September 11, 1989, Republican Nat'l Com
mittee; $37, October 20, 1989, Republican 
Nat'l Committee; $15, October 19, 1989, Nat'l 
Republican Sen. Committee; $20, December 
19, 1989, GOP Victory Fund; $25, January 4, 
1990, GOP Victory Fund; $35, January 14, 
1991, Republican Nat'l Committee. 

5. Grandparents names: Horace Kamman 
(deceased), none. Bertha Kamman (deceased), 
none. Warren Merry (deceased), none. Ella 
Merry (deceased), none. 

6. Brothers and spouses names: Jonathan 
Kamman, none; Beverly Medlyn (spouse of 
Jonathan) none; Robert Kamman, none. 

7. Sisters and spouses names: No sisters. 

George Fleming Jones, of Texas, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit
ed States of America to the Co-operative Re
public of Guyana. 

(Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination.) 

Nominee: George Fleming Jones. 
Post: Guyana. 
Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 
1. Self: None. 
2. Spouse: $10, April 8, 1987 Americans for 

Robertson; $20, July 12, 1987 Americans for 
Robertson; $20, December 13, 1987 Americans 
for Robertson; $50, September 20, 1988 
Dukakis for President; $50, October 17, 1988 
Dukakis for President. 

3. Children and spouses names: George F. 
Jones III, $75, October 26, 1988 Keyes for Sen
ate. My three other children, none. All four 
children are unmarried. 

4. Parents names: Deceased. 
5. Grandparents names: Deceased. 
6. Brothers and spouses names: Nominee 

has no brothers or sisters. 

William Edwin Ryerson, of Virginia, a Ca
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit
ed States of America to the Republic of Al
bania. 

(Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination.) 

Nominee: William Edwin Ryerson. 
Post: Tirana, Albania. 
Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 
1. Self, none. 
2. Spouse, none. 
3. Children and spouses: Nina Ryerson 

Quistoff, Thomas, Marten, Jennifer and 
Nicholas, none. 

4. Parents, J. Delbert Ryerson, father (de
ceased), Marian Ryerson, mother (deceased). 

5. Grandparents: William B. Ryerson, 
grandfather (deceased), Loretta Ryerson, 
grandmother (deceased), Edwin W. Wh~eler, 
grandfather (deceased), Emma W. Wheeler, 
grandmother (deceased). 

6. Brothers and spouses: none. 
7. Sisters and spouses: Jane Ryerson 

Logdon, none, George Logdon, none. 

John R. Davis, Jr., of California, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
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of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit
ed States of America to Romania. 

(Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination.) 

Nominee: John R. Davis, Jr. 
Post: Ambassador to Romania. 
Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 
1. Self, none. 
2. Spouse, none. 
3. Children and spouses: Thorp Davis, Kath

erine, Anne, none. 
4. Parents: John R. and Petronilla Davis 

(both deceased). 
5. Grandparents: David and Claire Davis; 

Thorp and Minnie Wilcox (all deceased). 
6. Brothers and spouses: none. 
7. Sisters and spouses: Sister Petronilla, 

0.P., none. 
Frederick Vreeland, of the District of Co

lumbia, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to the Kingdom of Morocco. 

(Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination.) 

Nominee: Frederick Vreeland. Post: King
dom of Morrocco. 

Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 
1. Self, $1,000, Dec 4, 1987, "George Bush for 

President", $1,000, Jan 8, 1990 "The Presi
dent's Club". 

2. Spouse: None. 
3. Children and spouses: Mr. and Mrs. Alex

ander Vreeland, New York, NY, none. Mr. 
Nicholas Vreeland, India, none. 

4. Parents (deceased). 
5. Grandparents (deceased). 
6. Brothers and spouses: Mr. and Mrs. 

Thomas Vreeland, Los Angeles, CA, none. 
7. Sisters and spouses, none. 
John Hubert Kelly, of Georgia, a Career 

Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit
ed States of America to the Republic of Fin
land. 

(Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year preceding the calendar year of the nom
ination and ending on the date of the nomi
nation.) 

Nominee: John H. Kelly. Post: Helsink, 
Finland. 

Contributions, amount, date, and donee. 
1. Self; John H. Kelly; none. 
2. Spouse, Helena Marita Ajo-Kelly, none. 
3. Children, David Snowdon Kelly, Maria 

Louise Kelly, none. 
4. Parents, Clarice Kelly (father deceased). 
5. Grandparents, (deceased). 
6. Brothers and spouses Mr. and Mrs. 

James Kelly, $250, 1990, Michael Liu for Con
gress; $50, 1990, Patricia Saiki for Senate; 
$100, 1990, Republican National Committee; 
$100, 1989, Republican National Committee; 
$100, 1988, Republican National Committee; 
and $100, 1987, Republican National Commit
tee. 

Dr. and Mrs. Michael Kelly, $800, 1990, BDM 
International Political Action Committee; 
$800, 1989, BDM International Political Ac
tion Committee; $800, 1988, BDM Inter
national Political Action Committee; and 
$500, 1987, BDM International Political Ac
tion Committee. 

7. Sister, Kathryn Kelly, none. 
I have listed above the names of all mem

bers of my immediate family including their 

spouses. I have asked each of these persons 
to inform me of the pertinent contributions 
made by them. To the best of my knowledge, 
the information contained in this report is 
complete and accurate. 

(The above nominations were re
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi
nees' commitment to respond to re
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen
ate.) 

By Mr. BURDICK, from the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works: 

E. Gail Planque, of New Jersey, to be a 
Member of the Nuclear Regulatory Commis
sion for the term of five years expiring June 
30, 1995; and 

Herbert 'l'ate, of New Jersey, to be an As
sistant Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency. 

(The above nominations were re
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi
nees' commitment to respond to re
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen
ate.) 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. SIMON (for himself and Mr. 
WELLSTONE): 

S. 2017. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide for medical 
coverage of long-term benefits in home- and 
community-based settings and nursing fa
cilities, to create a new long-term care trust 
fund, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Finance. 

By Mr. BOND (for himself, Mr. McCON
NELL, Mr. BOREN, Mr. COATS, and Mr. 
GRASSLEY): 

S. 2018. A bill to amend the Food, Agri
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
to provide that a single Federal Agency shall 
be responsible for making technical deter
minations with respect to wetland or con
verted wetland on agricultural lands; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

By Mr. PRESSLER: 
S. 2019. A bill to prohibit all United States 

military and economic assistance for Turkey 
until the Turkish Government takes certain 
actions to resolve the Cyprus problem; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. WELLSTONE: 
S. 2020. A bill to provide for the transition 

to a sustainable energy future by moving 
systematically toward much more efficient 
energy use and greater renewable energy 
production through a program of State en
ergy transition grants designed to foster vig
orously competitive markets of sustainable 
energy ideas and innovations at the State 
and local levels, and for other purposes; to 
the Cammi ttee on Finance. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and 
Mr. DOMENIC!): 

S. 2021. A bill to amend the Wild and Sce
nic Rivers Act by designating a segment of 
the Rio Grande in New Mexico as a compo
nent of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. BOREN: 
S. 2022. A bill to establish the United 

States-Soviet Democracy Center, to author
ize the Peace Corps to operate in the Soviet 
Union, and to establish a fellowship program 
for young Soviet leaders; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. ADAMS, Mr. 
METZENBAUM, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN. Mr. GoRE, Mr. MOYNIHAN. 
Mr. LEAHY, Mr. KERREY, and Ms. MI
KULSKI): 

S. 2023. A bill to provide for the admission 
of the State of New Columbia into the Union; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. BOND (for himself and Mr. DAN
FORTH): 

S. 2024. A bill to direct acquisitions within 
the Eleven Point Wild and Scenic River, to 
establish the Greer Spring Special Manage
ment Area in Missouri, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat
ural Resources. 

By Mr. SIMON (for himself, Mr. KOHL, 
Mr. BRADLEY, and Mr. CRANSTON): 

S. 2025. A bill to authorize grants to State, 
local, and private entities for programs to 
prevent youths from becoming involved in 
gangs; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

By Mr. MACK: 
S. 2026. A bill to assure the protection of 

Haitians in the United States or in the Unit
ed States custody pending the resumption of 
democratic rule in Haiti; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself and Mr. 
BINGAMAN): 

S. 2027. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to eliminate the annual 
cap on the amount of payment for outpatient 
physical therapy and occupational therapy 
services under part B of the medicare pro
gram; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. SPECTER: 
S. 2028. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to improve and expand health 
care and health-care related services fur
nished to women veterans by the Depart
ment of Veterans Affairs; to the Committee 
on Veterans Affairs. 

By Mr. SPECTER: 
S. 2029. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to permit Department of Veter
ans Affairs medical centers to retain a por
tion of the amounts collected from third par
ties as reimbursement for the cost of health 
care and services furnished by such medical 
centers; to the Committee on Veterans Af
fairs. 

By Mr. COHEN: 
S. 2030. A bill to amend the Securities Ex

change Act of 1934 to provide for confiden
tiality in the granting and voting of proxies, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. HATFIELD (for himself and Mr. 
BINGAMAN): 

S. 2031. A bill to establish a national Al
bert Einstein Teacher Fellowship Program 
for outstanding secondary school science and 
mathematics teachers; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTION 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 
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By Mr. D'AMATO (for himself, Mr. 

KASTEN, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. GLENN, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. DIXON, Mr. MOYNIHAN, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. DANFORTH, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. FORD, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. HELMS, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. 
STEVENS, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. BYRD, Mr. LEAHY, 
Mr. GARN, Mr. SANFORD, Mr. JEF
FORDS, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. KOHL and 
Mr. SIMON): 

S . Res. 230. A resolution in support of Ma
chine Tools VRA; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

By Mr. SIMON: 
S. Res. 231. A resolution expressing the 

sense of the Senate that the President 
should submit to the 102d Congress a pro
posal for reforming the heal th care system of 
the United States. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. SIMON (for himself and 
Mr. WELLSTONE): 

S. 2017. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide for 
Medicare coverage of long-term bene
fits in home and community-based set
tings and nursing facilities, to create a 
new long-term care trust fund , and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

LONG-TERM CARE FAMILY PROTECTION ACT OF 
1991 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I am in
troducing today the Long-Term Care 
Family Protection Act of 1991. I am 
pleased that my colleague Senator 
WELLSTONE is an original cosponsor. 

Since 1988, I have been listening to 
people in Illinois and all over the coun
try tell me we need a comprehensive 
long-term care policy. At times, such 
as back in 1989, it appeared we were 
going to move ahead on legislation. I 
sponsored in the Senate a bill that had 
been introduced by the champion of 
seniors, the late Representative Claude 
Pepper. It would have provided assist
ance for home- and community-based 
care, and it came close to passing. In 
that year I also joined Senator MITCH
ELL and Senator KENNEDY as a cospon
sor of their separate bills providing 
long-term care assistance. 

Since that Congress, we have lost 
momentum on this issue, and we need 
to regain it. The need for action has in
creased in recent years while the de
bate has shifted to pr oblems in other 
ar eas of health care. I am whole
heartedly in support of comprehensive 
reform in nationa l health care. But re
form must include means to address 
the critical need in the area of long
term care, and we must not allow con
troversy about other parts of health 
care reform to delay action on this 
vital legislation. 

There is a strong consensus in the 
country and in the Congress that long
term care must be a high priority for 
action. I am introducing this bill today 
in an effort to put long-term care back 
on the front burner. 

Long-term care is more than a sen
iors issue. It is a family issue that is of 
paramount concern to millions of 
households. American families today 
are sacrificing to pay for long-term 
care for parents, grandparents, chil
dren, and other relatives. For those 
who try to keep a loved one at home , 
the cost may be in the loss of other im
portant opportunities in their lives. An 
estimated 70 to 80 percent of all long
term home and community care is pro
vided by family members. Most have no 
respite at all for their efforts. For 
those who need the services of a nurs
ing facility, the costs are frequently 
catastrophic, not just for the individ
ual but for a family. 

The reality is that only about 5 per
cent of elderly Americans are in a 
nursing home at any one time. But the 
reality also is that these numbers are 
rising dramatically. In just 9 years, al
most a million more senior citizens 
will be in nursing homes than today. 
And for every person 65 and older living 
in a nursing home, there are twice as 
many who need various kinds of long
term care in the community. 

Estimates are that the nursing home 
population may be as high as 2 million 
by the year 2000, 3.8 million by the year 
2030 and 4.4 million by the year 2040. If 
current rates continue, 43 percent of 
persons who turned 65 in 1990 can ex
pect to use a nursing home at some 
time in their lives. People aged 85 and 
older are more than 4 times as likely as 
those aged 65 to 74 to need long-term 
care services, and this age group is one 
of the fastest growing in our popu
lation. 

Most Americans do not realize it, but 
Medicare pays for very little long-term 
care. Before Medicaid can help, individ
uals or couples must exhaust their own 
resources, becoming poor enough to 
qualify by spending down their income, 
savings, and other assets. Long-term 
care saps the life savings of even the 
thriftiest middle- and lower-income 
families and forces countless seniors to 
close out their lives as paupers. 

Today, about half of all long-term 
care is paid for through private 
sources, and 97 percent of private fund
ing comes directly out of the pockets 
of consumers. Even though private sec
tor insurance is sold by more t han 130 
companies and there are m ore than a 
million policyholders, estimates are 
that less than 3 percent of long-term 
care is currently being paid by these 
policies. 

The Heal th Care Financing Adminis
tration estimates that under current 
programs, with no legislative change, 
total spending for nursing home care 
will increase from the current approxi
mately $50 billion a year to $129 billion 
by the year 2000. Unless we act, seniors 
and their families will be forced to try 
to shoulder the burden of a major part 
of that amount out of their own pock
ets. The burden is growing and we need 
to address it now. 

The Long-Term Care Family Protec
tion Act would put us on the road to a 
responsible policy on long-term care. It 
is not as generous as our families need 
and deserve, but it would be a signifi
cant benefit to many individuals who 
need long-term care. It recognizes that 
while most people do not spend more 
than 6 months in a nursing home, those 
who must spend longer amounts of 
time fill most nursing home beds and 
face the greatest financial burdens. 

The basic elements of this bill are: 
First, nursing facility benefits, after 

90 days of care, covered to a maximum 
of $2,400 a month, with a copayment of 
$500 a month. This amount is based on 
an average cost of nursing home care 
and assumes an individual could plan 
to supplement this coverage with pri
vate insurance or choose to spend more 
in a more expensive facility. To be eli
gible, an individual would need to have 
limitations in the ability to perform 
three activities of daily living such as 
eating, bathing, dressing, transferring, 
or toileting. This would cover about 
two-thirds of all individuals now in 
nursing facilities and about 77 percent 
of all those who have a memory prob
lem or disorientation caused by a dis
ease such as Alzheimer's; 

Second, home and community care 
benefits that include case manage
ment; nursing care; personal care serv
ices; physical, occupational, speech
language or respiratory therapy; reha
bilitative services, adult day care serv
ices; respite for family caregivers and 
other services ordinarily needed to en
able a person with a chronic illness or 
disability to live at home. Eligibility 
begins with those needing assistance 
with two activities of daily living and 
the rate of reimbursement is increased 
for those needing assistance with four 
or more activities of daily living; and 

Third, children with chronic illness 
or dependency on medical equipment 
would be eligible for long-term home 
care, and individuals with disabilities 
would be able to " buy-in" to Medicare 
to receive long-term care services. 

I have suggested two funding sources 
in this legislation, and recognize that 
additional sources of funding will be 
needed to fully cover the intended ben
efits. Payment for long-term home and 
community care is limited in t his bill 
t o t he am ount s generated by the reve
nue source for the legislation, and I 
hope that early in the process of con
sideration, both the revenues and the 
benefit levels can be increased. This 
bill is a beginning. My intent is that 
we match long-term care service provi
sions to specific revenues to make sure 
the program is fully self-financed. 

Under this proposed legislation, nurs
ing facility care would be financed 
through an increase of one-half of 1 
percent in the employer and employee 
portions of Social Security deductions. 
Home and community care would be fi
nanced through elimination of the 
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cap-$125,000 in 1991-on income subject 
to the Medicare payroll tax of 1.45 per
cent. 

Soon after I began working on long
term care legislation I received a letter 
from a constituent in Greenville, IL. In 
part the letter read: 

Last week our neighbor across the street 
was discovered near death because he had de
prived himself of food and air conditioning in 
order to meet the cost of over $3000 per 
month to maintain his wife in our local nurs
ing home. This man is 80 years old, owns his 
own home and at the time he retired 15 years 
ago, his income plus Social Security and 
Medicare was very adequate. Keeping his 
wife in the nursing home has cost him in 2 
years $72,000. He has had his home for sale 
unsuccessfully for over a year. Now she must 
become a recipient of Medicaid and he of 
welfare. Just trying to deal with the redtape 
of all of this is enough to kill the man. How 
sad for America that it treats it elderly citi
zens in this way. 

Too many Americans are experienc
ing this sad reality. Too many Ameri
cans are being reduced to poverty and 
deprived of their right to live with dig
nity because of our lack of a long-term 
policy. I am confident that we can 
build the support we need to pass 
meaningful long-term care legislation 
in the near future. 

Mr. President, I ask that a section
by-section summary of the Long-Term 
Care Family Protection Act of 1991 and 
the text of the bill be inserted in the 
RECORD at this point. 

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

s. 2017 

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited as 
the "Long-Term Care Family Protection Act 
of 1991". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-The table of con
tents of this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

TITLE I-HOME AND COMMUNITY CARE 
AND NURSING FACILITY CARE UNDER 
THE MEDICARE PROGRAM 

Sec. 101. New part C long-term care program. 
Sec. 102. Conforming and miscellaneous 

amendments. 

TITLE II-ASSURING SELF-FINANCING 
OF LONG-TERM CARE BENEFITS AND 
QUALITY INSURANCE 

Sec. 201. Assuring self-financing of benefits 
under this Act. 

Sec. 202. Assuring quality of long-term care. 

TITLE III-FINANCING OF LONG-TERM 
CARE 

Sec. 301. Source of revenue for home and 
community care. 

Sec. 302. Source of revenue for nursing facil
ity care. 

TITLE IV-MEDICARE BUY-IN FOR 
INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES 

Sec. 401. Permitting individuals with disabil
ities to purchase medicare cov
erage during the 24-month wait
ing period for Medicare entitle
ment; permitting individuals 
with disabilities not entitled to 
long-term care benefits to buy 
into Medicare to obtain such 
benefits. 

TITLE I-HOME AND COMMUNITY CARE 
AND NURSING FACILITY CARE UNDER 
THE MEDICARE PROGRAM 

SEC. 101. NEW PART C LONG-TERM CARE PRO
GRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Title XVIII of the Social 
Security Act is amended by redesignating 
part C as part D and by inserting after part 
B the following new part: 

"PART C-LONG-TERM CARE PROGRAM 
"SCOPE OF BENEFITS 

"SEC. 1851. (a) SCOPE OF BENEFITS.-The 
benefits provided to an individual by the in
surance program under this part shall con
sist of entitlement to have payment made on 
behalf of such individual (subject to the pro
visions of this part) for-

"(1) home and community care; and 
"(2) nursing facility care, 

but only if the individual has been deter
mined by a long-term care management 
agency (or others under arrangement with 
such agency) to be eligible for such care 
under section 1852. 

"(b) HOME AND COMMUNITY CARE DEFINED.
(1) In this part the term 'home and commu
nity care' means the items and services-

"(A) which are home- and community
based items and services described in para
graph (2) furnished to an individual by a 
home care agency (as defined in section 
1861(kk)) (or by others under arrangement 
with such agency) provided-

"(i) in a place of residence used as such in
dividual's home; or 

"(ii) subject to paragraph (3) on an out-
patient basis at a

"(I) hospital; 
"(II) skilled nursing facility, or 
"(Ill) rehabilitation center; 
"(B) which are furnished under a written 

plan of care (for furnishing such items and 
services and other related items and services 
to such individual) which-

"(i) is established and periodically re
viewed and revised by a long-term care man
agement agency (or by others under arrange
ment with such agency); and 

"(ii) reflects the individual's needs identi
fied in the assessment under section 1852. 

"(2) The home- and community-based 
items and services described in this para
graph are as follows: 

"(A) Case management services. 
"(B) Nursing care provided by or under the 

supervision of a registered professional 
nurse. 

"(C) Services of a homemaker/home-health 
aide who has successfully completed a train
ing and competency evaluation program ap
proved by the Secretary. 

"(D) Medical social services. 
"(E) Personal care services. 
"(F) Physical, occupational, speech-lan

guage, or respiratory therapy, or rehabilita
tive services. 

"(G) Medical supplies (other than drugs 
and biologicals) and durable medical equip
ment, while under such a plan. 

" (H) Medical services provided by an intern 
or resident in training of a hospital affiliated 
with the home health agency. 

"(I) Respite services for family caregivers. 
"(J) Adult daycare services (including at 

least one meal a day). 
"(3) Home- and community-based services 

provided on an outpatient basis at a facility 
other than an individual's place of residence 
shall include the items and services de
scribed in paragraph (2) but only to the ex
tent that such individual is at a facility to 
receive case management services or services 
including equipment not readily available in 
the individual's place of residence under ar
rangement with a home-health agency. But 
such items and services shall not include 
transportation to and from a facility. 

"(c) NURSING FACILITY CARE DEFINED.-In 
this part, the term 'nursing facility care' 
means the following items and services fur
nished to a resident of a nursing facility (as 
defined in subsection (d)) and (except as pro
vided in paragraphs (3) and (6)) by such facil
ity, excluding, however, any such item or 
service if it would not be included under sec
tion 1861(b) if furnished to an inpatient of a 
hospital: 

"(1) Nursing care provided by or under the 
supervision of a registered professional 
nurse. 

"(2) Bed and board in connection with the 
furnishing of such nursing care. 

"(3) Physical, occupational, or respiratory 
therapy, or speech-language therapy, fur
nished by the facility or by others under ar
range men ts with them made by the facility. 

"(4) Medical social services. 
"(5) Such drugs, biologicals, supplies, ap

pliances, and equipment, furnished for use in 
the facility as are ordinarily furnished by 
such facility for the care and treatment of 
residents. 

"(6) Medical services provided by an intern 
or resident-in-training of a hospital with 
which the facility has in effect a transfer 
agreement (meeting the requirements of sec
tion 1861(1)), under a teaching program of 
such hospital approved as provided in the 
last sentence of section 1861(b), and other di
agnostic or therapeutic services provided by 
a hospital with which the facility has such a 
agreement in effect. 

"(7) Such other services necessary to the 
health of the residents as are generally pro
vided by nursing facilities. 

"(d) NURSING FACILITY DEFINED.-ln this 
part, the term 'nursing facility' means-

"(1) a skilled nursing facility (as defined in 
section 1819(a)), or 

"(2) a facility that is a nursing facility (as 
defined in section 1919(a)) which meets the 
requirements of section 1819(b)(4)(C) (relat
ing to required nursing care), or 

"(3) an intermediate or custodial nursing 
facility that meets the license requirements 
of the State in which it operates and such 
further requirements as provided by the Sec
retary. 

"(e) LONG-TERM CARE MANAGEMENT AGEN
CY DEFINED.-(1) For purposes of this part, 
the term 'long-term care management agen
cy' means an agency or organization, or a 
subdivision of such an agency or organiza
tion, which-

"(A) is a government agency; except that 
the agency or organization may be a private, 
nonprofit agency or organization with re
spect to a service area if there is no govern
ment long-term care management agency 
serving the area; 

"(B) demonstrates expertise in managing 
health and social services for elderly individ
uals and is capable of completing the assess
ment and plan of care and arranging for serv
ices under section 1852 within a reasonable 
time period following referral to the agency 
or organization; 
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"(C) provides only case management serv

ices under this title and makes arrange
ments with a home care agency (with which 
it does not have a direct or indirect owner
ship or control interest) to provide long-term 
home care the agency or organization pre
scribes; 

"(D) has policies, established by a group of 
professionals (associated with the agency or 
organization) including one or more reg
istered nurses, one or more physicians, and 
one or more social workers, to govern the 
services described in subparagraph (B) which 
it provides; 

"(E) maintains a sufficient number of pro
fessional case management teams which-

"(i) are trained in the process of determin
ing eligibility for long-term home and com
munity care and in assessing the needs of 
chronically dependent individuals, and 

"(ii) include-
"(!) at least a registered professional nurse 

and a licensed social worker, 
"(II) in the case of an individual under the 

age of 19, a physician, and 
"(Ill) such other health professionals (in

cluding rehabilitation professionals) as are 
appropriate; 

"(F) in the case of an agency or organiza
tion in any State in which State or applica
ble local law provides for the licensing of 
agencies or organizations of this nature-

"(i) is licensed pursuant to such law, or 
"(ii) is approved, by the agency of such 

State or locality responsible for licensing 
agencies or organizations of this nature, as 
meeting the standards established for such 
licensing; 

"(G) bas been designated by the Secretary 
to perform the functions of such an agency 
with respect to residents of a State or speci
fied subdivision thereof; and 

"(H) meets such other conditions of par
ticipation as the Secretary, in consultation 
with the Long-Term Care Advisory Council 
(established under section 1855(i)), may find 
necessary in the interest of the health and 
safety of individuals who are furnished serv
ices by such agency or organization and for 
the effective and efficient operation of the 
program. 

"(2) The Secretary may provide for a tem
porary waiver of any of the requirements of 
any subparagraph (other than subparagraph 
(A) or (B)) of paragraph (1) for such period 
(not to exceed one year, but subject to re
newal) as the Secretary deems appropriate in 
the case of an agency or organization serving 
an area that is a rural area or that is des
ignated as a health manpower shortage area 
under section 332 of the Public Health Serv
ice Act if-

"(A) failure to waive such requirements 
would significantly limit access to long-term 
home care services to beneficiaries residing 
in the area, 

"(B) the agency or organization has made 
and continues to make good faith efforts to 
meet such requirements, and 

"(C) waiver of such requirements does not 
jeopardize the health, safety, or well-being of 
beneficiaries receiving long-term home care 
services. 

"(f) ELIGIBILITY UNDER THIS PART FORCER
TAIN DEPENDENT CHILDREN AND INDIVIDUALS 
NOT OTHERWISE ELIGIBLE FOR BENEFITS 
UNDER PART A.-(1) The provisions of section 
1818 (other than subsection (d)) shall apply to 
this part in the same manner as they apply 
to part A, except that, with respect to this 
part, an individual need not be enrolled 
under part B of this title to be eligible to en
roll under this part. 

"(2)(A) A dependent child described in sub
paragraph (B) shall be eligible to receive 
home and community care under this part. 

"(B) For purposes of this part, the term 
'dependent child' means a child described in 
section 226(h) and who is determined by the 
long-term care management agency (or by 
others under arrangement with such agency) 
to be eligible for home and community care 
as provided under this part. 

"ASSESSMENTS AND CERTIFICATIONS OF 
ENTITLEMENT 

"SEC. 1852. (a) IN GENERAL.-ln order to be 
eligible to receive benefits under this part 
each individual entitled to benefits under 
this part must receive an assessment and in 
order to be eligible to receive home and com
munity care such individual must be cer
tified as a chronically dependent individual 
as described in subsection (d)(l) and in order 
to be eligible for nursing facility care such 
individual must be certified as a chronically 
dependent individual as described in sub
section (d)(2). 

"(b) INITIAL ASSESSMENT.-The long-term 
care management agency established under 
section 1851(e) shall conduct an initial as
sessment of each individual entitled to bene
fits under this part in order to determine the 
level of care to which such individual is eli
gible. 
"(c) CERTIFICATIONS FOR HOME AND COMMU
NITY CARE AND NURSING FACILITY CARE.-(1) 
After conducting an initial assessment on an 
individual with respect to home and commu
nity care as provided under subsection (b), a 
case management team shall certify whether 
or not the individual is a chronically depend
ent individual (as defined in subsection 
(d)(l). If the case management team deter
mines that such an individual is eligible for 
care under this part, the team shall include 
in its certification a determination as to 
whether the degree of impairment of the in
dividual is moderate or severe (as described 
in subsection (d)(3)) and shall establish a 
plan of care for such individual consistent 
with that individual's degree of impairment. 

"(2) After conducting an initial assessment 
on an individual with respect to nursing fa
cility care as provided under subsection (b), 
a case management team shall certify 
whether or not the individual is a chron
ically dependent individual (as defined in 
subsection (d)(2)) and shall include in its cer
tification a determination as to whether the 
degree of impairment of the individual is 
moderate or severe (as described in sub
section (d)(3)). 

"(d) CHRONICALLY DEPENDENT INDIVIDUAL 
DEFINED.-(1) In this part, for purposes of de
termining eligibility for home and commu
nity care, the term 'chronically dependent 
individual' means an individual who-

"(A) is unable to perform (without sub
stantial assistance from another individual) 
at least 2 of the following activities of daily 
living: bathing, eating, dressing, toileting, 
transferring, and eating; or 

"(B) has a similar level of disability due to 
cognitive impairment that requires substan
tial direction, instruction, or supervision of 
another individual in order-

"(i) to perform 2 or more of the activities 
of daily living described in subparagraph (A); 
or 

"(ii) to remain in the home or community 
without causing harm to self or others be
cause of inappropriate behavioral patterns. 

"(2) In this part, for purposes of determin
ing eligibility for nursing facility care, the 
term 'chronically dependent individual' 
means an individual who-

"(A) is unable to perform (without sub
stantial assistance from another individual) 

at least 3 activities of daily living as de
scribed in paragraph (l)(A); and 

"(B) has a similar level of disability due to 
cognitive impairment as provided in para
graph (l)(B). 

"(3)(A) For purposes of this part, an indi
vidual shall be considered to have a mod
erate level of impairment if he or she is de
termined to be unable to perform without 
substantial assistance from another individ
ual at least 2 of the activities of daily living 
described in paragraph (l)(A). 

"(B) For purposes of this part, an individ
ual shall be considered to have a severe level 
of impairment if he or she is determined to 
be unable to perform without substantial as
sistance from another individual at least 4 of 
the activities of daily living described in 
paragraph (l)(A). 

"(e) APPEALS.-For review of certifications 
made under this section, see section 1869. 

"PAYMENTS AND COST SHARING 
"SEC. 1853. (a) PROSPECTIVE PAYMENT BASIS 

FOR HOME AND COMMUNITY CARE.-(1) Subject 
to the succeeding provisions of this section, 
there shall be paid from the Federal Long
Term Care Trust Fund, in the case of each 
individual who is covered under the insur
ance program established by this part and 
incurs expenses for services with respect to 
which benefits are payable under this part 
for home and community care, amounts de
termined under a fee schedule (or other pro
spectively determined reimbursement mech
anism) established and annually adjusted by 
the Secretary under paragraph (2). 

"(2) The Secretary shall establish a fee 
schedule (or other prospectively determined 
reimbursement mechanism) consistent with 
the following: 

"(A) Except as adjusted under subpara
graph (C), the schedule or mechanism shall 
provide for uniform national payment rates. 

"(B) The Secretary shall provide for an an
nual adjustment in the rates under such 
schedule or mechanism based on the Sec
retary's estimate, before the beginning of 
the year involved, of the percentage by 
which the cost of the mix of goods and serv
ices comprising long-term home care (based 
on an index of appropriately weighted indi
cators of changes in wages and prices which 
are representative of the mix of goods and 
services included in long-term home care) for 
the year will exceed the cost of such mix of 
goods and services for the preceding year. 

"(C) The Secretary shall adjust the propor
tion (as estimated by the Secretary from 
time to time) of payment amounts which are 
attributable to wages and wage-related costs 
of long-term home care for area differences 
in wage levels by a factor (established by the 
Secretary) reflecting the relative wage level 
for such care in the geographic area in which 
the care is provided compared to the na
tional average wage level for such care. At 
least every 36 months, the Secretary shall 
update the factor under the preceding sen
tence on the basis of a survey conducted by 
the Secretary (and updated as appropriate) 
of the wages and wage-related costs for long
term home care in the United States. To the 
extent determined feasible by the Secretary, 
such survey shall measure the earnings and 
paid hours of employment by occupational 
category. 

"(3) The maximum amount of payment 
that may be made with respect to long-term 
home and community care provided-

"(A) a chronically dependent individual 
(other than a dependent child described in 
section 226(h)) residing in a State in a month 
is an amount that the Secretary estimates is 
equal to the product of-
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"(i) 50 percent of the average per diem pay

ment rate for nursing facility care in the 
State on a full-time basis (determined under 
paragraph (4)) for days in the month, in the 
case of an individual determined by a long
term care management agency to have a 
moderate impairment, or 

"(ii) 65 percent of the average per diem 
payment rate for nursing facility care in the 
State on a full-time basis (determined under 
paragraph (4)) for days in the month, in the 
case of an individual determined by a long
term care management agency to have a se
vere impairment, and 
the number of days in the month over which 
the individual is provided such care; or 

"(B) a dependent child described in section 
226(h) residing in a State in a month is an 
amount that the Secretary estimates is 
equal to the product of-

"(i) 100 percent of the per diem amount 
that would be payable, under the plan of the 
State approved under title XIX, during the 
month if the individual were provided appro
priate care in an appropriate institutional 
setting and if no limit on amount, duration, 
or scope of covered institutional services ap
plied other than medical necessity, and 

"(ii) the number of days in the month over 
which the individual is provided such care. 
The monthly payment limitations estab
lished under the previous sentence shall be 
applied on an average basis with respect to 
long-term home and community care fur
nished over any period of 4 consecutive 
months. 

"(4) Before the beginning of each calendar 
year, the Secretary shall estimate, for nurs
ing facilities located in each State, the State 
average per diem payment rates that would 
apply (under paragraph (1)) for nursing facil
ity care in the State on a full-time basis in 
the year if there were no reduction for coin
surance under this part. 

"(b) PER DIEM PAYMENT RATE FOR NURSING 
FACILITY CARE.-(1) Subject to the succeed
ing provisions of this section, there shall be 
paid from the Federal Long-Term Care Trust 
Fund, in the case of each individual who is 
covered under the insurance program estab
lished by this part and incurs expenses for 
services with respect to which benefits pay
able under this part for each day of nursing 
facility care, after the first 90 days of such 
care an amount equal to $63 (subject to a 
maximum payment amount of $1900 per 
month) after the copayment requirement de
scribed in paragraph (2) has been met. 

"(2) The copayment requirement for nurs
ing facility care under this part shall be $500 
for each 30 days of care in such a facility . 

"FEDERAL LONG-TERM CARE TRUST FUND 
"SEC. 1854. (a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is 

hereby created on the books of the Treasury 
of the United States a trust fund to be 
known as the 'Federal Long-Term Care Trust 
Fund' (in this section referred to as the 
'Trust Fund'). The Trust Fund shall consist 
of such gifts and bequests as may be provided 
in section 201(i)(l) and such amounts as may 
be deposited in, or appropriated to, such 
Fund as provided in this part. 

"(b) INCORPORATION OF TRUST FUND PROVl
SIONS.-The provisions of subsections (b) 
through (i) of section 1841 shall apply to the 
Trust Fund in the same manner as such pro
visions apply to the Federal Supplemental 
Medical Insurance Trust Fund, except that 
any reference to the Administrator of the 
Health Care Financing Administration shall 
be deemed a reference to the Secretary. 

"(c) FUNDING.-
"(1) TRANSFER OF AMOUNTS EQUIVALENT TO 

CERTAIN TAXES.-

"(A) CERTAIN ADDITIONAL REVENUES.
There are appropriated to the Trust Fund 
amounts equivalent to the additional reve
nues received in the Treasury as the result of 
the amendments made by-

"(i) section 301, and 
"(ii) section 302, 

of the Long-Term Care Family Protection 
Act of 1991. 

"(B) TRANSFERS BASED ON ESTIMATES.-The 
amounts appropriated by subparagraph (A) 
shall be transferred from time to time (not 
less frequently than monthly) from the gen
eral fund in the Treasury to the Trust Fund, 
such amounts to be determined on the basis 
of estimates by the Secretary of the Treas
ury of the taxes paid to or deposited into the 
Treasury; and proper adjustments shall be 
made in amounts subsequently transferred 
to the extent prior estimates were in excess 
of or were less than such taxes. 

"(2) APPROPRIATION OF ADDITIONAL SUMS.
There are hereby authorized to be appro
priated to the Trust Fund such additional 
sums as may be required to make expendi
tures referred to in subsection (d)(3). 

"(d) EXPENDITURES.-
"(!) HOME AND COMMUNITY CARE.-Pay

ments in each calendar year from the Trust 
Fund as determined under section 1853(a) are 
hereby authorized and appropriated from the 
amounts determined under subsection 
(c)(l)(A)(i). 

"(2) NURSING FACILITY CARE.-Payments in 
each calendar year from the Trust Fund as 
determined under section 1853(b) are hereby 
authorized and appropriated from the 
amounts determined under subsection 
(c)(l)(A)(ii). 

"(3) LONG-TERM CARE ADVISORY COUNCIL.
Amounts in the Trust fund shall be avail
able, as provided by section 1855(n), to carry 
out the functions of the Long-Term Care Ad
visory Council.". 

(b) HOME CARE AGENCY DEFINED.-(1) Sec
tion 1861 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1395x) is 
amended by inserting after subsection (jj) 
the following new subsection: 

"HOME CARE AGENCY 
"(kk) The term 'home care agency' means 

a public agency or private organization, or a 
subdivision of such an agency or organiza
tion, which is a home health agency (as de
fined in subsection (m)) or-

"(1) is primarily engaged in providing serv
ices of homemaker/home heal th aides and 
personal care aides; 

"(2) maintains clinical records on all pa
tients; 

"(3) in the case of an agency or organiza
tion in any State in which State or applica
ble local law provides for the licensing of 
agencies or organizations of this nature-

"(A) is licensed pursuant to such law, or 
"(B) is approved, by the agency of such 

State or locality, responsible for licensing 
agencies or organizations of this nature, as 
meeting the standards established for such 
licensing; 

"(4) meets the conditions of participation 
described in section 1891(g) and such other 
conditions of participation as the Secretary 
may find necessary in the interest of the 
health and safety of individuals who are fur
nished services by such agency or organiza
tion; and 

"(5) meets such additional requirements as 
the Secretary finds necessary for the effec
tive and efficient operation of the program." . 

(2) Section 1861(u) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395x(u)) is amended-

(A) by inserting " nursing facility," after 
"skilled nursing facility", and 

(B) by inserting "home care agency," after 
"home health agency,". 

(3) Section 1861(w)(l) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395x(w)(l)) is amended-

(A) by inserting "nursing facility," after 
"skilled nursing facility", and 

(B) by inserting "home care agency," after 
"home health agency,". 

(4) Section 1863 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1395z) 
is amended by striking "and (dd)(2)" and in
serting "(dd)(2), and (kk)". 

(5) Section 1864(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395aa(a)) is amended-

(A) in the first sentence, by inserting "or 
home care agency" after "home heal th agen
cy", and 

(B) in the second sentence, by inserting 
"home care agency," after "home health 
agency,''. 

(6) Section 1865(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395bb(a)) is amended by striking "or 
1861(dd)(2)" and inserting "186l(dd)(2), or 
1861(kk)". 

(7) Section 1891 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395bbb) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

"(g)(l) Subject to paragraph (2), the pre
vious provisions of this section shall apply to 
home care agencies in the same manner as 
they apply to home health agencies. 

"(2) In applying paragraph (1) with respect 
to home care agencies: 

"(A) Any reference to a home health agen
cy, home heal th aide, section 1861(m), or sec
tion 1861(0) (or paragraph (3) thereof) is 
deemed a reference to a home care agency, a 
homemaker/home health aide or personal 
care aide, and section 1851(b), or section 
1861(mm) (or paragraph (2) thereof), respec
tively. 

"(B) Any dates or deadlines specified in the 
previous provisions of this section shall be 1 
year after the date otherwise specified.". 

(C) TRUST FUND CONFORMING AMEND
MENTS.-(1) Section 201(a) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 410(a)) is amended, in paragraphs (3) 
and ( 4), by inserting "and section 
1854(c)(l)(A)(ii)" after "of this section". 

(2) Section 1817(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395i(a)) is amended-

(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting ", less 
the amounts specified in section 
1854(c)(l)(A)(i)" before the semicolon, and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting ", less 
the amounts specified in section 
1854(c)(l)(A)(i)" before the period. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on 
January 1, 1993, but no payments shall be 
made under title XVIII of the Social Secu
rity Act for services furnished under part C 
of such title before January 1, 1994. 
SEC. 102. CONFORMING AND MISCELLANEOUS 

AMENDMENTS. 
(a) ENTITLEMENT TO BENEFITS OF SOCIAL 

SECURITY BENEFICIARIES.-Section 226 of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 426) is amend
ed-

(1) in subsections (a) and (b), by inserting 
" ,and care benefits under part C," after "en
titled to hospital insurance benefits under 
part A"; 

(2) in subsection (c}-
(A) by striking "and" at the end of para

graph (1), 
(B) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para

graph (3), and 
(C) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol

lowing new paragraph: 
"(2) entitlement of an individual to bene

fits for a month shall consist of entitlement 
to have payment made under, and subject to 
the limitations in, part C of title XVIII on 
his behalf for home and community care and 
nursing facility care furnished him in the 
United States during such month; and"; 
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(D) in subsections (e)(l), (e)(4), and (f), by 

inserting "and long-term care benefits" after 
"hospital insurance benefits"; 

(E) in subsection (e)(3), by inserting "and 
long-term care benefits" after "hospital in
surance benefits" the first place it appears; 

(F) in subsection (e)(3), by inserting "and 
such long-term care benefits" after "hospital 
insurance benefits" the second place it ap
pears; and 

(G) in subsection (g)(l), by inserting "and 
for long-term care benefits under part C of 
such title'' after •'part A of title XVIII''. 

(b) ENTITLEMENT TO BENEFITS OF DEPEND
ENT ClilLDREN.-Section 226 of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 426) is amended-

(1) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub
section (i), and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (g) the fol-
lowing new subsections: 

"(h) Every individual who
"(1) is under 19 years of age, 
"(2) is-
"(A) a citizen of the United States, or 
"(B) an alien lawfully admitted for perma

nent residence who has resided in the United 
States continuously during the 5 years im
mediately preceding the month involved, 

"(3) has been certified by a trained case 
management team of a long-term care man
agement agency in consultation with the in
dividual's attending physician (or, in the ab
sence of such a physician, any physician)-

"(A) to be chronically dependent or dis
abled and to be unable to perform (without 
human assistance or supervision) due to the 
individual's chronic dependence or disability 
at least 2 age-appropriate activities of daily 
living (as defined in section 1852(d)(l)), or 

"(B) to require both a medical device to 
compensate for the loss of a vital body func
tion necessary to avert death or major loss 
of bodily functional capacity and substantial 
and ongoing nursing care to avert death or 
further disability, 

"(4) has filed an application for benefits 
under this subsection, and 

"(5) is not otherwise eligible for benefits 
under part A of title XVIII, 

shall be entitled to benefits for long-term 
home and community care under part C of 
title XVIII for each month beginning with 
the first month the individual meets the re
quirements of this subsection and ending 
with the month following the month in 
which the individual no longer meets such 
requirements.". 

(c) ENTITLEMENT TO BENEFITS OF RAILROAD 
RETIREMENT BENEFICIARIES.-Section 7(d) of 
the Railroad Retirement Act of 1974 (45 
U.S.C. 231f(d)) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (1)-
(A) by striking "and outpatient hospital 

diagnostic services" and inserting "out
patient hospital diagnostic services, home 
and community care, and nursing facility 
care", and 

(B) by striking "parts A and C" and insert
ing "parts A, C, and D"; and 

(2) in paragraphs (4) and (5) , by striking 
"part A" each place it appears and inserting 
"parts A and C". 

(d) OTHER INDIVIDUALS.-The provisions of 
section 103 of the Social Security Amend
ments of 1965 shall apply to community care 
and nursing facility care under part C of 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act (and 
the Long-Term Care Trust Fund established 
under such part) in the same manner as such 
provisions apply to hospital insurance bene
fits under part A of title XVIII of such Act 
(and the Federal Hospital Insurance Trust 
Fund established under such part). 

(e) DETERMINATIONS AND APPEALS.-Sec
tion 1869 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395ff) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a), by striking "or part 
B" each place it appears and inserting ", 
part B, or part C"; 

(2) in subsection (a), by inserting "or part 
C" after "a claim for benefits under part A"; 

(3) in subsection (b)(l)(C), by striking "or 
part B" and inserting ". part B, or part C"; 

(4) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "or" at 
the end of subparagraph (C) and by inserting 
after subparagraph (D) the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(E) a negative certification under section 
1852(b), or the determination of a level of im
pairment under section 1852(b)(l),"; and 

(5) in subsection (b)(2)(A), by inserting "or 
part C" after "part A". 

(f) MISCELLANEOUS.-Section 20l(i)(l) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401(i)(l)) is 
amended by striking "and the Federal Sup
plementary Medical Insurance Trust Fund" 
and inserting "the Federal Supplementary 
Medical Insurance Trust Fund, and the Fed
eral Long-Term Care Trust Fund". 

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to home and 
community care and nursing facility care 
provided on or after January 1, 1994. 
TITLE II-ASSURING SELF-FINANCING OF 

LONG-TERM CARE BENEFITS AND QUAL
ITY ASSURANCE 

SEC. 201. ASSURING SELF-FINANCING OF BENE· 
FITS UNDER TIDS ACT. 

(a) STATEMENT OF PURPOSE.-The purpose 
of the amendment made by this section is to 
assure that all the additional costs to the 
Federal Government for home and commu
nity care resulting from the enactment of 
this Act do not exceed the additional reve
nues derived from the amendments made by 
section 301 of this Act. 

(b) ASSURING SELF-FINANCING OF BENE
FITS.-Section 1854 (42 U.S.C. 1395c) of title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act as added by 
title I of this Act is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

"(e)(l) Not later than 3 months before the 
effective date for 1994 and not later than Oc
tober 1 of 1994 (and of each succeeding fiscal 
year), the Secretary shall, in close consulta
tion with the Long-Term Care Advisory 
Council, estimate the amount (if any) for the 
transition period or for the succeeding fiscal 
year, respectively, by which-

"(A) the amounts of revenues to be trans
ferable into the Trust Fund under subsection 
(c)(l)(A)(i) in that period or succeeding fiscal 
year exceeds or is less than-

"(B) the sum of-
"(i) the amount to be expended during that 

period or succeeding fiscal year under sub
section (d)(l), 

"(ii) the amount of claims expected to be 
received during that period or fiscal succeed
ing year under subsection (d)(l); and 

"(iii) with respect to the provision of home 
and community care, any additional admin
istrative costs to be expended during that pe
riod or succeeding fiscal year under this 
title, or under part B of title XI, as a result 
of the enactment of the Long-Term Care 
Family Protection Act of 1991. 
In this paragraph, the term 'effective date ' 
means January 1, 1994, and the term ' transi
tion period' means the period beginning on 
the effective date and ending with the last 
day of the fiscal year in which the effective 
date occurs. 

" (2) If the Secretary estimates under para
graph (1 ), with respect to a period or fiscal 
year, that a deficit exists, then-

" (A) the amount that is payable for home 
and community care furnished to any indi-

vidual on each day in the period or fiscal 
year shall be reduced, subject to the limit es
tablished in paragraph (3), by such a 
copayment amount as the Secretary esti
mates to be necessary to reduce by 1h the 
amount of such deficit, and 

"(B) the payment limits established under 
section 1853(a) for months in such period or 
fiscal year shall be proportionally reduced 
by such a percentage as the Secretary esti
mates to be necessary to achieve the same 
savings as are achieved from the application 
of subparagraph (A). 

"(3) Any copayment amount established 
under paragraph (2)(A) may not exceed 5 per
cent of the Secretary's estimate of the na
tional average daily payment rate for home 
and community care under this part for the 
period in which the copayment amount will 
be applied.". 
SEC. 202. ASSURING QUALI1Y OF WNG-TERM 

HOME CARE. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Part c of title XVIII of 

the Social Security Act as added by title I of 
this Act is amended by adding at the end the 
following new section: 

"LONG-TERM HOME AND COMMUNITY CARE 
QUALITY ASSURANCE 

"SEC. 1855. (a) LONG-TERM HOME AND COM
MUNITY CARE CONSUMERS' BILL OF RIGHTS.
The Secretary shall promulgate, by regula
tion, a long-term home and community care 
consumers' bill of rights, which shall recog
nize the following as rights of long-term 
home and community care consumers which 
may be asserted by the home and community 
care consumer receiving care under this part 
or the consumer's representative or guard
ian: 

"(l) To be treated with courtesy, respect, 
and full recognition of one's dignity, individ
uality, and right to control one's own house
hold and lifestyle. 

" (2) To be fully and promptly informed 
orally and in writing-

"(A) of services to be provided and any lim
its regarding availability of services from 
the home heal th agency or home care pro
vider; 

"(B) of whether services may be provided 
under this title or are covered by other 
sources, and whether uncompensated care 
may be available; 

"(C) of charges for services and billing pro
cedures, including an itemized copy of each 
bill submitted to any payor; 

"(D) of changes in services or charges; and 
"(E) of the procedures to follow if rights 

are violated or services are not satisfactory, 
including the right to a hearing before an en
tity other than a home health agency or a 
long-term care management agency. 

"(3) To take an active part in creating and 
changing the plan of care. 

"(4) To take an active part in selecting and 
evaluating the home health agency and the 
home care provider, and in selecting and 
evaluating treatment, care, and services. 

"(5) To be served by individuals who are 
properly trained and competent to perform 
their duties. 

"(6) To be fully informed by a home care 
provider of the provider's assessment of the 
home care consumer's condition, unless con
tradicted by documentation provided by a 
professional practitioner in the home care 
consumer's record. 

"(7) To refuse all or part of any treatment, 
care, or service, and to be informed of the 
likely consequences of such refusal. 

"(8) To receive treatment, care, and serv
ices in compliance with all State and local 
laws and regulations without discrimination 
in the provision or quality of services based 
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on race, religion, gender, age, disability, or 
creed (except as provided under the Age Dis
crimination Act of 1975 (Public Law 94-135; 42 
U.S.C. 6101 et seq.)), or because of a change 
in the source of payment. 

"(9) To be free from mental and physical 
abuse, neglect, and exploitation, and to be 
free from chemical and physical restraints. 

"(10) To receive respect and privacy in the 
home care consumer's treatment, care, and 
services in caring for personal needs, in com
munications, and in all daily activities. 

"(11) To be assured respect for the home 
care consumer's property rights. 

"(12) To be assured confidential treatment 
of personal, financial, and medical records 
and to approve or refuse their release to any 
individuals outside the agency except as oth
erwise required by law or third-party pay
ment contract. 

"(13) To voice grievances and recommend 
changes in policies and services to staff or 
outside representatives of the consumer's 
choice and to be assisted in doing so when 
assistance is needed, free from restraint, in
terference, coercion, discrimination, or re
prisal by the long-term care management 
agency, by the home heal th agency, or by 
the home care provider. 

"(14) To be free to fully exercise the con
sumer's civil rights and to be assisted in 
doing so when assistance is needed. 

"(15) To receive promptly written notice 
from the long-term care management agency 
if treatment, care or services are to be re
duced or terminated, and assistance to as
sure a smooth transition in services consist
ent with the welfare of the home care 
consumer. 

"(16) To be promptly notified by the home 
health agency of acceptance or denial of 
services and the reasons for such denial. 

"(b) HOME HEALTH AGENCY QUALITY ASSUR
ANCE REQUIREMENTS.-(!) In addition to such 
other requirements as may apply, the Sec
retary shall promulgate regulations requir
ing that to receive funding for the provision 
of long-term home and community care serv
ices under this part, a home heal th agency 
must within 6 months after the date of the 
publication of such regulations-

"(A)(i) comply with the home and commu
nity care consumer's bill of rights promul
gated under subsection (a); and 

"(ii) provide a written copy of such bill of 
rights to each long-term home and commu
nity care consumer (or the consumer's rep
resentative or guardian) who receives long
term home and community care services 
from the home heal th agency or other pro
viders under this part; 

"(B)(i) implement procedures for promptly 
reviewing and resolving grievances of long
term home and community care consumers 
regarding the provision of long-term home 
and community care services; and 

"(ii) provide a written copy of such proce
dures to each long-term home and commu
nity care consumer (or the consumer's rep
resentative or guardian) who receives long
term home and community care services 
from the home health agency; 

"(C) ensure that each long-term home and 
community care provider employed by or 
under contract with the home health agency 
receives training-

"(i) sufficient to meet a level of pro
ficiency established by the Secretary in reg
ulations (in consultation with representa
tives of the elderly, individuals with disabil
ities, and children, home health agencies, 
and experts in the fields of geriatric nursing, 
pediatric nursing, geriatric social work, pe
diatric social work, mental health, rehabili-

tation, and other appropriate health care 
professionals) to be appropriate in content 
and amount; 

"(ii) which develops separate levels of pro
ficiency in and is reflective of the range of 
skills required of long-term home and com
munity care providers providing different 
levels of long-term home and community 
care services; and 

"(iii) the extent of which shall be made 
available on request to each long-term home 
and community care consumer with respect 
to the amount of training or level of certifi
cation achieved by each long-term home and 
community care provider; 

"(D) supervise all long-term home and 
community care providers employed by or 
under contract to the home and community 
health agency in accordance with regula
tions promulgated by the Secretary (includ
ing regular random onsite supervisory visits 
by registered nurses or other appropriate 
health care professionals); and 

"(E) perform annual evaluations of quality 
of services rendered by long-term home and 
community care providers employed by or 
under contract to the home health agency 
which includes and documents long-term 
home and community care consumer in
volvement. 

"(2) In addition to such other requirements 
as :may apply, to receive funding for the pro
vision of durable medical equipment services 
under this title, a home health agency or 
long-term home and community care pro
vider shall in each case of a long-term home 
and community care consumer to which such 
services are provided-

"(A) issue written instructions for the op
eration of such equipment; 

"(B) provide sufficient training to the 
long-term home and community care 
consumer, the long-term home and commu
nity care consumer's family, and staff to 
allow correct, safe operation of all such 
equipment; and 

"(C) formulate an emergency plan appro
priate to the services provided to the long
term home and community care consumer. 
In the previous sentence, the term 'durable 
:medical equipment services' means supply, 
:maintenance, or training in the operation of 
durable :medical equipment. 

"(c) LONG-TERM CARE MANAGEMENT AGEN
CY QUALITY ASSURANCE REQUIREMENTS.-In 
addition to such other requirements as may 
apply, the Secretary shall promulgate regu
lations requiring that to receive payment for 
the provision of case management services 
under this part, a long-term care manage
ment agency must within 6 months after the 
date of the publication of such regulations-

"(l)(A) comply with the long-term home 
and community care consumers' bill of 
rights promulgated under subsection (a); and 

"(B) provide a written copy of such bill of 
rights to each long-term home and commu
nity care consumer (or the consumer's rep
resentative or guardian) who receives long
term home and community care services 
from the home heal th agency under this 
title; 

"(2)(A) implement procedures for promptly 
reviewing and resolving grievances of long
term home and community care consumers; 
and 

"(B) provide a written copy of such proce
dures to each long-term home and commu
nity care consumer (or the consumer's rep
resentative or guardian) who receives long
term home and community care services 
from the home heal th agency; 

"(3) provide to each long-term home and 
community care consumer (or the consu:m-

er's representative or guardian) a written 
statement of the services to be provided to 
the long-term home and community care 
consumer and the schedule for provision of 
such services, as agreed upon by the long
term home and community care consumer; 

"( 4) provide to each long-term home and 
community care consumer a clear written 
statement as to how the consumer, or the 
consumer's representative or guardian, may 
appeal benefit and level decisions :made by 
the agency; 

"(5) maintain procedures that assure 
prompt access to long-term home and com
munity care services for eligible long-term 
home and community care consumers; 

"(6) ensure that personnel providing case 
management services to long-term home and 
community care consumers have received 
adequate training as prescribed in regula
tions by the Secretary, in consultation with 
the Long-Term Care Advisory Council; and 

"(7) establish and implement case manage
ment processes which include--

"(A) a plan of care which states reasonable 
and measurable client objectives and long
term home and community care services to 
be provided to :meet the objectives; 

"(B) a plan of care that employs outcome 
measures insofar as they are appropriate and 
available for each long-term home and com
munity care consumer served; 

"(C) methods for periodic review of-
"(i) a long-term home and community care 

consumer's needs; and 
"(ii) the plan of care for a long-term home 

and community care consumer; 
"(D) :methods for follow-up and on-going 

:monitoring of patient and services delivery; 
and 

"(E) a statement of criteria and procedures 
for discharge or transfer to another agency, 
program, or service. 

"(d) SURVEY REQUIREMENTS.-(!) The Sec
retary shall, in consultation with the Long
Ter:m Care Advisory Council, promulgate 
regulations which establish procedures for 
surveying long-term care management agen
cies regarding compliance with conditions of 
participation established by this section. 

"(2) Regulations promulgated under para
graph (1) shall include-

"(A) survey methodologies which include
"(i) patient-oriented assessment tech

niques; 
"(ii) process and outcome criteria for 

:measuring the compliance of long-term care 
management agencies with conditions of 
participation under this title; and 

"(iii) randomized, onsite review of a rep
resentative sample of long-term home and 
community care consumers to evaluate com
pliance with applicable conditions of partici
pation; 

"(B) a graduated schedule of unannounced 
surveys that provides surveys-

"(!) not less than every 9 :months for long
term care management agencies that are de
termined by the Secretary to have a sub
standard record of compliance with applica
ble conditions of participation; 

"(ii) not less than every 15 :months for 
long-term care management agencies that 
are determined by the Secretary to have con
sistently satisfactory records of compliance 
with the applicable conditions of participa
tion; and 

"(iii) not less than every 12 :months for 
other such agencies. 

"(3) The results of surveys performed under 
this subsection shall be provided to the 
Long-Term Care Advisory Council and com
munity advisory boards established under 
subsection (e)(l) and shall be :made available 
to others in accordance with this title. 
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"(4)(A) The Secretary may enter into a 

contract with a State under which a State, 
which has survey and enforcement proce
dures which are determined by the Secretary 
to be at least equivalent to the survey and 
enforcement procedures which the Secretary 
would otherwise apply under this section, 
shall conduct surveys of compliance of long
term care management agencies (other than 
those owned or operated by a State) with the 
requirements of this section and provide for 
the annual transmittal to the Secretary of 
the results of such State surveys. 

"(B) The Secretary shall develop and im
plement procedures for annually validating a 
representative sample of surveys of long
term care management agencies performed 
by States under subparagraph (A). 

"(C) Procedures developed under subpara
graph (B) shall provide for review of such 
surveys within 1 month after the perform
ance of such a survey. 

"(e) QUALITY ASSURANCE SYSTEM THROUGH 
PEER REVIEW 0RGANIZATIONS.-(l)(A) The 
Secretary shall promulgate regulations 
under which peer review organizations shall 
monitor the provision of home health serv
ices and long-term home and community 
care. 

"(B) In awarding, administering, and eval
uating contracts entered into with peer re
view organizations of the performance of 
monitoring under this subsection, the Sec
retary shall-

"(i) take into consideration information 
contained in reports issued by Consumer 
Boards under paragraph (2)(C)(iii); 

"(ii) require that at least 3/4 of the level of 
effort of a peer review organization shall be 
for the purpose of monitoring the quality of 
home health services and long-term home 
and community care provided; 

"(iii) require that the remainder of the ef
fort of a peer review organization shall be for 
the purpose of review, on the basis of excep
tional circumstances and on the heal th and 
safety of the home and community care 
consumer, of the appropriateness and neces
sity of care denied under this title; 

"(iv) require that any review by a peer re
view organization of a home health agency 
or a home and community care management 
agency include a representative sample of 
documentary reviews and personal inter
views of home and community care consum
ers and home and community care providers; 

"(v) require that if any portion of a peer 
review organization's responsibilities are 
provided by a third party under contract 
with the peer review organization the fulfill
ment of such responsibilities are fully inte
grated with other functions of such peer re
view organization; and 

"(vi) require that the membership of a peer 
review organization board include represent
atives of all types of home and community 
care providers reviewed by the peer review 
organization and consumers under section 
9353(b) of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1986. 

"(C) A peer review organization performing 
monitoring functions under this subsection 
may not be-

"(i) a home health agency; 
"(ii) a home and community care manage

ment agency; 
"(iii) a home and community care pro

vider; or 
"(iv) a fiscal intermediary. 
"(D) The Secretary shall make available to 

a peer review organization such information 
as may be necessary for it to carry out its re
sponsibilities under this paragraph. 

"(E) A peer review organization may rec
ommend to the Secretary sanctions to be ap-

plied to home heal th agencies and to home 
and community care management agencies 
who have been found to have not met profes
sionally recognized standards of care. 

"(2)(A) The Secretary shall establish a 
Consumer Board in each State within 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this sec
tion. 

"(B)(i) A Consumer Board shall be com
posed of at least 5 and not more than 7 mem
bers appointed by the Secretary based on 
recommendations from organizations in each 
State representing home and community 
care consumers who are entitled to benefits 
under this title. Members must be entitled to 
benefits under this title or be representa
tives of organizations which represent home 
and community care consumers who are en
titled to such benefits. 

"(ii) Limited staff support and training 
shall be provided to a Consumer Board by 
the Secretary as is necessary to carry out its 
functions. 

"(C) A Consumer Board shall-
"(i) monitor the review activities of peer 

review organizations by-
"(I) providing input into the awarding of 

contracts to peer review organizations; and 
"(II) evaluating the contracts of peer re

view organizations and the mechanisms es
tablished to monitor home health agencies 
and home and community care management 
agencies; 

"(ii) have access to-
"(!) information of peer review organiza

tions, 
"(II) results of State surveys conducted 

under subsection (d)(4)(A), and 
"(Ill) information from toll-free hotlines 

(established under paragraph (3)), after pro
tection of the identities of individual health 
care providers and consumers; and 

"(iii) file an annual report with the Sec
retary and the chief executive officer of the 
State on October 1 of each year regarding 
the performance during the previous year of 
peer review organizations. 

"(D) A Consumer Board shall not be in
volved in the day-to-day operation of peer re
view organizations. 

"(3) Peer review organizations shall estab
lish and operate statewide toll-free hot-lines 
for receiving questions and complaints from 
home and community care consumers, home 
and community care providers, and other in
terested persons concerning home and com
munity care quality issues. 

"(4) The Secretary shall require peer re
view organizations to assist home and com
munity care consumers in the resolution of 
problems related to the quality of home and 
community care services and case manage
ment services. 

"(5) Consumer Boards established under 
paragraph (2) and peer review organizations 
shall coordinate with State and local govern
ment officials to educate home and commu
nity care consumers regarding quality assur
ance programs and the various forms of as
sistance available to home and community 
care consumers with quality assurance prob
lems under this title. 

"(f) COMMUNITY ADVISORY BOARDS AND AD
DITIONAL QUALITY ASSURANCE.-(1) Each 
State shall establish and appoint (based on 
the recommendations of long-term home and 
community care consumers, their represent
atives, and organizations representing these 
individuals and pursuant to regulations of 
the Secretary) members to a community ad
visory board (in this subsection referred to 
as the 'board') for each long-term care man
agement agency. Each board shall be com
posed of long-term home and community 

care consumers and their families, represent
atives of agencies and organizations rep
resenting long-term home and community 
care consumers and professionals providing 
services to chronically ill individuals. Long
term home and community care consumers, 
their families , or their representatives shall 
form a majority of the members of each 
board. The Secretary shall provide limited 
staff support to each board as is necessary to 
carry out its functions. 

"(2) Each board shall-
"(A) monitor the activities of the long

term care management agencies, 
"(B) provide input in the selection of long

term care management agencies, 
"(C) file a report with the Secretary on the 

findings of its monitoring not less frequently 
than annually, and 

"(D) have prompt access to results of sur
veys and of investigations of complaints of 
the long-term care management agency with 
respect to which it was established and home 
health agencies providing long-term home 
and community care services to individuals 
in the area served by the agency. 
Each report under subparagraph (C) shall be 
reviewed and its findings incorporated into 
the survey of long-term care management 
agencies under subsection (d). 

"(3)(A) The Secretary shall develop and 
implement methods for monitoring the con
tinuity of care provided to long-term home 
and community care consumers throughout 
episodes of illness and across care settings. 

"(B) The Secretary shall develop and im
plement outcome-oriented criteria for use in 
determining quality assurance in long-term 
home and community care services. 

"(g) SANCTIONS.-(1) The Secretary shall 
develop and implement a range of intermedi
ate sanctions and procedures implementing 
such sanctions to be applied to long-term 
care management agencies providing case 
management services under this title for 
failing to comply with this section. 

"(2) Sanctions and procedures established 
under paragraph (1) shall-

"(A) include civil monetary penalties 
(under the procedures described in section 
1128A), a ban on admissions, receivership, 
and emergency authority to decertify home 
health agencies and long-term care manage
ment agencies; 

"(B) include specific criteria as to when 
and how each sanction is to be applied and 
the amounts of any fines and penalties; 

"(C) be designed so as to minimize the time 
between the identification of violations and 
final imposition of the sanctions; 

"(D) provide for a plan and schedule for 
corrective action by home health agencies 
found to be out of compliance with condi
tions of participation; and 

"(E) require public disclosure of failures of 
home health agencies and long-term care 
management agencies to meet professionally 
recognized standards of care, and the sanc
tions imposed for such failures. 

"(3) The Secretary shall file an annual re
port with the Congress on January 1 of each 
year regarding the availability, adequacy, 
and use of sanctions to correct failures of 
long-term care management agencies to 
meet the requirements of this title. 

"(h) DEVELOPMENT OF LICENSING POLI
CIES.-The Secretary shall-

"(1) encourage States to develop policies 
and procedures for the licensing of home 
health agencies; 

"(2) gather information relating to activi
ties of States in implementing licensing poli
cies and procedures; and 

"(3) issue a biannual report which summa
rizes information gathered under paragraph 
(2). 
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"(i) LoNG-TERM CARE ADVISORY COUNCIL.

(l)(A) There shall be established, no later 
than 60 days after the date of the enactment 
of this section, an indei;)endent body to be 
known as the Long-Term Care Advisory 
Council (in this subsection referred to as the 
'Council'). 

"(B) The Council shall be composed of 13 
individuals appointed by the Secretary and 
shall include, to the greatest extent possible, 
individuals with expertise in pediatrics, geri
atrics, rehabilitation, gerontology, disabil
ity, case management of home and commu
nity-based services and payment for such 
services, home and community-based care 
providers and their representatives, profes
sionals with expertise in long-term care (in
cluding nurses, social workers, and discharge 
planners and physicians), third-party payers, 
long-term care ombudsmen, peer review or
ganizations, and State and local health and 
social service agency representatives. Ap
pointments to the Council shall be for a term 
of not to exceed 4 years. 

"(2) The purposes of the Council are-
" (A) to assist the Secretary in assuring the 

prompt and efficient implementation of the 
provisions of this part, 

"(B) to review regularly the implementa
tion of such provisions, and 

"(C) to recommend to the Secretary and 
the Congress any needed changes or refine
ments to such provisions or regulations pro
mulgated to implement such provisions. 
The Secretary shall regularly and closely 
consult with the Council in the implementa
tion and administration of the provisions of 
this part, including the issuance of regula
tions to carry out such provisions. The Sec
retary (or the Secretary's designee) shall 
meet with the Council at least once every 
month during the 24-month period beginning 
2 months after the date of the enactment of 
this part, and at least quarterly thereafter, 
for these purposes. 

" (j) STUDIES.- (l)(A) The Secretary shall 
conduct studies on quality assurance meas
ures for long-term home and community 
care services provided under this part. 

"(B) Studies referred to in subparagraph 
(A) shall include examination of-

"(i) methodologies which develop and 
evaluate outcome standards in the provision 
of long-term home and community care serv
ices; 

"(ii) mechanisms for ensuring and mon
itoring long-term home and community care 
quality by episode of care; 

" (iii) the role of case management for en
suring quality in provision of long-term 
home and community care services; 

" (iv) the differing approaches to and re
sponsibility for the development of a plan of 
long-term home and community care serv
ices; and 

"(v) the impact on quality of care of-
"(I) the separate reimbursement for supply 

of durable medical equipment to long-term 
home and community care consumers; and 

"(II) the t raining of long-term home and 
communit y care consumers and t heir fami
lies in the opera tion of such equipment. 

"(2) The Secretary shall report to Con
gress, by not later than 2 years after the date 
of the enactment of this part, on the findings 
of studies funded under paragraph (1). 

"(k) REPORTS ON QUALITY ASSURANCE SYS
TEM.-(1) The Secretary shall prepare (in 
consultation with the Long-Term Care Advi
sory Council) and file an annual report with 
the Congress on January 1 of each year re
garding the nature and performance during 
the preceding fiscal year of the home and 
community care quality assurance system 
established under subsection (e). 

"(2) Each report required by paragraph (1) 
shall include information regarding-

"(A) the number of individuals served by 
long-term home and community care provid
ers subject to the provisions of this section; 

" (B) the amount of Federal funds expended 
for long-term home and community care 
services under this title; 

" (C) examination of noncompliance with 
the provisions of this section by long-term 
home and community care providers who re
ceived funds under this title and the sanc
tions imposed; 

" (D) the economic impact on home health 
agencies of requiring them to comply with 
the requirements of this section; 

" (E) the impact of the requirements of this 
section on availability of long-term home 
and community care services in rural areas 
and to members of minority and ethnic 
groups; 

"(F) the concerns and recommendations of 
community advisory boards and Consumer 
Boards; and 

"(G) the status of studies undertaken 
under subsection (j). 

"(l) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion: 

"(1) The term 'long-term home and com
munity care consumer' means a chronically 
dependent individual who is provided long
term home and community care services. 

" (2) The term 'long-term home and com
munity care provider' means an individual 
who provides long-term home and commu
nity care services directly to a home and 
community care consumer. 

"(3) The term 'long-term home and com
munity care services' means home health 
services and long-term home and community 
care. 

"(4) The term 'Consumer Board' means a 
Consumer Board established under sub
section (e)(2). 

"(m) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated from 
the Federal Long-Term Care Trust Fund 
such sums as may be necessary in each fiscal 
year to carry out the provisions of this sec
tion. " . 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall become effective 
upon the date of enactment of this Act. 

TITLE III-FINANCING OF LONG-TERM 
CARE 

SEC. 301. SOURCE OF REVENUE FOR HOME AND 
COMMUNITY CARE. 

(a) ELIMINATION OF LIMIT ON WAGES OR 
SELF-EMPLOYMENT INCOME SUBJECT TO HOS
PITAL INSURANCE TAX.-

(1) IN GENERAL.- Section 230 of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 430) is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

"(e) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act or of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986, this section shall not have the effect 
of limiting the total amount of any individ
ual 's net earnings from self-employment or 
remuneration for employment which is sub
ject t o the hospit a l insurance tax under sec
tion 1401(b), 3101(b), or 3111(b) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986; and sections 1402(b)(l) 
and 312l(a)(l) of such Code shall not apply in 
determining the amount of any individual's 
wages and self-employment income for pur
poses of that tax." 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(A) Section 1402(b) of the Internal Revenue 

Code of 1986 (defining self-employment in
come) is amended by striking "except that 
such term shall not include" in the matter 
preceding paragraph (1) and inserting "ex
cept t hat (subject to section 230(e) of the So-

cial Security Act) such term shall not in
clude". 

(B) Section 3121(a) of such Code (defining 
wages) is amended by striking " except that 
such term shall not include" in the matter 
preceding paragraph (1) and inserting "ex
cept that (subject to section 230(e) of the So
cial Security Act) such term shall not in
clude" . 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to remuneration paid after December 31, 
1992, and with respect to earnings from self
employment attributable to taxable years 
beginning after such date. 
SEC. 302. SOURCE OF REVENUE FOR NURSING FA· 

CILITY CARE. 
(a) INCREASE IN FICA TAXES.-
(1) TAX ON EMPLOYEES.-The table in sec

tion 3101(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 (relating to rate of tax on employees for 
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance) 
is amended to read as follows: 

"In the case wages The rate 
received during: shall be: 

1992 .... ...... .. .. .... ......... 6.2 percent 
1993 or thereafter ...... 6.7 percent ." 

(2) TAX ON EMPLOYERS.-The table in sec
tion 3111(a) of such Code (relating to rate of 
tax on employers for old-age survivors, and 
disability insurance) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"In the case wages The rate 
received during: shall be: 

1992 ........................... 6.2 percent 
1993 or thereafter...... 6.7 percent ." 

(b) TAX ON SELF-EMPLOYMENT INCOME.
The table in section 1401(a) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to rate of tax 
on self-employment income for old-age survi
vors, and disability insurance) is amended to 
read as follows: 

"In the case of a taxable year 

Beginning 
after: 

December 31 , 
1989. 

December 31 , 
1992. 

And before: 

January 1, 
1993. 

Per
cent: 

12.4 

13.4." 

TITLE IV-MEDICARE BUY-IN FOR 
INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES 

SEC. 401. PERMI'ITING INDIVIDUALS WITH DIS
ABILITIES TO PURCHASE MEDICARE 
COVERAGE DURING THE 24-MONTH 
WAITING PERIOD FOR MEDICARE 
ENTITLEMENT; PERMI'ITING INDI· 
VIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES NOT 
ENTITLED TO LONG-TERM CARE 
BENEFITS TO BUY INTO MEDICARE 
TO OBTAIN SUCH BENEFITS. 

(a ) DISABILITY BUY-IN.-Section 1818(a ) of 
the Social Securit y Act (42 U.S.C. 1395i- 2(a )) 
is amended-

(1) by amending paragraph (1) t o read as 
follows: 

"(l) has not attained t he age of 65 a nd 
·would be described in section 226(b)(2) if t he 
phrases ', and has for 24 calendar months 
been entitled to,' ', and has been for not less 
than 24 months,' and 'including the require
ment that he has been entitled to the speci
fied benefits for 24 months,' were deleted 
from subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C)(ii), re
spectively, of such section,"; 

(2) by striking paragraph (2); and 
(3) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4) 

as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively. 
(b) LIMITED BUY-IN FOR LONG-TERM HOME 

CARE BENEFITS.-Section 1818(a) of such Act 
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(42 U.S.C. 1395i-2(a)) as amended by sub
section (a), is further amended by adding at 
the end the following: "In enrolling under 
this section, for months beginning with the 
first month that begins 1 year after the date 
of the enactment of this sentence, an indi
vidual has the option of enrolling for all ben
efits under this part or, for long-term care 
benefits described in part C of this title, or 
for both.". 

(c) PREMIUMS.-Section 1818(d) of such Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1395i-2(d)) is amended-

(1) in the first sentence of paragraph (2), by 
striking "for months occurring in the follow
ing calendar year" and inserting before the 
period the following: "for benefits (other 
than for long-term care benefits described in 
part C of this title) for months occurring in 
the following calendar year for individuals 
described in subsection (a)(l)"; and 
, (2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

"(4) The Secreta,..y shall, during the next 
to last calendar quarter of each year. deter
mine and promulgate the dollar amount 
which shall be applicable for premiums 
(other than for long-term care benefits de
scribed in part C of this title) for months oc
curring in the following year for individuals 
described in subsection (a)(l). Such amount 
shall be equal to the amount the Secretary 
estimates to be necessary so that the aggre
gate amount for such calendar year with re
spect to such individuals will equal 100 per
cent of the total of the benefits and adminis
trative costs which he estimates will be pay
able from the Federal Hospital Insurance 
Trust Fund for services performed and relat
ed administrative costs incurred in such cal
endar year with respect to such individuals 
(other than with respect to long-term care 
benefits). In calculating such amount the 
Secretary shall include an '.l.ppropriate 
amount for the contingency margin. Any 
amount determined under the preceding sen
tence which is not a multiple of $1 shall be 
rounded to the nearest multiple of $1, or, if 
a multiple of 50 cents but not a multiple of 
$1, to the next higher multiple of $1. 

"(5) The Secretary shall, during the first 
calendar quarter of 1993 and during the next 
to last calendar quarter of each year (begin
ning with 1993), determine and promulgate 
the dollar amount which shall be applicable 
for premiums for individuals enrolled for 
long-term care benefits under this section 
for months occurring in 1993 or in the follow
ing year, respectively. Such amount shall be 
equal to the amount the Secretary estimates 
to be necessary so that the aggregate 
amount for such period or calendar year with 
respect to individuals so enrolled will equal 
50 percent of the benefits and administrative 
costs which will be payable from the Federal 
Long-Term Care Trust Fund for long-term 
care benefits provided and related adminis
trative costs incurred in the period of year 
with respect to individuals so enrolled under 
this section. In calculating such amount the 
Secretary shall include an appropriate 
amount for the contingency margin. Any 
amount determined under the preceding sen
tence which is not a multiple of $1 shall be 
rounded to the nearest multiple of $1 (or, if 
it is a multiple of 50 cents but not a multiple 
of $1, to the next higher multiple of $1).". 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to months 
beginning on or after January 1, 1993. 
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LONG-TERM CARE FAMILY PROTECTION ACT 
SECTION-BY-SECTION SUMMARY 

TITLE I-HOME AND COMMUNITY CARE AND 
NURSING FACILITY CARE UNDER THE MEDI
CARE PROGRAM 

Sec. 101. New Part C Long-Term Care Program 
Scope of Benefits 

SEC. 1851. Establishes an entitlement in the 
Social Security Act, in a new Part C of Medi
care, for payment for home and community 
care and nursing facility care for individuals 
determined by a long-term care management 
agency to be eligible for such care. 

Home and Community Care Defined 
Home and community care consists of 

items and services furnished by a home care 
agency (or others under arrangement with 
such an agency) and provided in a place of 
residence or on an outpatient basis at a hos
pital, skilled nursing facility or rehabilita
tion center. Items or services must be fur
nished under a written plan of care reflecting 
the invididual's needs as determined in an 
assessment by a long-term care management 
agency. The written plan of care is to be pe
riodically reviewed and revised by the long
term care management agency. 

Home- and community-based items and 
services include case management services; 
nursing care provided by or under the super
vision of a registered professional nurse; 
services of homemaker/home-health aide 
who has completed a training and com
petency evaluation program approved by the 
Secretary; medical social services; personal 
care services; physical, occupational, speech, 
or respiratory therapy, or rehabilitative 
services; medical supplies (other than drugs 
and biologicals) and durable medical equip
ment, while under the plan; medical services 
provided by an intern or resident in training 
of a hospital affiliated with the home health 
agency; respite services for family 
caregivers; adult daycare services (including 
at least one meal a day). 

Home- and community-based services at a 
facility other than an individual's place of 
residence shall be provided to the extent the 
individual is there to receive case manage
ment or other services not readily available 
in the individual's place of residence, but 
shall not include transportation to and from 
a facility. 

Nursing Facility Care Defined 
Nursing facility care consists of items and 

services that would be provided to hospitals, 
inpatients under Medicare, including nursing 
care provided by or under the supervision of 
a registered professional nurse; bed and 
board; physical, occupational, respiratory, or 
speech-language therapy furnished by the fa
cility or by others under arrangement with 
the facility; medical social services; drugs, 
biologicals, supplies, appliances and equip
ment as ordinarily furnished by the facility 
for the care and treatment of residents; med
ical services provided by an intern or resi
dent-in-training of a hospital with which the 
facility has a transfer agreement under Med
icare, under an approved teaching program, 
and other diagnostic or therapeutic services 
provided by a hospital with which the facil
ity has such an agreement; and other serv
ices necessary to the health of residents as 
are generally provided by nursing facilities. 

Nursing Facility Defined 
A nursing facility is a skilled nursing facil

ity as defined under Part A of Medicare; a 
nursing facility as defined under Medicaid; 
or an intermediate or custodial nursing fa
cility that meets the license requirements of 
the state in which it operates and such fur-

ther requirements as provided by the Sec
retary. 

Long-Term Care Management Agency 
Defined 

A long-term care management agency is a 
government agency or organization (or its 
subdivision, or a private nonprofit agency or 
organization if there is no government long
term care management agency serving the 
area) that demonstrates expertise in manag
ing health and social services for elderly in
dividuals and is capable of completing an as
sessment and arranging for services within a 
reasonable period of time following a refer
ral. The long-term care management agency 
must provide only case management services 
and must make arrangements with a home 
care agency (with which it does not have di
rect or indirect ownership or control) to pro
vide prescribed home care. 

The long-term care management agencies 
must have policies established by a group of 
professionals, including one or more reg
istered nurses, one or more physicians, and 
one or more social workers. It must main
tain a sufficient number of case management 
teams trained in the process of determining 
eligibility and assessing the needs of chron
ically dependent individuals. Such teams 
shall include at least a registered profes
sional nurse and a licensed social worker; in 
the case of the assessment of an individual 
under 19, a physician; and other health pro
fessionals (including rehabili ta ti on profes
sionals) as are appropriate. Where state and 
local law provides for the licensing of agen
cies or organizations of this nature, the long
term care management agency must be li
censed pursuant to such law or approved by 
the licensing agency as meeting licensing 
standards. 

The long-term care management agency 
must be designated by the Secretary and 
must meet conditions of participation as the 
Secretary, in consultation with the Long
Term Care Advisory Council, may find nec
essary. 

The Secretary may temporarily waive the 
requirements for a long-term care manage
ment agency (with the exception that it be a 
government or private nonprofit agency or 
organization with demonstrated expertise 
and ability to carry out its responsibilities 
in a reasonable period of time) in the case of 
an agency or organization serving a rural 
area or designated health manpower short
age area. A waiver would be granted for one 
year at a time if failure to grant such a 
waiver would significantly limit access to 
long-term home care and if the agency or or
ganization is making good faith efforts to 
meet the requirements of this part. 

Eligibility for Certain Dependent Children 
and Others 

Individuals eligible under this part are 
those persons eligible under Part A of Medi
care and dependent children under age 19 
who are determined by the long-term care 
management agency to be eligible for home 
and community care under this part. 

Assessments and certifications of entitlement 
Initial Assessment 

SEC. 1852. Each individual entitled to bene
fits under this part must receive an assess
ment and be certified as a chronically de
pendent individual. The long-term care man
agement agency shall conduct an initial as
sessment of each individual to determine the 
level of care to which such individual is eli
gible. 

Certifications 
Following the initial assessment, a case 

management team shall certify whether or 
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not the individual is a chronically dependent 
individual eligible for home and community 
care or for nursing home care. The team 
shall include in its certification a determina
tion as to whether the degree of impairment 
is moderate or severe. In the case of certifi
cation for home and community care, the 
team shall establish a plan of care consistent 
with the degree of impairment.' 

Chronically Dependent Individual Defined 
A chronically dependent individual is an 

individual who is unable to perform (without 
substantial assistance from another individ
ual) multiple activities of daily living (bath
ing, dressing, toileting, transferring, or eat
ing) or has a similar level of disability due to 
cognitive impairment that requires substan
tial direction, instruction, or supervision to 
perform 2 or more of the activities of daily 
living or to remain in the home or commu
nity without causing harm to self or others 
because of inappropriate behavioral pat
terns. 

For purposes of determining eligibility for 
nursing facility care, the term chronically 
dependent individual means an individual 
who is unable to perform (without substan
tial assistance from another individual) at 
least 3 activities of daily living or has a 
similar level of disability due to cognitive 
impairment. 

A person shall be considered to have a 
moderate level of impairment if he or she is 
unable to perform at least 2 of the activities 
of daily living; an individual shall be consid
ered to have a severe level if impairment if 
he or she is unable to perform at least 4 of 
the activities of daily living. • 

Appeals of certification decisions shall be 
carried out under provisions applicable for 
appeals of benefits for Medicare Part A. 

Payments and cost sharing 
Prospective Payment Basis for Home and 

Community Care 
SEC. 1853. Amounts shall be paid from the 

Federal Long-Term Care Trust Fund for the 
expenses of providing home and community 
care for eligible persons under this part. 
Such amounts shall be determined under a 
fee schedule or other prospectively deter
mined reimbursement mechanism estab
lished and annually adjusted by the Sec
retary. The fee schedule or reimbursement 
mechanism shall provide for uniform na
tional payment rates. 

The Secretary shall provide for annual ad
justment in the rates based on an estimate, 
before the beginning of the year, of the per
centage by which the cost of the mix of 
goods and services comprising long-term 
home care (based on an index of appro
priately weighted indicators of changes in 
representative wages and prices) for the year 
will exceed the cost of such mix of goods and 
services for the preceding year. 

The Secretary shall adjust the proportion 
of payment amounts attributable to wages 
and wage-related costs of long-term home 
care for area differences in wage levels by a 
factor reflecting the relative wage level for 
such care in the geographic area in which 
the care is provided compared to the na
tional average wage level for such care. The 
Secretary shall update this factor at least 
every 36 months on the basis of a survey of 
the wages and wage-related costs for long
term home care in the United States. To the 
extent feasible, such survey shall measure 
the earnings and paid hours of employment 
by occupational category. 

The maximum monthly payment that may 
be made with respect to long-term home and 
community care provided a chronically de-

pendent individual (other than a dependent 
child) with a moderate impairment is 50% of 
the average per diem rate for full-time nurs
ing facility care in the state multiplied by 
the days in the month the individual is pro
vided such care. For an individual deter
mined to have a severe impairment, the 
maximum monthly amount is 65% of the av
erage per diem rate for full-time nursing fa
cility care in the state multiplied by the 
days in the month the individual is provided 
such care. 

The amount of payment for a dependent 
child in a month is 100% of the per diem 
amount that would be payable in a month 
under the state 's plan for Medicaid if the in
dividual were provided appropriate care in 
an institutional setting and if there were no 
limit on amount, duration or scope of cov
ered services applied other than medical ne
cessity, multiplied by the number of days in 
the month the individual is provided such 
care. 

Monthly payment limitations shall be ap
plied on an average basis with respect to 
long-term home and community care fur
nished over any period of 4 consecutive 
months. 

Before the beginning of each calendar year, 
the Secretary shall estimate, for nursing fa
cilities located in each state, the state aver
age per diem payment rates that would apply 
for nursing facility care in the state on a 
full-time basis if there were no reduction for 
coinsurance under this part. 
Per Diem Payment Rate for Nursing Facility 

Care 
Amounts shall be paid from the Federal 

Long-Term Care Trust Fund for the expenses 
of providing nursing facility care for eligible 
persons under this part. The amount avail
able to an individual shall be, following the 
first 90 days of nursing facility care, $63 for 
each day of care (subject to a maximum pay
ment amount of $1900 per month) after the 
copayment requirement has been met. The 
copayment requirement for nursing facility 
care under this part shall be $500 for each 30 
days of care in such a facility. 

Federal long-term care trust fund 
Establishment 

SEC. 1854. There is created on the books of 
the Treasury of the U.S. a Federal Long
Term Care Trust Fund. The Trust Fund shall 
consist of gifts and bequests and such 
amounts as may be deposited in or appro
priated to the Fund as provided in this part. 

Funding 
There are appropriated to the Trust Fund 

amounts equivalent to the additional reve
nues received in the Treasury as a result of 
amendments made by this Act. Not less fre
quently than monthly, amounts estimated 
by the Secretary of the Treasury to rep
resent the taxes paid to or deposited in the 
Treasury as a result of these amendments 
shall be transferred to the Trust Fund. Addi
tional sums are authorized to be appro
priated to the Trust Fund as may be required 
to make expenditures for nursing facility 
care. 

Payments each year from the Trust Fund 
for home and community care are authorized 
and appropriated from the amounts deter
mined under the provisions of this Act elimi
nating the limit on wages or self-employ
ment income subject to the hospital insur
ance tax. 

Payments each year from the Trust Fund 
for nursing facility care are authorized and 
appropriated from the amounts determined 
under the provisions of this Act increasing 
FICA taxes on employers and employees by 
.5%. 

Amounts in the Trust Fund shall be avail
able to carry out the functions of the Long
Term Care Advisory Council. 

Home care agency defined 
A home care agency is a public agency or 

private organization (or a subdivision) that 
is a home health agency as defined under 
Medicare or is primarily engaged in provid
ing services of homemaker/home health 
aides and personal care aides; maintains 
clinical records on all patients; meets any 
applicable state or local licensing require
ments; meets conditions of participation for 
an approved home health agency under Medi
care and other conditions the Secretary may 
find necessary. 

Conforming Amendments 
Title XVIII of the Social Security Act is 

amended in appropriate places to include ref
erences to nursing facilities and home care 
agencies. Reference to a home health agency 
or home health aide is deemed a reference to 
a home care agency, a homemaker/home 
heal th aide or personal care aide. Provisions 
of the Federal Hospital Insurance Trust 
Fund are amended to include provisions for 
the Long-term Care Trust Fund. 

Effective Date 
Provisions authorizing the appropriation 

of funds to the Long-Term Care Trust Fund 
become effective January 1, 1993, but no pay
ments shall be made for services under this 
part before January 1, 1994. 

Miscellaneous Amendments 
Various provisions of the Social Security 

Act are amended to include appropriate ref
erences to long-term care benefits under part 
c. 

Entitlement to Benefits of Dependent 
Children 

Persons intitled to benefits for long-term 
home and community care include every in
dividual who is under 19 years of age; is a cit
izen of the U.S. or an alien lawfully admitted 
for permanent residence who has resided in 
the U.S. continuously during the 5 years im
mediately preceding the month involved; has 
been certified by a trained case management 
team of a long-term care management agen
cy, in consultation with an attending physi
cian, to be chronically dependent or dis
abled. The individual must be certified to be 
unable to perform (without human assist
ance or supervision) at least 2 age-appro
priate activities of daily living or to require 
both a medical device to compensate for the 
loss of a vital body function necessary to 
avert death or major loss of bodily func
tional capacity and substantial and ongoing 
nursing care to avert death or further dis
ability; has applied for these benefits and is 
not otherwise eligible for benefits under part 
A of Medicare. 

Entitlement to Benefits of Railroad 
Retirement Beneficiaries 

The Railroad Retirement Act of 1974 is 
amended to include home and community 
care and nursing facility care. 

Determinations and Appeals 
The hearing and judicial review procedures 

for appeals of Medicare part A benefits are 
made available to persons appealing a nega
tive certification or any other determination 
with respect to a claim for benefits under 
this part. 
TITLE II-ASSURING SELF-FINANCING OF LONG
TERM CARE BENEFITS AND QUALITY ASSURANCE 

Assuring self-financing of benefits 
The additional costs to the Federal Gov

ernment for home and community care re-
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sulting from this Act are not to exceed the 
revenues derived from amendments made by 
this Act. 

Not later than 3 months before the effec
tive date for home and community care ben
efits, the Secretary, in consultation with the 
Long-Term Care Advisory Council, shall es
timate the amounts transferable to the 
Trust Fund and the amounts expected to be 
expended during the succeeding year for 
home and community care. If the Secretary 
estimates that a deficit exists, the amount 
payable for home and community care shall 
be reduced by a copayment amount (no more 
than 5% of the national average daily pay
ment rate for home and community care) 
necessary to reduce the amount of the deficit 
by one-half. The Secretary shall also reduce 
the maximum monthly payment limits for 
home and community care by a percentage 
estimated to be necessary to reduce the defi
cit by one-half. 

Sec. 202. Assuring quality of long-term home 
care 

Long-Term Home and Community Care 
Quality Assurance 

SEC. 1855. Long-Term Home and Commu
nity Care Consumers' Bill of Rights.-The 
Secretary shall promulgate by regulation a 
long-term home and community care con
sumers' bill of rights that may be asserted 
by the consumer or the consumer's rep
resentative. These include the right to be 
treated with courtesy, respect and full rec
ognition of one's dignity, individuality and 
right to control one's own household and 
lifestyle. 

The individual has a right to be fully in
formed of services to be provided and any 
limit on services; of whether services may be 
covered by other sources and whether un
compensated care may be available; of 
charges for services and any changes in serv
ices or charges; of procedures to follow if 
rights are violated or services are not satis-
1factory. 

The individual has a right to take an ac
tive part in creating or changing the plan of 
care and selecting and evaluating the home 
care provider, the treatment, care and serv
ices. 

The individual has a right to be served by 
persons who are properly trained and com
petent to perform their duties. 

The individu~l has a right to be fully in
formed of the assessment of his or her condi
tion, unless documentation of a professional 
practitioner contradicts this right. 

The individual has the right to refuse all 
or part of any service and to be informed of 
the likely consequence of the refusal. 

The individual has the right to receive 
treatment, care and services without dis
crimination in the provision or quality of 
service based on race, religion, gender, age, 
disability or creed or because of a change in 
the source of payment. 

The individual has the right to be free 
from mental and physical abuse, neglect and 
exploitation and to be free from chemical 
and physical restraints. 

The individual has the right to receive re
spect for property rights; privacy in caring 
for personal needs, communications and all 
daily activities; and confidential treatment 
of personal, financial and medical records. 

The individual has the right to voice griev
ances and recommend changes in policies to 
staff or outside representatives of the con
sumer's choice and to be assisted when need
ed, free from restraint, interference, coer
cion, discrimination, or reprisal by the long
term care management agency, the home 
healt h agency, or the home care provider. 

The individual has the right to be free to 
fully exercise his or her civil rights and to be 
assisted in doing so. 

The individual has the right to receive 
prompt notice if services are to be reduced or 
terminated, assistance to assure smooth 
transition in services, and prompt notice of 
acceptance or denial of services and reasons 
for denial. 

HOME HEALTH AGENCY QUALITY ASSURANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 

The Secretary shall promulgate regula
tions making payment for the provision of 
long-term home and community care serv
ices contingent upon compliance, within 6 
months of promulgation, with the home and 
community care consumer's bill of rights 
and with the following: 

The agency shall provide a written copy of 
the bill of rights to each consumer or his or 
her representative. 

The agency shall provide a written copy of 
and implement procedures for prompt review 
and resolution of grievances in the provision 
of services. 

The agency shall ensure that each long
term care provider receives training suffi
cient to meet a level of proficiency estab
lished by the Secretary in consultation with 
representatives of the elderly, children and 
individuals with disabilities, and with appro
priate health and social service profes
sionals. Training must develop separate lev
els of proficiency and reflect the range of 
skills needed to provide different levels of 
longterm home and community care. The ex
tent of training and level of certification of 
each provider shall be available on request to 
the long-term home and community care 
consumer. 

The agency shall supervise all of its pro
viders under regulations promulgated by the 
Secretary (including regular random, onsite 
visits by registered nurses or other appro
priate health care professionals) and perform 
annual evaluations of quality of services. 
Evaluations must include and document 
consumer involvement. 

To receive funding for provisions of dura
ble medical equipment services a home 
health agency or long-term home and com
munity care provider shall provide for each 
consumer receiving the services written in
structions for the operation of the equip
ment; sufficient training to the consumer, 
the family and staff to al1ow correct, safe op
eration of the equipment; and an emergency 
plan appropriate for the services to the 
consumer. 

Long-Term Care Management Agency 
· Quality Assurance Requirements 

The Secretary shall promulgate regula
tions making payment for the provision of 
case management services contingent upon 
compliance, within 6 months of promulga
tion, with the home and community care 
consumer's bill of rights and with the follow
ing: 

The agency shall provide a written copy of 
the bill of rights to each consumer or his or 
her representative. 

The agency shall provide a written copy of 
and implement procedures for prompt review 
and resolution of grievances in the provision 
of services. 

The agency shall provide a written state
ment of the services to be provided, the 
schedule for provision of services and how 
the consumer or his or her representative or 
guardian may appeal the benefit decisions 
made by the agency. 

The agency shall maintain procedures that 
assure prompt access to long-term home and 

community care services for eligible con
sumers. 

The agency shall ensure that personnel 
providing case management services have re
ceived adequate training as prescribed in 
regulations by the Secretary, in consultation 
with the Long-Term Care Advisory Council. 

The agency shall establish and implement 
case management processes that include a 
plan of care stating reasonable and measur
able client objectives, services to meet the 
objectives, and outcome measures to the ex
tent appropriate and available for each 
consumer served. The processes must include 
methods for periodic review of the consum
er's needs and plan of care, methods for fol
low-up and on-going monitoring of service 
delivery, and a statement of criteria and pro
cedures for discharge or transfer to another 
agency, program, or service. 

Survey Requirements 
The Secretary, in consultation with the 

Long-Term Care Advisory Council, shall pro
mulgate regulations establishing procedures 
for surveying long-term care management 
agencies regarding compliance with condi
tions of participation. The regulations shall 
include survey methodologies that include 
patient-oriented assessment techniques; 
process and outcome criteria for measuring 
compliance; and randomized onsite review of 
a representative sample of consumers. 

The regulations shall include a graduated 
schedule of unannounced surveys not less 
than every 9 months for long-term care man
agement agencies determined to have a sub
standard record of compliance; not less than 
every 15 months for agencies determined to 
have consistently satisfactory records of 
compliance; and not less than every 12 
months for other such agencies. 

The results of surveys shall be provided to 
the Long-Term Care Advisory Council, com
munity advisory boards and others. 

In the case of a state that has survey and 
enforcement procedures equivalent to the 
procedures the Secretary would apply, the 
Secretary may enter into a contract for the 
states to conduct the compliance survey re
quired by this section. The Secretary shall 
develop and implement procedures for annu
ally validating a representative sample of 
surveys performed by states. Such validation 
review shall take place within 1 month after 
the performance of a survey. 

Quality Assurance System Through Peer 
Review Organizations 

The Secretary shall promulgate regula
tions under which peer review organizations 
shall monitor the provision of home health 
services and long-term home and community 
care. In awarding, administering, and evalu
ating contracts entered into with peer re
view organizations, the Secretary shall take 
into consideration information contained in 
reports issued by Consumer Boards; require 
that at least % of the level of effort of the 
peer review organization shall be for the pur
pose of monitoring the quality of home 
health services and long-term home and 
community care; require that the remainder 
of the efforts shall be for the purpose of re
view, on the basis of exceptional cir
cumstances and on the health and safety of 
the consumer, of the appropriateness and ne
cessity of care denied under this title. 

The Secretary shall also require that any 
review include a representative sample of 
documentary reviews and personal inter
views of home and community care consum
ers and providers; require that any respon
sibilities carried out by a third party under 
contract with the peer review organization 



33874 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE November 22, 1991 
are fully integrated with other functions of 
the organization; and require that the mem
bership of the peer review organization board 
include representatives of all types of home 
and community care providers reviewed by 
the organization and consumers under sec
tion 9353(b) of the Omnibus Budget Rec
onciliation Act of 1986. 

A peer review organization performing 
functions under this subsection may not be a 
home health agency; a home and community 
care management agency; a home and com
munity care provider; or a fiscal 
intermediary. 

The Secretary shall make available to a 
peer review organization such information as 
may be necessary for it to carry out its re
sponsibilities, and the organization may rec
ommend to the Secretary sanctions to be ap
plied to home heal th agencies and to home 
and community care management agencies 
that have not met professionally recognized 
standards of care. 

The Secretary shall establish a Consumer 
Board in each state within 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this section. The Board 
shall be composed of at least 5 and not more 
than 7 members appointed by the Secretary 
on the basis of recommendations from orga
nizations in each state representing home 
and community care consumers entitled to 
benefits under this title. The Secretary shall 
provide limited staff support and training as 
is necessary for the Board to carry out its 
functions. 

A Consumer Board shall monitor the re
view activities of peer review organizations 
by providing input into the awarding of con
tracts and by evaluating the contracts and 
mechanisms established to monitor home 
health agencies and home and community 
care management agencies. A Board shall 
have access to information of peer review or
ganizations, results of state surveys, and in
formation from toll-free hotlines after pro
tection of identities of individual providers 
and consumers. A Board shall file an annual 
report with the Secretary and the chief exec
utive officer of the state on October 1 of each 
year regarding the performance of peer re
view organizations during the previous year. 
A Board shall not be involved in the day-to
day operations of peer review organizations. 

Peer review organizations shall establish 
and operate statewide toll-free hot-lines for 
receiving questions and complaints from 
home and community care consumers, home 
and community care providers, and other in
terested persons concerning home and com
munity care quality issues. 

The Secretary shall require peer review or
ganizations to assist home and community 
care consumers in the resolution of problems 
related to the quality of home and commu
nity care services and case management 
services. 

Consumer Boards and peer review organi
zations shall coordinate with state and local 
community officials to educate home and 
community care consumers regarding qual
ity assurance programs and various forms of 
assistance available to consumers having 
quality assurance problems. 
Community Advisory Boards and Additional 

Quality Assurance 
Each state shall appoint members to a 

community advisory board for each long
term management agency. Each board shall 
be composed of long-term home and commu
nity care consumers and their families, rep
resentatives of agencies and organizations 
representing long-term care consumers and 
professionals providing services to chron
ically ill individuals. Long-term home and 

community care consumers. their families, 
or their representatives shall form a major
ity of the members of each board. The Sec
retary shall provide limited staff support to 
each board as is necessary to carry out its 
functions. 

Each board shall monitor the activities of 
the long-term care management agency; pro
vide input into the selection of long-term 
care management agencies; file a report with 
the Secretary on the findings of its monitor
ing not less frequently than annually; and 
have prompt access to surveys and investiga
tions of complaints. 

The Secretary shall develop methods for 
monitoring the continuity of care provided 
to home and community care consumers 
throughout episodes of illness and across 
care settings, and shall develop outcome-ori
ented criteria for use in determining quality 
assurance in home and community care. 

Sanctions 
The Secretary shall develop and imple

ment a range of intermediate sanctions and 
procedures implementing such sanctions for 
failure to comply with this section. Sanc
tions and procedures shall include: civil 
monetary penalties, a ban on admissions. re
ceivership, and emergency authority to de
certify home health agencies and long-term 
care management agencies; criteria on when 
and how each sanction is to be applied and 
the amounts of fines and penalties; a design 
to minimize time between identification of 
violations and imposition of sanctions; a 
schedule for corrective action; a requirement 
for public disclosure of failure to meet pro
fessionally recognized standards of care and 
the sanctions imposed for such failure. 

The Secretary shall file an annual report 
with the Congress on January 1 of each year 
regarding the availability, adequacy and use 
of sanctions to correct failures of long-term 
care management agencies to meet the re
quirements of this title. 

Development of Licensing Policies 
The Secretary shall encourage states to de

velop policies and procedures for the licens
ing of home health agencies; gather informa
tion relating to activities of states in imple
menting licensing policies and procedures; 
and issue a biannual report summarizing this 
information. 

Long-Term Care Advisory Council 
The Council shall be established no later 

than 60 days after the date of enactment of 
this section. The Council shall be composed 
of 13 individuals appointed by the Secretary 
and shall include, to the greatest extent pos
sible, individuals with expertise in pediat
rics, geriatrics, gerontology, disability, case 
management of home and community-based 
services and payment for such services, home 
and community-based care consumers and 
their representatives, professionals with ex
pertise in long-term care (including nurses, 
social workers and discharge planners and 
physicians), third-party payers, long-term 
care ombudsmen, peer review organizations, 
and state and local health and social service 
agency representatives. Appointment to the 
Council shall be for a term not to exceed 4 
years. 

The purposes of the Council are to assist 
the Secretary in assuring the prompt and ef
ficient implementation of the provisions of 
this part; to review regularly the implemen
tation of these provisions; and to recommend 
to the Secretary and the Congress any need
ed changes or refinements to these provi
sions or their implementing regulations. 

The Secretary shall consult regularly and 
closely with the Council in the implementa-

tion and administration of the provisions of 
this part and on the issuance of regulations. 
The Secretary (or the Secretary's designee) 
shall meet with the Council at least once 
every month during the 24-month period be
ginning 2 months after the date of the enact
ment of this part, and at least quarterly 
thereafter. 

Studies 
The Secretary shall conduct studies on 

quality assurance measures for long-term 
home and community care services provided 
under this part. The studies shall include ex
amination of methodologies to develop and 
evaluate outcome standards; mechanisms for 
ensuring and monitoring quality by episode 
of care; the role of case management for en
suring quality in the provision of services; 
differing approaches to and responsibility for 
development of a plan of services; and the 
impact on quality of care of the separate re
imbursement for supply of durable medical 
equipment and the training of consumers 
and their families in the operation of such 
equipment. 

The Secretary shall report the findings of 
these studies to the Congress no later than 2 
years after the date of enactment of this 
part. 

Reports on Quality Assurance System 
The Secretary shall prepare (in consulta

tion with the Long-Term Care Advisory 
Council) and file an annual report with the 
Congress on January 1 of each year on the 
nature and per(ormance of the home and 
community long-term care quality assurance 
system. 

Each report shall include information on: 
the number of individuals served; the 
amount of Federal funds expended; non
compliance by providers and sanctions im
posed; the economic impact on home heal th 
agencies of requirements of this section; the 
impact of requirements of this section on 
availability of services in rural areas and to 
members of minority and ethnic groups; the 
concerns and recommendations of commu
nity advisory boards and Consumer Boards; 
and the status of studies on quality assur
ance measures. 

Authorizations 
There are authorized to be appropriated 

from the Federal Long-Term Care Trust 
Fund such sums as may be necessary in each 
fiscal year to carry out the provisions of this 
section. 

Effective Date 
The amendments made by this section 

shall become effective upon the date of en
actment of this Act. 

TITLE III-FINANCING OF LONG-TERM CARE 

Sec. 301. Source of revenue for home and 
community care 

Elimination of Limit on Wages or Self-Em
ployment Income Subject to Hospital In
surance Tax 
Section 230 of the Social Security Act is 

amended to provide that notwithstanding 
any provision of the Social Security Act or 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, there is 
no limit on the amount of an individual's net 
earnings from self-employment or remunera
tion for employment that is subject to the 
hospital insurance tax. Conforming amend
ments are made to the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986. 

Effective Date 
The amendments made by this section 

shall apply with respect to remuneration 
paid after December 31, 1992, and with re
spect to earnings from self-employment at-
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tributable to taxable years beginning after 
such date. 
Sec. 302. Source of revenue for nursing facility 

care 
Increase in FICA Taxes 

Tax on Employees 
The table in section 3101(a) of the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to rate of tax 
on employees for old-age, survivors, and dis
ability insurance) is amended to provide that 
the rate of tax on wages shall be 6.2 percent 
in 1992 and 6.7 percent in 1993 or thereafter. 

By Mr. BOND (for himself and 
Mr. MCCONNELL): 

S. 2018. A bill to amend the Food, Ag
riculture, Conservation, and Trade Act 
of 1990 to provide that a single Federal 
agency shall be responsible for making 
technical determinations with respect 
to wetland or converted wetland on ag
ricultural lands; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

(The statements of Senators on this 
legislation and the text of the legisla
tion appear earlier in today's RECORD.) 

By Mr. PRESSLER: 
S. 2019. A bill to prohibit all United 

States military and economic assist
ance for Turkey until the Turkish Gov
ernment takes certain actions to re
solve the Cyprus problem; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

PROHIBITING MILITARY AND ECONOMIC AID TO 
TURKEY 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, Tur
key invaded Cyprus in 1974. Occupying 
forces of Turkey still control a large 
area of northern Cyprus, where they 
support the illegal Denktash regime. 
More than 1,600 Greek Cypriots and 
five American citizens who were cap
tured by the Turks in 1974 still are 
missing and unaccounted for. 

It is unfortunate, Mr. President, that 
the Government of the United States 
has been implicated, at least indi
rectly, in the continuing illegal Turk
ish occupation of Cyprus. The United 
States is the major supplier of Turkish 
military equipment. That equipment 
was illegally used in the 1974 invasion 
and continues to be used today to en
force Turkish control of northern Cy
prus. 

The United Nations has managed to 
initiate a series of discussions between 
Rauf Denktash, leader of the self-pro
claimed breakaway territory, and the 
President of Cyprus, George Vassiliou. 
These talks have not resulted in 
progress toward a peaceful reconcili
ation. The political and military stale
mate still exists. 

Mr. President, it is time to put aside 
patience and forbearance in this mat
ter. Within the last year, American and 
coalition forces liberated Kuwait, a 
country also occupied by hostile forces. 
Soviet troops have left Afghanistan for 
all intents and purposes. An Angolan 
peace treaty has provided for the de
parture of Cuban troops from that 
country. Vietnamese troops are leaving 
Cambodia. Yet, illegal Turkish troops 

and colonists remain in Cyprus. Seven
teen years of Turkish occupation of 
over one-third of Cyprus must be 
brought to an end, and the United 
States and the world community have 
an obligation to contribute to a resolu
tion of this problem. 

Therefore, today I am introducing a 
bill to prohibit any military or eco
nomic assistance to Turkey until cer
tain conditions are met. 

Mr. President, I recognize that this is 
tough legislation. It is deliberately 
meant to be tough. We have tried other 
legislative formulas in the past. They 
have not worked. The U.N.-sponsored 
discussions have resulted in no con
crete progress. Those talks are likely 
to continue to drag on, punctuated now 
and then by propagandistic displays of 
movement synchronized with the for
eign assistance legislative calendar 
here in Congress. It is time for us to 
stop being led around on this issue by 
a recalcitrant ally. It is time for us to 
display courage in defending the prin
ciples of democracy as applied to Cy
prus. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of my bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

S. 2019 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That no military or eco
nomic assistance may be provided under the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, 
or any other law, for Turkey, and that no 
credits may be extended and no guarantees 
may be issued under the Arms Export Con
trol Act for Turkey, until the President cer
tifies to the Congress that-

(1) all Turkish military forces, in excess of 
those permitted by the 1960 Treaty of Guar
antee, and all Turkish colonists are with
drawn from Cyprus; 

(2) the Government of Turkey has returned 
to the Government of Cyprus under the aus
pices of the United Nations the formerly 
Greek Cypriot-occupied area of Famagusta/ 
Varosha for the immediate resettlement of 
refugees; 

(3) the negotiations under United Nations 
auspices have achieved significant progress 
towards establishing a constitutional democ
racy in Cyprus based on majority rule, the 
rule of law, and the protection of minority 
rights; 

(4) the Government of Turkey has released 
and returned the five Americans abducted by 
the Turkish invasion forces in 1974 and 1,614 
Greek Cypriots who have been missing since 
the Turkish invasion; 

(5) the Government of Turkey is in compli
ance with the United Nations Charter, Arti
cle 2(4), United Nations resolutions on Cy
prus including General Assembly Resolution 
3212 of November 1, 1974, endorsed by Secu
rity Council Resolution 365 on December 13, 
1974, Security Council Resolutions 353, 354, 
357, 358 and 360 of 1974, and other relevant 
resolutions on Cyprus; 

(6) the Government of Turkey is in compli
ance with the North Atlantic Treaty Pre
amble and Article 1; and 

(7) the Government of Turkey is in compli
ance with the United States Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961, as amended. 

By Mr. WELLSTONE: 
S. 2020. A bill to provide for the tran

sition to a sustainable energy future by 
moving systematically toward much 
more efficient energy use and greater 
renewable energy production through a 
program of State energy transition 
grants designed to foster vigorously 
competitive markets of sustainable en
ergy ideas and innovations at the State 
and local levels, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

SUSTAINABLE ENERGY TRANSITION ACT OF 1991 

•Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, we 
had an important vote on this floor 3 
weeks ago on a cloture motion to end 
debate on the motion to proceed on S. 
1220, the Johnston-Wallop energy bill. I 
consider that a historic vote for a new 
direction in national energy policy. I 
now want to contribute in an impor
tant and constructive way to that new 
direction by introducing the Sustain
able Energy Transition Act of 1991 (S. 
2020). 

We need a national energy policy 
which will begin an orderly transition 
to a sustainable energy future built 
around renewable energy supplies and 
efficient energy use. National energy 
policy should also recognize and sup
port the crucial role regional, State, 
and local efforts will play in such a 
transition process. 

For the past few months, I have been 
working with many individuals from 
Minnesota, other States, and national 
organizations to develop legislation 
which will achieve these goals. I hope 
my colleagues will give serious atten
tion to the bill I am introducing today. 

The polls show that the American 
people are deeply concerned about 
threats to the environment resulting 
from climate change, national security 
vulnerabilities due to heavy depend
ence on imported oil, and declining 
economic prosperity and competitive
ness in the new global economy. People 
are looking to us for leadership, and 
know each of these pro bl ems is tied to 
our wasteful energy habits. They are 
urging us to begin a transition to sus
tainable energy technologies by maxi
mizing energy efficiency and rapidly 
expanding renewable energy produc
tion. 

Each State and region has different 
opportunities and challenges for energy 
efficiency and renewable technologies, 
given the diversity of climates and in
digenous resources. This diversity ar
gues for implementing a transition to 
sustainable energy use at the State or 
regional level. That is the direction 
taken by the Sustainable Energy Tran
sition Act. It provides the means to 
catalyze and support the diverse and 
creative energy programs across each 
of the 50 States toward achieving na
tional energy goals. 

The expertise, the experience, the 
motivation, and the regulatory author
ity to design and direct such programs 
are all found at the State level. Local 



33876 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE November 22, 1991 
entrepreneurs, businesses, and commu
nities stand ready to take advantage of 
new technological opportunities for en
ergy saving and development of local 
energy resources if given support. 

This is a particularly important mo
ment for this proposal. Billions of dol
lars in oil overcharge funding have sup
ported an impressive range of State 
and local energy efforts. But, the fund
ing that has been the lifeblood of most 
State energy offices will soon run out. 
Many successful State programs to 
conserve energy will be lost if these of
fices are forced to close. This bill will 
not only ensure their continued fund
ing, but expand and build upon their 
success. 

This legislation would also generate 
significant new employment opportuni
ties in all States at a time when jobs 
are most needed. Studies indicate that 
energy conservation and renewable en
ergy production are considerably more 
labor-intensive than conventional en
ergy production, yet save substantial 
money and resources in the long run. 
Why not put people to work installing 
efficient lighting in homes across the 
Nation or building wind machines and 
ethanol plants in America with Amer
ican labor? 

This legislation would establish a 
multi-billion-dollar sustainable energy 
transition trust fund to support energy 
transition efforts. Those efforts would 
be based upon sustainable energy tran
sition strategies which would be devel
oped by the States, or regional consor
tia of States, with Federal support and 
guidance. The overall objective would 
be to launch serious and innovative 
programs in each of the 50 States 
aimed at achieving a 20-year national 
goal of reducing energy use by at least 
10 percent and tripling renewable en
ergy production. 

Achieving an energy transition will 
be no small task-it will take the level 
of commitment by which we achieved 
leadership in space exploration and 
constructed an Interstate Highway 
System. This legislation proposes to 
fund these efforts from two appropriate 
sources-eliminating tax subsidies and 
imposing a fee on the major cause of 
climate change. First, it closes two 
large energy tax loopholes- the passive 
loss exemption and percentage deple
tion allowance. Second, it establishes a 
small carbon-based tax on fossil fuels. 
When fully phased in over 3 years, the 
carbon-based tax would amount to 
roughly one-half penny per gallon of oil 
produced or imported. 

For that small cost, there will be 
many benefits in addition to saving 
consumers money and creating jobs. 
Investing in energy efficiency and re
newable supplies will protect the envi
ronment and increase energy security. 
Serious investments in these tech
nologies will improve our Nation's eco
nomic competitiveness and establish 
the United States as a leader in sus-

tainable energy technologies. And by 
planning a long-term transition, eco
nomic dislocation and hardships to 
workers and communities dependent on 
fossil fuels can be anticipated and ad
dressed. 

I hope that this legislation will be an 
important part of any future national 
energy policy debate. A detailed sum
mary of the bill is appended. I am in
troducing this legislation now and cir
culating it widely among my col
leagues and others. It is my intention 
to reintroduce a revised bill in early 
January with original cosponsors. 

Finally, I want to thank everyone on 
my staff, from other Senate offices, 
from my advisory group in Minnesota, 
and from energy, environmental, tax
payer, and consumer organizations who 
worked so hard to formulate what I be
lieve is a fundamentally new approach 
to national energy policy. I look for
ward to working with many more col
leagues and groups as we refine this 
legislation and prepare to move for
ward next session. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a summary of S. 2020 be in
cluded in the RECORD immediately fol
lowing these remarks. 

There being no objection, the sum
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD as follows: 
SUMMARY OF PROVISIONS ON THE SUSTAINABL E 

ENERGY TRANSITION A CT OF 1991-S. 2020 
FINDINGS, PURPOSES AND GOALS 

Findings: This legislation r ecognizes the 
importance of moving to sustainable energy 
use through maximizing energy efficiency 
and renewable energy production. It finds 
that the technology is now, or will soon be , 
available for such a transition. It states that 
by moving to efficiency and renewables, 
there will be a net increase in employment. 
It declares that fostering regional, state and 
local efforts will be the best course to take 
in order to implement such an energy transi
tion. 

The findings assert that communit ies de
pendent on fossil fuels should not bear the 
burden of this transition, and providing eco
nomic development and employment for 
those communities is an important part of a 
transition effort. It indicates that both en
ergy exporting states and energy importing 
states stand to gain economically from a 
program of systematic investments in en
ergy efficiency and renewables. 

The bill states that a carbon tax is t he ap
propriate source for funding programs to 
mitigate carbon-induced climate change, and 
that eliminating subsidies of non-renewable 
fuels is a necessary part of a transition to 
sustainable energy use. Finally, the findings 
declare that states and regions should be al
lowed to implement energy efficiency stand
ards higher than federal standards in appro
priate circumstances. 

Purposes: The legislation has seven pur
poses: 

(1) to ensure a sustainable energy future 
through increasing energy efficiency and the 
use of renewable energy sources; 

(2) to enhance national security by reduc
ing oil imports; 

(3) to reduce US contribution to climate 
change by reducing fossil fuel use ; 

(4) to provide for economic growth and ex
panded employment; 

(5) to assist individuals and communities 
affected by a transition away from fossil 
fuels ; 

(6) to establish the US as an international 
leader in sustainable energy technologies; 
and, 

(7) to enhance US economic competitive
ness generally. 

Goals: The legislation establishes as its 
minimum goals the achievement by the year 
2011 of-

(1 ) a reduction in national energy use by 10 
percent from current levels, and 

(2) an increase in renewable energy sources 
to supply 25 percent of domestic energy 
needs. 

TITLE I-SUSTAINABLE ENERGY TRANSITION 
STRATEGIES 

This Title defines the criteria for " Sus
tainable Energy Strategies," with which 
states (or regional consortia of states) need 
to comply within two years of enactment to 
be eligible for funding. 

Sustainable Energy Strategies will delin
eate each state's or region's plans to achieve 
long-term (20 year) energy efficiency goals 
which meet or exceed the goals of the Act. 
The Strategies will include comprehensive 
long-term assessments and detailed shor t 
t erm transition programs. 

The legislation requires that the long-term 
assessment evaluate : 

(1) the energy use of the state or region, 
(2) the technical potential for efficiency 

improvement s and renewable production , 
(3) alternative plans for achieving those 

potentials, 
(4) the market place barriers to increasing 

efficiency and deploying renewables, and, 
(5) the social , economic and employment 

impacts of the alternatives, including im
pacts on equity and competitiveness. 

Each state or region will also be required 
to produce a short-term assessment. This in
cludes an Energy Transition Program which 
details the state or region 's proposed actions 
during the next 5 years to achieve the effi
ciency and renewable energy production 
goals it has established in its Strategy. The 
Transition Program includes consideration 
of a broad range of public policies, from di
rect investment in technologies to public 
education programs. It must also address 
employment transition programs for individ
uals and communities affected by the transi
tion to new energy sources. 

The legislation specifies that the short
term strategy would also include a detailed 
budget for the plan, and a specific proposal 
for evaluation of the state's or regional con
sortium's progress towards achieving its 
goals, including evaluation of the success or 
failure of specific programs undertaken. 

In developing both the long-term and 
short-term aspects of the strat egy, the legis
lation directs states t o consider the life 
cycle and external cost s of t echnological op
tions. 

Strat egies, once developed by a state or re
gional consortium, are reviewed by the Sec
retary of Energy at least three months prior 
to final submission to the Department of En
ergy (DOE). After final submission, the Sec
retary is directed to determine whether or 
not the Strategy meets the requirements of 
this Act. If it does, the State qualifies for 
funding through the Sustainable Energy 
Transition Trust Fund. 

Strategies are required to be updated every 
three years. Updates will also include consid
eration and development of a short-term pro
gram for using "incentive funding" which 
the state may apply for from the Trust Fund. 

The legislation allows states to enter into 
consortium agreements for carrying out the 
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purposes of this Act. The Secretary is au
thorized to provide funding to facilitate con
sortium formation and support their operat
ing expenses. The bill specifies that the for
mation of a regional consortium shall :iot 
decrease the funds available to any state. 

TITLE II: SUSTAINABLE ENERGY TRANSITION 
TRUST FUND 

A Sustainable Energy Transition Trust 
Fund is created in the Treasury. Expendi
tures from this fund are authorized to be 
available, as provided in appropriation Acts, 
for carrying out the provisions of this Act. 
Any unexpended balances remaining in the 
Fund are required to be invested by the 
Treasury in interest bearing accounts. 

The Secretary of the Treasury is directed 
to appropriate to the Trust Fund amounts 
determined to be equivalent to the revenues 
received on an annual and continuing basis 
as a result of three provisions of this Act. 
They are: 

(1) repeal of the passive loss exemption to 
the alternative minimum tax (estimated rev
enue gain: $300 million/year); 

(2) phase-out of depletion allowance for oil, 
gas and coal (estimated revenue gain: Sl.2 
billion/year); and (3) an excise tax on the pro
duction or importation of coal, oil and natu
ral gas (estimated revenue gain: $4.2 billion/ 
year). 

The excise tax imposed on coal, oil, and 
natural gas is based upon their relative car
bon content, to reflect their contribution to 
eliminate change. The tax is phased in over 
three years. At its peak, it is equivalent 
(based on carbon content) to roughly a one
half cent per gallon tax on oil production.O 

The funds generated by these three provi
sions are allocated into three separate sub
divisions of the Transition Trust Fund-a 
designated fund, an incentive fund and a sup
port fund. 

Fifty percent of the total funds generated 
are allocated to the designated fund. Up to 
twenty percent of the designated fund is im
mediately available to be distributed to the 
states for developing Sustainable Energy 
Strategies. After approval of its Strategy, 
each state receives its share of the des
ignated fund based upon the following for
mula: forty percent shall be divided equally 
among all States and sixty percent shall be 
divided in proportion to their population. 

Forty-five percent of the total funds gen
erated are allocated to the incentive fund. 
Incentive funding will be awarded to the 
states beginning five years after enactment 
of this act based upon their performance in 
achieving the energy efficiency and renew
able energy production goals of this Act and 
their individual Strategies. 

The Secretary of Energy, in consultation 
with the Transition Fund Advisory Board, is 
directed to make the incentive funding allo
cations based upon a review of each State's 
efforts and the evaluation and incentive 
funding application provided by each state. 
Incentive funding allocations will be made 
for a three-year period. The additional funds 
would support activities and programs con
sistent with the state or regional Strategy. 

Five percent of the total funds generated 
are allocated to the support fund. These 
funds shall be used to support the Energy 
Transition Information Clearinghouse, state 
and regional research and training efforts, 
and the formation and operation of regional 
consortia. 

A Transition Fund Advisory Board is cre
ated to advise the Secretary in carrying out 
the provisions of this Act, particularly the 
distribution of incentive funds. The bill 
specifies that the Advisory Board shall have 

eleven members, appointed on a non-partisan 
basis, representing a range of interests, tech
nical expertise, and relevant government 
agencies. 

Several specific requirements must be met 
by states receiving funds: (1) states must 
provide 20 percent of the financial support 
for the programs funded by the designated 
fund from sources within the state; (2) states 
must establish a statewide citizens energy 
council for advice regarding the conduct of 
the program; (3) local governments must be 
allocated at least 20 percent of the funds pro
vided annually and must establish commu
nity energy councils to provide advice about 
local programs; and (4) a minimum of 2 per
cent of all funds must be spent on evaluating 
the strategies, programs, policies and other 
activities carried out under the Act. 

Several restrictions are placed on expendi
ture of funds under the Act: (1) funds may be 
spent only for the implementation of energy 
efficiency and renewable energy projects and 
other programs consistent with the State or 
regional consortium's energy transition 
strategy, (2) the state must support a mix of 
both efficiency and renewable initiatives, 
with no less than 30% of the funds spent on 
either efficiency or renewables, and (3) not 
more than 10% of the funds provided may be 
used for administrative purposes. 

TITLE III: ENERGY TRANSITION INFORMATION 
CLEARINGHOUSE 

An Energy Transition Information Clear
inghouse is established within the Energy In
formation Administration of DOE. The clear
inghouse is directed to collect and dissemi
nate information on: 

(1) energy efficiency and renewable pro
grams among the states; 

(2) evaluations of both successful and un
successful policies and programs; 

(3) sustainable energy strategies; 
(4) the role of local governments and com

munity groups in advancing strategies 
(5) information on joint ventures and the 

use of private funding mechanisms 
(6) such other informatin as necessary. 
In addition the Clearinghouse is charged 

with promoting technology transfer and co
operating with State and local governments 
in carrying out this Act. 

TITLE IV: RESEARCH AND TRAINING 

This Title provides general direction for 
the Secretary of Energy to re-orient federal 
research efforts to support the goals and pur
poses of this Act. 

First, it directs the Secretary to support 
State energy research and development ef
forts. It also directs the Secretary to pro
mote the establishment or regional councils 
of State research and development officers 
and representatives of institutions of higher 
learning. Finally, the bill mandates that ex
isting DOE research activities be reviewed 
and revised to designate appropriate regional 
research centers to support State activities 
under this Act. 

Second, the bill directs the Secretary to 
support community colleges and vocational
technical institutions to create and expand 
training programs for energy efficiency and 
renewable energy technologies. 

TITLE V: STATE AND REGIONAL STANDARDS 

The legislation repeals the language of ex
isting law which has been interpreted as pos
sibly prohibiting states from adopting incen
tive programs for the purchase of more effi
cient automobiles. 

Further, the legislation authorizes states 
or regional consortiums with a total popu
lation of more than 10,000,000 to adopt stand
ards which are stricter than federal stand-

ards for automobiles and light trucks, heat
ing and air conditioning equipment and 
other appliances, showerheads, or any other 
product which the state or regional consor
tium finds uses a significant quantity of en
ergy. 

Any state or regional standards adopted, 
however, must (1) be at least as energy effi
cient or renewable-energy intensive as the 
federal standards, and (2) must be adopted as 
part of the implementation of the state or 
regional consortium's sustainable energy 
strategy. 

Further, the legislation details procedures 
for any person adversely affected by state or 
regional standards to petition for the Sec
retary of Energy to disallow standards which 
fail to save energy and which impede inter
state commerce. While authorizing disallow
ance if the Secretary concurs, the legislation 
requires consideration of adopting a federal 
standard in cases where the Secretary finds 
that state or regional standard does save en
ergy but impedes interstate commerce. 

TITLE VI: AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

This Title authorizes the appropriations of 
such sums as necessary to carry out out this 
Act. 

Estimated amounts available to States in 1995 
from the dedicated fund of the Sustainable 
Energy Transition Trust Fund 
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State Millions 

Alabama .. . . . .. .. .. . . . .. ....... .. . . . .. .. . .. ..... .. . . $52.34 
Alaska ......... ... . . . . . .. .... ... .. ... .. .. .. .. .. ... .. . 26.94 
Arizona .............................................. 47.94 
Arkansas . ..... ..... ... . . .. . .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. ... .. 40.24 
California . .. ....... .. . . .. . . .. .. . .... ....... .. ... . . .. 224.04 
Colorado . . .. ... .. .. .. . ...... ... ... . ... .. . . . .. .. . .. .. 46.64 
Connecticut ....................................... 46.14 
Delaware ............................................ 27.94 
Florida ... .. .. .. ... .. .. ... ..... .. . . .. . .. . . ... . . .. . .. . . 110. 74 
Georgia .............................................. 68.24 
Hawaii ..... ................... .... ................... 31.04 
Idaho ............ ..... ................................. 30.34 
Illinois .. ..... ... .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. . . . .. . . . .. .. .. .. . . . ... 105.64 
Indiana ....... .. .. .. ... .. ....... ... .. .. .. . .. .. . .. . . .. 62.64 
Iowa ....................................... ............ 43.34 
Kansas ... ...... ... . . ..... .. .. . .. . . .. . .. .. ... .. .. ... .. 40.94 
Kentucky . .. ... .. .. . .... .. .. . .... ... .. . . ... .. .. .... . 49.64 
Louisiana ... .......... ......... ... ....... ... ........ 54.54 
Maine ................... .... .......................... 31.74 
Maryland . .. . . . .... .. . . ... . . .. . . . .. ... .. .. . .. .. ... .. 56.04 
Massachusetts ................... ................ 65.04 
Michigan . . . . . .. .. .. . . . .. .. .. ... ... . . .. ... . . . . .. . .. .. 88. 74 
Minnesota .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. ... . . .. .. . .. .. . .. . . ... .. . . 53. 74 
Mississippi ........................................ . 41.84 
Missouri . .. .. .. ... . . . . . . ... . . . .. . .. . . .. .. . .. . . .. .. . .. 59. 74 
Montana .. .. ..... .............. ... .................. 28.94 
Nebraska .................... ... ..................... 34.64 
Nevada ............................................... 30.74 
New Hatnpshire ........ ........ .. ......... ....... 30.94 
New Jersey ........................................ 77.94 
New Mexico ............................... ......... 33.94 
New York ........................................... 150.24 
North Carolina................................... 69.24 
North Dakota .................................... 27.94 
Ohio .. .. . .. . . .. .. . .. .. ..... .. . .. .. . .. .. . . . . ... .. ... . . . . 100.24 
Oklahoma .......................................... 46.24 
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42.84 
Pennsylvania ..................................... 108.34 
Rhode Island ... ..... .. .. .. . . . .. ... .. .. . .. . .... . . . . 30.24 
South Carolina .................................. 47.84 
South Dakota .................................... 28.34 
Tennessee .......................................... 57.94 
Texas ........................... .... ....... . .......... 142.64 
Utah......... .......................................... 35.24 
Vermont ............................................ 27.14 
Virginia .. . . . . . ... . . . . . .. .. . .. . . .. ... .... .. . .. ... .. .. 65.94 
Washington ........................................ 56.24 
West Virginia ........... ..... ..................... 36.54 
Wisconsin ........................................... 57.64 
Wyoming .. . . ... .. .. ... . . ... . .. . .. . . . .. .. . .. . . ... .. .. 26.64• 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself 
and Mr. DOMENIC!): 

S. 2021. A bill to amend the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act by designating a seg
ment of the Rio Grande in New Mexico 
as a component of the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

RIO GRANDE DESIGNATION ACT OF 1991 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce a bill to amend the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act by des
ignating an additional 12-mile segment 
of the Rio Grande in New Mexico as a 
component of the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System. I am pleased 
that my colleague, Senator DOMENIC!, 
has joined with me in cosponsoring this 
bill. 

You may recall that the Rio Grande 
in northern New Mexico was among the 
first rivers protected under the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act. We in New Mex
ico have a great regard for our free
flowing streams and we were eager for 
the designation. Water in our State is 
scarce, and the beauty of a flowing 
river is increased for us because of this 
scarcity. 

This bill again shows the apprecia
tion we have for our river resources. It 
will confer the designation "rec
reational river," as provided for in the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, for an ad
ditional 12 miles downstream from the 
southern terminus of the Rio Grandes' 
existing designation. This will cover 
from the Taos Junction Bridge down to 
the village of Rinconada. 

A majority of the lands in the pro
posed extension are public lands under 
the administration of the Bureau of 
Land Management. Private lands are 
centered around the village of Pilar for 
about 2 river miles, and at three loca
tions downstream, totaling about 1114 
additional miles. 

Mr. President, let me tell you about 
this 12-mile segment of river. Just 
south of the Taos Junction Bridge the 
river enters the Orilla Verde Recre
ation Area, a stretch with several de
veloped recreation sites and with some 
prime riparian areas which provide 
homes to a variety of birds and ani
mals. State Highway 570 follows the 
river in this section. South of the 
recreation area, beginning just below 
Pilar, the river carves its way through 
deep, spectacular canyons. There are 
stretches of rapids in this part of the 
river. And, above the canyon, State 
Highway 64 runs, providing pullouts to 
watch both the activities on the river 
and the river taking its course below. 
River rafters, boaters, people fishing, 
photographers, hikers and 
rockclimbers, campers-all use and 
enjoy the free-flowing Rio Grande 
along this 12-mile segment. 

This bill will provide protection for 
this portion of the river from any new 
federally built, permitted, or licensed 
dams or other water resource projects 
which would have a direct and adverse 
effect on the free-flowing values of the 
Rio Grande. 

But, "recreational river" is also the 
most expansive designation within the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act for con
tinuing multiple resource management 
of the area-that's good for this seg
ment. And this is why, under the des
ignation "recreational river" the fol
lowing may occur: optimum access by 
motorized vehicles on existing roads 
will be continued; public use areas may 
be in close proximity to the river; new 
structures will be allowed for both rec
reational use and habitation-but ex
tensive recreational development is 
not required; recreation uses will be 
encouraged to the extent consistent 
with protection of the river environ
ment; new rights of way will be dis
couraged, but if unavoidable, will be lo
cated and designed in ways to minimize 
effects on the river's values; lands will 
be managed for a full range of agricul
tural and livestock grazing uses, con
sistent with current practices; timber 
harvesting would be allowed under 
standard restrictions to avoid adverse 
effects on the river environment; water 

quality will be maintained or im
proved; existing dams and diversions 
may be maintained in such a way as to 
assure that the character of the water
way will remain generally natural; new 
mining claims are allowed and existing 
operations are allowed to continue; ex
isting parallel roads can be maintained 
on either or both banks of the river; 
and finally, several bridge crossings 
and numerous river access points are 
permitted. 

It is with this knowledge that the 
landowners along the river-Federal 
and private-support this designation. 
As recently as last week at a town 
meeting held near the proposed exten
sion, the bill was greeted with clear 
and enthusiastic support. The bill will 
protect the values of the river that 
New Mexicans hold dear. And, finally, 
both the people who use the river, and 
those who live along it, will be assured 
of a beautiful, free-flowing stream for 
themselves and their children. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that this bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

s. 2021 
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 "Rio Grande 
Designation Act of 1991". 
SEC. 2. DESIGNATION OF RECREATIONAL RIVER. 

Section 3(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act (16 U.S.C. 1274(a)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

"( ) RIO GRANDE, NEW MEXICO.-The main 
stem from the southern boundary of the Rio 
Grande, New Mexico, wild and scenic river, 
designated pursuant to paragraph (4), located 
at the intersection of State Highway 567 and 
State Highway 570 at the site of the Taos 
Junction Bridge, downstream approximately 
12 miles to the west section line of Section 
15, Township 23 North, Range 10 East, to be 
administered by the Secretary of the Inte
rior as a recreational river.". 
SEC. 3. WITHDRAWAL. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subject to valid existing 
rights, the lands described in subsection (b) 
are withdrawn from entry, sale, or other dis
position under the public land laws, from all 
forms of appropriation under the mining 
laws, and from operation of the mineral leas
ing laws. 

(b) LANDS.-
(1) DESCRIPTION AND MAP.-The lands re

ferred to in subsection (a)---
(A) comprise approximately 1,349.36 acres; 
(B) were conveyed from the State of New 

Mexico to the Bureau of Land Management 
on or about July 23, 1980, April 20, 1990, and 
July 17, 1990; 

(C) are known as the Orilla Verde Recre
ation Area; and 

(D) are generally depicted on the map enti
tled "Recreation Addition to Rio Grande 
Wild and Scenic River", numbered and 
dated . 

(2) PUBLIC ACCESS TO MAP.-The map shall 
be on file and available for public inspection 
in-

(A) the Office of the Director of the Bureau 
of Land Management; and 
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(B) appropriate offices of the Bureau of 

Land Management in the State of New Mex
ico. 

By Mr. BOREN: 
S. 2022. A bill to establish the United 

States-Soviet Democracy Center, to 
authorize the Peace Corps to operate in 
the Soviet Union, and to establish a 
fellowship program for young Soviet 
leaders; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 
INITIATIVE FOR SOVIET DEMOCRACY ACT OF 1991 

• Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, 2 days 
ago, I joined with my distinguished col
league from Indiana to call for a bipar
tisan, cooperative approach to deal 
with the crisis in the former Soviet 
Union. We said then, and continue to 
believe today, that the prospect of so
cial chaos and of a return to anti
American leaders in Moscow is too 
great, at this pivotal moment in his
tory, to be left to the petty maneuvers 
of party politics. 

And so yesterday, a group of Sen
ators from both sides of the aisle met 
to discuss legislation which would help 
the Soviets dismantle their most omi
nous weapons of mass destruction. I am 
pleased to see that Senator LUGAR and 
the chairman of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, Senator NUNN, 
have unveiled the product of our bipar
tisan labor. I am proud to be a cospon
sor of this measure and hope the Sen
ate will look favorably upon it. 

It is notable that today, the Senate 
will have considered not only this 
much-needed and sensible legislation, 
but also the treaty to slash conven
tional forces in Europe. Both serve the 
same strategic purpose: To reduce the 
ability of the Soviet military to inflict 
harm on America or our allies, what
ever the future of the crumbling Soviet 
Union. 

But Mr. President, where the Soviet 
Union is concerned, we must have a 
two-track strategy for safeguarding 
our security-and dismantling their 
weapons is only one of them. We must 
also move-with the same urgency, the 
same recognition that our actions will 
resonate generations from now-to bol
ster democracy in the Soviet republics. 

No one should believe that the forces 
of repression, of hatred and iron rule, 
disappeared when the August coup 
failed. Those forces merely went under
ground, and their leaders are waiting 
patiently for democracy to sputter and 
die. For every reformer, there is a 
Vladimir Zhirinovski, the extremist, 
the neofascist, the conspiracy theorist. 
And for every Zhirinovski, there are 10 
Russians who are hungry and angry 
and ashamed, who might become will
ing to give up on this curious idea of 
freedom. What a blow it would be Mr. 
President, not just to the Soviet people 
but to the American taxpayers who 
have spent untold sums to win the cold 
war, if the United States stood by, 
nervous and afraid, at this decisive mo-

ment in postwar history, only to see a 
dangerous and costly arms race 
reignited. 

That is why I am introducing today 
the Initiative for Soviet Democracy 
Act of 1991. This bill, if enacted, would 
represent the first coherent effort by 
the United States Government to bol
ster the fledgling democratic institu
tions of the former Soviet Union. Its 
cost is modest, but its benefits will be 
profound and lasting. 

The initiative for Soviet democracy 
is a three-pronged plan. 

First, we would create a United 
States-Soviet Democracy Center in 
Moscow. This would be an institute 
where American and Soviet experts 
would determine the best means to ad
dress Soviet deficiencies in legal, busi
ness, and English language skills. The 
center would serve as a focal point for 
the numerous private efforts already 
out there to strengthen democracy and 
a market economy. It would sponsor 
training programs for Soviet policy
makers, and issue policy recommenda
tions to the United States President 
and Congress. 

Second, the initiative would create 
two new Peace Corps programs. One, 
known as the United States-Soviet De
mocracy Corps, would send 100 Amer
ican graduates of law, public policy, or 
business schools to serve as interns and 
advisers to a variety of republic gov
ernmental institutions. Another Peace 
Corps program, the United States-So
viet English language initiative, would 
send 200 volunteers to teach English in 
the republics. 

Finally, the initiative would create 
leadership-by-example groups, or 
LEGS, a program of fellowships for 
young Soviet lawyers, lawmakers, and 
academics to spend 1 year observing 
American Government institutions at 
all levels. 

Mr. President, the total proposed 
funding for this program is $12 million 
in fiscal year 1992, and $18 million in 
fiscal year 1993. This 2-year sum of $30 
million represents less than one-fourth 
of 1 percent of the foreign aid budget. 
More importantly, it represents a wise 
investment in our own long-term secu
rity. And to forsake such an approach 
now because of party politics or a de
sire to score short-term political points 
would be terribly misguided. 

We have heard in the last several 
weeks a strong sentiment against for
eign aid boondoggles. We have heard 
cries for America first. These pleas 
come from the hearts of many Ameri
cans, and as I said Wednesday, I am 
among those who believe that if we 
don't take care of our problems at 
home, we won't be able to help anyone 
else. But Mr. President, the initiative 
for Soviet democracy is not a give
away. It is not charity. It is-plain and 
simple-an act of rational self-interest. 
We are dealing with a very special case 
in the Soviet Union, the only entity 

with 30,000 nuclear warheads, 12,000 of 
them able to reach the United States. 

It helps America if we start now, at 
this enormously uncertain time, to 
build lasting relationships with the 
young pro-Western, pro-American fu
ture leaders of the Soviet Republics. 
This is not a foreign aid issue. It is a 
national security issue. 

As I said before, this initiative is a 
modest proposal. Let's remember how 
much the Soviets have to learn about 
democracy-about representation, 
about public accountability, about 
checks and balances, about regulatory 
law, about the relationship between 
free markets and political liberty. 
They have so much to learn, Mr. Presi
dent, and so little time. The Soviet 
winter is coming, and their economy is 
mired in a disaster of unknown propor
tions. But we must start somewhere, 
and in a way that will provide lasting 
and concrete returns. This proposal is 
cost effective. It creates no bureauc
racy. It relies not on huge grants of 
cash but on the sharing of American 
technical expertise. Programs like the 
Democracy Center, the Democracy 
Corps, the English language initiative, 
and the LEGS fellowships are seeds 
which we must plant now if we want to 
see freedom, peace, and demilitariza
tion blossom in Moscow next spring. 

Mr. President, in the years after 
World War II, America and the Soviet 
Union became locked in a costly cold 
war. Forty-five years and trillions of 
dollars later, we are so tantalizing 
close to a final resolution of that cold 
war. It is true that in this recession, we 
can't afford to throw money away. But 
to make a small investment now to en
sure that the Soviets give freedom a 
chance is not a wasteful use of our 
funds. It is common sense. It is in the 
American interest. We have an unprec
edented opportunity to consolidate the 
gains made by democratic reforms in 
the Soviet Union. For our own sake, 
let's finish the job we started.• 

BY Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, 
Mr. SIMON, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. ADAMS, Mr. 
METZENBAUM, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. GoRE, Mr. MOY
NIHAN. Mr. LEAHY' and Mr. 
KERREY): 

S. 2023. A bill to provide for the ad
mission of the State of New Columbia 
into the Union; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

NEW COLUMBIA ADMISSION ACT 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, today, 
I am reintroducing legislation to grant 
statehood to the District of Columbia. 

This legislation fulfills · a fundamen
tal right that no self-respecting democ
racy can ignore. Statehood is a matter 
of simple justice for the 600,000 citizens 
of the District of Columbia. All of the 
old arguments against it are more 
threadbare than ever. 
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The District of Columbia has a 

strong private sector and a sound eco
nomic base. It is time to put to rest, 
once and for all, the shameful myth 
that the District is nothing more than 
a collection of Federal monuments, 
federal workers, and foreign embassies. 
It is a living, breathing, thriving city 
that is home to large numbers of Amer
icans who discover the same basic 
rights that all other Americans enjoy. 

Contrary to popular belief, 70 percent 
of D.C. residents are employed outside 
the Federal Government. District resi
dents pay more taxes to the U.S. Treas
ury than eight States. If taxation with
out representation is wrong for those 
states, it is wrong for the District of 
Columbia. 

Nothing in the Constitution prevents 
statehood for the District. The pro
posed legislation carves out the Cap
itol, the White House, and other essen
tial parts of the Federal Government, 
and Congress will continue to exercise 
exclusive jurisdiction over this area. 
That is all the Constitution requires. 

The citizens of the District of Colum
bia are ready for this step. They want 
it and they deserve it. In 1980, they 
voted for statehood by a margin of 59 
to 40 percent. 

For generations, the residents of the 
District of Columbia have borne the 
burdens and responsibilities of U.S. 
citizens. The District lost more young 
men in the Vietnam war than 10 
States. In the Persian Gulf war, the 
District of Columbia ranked fifth per 
capita, in reserves called to active 
duty. By every standard, the citizens of 
the District of Columbia deserve to be 
citizens of a State, not citizens of 
America's Last Colony. 

We all know what's going on here. 
Opponents of statehood have felt in the 
past that the District of Columbia is 
too urban, too liberal, too Democratic, 
too black. 

Those arguments can't stand the 
light of today. They're an insult to ev
erything America stands for. No Amer
icans anywhere in this country should 
have lesser rights because of where 
they live, their social philosophy, their 
political party, or the color of their 
skin. 

It is time to end this disgraceful dou
ble standard. It is time to make the 
District of Columbia the 51st star in 
the American flag. And when we do, 
the flag will fly higher and prouder, be
cause our democracy will be fairer and 
stronger. 

"Fifty-four forty or fight" was a 
great American rallying cry of the 
past. May our rallying cry now be 
"Fifty-one in '92"-statehood for the 
District of Columbia in 1992. 

Mr. SIMON. This year, as we cele
brate the bicentennial of the District 
of Columbia, I am pleased to join my 
colleague Senator KENNEDY in reintro
ducing legislation to grant statehood 
to the District of Columbia. The resi-

dents of the District of Columbia have 
voted on and duly presented their ap
plication for statehood to Congress. 
Congress should debate and, ulti
mately, honor their request for admis
sion. 

I have supported national representa
tion for the residents of the District of 
Columbia since I was a House Member 
in the 1970's. It is patently unfair for 
D.C. residents to be the hosts of Con
gress and yet have no voting represen
tation in either the House or the Sen
ate. 

As Americans, we take for granted 
our right to contribute to national pol
icy and to have representation in gov
ernment. But those who move from Il
linois or another State to Washington, 
DC, lose the rights they once enjoyed. 
They lose the right to voting represen
tation in Congress as well as some 
measure of control over local schools 
and Government. This situation is dis
criminatory, yet it is correctable. 

Our bill responds to the petition for 
statehood approved by the residents of 
the District of Columbia. It grants 
equal rights to the two-thirds of a mil
lion Americans who live in the District 
of Columbia. It gives them the right to 
do what other Americans have the 
right to do-elect two U.S. Senators 
and a voting Member of the House of 
Representatives. The bill further re
moves congressional control over many 
local activities of the District govern
ment and puts that power in the hands 
of local residents, where it belongs. 

There are those who say that state
hood for the District of Columbia re
quires an amendment to the Constitu
tion rather than congressional passage 
of a statute. As chairman of the Senate 
Subcommittee on the Constitution, I 
have considered that argument and I 
am convinced that a constitutional 
amendment is not required. 

Article I, section 8, clause 17 of the 
U.S. Constitution provides for a dis
trict of not more than 100 square miles, 
outside of the boundaries of any State, 
to serve as the Nation's Capital. At 
present, the District measures 68.25 
square miles. The Constitution speci
fies no minimum area. A bill that 
grants statehood to much of the 
present District, while leaving a Fed
eral enclave to serve as a capitol under 
the control of Congress would meet the 
requirements of article I. Our bill does 
that. 

According to current census figures 
the residents of the District of Colum
bia outnumber the residents of three 
States---Wyoming, Alaska, and Ver
mont. When President Monroe signed 
the proclamation to make Illinois the 
21st State in 1818, our Illinois popu
lation was just 55,211, less than 10 per
cent of today's District population. 

Furthermore, District residents pay 
more in Federal taxes than eight 
States. Yet District residents have no 
voice when Congress votes on these 
taxes. 

U.S. citizens in the District of Co
lumbia serve in the military and have 
been subject to the draft. When we 
went to war in the Persian Gulf, the 
District of Columbia ranked fifth on a 
per capita basis in the number of re
servists called to active duty. District 
residents had no voting representation 
on the floors of Congress during the 
historic vote to authorize a war in the 
Persian Gulf. District residents cannot 
vote for those in Congress who set our 
defense, foreign, and military policies. 
Can we just sit back and continue to 
accept this inequity within our coun
try? 

We have welcomed the democratic 
change sweeping Eastern Europe. It is 
ironic that the residents of Warsaw, 
Prague, and the other East European 
capitals all will have voices in their 
new legislatures, while the citizens of 
our Capital still do not. Accepting the 
District of Columbia as a State will 
end this inequity once and for all. I en
courage my colleagues to cosponsor 
this important legislation. 

By Mr. BOND (for himself, and 
Mr. DANFORTH): 

S. 2024. A bill to direct acquisitions 
within the Eleven Point Wild and Sce
nic River, to establish the Greer Spring 
Special Management Area in Missouri, 
and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

GREER SPRING ACQUISITION AND PROTECTION 
ACT OF 1991 

• Mr. BOND. Mr. President, Senator 
DANFORTH and I are pleased to intro
duce legislation today which protects 
one of the most beautiful parts of our 
State-the Greer Spring tract in south
eastern Missouri. It is identical to H.R. 
3604, which was recently introduced by 
Congressman EMERSON and cosponsored 
by all members of the Missouri con
gressional delegation. It has been re
ported by both the House Agriculture 
and Interior Committees and the full 
House is scheduled to approve it before 
the Thanksgiving recess. 

This breakthrough represents 4 long, 
hard years of dedicated negotiation by 
all the parties involved-Congressman 
EMERSON, Congressman VOLKMER, the 
current landowner, Mr. Leo Drey, and 
Missouri environmental groups. It is an 
excellent proposal which will preserve 
and protect this beautiful site, which is 
the second largest spring in the State, 
while allowing access to hikers, fisher
men, hunters, and for forest manage
ment needs. 

The legislation directs the Secretary 
of Agriculture to acquire 7,000 acres, 
including and surrounding Greer 
Spring. The 2,500 acres along the Elev
en · Point River, which includes the 
Spring, would be added to the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers corridor and managed 
under the current stringent guidelines. 
The remaining 4,500 acres would be des
ignated the Greer Spring Special Man
agement Area and managed under spe-
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cial guidelines for outdoor recreation, 
protection of the area's natural, ar
chaeological and scenic resources, tim
ber harvesting, mining and vehicular 
access. Hunting and fishing would be 
permitted within the special manage
ment area. 

Fortunately, the $4 million needed to 
purchase the property is assured. Sen
ators DANFORTH and EAGLETON secured 
$1.5 million in fiscal year 1987; Senator 
DANFORTH and I obtained $2 million in 
fiscal year 1989. In addition, Anheuser
Busch will make a generous contribu
tion of $500,000. 

Safeguarding this scenic land will 
preserve an essential part of Missouri's 
natural heritage. Greer Spring em
bodies the untouched wilderness that 
confronted explorers, pioneers, and set
tlers when they crossed the Mississippi 
River into Missouri territory. Preserv
ing this tract will allow our children to 
enjoy the land that challenged and nur
tured their forefathers. 

I will pursue its passage at the earli
est date, hopefully before Congress ad
journs for the year.• 

By Mr. SIMON (for himself, Mr. 
KOHL, Mr. BRADLEY, and Mr. 
CRANSTON): 

S. 2025. A bill to authorize grants to 
State, local, and private entities for 
programs to prevent youths from be
coming involved in gangs; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 
PREVENTION OF YOUTH INVOLVEMENT IN GANGS 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation to estab
lish the Early Gang Prevention Center 
Grant Program. This program builds 
on my earlier efforts to address the 
gang problem, the Gang Prevention 
Grant Program, which became law in 
1988. The success of programs funded 
under this effort pointed out two 
things; we desperately need to continue 
working with youth involved with 
gangs and we must broaden our focus 
to include effective prevention for 
younger children. 

Due to the dramatic rise of violent 
crimes by juveniles, the Justice De
partment, through the Office of Justice 
Programs-OJP-has begun to hold a 
series of site studies on gang crime 
throughout the Nation. Testimony at 
the recent hearings in Chicago pro
vided a grim insight into the lives of 
those who are on the front lines com
batting gang violence. Cook County 
State's Attorney Jack O'Malley spoke 
of the first degree murder charges filed 
against two gang members, 13 and 14 
years old, for killing another 14 year 
old, apparently over recruitment. 
Mothers told stories of hiding their 
children in bathtubs when gang mem
bers start shooting. One mother testi
fied that one of the few sentences that 
her 2-year-old child knows is: "Get 
down, get down, they're shooting." In 
Chicago, it has come to this. 

The Early Gang Prevention Center 
targets the growing number of youth in 

our country joining gangs. These youth 
believe that becoming a gang member 
is their most worthwhile option. The 
loyalty among gang membership pro
vides a secure family, and the profits 
from gang-related illegal activities 
such as drug trafficking are a powerful 
draw. However, the life of a gang mem
ber can be a violent one. Gang-related 
crime and violence have continued to 
increase at an alarming rate. In Chi
cago alone, gang-related homicides 
have risen from 38 in 1980 to 101 in 1990. 
Already many neighborhoods, both in 
urban and rural areas, are virtually 
controlled by gangs. 

Both the public and private sectors 
have come up with strategies to deal 
with this growing problem. Attempts 
to lure youth away from gangs have re
vealed that gang members rarely leave 
their gangs. At the Chicago hearings, 
local law enforcement officials and 
residents alike stressed the importance 
of child oriented programs as the only 
real answer to the gang problem. We 
must concentrate on prevention and 
target those young people at risk of be
coming a gang member. We must edu
cate our youth to let them understand 
that gangs are a dead end. They need 
support to resist gang membership, as 
well as alternatives that allow them to 
pursue healthy avenues for their lives. 

The Early Gang Prevention Center 
Program would allow professional staff 
to work through the school system and 
public housing to reach youth at the 
elementary level, when youth are seri
ously thinking of gang membership. 
Reaching out through the school sys
tem and public housing has been ex
tremely successful as they provide the 
structure and consistency required for 
effective prevention. Staff would edu
cate youth about the dangers of gangs, 
organize antigang action in the com
munities in which the youth live and 
cooperate with the social service agen
cies who already provide services for 
youth and their families. In addition, 
staff would be available for counseling 
at-risk youth and crisis intervention as 
needed. Successful prevention involves 
addressing all the complexities of this 
problem. Only through a multifaceted 
approach can we begin to effectively 
steer away youth from gang member
ship. 

Without preventing these youth from 
becoming involved in gangs, we will see 
gang-related crime and violence rise to 
previously unheard of levels. We can
not afford to have thousands more of 
American youth joining gangs. It is im
perative that we take action now to 
prevent our youth from becoming in
volved in activities that kill opportuni
ties to lead a healthy and productive 
life, or more importantly, kill them. 
The Early Gang Prevention Center 
Grant Program gives young people a 
chance to fight off the powerful pull of 
gang membership. Gangs are fierce in 
their recruitment efforts. We must be 

just as forceful in our efforts to keep 
youth out of gangs. Strong prevention 
efforts, like this program, are the way 
to do that. We cannot afford to wait 
another day. It could be a matter of 
life and death. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of this bill be in
cluded in the RECORD following my re
marks. 

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

S. 2025 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. PREVENTION OF YOUTH INVOLVE· 

MENT IN GANGS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Health 

and Human Services may make grants to 
State and local government agencies and to 
private entitles to establish and carry out 
programs to prevent elementary school chil
dren from becoming involved in gangs. 

(b) USE OF FUNDS.-Grants made pursuant 
to subsection (a) shall-

(1) target elementary school students, with 
the purpose of steering students away from 
gang involvement; 

(2) provide individual and family crisis 
intervention and counseling to students and 
their families who are particularly at risk of 
gang involvement, including cooperation 
with social service, welfare, and health care 
programs as needed; 

(3) develop and support community edu
cation about gangs and gang activity with 
the intent of involving the community in 
dealing with the problems associated with 
gangs; and 

(4) include a special location within the 
school or housing project for program activi
ties. 

(c) APPLICATION.-(!) An entity that desires 
a grant under this section shall submit an 
application to the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services at such time, in such man
ner, and accompanied by such information as 
the Secretary may reasonably require. 

(2) An application submitted pursuant to 
paragraph (1) shall-

(A) describe the activities for which assist
ance under this section is sought; and 

(B) provide such additional assurances as 
the Secretary determines to be essential to 
ensure compliance with the requirements of 
this section. 

(d) REPORTS BY GRANT RECIPIENTS.-Each 
recipient of a grant under this section shall 
submit a report to the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services annually that-

(1) describes the activities that were car
ried out with grant funds during the preced
ing year; and 

(2) describes the recipient's plans for the 
coming year. 

(e) REPORTS BY THE SECRETARY.-The Sec
retary of Health and Human Services shall 
annually make an assessment of and report 
to Congress on the effectiveness of the grant 
program established by this section. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $5,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1992, $7,000,000 for fiscal year 1993, and 
$10,000,000 for fiscal year 1994.• 

By Mr. MACK: 
S. 2026. A bill to assure the protec

tion of Haitians in the United States or 
in United States custody pending the 
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resumption of democratic rule in Haiti; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

HAITIAN REFUGEE PROTECTION ACT OF 1991 

• Mr. MACK. Mr. President, for weeks 
now we have been witnessing a tragic 
story of human suffering in Haiti as 
that country's people have dem
onstrated to the world the value they 
place on freedom. We've been reminded 
again just how precious freedom is and 
how equally difficult it can be to ob
tain. 

Cuban news sources have reported 
that at least 120 Haitians are feared 
dead as a boat crammed with 200 people 
fleeing to the United States for free
dom had sunk. 

We cannot continue to operate a pol
icy toward Haitian refugees that is 
based solely on damage control and cri
sis management. We must develop a 
lasting policy that works. 

The argument that we should inter
dict and return Haitians to prevent fur
ther loss of lives only demonstrates 
that what is needed is an orderly safe 
process for Haitians seeking freedom. 

Today, I am introducing legislation 
which provides the road to freedom 
without forcing people to risk their 
lives at sea. The bill essentially does 
two things: 

First, it sets aside at least 2,000 refu
gee admission slots specifically for 
Haitians. This provision provides the 
process within which Haitians may flee 
persecution without compelling them 
to brave the high seas and risk their 
lives. This bill also provides that these 
2,000 slots do not deplete the current 
3,000 allotment for refugees admissions 
from Latin America and the Caribbean. 
I would encourage other freedom-lov
ing nations throughout the world to 
take on a similar responsibility. 

Second, the bill grants temporary 
protected status [TPS] to Haitians who 
are currently in the United States or 
who are in the custody or control of 
the United States. Importantly, the 
language in this bill ensures that those 
granted TPS will be able to access nec
essary Federal Assistance. As the first 
point of entry to the United States, 
Florida must be assured that the Fed
eral Government will take its proper fi
nancial role. 

Regrettably, our Haitian refugee pol
icy has lost touch of the universal prin
cipal of freedom. It is a disgrace to 
intercept Haitians on the high seas 
fleeing persecution only to send them 
back to an island run by an illegal 
military leadership that rules by fear 
and violence. 

Since the illegal military coup Sep
tember 30, the Haitian people have lost 
hope that freedom will be theirs at 
last. 

Now, more than ever, the United 
States must take a leadership role and 
call on all freedom-loving nations to 
band together to help restore Haiti's 
democracy. Once free, the Haitian peo
ple will have the opportunity to rebuild 
their country. 

In the meantime, any immigration 
policy that systematically applies a 
double-standard to Haitians is morally 
wrong. That's why this bill is so essen
tial. It corrects the injustice in our 
current policy that discriminates 
against the poorest of our Caribbean 
neighbors. It provides a logical and sys
tematic plan for allowing Haitian refu
gees who are persecuted to come to the 
United States without crossing 
teacherous seas. 

Haitian people are like any other on 
this Earth. They desire to live free. To 
treat them differently ignores the prin
ciples of freedom that have made this 
Nation great. 

Freedom_ is the core of all human 
progress. When we forget that lesson, 
we have cheated ourselves and others 
who long to be free.• 

By Mr. CHA FEE (for himself and 
Mr. BINGAMAN): 

S. 2027. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to eliminate 
the annual cap on the amount of pay
ment for outpatient physical therapy 
and occupational therapy services 
under part B of the Medicare Program; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

ELIMINATION OF ANNUAL CAP FOR MEDICARE 
PAYMENT FOR CERTAIN OUTPATIENT SERVICES 

• Mr. CHAFFE. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation to make it 
easier for senior citizens to get needed 
physical therapy services through the 
Medicare Program. These services are 
critical to individuals who have suf
fered from such conditions as stroke or 
heart attack. My bill eliminates an ex
isting $750 cap on payments for phys
ical therapy or occupational therapy 
provided by therapists in independent 
practice. 

Under current Medicare law, there is 
no limit to physical therapy services 
when they are provided either in a phy
sician's office, or on an outpatient 
basis in a hospital. Medicare does, how
ever, limit reimbursement for services 
provided by an independent physical or 
occupational therapist to $750 per cal
endar year. When a patient who re
ceives services from an independent 
therapist reaches his or her limit, the 
patient must either stop treatment, 
change to a therapist in a physician's 
office or a hospital, or pay for these 
services out-of-pocket. Not only is it a 
burden for seniors to change providers, 
but for those Medicare patients who 
live in areas where there is a shortage 
of heal th care providers, a therapist in 
a physicians office or hospital may be 
unavailable, or reachable only by trav
eling long distances. 

Some may argue that removal of this 
cap will significantly increase Medi
care expenditures for physical therapy 
services. The Health Care Financing 
Administration [HCF A] however, has 
placed the services of these physical 
therapists under the new Medicare 
physican fee schedule and volume per-

formance standards. These regulations 
would control payment for services 
performed by independent practition
ers based on a fee schedule. Therefore, 
an arbitrary cap on reimbursement is 
no longer necessary. 

Beside decreasing the availability of 
services to senior citizens, the current 
limit may actually increase costs to 
the Medicare Program. According to 
1988 data, Medicare paid on average 
$1.62 less for physical therapy services 
by independent providers than for 
these same services when provided by a 
physician. Although $1.62 doesn' t seem 
like much, when multiplied by the 1 
billion physical therapy procedures 
that were billed to Medicare in 1988, 
the cost becomes clear. 

My legislation would allow patients 
in need of physical and occupational 
therapy to receive these services with
out having to face the possibility of 
terminating treatment early, or con
tinuing treatment elsewhere, because 
of a predetermined limit on Medicare 
reimbursement. I hope that my col
leagues will join me in sponsoring this 
legislation which assures our senior 
citizens access to these critically need
ed services.• 

By Mr. SPECTER: 
S. 2028. A bill to amend title 38, Unit

ed States Code, to improve and expand 
health care and health-care related 
services furnished to women veterans 
by the Department of Veterans Affairs; 
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

WOMEN VETERANS' HEALTH EQUITY ACT 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I am 
today introducing the women veterans' 
health equity bill of 1991. The purpose 
of this legislation is to begin the long 
march toward equality in treatment 
for our 1.2 million women veterans 
within the VA health care system. 

BACKGROUND: A HISTORY OF PROUD SERVICE 

Since the founding of our republic, 
women have served both in and as an 
adjunct to our Armed Forces. As we 
know, although 34,000 women served 
during World War I, women were 
brought into military service for the 
first time in large numbers in World 
War II, when some 384,000 women wore 
the uniform. Although women's compo
nents of the military were to have been 
phased out after the war, they re
mained as part of the peacetime mili
tary for the best reason of all: Their 
strong record of service. That decision 
was proved sound, as some 110,000 
women served in the Korean conflict, 
while 261,000 served in Southeast Asia 
during the Vietnam era. 

Of course, Mr. President, we have 
only recently witnessed the dramatic 
contribution of women in the military 
in the Persian Gulf war, as some 33,000 
women soldiers were deployed in 
Southwest Asia. These brave women 
served in key combat-support posi
tions: They served as pilots and crew 
members of planes and helicopters, 
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drove trucks, ran prisoner-of-war fa
cilities, served on support and repair 
ships, and built the infrastructure in 
construction battalions. 

Today, the 233,000 women in uniform 
constitute 11 percent of our Active 
Force, while 155,000-13 percent-serve 
in our Ready Reserve. What is most 
impressive is that less than 20 years 
ago, women comprised less than 2 per
cent of America's military. Further, 
women veterans are currently the fast
est-growing segment of the veteran 
population: Our 1.2 million female vets 
comprise 4.3 percent of the total vet
eran population. By the year 2000, that 
percentage will increase to 5.3 percent. 

But we do not have to go just by sta
tistics. Last July, when the Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs held its important 
hearings on the readjustment needs of 
Persian Gulf war veterans, I invited 
members of the 14th Quartermaster De
tachment from Greensburg, PA to tes
tify. Among others, we heard the testi
mony of Sgt. Mary Rhodes of Califor
nia, PA, and Specialist Tracy Akra of 
Harrisburg, both wounded in the infa
mous Scud attack. Since then, my staff 
and I have maintained close contact 
with the 14th, including Specialist An
gela Betton of North Versailles, PA, 
and Specialist Lois Abreski of North 
Huntington, PA, both still recovering 
from wounds at Walter Reed Army 
Medical Center here in Washington. 
These are remarkable individuals, Mr. 
President, of whom all Americans may 
be proud. 

THE NEED FOR CHANGE 

It is clear that women are, and have 
been, an integral part of our Nation's 
military and, as a result, of our Na
tion 's veterans. And although the De
partment of Veterans Affairs [VA] has 
responded aggressively in many in
stances to womens' needs in the past 
few years, it is my view that much re
mains to be done. 

This bill is aimed at correcting what 
I believe is the most important issue 
facing women veterans: Health care 
within the VA system. The VA has 
done good work in the general field of 
health care. Through a system com
prised of 172 hospitals, and hundreds of 
outpatient clinics and readjustment 
centers, VA is engaged in important 
treatment and research. But frankly, 
Mr. President, that treatment and that 
research is primarily aimed at issues 
that affect men. That is simply an his
torical fact. 

It is my firm belief that our commit
ment to quality of health care for 
women veterans receive must match 
the commitment these citizens have 
made to their country. I think that it 
is time to intensify VA's focus on 
women veterans. And that is what I in
tend to do through the Women Veter
ans' Health Equity Bill of 1991. This 
bill would address heal th issues affect
ing women veterans, both in terms of 
treatment and in terms of research. 

EQUITY IN TREATMENT 

In terms of treatment, the bill would 
require that VA provide "well-women 
care services" to two critical classes of 
women veterans: Those who suffer from 
a service-connected disability and 
those whose income would qualify 
them for mandatory inpatient treat
ment-currently $18,171 per year. These 
services, which would be directed to
ward the health-care needs of both 
younger and older women veterans, 
would include pap smears, breast 
exams, reproductive health care and 
family planning services. 

I believe, Mr. President, that these 
services proposed in my bill are not 
only vital to women veterans, but that 
they also are in line with VA's admira
ble drive to emphasize preventive 
health-care services within the system. 

EQUITY IN RESEARCH 

The Department of Veterans Affairs 
has long been a leader in health-care 
research. We are justifiably proud of 
the pioneering work that has been done 
by the dedicated men and women work
ing for, or under the auspices of, VA. 
And we match that pride with dollars: 
President Bush recently signed Public 
Law No. 102-139, the VA/HUD appro
priations bill, which authorizes some 
$227 million for medical and 
prosthethic research. 

Nevertheless, not very much of that 
· money goes directly to issues which 
concern women. Indeed, when I was 
preparing this bill, Mr. President, VA 
could identify only about $1.7 million 
that was directed at research specifi
cally involving women, and that figure 
was derived from a single researcher 
who, out of personal interest, kept 
track of that number. And even this 
$1.7 million is not exclusively from the 
VA appropriation: It includes funding 
from other Federal sources. Because of 
my view of the importance of the 
health-care needs of women veterans, I 
do not believe that is enough. Nor do I 
believe that VA should not have good 
figures on this important work. 

To deal with these issues, my bill 
would require an expansion in VA med
ical research to focus on areas with 
health consequences for women, includ
ing breast cancer and osteoporosis, 
with 3-year funding of $6 million. In ad
dition, VA would be required to coordi
nate its research relating to women 
veterans, so that those involved in 
these important areas are aware of 
what is being done. 

In connection with this expansion of 
VA research, there is another area that 
is of considerable interest to me and, I 
believe, to women veterans. It concerns 
gender discrepancies involving the in
cidence of mental illness. In 1990, 14.8 
percent of women were hospitalized 
within the VA with a diagnosis of psy
chotic illness; during that same period, 
8.9 percent of men's admissions were 
for the same reason. We know also that 
psychotic illnesses suffered by male 

veterans are more likely to be related 
to alcohol than psychotic illnesses suf
fered by women veterans. We simply do 
not know the reasons for these dispari
ties. Accordingly, this research provi
sion of my bill would require a directed 
research study to examine this re
ported disparity. 

Another important area, Mr. Presi
dent, is finding out exactly what the 
health-care needs of our women veter
ans are. No such major study has been 
done since 1985, when VA commissioned 
Louis Harris and Associates to perform 
a population study of women veterans. 
At that time, the study seemed to indi
cate that women veterans had a cancer 
rate of 8.6 percent, as opposed to a rate 
of 5.2 percent in the general population 
of American women. That study also 
found that most frequently occurring 
cancer among women veterans was 
cancer of the reproductive organs, 
which occurred twice as often as breast 
cancer, while the general population of 
American women had exactly the oppo
site result. 

Those are disturbing statistics, Mr. 
President. But what is perhaps most 
disturbing is the fact that the Harris 
Population Study is the only source we 
have to describe the population of 
women veterans. We need an update. 

Accordingly, this bill would require 
VA to conduct a population study of 
women veterans and active-duty 
women, aimed at determining and pre
dicting the heal th-care needs of women 
veterans, with an authorization of $1.5 
million. This study is essential, Mr. 
President, if we are to enable the VA 
health-care system to meet the de
mands-now and in the future-of 
women veterans. The information col
lected will assist VA and veterans by 
targeting those needs and working out 
strategies, both in terms of treatment 
and research, to deal effectively with 
the needs of this population. 

Another aspect of VA research that is 
important to me is ensuring that, when 
medical research based on an analysis 
of population is done, it is directed at 
issues important to and done in a way 
that will produce results meaningful to 
our women veterans. Accordingly, my 
bill would require that VA, in conduct
ing medical research based on analysis 
of populations-in other words, epide
miological research-take into account 
problems significant to women, and 
that VA ensure that the population 
studied is representative of the number 
of women in the general population. 

Finally, Mr. President, in order to 
ensure that Congress is able to keep 
current on the status of VA's research 
regarding women veterans, my bill 
would require VA to report annually to 
the Committees on Veterans' Affairs of 
the Senate and House of Representa
tives, from 1992 through 1995, on the 
status of research on women veterans. 

CONCLUSION: LEADING THE WAY 

The Women Veterans' Health Equity 
Act is an important step forward, Mr. 
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President. I know that it is not the so
lution to all the problems facing 
women veterans. But by providing a 
critical package of preventive health
care services and by requiring signifi
cant medical research relating to 
women veterans, I believe my bill will 
lead the way to a new and long-overdue 
emphasis on the needs of these patri
ots. 

It has been said, Mr. President, that 
no nation can long survive that does 
not remember those who defended her. 
This Nation, through its extensive pro
gram of veterans' benefits, has shown 
that we do remember. But I believe our 
memories are unjustifiably hazy when 
it comes to the women who have put 
themselves in harm's way. My bill 
seeks to clear away that haze, to move 
us to the day when we do not speak of 
"men veterans" and "women veter
ans," but simply "veterans." 

I urge my colleagues to support me 
in this mission. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be placed 
in the RECORD immediately following 
my remarks, and that a detailed sec
tion-by-section analysis of the bill be 
placed immediately thereafter. 

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

s. 2028 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Women Vet
erans' Health Equity Act of 1991". 
SEC. 2. WELL-WOMEN CARE SERVICES. 

(a) REQUIREMENT TO PROVIDE SERVICES.
Chapter 17 of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subchapter: 
"SUBCHAPTER VIII-WELL-WOMEN CARE 

SERVICES 
"§ 1771. Well-women care services 

"(a) The Secretary shall furnish well
women care services to the women veterans 
referred to in subsection (b) in accordance 
with this section. 

"(b)(l) The Secretary shall furnish well
women care services under this section

"(A) to any woman veteran who has a serv
ice-connected disability; or 

"(B) to any woman veteran who is eligible 
for hospital care under section 1710(a) of this 
title and the annual income of that veteran 
(as determined under section 1503 of this 
title) does not exceed the maximum rate of 
pension that would be payable to that vet
eran if that veteran were eligible for pension 
under section 1521(d) of this title. 

"(2) Subject to section 1712(f) of this title, 
the Secretary may furnish well-women care 
services to a woman veteran who is eligible 
for hospital care under section 1710 of this 
title and who is not otherwise eligible for 
such services under this subsection. 

"(c)(l) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
the Secretary shall furnish well-women care 
services under this section in Department fa
cilities through personnel of the Department 
who are qualified in the furnishing of such 
services. 

"(2) In the event that the furnishing of 
well-women care services in facilities re-

ferred to in paragraph (1) is not feasible be
cause of geographic inaccessibility or other 
reason determined by the Secretary, the Sec
retary may furnish such services by contract 
with non-Department facilities (including 
community-based health care organizations, 
private health care contractors, and non
profit health care facilities) through appro
priately qualified personnel of such facili
ties. 

"(3) The Secretary shall prescribe quali
fications for the furnishing of well-women 
care services applicable to the personnel re
ferred to in paragraphs (1) and (2). The Sec
retary shall ensure that such qualifications 
apply uniformly to personnel of the Depart
ment and personnel of the facilities referred 
to in paragraph (2). 

"(d) In order to furnish well-women care 
services under this section, the Secretary 
shall take such actions as the Secretary con
siders appropriate to encourage the employ
ment and retention by the Department of 
gynecologists and other health care profes
sionals who are qualified to furnish such 
services. 

"(e)(l) For the purposes of this section, the 
term 'well-women care services' means 
health care services provided to women out
side the maternity cycle, including counsel
ing and services relating to the following: 

"(A) Papanicolaou tests (pap smear). 
"(B) Breast examinations and mammog-

raphy. 
"(C) The number and spacing of children. 
"(D) Contraception. 
"(E) General reproductive health care. 
"(F) The management of infertility. 
"(G) Adoption. 
"(2) Well-women care services under this 

section do not include the following: 
"(A) Pregnancy care (including prenatal 

and delivery care). 
"(B) Abortion.". 
(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 

sections at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new matter: 

"SUBCHAPTER VIII-WELL-WOMEN CARE 
SERVICES 

"1771. Well-women care services.". 
SEC. 3. EXPANSION OF RESEARCH RELATING TO 

WOMEN VETERANS. 
(a) EXPANSION OF MEDICAL RESEARCH PRO

GRAM.-(!) Subject to paragraph (3), in carry
ing out the medical research program of the 
Department under section 7303 of title 38, 
United States Code, the Secretary, in con
sultation with the Chief Medical Director 
(who shall consult with the Assistant Chief 
Medical Director for Nursing Programs), 
shall initiate research and expand on-going 
research into the health consequences for 
women veterans of the matters referred to in 
paragraph (2). 

(2) The Secretary shall initiate and expand 
research under paragraph (1) on the follow
ing matters as they relate to women: 

(A) Breast Cancer. 
(B) Gynecological and hormonal matters. 
(C) Cancer of the organs of the reproduc-

tive system. 
(D) Alzheimer's Disease. 
(E) Osteoporosis. 
(F) Post-traumatic stress disorder. 
(3) The Secretary shall carry out the re

search referred to in paragraph (1) by any of 
the following means designated by the Sec
retary: 

(A) Through personnel of the Department 
in facilities of the Department, including fa
cilities of the geriatric research, education, 
and clinical centers designated pursuant to 
section 7314 of title 38, United States Code. 

(B) Through personnel of appropriate inde
pendent medical research organizations (as 
determined by the Secretary) under a con
tract with or grant from the Secretary for 
such research. 

(C) Through personnel of other depart
ments and agencies of the Federal Govern
ment (including the National Institutes of 
Health, the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental 
Health Administration, and the Department 
of Defense) under an agreement between the 
Secretary and the head of the department or 
agency for the performance of such research. 

(b) RESEARCH STUDY.-The Secretary shall 
carry out a research study to determine-

(!) the frequency of the diagnosis of psy
chotic illness as the basis for the admittance 
of women veterans to facilities of the De
partment; 

(2) the frequency of the diagnosis of that 
illness as the basis for the admittance of 
male veterans to such facilities; and 

(3) an explanation for the difference, if any. 
in the frequencies referred to in paragraphs 
(1) and (2). 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
Funds are authorized to be appropriated for 
the Department of Veterans Affairs to carry 
out subsections (a) and (b) as follows: 

(1) For fiscal year 1993, $1,500,000. 
(2) For fiscal year 1994, $2,000,000. 
(3) For fiscal year 1995, $2,500,000. 

SEC. 4. POPULATION STUDY OF WOMEN VETER
ANS. 

(a) STUDY.-(1) Not later than December 31, 
1993, the Secretary shall conduct a study to 
determine the health-care needs of women 
veterans as of that date and during the ten
year period beginning on that date. 

(2) Before carrying out the study, the Sec
retary shall request the advice of the Advi
sory Committee on Women Veterans estab
lished under section 542 of title 38, United 
States Code, and, in consultation with the 
Secretary of Defense. the Advisory Commit
tee on Women in the Services. 

(3) In carrying out the study, the Secretary 
(with the assistance of the Secretary of De
fense) shall examine the medical, 
biopsychosocial, and demographic histories 
of an appropriate sample of women veterans 
and women members of the Armed Forces 
who are serving on active duty. The sample 
shall include women veterans and women 
members of the Armed Forces who are serv
ing on active duty who represent (as deter
mined by the Secretary) the full range of 
ages, and ethnic, social, economic, and serv
ice-related backgrounds of such women. The 
protocol for the study shall meet standards 
for scientific merit prescribed by the Sec
retary. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than April 1, 1994, 
the Secretary shall submit to the Commit
tees on Veterans' Affairs of the Senate and 
House of Representatives a report containing 
the results of the study carried out under 
subsection (a). 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Department of Veterans Affairs $1,500,000 to 
carry out the purposes of this section. 
Amounts appropriated pursuant to this au
thorization of appropriations shall be avail
able for obligation until expended without 
fiscal year limitation. 
SEC. 5. COVERAGE OF WOMEN IN THE MEDICAL 

RESEARCH PROGRAM OF THE DE
PARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS. 

(a) COVERAGE REQUIREMENT.-Subchapter I 
of chapter 73 of title 38, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting after section 7303 
the following new section: 
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"§ 7303A. Research programs: requirements 

relating to research on women veterans 
"(a) In initiating and carrying out any re

search referred to in subsection (b) that is 
based on an analysis of a population of per
sons, the Secretary shall ensure that, to the 
maximum extent practicable-

"(!) the matters researched reflect (as de
termined by the Secretary) matters that are 
significant for the general population of 
women in the United States; and 

"(2) the population analyzed in such re
search are representative (as so determined) 
of the incidence of the condition or illness in 
the general population of women in the Unit
ed States. 

"(b) The research referred to in this sub
section is any research carried out by or 
under the jurisdiction of the Secretary under 
section 7303 of this title.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 7303 the following new item: 

"7303A. Research programs: requirements re
lating to research on women 
veterans.". 

SEC. 6. COORDINATION OF RESEARCH OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF· 
FAIRS RELATING TO WOMEN VETER
ANS. 

Section 7303A of title 38, United States 
Code (as added by section 5), is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

"(c) To the maximum extent practicable, 
the Secretary shall take appropriate actions 
to ensure that personnel engaged in research 
pursuant to a research program under sec
tion 7303 of this title-

"(1) are informed of the existence and 
progress of other research relating to women 
veterans conducted by or under the jurisdic
tion of the Secretary; and 

"(2) have access to such research.". 
SEC. 7. REPORT ON RESEARCH RELATING TO 

WOMEN VETERANS. 
Not later than July 1 of each of 1992, 1993, 

1994, and 1995, the Secretary shall submit to 
the Committees on Veterans' Affairs of the 
Senate and House of Representatives a re
port containing-

(1) a description (as of May 31 of the year 
in which the report is submitted) of the sta
tus of any research relating to women veter
ans being carried out by or under the juris
diction of the Secretary (including the re
search carried out under section 3 of this Act 
and section 7303A(a) of title 38, United States 
Code (as added by section_5 of this Act)); and 

(2) recommendations of the Secretary as to 
future research (including a proposal for any 
legislation relating to such research) relat
ing to women veterans. 
SEC. 8. DEFINITIONS. 

For the purposes of this Act: 
(1) The term "Secretary" means the Sec

retary of Veterans Affairs. 
(2) The term "Department" means the De

partment of Veterans Affairs. 
(3) The term "facilities of the Department" 

means the following facilities at which the 
Secretary furnishes medical services: 

(A) Facilities over which the Secretary has 
direct jurisdiction. 

(B) Government facilities for which the 
Secretary contracts. 

(4) The term "medical services" has the 
meaning given such term in section 1701(6) of 
title 38, United States Code. 

(5) The term "veteran" has the meaning 
given such term in section 101(2) of title 38, 
United States Code. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS ON 'I'HE WOMEN 
VETERANS' HEALTH EQUITY ACT OF 1991 

SECTION 1: SHORT TITLE 
Section 1 would give the bill the short title 

of the "Women Veterans' Health Equity Act 
of 1991." 

SECTION 2: WELL-WOMEN CARE SERVICES 
Section 2 would add new section 1771 to 

title 38, United States Code, with the title 
"Well-Women Care Services." 

New section 1771(a) and (b) would require 
the Secretary to furnish well-women care 
services to women veterans who (1) have a 
service-connected disability or (2) are other
wise eligible for VA hospital care and whose 
incomes do not exceed the maximum annual 
rate of pension that would be applicable to 
the veteran if the veteran were eligible for 
pension (currently $18,171 for a single vet
eran). The Secretary would have the discre
tion to furnish well-women care services to 
women veterans who are not eligible under 
the above criteria, but are otherwise eligible 
for hospital care. 

New section 1771(c) would require the Sec
retary to furnish well-women care services 
(1) in Department facilities by Department 
personnel qualified to furnish such services, 
or (2) by contract with non-Department fa
cilities. New section 1771( c) would also re
quire the Secretary to prescribe the quali
fications for the furnishing of well-women 
care services both in Department and non
Department facilities. 

New section 1771(d) would require the Sec
retary to take appropriate action to encour
age the employment and retention by VA of 
gynecolog·ists and other health care profes
sionals who are qualified to furnish well
women care services. 

New section 1771(e) would define "well
women care services" as the health care 
services provided to women outside the ma
ternity cycle, including counseling and serv
ices relating to (1) pap smears; (2) breast ex
aminations and mammography; (3) the num
ber and spacing of children; (4) contracep
tion; (5) general reproductive health care; (6) 
the management of infertility; and (7) adop
tion.Well-women care services would specifi
cally exclude pregnancy care (including pre
natal and delivery care) and abortion. 
SECTION 3: EXPANSION OF RESEARCH RELATING 

TO WOMEN VETERANS 
Section 3 of the bill, in a freestanding pro

vision, would require the Secretary, in carry
ing out the Department's medical research 
program under section 7303 of title 38, United 
States Code, to initiate and expand, in con
sultation with the Chief Medical Director 
(who whould be required to consult on this 
issue with the Assistant Chief Medical Direc
tor for Nursing Programs), research pro
grams into the health consequences for 
women veterans with respect to (1) breast 
cancer; (2) gynecological and hormonal mat
ters; (3) cancer of the organs of the reproduc
tive system; (4) Alzheimer's disease; (5) 
osteoporosis; and (6) post-traumatic stress 
disorder. Such research would be conducted 
through VA personnel, through personnel of 
appropriate independent medical research 
organizations, and/or through personnel of 
other departments and agencies of the Fed
eral Government. 

Section 3 would also require the Secretary 
to carry out a research study to determine 
whether there is a difference, between men 
and women veterans, of the frequency of psy
chotic illness as an admission diagnosis in 
VA Medical Centers, and, if so, the expla
nation for any such difference. 

Finally, section 3 would authorize appro
priations to carry out the section of $1.5 mil-

lion in fiscal year 1993, $2.0 million in 1994, 
and $2.5 million in 1995. Funds would be 
available until expended. 

SECTION 4: POPULATION STUDY OF WOMEN 
VETERANS 

Section 4, in a freestanding provision, 
would require the Secretary to carry out a 
study to determine, not later than December 
31, 1992, the current health-care needs of 
women veterans, and their predicted heal th
care needs over the next ten years. The Sec
retary would be required to report these 
findings to the Committees on Veterans' Af
fairs of the Senate and House of Representa
tives not later than April 1, 1994. The Sec
retary, in preparing this study, would be re
quired to consult with VA's Advisory Com
mittee on Women and with the Advisory 
Committee on Women in the Services of the 
Department of Defense. Section 4 would au
thorize $1.5 million to carry out such a sur
vey, with funds available for obligation until 
expended without fiscal year limitation. 

SECTION 5: COVERAGE OF WOMEN IN THE VA 
RESEARCH PROGRAM 

Section 5 would add new section 7303A to 
title 38, United States Code. New section 
7303A would require the Secretary, in con
ducting any research based on population 
analyses under section 7303 of title 38, United 
States Code, to ensure that, to the maximum 
extent practicable, (1) the matters re
searched reflect the extent to which such 
matters are significant for the general popu
lation of women in the United States, and (2) 
that the populations analyzed reflect the in
cidence of the illness or condition studied in 
the general population of women in the Unit
ed States. 

SECTION 6: COORDINATION OF VA RESEARCH 
REGARDING WOMEN VETERANS 

Section 6 would amend section 7303A (as 
added by section 5 of the bill) to require the 
Secretary to take appropriate actions to en
sure that the existence and status of re
search programs or projects relating to 
women veterans is accessible to all personnel 
engaged in research pursuant to section 7303 
of title 38, United States Code. 
SECTION 7: REPORT ON RESEARCH RELATING TO 

WOMEN VETERANS 
Section 7, in a freestanding provision, 

would require the Secretary, not later than 
July 1 of 1992 through 1995, to provide the 
Committees on Veterans' Affairs of the Sen
ate and House of Representatives a report 
containing (1) a description (as of May 1 of 
the relevant year) of the status of each re
search project relating to women veterans 
and (2) the Secretary's recommendations as 
to future research and legislation relating to 
women veterans. 

SECTION 8: DEFINITIONS 
Section 8, in a freestanding prov1s10n, 

would define "Secretary," "Department," 
"facilities of the Department," "medical 
services," and "veteran" for the purposes of 
the bill. 

By Mr. SPECTER: 
S. 2029. A bill to amend title 38, Unit

ed States Code, to permit Department 
of Veterans Affairs medical centers to 
retain a portion of the amounts col
lected from third parties as reimburse
ment for the cost of health care and 
services furnished by such medical cen
ters; to the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

SELF-FUNDING OF VA HEALTH CARE 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, no vet

erans• issue has higher priority with 
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me than that of health care. It is criti
cal that VA provide the best possible 
care to our veterans, particularly to 
those who have been disabled in serv
ice. Today, I am introducing legisla
tion which, by providing an inventive 
for VA medical centers to increase col
lections from insurance companies, 
will substantially improve the quality 
of care at those centers. 

My bill would amend title 38 of the 
United States Code to permit VA medi
cal centers to retain, for the provision 
of direct patient care, a portion of the 
proceeds recovered from commercial 
insurance companies. Specifically, the 
bill would provide that, of the total 
amount recovered or collected by a VA 
medical facility in a fiscal year, there 
would be available for the provision of 
direct patient care at that facility for 
the following 3 fiscal years the lesser 
of: First, the amount equal to the ex
cess of that total amount over the 
amount obligated for the payment of 
the expenses of collection allocable to 
that facility; or second, the amount 
equal to one-half of that total amount. 

It is no secret that the veterans' 
health care system is short of money, 
staff, and equipment. Rising medical 
costs and Federal budget constraints 
have tightened VA's budget and re
stricted the medical care it can provide 
to America's veterans. 

Recently, Mr. President, the Com
mittees on Veterans' Affairs of the 
Senate and House held an important 
joint hearing to take testimony con
cerning the forthcoming report of VA 's 
Commission on the Future Structure of 
Veterans' Health Care. That blue-rib
bon panel told us that, during the years 
1980-90, VA 's appropriated heal th-care 
funding, expressed in 1980 dollars, in
creased by about $600 million. That's 
an increase of about 10 percent. During 
that same period, the Commission told 
us, medical inflation skyrocketed by 
117 percent. 

As a veteran myself, as a member of 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs for 
more than a decade, and now as bank
ing Republican member, I find this sit
uation profoundly disheartening. I sa
lute Secretary of Veterans Affairs Ed 
Derwinski on the fine job he has done 
during the past few years to bring the 
VA heal th-care system back up to the 
quality our veterans should expect. 
The Secretary and I have spent many 
hours visiting VA medical centers in 
Pennsylvania and throughout the 
country. I know he 's doing his best. 

Still, it is up to us in the Congress to 
do our part as well. We are the ones, 
after all, who ultimately control the 
purse strings. 

Since assuming the position of rank
ing Republican member on the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs, I have 
worked hard to improve VA's health
care system. That was the key reason, 
for example, that I fully supported the 
Department of Veterans Affairs 

Physicans' and Dentists' Compensation 
and Labor Relations Act of 1991, which 
the President signed on May 7, 1991. 
This bill, by increasing pay for physi
cians and dentists in the VA health 
care system, will help attract and re
tain the kind of quality professionals 
our veterans deserve. 

My concern for veterans was also the 
reason for my vote in support of Sen
ator BUMPERS' amendment to H.R. 2519, 
the VA/HUD appropriations bill, which 
would have added some $430 million to 
VA's appropriation at the expense of 
the space station. That was not an easy 
vote, Mr. President. I know the space 
station is important. But when the 
choice is between delaying funding for 
the space station and veterans' health 
care needs, I must choose veterans. As 
I said during the debate on that amend
ment, "Fundamental budget priorities 
such as the veterans/related programs 
* * * take priority over a space explo
ration project." 

That is also why I spoke out recently 
on the need for Geriatric Research, 
Education and Clinical Centers-known 
as "GRECC's"-in Pennsylvania. The 
kind of research performed by 
GRECC's, as demonstrated in a recent 
report by the Institute of Medicine of 
the National Academy of Science, can 
result not only in a better quality of 
life for our aging veterans, but also can 
be extraordinarily cost-effective. That 
is why I am working closely with Sec
retary Derwinski to establish GRECC's 
in Pennsylvania. 

The legislation I offer today, Mr. 
President, is intended to continue to 
provide some relief from the budget 
crisis in the VA health system without 
the necessity of additional appropria
tions. And I am pleased to note that it 
is in direct agreement with one of the 
major recommendations of VA's Com
mission on the Future Structure of 
Veterans' Health Care. In his prepared 
testimony, Oliver Meadows, the Com
mission's chairman, said this: 

In our recommendations, we have tried to 
reconcile those conflicting problems of grow
ing needs and national budget deficits. Our 
major recommendations in this area is that 
Congress authorize VA to be reimbursed for 
caring for veterans who are eligible for treat
ment in other settings-without that money 
being transferred to the Treasury or offset 
from appropriations you would otherwise au
thorize for VA programs. 

This bill, Mr. President, is in line 
with that recommendation. 

Under current law, VA hospitals and 
outpatient clinics are authorized to 
collect payment from third parties, 
such as private insurance companies, 
when veterans in these facilities are 
covered under their own policies. VA 
medical centers collect from these 
third parties, and-until last fall-sent 
the entire payment directly to the U.S. 
Treasury. Last November, in section 
8011 of Public Law 101-508, the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act, we wisely 
added provisions which established the 

medical-care cost recovery fund. This 
fund is the depository for VA's collec
tions, and the Secretary is authorized 
to use those funds to offset the costs of 
collection. 

That was a good idea because it gave 
VA an incentive to spend money on the 
collection process. And it worked. 
When we passed OBRA, the Congres
sional Budget Office estimate revenues 
of $113 million from this provision for 
fiscal year 1991. In fact, VA collected 
$247 .8 million from insurance compa
nies. We've seen that this kind of in
centive system works extremely well. 
And I'm certainly concerned that this 
process be as efficient as possible
those are important dollars which go 
toward reducing the deficit. 

But frankly, Mr. President, I am 
more concerned with the provision of 
heal th care to veterans. And I think we 
can do better. I think we can draw on 
the desire to serve veterans that I 
know exists in the VA health-care sys
tem to bring more money and better 
treatment to the individual medical 
centers. 

Let me give you some examples from 
my State. 

During the period October 1, 1990 
through June 30, 1991, the VA Highland 
Drive Medical Center in Pittsburgh es
tablished insurance receivables of near
ly $3.2 million. To date, that center has 
collected about $500,000, an effective re
turn of about 16 percent. Similarly, the 
V AMC in Butler, PA, has established 
receivables of about $4.6 million, and 
has collected $954,000 during that same 
period, a rate of 21 percent. Indeed, 
when we look at all VA Medical Cen
ters in Pennsylvania for that period, 
we find insurance receivables estab
lished in the amount of $49 million, and 
collections of $8 million, a rate of 
about 16 percent. 

What we're looking at, Mr. President, 
in Pennsylvania alone, is as much as 
$40 million in uncollected receivables. 

My bill sets forth a simple idea: We 
already let VA keep some of its collec
tions to pay for the administrative 
costs; let's permit the medical centers 
to keep some to provide patient care. 
I'm not saying VA should keep it all, 
Mr. President. I'm saying the medical 
centers should be able to keep up to 
one-half. 

Let 's use the Highland Drive Medical 
Center in Pittsburgh as an example. 
Suppose the director at Highland Drive 
knew that he could increase his budget 
by one-half of what his center col
lected. That's more than $1.5 million. I 
think it's obvious that he would do all 
he could to try for a 100 percent rate of 
recovery. 

And suppose that the other hospital 
directors in Pennsylvania knew they 
could collectively increase their budg
ets by one-half of the $49 million in re
ceivables. Mr. President, that could 
mean $24.5 million for veterans' health 
care in Pennsylvania, with $24.5 mil-
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lion to the Treasury. And it wouldn't 
require a nickel in appropriations. 

Even under conservative estimates, 
my bill would bring in significant 
amounts of money to VA medical cen
ters. VA tells us that, under present 
conditions, it estimates collections of 
$325 million in fiscal year 1992. And we 
know that, under the VA-HUD 1992 ap
propriations measure, Public Law No. 
102-139, VA can retain up to $77 million 
of that amount for the cost of collec
tions. Under my bill, Mr. President, 
that would mean a system-wide return 
of about $124 million, and does not take 
into account the obvious incentive the 
bill would provide to medical center di
rectors. 

That's a good deal no matter how you 
look at it. 

Now there will undoubtedly be some 
criticism of this bill because it is 
thought by some that the Office of 
Management and Budget will simply 
deduct the amount recovered from 
VA's health care budget. I have a di
rect response to the concern: Congress 
controls the purse strings. The Con
stitution provides that it is this 
branch, Mr. President, which decides 
how much money will be appropriated. 
I am fully prepared to battle OMB on 
veterans' funding, just as I was willing 
to delay the space station to provide 
more money for veterans' health care. 

This is a fair compromise between 
the needs of reducing the deficit while 
still increasing the medical care ac
counts at our local VA hospitals. It is 
based on an incentive which works, and 
it is supported in principle by a blue
rib bon commission which spent a year 
and a half examining the en tire VA 
health care program. I look forward to 
hearings on this measure and urge my 
colleagues to support it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill, along with a tech
nical description of its provisions, be 
printed in the RECORD immediately fol
lowing my remarks. 

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

s. 2029 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. RETENTION OF THIRD PARTY REIM· 

BURSEMENTS BY DEPARTMENT OF 
VETERANS AFFAIRS MEDICAL CEN· 
TERS. 

(a) REIMBURSEMENT.-Section l 729(g) of 
title 38, United States Code, is amended-

(1) in paragraph (2), by inserting "and shall 
be available to the Secretary as provided in 
paragraphs (3) and (4)" after "the Fund"; 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para
graph (5); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol
lowing new paragraph (4): 

"(4)(A) Of the total amount recovered or 
collected by a Department facility in a fiscal 
year and deposited in the Fund, there shall 
be available for the provision of direct pa
tient care at that facility for the following 
three fiscal years the lesser of-

"(i) the amount equal to the excess of that 
total amount over the amount obligated pur
suant to paragraph (3) for the payment of ex
penses, costs, and charges allocable to that 
facility in connection with the recovery and 
collection of such total amount; or 

"(ii) the amount equal to 1h of that total 
amount. 

"(B) Amounts that remain unobligated at 
the end of the period of availability shall be 
covered in to the Treasury as miscellaneous 
receipts.''. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Paragraph 
(5) of such section (as redesignated by sub
section (a)(2)) is amended-

(l)'by inserting "(A)" after "minus"; and 
(2) by inserting ", and (B) any part of such 

balance that remains available for obligation 
pursuant to paragraph (4)" after "paragraph 
(3)". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on 
January 2, 1992, and shall apply with respect 
to amounts recovered or collected under sec
tion 1729(g) of title 38, United States Code, 
after September 30, 1991. 

TECHNICAL DESCRIPTION OF LEGISLATION RE
L A TING TO RETENTION OF MEDICAL CARE 
COST RECOVERY FUNDS BY VA MEDICAL 
CENTERS 
This bill would amend section 1729(g) of 

title 38, United States Code, relating to re
covery by the United States of the cost of 
certain care and services in VA health-care 
facilities, by adding a new paragraph which 
would permit VA medical centers to re ta.in, 
for the provision of direct patient care, a 
portion of the proceeds recovered from com
mercial insurance companies. Specifically, 
the bill would provide that, of the total 
amount recovered or collected by a VA medi
cal facility in a fiscal year, there would be 
available for the provision of direct patient 
care at that facility for the following three 
fiscal years the lesser of-

The amount equal to the excess of that 
total amount over the amount obligated for 
the payment of the expenses of collection al
locable to that facility; or 

The amount equal to 1h of that total 
amount. 

For example, if a facility collected $10 mil
lion in a fiscal year and had $3 million in al
locable costs, the amount available for pro
vision of direct patient care would be the 
lesser of-$7 million (total less collection 
costs); or $5 million (one-half total collec
tions), so that the amount available would 
be $5 million. 

On the other hand, if a facility collected 3 
million in a fiscal year and had $2 million in 
allocable collection costs, the amount avail
able would be the lesser of-$1 million (total 
less collection costs); or $1.5 million (one
half total collections), so that the amount 
available would be $1 million. 

The bill would be effective with respect to 
fiscal year 1992 collections. 

By Mr. COHEN: 
S. 2030. A bill to amend the Securi

ties Exchange Act of 1934 to provide for 
confidentiality in the granting and vot
ing of proxies, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

CONFIDENTIAL PROXY VOTING 
• Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing proxy reform legisla
tion, which is designed to enhance 
shareholder participation in the cor
porate governance process. The current 

Federal regulatory program places al
most insurmountable obstacles in the 
path of effective shareholder participa
tion in corporate governance, and the 
result is a disturbing lack of account
ability on the part of corporate man
agement to the shareholders of the cor
poration. 

Reform of the proxy process is re
quired to strengthen shareholder de
mocracy. My clear preference would be 
for the Securities and Exchange Com
mission [SEC] to pursue needed re
forms in the proxy process under the 
broad authority Congress has granted 
the Commission to protect the inter
ests of shareholders and to facilitate 
shareholder participation in corporate 
governance. Unfortunately, recent 
events have convinced me that the SEC 
cannot be relied upon to vigorously 
pursue such reforms and, therefore, 
that congressional action is required. 

I have a longstanding interest in this 
issue. In 1986, the Governmental Affairs 
Subcommittee on Oversight of Govern
ment Management, under my chair
manship, held hearings and issued rec
ommendations on the participation of 
institutional investors in corporate 
governance issues. The subcommittee 
found that pension funds, major share
holders in American corporations, were 
not engaging in a careful evaluation of 
those corporate governance issues 
which can affect the rights of share
holders and the value of their invest
ments. In a subsequent report, the sub
committee made a number of rec
ommendations aimed at encouraging 
institutional investors to become bet
ter informed and more active share
holders. 

Earlier this year, the Oversight Sub
committee held a hearing examining 
whether the Federal regulatory pro
gram unfairly restricts shareholder 
proxy proposals. It was clear from the 
testimony presented at the hearing 
that the current SEC regulations re
strict the ability of shareholders to 
hole corporate management account
able for their actions, and that there is 
a need to reform the proxy process to 
enable more effective shareholder in
volvement in matters of corporate gov-
ernance. / 

. I was encouraged by the testimony 
presented at the hearing by Linda C. 
Quinn, Director of the SEC's Division 
of Corporate Finance. Ms. Quinn em
phasized the Commission's dedication 
to enhancing the voting rights of 
shareholders, reiterated the Commis
sion's commitment to an ongoing re
view of the shareholder voting process, 
and indicated that the Commission 
would be coming forward in the near 
future with a proposal dealing with 
these issues. 

I was further encouraged by the 
SEC's subsequent publication in June 
of a proposed rule containing several 
amendments to its proxy rules that are 
designed to facilitate shareholder com-



33888 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE November 22, 1991 
munication with each other and with 
management in furtherance of the goal 
of informed proxy voting. The proposed 
rule has been characterized by SEC 
Chairman Richard Breeden and others 
as mild and was the first step in what 
was expected to be a broader revamp
ing of the proxy process. 

Regrettably, it appears that these 
mild reforms have been torpedoed by 
pressure exerted by corporate manage
ments. In a campaign orchestrated by 
the Business Roundtable, the Nation's 
largest corporations have generated 
large numbers of letters in opposition 
to the proposed rule and have sought 
the assistance of administration offi
cials in an effort to kill the proposed 
ref arms. As a result of this campaign, 
plans to finalize the rule will appar
ently be delayed until next year, the 
proposals themselves will be redrafted 
and may be weakened, and any possi
bility of broader ref arms may now be 
dead. Yesterday, the SEC formally an
nounced that it will be revising the 
proposal and seeking further public 
comment before going forward with a 
final rule. 

It has been my view for some time 
that reform of the shareholder voting 
process is necessary, but it was also my 
view that such reforms could and 
should be made by the SEC through the 
regulatory process. The Securities Ex
change Act grants the SEC broad au
thority to promulgate rules and regula
tions which are necessary in the public 
interest and for the protection of 
shareholders. However, I am now con
vinced that congressional action in 
this area is necessary given the appar
ent failure of the SEC to successfully 
pursue even the most modest reforms 
designed to enhance shareholder de
mocracy. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today would provide for greater share
holder access to the proxy process by 
means of direct shareholder nomina
tion of directors and more equitable 
treatment of shareholder proposals in 
the proxy statement. To ensure the in
tegrity of the proxy voting process, the 
bill would require the Securities and 
Exchange Commission to issue regula
tions providing for confidential voting 
and tabulation of votes by an independ
ent third party. 

The bill would also encourage the 
SEC to expand the type of shareholder 
proposals relating to executive com
pensation for the corporate managers 
and board of directors that would be 
considered proper for shareholder ac
tion and, therefore, must be included in 
the proxy statement. The authority to 
define the types of proposals that will 
be required to be treated as proper sub
jects would remain with the SEC. 

Shareholders have a legitimate inter
est in becoming more active partici
pants in the proxy process. They are 
entitled to receive information on and 
have a voice in important decisions 

which affect them as stockholders and 
owners of a corporation. Moreover, as 
the beneficial owners of a corporation, 
they should also have reasonable op
portunities to present to fellow share
holders and to management their own 
proposals and views on issues which are 
of concern to them. 

The current Federal regulatory pro
gram blocks shareholders from effec
tively participating in the proxy proc
ess and, as a result, does not ade
quately protect the interests of share
holders. The reforms I am proposing 
are needed to remove obstacles to 
shareholder action and to restore ac
countability to the corporate govern
ance process. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this legislation which will 
enhance shareholder participation in 
the corporate governance process and 
corporate accountability.• 

By Mr. HATFIELD (for himself 
and Mr. BINGAMAN): 

S. 2031. A bill to establish a national 
Albert Einstein Teacher Fellowship 
Program for outstanding secondary 
school science and mathematics teach
ers; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 
ALBERT EINSTEIN TEACHER FELLOWSHIP ACT OF 

1991 

• Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to a very special 
member of my staff-Dr. June 
Yamashita. I have had the privilege of 
June's talents as part of my legislative 
team for the past year, and before she 
leaves next month to pursue other en
deavors, I want to recognize her unique 
wisdom, enthusiasm, and perspective 
as both an educator and a special 
friend of the young. 

June and I met almost a year ago 
after she was selected as one of four 
secondary school teachers to serve as 
an Albert Einstein congressional fel
low. Two of these fellows were assigned 
to the Senate and two to the House, 
each to work on a personal or commit
tee staff in the 102d Congress. Imme
diately, June and I shared two common 
bonds, our attendance at Stanford Uni
versity and a kinship on the impor
tance of mathematics and science edu
cation. I asked her to join my staff to 
work with me on new initiatives in 
education reform. 

June arrived on Capitol Hill after 29 
years in the classroom. From her expe
riences as a public high school mathe
matics teacher in Hawaii, she intro
duced fresh perspectives to me and my 
staff on how educational legislative 
proposals would actually work in a 
school system like her own. She spent 
a great deal of her initial time in 
Washington reading the myriad of re
ports on mathematics and science edu
cation, and attending workshops and 
conferences. Through these opportuni
ties, she not only gathered an abun
dance of information from practition-

ers in the field, but she spread the word 
that there was both an interest and a 
commitment in the Congress to im
prove the Federal investment in this 
critical area. 

In addition to the resource she has 
been to me, June has been an innova
tive and creative influence to those 
outside my office. She has crafted leg
islation, much of it well on its way to 
enactment, and in so doing, she has 
worked closely with members of my 
mathematics and science education 
"working group" to incorporate and 
present new ideas in the Congress. She 
helped me to assess basic needs within 
this community and ultimately, to di
rect Federal attention in the most ef
fective manner possible. 

Mr. President, I sponsored the initial 
Albert Einstein congressional fellow
ship program with complete confidence 
that the contributions our Nation's 
teachers could bring to the political 
process would be of tremendous benefit 
to our schools. June has brought this 
vision to life and while I will miss her 
daily presence in my office, I know 
that the legacy she leaves is an ex
tremely positive one for teachers ev
erywhere. 

I ask unanimous consent that recent 
letters I have received from the Tri
angle Coalition for Science and Tech
nology Education and the National As
sociation of State Universities and 
Land-Grant Colleges in reference to 
June's accomplishments be included in 
the RECORD. 

Furthermore, as a tribute to all of 
the fellows who have served this past 
year, and particularly in recognition of 
the splendid service of Dr. June 
Yamashita, I am today introducing leg
islation to permanently establish the 
Albert Einstein congressional fellow
ship program at the Department of 
Education. I ask unanimous consent 
that the text of the legislation be 
printed in the RECORD following my re
marks. 

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

s. 2031 
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 "Albert Ein
stein Teacher Fellowship Act of 1991". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
(1) a need exists to facilitate understand

ing, communication, and cooperation be
tween the Federal Government and the 
science education community; 

(2) the science education community in
cludes a cadre of nationally recognized out
standing secondary school science and math
ematics teachers; 

(3) secondary school science and mathe
matics teachers can provide insight into ef
fective education programs; and 

(4) a pilot program has confirmed the effec
tiveness of outstanding secondary school 
science and mathematics teachers serving in 
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professional staff capacities in the Senate 
and the House of Representatives. 
SEC. 3. PURPOSE; DESIGNATION. 

(a) PURPOSE.-It is the purpose of this Act 
to establish a national fellowship program 
for outstanding science and mathematics 
teachers. 

(b) DESIGNATION.-A recipient of a fellow
ship under this Act shall be known as an 
"Albert Einstein Fellow". 
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act-
(1) the term "contractor" means a non

profit educational organization selected by 
the Secretary to administer the fellowship 
program assisted under this part; 

(2) the term "outstanding science or math
ematics teachers" means secondary school 
teachers who-

(A) are State or national winners of the 
Presidential Awards for Excellence in 
Science and Mathematics Teaching; 

(B) have participated in the Woodrow Wil
son Fellowship Program; or 

(C) have been recipients of other similar 
recognition programs of a national scope; 

(3) the term "secondary school" has the 
meaning provided by section 1471(21) of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965; and 

(4) the term "Secretary" means the Sec
retary of Education. 
SEC. 5. FELLOWSmP PROGRAM AUTIIORIZED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary is author

ized to establish the Albert Einstein Teacher 
Fellowship Program which shall provide out
standing secondary school science or mathe
matics teachers with fellowships in accord
ance with the provisions of this Act in each 
fiscal year. 

(2) NUMBER OF FELLOWSHIPS.-The Sec
retary shall provide-

(A) 2 outstanding secondary school science 
or mathematic teachers with fellowships in 
the House of Representatives; 

(B) 2 such teachers with fellowships in the 
Senate; and 

(C) 1 such teacher with a fellowship in the 
following Federal agencies: 

(i) The Department of Education. 
(ii) The Department of Energy. 
(iii) The National Institutes of Health. 
(iv) The National Science Foundation. 
(v) The Office of Science and Technology 

Policy. 
(3) TERM OF FELLOWSHIPS.-Fellowships 

under this Act shall be awarded for a period 
of 1 year, beginning August 1 of any fiscal 
year and ending on July 31 of the succeeding 
fiscal year. 

(b) PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION.-
(1) CONTRACT.-The Secretary is authorized 

to issue a contract to a qualified nonprofit 
educational organization (hereafter in this 
Act referred to as the "contractor") to ad
minister the Albert Einstein Teacher Fel
lowship Program. 

(2) DUTIES.-The contractor shall-
(A) develop and administer an application 

process for the awarding of fellowships under 
this Act; 

(B) publicize the fellowship program in ap
propriate professional publications and di
rectly invite applications from teachers list
ed in the directories of the Presidential 
Awardees, the Woodrow Wilson Fellows, and 
other national recognition programs; 

(C) develop and conduct an initial screen
ing process of applicants for the Albert Ein
stein Fellowship Program to narrow the pool 
of such applicants to 9 outstanding second
ary school science teachers and 9 outstand
ing secondary school mathematics teachers; 

(D) develop and conduct the process where
by final selections of fellowship recipients 
are made in accordance with subsection (c); 

(E) conduct, or enter into a contract with 
another qualified agency for the conduct of, 
a program of orientation for the fellowship 
recipients under this Act; 

(F) establish and conduct a reporting and 
evaluation program for each year fellowships 
are awarded under this Act; 

(G) submit an annual report and evalua
tion of the fellowship program assisted under 
this Act to the Secretary on August 31, 1993, 
and each year thereafter; and 

(H) administer all disbursements of funds 
under this Act, including salaries and ex
penses incurred in conducting the selection 
process. 

(c) USE OF FUNDS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The contractor shall only 

use funds under this Act for fellowship recip
ient salaries, Social Security contributions, 
and administrative expenses including infor
mation dissemination, direct mailing, adver
tising, direct staff costs for coordination and 
accounting services, and expenses of con
ducting the final selection interviews in 
Washington, D.C. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE.-The contractor may 
seek funding from non-Federal sources to 
provide an orientation program for the Fel
lows and an account from which the Fellows 
may be reimbursed for moving, travel, and 
professional meetings expenses. 

(d) SELECTION.-
(1) IN GENERAL.- The contractor shall in

vite the 18 semifinalists to Washington, D.C. 
to participate in interviews after the initial 
screening process described in subparagraph 
(C) of subsection (b)(2) is completed. 

(2) FINAL SELECTION.-
(A) The final selections shall be made in 

accordance with paragraph (2) and an
nounced prior to May 1 preceding each fel
lowship term. 

(B ) The contractor shall develop and con
duct a process whereby final selections of 
fellowship recipients under this part are 
made as follows: 

(i ) The Speaker of the House of Represent
atives and the Minority Leader of the House 
of Representatives, or their designees shall 
select the 2 fellowship recipients who shall 
be assigned to the House of Representatives. 

(ii) The President pro tempore of the Sen
ate and the Minority Leader of the Senate, 
or their designees shall select the 2 fellow
ship recipients who will be assigned to the 
Senate. 

(iii) The Secretary of Education, the Sec
retary of Energy, the Director of the Na
tional Institutes of Health, the Director of 
the National Science Foundation, and the 
Assistant to the President of the Office of 
Science and Technology Policy, or their des
ignees shall each select 1 fellowship recipient 
who shall be assigned within the department, 
institute, or office that such individual rep
resents. 

(e) FINAL PLACEMENT.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Each individual selected 

to receive a fellowship pursuant to sub
section (d) shall interview in the various sec
tions, offices, or divisions within the depart
ment, institute, or office in which such indi
vidual is to be placed to determine the best 
fellowship placement for such individual. 

(2) DATE.-The final placement described in 
paragraph (1) shall take place in August of 
each fellowship term. 
SEC. 6. FELLOWSHIPS. 

(a) SALARY.- Each recipient of a fellowship 
under this Act shall be paid at a rate of pay 
that shall not exceed the minimum rate pay-

able for a position under GS-13 of the Gen
eral Schedule. 

(b) DEDUCTIONS.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, from the salary de
scribed in paragraph (1) no deductions shall 
be taken nor employee benefits extended be
yond payroll deductions described in subtitle 
C of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 
SEC. 7. AUTIIORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
$500,000 for fiscal year 1994, and such sums as 
may be necessary for each of the fiscal years 
1995 through 2000. 

TRIANGLFJNST A, 
College Park, MD, November 22, 1991 . 

Hon. MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: We are pleased to 
have had a role in bringing June Yamashita 
to Washington, D.C. Her selection as an Ein
stein Congressional Fellow for '90-91 is a 
clear demonstration of the high quality of 
both the pool of candidates and the group fi
nally selected. June made a wonderful con
tribution to the launching of the Einstein 
Congressional Fellows program. 

She brought the skills and insight of a 
teacher, the imagination of a student, and 
the enthusiasm of a new arrival to D.C. and 
offered them for service on Capitol Hill . She 
achieved a great deal in a short time. Over 
and over she has demonstrated her talent for 
working with others and shared the sense of 
professionalism she brought from her teach
ing. We are also aware of the contribution 
she has made to your staff and to your ef
forts to lead in education reform legislation. 

We are pleased with all these efforts but 
most of all that we can join you in heartfelt 
thanks for her love of education and her will
ingness to share so much of her self with our 
staff and those who follow her as Einstein 
fellows. I hope you will convey to her our ap
preciation for all she has done to make 
science education a more visible and vital 
part of the national agenda. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN M. FOWLER, 

Executive Director. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE 
UNIVERSITIES AND LAND-GRANT 
COLLEGES 

Washington, DC, November 20, 1991. 
Hon. MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
Senate Hart Office Building, 
Washington , DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I have learned 
that Ms. June Yamashita will be concluding 
her work on your staff next month. In behalf 
of the National Association of State Univer
sities and Land-Grant Colleges (NASULGC), 
I am writing to express our deep apprecia
tion for her outstanding work this year in 
support of your efforts both to secure an ap
propriation for and to propose the reauthor
ization of Title XI ("Urban Community Serv
ice") of the Higher Education Act. June was 
always responsive to our recommendations, 
comments and questions, and she skillfully 
negotiated several differences of perspective 
among the urban higher education represent
atives with whom she worked. She has 
played a key role in ensuring that the atten
tion of the Federal Government will be fo
cused increasingly on the resources and 
skills of the nation's urban universities. 

I found June personally to be a delight, 
and I will miss her as we continue our work 
together to ensure that Title XI remains a 
part of the reauthorized Higher Education 
Act next year. NASULGC's urban univer-
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sities and I wish June the best of luck as she 
returns to her home in Hawaii. 

Sincerely, 
NEVIN C. BROWN, 

Assistant Director for 
Urban Affairs.• 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
S.359 

At the request of Mr. BOREN, the 
names of the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. SIMPSON] and the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 359, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro
vide that charitable contributions of 
appreciated property will not be treat
ed as an i tern of tax preference. 

S.509 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro
lina [Mr. HOLLINGS] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 509, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to establish 
a program for the prevention of disabil
ities, and for other purposes. 

s. 514 

At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
name of the Senator from California 
[Mr. SEYMOUR] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 514, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act, the Social Secu
rity Act, and other acts to promote 
greater equity in the delivery of health 
care services to women through ex
panded research on women's issues, im
proved access to health care services, 
and the development of disease preven
tion activities responsive to the needs 
of women, and for other purposes. 

S.846 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 846, a bill to amend title XIX 
of the Social Security Act to establish 
Federal standards for long-term care 
insurance policies. 

s. 972 

At the request of Mr. BRADLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 972, a bill to amend the Social 
Security Act to add a new title under 
such act to provide assistance to 
States in providing services to support 
informal caregivers of individuals with 
functional limitations. 

s. 1123 

At the request of Mr. NICKLES, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1123, a bill to improve the heal th care 
delivery system and ensure access to 
affordable quality health care through 
reduced liability costs and improved 
quality of care, and for other purposes. 

s. 1423 

At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 
of the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
PELL] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1423, a bill to amend the Securities Ex
change Act of 1934 with respect to lim
ited partnership rollups. 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, his payments to physicians under the Med
name was added as a cosponsor of S. icare Program, and for other purposes. 
1423, supra. s. 1835 

s. 1533 At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
At the request of Mr. McCAIN, his name of the Senator from Montana 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. [Mr. BAucus] was added as a cosponsor 
1533, a bill to establish a statute of lim- of S. 1835, a bill to amend the Consoli
itations for private rights of action dated Farm and Rural Development 
arising from a violation of the Securi- Act to provide credit assistance to 
ties Exchange Act of 1934. qualified beginning farmers and ranch-

s. 1s22 ers, and for other purposes. 
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the s. 1863 

names of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 
AKAKA], the Senator from Washington name of the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
[Mr. ADAMS], and the Senator from Illi- COHEN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
nois [Mr. SIMON] were added as cospon- 1863, a bill to provide for the establish
sors of S. 1622, a bill to amend the Oc- ment of a program that shall facilitate, 
cupational Safety and Health Act of on a voluntary request basis, the re-
1970 to improve the provisions of such union of birth parents and adopted in
act with respect to the health and safe- dividuals, birth siblings, or birth 
ty of employees, and for other pur- grandparents of adopted individuals, 
poses. through a centralized computer net-

s. 1104 work, and for other purposes. 
At the request of Mr. WALLOP, the s. 1872 

name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. At the request of Mr. NICKLES, his 
MURKOWSKI] was added as a cosponsor name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
of S. 1704, a bill to improve the admin- 1872, a bill to provide for improvements 
istration and management of public in access and affordability of health in
lands, National Forests, units of the surance coverage through small em
National Park System, and related ployer health insurance reform, for im
areas by improving the availability of provements in the portability of health 
adequate, appropriate, affordable, and insurance, and for health care cost con
cost effective housing for employees tainment, and for other purposes. 
needed to effectively manage the pub- s. 1894 

lie lands. At the request of Mr. ROTH, the 
s. 1774 names of the Senator from Connecticut 

At the request of Mr. BRYAN, the [Mr. DODD] and the Senator from North 
names of the Senator from Vermont Carolina [Mr. SANFORD] were added as 
[Mr. LEAHY], the Senator from Ala- cosponsors of S. 1894, a bill to amend 
bama [Mr. SHELBY], the Senator from the Trade Act of 1974 to provide trade 
Washington [Mr. GoRTON], the Senator adjustment assistance during the im
from Louisiana [Mr. BREAUX], the Sen- plementation and phase-in of the North 
ator from Louisiana [Mr. JOHNSTON], American Free-Trade Agreement, and 
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], for other purposes. 
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. s. 1912 

ROCKEFELLER], the Senator from Texas At the request of Mr. DOMENIC!, the 
[Mr. BENTSEN], the Senator from Colo- name of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
rado [Mr. WIRTH], the Senator from PACKWOOD] was added as a cosponsor of 
South Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS], the S. 1912, a bill to amend the Public 
Senator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM], Health Service Act and the Social Se
the Senator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSE- curity Act to increase the availability 
BAUM], the Senator from Utah [Mr. of primary and preventive health care, 
HATCH], the Senator from Minnesota and for other purposes. 
[Mr. WELLSTONE], the Senator from s. 1933 

Maryland [Mr. SARBANES], the Senator At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
from Illinois [Mr. DIXON], the Senator name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], the Senator AKAKA] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
from New Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN], and 1933, a bill to amend titles VII and VIII 
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. of the Public Health Service Act to re
McCONNELL] were added as cosponsors authorize and extend programs under 
of S. 1774, a bill to establish a silver such titles, and for other purposes. 
congressional commemorative medal s. 1962 

for members of the United States At the request of Mr. ADAMS, the 
Armed Forces who served in a combat names of the Senator from Rhode Is
zone in connection with the Persian land [Mr. PELL], the Senator from 
Gulf conflict. Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI], and the Sen-

s. 1810 ator from Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM] were 
At the request of Mr. DURENBERGER, added as cosponsors of S. 1962, a bill to 

the name of the Senator from Ken- amend the Civil Rights Act of 1991 to 
tucky [Mr. McCONNELL] was added as a apply the act to certain workers, and 
cosponsor of S. 1810, a bill to amend for other purposes. 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act s. 1998 

to provide for corrections with respect At the request of Mr. EXON, the name 
to the implementation of reform of of the Senator from South Carolina 
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[Mr. HOLLINGS] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1998, a bill to adopt the Airline 
Consumer Protection and Competition 
Emergency Commission Act of 1991. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 99 

At the request of Mr. GLENN, the 
names of the Senator from Maryland 
[Ms. MIKULSKI], the Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. DURENBERGER], the Senator 
from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS], the Sen
ator from Montana [Mr. BURNS], the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
CHAFEE], the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN], and the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. DODD] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
99, a joint resolution designating No
vember 24-30, 1991, and November 22-28, 
1992, as "National Family Caregivers 
Week". 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 100 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
his name was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 100, a joint 
resolution designating January 5, 1992 
through January 11, 1992 as "National 
Law Enforcement Training Week". 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 222 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
names of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. MOYNIHAN], the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. ADAMS], and the Sen
ator from Hawaii [Mr. AKAKA] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 222, a joint resolution to 
designate 1992 as the "Year of Rec
onciliation Between American Indians 
and non-Indians". 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 226 

At the request of Mr. DODD, the 
names of the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. LAUTENBERG], the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI], the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY], the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. KASTEN], the Sen
ator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM]. 
and the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
RIEGLE] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 226, a joint 
resolution designating the week of Jan
uary 4, 1992, through January 10, 1992, 
as "Braille Literacy Week". 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 65 

At the request of Mr . . DECONCINI, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
GLENN] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 65, a 
concurrent resolution to express the 
sense of the Congress that the Presi
dent should recognize Ukraine's inde
pendence. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 78 

At the request of Mr. ROBB, the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DODD] and the Senator from Ari
zona [Mr. MCCAIN] were added as co
sponsors of Senate Concurrent Resolu
tion 78, a concurrent resolution regard
ing the unfair imprisonment and trial 
of Dr. Nguyen Dan Que by the Govern
ment of Vietnam. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 227 

At the request of Mr. PRESSLER, the 
names of the Senator from Indiana 

[Mr. LUGAR] and the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. GRASSLEY] were added as cospon
sors of Senate Resolution 227, a resolu
tion expressing the sense of the Senate 
that meaningful reforms with respect 
to agricultural subsidies must be 
achieved in the GATT negotiations. 

SENATE RESOLUTION NO. 230-RE
LATING TO SUPPORT ON MA
CHINE TOOLS VRA 
Mr. D'AMATO (for himself, Mr. KAS

TEN, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. GLENN, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. DIXON, Mr. MOYNIHAN, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. DANFORTH, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. FORD, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. 
HOLLINGS, Mr. HELMS, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
McCONNELL, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. STE
VENS, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. 
BYRD, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. GARN, Mr. SAN
FORD, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. 
KOHL, and Mr. SIMON) submitted the 
following resolution; which was re
ferred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations: 

S. RES. 230 

Resolved, 
Whereas, the Machine Tool Industry is 

vital to our nation's national security and 
industrial competitiveness; 

Whereas, no weapon or industrial product 
or manufacturing equipment can be made 
without using a machine tool; 

Whereas, the United States Government 
signed five-year Voluntary Restraint Ar
rangements with Taiwan and Japan in 1986 in 
order to allow our machine tool industry to 
rebuild its competitiveness in order to con
tinue to serve our nation's national security 
and economic competitiveness; 

Whereas, arresting the invasion of foreign 
built machines allowed the industry to re
spond by substantially increasing its invest
ments in modern facilities, new product re
search and development and new technology 
in general. The U.S. machine tool industry 
has used the VRA constructively, increasing 
investment by 78 percent and increasing pro
ductivity by 11.3 percent annually. And, si
multaneously keeping price increases to the 
rate of inflation; 

Whereas, the American machine tool in
dustry has made some progress since the in
ception of the VRA's, but the progress has 
not been enough to bring the industry back 
from the devastation it suffered during the 
early 1980's at the hands of foreign targeters; 
and 

Whereas, there still exists a dramatic dis
parity between the health of the U.S. ma
chine tool industry and that of Japan and 
Taiwan. In the interest of fairness and vital 
national security, this industry must be al
lowed to continue their progress under the 
structure provided by Voluntary Restraint 
Arrangements: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the United States Senate 
urges the President to renew the Voluntary 
Restraint Agreement with Taiwan and Japan 
for an additional five years in order to con
tinue to protect U.S. national security and 
ensure industrial competitiveness. 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, 5 years 
ago when the White House negotiated 
voluntary agreements with Japan and 
Taiwan limiting imports of machine 
tools, the future of this old line, Amer
ican industry brightened. Machine 

tools, used for punching, cutting, bend
ing, and shearing sheetmetal, have 
played a crucial role in our industrial 
economy and national defense since the 
beginning of the century. 

Then, hit by the recession of the 
early 1980's, years of unfair trading 
practices, America's machine tool in
dustry lost ground to low cost imports. 
These factors, coupled with a cheap 
yen, gave the Japanese the opportunity 
to grab half the United States market 
for machine tools. 

In 1986, citing the importance of the 
industry to our national defense, the 
Reagan administration acted to pro
tect domestic machine tool producers 
and give them time to regroup by nego
tiating the 5-year voluntary restraint 
agreements [VRA's]. These VRA's ex
pire December 31 of this year. Unless 
extended, the U.S. Government will ef
fectively slam the door on an industry 
that has hustled and kept its promise 
to use the time wisely. 

Solid and permanent gains have been 
made and the industry's ability to 
compete in the world market has in
creased dramatically. Arresting the in
vasion of foreign built machines al
lowed the industry to respond by sub
stantially increasing its investments in 
modern facilities, new product research 
and development, and new technology 
in general. 

New York-based Strippit, Inc., with 
annual sales exceeding $50 million and 
400-plus employees, redesigned its en
tire computer-controlled machinery 
line. This same company now has a 
patent ~ending on a personal com
puter-based machine tool controller 
that will revolutionize the industry. 

Another New York company, 
Hardinge Brothers, Inc., made substan
tial investments to modernize its plant 
and improve product quality. Robert E. 
Agan, President and CEO of Hardinge, 
recently testified before the House 
Ways and Means Committee that his 
company's emphasis on quality prod
ucts has evolved into a multi-million 
dollar quality commitment program. 
Elaborating on the program, Mr. Agan 
said, "We have aggressively competed 
for the Malcolm Baldridge National 
Quality Award for manufacturing ex
cellence, finishing in the top 22 compa
nies in the country-a tribute to the ef
fort we have undertaken. Without the 
VRA's, Hardinge may not have had the 
resources· to commit to such a pro
gram." 

And Strippit, Hardinge, and the rest 
of the U.S. machine tool producers 
played a vital role in the success of our 
military operation in Desert Storm. 
U.S. machine tool technology made 
possible such sophisticated U.S. weap
on systems as the Patriot missile sys
tem, stealth bomber, and the Bradley 
fighting vehicle. Clearly, our national 
security would be gravely impaired if 
we had to depend on foreign sources for 
our critical industries. 
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The 70,000-strong skilled work force 

is committed to achieving manufactur
ing superiority. Management and labor 
have learned the lesson that being 
competitive requires constant improve
ments in technology and in the quality 
of produc t ion. 

America's machine tool industry was 
not decimated overnight; it cannot be 
restored to full competitiveness over
night either. More time is needed to 
complete the industry's return to 
health. Certainly, the current recession 
that has lasted longer than anyone an
ticipated has not helped. 

Extending the VRA's another 5 years 
makes sense. Let's not jeopardize the 
jobs of tens of thousands of skilled 
workers, threaten our national secu
rity and risk endangering an entire in
dustry now that its recovery has 
begun. 

The machine tool industry and Amer
ica deserve better. • 

SENATE RESOLUTION 231-URGING 
THE PRESIDENT TO SUBMIT A 
PROPOSAL TO REFORM THE 
HEALTH CARE SYSTEM OF THE 
UNITED STATES 
Mr. SIMON submitted the following 

resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources: 

S. RES. 231 
Whereas the United States currently 

spends more than $700 billion a year on 
health care services; 

Whereas the United States spends about 13 
percent of its Gross National Product on 
health care services, compared to"an average 
of 8 percent for other industrialized nations; 

Whereas the Administration projects that 
if current trends continue, health care 
spending will reach 16 percent of Gross Na
tional Product by the year 2000 and 37 per
cent of Gross National Product by the year 
2030; 

Whereas health care spending continues to 
increase by more than 10 percent each year; 

Whereas spending for health care absorbed 
15.3 percent of Federal outlays in 1990 and 
11.4 percent of state and local outlays in 1990; 

Whereas 37 million indiviudals in the Unit
ed States, 13 percent of the total population, 
are not covered by health insurance; 

Whereas the United States, as compared to 
other industrialized nations, currently ranks 
18th in life expectancy, 22nd in infant mor
tality and 26th in low birthweight, an indica
tion that a child will suffer illnesses 
throughout his or her life; 

Whereas the United States has the highest 
administrative cost of an health care system 
in the industrialized world; 

Whereas the successful overhaul of our 
health care system must include the partici
pation and cooperation of providers of health 
care services, business, labor, consumer or
ganizations, senior citizens' groups, and both 
major political parties; 

Whereas fundamental changes to our 
health care system will require the commit
ment of Presidential leadership; 

Whereas the President has yet to propose 
any board changes for our heal th care sys
tem: Now, therefore, be it: 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that the President should submit to the 

102nd Congress a proposal for reforming the 
health care system of the United States. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

URGENT SUPPLEMENTAL APPRO
PRIATIONS ACT, FISCAL YEAR 
1991 

BYRD AMENDMENT NO. 1391 
MR. BYRD proposed an amendment 

to the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 157) 
making technical corrections and cor
recting enrollment errors in certain 
acts making appropriations for the fis
cal year ending September 30, 1991, and 
for other purposes, as follows: 

On page 24, strike lines 1 through 8, and in
sert in lieu thereof: 

SEC. 202. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of this joint resolution, funds in this 
joint resolution, other than those made 
available by transfer, are available for obli
gation only to the extent and only in the 
amount designated by the President, not 
later than the date of enactment of this joint 
resolution, to be emergency funding require
ments within the meaning of part C of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended. 

JOHNSTON (AND GORTON) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1392 

Mr. BYRD (for Mr. JOHNSTON, for 
himself and Mr. GORTON) proposed an 
amendment to the joint resolution 
(H.J. Res. 157), supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 

"SEC. Upon the enactment of a provision of 
law authorizing the Architect of the Capitol 
to accept donations for the benefit of the Bo
tanic Garden, not more than $2,000,000 of the 
amounts accepted pursuant to such author
ization shall be available for obligation by 
the Architect for preparation of working 
drawings, specifications, and cost estimates 
for renovation of the Conservatory of the Bo
tanic Garden." 

LEAHY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1393 

Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. KASTEN, 
Mr. KOHL, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. DUREN
BERGER, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. WELLSTONE, 
Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. WOFFORD, and Mr. 
DASCHLE) proposed an amendment to 
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 157), 
supra, as follows: 

At the end of the committee substitute, 
add the following new title: 

TITLE III-DAIRY PRICE SUPPORT AND 
STABILIZATION PROGRAM 

SEC. 301. FINDINGS. 
Congress finds that-
(1) milk and dairy products are basic foods 

and as a valuable part of the human diet a 
primary source of required nutrients, such as 
calcium; 

(2) the production of milk and dairy prod
ucts plays a significant role in the economy 
of the United States, in that-

(A) milk and dairy products are consumed 
by millions of people in the United States 
every day; and 

(B) the production of milk and dairy prod
ucts involves approximately 200,000 dairy 
farmers and requires substantial handling, 
processing, and marketing resources; 

(3) dairy farmers have a relatively limited 
ability to protect themselves from price risk 
in that-

(A) the commodity they produce is not eas
ily storable; 

(B) they are restricted in their access to 
forward pricing or hedging; and 

(C) dairy farming is so specialized that 
they cannot mitigate price risk by diversify
ing the mix of commodities they produce; 

(4) unstable farm prices are detrimental to 
the nation's consumers of milk because proc
essors, in order to manage their risk, will in
crease margins above levels expected with 
stable prices; 

(5) current dairy program policies, which 
do not include an inventory management 
component, have failed to prevent the pro
ducer market price for milk from collapsing 
in 1990 and in 1991; 

(6) the all-milk price is expected to be less 
than the cost of production, subjecting dairy 
farmers to financial stress not experienced 
in decades; 

(7) without further action, producer milk 
prices in future years will continue to be un
stable, making it difficult to maintain an 
economically heal thy dairy sector; 

(8) the measures resulting from the amend
ments· made by this title, including the sur
plus reduction program, are needed to-

(A) ensure consumers of a reliable and ade
quate supply of pure and wholesome milk 
and dairy products at reasonable prices; 

(B) respond adequately to current and an
ticipated future dairy supply and demand 
problems; and 

(C) ensure a level of farm income for dairy 
producers adequate to maintain productive 
capacity sufficient to meet the anticipated 
future needs; and 

(9) the measures resulting from the amend
ments made by this title should avoid any 
increase in net Federal outlays in the milk 
price support program. 
SEC. 302. POLICY AND PURPOSE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-lt is declared to be the 
policy of Congress that it is in the public in
terest to-

(1) balance milk production and consump
tion in order to improve and stabilize farm 
income and limit Government expenditures; 

(2) reduce undesirable fluctuations in sup
plies and prices of milk and stabilize the 
price of milk at fair and reasonable levels to 
protect the interests of consumers and pro
ducers; and 

(3) facilitate orderly marketing conditions 
for milk and dairy products to enable dairy 
farmers in the United States to respond ade
quately to the needs of consumers. 

(b) PROTECTION OF CONSUMERS.-lt is the 
sense of Congress that the authorities pro
vided by this title and the amendments made 
by this title shall be used to ensure the pro
duction of pure and wholesome milk and 
dairy products at the level required to meet 
the needs of consumers in the United States. 
SEC. 303. PRICE SUPPORT OPERATIONS; SUR-

PLUS REDUCTION PROGRAM. 
(a) PRICE SUPPORT.-Subsection (b) of sec

tion 204 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 
U.S.C. 1446e(b)) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(b) RATE.-
"(1) 1991.-During the period beginning on 

January l, 1991, and ending on December 31, 
1991, the price of milk shall be supported at 
a rate of not less than $10.10 per hundred
weight for milk containing 3.67 percent 
milkfat. 
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"(2) 1992 THROUGH 1995.-During the period 

beginning on January l, 1992, and ending on 
December 31, 1995, the price of milk shall be 
supported at a rate of not less than $11.10 per 
hundredweight for milk containing 3.67 per
cent milkfat. The Secretary may increase 
the rate above the minimum rate established 
in this paragraph.". 

(b) RECOURSE LOANS FOR PROCESSED MILK 
PRODUCTS.-Subsection (e) of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(e) RECOURSE LOANS FOR PROCESSED MILK 
PRODUCTS.-

"(!) IN GENERAL.-Beginning on January 1, 
1993, if the Secretary determines that oper
ation of a recourse loan program will im
prove the orderly marketing of dairy prod
ucts and the stability of dairy product 
prices, the Secretary may make available to 
processors of milk a recourse loan on prod
ucts of milk (butter, cheese, and nonfat dry 
milk). 

"(2) RATE.-The Secretary shall offer loans 
on the products at a rate that will enable 
plants of average efficiency to pay produc
ers, on average, a price that is at least 95 
percent but not more than 100 percent of the 
simple average price received by producers 
for manufacturing grade milk containing 3.67 
percent milkfat for the immediately preced
ing 5 years, excluding the year in which the 
average price was the highest and the year in 
which the average price was the lowest. 

"(3) TERMS.-Loans shall be made under 
this section only in the first 5 months of the 
calendar year and shall mature at the earlier 
of-

"(A) the end of 6 months; or 
"(B) the end of the fiscal year. 
"(4) ASSESSMENT.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-No later than December 

l, 1992, the Secretary shall assess the extent 
to which the operation of a recourse loan 
program, made available to the processors of 
the products of milk, will improve the per
formance and functioning of dairy markets. 

"(B) EFFECT ON ORDERLY MARKETING.-The 
Secretary shall consider the extent to which 
the operation of a recourse loan program will 
improve the orderly marketing of dairy prod
ucts and the stability of dairy product prices 
within a marketing year. 

"(C) CONSULTATION.-In conducting the as
sessment and as soon as possible after the as
sessment is completed, the Secretary shall 
consult with the Committee on Agriculture 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry of the Senate and, as determined by 
the Secretary, appropriate representatives 
from the dairy industry." . 

(c) SURPLUS REDUCTION PROGRAM.-Sub
section (g) of section 204 of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(g) SURPLUS REDUCTION AND PREVENTION 
PROGRAM.-

"(!) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall 
enter into contracts in each of the 1992 
through 1995 calendar years with producers 
in the United States to reduce the market
ings of milk for commercial use to ensure 
that annual net removals by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation do not exceed 4.5 billion 
pounds (milk equivalent, total milk solids 
basis). 

"(2) NATIONAL REDUCTION IN MILK MARKET
INGS.-

"(A) ANNUAL DETERMINATION.-Not later 
than November 15 of each of the calendar 
years 1991 through 1994, the Secretary shall 
determine the national reduction in milk 
marketings necessary in the following cal
endar year to limit net removals by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation in the year 

to a level of not more than 4.5 billion pounds 
(milk equivalent, total milk solids basis). 

"(B) CRITERIA.-In making the reduction 
determination required under subparagraph 
(A), the Secretary shall-

"(i) use the rate of price support that will 
be effective for the calendar year subsequent 
to the year in which the determination is 
made under this section; and 

"(ii) assume there will be no new entrants 
during that calendar year in the surplus re
duction and prevention program established 
under this subsection. 

"(3) REGIONAL REDUCTION IN MILK MARKET
INGS.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.- The Secretary shall en
sure that participation in the surplus reduc
tion and prevention program shall be propor
tionately distributed, based on the quantity 
of milk produced, among the regions identi
fied in subparagraph (B). 

" (B) DEFINITION OF REGIONS.-For purposes 
of this subsection, the United States shall be 
divided into seven geographic regions as fol
lows: 

"(i) California, Oregon, and Washington. 
"(ii) Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Idaho, 

Kansas, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, 
Oklahoma, Texas, Utah, and Wyoming. 

"(iii) Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, 
Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota. 

"(iv) Wisconsin. 
"(v) Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, 

Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, 
South Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia. 

" (vi) Delaware, Indiana, Maryland, Michi-
gan, New Jersey, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and 
West Virginia. 

"(vii) Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, 
New Hampshire, New York, Rhode Island, 
and Vermont. 

"(C) REGIONAL MARKETING PERCENTAGE.
Not later than November 15 of each of the 
calendar years 1991 through 1994, the Sec
retary shall determine a regional marketing 
percentage for each region that is equal to 
the ratio of-

"(i) the total quantity of milk marketed in 
the region in the 12 months prior to the de
termination; to 

"(ii) the total quantity of milk marketed 
in the United States in the 12 months prior 
to the determination. 

."(D) REGIONAL ALLOCATION.- To the extent 
practicable (taking into consideration the 
regional supply and demand for fluid milk), 
the Secretary shall determine the total re
duction in the quantity of milk marketed for 
a region under the surplus reduction and pre
vention program to be equal to the product 
obtained by multiplying-

"(i) the national reduction in milk mar
ketings, as determined under paragraph (2); 
by 

" (ii) the regional marketing percentage for 
that region, as determined under subpara
graph (C). 

"(4) SURPLUS REDUCTION CONTRACTS.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-Beginning on January 1, 

1992, the Secretary shall provide cash pay
ments from the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion to producers who enter into surplus re
duction contracts to reduce the quantity of 
milk the producers market for commercial 
use during the relevant time period. 

" (B) RATE OF PAYMENTS.-In determining 
the amount to be paid to producers under the 
contracts, the Secretary may offer payments 
to, or accept bids from, producers at a level 
that is necessary to achieve the national and 
regional reductions in milk marketings re
quired under this subsection. 

"(C) PERIOD OF CONTRACT.- In those cases 
in which contracts are entered into, the Sec-

retary shall offer to enter into contracts in 
which a participant shall reduce the quan
tity of milk marketed by the participant 
over a period of 24 to 36 months, as deter
mined by the Secretary. The Secretary may 
offer contracts for a shorter period to permit 
the dairy industry to adjust to unforeseen 
changes in factors affecting milk production, 
prices, and the demand for milk products, as 
determined by the Secretary. In no case 
shall contracts be for a period of less than 12 
months. 

"(D) ANNUAL LEVEL OF REDUCTION.-For 
each year of a contract, the level of reduc
tion in the quantity of milk marketed shall 
be equal to the product obtained by mul
tiplying-

" (i) not less than 5 percent, nor more than 
25 percent; by 

" (ii) the producer's relevant milk market
ing history for that contract year, as deter
mined pursuant to subparagraph (E) . 

"(E) MILK MARKETING HISTORY.-For pur
poses of surplus reduction contracts entered 
into under this subsection, a producer's milk 
marketing history shall be equal to-

"(i) for a producer entering into a surplus 
reduction contract for reduction beginning 
in calendar year 1992, the quantity of milk 
marketed by a producer during 1991; 

"(ii) for a producer entering into a surplus 
reduction contract for reduction beginning 
in calendar year 1993, the average quantity 
of milk that is marketed and considered 
marketed by the producer during 1991 and 
1992; and 

"(iii) for a producer entering into a surplus 
reduction contract for reduction beginning 
in calendar year 1994 or 1995, the average 
quantity of milk that is marketed and con
sidered marketed by the producer during the 
previous 3 years. 

" (F) ENROLLMENT PERIOD.-
" (i) FREQUENCY OF ENROLLMENT PERIODS.

The Secretary shall offer to enter into sur
plus reduction contracts on at least three oc
casions during 1992, and on as many occa
sions during 1993 through 1995 as the Sec
retary determines necessary. 

"(ii) INITIAL PERIOD.-The Secretary shall 
allow producers to enroll in the surplus re
duction program for an initial period of at 
least 30 days prior to the beginning of the 
program. Subsequent enrollment periods 
shall be of such duration as is determined by 
the Secretary. 

"(G) PAYMENTS TO PARTICIPANTS.-
"(i) TIMING.- The Secretary shall make 

conditional whole or partial payments to 
participants in the surplus reduction pro
gram on at least a quarterly basis, or more 
frequently at the option of the Secretary. 

"(ii) ANNUAL SETTLEMENT PAYMENT.- If 
necessary, the Secretary shall make an an
nual settlement payment at the end of each 
year of the contract period, based on the 
total reduction in the quantity of milk mar
ketings by the producer during the year. 

" (iii ) REDUCTION IN PRICE RECEIVED.- Any 
producer that participates in the surplus re
duction program shall not be subject to the 
reduction in price received under subsection 
(h) on milk marketed during the term of the 
contract. 

" (H) FUNDING.-The Secretary shall make 
payments to participants in the surplus re
duction program from funds of the Commod
ity Credit Corporation. 

" (I) SEASONAL STABILITY.-The Secretary 
shall, to the maximum extent practicable 
and consistent with the other obligations 
and objectives of this section, administer the 
surplus reduction program in a manner that 
will reduce the seasonal fluctuation in the 
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supply of milk produced in the United 
States. 

"(J) OTHER TERMS.-Each contract may in
clude such other terms and conditions as are 
necessary to ensure that the goals and objec
tives of the surplus reduction program are 
met, as determined by the Secretary. 

"(5) SURPLUS PREVENTION CONTRACTS.
" (A) IN GENERAL.-Beginning on January 1, 

1992, the Secretary shall offer to enter into 
contracts with producers not to increase the 
level of their marketings of milk from the 
immediately preceding year, as determined 
in subparagraph (D). 

"(B) REDUCTION IN PRICE RECEIVED.-Any 
producer that participates in the surplus pre
vention program shall not be subject to the 
reduction in price received under subsection 
(h) on milk marketed during the term of the 
contract. 

" (C) PERIOD OF CONTRACT.- The Secretary 
shall offer to enter into contracts in which a 
participant shall agree not to exceed the 
quantity of milk marketed by the partici
pant over a period of 12 months. 

"(D) ANNUAL LEVEL OF MARKETINGS.-For 
each year of a surplus prevention contract, 
the level of milk marketed by the partici
pant shall not exceed the quantity of milk 
marketed and considered marketed in the 
year immediately preceding the term of the 
contract. 

"(E) ENROLLMENT PERIOD.- The Secretary 
shall allow producers to enroll in the surplus 
reduction program for an initial period of at 
least 30 days prior to the beginning of the 
program. Subsequent enrollment periods 
shall be of such duration as is determined by 
the Secretary. 

"(F) DIVERSION PROGRAM ADJUSTMENT.
For the purposes of contracts entered into 
under this paragraph, the Secretary may 
allow a producer in a particular region to ex
ceed the contracted level of marketings of 
the producer if the Secretary determines 
that, in the absence of such an adjustment, 
the surplus reduction program would cause a 
disproportionate disruption to the economy 
of the region, including the supply of fluid 
milk. 

"(G) OTHER TERMS.-Each contract may in
clude such other terms and conditions as are 
necessary to ensure that the goals and objec
tives of the surplus prevention program are 
met, as determined by the Secretary. 

" (6) CONSIDERED MARKETED.-For purposes 
of calculating a marketing history under 
paragraphs (4) and (5), the producer may re
ceive an allowance for amounts considered 
marketed in previous years only to the ex
tent that for a year the producer enters into 
a contract under paragraph (4). The quantity 
of milk considered marketed for the year 
shall equal the quantity of the contracted re
duction for the year, except that there shall 
be no allowance made under this paragraph 
for quantities considered marketed if the 
quantity actually marketed in the year ex
ceeded the quantity permitted by the year's 
contract. 

" (7) RECORDS.-
" (A) MARKETING HISTORY.-Any producer of 

milk who seeks to enter into a contract for 
payments under this subsection shall provide 
the Secretary with evidence of the quantity 
of milk marketed by the producer in pre
vious years to establish the producer's mar
keting history, as the Secretary considers 
necessary and appropriate. 

"(B) OTHER RECORDS AND REPORTS.-Each 
producer who enters into a contract with the 
Secretary to reduce marketings under this 
subsection shall keep such records and make 
such reports as the Secretary determines 
necessary to carry out this subsection. 

"(8) MODIFICATION OF CONTRACTS.-
"(A) AUTHORITY.-Subject to subparagraph 

(B), the Secretary may, in accordance with 
such rules or procedures as are prescribed by 
the Secretary, offer to modify contracts en
tered into under this subsection. 

" (B) DETERMINATION.- Prior to a modifica
tion under subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
shall determine that, in the absence of the 
modification, net removals by the Commod
ity Credit Corporation would fall excessively 
below 4.5 billion pounds (milk equivalent, 
total milk solid basis) during the year. 

''(9) ASSIGNMENT OF CONTRACTS.-A pro
ducer may, with the approval of the Sec
retary, assign a contract entered into under 
this paragraph only if-

" (A) the producer's interest in the entire 
milk production facility and the entire dairy 
herd used by the producer to produce milk 
for commercial marketings have been trans
ferred as a unit to the person to whom the 
assignment is to be made; 

" (B) the producer and the assignee agree in 
writing that the assignee shall succeed to all 
rights and liabilities of the producer under 
the contract; and 

"(C) a copy of the writing is submitted to 
the Secretary before the transfer occurs. 

"(10) DECEASED PRODUCERS.-A contract en
tered into under this subsection by a pro
ducer who by reason of death cannot perform 
or assign the contract may be performed or 
assigned, in accordance with paragraph (9), 
by the estate of the producer. 

"(11) COMPLIANCE.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall en

sure compliance by producers with the con
tracted level of reductions in the quantity of 
milk marketed, including contracts for a 
term in excess of 1 year. The Secretary shall 
ensure compliance with surplus reduction 
contracts on at least a quarterly basis, con
sistent with payments to producers under 
paragraph (4)(G)(i) . 

"(B) INITIAL ENROLLMENT.-During the ini
tial enrollment period specified in paragraph 
(4)(F), the Secretary shall, at the option of 
the participant, not require full compliance 
with the terms and conditions of the surplus 
reduction contract until 45 days after enter
ing into the contract. Full compliance with 
the terms and conditions of the contract 
shall be required on a quarterly basis, as pro
vided in this paragraph. 

"(C) VIOLATIONS OF SURPLUS REDUCTION 
CONTRACTS.-

" (i) REFUNDS.-If a producer violates a con
tract entered into under paragraph (4), the 
Secretary shall, as considered appropriate, 
require that all payments made under the 
contract be refunded by the producer, with 
interest at the rate equal, to the extent prac
ticable, to the cost to the Commodity Credit 
Corporation of its borrowings from the Unit
ed States Treasury for the relevant time pe
riod. The refund shall not relieve the pro
ducer from the obligations of the contract. 

"(ii) PENALTIES.-A producer who enters 
into a contract under paragraph (4) shall be 
liable to the Secretary for marketing pen
alties, in addition to other remedies avail
able under this section, if the producer-
. "(I) fails to make a required reduction in 

milk marketings; 
"(II) retains or acquires an interest in 

dairy cattle or the production of milk in vio
lation of a contract entered into under this 
subsection; 

"(III) makes a false statement in a bid sub
mitted under paragraph (4) as to the produc
er's milk marketing history; 

" (IV) makes a false statement as to the 
producer's reduction in milk marketings re
quired under the contract; or 

"(V) fails to meet such other terms and 
conditions of the contract, as the Secretary 
considers appropriate. 

"(iii) LEVEL OF PENALTIES.-The amount of 
a marketing penalty shall be an amount de
termined by the Secretary that is the higher 
of-

"(I) $5,000 for the violation; or 
" (II) the quantity of milk involved in the 

violation multiplied by the current support 
price, as determined under this section. 

"(iv) EXCEPTION.-The Secretary may 
waive penal ties under clause (iii) for a viola
tion that is the result of inadvertent errors 
in reduction of marketings, as determined by 
the Secretary, except that the amount of a 
waiver may not exceed 5 percent of the quan
tity of the reduction in annual milk market
ings by the producer provided for under the 
contract. 

"(D) VIOLATIONS OF SURPLUS PREVENTION 
CONTRACTS.-

" (i) PENALTY.- If a producer violates a con
tract entered into under paragraph (5), the 
Secretary shall, as considered appropriate, 
require that the producer pay a penalty to 
the Commodity Credit Corporation for the 
relevant time period. 

"(ii) VIOLATION.-The Secretary shall find 
a producer in violation of a contract if the 
producer-

"(!) exceeds the level of milk marketings 
provided in the contract; 

"(II) makes a false statement as to the pro
ducer's level of milk marketings required 
under the contract; or 

" (Ill) fails to meet such other terms and 
conditions of the contract, as the Secretary 
considers appropriate. 

"(iii) LEVEL OF PENALTY.- The level of the 
penalty authorized under clause (i) shall 
equal the sum of-

"(1) the product obtained by multiplying
"(aa) the amount of the reductions in price 

received by the producer that would have ap
plied under subsection (h) had that producer 
not participated in the surplus prevention 
program during the year; by 

"(bb) the total quantity of milk marketed 
by the producer in that year; and 

"(II) an amount determined by the Sec
retary that is the higher of-

" (aa) $5,000 for the violation; or 
" (bb) the quantity of milk involved in the 

violation multiplied by the current support 
price, as determined under this section. 

"(iv) EXCEPTION.-The Secretary may re
duce any penalties under clause (iii)(ll) by 
such amount as the Secretary determines eq
uitable in any case in which the Secretary 
determines that the failure was uninten
tional or without knowledge on the part of 
the person concerned. 

" (12) EFFECT ON THE LIVESTOCK INDUSTRY.
In order to minimize the adverse effect of the 
surplus reduction program on beef, pork, and 
poultry producers in the United States, the 
Secretary shall vary the beginning and end
ing dates of surplus reduction contracts in a 
region so that the slaughter of dairy animals 
as a result of the surplus reduction program 
will occur on a random basis. 

"(13) DAIRY COW SLAUGHTER.-
" (A) LIMITATION.-The Secretary shall, to 

the maximum extent practicable, limit the 
number of dairy cows slaughtered during 
each of the first 12 months of the surplus re
duction program to a quantity of not more 
than the sum of-

"(i) the average number of beef and dairy 
cows slaughtered during the corresponding 
month in the 1990 and 1991 calendar years; 
and 

"(ii) 20,000 dairy cows. 
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"(B) SUBSEQUENT MONTHS.-The Secretary 

may limit the number of dairy cows slaugh
tered after the first 12 months of the surplus 
reduction program at the level specified in 
subparagraph (A), as determined necessary 
by the Secretary. 

"(C) MONITORING.-During the period be
ginning on January 1, 1992, and ending on De
cember 31, 1993, the Secretary shall monitor 
and report to Congress every 2 weeks on the 
number of beef and dairy cows slaughtered in 
the United States. 

"(D) LIMITS ON NEW CONTRACTS.-
"(i) MONTHLY DETERMINATION.-The Sec

retary shall make a determination, during 
each of the first 12 months of the surplus re
duction program, if-

"(l) the number of dairy cows slaughtered 
for the month is in excess of the level speci
fied in subparagraph (A); and 

"(II) the excess dairy cow slaughter is a di
rect result of and solely caused by the sur
plus reduction program. 

"(ii) IMPACT ON NEW CONTRACTS.-If the 
Secretary makes a positive determination in 
any month under subclauses (I) and (II) of 
clause (i), the Secretary shall not enter into 
additional surplus reduction contracts under 
paragraph (4) during the immediately subse
quent month, in order to review the process 
and mechanism used to limit surplus reduc
tion dairy cow slaughter to the quantities 
described under subparagraph (A). 

"(14) USE OF GOVERNMENT RESOURCES.-ln 
carrying out this subsection, the Secretary 
may, as the Secretary considers appro
priate-

"(A) use the services of State and county 
committees established under section 8(b) of 
the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot
ment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b)); and 

"(B) enter into agreements to use, on a re
imbursable basis, the services of administra
tors of the Federal milk marketing orders 
and State milk marketing programs.". 

(d) REDUCTION IN PRICE RECEIVED.-Sub
section (h) of section 204 of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(h) REDUCTION IN PRICE RECEIVED.
"(l) SURPLUS REDUCTION CONTRACTS.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-During the period begin

ning on January 1, 1992, and ending on Sep
tember 30, 1998, the Secretary shall provide 
for a reduction in the price received on all 
milk marketed in the United States for com
mercial purposes by producers that do not 
enter into surplus reduction or surplus pre
vention contracts under subsection (g). 

"(B) AMOUNT OF REDUCTION.-
"(A) 1992.-During fiscal year 1992, the Sec

retary shall establish the rate of the reduc
tion under subparagraph (A) in the price re
ceived by producers at an amount, on a per 
hundredweight basis of milk marketed, so 
that total collections shall, to the extent 
practicable, equal $161,000,000. 

"(B) 1993 THROUGH 1998.-During each of the 
fiscal years 1993 through 1998, the Secretary 
shall establish the rate of the reduction 
under subparagraph (A) in the price received 
by producers at an amount, on a per hun
dredweight basis of milk marketed, that is 
equal to the sum of-

"(i) the amount that is necessary to reim
burse the Commodity Credit Corporation for 
all payments to producers who participate in 
the surplus reduction program established 
under subsection (g)(4) in such year; and 

"(ii) the amount, in excess of the amount 
collected in the immediately preceding year, 
that is necessary to reimburse the Commod
ity Credit Corporation for payments to pro
ducers who participated in the surplus reduc
tion program established under subsection 
(g)(4) in the immediately preceding year. 

"(2) RECONCILIATION COMMITMENTS.
"(A) 1991.-
"(i) AUTHORITY.-During the period begin

ning on January 1, 1991, and ending on De
cember 31, 1991, the Secretary shall provide 
for a reduction in the price received by pro
ducers for all milk produced in the United 
States and marketed by producers for com
mercial use, in addition to any reduction in 
price required under paragraph (1). 

"(ii) AMOUNT.-The amount of the reduc
tion under clause (i) in the price received by 
producers shall be 5 cents per hundredweight 
of milk marketed. 

"(iii) REFUND.-The Secretary shall pro
vide a refund of the entire reduction under 
clause (ii) in the price of milk received by a 
producer during calendar year 1991 if the pro
ducer provides evidence that the producer 
did not increase marketings in 1991 as com
pared to marketings by the producer in 1990. 

"(B) 1992.-
"(i) AUTHORITY.-During the period begin

ning on January l, 1992, and ending on Sep
tember 30, 1992, the Secretary shall provide 
for a reduction in the price of milk received 
by producers that do not enter into surplus 
reduction or surplus prevention contracts 
under subsection (g) for all milk produced in 
the United States and marketed by those 
producers for commercial use during a con
tract year, in addition to any reduction in 
price required under paragraph (1). 

"(ii) AMOUNT.-The amount of the reduc
tion under clause (i) in the price received by 
producers shall be an amount, on a per hun
dredweight basis of milk marketed, that is 
equal to the sum of-

"(l) $161,000,000; and 
"(II) an amount that is sufficient to com

pensate for refunds made under subpara
graph (A)(iii) on the basis of marketings in 
1991. 

"(C) 1993 THROUGH 1995.-
"(i) AUTHORITY.-During the period begin

ning on October 1, 1992, and ending on Sep
tember 30, 1995, the Secretary shall provide 
for a reduction in the price of milk received 
by producers that do not enter into surplus 
reduction or surplus prevention contracts 
under subsection (g) for all milk produced in 
the United States and marketed by those 
producers for commercial use during a con
tract year, in addition to any reduction in 
price required under paragraph (1). 

"(ii) AMOUNT.-The amount of the reduc
tion under clause (i) in the price received by 
producers shall be an amount, on a per hun
dredweight basis of milk marketed, so that 
total collections shall, to the extent prac
ticable, equal-

"(!) $55,000,000 during fiscal year 1993; 
"(II) $45,000,000 during fiscal year 1994; and 
"(Ill) $85,000,000 during fiscal year 1995. 
"(3) ASSESSMENT REFUND.-
"(A) EXCESS CCC PURCHASES.-During the 

period beginning on January 1, 1993, and end
ing on September 30, 1998, the Secretary 
shall provide a refund of the entire reduction 
in the price of milk received by a producer 
during a fiscal year under paragraph (1) if 
annual net removals by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation exceed 6.0 billion pounds 
(milk equivalent, total milk solids basis). 

"(B) TIMING.-The refund to producers 
shall be made not later than March 1 of the 
calendar year immediately following the 
year in the which the annual net removals 
by the Commodity Credit Corporation exceed 
the quantity specified in subparagraph (A). 

"(4) COLLECTION OF FUNDS.-The funds re
sulting from the application of any reduction 
in the price received by producers for milk 
under paragraphs (1) and (2) shall be col-

lected and remitted to the Commodity Cred
it Corporation at such time and in such man
ner as are prescribed by the Secretary. The 
funds shall be remitted by any person that 
purchases milk from a producer, except that 
in the case of a producer who markets milk 
of the producer's own production directly to 
consumers, or other cases as determined by 
the Secretary, the funds shall be remitted di
rectly to the Corporation by the producer. 

"(5) MINIMUM PRICE PROVISIONS.-The funds 
remitted to the Corporation under this para
graph shall be considered as included in the 
payments to a producer of milk for purposes 
of the minimum price provisions of the Agri
cultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 601 et 
seq.), reenacted with amendments by the Ag
ricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 
1937.". 

(e) DEFINITIONS.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-Section 204 of such Act is 

amended-
(A) by redesignating subsections (j) and (k) 

as subsections (k) and (1), respectively; and 
(B) by inserting after subsection (i) the fol

lowing new subsection: 
"(j) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section: 
"(l) MILK EQUIVALENT, TOTAL MILK SOLIDS 

BASIS.-The term 'milk equivalent, total 
milk solids basis', of milk and the products 
of milk purchased by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, shall be equal to the weighted
average of the milk equivalent (as computed 
on a milkfat basis and on a milk solids non
fat basis) of such products, with weighting 
factors equal to not more than 40 percent for 
the milk equivalent, milkfat basis, and not 
more than 70 percent for the milk equiva
lent, solids nonfat basis. The weighting fac
tors shall total 100 percent. 

"(2) NET REMOVALS.-The term 'net remov
als' means the level of purchases of milk and 
the products of milk by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation under this section, less 
sales under section 407 for unrestricted use. 

"(3) UNITED STATES.-The term 'United 
States' means the 48 contiguous States in 
the continental United States.". 

(2) ADMINISTRATION.-Section 204(d)(5) of 
such Act is amended by striking "(5) ADMIN
ISTRATION.-" and all that follows through 
" In estimating" in subparagraph (B) and in
serting "(5) ADMINISTRATION.- ln estimat
ing". 

(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Section 
204(i) of such Act is amended by striking 
"subsection (g) or (h)" each place it appears 
and inserting "subsection (h)". 

(g) PERIOD.-Section 204(1) of such Act (as 
redesignated by subsection (e)(l)(A) of this 
section) is amended by inserting after " this 
section" the following: ", other than as pro
vided in subsection (h)(l),". 
SEC. 304. STANDARDS OF IDENTITY FOR MILK. 

Paragraph (H) of section 8c(5) of the Agri
cultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c(5)), 
reenacted with amendments by the Agricul
tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(H) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, during the period beginning on the 
date of enactment of this paragraph and end
ing on December 31, 1995, a State milk mar
keting order (or other applicable State stat
ute or regulation) that had a standard for 
solids not fat in milk, lowfat or skim, in ef
fect on November l, 1990, shall not be pre
empted by a Federal standard for fluid 
milk. ". 
SEC. 305. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING PRO

VISION OF SURPLUS COMMODITIES 
TO THE SOVIET UNION. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Sec
retary of Agriculture should make efforts to 
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sell for export, or otherwise provide, to the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and its 
former constituent republics any surplus 
commodities (including milk and products of 
milk) available from stocks acquired by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 
SEC. 306. REGULATIONS. 

Not later than 30 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Agri
culture shall iss.ie such regulations as are 
necessary to carry out this title and the 
amendments made by this title. 
SEC. 307. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This title and the amendments made by 
this title shall become effective on the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

LEAHY AMENDMENT NO. 1394 
Mr. LEAHY proposed an amendment 

No. 1393 proposed by him (and others) 
to the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 157), 
supra, as follows: 

In the pending amendment, strike all after 
section 301, and add the following: 

TITLE III-DAIRY PRICE SUPPORT AND 
STABILIZATION PROGRAM 

SEC. 301. FINDINGS. 
Congress finds that---
(1) milk and dairy products are basic foods 

and as a valuable part of the human diet a 
primary source of required nutrients, such as 
calcium; 

(2) the production of milk and dairy prod
ucts plays a significant role in the economy 
of the United States, in that-

(A) milk and dairy products are consumed 
by millions of people in the United States 
every day; and 

(B) the production of milk and dairy prod
ucts involves approximately 200,000 dairy 
farmers and requires substantial handling, 
processing, and marketing resources; 

(3) dairy farmers have a relatively limited 
ability to protect themselves from price risk 
in that-

(A) the commodity they produce is not eas
ily storable; 

(B) they are restricted in their access to 
forward pricing or hedging; and 

(C) dairy farming is so specialized that 
they cannot mitigate price risk by diversify
ing the mix of commodities they produce; 

(4) unstable farm prices are detrimental to 
the Nation's consumers of milk because 
processors, in order to manage their risk, 
will increase margins above levels expected 
with stable prices; 

(5) current dairy program policies, which 
do not include an inventory management 
component, have failed to prevent the pro
ducer market price for milk from collapsing 
in 1990 and in 1991; 

(6) the all-milk price is expected to be less 
than the cost of prod·1ction, subjecting dairy 
farmers to financial stress not experienced 
in decades; 

(7) without further action, producer milk 
prices in future years will continue to be un
stable, making it difficult to maintain an 
economically healthy dairy sector; 

(8) the measures resulting from the amend
ments made by this title, including the sur
plus reduction program, are needed to-

(A) ensure consumers of a reliable and ade
quate supply of pure and wholesome milk 
and dairy products at reasonable prices; 

(B) respond adequately to current and an
ticipated future dairy supply and demand 
problems; and 

(C) ensure a level of farm income for dairy 
producers adequate to maintain productive 

capacity sufficient to meet the anticipated 
future needs; and 

(9) the measures resulting from the amend
ments made by this title should avoid any 
increase in net Federal outlays in the milk 
price support program. 
SEC. 302. POLICY AND PURPOSE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-It is declared to be the 
policy of Congress that it is in the public in
terest to-

(1) balance milk production and consump
tion in order to improve and stabilize farm 
income and limit Government expenditures; 

(2) reduce undesirable fluctuations in sup
plies and prices of milk and stabilize the 
price of milk at fair and reasonable levels to 
protect the interests of consumers and pro
ducers; and 

(3) facilitate orderly marketing conditions 
for milk and dairy products to enable dairy 
farmers in the United States to respond ade
quately to the needs of consumers. 

(b) PROTECTION OF CONSUMERS.-It is the 
sense of Congress that the authorities pro
vided by this title and the amendments made 
by this title shall be used to ensure the pro
duction of pure and wholesome milk and 
dairy products at the level required to meet 
the needs of consumers in the United States. 
SEC. 303. PRICE SUPPORT OPERATIONS; SUR· 

PLUS REDUCTION PROGRAM. 
(a) PRICE SUPPORT.-Subsection (b) of sec

tion 204 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 
U.S.C. 1446e(b)) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

" (b) RATE.-
" (l) 1991.-During the period beginning on 

January 1, 1991, and ending on December 31, 
1991, the price of milk shall be supported at 
a rate of not less than $10.10 per hundred
weight for milk containing 3.67 percent 
milkfat. 

"(2) 1992 THROUGH 1995.-During the period 
beginning on January 1, 1992, and ending on 
December 31 , 1995, the price of milk shall be 
supported at a rate of not less than $11.10 per 
hundredweight for milk containing 3.67 per
cent milkfat. The Secretary may increase 
the rate above the minimum rate established 
in this paragraph.". 

(b) RECOURSE LOANS FOR PROCESSED MILK 
PRODUCTS.-Subsection (e) of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(e) RECOURSE LOANS FOR PROCESSED MILK 
PRODUCTS.-

"(l) IN GENERAL.-Beginning on January 1, 
1993, if the Secretary determines that oper
ation of a recourse loan program will im
prove the orderly marketing of dairy prod
ucts and the stability of dairy product 
prices, the Secretary may make available to 
processors of milk a recourse loan on prod
ucts of milk (butter, cheese, and nonfat dry 
milk). 

"(2) RATE.-The Secretary shall offer loans 
on the products at a rate that will enable 
plants of average efficiency to pay produc
ers, on average, a price that is at least 95 
percent but not more than 100 percent of the 
simple average price received by producers 
for manufacturing grade milk containing 3.67 
percent milkfat for the immediately preced
ing 5 years, excluding the year in which the 
average price was the highest and the year in 
which the average price was the lowest. 

"(3) TERMS.-Loans shall be made under 
this section only in the first 5 months of the 
calendar year and shall mature at the earlier 
of-

"(A) the end of 6 months; or 
"(B) the end of the fiscal year. 
"(4) ASSESSMENT.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-No later than December 

1, 1992, the Secretary shall assess the extent 

to which the operation of a recourse loan 
program, made available to the processors of 
the products of milk, will improve the per
formance and functioning of dairy markets. 

"(B) EFFECT ON ORDERLY MARKETING.-The 
Secretary shall consider the extent to which 
the operation of a recourse loan program will 
improve the orderly marketing of dairy prod
ucts and the stability of dairy product prices 
within a marketing year. 

"(C) CONSULTATION.-ln conducting the as
sessment and as soon as possible after the as
sessment is completed, the Secretary shall 
consult with the Committee on Agriculture 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry of the Senate and, as determined by 
the Secretary, appropriate representatives 
from the dairy industry.". 

(c) SURPLUS REDUCTION PROGRAM.-Sub
section (g) of section 204 of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(g) SURPLUS REDUCTION AND PREVENTION 
PROGRAM.-

"(l) IN GENERAL.- The Secretary shall 
enter into contracts in each of the 1992 
through 1995 calendar years with producers 
in the United States to reduce the market
ings of milk for commercial use to ensure 
that annual net removals by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation do not exceed 4.5 billion 
pounds (milk equivalent, total milk solids 
basis). 

"(2) NATIONAL REDUCTION IN MILK MARKET
INGS.-

"(A) ANNUAL DETERMINATION.-Not later 
than November 15 of each of the calendar 
years 1991 through 1994, the Secretary shall 
determine the national reduction in milk 
marketings necessary in the following cal
endar year to limit net removals by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation in the year 
to a level of not more than 4.5 billion pounds 
(milk equivalent, total milk solids basis). 

"(B) CRITERIA.-In making the reduction 
determination required under subparagraph 
(A), the Secretary shall-

"(i) use the rate of price support that will 
be effective for the calendar year subsequent 
to the year in which the determination is 
made under this section; and 

"(ii) assume there will be no new entrants 
during that calendar year in the surplus re
duction and prevention program established 
under this subsection. 

"(3) REGIONAL REDUCTION IN MILK MARKET
INGS.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall en
sure that participation in the surplus reduc
tion and prevention program shall be propor
tionately distributed, based on the quantity 
of milk produced, among the regions identi
fied in subparagraph (B). 

"(B) DEFINITION OF REGIONS.-For purposes 
of this subsection, the United States shall be 
divided into seven geographic regions as fol
lows: 

"(i) California, Oregon, and Washington. 
"(ii) Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Idaho, 

Kansas, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, 
Oklahoma, Texas, Utah, and Wyoming. 

" (iii) Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, 
Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota. 

"(iv) Wisconsin. 
"(v) Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, 

Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, 
South Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia. 

"(vi) Delaware, Indiana, Maryland, Michi-
gan, New Jersey, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and 
West Virginia. 

"(vii) Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, 
New Hampshire, New York, Rhode Island, 
and Vermont. 

"(C) REGIONAL MARKETING PERCENTAGE.
Not later than November 15 of each of the 
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calendar years 1991 through 1994, the Sec
retary shall determine a regional marketing 
percentage for each region that is equal to 
the ratio of-

"(i) the total quantity of milk marketed in 
the region in the 12 months prior to the de
termination; to 

"(ii) the total quantity of milk marketed 
in the United States in the 12 months prior 
to the determination. 

"(D) REGIONAL ALLOCATION.-To the extent 
practicable (taking into consideration the 
regional supply and demand for fluid milk), 
the Secretary shall determine the total re
duction in the quantity of milk marketed for 
a region under the surplus reduction and pre
vention program to be equal to the product 
obtained by multiplying-

"(i) the national reduction in milk mar
ketings, as determined under paragraph (2); 
by 

"(ii) the regional marketing percentage for 
that region, as determined under subpara
graph (C). 

"(4) SURPLUS REDUCTION CONTRACTS.-
" (A) IN GENERAL.-Beginning on January 1, 

1992, the Secretary shall provide cash pay
ments from the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion to producers who enter into surplus re
duction contracts to reduce the quantity of 
milk the producer s market for commercial 
use during the relevant time period. 

"(B) RATE OF PAYMENTS.-ln determining 
the amount to be paid to producers under the 
contracts, the Secretary may offer payments 
to, or accept bids from, producers at a level 
that is necessary to achieve the national and 
regional reductions in milk marketings re
quired under this subsection. 

"(C) PERIOD OF CONTRACT.-ln those cases 
in which contracts are entered into, the Sec
retary shall offer to enter into contracts in 
which a participant shall reduce the quan
tity of milk marketed by the participant 
over a period of 24 to 36 months, as deter
mined by the Secretary. The Secretary may 
offer contracts for a shorter period to permit 
the dairy industry to adjust to unforeseen 
changes in factors affecting milk production, 
prices, and the demand for milk products, as 
determined by the Secretary. In no case 
shall contracts be for a period of less than 12 
months. 

"(D) ANNUAL LEVEL OF REDUCTION.- For 
each year of a contract, the level of reduc
tion in the quantity of milk marketed shall 
be equal to the product obtained by mul
tiplying-

"(i) not less than 5 percent, nor more than 
25 percent; by 

"(ii) the producer's relevant milk market
ing history for that contract year, as deter
mined pursuant to subparagraph (E). 

" (E) MILK MARKETING HISTORY .- For pur
poses of surplus reduction contracts entered 
into under this subsection, a producer's milk 
marketing history shall be equal to-

"(i) for a pr oducer entering into a surplus 
reduction contract for reduction beginning 
in calendar year 1992, the quantity of milk 
marketed by a producer during 1991; 

"(ii) for a producer entering into a surplus 
reduction contract for reduction beginning 
in calendar year 1993, the average quantity 
of milk that is mar keted and considered 
market ed by the producer during 1991 and 
1992; and 

"(iii) for a producer entering into a surplus 
reduction contract for reduction beginning 
in calendar year 1994 or 1995, the average 
quantity of milk that is marketed and con
sidered marketed by the producer during the 
previous 3 years. 

" (F) ENROLLMENT PERIOD.-

"(i) FREQUENCY OF ENROLLMENT PERIODS.
The Secretary shall offer to enter into sur
plus reduction contracts on at least three oc
casions during 1992, and on as many occa
sions during 1993 through 1995 as the Sec
retary determines necessary. 

"(ii) INITIAL PERIOD.-The Secretary shall 
allow producers to enroll in the surplus re
duction program for an initial period of at 
least 30 days prior to the beginning of the 
program. Subsequent enrollment periods 
shall be of such duration as is determined by 
the Secretary. 

"(G) PAYMENTS TO PARTICIPANTS.-
"(i) TIMING.-The Secretary shall make 

conditional whole or partial payments to 
participants in the surplus reduction pro
gram on at least a quarterly basis, or more 
frequently at the option of the Secretary. 

"(ii) ANNUAL SETTLEMENT PAYMENT.-If 
necessary . the Secretary shall make an an
nual settlement payment at the end of each 
year of the contract period, based on the 
total reduction in the quantity of milk mar
ketings by the producer during the year. 

"(iii) REDUCTION IN PRICE RECEIVED.-Any 
producer that participates in the surplus r e
duction program shall not be subject to t he 
reduction in price received under subsection 
(h) on milk marketed during the term of the 
contract. 

" (H) FUNDING.- The Secretary shall make 
payments to participants in the surplus re
duction program from funds of the Commod
ity Credit Corporation. 

"(I) SEASONAL STABILITY.-The Secretary 
shall, to the maximum extent practicable 
and consistent with the other obligations 
and objectives of this section, administer the 
surplus reduction program in a manner that 
will reduce the seasonal fluctuation in the 
supply of milk produced in the United 
States. 

"(J) OTHER TERMS.-Each contract may in
clude such other terms and conditions as are 
necessary to ensure that the goals and objec
tives of the surplus reduction program are 
met, as determined by the Secretary. 

"(5) SURPLUS PREVENTION CONTRACTS.
"(A) IN GENERAL.- Beginning on January 1, 

1992, the Secretary shall offer to enter into 
contracts with producers not to increase the 
level of their marketings of milk from the 
immediately preceding year, as determined 
in subparagraph (D). 

" (B) REDUCTION IN PRICE RECEIVED.- Any 
producer that participates in the surplus pre
vention program shall not qe subject to the 
reduction in price r eceived under subsection 
(h) on milk marketed during the term of the 
contract. 

" (C) PERIOD OF CONTRACT.-The Secretary 
shall offer t o enter into contracts in which a 
participant shall agree not to exceed t he 
quanti t y of m il k marketed by the part ici
pant over a period of 12 months. 

" (D) ANNUAL LEVEL OF MARKETINGS.-For 
each year of a surplus prevention contract, 
the level of milk marketed by the partici
pant shall not exceed the quantity of m ilk 
marketed and considered mar keted in the 
year immedia tely pr eceding the term of the 
contract. 

"(E) ENROLLMENT PERIOD.-The Secretary 
shall a llow producers t o enroll in the surplus 
reduction program for an ini t ia l period of at 
least 30 days prior to the beginning of the 
program. Subsequent enrollment per iods 
shall be of such duration as is det ermined by 
the Secretary. 

" (F) DIVERSION PROGRAM ADJUSTMENT.
For the purposes of contracts entered into 
under this paragraph, the Secretary may 
allow a producer in a particular region to ex-

ceed the contracted level of marketings of 
the producer if the Secretary determines 
that, in the absence of such an adjustment, 
the surplus reduction program would cause a 
disproportionate disruption to the economy 
of the region, including the supply of fluid 
milk. 

"(G) OTHER TERMS.-Each contract may in
clude such other terms and conditions as are 
necessary to ensure that the goals and objec
tives of the surplus prevention program are 
met, as determined by the Secretary. 

"(6) CONSIDERED MARKETED.-For pur poses 
of calculating a marketing history under 
paragraphs (4) and (5), the producer may r e
ceive an allowance for amounts consider ed 
marketed in previous years only t o the ex
tent that for a year the producer enters into 
a contract under paragraph (4). The quantity 
of milk considered marketed for the year 
shall equal the quantity of the contracted re
duction for the year, except that there shall 
be no allowance made under this paragraph 
for quantities considered marketed if the 
quantity a ctually marketed in the year ex
ceeded the quantity permitted by the year's 
contract. 

"(7) RECORDS.-
"(A) MARKETING HISTORY.-Any producer of 

milk who seeks to enter into a contract for 
payments under this subsection shall provide 
t he Secretary with evidence of the qua ntity 
of milk marketed by the producer in pre
vious years to establish the producer's mar
keting history, as the Secretary considers 
necessary and appropriate. 

"(B) OTHER RECORDS AND REPORTS.-Each 
producer who enters int o a contract with the 
Secretary to reduce market ings under this 
subsection shall keep such r ecords and make 
such reports as the Secretary determines 
necessary to carry out t his subsection. 

" (8) MODIFICATION OF CONTRACTS.-
"(A) AUTHORITY.-Subject to subparagraph 

(B), the Secretary may, in accorda nce with 
such rules or procedures as are prescr ibed by 
the Secretary, offer t o modify contracts en
tered into under this subsection. 

"(B) DETERMINATION.-Prior to a modifica
tion under subparagraph (A), t he Secretary 
shall determine that, in t he absence of the 
modification, net removals by the Commod
ity Credit Corporation would fall excessively 
below 4.5 billion pounds (m ilk equivalent, 
total milk solid basis) during the year . 

"(9) ASSIGNMENT OF CONTRACTS.- A pr o
ducer may, with the approval of the Sec
retary, assign a contract entered into under 
this paragraph only if-

" (A) the producer's interest in the entir e 
milk production facility and the entire dairy 
herd used by the producer to produce milk 
for commercial marketings have been trans
ferred as a unit t o t he person to whom the 
assignment is to be made; 

"(B) t he producer and t he assignee agree in 
writing that the a ssignee shall succeed t o all 
rights and liabili t ies of t he producer under 
t he cont ract ; and 

" (C) a copy of the writing is submitted t o 
the Secretary before the transfer occurs. 

"(10) DECEASED PRODUCERS.-A contract en
tered into under this subsection by a pr o
ducer who by reason of death cannot perform 
or assign t he contract may be performed or 
assigned, in a ccordance with paragraph (9), 
by the esta t e of the producer. 

"(11) COMPLIANCE.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall en

sure compliance by producers with t he con
tracted level of reductions in the quantity of 
milk marketed, including contracts for a 
term in excess of 1 year. The Secret ary shall 
ensur e compliance with surplus reduction 
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contracts on at least a quarterly basis, con
sistent with payments to producers under 
paragraph (4)(G)(i). 

"(B) INITIAL ENROLLMENT.-During the ini
tial enrollment period specified in paragraph 
(4)(F), the Secretary shall, at the option of 
the participant, not require full compliance 
with the terms and conditions of the surplus 
reduction contract until 45 days after enter
ing into the contract. Full compliance with 
the terms and conditions of the contract 
shall be required on a quarterly basis, as pro
vided in this paragraph. 

"(C) VIOLATIONS OF SURPLUS REDUCTION 
CONTRACTS.-

"(i) REFUNDS.-If a producer violates a con
tract entered into under paragraph (4), the 
Secretary shall, as considered appropriate, 
require that all payments made under the 
contract be refunded by the producer, with 
interest at the rate equal, to the extent prac
ticable, to the cost to the Commodity Credit 
Corporation of its borrowings from the Unit
ed States Treasury for the relevant time pe
riod. The refund shall not relieve the pro
ducer from the obligations of the contract. 

"(ii) PENALTIES.-A producer who enters 
into a contract under paragraph (4) shall be 
liable to the Secretary for marketing pen
alties, in addition to other remedies avail
able under this section, if the producer-

" (!) fails to make a required reduction in 
milk marketings; 

"(II) retains or acquires an interest in 
dairy cattle or the production of milk in vio
lation of a contract entered into under this 
subsection; 

"(III) makes a false statement in a bid sub
mitted under paragraph (4) as to the produc
er's milk marketing history; 

"(IV) makes a false statement as to the 
producer's reduction in milk marketings re
quired under the contract; or 

" (V) fails to meet such other terms and 
conditions of the contract, as the Secretary 
considers appropriate. 

"(iii) LEVEL OF PENALTIES.-The amount of 
a marketing penalty shall be an amount de
termined by the Secretary that is the higher 
of-

"(l) $5,000 for the violation; or 
"(II) the quantity of milk involved in the 

violation multiplied by the current support 
price, as determined under this section. 

"(iv) EXCEPTION.-The Secretary may 
waive penalties under clause (iii) for a viola
tion that is the result of inadvertent errors 
in reduction of marketings, as determined by 
the Secretary, except that the amount of a 
waiver may not exceed 5 percent of the quan
tity of the reduction in annual milk market
ings by the producer provided for under the 
contract. 

"(D) VIOLATIONS OF SURPLUS PREVENTION 
CONTRACTS.-

" (i) PENALTY.-If a producer violates a con
tract entered into under paragraph (5), the 
Secretary shall, as considered appropriate, 
require that the producer pay a penalty to 
the Commodity Credit Corporation for the 
relevant time period. 

" (ii) VIOLATION.-The Secretary shall find 
a producer in violation of a contract if the 
producer-

"(!) exceeds the level of milk marketings 
provided in the contract; 

"(II) makes a false statement as to the pro
ducer's level of milk marketings required 
under the contract; or 

"(Ill) fails to meet such other terms and 
conditions of the contract, as the Secretary 
considers appropriate. 

"(iii) LEVEL OF PENALTY.- The level of the 
penalty authorized under clause (i) shall 
equal the sum of-

" (I) the product obtained by multiplying
" (aa) the amount of the reductions in price 

received by the producer that would have ap
plied under subsection (h ) had that producer 
not participated in the surplus prevention 
program during the year; by 

"(bb) the total quantity of milk marketed 
by the producer in that year; and 

"(II) an amount determined by the Sec
retary that is the higher of-

"(aa) $5,000 for the violation; or 
" (bb) the quantity of milk involved in the 

violation multiplied by the current support 
price , as determined under this section. 

"(iv) EXCEPTION.-The Secretary may re
duce any penalties under clause (iii)(II) by 
such amount as the Secretary determines eq
uitable in any case in which the Secretary 
determines that the failure was uninten
tional or without knowledge on the part of 
the person concerned. 

" (12) EFFECT ON THE LIVESTOCK INDUSTRY.
In order to minimize the adverse effect of the 
surplus reduction program on beef, pork. and 
poultry producers in the United States, the 
Secretary shall vary the beginning and end
ing dates of surplus reduction contracts in a 
region so that the slaughter of dairy animals 
as a result of the surplus reduction program 
will occur on a random basis. 

"(13) DAIRY COW SLAUGHTER.-
" (A) LIMITATION.-The Secretary shall, to 

the maximum extent practicable, limit the 
number of dairy cows slaughtered during 
each of the first 12 months of the surplus re
duction program to a quantity of not more 
than the sum of-

"(i) the average number of beef and dairy 
cows slaughtered during the corresponding 
month in the 1990 and 1991 calendar years; 
and 

"(ii) 20,000 dairy cows. 
" (B) SUBSEQUENT MONTHS.-The Secretary 

may limit the number of dairy cows slaugh
tered after the first 12 months of the surplus 
reduction program at the level specified in 
subparagraph (A), as determined necessary 
by the Secretary. 

"(C) MONITORING.-During the period be
ginning on January l, 1992, and ending on De
cember 31, 1993, the Secretary shall monitor 
and report to Congress every 2 weeks on the 
number of beef and dairy cows slaughtered in 
the United States. 

"(D) LIMITS ON NEW CONTRACTS.-
"(i) MONTHLY DETERMINATION.-The Sec

retary shall make a determination, during 
each of the first 12 months of the surplus re
duction program, if-

" (l) the number of dairy cows slaughtered 
for the month is in excess of the level speci
fied in subparagraph (A); and 

"(II) the excess dairy cow slaughter is a di
rect result of and solely caused by the sur
plus reduction program. 

"(ii) IMPACT ON NEW CONTRACTS.- If the 
Secretary makes a positive determination in 
any month under subclauses (I) and (II) of 
clause (i ), the Secretary shall not enter into 
additional surplus reduction contracts under 
paragraph (4) during the immediately subse
quent month, in order to review the process 
and mechanism used to limit surplus reduc
tion dairy cow slaughter to the quantities 
described under subparagraph (A). 

"(14) USE OF GOVERNMENT RESOURCES.-ln 
carrying out this subsection, the Secretary 
may, as the Secretary considers appro
priate-

"(A) use the services of State and county 
committees established under section 8(b) of 
the Soil Conservation n.nd Domestic Allot
ment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b)); and 

"(B) enter into agreements to use, on a re
imbursable basis, the services of administra-

tors of the Federal milk marketing orders 
and State milk marketing programs.". 

(d) REDUCTION IN PRICE RECEIVED.-Sub
section (h) of section 204 of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(h) REDUCTION IN PRICE RECEIVED.
"(!) SURPLUS REDUCTION CONTRACTS.-
" (A) IN GENERAL.- During the period begin

ning on January 1, 1992, and ending on Sep
tember 30, 1998, the Secretary shall provide 
for a reduction in the price received on all 
milk marketed in the United States for com
mercial purposes by producers that do not 
enter into surplus reduction or surplus pre
vention contracts under subsection (g). 

" (B) AMOUNT OF REDUCTION.-
" (A) 1992.-During fiscal year 1992, the Sec

retary shall establish the rate of the reduc
tion under subparagraph (A) in the price re
ceived by producers at an amount, on a per 
hundredweight basis of milk marketed, so 
that total collections shall, to the extent 
practicable, equal Sl61 ,000,000. 

"(B) 1993 THROUGH 1998.-During each of the 
fiscal years 1993 through 1998, the Secretary 
shall establish the rate of the reduction 
under subparagraph (A) in the price received 
by producers at an amount, on a per hun
dredweight basis of milk marketed, that is 
equal to the sum of-

"(i) the amount that is necessary to reim
burse the Commodity Credit Corporation for 
all payments to producers who participate in 
the surplus reduction program established 
under subsection (g)(4) in such year; and 

" (ii) the amount, in excess of the amount 
collected in the immediately preceding year. 
that is necessary to reimburse the Commod
ity Credit Corporation for payments to pro
ducers who participated in the surplus reduc
tion program established under subsection 
(g)(4) in the immediately preceding year. 

"(2) RECONCILIATION COMMITMENTS.
"(A) 1991.-
"(i) AUTHORITY.-During the period begin

ning on January 1, 1991, and ending on De
cember 31, 1991, the Secretary shall provide 
for a reduction in the price received by pro
ducers for all milk produced in the United 
States and marketed by producers for com
mercial use, in addition to any reduction in 
price required under paragraph (1). 

"(ii) AMOUNT.-The amount of the reduc
tion under clause (i) in the price received by 
producers shall be 5 cents per hundredweight 
of milk marketed. 

"(iii) REFUND.-The Secretary shall pro
vide a refund of the entire reduction under 
clause (ii) in the price of milk received by a 
producer during calendar year 1991 if the pro
ducer provides evidence that the producer 
did not increase marketings in 1991 as com
pared to marketings by the producer in 1990. 

"(B) 1992.-
" (i) AUTHORITY.-During the period begin

ning on January 1, 1992, and ending on Sep
tember 30, 1992, the Secretary shall provide 
for a reduction in the price of milk received 
by producers that do not enter into surplus 
reduction or surplus prevention contracts 
under subsection (g) for all milk produced in 
the United States and marketed by those 
producers for commercial use during a con
tract year, in addition to any reduction in 
price required under paragraph (1). 

" (ii) AMOUNT.-The amount of the reduc
tion under clause (i) in the price received by 
producers shall be an amount, on a per hun
dredweight basis of milk marketed, that is 
equal to the sum of-

"(I) $161,000,000; and 
"(II) an amount that is sufficient to com

pensate for refunds made under subpara
graph (A)(iii) on the basis of marketings in 
1991. 
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"(C) 1993 THROUGH 1995.-
"(i) AUTHORITY.-During the period begin

ning on October 1, 1992, and ending on Sep
tember 30, 1995, the Secretary shall provide 
for a reduction in the price of milk received 
by producers that do not enter into surplus 
reduction or surplus prevention contracts 
under subsection (g) for all milk produced in 
the United States and marketed by those 
producers for commercial use during a con
tract year, in addition to any reduction in 
price required under paragraph (1). 

"(ii) AMOUNT.-The amount of the reduc
tion under clause (i) in the price received by 
producers shall be an amount, on a per hun
dredweight basis of milk marketed, so that 
total collections shall, to the extent prac
ticable, equal-

"(!) $55,000,000 during fiscal year 1993; 
"(II) $45,000,000 during fiscal year 1994; and 
"(Ill) $85,000,000 during fiscal year 1995. 
"(3) ASSESSMENT REFUND.-
"(A) EXCESS CCC PURCHASES.-During the 

period beginning on January 1, 1993, and end
ing on September 30, 1998, the Secretary 
shall provide a refund of the entire reduction 
in the price of milk received by a producer 
during a fiscal year under paragraph (1) if 
annual net removals by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation exceed 6.0 billion pounds 
(milk equivalent, total milk solids basis). 

"(B) TIMING.-The refund to producers 
shall be made not later than March 1 of the 
calendar year immediately following the 
year in the which the annual net removals 
by the Commodity Credit Corporation exceed 
the quantity specified in subparagraph (A). 

"(4) COLLECTION OF FUNDS.-The funds re
sulting from the application of any reduction 
in the price received by producers for milk 
under paragraphs (1) and (2) shall be col
lected and remitted to the Commodity Cred
it Corporation at such time and in such man
ner as are prescribed by the Secretary. The 
funds shall be remitted by any person that 
purchases milk from a producer, except that 
in the case of a producer who markets milk 
of the producer's own production directly to 
consumers, or other cases as determined by 
the Secretary, the funds shall be remitted di
rectly to the Corporation by the producer. 

"(5) MINIMUM PRICE PROVISIONS.-The funds 
remitted to the Corporation under this para
graph shall be considered as included in the 
payments to a producer of milk for purposes 
of the minimum price provisions of the Agri
cultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 601 et 
seq.), reenacted with amendments by the Ag
ricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 
1937.". 

(e) DEFINITIONS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Section 204 of such Act is 

amended-
(A) by redesignating subsections (j) and (k) 

as subsections (k) and (1), respectively; and 
(B) by inserting after subsection (i) the fol

lowing new subsection: 
"(j) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section: 
"(1) MILK EQUIVALENT, TOTAL MILK SOLIDS 

BASIS.-The term 'milk equivalent, total 
milk solids basis', of milk and the products 
of milk purchased by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, shall be equal to the weighted
average of the milk equivalent (as computed 
on a milkfat basis and on a milk solids non
fat basis) of such products, with weighting 
factors equal to not more than 40 percent for 
the milk equivalent, milkfat basis, and not 
more than 70 percent for the milk equiva
lent, solids nonfat basis. The weighting fac
tors shall total 100 percent. 

"(2) NET REMOVALS.-The term 'net remov
als' means the level of purchases of milk and 
the products of milk by the Commodity 

Credit Corporation under this section, less 
sales under section 407 for unrestricted use. 

"(3) UNITED STATES.-The term 'United 
States' means the 48 contiguous States in 
the continental United States.". 

(2) ADMINISTRATION.-Section 204(d)(5) of 
such Act is amended by striking "(5) ADMIN
ISTRATION.-" and all that follows through 
"In estimating" in subparagraph (B) and in
serting "(5) ADMINISTRATION.-ln estimat
ing". 

(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Section 
204(i) of such Act is amended by striking 
"subsection (g) or (h)" each place it appears 
and inserting "subsection (h)''. 

(g) PERIOD.-Section 204(1) of such Act (as 
redesignated by subsection (e)(l)(A) of this 
section) is amended by inserting after "this 
section" the following: ", other than as pro
vided in subsection (h)(l),". 
SEC. 304. STANDARDS OF IDENTITY FOR MILK. 

Paragraph (H) of section 8c(5) of the Agri
cultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c(5)), 
reenacted with amendments by the Agricul
tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(H) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, during the period beginning on the 
date of enactment of this paragraph and end
ing on December 31, 1995, a State milk mar
keting order (or other applicable State stat
ute or regulation) that had a standard for 
solids not fat in milk, lowfat or skim, in ef
fect on November 1, 1990, shall not be pre
empted by a Federal standard for fluid 
milk.". 
SEC. 305. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING PRO

VISION OF SURPLUS COMMODITIES 
TO THE SOVIET UNION. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Sec
retary of Agriculture should make efforts to 
sell for export, or otherwise provide, to the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and its 
former constituent republics any surplus 
commodities (including milk and products of 
milk) available from stocks acquired by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 
SEC. 306. REGULATIONS. 

Not later than 60 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Agri
culture shall issue such regulations as are 
necessary to carry out this title and the 
amendments made by this title. 
SEC. 307. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This title and the amendments made by 
this title shall become effective on the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

KENNEDY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1395 

Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
SMITH, Mr. FORD, Mr. PELL and Mr. 
BYRD) proposed an amendment to the 
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 157), supra, 
as follows: 

On page 13, and 21, strike out section 104 of 
the substitute and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 
RESTRICTION ON ARMS SALES TO SAUDI ARABIA 

AND KUWAIT 
SEC. 104. (a) No funds appropriated or oth

erwise made available by this or any other 
Act may be used in any fiscal year to con
duct, support, or administer any sale of de
fense articles or defense services to Saudi 
Arabia or Kuwait until that country has paid 
in full, either in cash or in mutually agreed 
in-kind contributions, the following commit
ments made to the United States to support 
Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm: 

(1) In the case of Saudi Arabia, 
$16,839,000,000. 

(2) In the case of Kuwait, $16,006,000,000. 
(b) For purposes of this section, the term 

"any sale" means any sale with respect to 
which the President is required to submit a 
numbered certification to the Congress pur
suant to the Arms Export Control Act on or 
after the effective date of this section. 

(c) This section shall take effect 120 days 
after the date of enactment of this joint res
olution. 

LEAHY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1396 

Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. KOHL, 
Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. 
WOFFORD, Mr. KERRY, and Mr. HARKIN), 
proposed an amendment to the joint 
resolution (H.J. Res. 157), supra, as fol
lows: 

At the end of the substitute, add the fol
lowing new section: 

SEC. . Section 17(f)(l) of the Child Nutri
tion Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(f)(l)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

"(F) During each of fiscal years 1992 
through 1995, a State agency shall not re
deem any food instrument for fluid milk pre
sented by retail vendors under the program 
established by this section (or, in the case of 
a State that operates a home delivery or di
rect distribution system under the program, 
shall not pay or reimburse any distributor) 
in an amount in excess of the average farm 
milk price (the average price paid to produc
ers for milk fluid uses) for the State for the 
previous month, plus 59 cents for a half gal
lon of milk or Sl.06 for a gallon of milk, ex
cept that the Secretary, with respect to an 
Indian State agency, the State of Alaska, or 
any State agency (in compelling cir
cumstances), may grant exemptions to retail 
stores from the application of the redemp
tion limits contained in this paragraph if im
position of the limits is likely to cause hard
ships to participants in the program.". 

REID AMENDMENT NO. 1397 
Mr. BYRD (for Mr. REID) proposed an 

amendment to the joint resolution 
(H.J. Res. 157), supra, as follows: 

SEC. . From the funds made available for 
Land Acquisition of the U.S. Fish and Wild
life Service in the fiscal year 1992 Depart
ment of the Interior and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act (PL 102-154), $965,000 is 
hereby appropriated by transfer to the Re
source Management account of the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service. 

BREAUX AMENDMENT NO. 1398 
Mr. BYRD (for Mr. BREAUX) proposed 

an amendment to the joint resolution 
(H.J. Res. 157), supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following: 

The appropriation entitled "FISHING 
VESSEL OBLIGATIONS GUARANTEES" in 
Public Law 102-140 is amended by striking 
from the colon after the sum "$1,000,000" 
through to and including the sum 
"$10,000,000". 

DECONCIN! (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1399 

Mr. BYRD (for Mr. DECONCINI), (for 
himself, Mr. SIMON, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
Mr. D'AMATO, and Mr. LEAHY) proposed 
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AMENDMENT NO. 1402 
an amendment to the joint resolution 
(H.J. Res. 157), supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the joint reso
lution, insert the following new section: 
SEC. • RESTRICTIONS ON ASSISTANCE FOR 

KENYA. 
(a) RESTRICTIONS.-None of the funds ap

propriated by this joint resolution or any 
other provision of law under the heading 
"Economic Support Fund" or "Foreign Mili
tary Financing Program" may be made 
available for Kenya unless the President de
termines, and so certifies to the Congress, 
that the Government of Kenya-

(1) has released all political detainees and 
has ended the prosecution of individuals for 
the peaceful expression of their political be
liefs; 

(2) has ceased the physical abuse or mis
treatment of prisoners; 

(3) has restored judicial independence; 
(4) has taken significant steps toward re

specting human rights and fundamental free
doms, including the freedom of thought, con
science, belief, expression, and the freedom 
to establish political parties and organiza
tions; and 

(5) has implemented the principle of free
dom of movement; including the right of all 
citizens of Kenya to leave and return to their 
country. 

(b) PROHIBITION.-
(1) LIMITATION ON NEW PROJECT ASSIST

ANCE.-During fiscal year 1992, funds appro
priated by this or any other Act to carry out 
the provisions of chapters 1 and 10 of part I 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 that are 
provided for assistance to the Government of 
Kenya for new projects shall be made avail
able only for new projects-

(A) that promote basic human needs, di
rectly address poverty, enhance employment 
generation, and address environmental con
cerns; or 

(B) to improve the performance of demo
cratic institutions, or otherwise promote the 
objectives being sought in the certification 
required by subsection (a). 

(2) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION.-During 
fiscal year 1992, none of the funds appro
priated by this or any other Act to carry out 
the provisions of chapters 1 and 10 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 shall be obli
gated unless the Committees on Appropria
tions are notified at least 15 days in advance 
in accordance with the regular notification 
procedures of those Committees. 

(3) APPLICABILITY.-The provisions of para
graphs (1), and (2) of this subsection shall 
cease to apply 30 days after the certification 
described in subsection (a) is made to the 
Congress. 

(C) DATE OF AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.-None 
of the funds appropriated by this joint reso
lution or any other provision of law under 
the heading "Economic Support Fund" or 
"Foreign Military Financing Program" may 
be obligated or expended for Kenya until 30 
days after the certification described in sub
section (a) is made to the Congress. 

DECONCINI (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1400 

Mr. BYRD (for Mr. DECONCINI) (for 
himself, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
WALLOP, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. RIEGLE, 
Mr. HATCH, Mr. BRADLEY, Ms. MIKUL
SKI, Mr. SIMON, Mr. HELMS, Mr. KAS
TEN, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
SPECTER, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. 
WOFFORD, Mr. MACK, and Mr. INOUYE) 
proposed an amendment to the joint 

resolution (H.J. Res. 157), supra, as fol
lows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. • SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING UNIT-

ED STATES RECOGNITION OF 
UKRAINIAN INDEPENDENCE. 

(a) FINDINGS.-Congress makes the follow
ing findings: 

(1) On August 24, 1991, the democratically 
elected Ukrainian parliament declared 
Ukrainian independence and the creation of 
an independent, democratic state-Ukraine. 

(2) That declaration reflects the desire of 
the people of Ukraine for freedom and inde
pendence following long years of communist 
oppression, collectivization, and centraliza
tion. 

(3) On December 1, 1991, a republic-wide ref
erendum will be held in Ukraine to confirm 
the August 24, 1991, declaration of independ
ence. 

(4) Ukraine is pursuing a peaceful and 
democratic path to independence and has 
pledged to comply with the Helsinki Final 
Act and other documents of the Conference 
on Security and Cooperation in Europe. 

(5) Ukraine and Russia signed an agree
ment on August 29, 1991, recognizing each 
other's rights to state independence and af
firming each other's territorial integrity. 

(6) Ukraine, a nation of 52,000,000 people, 
with its own distinct linguistic, cultural, and 
religious traditions, is determined to take 
its place among the family of free and demo
cratic nations of the world. 

(7) The Congress has traditionally sup
ported the rights of peoples to peaceful and 
democratic self-determination. 

(8) As recognized in Article VII of the Hel
sinki Final Act of the Conference on Secu
rity and Cooperation in Europe, "all peoples 
always have the right, in full freedom, to de
termine, when and as they wish, their inter
nal and external political status, without ex
ternal interference, and to pursue as they 
wish their political, economic, social and 
cultural development". 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-It is the sense of 
the Congress that the President-

(!) should recognize Ukraine's independ
ence and undertake steps toward the estab
lishment of full diplomatic relations with 
Ukraine should the December 1, 1991, referen
dum confirm Ukrainian parliament's inde
pendence declaration; and 

(2) should use United States assistance, 
trade, and other programs to support the 
Government of Ukraine and encourage the 
further development of democracy and a free 
market in Ukraine. 

SPECTER (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1401 

Mr. HATFIELD (for Mr. SPECTER) 
(for himself, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. HATFIELD, and Mr. RUDMAN) pro
posed an amendment to the joint reso
lution (H.J. Res. 157), supra, as follows: 

On page 24, after line 21, insert the follow
ing: 

SEC. 204. Notwithstanding the provisions of 
Section 728(a) of the Public Health Service 
Act, or any other provision of law, Federal 
loan insurance pursuant to subpart I of Part 
C of the Public Health Service Act may be 
granted for loans to new and previous bor
rowers. The fiscal year 1992 ceiling shall be 
$290,000,000, as set forth in H.R. 3839, the De
partments of Labor, Health and Human Serv
ices, and Education, and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 1992. 

Mr. HATFIELD (for Mr. THURMOND) 
(for himself and Mr. HOLLINGS) pro
posed an amen -::1..,.'llent to the joint reso
lution (H.J. Res. 157), supra, as follows: 
SECTION • WAIVER OF CERTAIN RECOVERY RE· 

QUIREMENTS. 
Section 2713(d) of the Public Health Serv

ice Act (42 U.S.C. 300aaa-12(d)) is amended by 
striking "(a)(2)" and inserting "(a)". 
SEC. • USE BY STATES OF FORFEITED REAL 

PROPERTY FOR STATE PARKS OR 
RELATED PURPOSES. 

Section 5ll(e) of the Controlled Substances 
Act (21 U.S.C. 881(e)) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (l)(B), by striking "sell," 
and inserting "except as provided in para
graph (4), sell,"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(4)(A) With respect to real property de
scribed in subparagraph (B), if the chief exec
utive officer of the State involved submits to 
the Attorney General a request for purposes 
of such subparagraph, the authority estab
lished in such subparagraph is in lieu of the 
authority established in paragraph (l)(B). 

"(B) In the case of property described in 
paragraph (l)(B) that is civilly or criminally 
forfeited under this title, if the property is 
real property that is appropriate for use as a 
public area reserved for recreational or his
toric purposes or for the preservation of nat
ural conditions, the Attorney General, upon 
the request of the chief executive officer of 
the State in which the property is located, 
may transfer title to the property to the 
State, either without charge or for a nomi
nal charge, through a legal instrument pro
viding that--

"(i) such use will be the principal use of 
the property; and 

"(ii) title to the property reverts to the 
United States in the event that the property 
is used otherwise.". 

D'AMATO AMENDMENT NOS. 1403 
AND 1404 

Mr. HATFIELD (for Mr. D'AMATO) 
proposed two amendments to the joint 
resolution (H.J. Res. 157), supra, as fol
lows: 

AMENDMENT No. 1403 
On page 22, line 6, after "Chapter V", in

sert the following: 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

ADMINISTRATION OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 
EMERGENCIES IN THE DIPLOMATIC AND 

CONSULAR SERVICE 
For an additional amount for "Emer

gencies in the Diplomatic and Consular Serv
ice", $5,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended, for rewards to individuals as author
ized by 22 U .S.C. 2708: Provided, That such 
funds shall be available for obligation not
withstanding section 15 of the State Depart
ment Basic Authorities Act, as amended. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1404 
At the appropriate place insert the follow

ing: 
SEC. • SENSE OF THE SENATE. 

Lamen Khalifa Fhimah and Abdel Basset 
Ali al-Megrahi have been indicted by the 
Justice Department for conspiracy to de
stroy a United States aircraft and -kill one 
hundred and eighty nine United States na
tionals in violation of sections 2331 and 2 of 
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title 18, United States Code, and section 371 
of title 18, United States Code; 

The above named individuals have been in
dicted for causing the destruction of a Unit
ed States carrier plan, Pan Am Flight 103, 
used in foreign commerce, over Lockerbie, 
Scotland on December 21, 1988, in violation 
of sections 32(a)(l), 34, and 2 of title 18, Unit
ed States Code; and section 844(i) and 2, of 
title 18, United States Code; 

The meticulous investigation by the Fed
eral Bureau of Investigation, the Justice De
partment and the various other agencies in
volved in the events, has lead to these indict
ments; 

Authorities from Scotland, the United 
Kingdom, Switzerland, Malta, Germany, 
Sweden, and France have participated in the 
almost three-year investigation of the de
struction of Pan Am Flight 103; and 

The families of the victims of Pan Am 
Flight 103 have suffered untold grief at the 
loss of their loved ones: Now, therefore, it is 
the sense of the Senate that-

(1) the President of the United States 
should pursue by any and all legal means the 
apprehension for trial in the United States, 
Lamen Khalifa Fhimah and Abdel Basset Ali 
al-Megrahi who have been indicted by the 
Justice Department for their roles in the de
struction of Pan Am flight 103 on December 
21, 1988; 

(2) the President should offer rewards for 
information leading to the arrest and return 
to the United States for trial for the above 
named individuals as part of the State De
partment's Terrorism Information Reward 
Fund, under section 2709 of title 22, United 
States Code; and the Justice Department's 
Terrorism Information Reward Fund, under 
section 3071 of title 18, United States Code; 

(3) the President should pursue the appre
hension of the above named individuals even 
if force is necessary under the Ker-Frisbie 
Doctrine; and 

(4) Notwithstanding the indictments of the 
above named individuals, the investigation 
of the bombing of Pan Am Flight 103 must 
continue to be vigorously and intensively 
pursued in order to bring to justice the indi
viduals who ordered, directed, and paid for 
commission of this terrible crime, no matter 
where they might be located. 

D'AMATO AMENDMENT NO. 1405 
Mr. D'AMATO proposed an amend

ment to the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 
157) supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate placed insert the fol
lowing language: 

The Additional United States Notes for 
chapter 87 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule 
of the United States are amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new note: 

"3. Any motor vehicle that is-
"(a) a light truck within the meaning of 

section 523.5 of title 49 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (as in effect on October l, 1990); 
or 

"(b) a light-duty truck within the meaning 
of such term as defined in section 86.082-2 of 
title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
(as in effect July 1, 1990); 
shall be classified under heading 8704. ". 

The amendment made by section 1 applies 
with respect to goods entered, or withdrawn 
from warehouse for consumption, on or after 
the 15th day after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

NUNN(ANDWARNER)AMENDMENT 
NO. 1406 

Mr. BYRD (for Mr. NUNN, for himself 
and Mr. WARNER) proposed an amend-

ment to the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 
157), supra, as follows: 

On page 14, below line 23, insert the follow
ing new section: 
SEC. 106. CLASSIFIED PROGRAM. 

(a) In section 110 ·of the Classified Annex 
incorporated into the Department of Defense 
Appropriations Act, 1992, the matter begin
ning with "Notwithstanding" and ending 
with "Provided, That" shall have no force or 
effect. 

(b) The funds described in section 110 of 
such Classified Annex may be obligated for 
the program described therein only in ac
cordance with the Classified Annex incor
porated into the National Defense Authoriza
tion Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993. 

LAUTENBERG (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1407 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself, Mr. 
WIRTH, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. METZENBAUM, 
Mr. PACKWOOD proposed an amendment 
to the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 157), 
supra, as follows: 

At the end of title II, insert the following: 
SEC. 2. . Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of law, none of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this or any 
other Act may be used to carry out the De
partment of Defense policy set out in the 
memorandum of the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense, Health Affairs, dated June 21, 1988 
(Subject: DoD Policy Regarding Providing 
Non-Funded Abortions in Outside the Con
tinental United States Military Medical 
Treatment Facilities) or to promulgate or 
carry out any other policy having the same 
substance, consistent with existing laws and 
policies governing military medical care for 
a member of the uniformed services and any 
dependent of the member. 

WIRTH AMENDMENT NO. 1408 

Mr. WIRTH proposed an amendment 
to amendment No. 1407 proposed by Mr. 
LAUTENBERG (and others) to the joint 
resolution (H.J. Res. 157), supra, as fol
lows: 

At the end of amendment 1407, add the fol
lowing: 

(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) Chapter 55 of Title 10, 
United States Code is further amended by in
serting the following new section: 
SEC. • REPRODUCTIVE HEALTH SERVICES IN 

MEDICAL FACILITIES OF THE UNI
FORMED SERVICES OUTSIDE THE 
UNITED STATES. 

(a) PROVISION OF SERVICES.-A member of 
the uniformed services who is on duty at a 
station outside the United States (and any 
dependent of the member who is accompany
ing the member) is entitled to the provision 
of any reproductive health service in a medi
cal facility of the uniformed services outside 
the United States serving that duty station, 
consistent with existing laws and policies 
governing military medical care for a mem
ber of the uniformed services and any de
pendent of the member. 

(b) PAYMENT FOR SERVICES.-(1) In the case 
of any reproductive health service for which 
appropriated funds may not be used, the ad
ministering Secretary shall require the 
member of the uniformed service (or depend
ent of the member) receiving the service to 
pay the full cost, including indirect cost of 
providing the service. 

(2) If payment is made under paragraph (1), 
appropriated funds shall not be considered to 

have been used to provide a reproductive 
health service under subsection (a). The 
amount of such payment shall be credited to 
the accounts of the facility at which the 
service was provided. 

SPECTER AMENDMENT NO. 1409 
Mr. SPECTER proposed an amend

ment to the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 
157), supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert: 
TITLE -PENALTY-FREE 

WITHDRAWALS 
SECTION 01. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the "Consumer 
Confidence and Financial Flexibility Act of 
1991." 
SEC. 02. PENALTY-FREE WITHDRAWALS FROM 

PENSION PLANS THROUGH 1992. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-ln the case of any quali

fied withdrawal-
(1) no additional tax shall be imposed 

under section 72(t)(l) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 with respect to such qualified 
withdrawal, and 

(2) any amount includible in gross income 
by reason of such qualified withdrawal (de
termined without regard to this section) 
shall be includible ratably over the 4-tax
able-year period beginning with the taxable 
year in which such qualified withdrawal oc
curs. 

(b) LIMITATION BASED ON ADJUSTED GROSS 
INCOME.-Subsection (a) shall not apply to 
any taxpayer if the adjusted gross income of 
the taxpayer for the taxpayer's first taxable 
year beginning in 1991 exceeds-

(!) Sl,000,000 in the case of married individ
uals filing a joint return, 

(2) $50,000 in the case of a married individ
ual filing a separate return, and 

(3) $75,000 in the case of any other tax
payer. 

(C) QUALIFIED WITHDRAWAL.-For purposes 
of this section-

(1) IN GENERAL.-The term "qualified with
drawal" means any payment or distribu
tion-

(A) which is made to an individual during 
the period beginning on the date of the en
actment of this Act and ending on December 
31, 1992, 

(B) which is made from-
(i) an individual retirement plan (as de

fined in section 770l(a)(37) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986) established for the 
benefit of the individual, or 

(ii) amounts attributable to employer con
tributions made on behalf of the individual 
pursuant to elective deferrals described in 
section 402(g)(3) (A) or (C) or 501(c)(l8)(D)(iii) 
of such Code, and 

(C) which is spent by the individual, not 
later than the earlier of-

(i) the date which is 6 months after the 
date of such payment or distribution, or 

(ii) the date on which the individual files 
the individual's income tax return for the 
taxable year in which such payment or dis
tribution occurs, 
to purchase or improve real property or to 
purchase durable goods. 

(2) DOLLAR LIMITATION.-The aggregate 
amount which may be treated as qualified 
withdrawals under paragraph (1) with respect 
to all plans and amounts of an individual de
scribed in subsection (c)(l)(B) shall not ex
ceed $10,000. 

( d) ORDERING RULES FOR INCOME TAX PUR
POSES.)-For purposes of the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986-

(1) all plans and amounts described in sub
section (c)(l)(B) with respect to an individual 
shall be treated as one plan, and 



33902 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE November 22, 1991 
CONRAD (AND OTHERS) 

AMENDMENT NO. 1414 
(2) qualified withdrawals from such plan 

shall be treated as made-
(A) first from amounts which are includ

ible in gross income of the individual when 
distributed to such individual, and 

(B) then from amounts not so includible. 
SEC. 03. ONE-YEAR EXTENSION OF RESEARCH 

AND EXPERIMENTATION TAX CREI). 
IT, LOW-INCOME HOUSING TAX 
CREDIT, MORTGAGE REVENUE BOND 
TAX PROVISIONS, AND TARGETED 
JOBS TAX CREDIT. 

(A) ALLOCATION OF RESEARCH AND ExPERI
MENTAL EXPENDITURES.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Paragraph (5) of section 
864(f) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
(relating to allocation of research and exper
imental expenditures) is amended-

(A) by striking "2 taxable years" and in
serting "3 taxable years", and 

(B) by striking "August 1, 1991" and insert
ing "August l, 1992". 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by this subsection shall apply to tax
able years beginning after August 1, 1991. 

(b) LOW-INCOME HOUSING CREDIT.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Subsection (o) of section 

42 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re
lating to low-income housing credit) is 
amended-

(A) by striking "1991" each place it appears 
and inserting "1992", 

(B) by striking "1992" each place it appears 
in paragraph (2) and inserting "1993", 

(C) by striking "1993" in paragraph (2)(B) 
and inserting "1994", and 

(D) by striking "1994" in paragraph (2)(C) 
and inserting "1995". 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to cal
endar years after 1991. 

(e) MORTGAGE REVENUE BONDS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Subparagraph (B) of sec

tion 143(a)(l) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 (defining qualified mortgage bond) is 
amended by striking "December 31, 1991" 
each place it appears and inserting "Decem
ber 31, 1992". 

(2) MORTGAGE CREDIT CERTIFICATES.-Sub
section (h) of section 25 of such Code (relat
ing to interest on certain home mortgages) 
is amended by striking "December 31, 1991" 
and inserting "December 31, 1992". 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATES.-
(A) BONDS.-The amendments made by 

paragraph (1) shall apply to bonds issued 
after December 31, 1991. 

(B) CERTIFICATES.-The amendment made 
by paragraph (2) shall apply to elections for 
periods after December 31, 1991. 

(d) TARGETED JOBS CREDIT.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Paragraph (4) of section 

51(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended by striking "December 31, 1991" and 
inserting "December 31, 1992". 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by this subsection shall apply to indi
viduals who begin work for the employer 
after December 31, 1991. 

BYRD AMENDMENTS NOS. 1410 AND 
1411 

Mr. BYRD proposed two amendments 
to the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 157), 
supra, as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1410 
SEC. • EMERGENCY DEPARTMENT OF THE INTE· 

RIOR FIREFIGHTING FUND. 
The fiscal year 1992 Department of the In

terior and Related Agencies Appropriation 
Act (Public Law 102-154) is hereby amended 
by adding the words ", emergency 
presuppression" in both instances after the 

words "emergency rehabilitation" which ap
pear under this head in said Act. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1411 
SEC. • EMERGENCY FOREST SERVICE FIRE· 

FIGHTING FUND. 
The fiscal year 1992 Department of the In

terior and Related Agencies Appropriation 
Act (Public Law 102-154) is hereby amended 
by adding the words ", emergency 
presuppression" in both instances after the 
words "emergency rehabilitation" which ap
pear under this head in said Act. 

DASCHLE AMENDMENT NO. 1412 
Mr. BYRD (for Mr. DASCHLE) pro

posed an amendment to the joint reso
lution (H.J. Res. 157), supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing: 
SECTION . AUTHORIZATION FOR SOUTH DA· 

KOTA WATER PLANNING STUDIES. 
The Secretary of the Interior, acting 

through the Commissioner of the Bureau of 
Reclamation, may perform the planning 
studies necessary (including a needs assess
ment) to determine the feasibility and esti
mated cost of incorporating all or portions of 
the Rosebud Sioux Reservation in South Da
kota into the service areas of the rural water 
systems authorized by the Mni Wiconi 
Project Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-516). 

BUMPERS (AND PRYOR) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1413 

Mr. BYRD (for Mr. BUMPERS, for him
self and Mr. PRYOR) proposed an 
amendment to the joint resolution 
(H.J. Res. 157), supra, as follows: 

On page 24, between lines 21 and 22, insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. 204. EXTENSIONS OF CERTAIN FERC-ISSUED 

LICENSES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding the time 

limitations of section 13 of the Federal 
Power Act (16 U.S.C. 806), the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, upon the request of 
the licensees for Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission Projects Nos. 3033, 3034, and 3246 
(and after reasonable notice), is authorized, 
in accordance with the good faith, due dili
gence, and public interest requirements of 
such section and the Commission's proce
dures under such section, to extend-

(1) until August 10, 1994, the time required 
for the licensee to acquire the required real 
property and commence the construction of 
Project No. 3033, and until August 10, 1999, 
the time required for completion of con
struction of the project; 

(2) until August 10, 1996, the time required 
for the licensee to acquire the required real 
property and commence the construction of 
Project No. 3034, and until August 10, 2001, 
the time required for completion of con
struction of the project; and 

(3) until October 15, 1995, the time required 
for the licensee to acquire the required real 
property and commence the construction of 
Project No. 3246, and until October 15, 1999, 
the time required for completion of con
struction of the project. 

(b) TERMINATION OF AUTHORIZATION.-The 
authorization for issuing extensions under 
this section shall terminate 3 years after the 
date of enactment of this section. 

(c) CONSOLIDATION OF REQUESTS.-To facili
tate requests under this section, the Com
mission may consolidate the requests. 

Mr. BYRD (for Mr. CONRAD, for him
self, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. 
BURNS, Mr. BAUCUS, and Mr. PRESSLER) 
proposed an amendment to the joint 
resolution (H.J. RES. 157), supra; as fol
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing new sections: 
SEC. . MONITOWNG OF DOMESTIC USES MADE 

OF CERTAIN FOREIGN GRAIN AFI'ER 
IMPORTATION. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion: 

(1) ENTRY.-The term " entry" means the 
entry into, or the withdrawal from ware
house for consumption in, the customs terri
tory of the United States. 

(2) FOREIGN GRAIN.-The term "foreign 
grain" means any of the following, if a prod
uct of any foreign country or instrumental
ity: 

(A) Wheat provided for in heading 1001 of 
the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the Unit
ed States. 

(B) Barley provided for in heading 1003.00 of 
such Schedule. 

(C) Oats provided for in heading 1004.00.00 
of such Schedule. 

(b) CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS REGARD
ING FOREIGN GRAIN.-

(1) END-USE CERTIFICATE.-An end-use cer
tificate that meets the requirements of sub
section (c) shall be included in the docu
mentation covering the entry of any foreign 
grain. 

(2) QUARTERLY REPORTS.-A consignee of 
imported foreign grain shall submit to the 
Secretary of Agriculture a quarterly report 
that certifies-

(A) what percentage of the foreign grain 
covered by an end-use certificate was used by 
the consignee during the quarter; and 

(B) that the grain referred to in paragraph 
(1) was used by the consignee for the purpose 
stated in the end-use certificate. 

(C) END-USE CERTIFICATE AND QUARTERLY 
REPORT CONTENT.-The end-use certificates 
and quarterly reports required under sub
section (b) shall be in such form, and require 
such information, as the Secretary of Agri
culture considers necessary or appropriate to 
carry out the purposes of this section, in
cluding-

(1) in the case of the end-use certificate
(A) the name and address of the importer 

of record of the foreign grain; 
(B) the name and address of the consignee 

of the grain; 
(C) the identification of the country of ori

gin of the grain; 
(D) a description by class and quantity of 

the grain covered by the certificate; 
(D) specification of the purpose for which 

the consignee will use the grain; and 
(E) the identification of the transporter of 

the grain from the port of entry to the proc
essing facility of the consignee; and 

(2) in the case of the quarterly report-
(A) the information referred to in subpara

graphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1); 
(B) the identification of the end-use certifi

cates currently held by the consignee; 
(C) a statement of the quantity of the for

eign grain covered by each of the end-use 
certificates identified under subparagraph 
(B) that was used during the quarter; 

(D) a statement of the use made during the 
quarter by the consignee of each quantity re
ferred to in subparagraph (C); and 

(E) a statement of the quantity of wheat, 
barley, and oats that have been exported by 
the consignee during the quarter. 
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(d) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary of Agri

culture shall prescribe such requirements re
garding the preparation and submission of 
the quarterly reports required under sub
section (b)(2) as may be necessary or appro
priate to carry out the purposes of this sec
tion. 

(e) PENALTIES.-
(1) CUSTOMS PENALTIES.-End-use certifi

cates required under this section shall be 
treated as any other customs documentation 
for purposes of applying the customs laws 
that prohibit the entry, or the attempt to 
enter, merchandise by fraud, gross neg
ligence, or negligence. 

(2) CIVIL PENALTIES.-Any person who 
knowingly violates any requirement pre
scribed by the Secretary of Agriculture to 
carry out this section is punishable by a civil 
penalty in an amount not to exceed Sl0,000. 

(f) ENTRY PROHIBITED UNLESS END-USE 
CERTIFICATE PRESENTED.-The Commissioner 
of Customs may not permit the entry of for
eign grain unless the importer of record pre
sents at the time of entry of the grain an 
end-use certificate that complies with the 
applicable requirements of subsection (c). 
SEC. • SUSPENSION OR DEBARMENT FOR USE 

OF FOREIGN GRAIN IN CERTAIN AG· 
RICULTURAL TRADE PROGRAMS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section: 
(1) AGRICULTURAL TRADE PROGRAM.-The 

term "agricultural trade program" means an 
export promotion, export credit, credit guar
antee, bonus, or other export or food aid pro
gram carried out through, or administered 
by, the Commodity Credit Corporation, in
cluding such a program carried out under-

(A) the Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 (7 
U.S.C. 5601 et seq.); 

(B) the Agricultural Trade Development 
and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1691 et 
seq.); 

(C) section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 
1949 (7 U.S.C. 1431); or 

(D) section 5 of the Commodity Credit Cor
poration Charter Act (15 U.S.C. 714c). 

(2) FOREIGN GRAIN.-The term "foreign 
grain" means any of the following, if a prod
uct of any foreign country or instrumental
ity; 

(A) Wheat provided for in heading 1001 of 
the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the Unit
ed States. 

(B) Barley provided for in heading 1003.00 of 
such Schedule. 

(C) Oats provided for in heading 1004.00.00 
of such Schedule. 

(b) HEARING.-The Commodity Credit Cor
poration shall provide a person with an op
portuni ty for a hearing before suspending or 
debarring the person from participation in 
an agricultural trade program for using for
eign grain in violation of the terms and con
ditions of the program. 

(c) WAIVER.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Commodity Credit 

Corporation may waive the suspension or de
barment of a person from participation in an 
agricultural trade program for using foreign 
grain in violation of the terms and condi
tions of the program if the use of the grain 
by the person was unintentional and the 
quantity of grain involved was small. 

(2) OTHER PENALTIES.-Any waiver by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation of a suspen
sion or debarment of a person under para
graph (1) shall not affect the liability of the 
person for any other penalty imposed under 
an agricultural trade program for the quan
tity of foreign grain involved. 

D'AMATO AMENDMENT NO. 1415 
Mr. DOMENIC! (for Mr. D' AMATO) 

proposed an amendment to the joint 
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resolution (H.J. Res. 157), supra, as fol
lows: 

On page 23, after line six insert the follow
ing: 

CHAPTER VII 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-MILITARY 

PROCUREMENT 
NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT 
For an additional amount for " National 

Guard and Reserve Equipment", Sl0,100,000 to 
remain available until September 30, 1994, for 
the purchase of one MH-60G helicopter." 

BURNS AMENDMENT NO. 1416 
Mr. DOMENIC! (for Mr. BURNS) pro

posed an amendment to the joint reso
lution (H.J. Res. 157), supra, as follows: 

The following is to be added in the appro
priate place: 

( ) "The Secretary of Interior shall direct 
the National Park Service to consult with 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Crow 
Tribe of Montana to explore joint opportuni
ties with the private sector for the purpose 
of implementing the Park Service 1986 Gen
eral Management Plan for the Custer Battle
field National Monument. The Secretary 
shall provide an interim report to the appro
priate committees by February 15, 1992." 

GORE AMENDMENT NO. 1417 
Mr. BYRD (for Mr. GORE) proposed an 

amendment to the joint resolution 
(H.J. Res. 157), supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing new section: 
SEC. • WAIVER OF CERTAIN PERSONNEL PROVI· 

SIONS. 
In the administration of the provisions of 

subchapter IV of chapter 35, United States 
Code, the Secretary of State may waive any 
5-year limitation under such subchapter (in
cluding periods of separation under section 
3582(b) and reemployment under sections 
3581(5) and 3582(c) of such title) relating to 
any employee of the United States who on 
the date of the enactment of this section is 
serving with the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change, except such waiver may not 
extend any such 5-year period for more than 
an additional period of 2 years, with a pos
sible further extension of 1 year. 

BRADLEY AMENDMENT NO. 1418 
Mr. BYRD (for Mr. BRADLEY) pro

posed an amendment to the joint reso
lution (H.J. Res. 157), supra, as follows: 

On page 22, line 5, before the period, insert 
",subject to authorization". 

LEAHY AMENDMENT NO. 1419 
Mr. BYRD (for Mr. LEAHY) proposed 

an amendment to the joint resolution 
(H.J. Res. 157), supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert: 
" Unobligated funds in the amount of $990,000 
authorized and appropriated under P .L. 102-
143 for bridge safety repairs in Vermont shall 
be made available as follows-$350,000 to the 
City of Barre for the Granite Street Bridge, 
$350,000 to the City of Montpelier for the Bai
ley Avenue Bridge, $90,000 to the Town of 
Brandon for the replacement of the Dean 
Bridge, and $90,000 for the Town of Williston 
and Sl00,000 for the Town of Essex for the 
North Williston Road Bridge-without re
gard to whether or not such expenses are in-

curred in accordance with Sections 101, 106; 
110, and 120 of Title 23 of the United States 
Code." 

STEVENS AMENDMENT NO. 1420 
Mr. BYRD (for Mr. STEVENS) pro

posed an amendment to the joint reso
lution (H.J. Res. 157) supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following: 
"SEC •• SEALS OF THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

AND THE UNITED STATES HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES 

(a) The caption for Section 713 of Title 18, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 
"§ 713. Use of likenesses of the great seal of 

the United States, the seals of the 
President and Vice President, and the seals 

of the United States 
Senate and the United States House of 

Representatives''. 
(b) Section 713 of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"(a) Whoever knowingly displays any 

printed or other likeness of the great seal of 
the United States, or of the seals of the 
President or the Vice President of the United 
States or of the seals of the United States 
Senate or United States House of Represent
atives, or any facsimile thereof, in, or in con
nection with, any advertisement, poster, cir
cular, book, pamphlet, or other publication, 
public meeting, play, motion picture, tele
cast, or other production, or on any public 
building, monument, or stationery, for the 
purposes of conveying, or in a manner rea
sonably calculated to convey, a false impres
sion of sponsorship or approval by the Gov
ernment of the United States or by any de
partment, agency, or instrumentality there
of, shall be fined not more than $5,000 or im
prisoned not more than 6 months, or both. 

"(b) Whoever, except as authorized under 
regulations promulgated by the President 
and published in the Federal Register, know
ingly manufactures, reproduces, sells, or pur
chases for resale, either separately or ap
pended to any article manufactured or sold, 
any likeness of the seals of the President or 
Vice President, or any substantial part 
thereof, except for manufacture or sale of 
the article for the official use of the Govern
ment of the United States, shall be fined not 
more than SS,000 or imprisoned not more 
than 6 months, or both. 

"(c) Whoever, except as directed by the 
United States Senate, or the Secretary of 
the Senate on its behalf, knowingly uses, 
manufactures, reproduces, sells or pruchases 
for resale, either separately or appended to 
any article manufactured or sold, any like
ness of the seal of the United States Senate, 
or any substantial part thereof, shall be 
fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned not 
more than 6 months, or both. 

"(d) Whoever, except as directed by the 
United States House of Represenatatives, or 
the Clerk of the House on its behalf, know
ingly uses, manufactures, reproduces, sells 
or purchases for resale, either separately or 
appended to any article manufactured or 
sold, any likeness of the seal of the United 
States House of Representatives, or any sub
stantial part thereof, shall be fined not more 
than $5,000 or imprisoned not more than six 
months, or both. 

"(e) A violation of subsection (a), (b), (c), 
or (d) of this section may be enjoined at the 
suit of the Attorney General upon complaint 
by any authorized representative of any 
branch, department or agency of the United 
States.;, 
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(c) The table of sections for chapter 33 of 

title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
striking the item for section 713 and insert
ing the following: 
"713. Use of likenesi;es of the great seal of 

the United States, the seals of 
the President and Vice Presi
dent, and the seals of the Unit
ed States Senate and the Unit
ed States House of Representa
tives.". 

STEVENS AMENDMENT NO. 1421 
Mr. HATFIELD -(for Mr. STEVENS) 

proposed an amendment to the joint 
resolution (H.J. Res. 157), supra, as fol
lows: 

At the appropriate place in the Resolution 
insert the following new section: 

SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, amounts received by the United 
States for restitution and future restoration 
(including replacement or acquisition of 
equivalent natural resources) in settlement 
of United States versus Exxon Corporation 
and Exxon Shipping Company (Case No. A90-
015-1CR and 2CR), hereinafter the Plea 
Agreement, United States versus Exxon Cor
poration et al. (Civil No. A91--082 CIV) and 
State of Alaska versus Exxon Corporation et 
al. (Civil No. A91--083 CIV), hereinafter re
ferred to together as the Agreement and 
Consent Decree, as approved by the United 
States District Court for the District of 
Alaska on October 8, 1991, in fiscal year 1992 
and thereafter shall be deposited in the Oil 
Spill Liability Trust Fund (26 U.S.C. 9509). 
Such funds, and the interest accruing there
on, shall be available to the Federal Trustees 
identified in the Agreement and Consent De
cree for necessary expenses, incurred after 
October 8, 1991, for restoration of areas af
fected by the discharge of oil from the T/V 
EXXON VALDEZ on March 23-24, 1989, for 
fiscal year 1992 and thereafter in accordance 
with the Plea Agreement and the Agreement 
and Consent Decree: Provided, That such 
funds shall remain available until expended: 
Provided further, That such funds may be 
transferred to any account, as authorized by 
section 311(f)(5) of the Federal Water Pollu
tion Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1321(f)(5)), to 
carry out the provisions of the Plea Agree
ment and the Agreement and Consent De
cree." 

COATS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1422 

Mr. BYRD (for Mr. COATS, for him
self, Mr. RIEGLE, and Mr. LEVIN) pro
posed an amendment to the joint reso
lution (H.J. Res. 157), supra; as follows: 

At the end of page 20, insert the following: 
"CROP INSURANCE. Effective only for the 

1991 crop year, Section 321(b) of the Consoli
dated Farm and Rural Development Act (7 
U.S.C. 1961 (b)) shall not apply to persons 
who otherwise would be eligible for an emer
gency loan under subtitle C of such Act." 

RIEGLE AMENDMENT NOS. 1423 
AND 1424 

Mr. BYRD (for Mr. RIEGLE) proposed 
two amendments to the joint resolu
tion (H.J. Res. 157), supra, as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1423 
At the appropriate place, insert the follow

ing new section: 
SEC. . Section 2251(1) of the Food, Agri

culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 

(7 U.S.C. 1421 note) is amended by inserting 
"fire blight," after "earthquake,". 

AMENDMENT NO. 1424 
At the end of the joint resolution, add the 

following new section: 
SEC. . (a) Section 2256(1) of the Food, Ag

riculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 
1990 (7 U.S.C. 1421 note) is amended by insert
ing after "replanting trees lost" the follow
ing: "and rehabilitation or restoring trees 
damaged". 

(b) Section 2257(a) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1421 
note) is amended by striking "$25,000" and 
inserting ''$75,000''. 

DOLE AMENDMENT NO. 1425 
Mr. BYRD (for Mr. DOLE) proposed an 

amendment to the joint resolution 
(H.J. Res. 157), supra, as follows: 

On page 19, line 13, insert the foliowing 
after the ".": "For the purpose of this Act, 
the term "1991 crop" shall include any pro
gram crop planted in 1991 for harvest in 
1992." 

PELL AMENDMENT NO. 1426 
Mr. BYRD (for Mr. PELL) proposed an 

amendment to the joint resolution 
(H.J. Res. 157), supra, as follows: 

KASTEN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1427 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. KASTEN (for himself, Mr. WAL

LOP, Mr. MACK, Mr. LOTT, Mr. NICKLES, 
Mr. SYMMS, Mr. SMITH, Mr. BURNS, Mr. 
COATS, Mr. CRAIG, and Mr. HATCH) sub
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by them to the joint resolu
tion (H.R. Res. 157), supra, as follows: 

On page 22 on line 6, after "Chapter V" in
sert the following: 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC 

ADMINISTRATION 
OPERATIONS, RESEARCH, AND FACILITIES 

For an additional amount for "Operations, 
research, and facilities", $300,000, to remain 
available until expended, to be expended 
through the Interjurisdictional Fisheries 
Program for the Quahog Transplant Fund of 
the Rhode Island Department of Environ
mental Management for the restoration of 
shellfishing beds damaged by Hurricane Bob. 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; AMENDMENT OF 1986 

CODE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 
(a) SHORT TrrLE.-This Act may be cited as 

the "Economic Growth and Family Tax 
Freedom Act of 1991". 

(b) AMENDMENT OF 1986 CODE.-Except as 
otherwise expressly provided, whenever in. 
this Act an amendment or repeal is ex
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or re
peal of, a section or other provision, the ref
erence shall be considered to be made to a 
section or other provision of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986. 

(c) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-The table of con
tents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; amendment of 1986 Code; 

table of contents. 
TITLE I-NONREFUNDABLE TAX CREDIT 

FOR CHILDREN 
Sec. 101. Nonrefundable tax credit for chil

dren. 

TITLE II-REDUCING THE COST OF CAP
ITAL BY REDUCING CAPITAL GAINS 
TAX RATES, INDEXING THE BASIS OF 
CERTAIN ASSETS, AND EXCLUDING 
GAIN FROM SALES OF PRINCIPAL 
RESIDENCES 

Sec. 201. Reduction in individual capital 
gains rate. 

Sec. 202. Reduction in corporate capital 
gains rate. 

Sec. 203. Reduction of minimum tax rate on 
capital gains. 

Sec. 204. Indexing of certain assets for pur
poses of determining gain or 
loss. 

Sec. 205. Indexing of limitation on capital 
losses of individuals. 

Sec. 206. Exclusion of gain from sale of prin
cipal residence. 

Sec. 207. Effective dates. 
TITLE Ill-ADJUSTING DEPRECIATION 

RATES TO REFLECT INFLATION 
Sec. 301. Depreciation adjustment. for cer

tain property placed in service 
in taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1991. 

Sec. 302. Phase-in of expensing for property 
placed in service in taxable 
years beginning after December 
31, lWE). . 

TITLE IV-SAVINGS INCENTIVES 
Sec. 401. Establishment of individual retire

ment plus accounts. 
Sec. 402. Penalty-free IRA plus withdrawal 

for home purchase, higher edu
cation, and health costs. 

TITLE V-TREATMENT OF PASSIVE 
LOSSES 

Sec. 501. Treatment of certain real estate 
activities under limitations on 
losses from passive activities. 

TITLE VI-ENTERPRISE ZONES 
Sec. 600. Purpose. 
Subtitle A-Designation of Enterprise Zones 
Sec. 601. Designation of zones. 
Sec. 602. Reporting requirements. 
Sec. 603. Interaction with other Federal pro

grams. 
Subtitle B-Federal Income Tax Incentives 

Sec. 611. Definitions and regulations; em
ployee credit; capital gain ex
clusion; stock expensing. 

Sec. 612. Alternative minimum tax. 
Sec. 613. Adjusted gross income defined. · 
Sec. 614. Effective date. 

Subtitle C-Regulatory Flexibility 
Sec. 621. Definition of small entities in en

terprise zone for purposes of 
analysis of regulatory func
tions. 

Sec. 622. Waiver or modification of agency 
rules in enterprise zones. 

Sec. 623. Federal agency support of enter
prise zones. 

Subtitle D-Establishment of Foreign-Trade 
Zones in Enterprise Zones 

Sec. 631. Foreign-trade zone preferences. 
Subtitle E---Repeal of Title VII of the Hous

ing and Community Development Act of 
1987 

Sec. 641. Repeal. 
TITLE I-NONREFUNDABLE TAX CREDIT 

FOR CHILDREN 
SEC. 101. NONREFUNDABLE TAX CREDIT FOR 

CHILDREN. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Subpart B of part .rv of 

subchapter A of chapter 1 (relating tO foreign 
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tax credit, etc.) is amended by inserting 
after section 29 the following new section: 
"SEC. 30. CREDIT FOR cmLDREN. 

"(a) GENERAL RULE.-ln the case of an eli
gible individual, there shall be allowed as a 
credit against the tax imposed by this chap
ter and chapter 21 for the taxable year an 
amount equal to the sum of-

"(l) $1,000 multiplied by the number of 
qualifying children of the taxpayer who have 
not attained the age of 6 as of the close -of 
the calendar year in which the taxable year 
of the taxpayer begins, and 

"(2) $300 multiplied by the number of quali
fying children of the taxable year who have 
attained the age of 6 but have not attained 
the age of 19 as of the close of such calendar 
year. 

"(b) LIMITATION BASED ON AMOUNT OF 
TAX.-The credit allowed by subsection (a) 
for a taxable year shall not exceed the excess 
(if any) of-

"(1) the sum of the regular tax (reduced by 
the sum of the credits allowable under sub
part A and section 32) and the tax imposed 
by chapter 21, over 

"(2) the tentative minimum tax, 
for the taxable year. 

"(c) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.-For 
purposes of this section-

. "(1) ELIGIBLE INDIVIl~UAL.-The term 'eligi
ble individual' has the meaning given to such 
term by section 32(c)(l) (determined without 
regard to subparagraph (B) thereof). 
. "(2) QUALIFYING CHiLD.-The term •qualify

ing child' has the meaning given to such 
term by section 32(c)(3) (determined without 
regard to subparagraphs (C) and (E) thereof). 

"(3) CERTAIN OTHER RULES APPLY.-Sub
sections (d) and (e) of section 32 shall apply." 

(b) DEPENDENT CARE CREDIT NOT AVAIL
ABLE FOR CHILDREN UNDER AGE 6.-Subpara
graph (A) of section 21(b)(l) (defining qualify
ing individual) is amended by inserting 
"(other than an individual described in sec
tion 30(a)(l))" after "taxpayer". 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections for such subpart B is amended by in
serting after the item relating to section 25 
the following new item: 
"Sec. 30. Credit for children." 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1990. 
TITLE II-REDUCING THE COST OF CAP-

ITAL BY REDUCING CAPITAL GAINS TAX 
RATES, INDEXING THE BASIS OF CER
TAIN ASSETS, AND EXCLUDING GAIN 
FROM SALES OF PRINCIPAL RESI
DENCES 

SEC. 201. REDUCTION IN INDIVIDUAL CAPITAL 
GAINS RATE. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.-Subsection (h) of sec
tion 1 (relating to maximum capital gains 
rate) is amended to read as follows: 

"(h) MAXIMUM CAPITAL GAINS RATE.-If a 
taxpayer has a net capital gain for any tax
able year, then the tax imposed by this sec
tion shall not exceed the sum of-

"(A) a tax computed at the rates and in the 
same manner as ir" this subsection had not 
been enacted on the taxable income reduced 
by the net capital gain, plus 

"(B) a tax equal to the sum of-
"(i) 7.5 percent of so much of the net cap

ital gain as does not exceed-
"(!) the maximum amount of taxable in

come to which the 15-percent rate applies 
under the table applicable to the taxpayer, 
reduced by 

"(II) the taxable income to which subpara
graph (A) applies, plus 

"(ii) 15 percent of the net capital gain in 
excess of the net capital gain to which clause 
(i) applies." 

(b) PHASEOUT OF PERSONAL EXEMPTIONS 
AND LIMITATION ON DEDUCTION OF ITEMIZED 
DEDUCTIONS NOT TO RESULT FROM NET CAP
ITAL GAIN.-

(l)(A) Subparagraphs (A) and (B) of section 
151(d)(3) (relating to phaseout of exemption 
amount) are each amended by inserting 
"modified" before "adjusted gross income". 

(B) Paragraph (3) of section 151(d) of such 
Code is amended by redesignating subpara
graphs (D) and CE) as subparagraphs. (E). an_d 
(F), respectively, and by inserting after sub
paragraph (C) . the following new subpara
graph: 

"(D) MpDIFIED ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME.
For purposes of this paragraph, the term 
'modified adjusted gross income' means ad
justed gross income reduced by net capital 
gain." · 

(2) Subsection (a) of section 68 (relating to 
overall limitation on itemized deductions) is 
amended by inserting "(reduced by net cap
ital gain (determined in accordance with the 
last sentence of section 151(d)(3)(D)))" after 
"adjusted gross income". 

(C) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.-
(1) Paragraph (1) of section 170(e) is amend

ed by striking "the amount of gain" in the 
material following subparagraph (B)(ii) and 
inserting "13128 (19/34 in the case of a cor
poration) of the amount of gain". 

(2)(A) The second sentence of section 
7518(g)(6)(A) is amended by striking "28 per
cent (34 percent in the case of a corpora
tion)" and inserting "15 percent". 

(B) The second sentence of section 
607(h)(6)(A) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, 
is amended by striking "28 percent (34 per
cent in the case of a corporation)" and in
serting "15 percent". 
SEC. 202. REDUCTION IN CORPORATE CAPITAL 

GAINS RATE. 
(a) GENERAL RULE.-Section 1201 (relating 

to alternative tax for corporations) is 
amended by redesignating subsection (b) as 
subsection (c), and by striking subsection (a) 
and inserting the following: 

"(a) GENERAL RULE.-If for any taxable 
year a corporation has a net capital gain, 
then, in lieu of the tax imposed by sections 
11, 511, or 831(a) (whichever applies), there is 
hereby imposed a tax (if such tax is less than 
the tax imposed by such section) which shall 
consist of the sum of-. 

"(1) a tax computed on the taxable income 
reduced by the net capital gain, at the same 
rates and in the same manner as if this sub
section had not been enacted, plus 

"(2) a tax of 15 percent of the net capital 
gain. 

"(b) TRANSITIONAL RULE.-ln the case of a 
taxable year which includes December 31, 
1991, the amount of the net capital gain for 
purposes of subsection (a) shall not exce.ed 
the net capital gain determined by only tak
ing into account gains and losses properly 
taken into account for the portion of the 
taxable year on or after such date." 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.-
(1) Clause (iii) of section 852(b)(3)(D) is 

amended by striking "66 percent" and insert- · 
ing "85 percent". · 

(2) Paragraphs (1) and (2)°of section 1445(e) 
are each amended by striking "34 percent" 
and inserting "15 percent". 
SEC. 203. REDUCTION OF MINIMUM TAX RATE ON 

CAPITAL GAINS. 
Subparagraph (A) of section 55(b)(l) (relat

ing to tentative minimum tax) is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(A) the sum of-
"(i) 15 percent of the lesser of-
"(I) the. net capital gain (determined with 

the adjustments provided in this part and (to 

the extent applicable) the limitations of sec
tions l(h)(2) and 1201(b)), or 

"(II) so much of the alternative minimum 
taxable income for .the taxable year as ex
ceeds the exemption .amount, plus 

"(ii) 20 percent (24 percent in the case of a 
taxpayer other than a corporation) of the 
amount (if any) by which the excess referred 
to in clause (i)(II) exceeds the net capital 
gain (as so determined), reduced by". 
SEC .. 2()4. INDEXING OF CERTAIN ASSETS FOR 

PURPOSES OF DETERMINING GAIN 
OR LOSS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Part II of subchapter 0 of 
chapter 1 (relating to basis rules of general 
application) is amended by inserting after 
section 1021 the following new section: 
"SEC. 1022. INDEXING OF CERTAIN ASSETS FOR 

PURPOSES OF DETERMINING GAIN 
OR LOSS. 

"(a) GENERAL RULE.-
"(l) INDEXED BASIS SUBSTITUTED FOR AD

JUSTED BASIS.-Except as provided in para
graph (2), if an indexed asset which has been 
h.eld for more than 1 year is sold or otherwise 
disposed of, for purposes of this title the in
dexed basis of the asset shall be substituted 
for its adjusted basis. 

"(2) EXCEPTION FOR DEPRECIATION, ETC.
The deduction for depreciation, depletion, 
and amortization shall be determined with
out regard to the application of paragraph (1) 
to the taxpayer or any other person. 

"(b) INDEXED ASSET.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of this sec

tion, the term 'indexed asset' means-
"(A) stock in a corporation, and 
"(B) tangible property (or any interest 

therein), which is a capital asset of property 
used in the trade or business (as defined in 
section 1231(b)).. 

"(2) CERTAIN PROPERTY . EXCLUDED.-For 
purposes of this section, the · ter'm ··indexed 
asset' does not include-

"(A) CREDITOR'S INTEREST.-Any interest in 
property which is in the nature of a credi
tor's interest. 

"(B) OPTIONS.-Any option or other right 
to acquire an interest in property. 

"(C) NET LEASE PROPERTY.-ln the case of a 
lessor, net lease property (within the mean
ing of subsection (h)(l)). 

"(D) CERTAIN PREFERRED STOCK.-Stock 
which is fixed and preferred as to dividends 
and does not participate in corporate growth 
to any significant extent. 

"(E) STOCK IN CERTAIN CORPORATIONS.
Stock in-

"(i) an S corporation (within the meaning 
of section 1361), 

"(ii) a personal holding company (as de
fined in section 542), and 

"(iii) a foreign corporation. 
"(3) EXCEPTION FOR STOCK IN FOREIGN COR

PORATION WHICH IS REGULARLY TRADED ON NA
TIONAL OR REGIONAL EXCHANGE.-Clause (iii) 
of paragraph (2)(E) shall not apply to stock 
in a foreign corporation the stock of which is 
listed on the New York Stock Exchange, the 
American Stock ~xchange, or any domestic 
regional exchange for which quotations are 
published on a regular basis other than-

"(A) stock of a foreign investment com
pany (within the meaning of section 1246(b)), 
and 

"(B) stock in a foreign corporation held by 
a United States person who meets the re
quirements of section .. 1248(a)(2). 

"(.c) INDEXED BASIS.-For purposes of this 
section-

"(1) INDEXED BASIS.-The indexed basis for 
any asset is-

"(A) the adjusted basis of the asset, multi
plied by 
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"(B) the applicable inflation ratio. 
"(2) APPLICABLE INFLATION RATIO.-The ap

plicable inflation ratio for any asset is the 
percentage arrived at by dividing-

"(A) the gross national product deflator for 
the calendar quarter in which the disposition 
takes place, by 

"(B) the gross national product deflator for 
the calendar quarter in which the asset was 
acquired by the taxpayer (or, if later, the 
calendar quarter ending December 31, 1991). 
The applicable inflation ratio shall not be 
taken into account unless it is greater than 
1. The applicable inflation ratio for any asset 
shall be rounded to the nearest one-tenth of 
1 percent. 

"(3) GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT DEFLATOR.
The gross national product deflator for any 
calendar quarter is the implicit price 
deflator for the gross national product for 
such quarter (as shown in the first revision 
thereon. 

"(4) SECRETARY TO PUBLISH TABLES.-The 
Secretary shall publish tables specifying the 
applicable inflation ratios for each calendar 
quarter. 

"(d) SPECIAL RULES.-For purposes of this 
section-

"(l) TREATMENT AS SEPARATE ASSET.-In 
the case of any asset, the following shall be 
treated as a separate asset: 

"(A) a substantial improvement to prop
erty, 

" {B) in the case of stock of a corporation, 
a substantial contribution to capital, and 

"(C) any other portion of an asset to the 
extent that separate treatment of such por
tion is appropriate to carry out the purposes 
of this section. 

"{2) ASSETS WHICH ARE NOT INDEXED ASSETS 
THROUGHOUT HOLDING PERIOD.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-The applicable inflation 
ratio shall be appropriately reduced for cal
endar months at any time during which the 
asset was not an indexed asset. 

"(B) CERTAIN SHORT SALES.-For purposes 
of applying subparagraph (A), an asset shall 
be treated as not an indexed asset for any 
short sale period during which the taxpayer 
or the taxpayer's spouse sells short property 
substantially identical to the asset. For pur
poses of the preceding sentence, the short 
sale period begins on the day after the sub
stantially identical property is sold and ends 
on the closing date for the sale. 

."(3) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN DISTRIBU
TIONS.-A distribution with respect to stock 
in a corporation which is not a dividend shall 
be treated as a disposition. 

"(4) SECTION CANNOT INCREASE ORDINARY 
LOSS.-To the extent that (but for this para
graph) this section would create or increase 
a net ordinary loss to which section 1231(a)(2) 
applies or an ordinary loss to which any 
other provision of this title applies, such 
provision shall not apply. The taxpayer shall 
be treated as having a long-term capital loss 
in an amount equal to the amount of the or
dinary loss to which the preceding sentence 
applies. 

"(5) ACQUISITION DATE WHERE THERE HAS 
BEEN PRIOR APPLICATION OF SUBSECTION (A)(l) 
WITH RESPECT TO THE TAXPAYER.-If there has 
been a prior application of subsection (a)(l) 
to an asset while such asset was held by the 
taxpayer, the date of acquisition of such 
asset by the taxpayer shall be treated as not 
earlier than the date of the most recent such 
prior application. 

"(6) COLLAPSIBLE CORPORATIONS.-The ap
plication of section 341(a) (relating to col
lapsible corporations) shall be determined 
without regard to this section. 

"(e) CERTAIN CONDUIT ENTITIES.-

"(l) REGULATED INVESTMENT COMPANIES; 
REAL ESTATE INVESTMENT TRUSTS; COMMON 
TRUST FUNDS.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-Stock in a qualified in
vestment entity shall be an indexed asset for 
any calendar month in the same ratio as the 
fair market value of the assets held by such 
entity at the close of such month which are 
indexed assets bears to the fair market value 
of all assets of such entity at the close of 
such month. 

" (B) RATIO OF 90 PERCENT OR MORE.-If the 
ratio for any calendar month determined 
under subparagraph (A) would (but for the 
subparagraph) be 90 percent or more, such 
ratio for such month shall be 100 percent. 

" (C) RATIO OF 10 PERCENT OR LESS.- If the 
ratio for any calendar month determined 
under subparagraph (A) would (but for this 
subparagraph) be 10 percent or less, such 
ratio for such month shall be zero. 

"(D) VALUATION OF ASSETS IN CASE OF REAL 
ESTATE INVESTMENT TRUSTS.-Nothing in this 
paragraph shall require a real estate invest
ment trust to value its assets more fre
quently than once each 36 months (except 
where such trust ceases to exist). The ratio 
under subparagraph (A) for any calendar 
month for which there is no valuation shall 
be the trustee's good faith judgment as to 
such valuation. 

"(E) QUALIFIED INVESTMENT ENTITY.-For 
purposes of this paragraph, the term 'quali
fied investment entity' means-

"(i) a regulated investment company 
(within the meaning of section 851), 

"(ii) a real estate investment trust (within 
the meaning of section 856), and 

" (iii) a common trust fund (within the 
meaning of section 584). 

"(2) PARTNERSHIPS.-In the case of a part
nership, the adjustment made under sub
section (a) at the partnership level shall be 
passed through to the partners. 

" (3) SUBCHAPTER S CORPORATIONS.-ln the 
case of an electing small business corpora
tion, the adjustment under subsection (a) at 
the corporate level shall be passed through 
to the shareholders. 

"(O DISPOSITIONS BETWEEN RELATED PER
SONS.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-This section shall not 
apply to any sale or other disposition of 
property between related persons except to 
the extent that the basis of such property in 
the hands of the transferee is a substituted 
basis. 

"{2) RELATED PERSONS DEFINED.-For pur
poses of this section, the term 'related per
sons' means-

"{A) persons bearing a relationship set 
forth in section 267(b), and 

"(B) persons treated as single employer 
under subsection (b) or (c) of section 414. 

" (g) TRANSFERS TO INCREASE INDEXING AD
JUSTMENT OR DEPRECIATION ALLOWANCE.-If 
any person transfers cash, debt, or any other 
property to another person and the principal 
purpose of such transfer is-

"(1) to secure or increase an adjustment 
under subsection (a), or 

" (2) to increase (by reason of an adjust
ment under subsection (a)) a deduction for 
depreciation, depletion, or amortization, 
the Secretary may disallow part or all of 
such adjustment or increase. 

" (h) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

"(l) NET LEASE PROPERTY DEFINED.-The 
term 'net lease property' means leased real 
property where--

"(A) the term of the lease (taking into ac
count options to renew) was 50 percent or 
more of the useful life of the property, and 

"(B) for the period of the lease, the sum of 
the deductions with respect to such property 
which are allowable to the lessor solely by 
reason of section 162 (other than rents and 
reimbursed amounts with respect to such 
property) is 15 percent or less of the rental 
income produced by such property. 

"(2) STOCK INCLUDES INTEREST IN COMMON 
TRUST FUND.-The term 'stock in a corpora
tion' includes any interest in a common fund 
(as defined in section 584(a)). 

"(i) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary shall 
prescribe such regulations as may be nec
essary or appropriate to carry out the pur
poses of this section." 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.- This table of 
sections for part II of subchapter 0 of such 
chapter 1 is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 1021 the following 
new item: 
"Sec. 1022. Indexing of certain assets for pur

poses of determining gain or 
loss." 

(C) ADJUSTMENT TO APPLY FOR PURPOSES 
OF DETERMINING EARNINGS AND PROFITS.
Subsection (f) of section 312 (relating to ef-

. feet on earnings and profits of gain or loss 
and of receipt of tax-free distributions) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

"(3) EFFECT ON EARNINGS AND PROFITS OF 
INDEXED BASIS.-
For substitution of indexed basis for ad

justed basis in the case of the 
disposition of certain assets 
after June 30, 1991, see section 
1022(a)(l)." 

SEC. 205. INDEXING OF LIMITATION ON CAPITAL 
LOSSES OF INDIVIDUALS. 

Section 1211 (relating to limitation on cap
ital losses) is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

"(c) INDEXATION OF LIMITATION ON 
NONCORPORATE TAXPAYERS.-

"(}) IN GENERAL.-In the case of any tax
able year beginning in a calendar year after 
1991, the $3,000 and $1,500 amounts under sub
section (b)(l) shall be increased by an 
amount equal to-

"(A) such dollar amount, multiplied by 
"(B) the applicable inflation adjustment 

for the calendar year in which the taxable 
year begins. 

"(2) APPLICABLE INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.
For purposes of paragraph (1), the applicable 
inflation adjustment for any calendar year is 
the percentage (if any) by which-

"(A) the gross national product deflator for 
the last calendar quarter of the preceding 
calendar year, exceeds 

"(B) the gross national product deflator for 
the last calendar quarter of 1990. 
For purposes of this paragraph, the term 
'gross national product deflator' has the 
meaning given such term by section 
1022(c)(3)." 
SEC. 206. EXCLUSION OF GAIN FROM SALE OF 

PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 121 (relating to 

one-time exclusion of gain from sale of prin
cipal residence by individual who has at
tained age 55) is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 121. EXCLUSION OF GAIN FROM SALE OF 

PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE. 
"(a) GENERAL RULE.-Gross income does 

not include gain from the sale or exchange of 
property if such property has been owned 
and used by the taxpayer as the taxpayer's 
principal residence. 

"(b) SPECIAL RULES.-
"(1) TENANT-STOCKHOLDER IN COOPERATIVE 

HOUSING CORPORATION.-For purposes of this 
section, if the taxpayer holds stock as a ten
ant-stockholder (as defined in section 216) in 
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a cooperative housing corporation (as de
fined in such section), then the use require
ments of subsection (a) shall be applied to 
the house or apartment which the taxpayer 
was entitled to occupy as such stockholder. 

"(2) INVOLUNTARY CONVERSIONS.-For pur
poses of this section, the destruction, theft, 
seizure, requisition, or condemnation of 
property shall be treated as the sale of such 
property. 

"(3) PROPERTY USED IN PART AS PRINCIPAL 
RESIDENCE.-ln the case of property only a 
portion of which has been owned and used by 
the taxpayer as the taxpayer's principal resi
dence, this section shall apply with respect 
to so much of the gain from sale or exchange 
of such property as is determined, under reg
ulations prescribed by the Secretary, to be 
attributable to the portion of the property so 
owned and used by the taxpayer." 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(!) Paragraph (3) of section 1033(h) is 

amended to read as follows: 
"(3) For exclusion from gross income of 

gain from involuntary conversion of prin
cipal residence, see section 121." 

(2) Subsection (1) of section 1034 is amended 
to read as follows: 

"(l) TERMINATION.-This section shall not 
apply to any sale or exchange occurring after 
December 31, 1991, in taxable years ending 
after such date." 

(3) Section 1038 is amended by striking sub
section (e) and redesignating subsections (f) 
and (g) as subsections (e) and (f), respec
tively. 

(4) Paragraph (7) of section 1250(d) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(7) DISPOSITION OF PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.
Subsection (a) shall not apply to a disposi
tion of property to the extent used by the 
taxpayer as the taxpayer's principal resi
dence (within the meaning of section 121)." 

(5) Subsection (c) of section 6012 is amend
ed by striking "one-time exclusion of gain 
from sale of principal residence by individual 
who has attained age 55" and inserting "ex
clusion of gain from sale of principal resi
dence" . 

(C) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections for part III of subchapter B of chap
ter 1 is amended by striking the item relat
ing to section 121 and inserting the following 
new item: 
"Sec. 121. Exclusion of gain from sale of prin

cipal residence." 
SEC. 207. EFFECTIVE DATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
subsection (b), the amendments made by this 
title shall apply to sales or exchanges occur
ring after December 31, 1991, in taxable years 
ending after such date. 

(b) INDEXING OF LOSS LIMITATION.-The 
amendments made by section 205 shall apply 
to taxable years beginning after December 
31, 1991. 

TITLE III-ADJUSTING DEPRECIATION 
RATES TO REFLECT INFLATION 

SEC. 301. DEPRECIATION ADJUSTMENT FOR CER
TAIN PROPERTY PLACED IN SERV· 
ICE IN TAXABLE YEARS BEGINNING 
AFTER DECEMBER 31, 1991. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 168 (relating to 
accelerated cost recovery system) is amend
ed by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

"(j) DEDUCTION ADJUSTMENT To ALLOW 
EQUIVALENT OF EXPENSING FOR CERTAIN 
PROPERTY PLACED IN SERVICE IN TAXABLE 
YEARS BEGINNING AFTER DECEMBER 31, 1991.-

"(l) IN GENERAL.-In the case of tangible 
property (other than residential rental prop
erty and nonresidential real property) placed 
in service in a taxable year beginning after 

December 31, 1991, the deduction allowable 
under this section with respect to such prop
erty for any taxable year (after the taxable 
year during which the property is placed in 
service) shall be-

"(A) the amount so allowable for such tax
able year without regard to this subsection, 
multiplied by 

" (B) the applicable neutral cost recovery 
adjustment. 

"(2) APPLICABLE NEUTRAL COST RECOVERY 
ADJUSTMENT.- For purposes of paragraph (1 ), 
the applicable neutral cost recovery adjust
ment for any calendar year is the number de
termined by-

"(A) dividing-
"(i) the gross national product deflator for 

the calendar quarter of the preceding cal
endar year which corresponds to the cal
endar quarter during which the property was 
placed in service by the taxpayer, by 

"(ii) the gross national product deflator for 
the calendar quarter during which the prop
erty was placed in service by the taxpayer, 
and 

"(B) then multiplying the number deter
mined under subparagraph (A) by the num
ber equal to 1.035 to the nth power where 'n' 
is the number of calendar years after the cal
endar year in which the property was placed 
in service by the taxpayer and before the 1st 
calendar year beginning with or within the 
taxable year for which the deduction under 
this subsection is being determined. 

"(3) GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT DEFLATOR.
For purposes of paragraph (2), the term 
'gross national product deflator' has the 
meaning given such term by section 
1022(c)(3)." 

(b) CORRESPONDING MODIFICATION TO DE
PRECIATION SCHEDULES.-Paragraphs (l)(A) 
and (2) of section 168(b) (relating to applica
ble depreciation method) are each amended 
by striking "200 percent" and inserting " 125 
percent". 

(C) AMENDMENTS TO ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM 
TAXABLE INCOME.-

(1) No INCREASE DUE TO INDEXING.-Sub
sections (a)(l)(A)(i) and (g)(4)(A) of section 56 
(relating to adjustments in computing alter
native minimum taxable income) are each 
amended by inserting "(as adjusted by sec
tion 168(j))" after "section 168(g)" each place 
it appears. 

(2) PHASE-OUT OF ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM 
TAX DEPRECIATION DEDUCTION.-Section 56 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"(i) PHASE-IN OF FULL DEPRECIATION DE
DUCTION.-

"(l) IN GENERAL.-The depreciation deduc
tion with respect to any property determined 
under subsections (a)(l) and (g)(4) for each 
taxable year shall be increased by the appli
cable percentage of the depreciation differen
tial for such taxable year. 

"(2) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.-The appli
cable percentage for any taxable year shall 
be determined in accordance with the follow
ing table: 

"In the case of a taxable year which begins: 
After January And on or be- The 

1 of: fore January applicable 
1 of: percentage is: 

1992 ................ . 1993 .. . .. . ........... 20 
1993 .............. . .. 1994 ... .. ....... ..... 30 
1994 .... ............ . 1995 .... ............. 40 
1995 .... ...... ... ... . 1996 .... . ..... . .. .. .. 50 
1996 ................ . 1997 ..... ............ 60 
1997 ................ . 1998 .. .. .. .... ....... 70 
1998 .. ... .. ......... . 1999 ............... .. 80 
1999 ....... . .. .. .... . 2000 .... .......... ... 90 
2000 .... ............ . ......... . .. ... ..... 100. 

"(3) DEPRECIATION DEDUCTION DIFFEREN
TIAL.-With respect to any property, the de-

preciation deduction differential for any tax
able year is equal to the excess of-

"(A) the depreciation deduction applicable 
for purposes of computing the regular tax for 
such taxable year, over 

"(B) the depreciation deduction deter
mined under subsections (a)(l) and (g)(4) for 
such taxable year." 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31 , 1991. 
SEC. 302. PHASE-IN OF EXPENSING FOR PROP· 

ERTY PLACED IN SERVICE IN TAX· 
ABLE YEARS BEGINNING AFTER DE· 
CEMBER 31, 1996. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 168 (relating to 
accelerated cost recovery system) is amend
ed by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

"(k) PHASE-IN OF EXPENSING.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-In the case of tangible 

property placed in service in a taxable year 
beginning after December 31, 1996-

"(A) the phase-in deductions with respect 
to such property shall be allowable under 
this section for the taxable year in which 
such property is placed in service, and 

"(B) the applicable recovery period with 
respect to such property shall be reduced by 
the phase-in number of years. 

"(2) PHASE-IN DEDUCTIONS AND YEARS.- For 
purposes of this subsection-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-The phase-in deductions 
with respect to any property are the aggre
gate deductions allowable under this section 
(determined without regard to this sub
section and subsection (j)) for the first 
phase-in number of years in the applicable 
recovery period. 

"(B) PHASE-IN NUMBER OF YEARS.-The 
phase-in number of years with respect to any 
property is the number of calendar years 
after 1996 and before the calendar year in 
which the property is placed in service. 

"(3) ELECTION.-This subsection shall not 
apply to any property if the taxpayer elects 
not to apply this subsection to such prop
erty. Such an election, once made, shall be 
irrevocable." 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1996. 

TITLE IV-SAVINGS INCENTIVES 
SEC. 401. ESTABLISHMENT OF INDMDUAL RE· 

TIREMENT PLUS ACCOUNTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Subpart A of part I of 

subchapter D of chapter 1 (relating to pen
sion, profit-sharing, stock bonus plans, etc.) 
is amended by inserting after section 408 the 
following new section: 
"408A. INDIVIDUAL RETIREMENT PLUS AC· 

COUNTS. 
"(a) GENERAL RULE.-Except as provided in 

this section, an individual retirement plus 
account shall be treated for purposes of this 
title in the same manner as an individual re
tirement plan. 

"(b) INDIVIDUAL RETIREMENT PLUS AC
COUNT.-For purposes of this title, the term 
'individual retirement plus account' means 
an individual retirement plan which is des
ignated at the time of the establishment of 
the plan as an individual retirement plus ac
count. Such designation shall be made in 
such manner as the Secretary may prescribe. 

"(C) CONTRIBUTION RULES.-
"(l) No DEDUCTION ALLOWED.-No deduction 

shall be allowed under section 219 for a con
tribution to an individual retirement plus 
account. 

"(2) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-Except in the case of 

rollover contributions, the aggregate 
amount which may be accepted as contribu-
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tions to an individual retirement plus ac
count shall not be greater than the excess (if 
any) of-

"(i) the nondeductible limit with respect to 
the individual for the taxable year under sec
tion 408(0) (after application of subparagraph 
(B)(ii) thereof), over 

"(ii) the designated nondeductible con
tributions made by the individual for such 
taxable year to 1 or more individual retire
ment plans. 

"(B) $1,000 INCREASE AFTER 1996.-ln the 
case of any taxable year beginning after De
cember 31, 1996, the amount determined 
under subparagraph (A)(i) (without regard to 
this subparagraph) shall be increased by 
$1,000. 

"(C) SPECIAL RULE FOR MARRIED INDIVID
UALS.-The nondeductible limits under sub
paragraph (A) for an individual and for such 
individual's spouse shall be an amount equal 
to the excess (if any) of-

"(i) $2,000, over 
"(ii) the sum of the amount allowed as a 

deduction under section 219 for contributions 
on behalf of such individual or such spouse, 
plus the amount determined under subpara
graph (A)(ii) with respect to each. 
In no event shall the sum of such limits ex
ceed an amount equal to the sum of the com
pensation includible in the individual's and 
spouse's gross income for the taxable year, 
reduced by the sum of the amounts deter
mined under clause (ii). 

"(3) CONTRIBUTIONS AFTER AGE 701h.-Con
tributions may be made by an individual to 
an individual retirement plus account after 
such individual has attained the age of 701h. 

"(4) LIMITATIONS ON ROLLOVER CONTRIBU
TIONS.-No rollover contributions may be 
made to an individual retirement plus ac
count unless such rollover ·contribution is a 
contribution of a distribution or payment 
out of-

"(A) another individual retirement plus ac
count. or 

"(B) an individual retirement plan which is 
not allocable to any amount transferred to 
such plan which represented any portion of 
the balance to the credit of an employee in 
a qualified trust (or any income allocable to 
such portion). 

"(d) DISTRIBUTION RULES.-For purposes of 
this title-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-Except in the case of a 
qualified distribution. the rules of para
graphs (1) and (2) of section 408(d) shall apply 
to any distribution from an individual retire
ment plus account. 

"(2) TREATMENT OF QUALIFIED DISTRIBU
TION.-ln the case of a qualified distribution 
from an individual retirement plus account

"(A) the amount of such distribution shall 
not be includible in gross income; and 

"(B) section 72(t) shall not apply. 
"(3) QUALIFIED DISTRIBUTION.-For purposes 

of this subsection-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The term 'qualified dis

tribution' means any distribution-
"(!) made on or after the date on which the 

individual attains age 591h, 
"(ii) made to a beneficiary (or to the estate 

of an individual) on or after the death of the 
individual, or 

"(iii) attributable to the employee's being 
disabled (within the meaning of section 
72(m)(7)). 

"(B) DISTRIBUTIONS WITHIN 5 YEARS.-No 
distribution shall be treated as a qualified 
distribution if-

"(i) it is made within the 5-taxable year pe
riod beginning with the 1st taxable year in 
which the individual made a contribution to 
an individual retirement plus account. or 

"(ii) in the case of a distribution properly 
allocable to a rollover contribution (or in
come allocable thereto), it is made within 5 
years of the date on which such rollover con
tribution was made. 

"(4) SPECIAL RULES RELATING TO ROLLOVERS 
FROM REGULAR INDIVIDUAL RETIREMENT AC
COUNTS.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
this paragraph, any amount paid or distrib
uted out of an individual retirement plan on 
or before the earlier of-

"(i) the date on which the individual at
tains age 55, or 

"(ii) June 30, 1993, 
shall not be included in gross income (and 
section 72(t) shall not apply to such amount) 
if the individual receiving such amount 
transfers, within 60 days of receipt, the en
tire amount received to an individual retire
ment plus account. 
. "(B) TREATMENT OF TAX-FAVORED 

AMOUNTS.-
"(i) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding sub

paragraph (A), there shall be included in 
gross income (but section 72(t) shall not 
apply to) the portion of any amount trans
ferred which bears the same ratio to such 
amount as--

"(!)the aggregate amount of contributions 
to individual retirement plans with respect 
to which a deduction was allowable under 
section 219, bears to 

"(II) the aggregate balance of such plans. 
"(ii) TIME FOR INCLUSION.-Any amount de

scribed in clause (i) shall be included in gross 
income ratably over the 4-taxable year pe
riod beginning with the taxable year in 
which the amount was paid or distributed 
out of the individual retirement plan. 

"(e) ROLLOVER CONTRIBUTIONS.-For pur
poses of this section, the term 'rollover con
tributions' means contributions described in 
sections 402(a)(5), 402(a)(7), 403(a)(4), 403(b)(8), 
and 408(d)(3). 

"(f) DETERMINATIONS.-For purposes of this 
section, any determinations with respect to 
aggregate contributions to, or the balance 
of, individual retirement plus accounts shall 
be made as of the close of the calendar year 
preceding the calendar year in which the 
taxable year begins." 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections for subpart A of part I of subchapter 
D of chapter 1 is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 408 the following 
new item: 

"Sec. 408A. Individual retirement plus ac
counts." 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1991. 
SEC. 402. PENALTY-FREE IRA PLUS WITHDRAWAL 

FOR HOME PURCHASE, HIGHER EDU
CATION, AND HEALTII COSTS. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.-Subparagraph (A) of 
section 408A(d)(3) (as added by section 401) is 
amended by striking "or" at the end of 
clause (ii), by striking the period at the end 
of clause (iii) and inserting ", or", and by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
clause: 

"(iv) which is a qualified special purpose 
distribution (within the meaning of sub
section (e)). 

(b) QUALIFIED SPECIAL PURPOSE DISTRIBU
TION DEFINED.-Section 408A (as so added) is 
amended by redesignating subsections (e) 
and (f) as (f) and (g), respectively, and by in
serting after subsection (d) the following new 
subsection: 

"(e) QUALIFIED SPECIAL PURPOSE DISTRIBU
TION FROM IRA PLUS ACCOUNTS.-For pur
poses of this section-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-The term 'qualified spe
cial purpose distribution' means--

"(A) a qualified first-time homebuyer dis
tribution, or 

"(B) an applicable medical or educational 
distri bu ti on. 

"(2) 25 PERCENT ACCOUNT LIMIT.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-A distribution shall not 

be treated as a qualified special purpose dis
tribution to the extent it exceeds the 
amount (if any) by which-

"(i) 25 percent of the sum of-
"(!) the aggregate balance of indi:Vidual re

tirement plus accounts established on' behal'f 
of an individual, plus 

"(II) the aggregate amounts previously 
treated as qualified special purpose distribu
tions, exceeds 

"(ii) the amount determined under clause 
(i)(II). 

"(B) LIMITATION NOT TO APPLY FOR PUR
POSES OF SECTION 72(t).-Section 72(t) shall 
not apply to any distribution which would be 
a qualified distribution but for the limita
tions of subparagraph (A). 

"(3) DISTRIBUTIONS FROM IRA PLUS AC
COUNTS USED TO PURCHASE A HOME BY FIRST
TIME HOMEBUYER.-For purposes of paragraph 
(1}-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-The term 'qualified 
first-time homebuyer distribution' means 
any payment or distribution received by a 
first-time homebuyer (or by a parent or 
grandparent of a first-time homebuyer) from 
an individual retirement plan to the extent 
such payment or distribution is used by the 
individual receiving the payment or distribu
tion before the close of the 60th day after the 
day on which such payment or distribution 
is received to pay qualified acquisition costs 
with respect to a principal residence for such 
first-time homebuyer. 

"(B) BASIS REDUCTION.-The basis of any 
principal residence described in subpara
graph (A) shall be reduced by any amount ex
cluded from the gross income of such first
time homebuyer (or parent or grandparent 
thereof) by reason of this section. 

"(C) RECOGNITION OF GAIN AS ORDINARY IN
COME.-

"(i) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this subtitle, except as 
provided in clause (ii}-

"(!) gain (if any) on the sale or exchange of 
a principal residence to which subparagraph 
(A) applies shall, to the extent of the amount 
excluded from gross income under this sec
tion, be treated as ordinary income by such 
individual, and 

"(II) section 72(t) shall apply to such 
amount. 

"(ii) EXCEPTION.-Clause (i) shall not apply 
to any taxable year to the extent of any 
amount which, before the due date (without 
extensions) for filing the return for such 
year, the taxpayer contributes to an individ
ual retirement plus account. Such amount 
shall not be taken into account for purposes 
of any provision of this title relating to ex
cess contributions. 

"(iii) COORDINATION WITH OTHER PROVI
SIO~S.-ln the event all or part of the gain 
referred to in clause (i) is treated as ordinary 
income under any other provision of this 
subtitle, such provision shall be applied be
fore clause (i) . 

"(D) SPECIAL RULE WHERE DELAY IN ACQUISI
TION.-If-

"(i) any amount is paid or distributed from 
an individual retirement plus account to an 
individual for purposes of being used as pro
vided in subparagraph (A), and 

"(ii) by reason of a delay in the acquisition 
of the residence, such amount cannot be so 
used, 
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the amount so paid or distributed may be 
paid into an individual retirement plus ac
count as provided in section 408(d)(3)(A)(i) 
without regard to section 408(d)(3)(B), and, if 
so paid into such other plan, such amount 
shall not be taken into account in determin
ing whether section 408(d)(3)(A)(i) applies to 
any other amount. 

"(E) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this 
paragraph-

"(!) QUALIFIED ACQUISITION COSTS.-The 
term 'qualified acquisition costs' means the 
costs of acquiring, constructing, or recon
structing a residence. Such term includes 
any usual or reasonable settlement, financ
ing, or other closing costs. 

"(ii) FIRST-TIME HOMEBUYER.-The term 
'first-time homebuyer' means any individual 
if such individual (and if married, such indi
vidual's spouse) had no present ownership in
terest in a principal residence during the 3-
year period ending on the date of acquisition 
of the principal residence to which this para
graph applies. 

"(iii) PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.-The term 
'principal residence' has the same meaning 
as when used in section 121. 

"(iv) DATE OF ACQUISITION.-The term 'date 
of acquisition' means the date-

"(!)on which a binding contract to acquire 
the principal residence to which subpara
graph (A) applies is entered into, or 

"(II) on which construction or reconstruc
tion of such a principal residence is com
menced. 

"(4) APPLICABLE MEDICAL DISTRIBUTIONS 
FROM IRA PLUS ACCOUNTS.-For purposes of 
paragraph (1), the term 'applicable medical 
distributions' means any distributions made 
to an individual (not otherwise taken into 
account under this subsection) to the extent 
such distributions do not exceed the amount 
allowable as a deduction under section 213 
for amounts paid during the taxable year for 
medical care (without regard to whether the 
individual itemized deductions for the tax
able year). For purposes of determining the 
amount so allowable, any child or grandchild 
of the taxpayer shall be treated as a depend
ent of the taxpayer. 

"(5) DISTRIBUTIONS FROM INDIVIDUAL RE
TIREMENT PLUS ACCOUNTS FOR EDUCATIONAL 
EXPENSES.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of para
graph (1), the term 'applicable educational 
distributions' means distributions to an indi
vidual to the extent that the amount of such 
distributions (not otherwise treated as quali
fied special purpose distributions, deter
mined after application of paragraph (4)) 
does not exceed the qualified higher edu
cation expenses of the individual for the tax
able year. 

"(B) QUALIFIED HIGHER EDUCATION EX
PENSES.-For purposes of subparagraph (A)-

"(i) IN GENERAL.-The term 'qualified high
er education expenses' means tuition, fees, 
books, supplies, and equipment required for 
the enrollment or attendance of-

"(1) the taxpayer, 
"(II) the taxpayer's spouse, or 
"(ill) the taxpayer's child (as defined in 

section 151(c)(3)) or grandchild, 
at an eligible educational institution (as de
fined in section 135(c)(3)). 

"(ii) COORDINATION WITH SAVINGS BOND PRO
VISIONS.-The amount of qualified higher 
education expenses for any taxable year 
shall be reduced by any amount excludable 
from gross income under section 135." 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1991. 

TITLE V-TREATMENT OF PASSIVE 
LOSSES 

SEC. 501. TREA1MENT OF CERTAIN REAL ESTATE 
ACTIVITIES UNDER LIMITATIONS ON 
LOSSES FROM PASSIVE ACTMTIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subsection (c) of section 
469 (relating to passive activity losses and 
credits limited) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraphs: 

"(7) TAXPAYERS ENGAGED IN THE REAL PROP
ERTY BUSINESS.-ln the case of a taxpayer en
gaged in the real property business, the de
termination of what constitutes an activity 
and whether an activity is a passive activity 
shall be made by treating the taxpayer's 
rental real property operations, undertak
ings, and activities in the same manner as 
nonrental trade or business operations, un
dertakings, and activities. 

"(8) INDIVIDUALS ENGAGED IN THE REAL 
PROPERTY BUSINESS._:__For purposes of para
graph (7), an individual is engaged in the real 
property business if-

"(A) such individual spends at least 50 per
cent of such individual's working time in 
real property operations; and 

"(B) such individual spends more than 500 
hours during the taxable year in real prop
erty operations. · 

"(9) REAL PROPERTY OPERATIONS.-For pur
poses of paragraph (8), the term 'real prop
erty operations' means any real property de
velopment, redevelopment, construction, re
construction, acquisition, conversion, rental, 
operation, management, leasing, brokerage, 
appraisal, and finance operations. 

"(10) WORKING TIME.-For purposes of para
graph (8), the term 'working time' means 
any time spent as an employee, sole propri
etor, S corporation shareholder, partner in a 
partnership, or beneficiary of a trust or es
tate. 

"(11) CLOSELY HELD C CORPORATIONS EN
GAGED IN THE REAL PROPERTY BUSINESS.-For 
purposes of paragraph (7). a closely held C 
corporation is engaged in the real property 
business if-

"(A) 1 or more shareholders owning stock 
representing more than 50 percent (by value) 
of the outstanding stock of such corporation 
materially participate in the aggregate real 
property activities of such corporation; or 

"(B) such corporation meets the require
ments of section 465(c)(7)(C) (without regard 
to clause (iv)) with respect to the aggregate 
real property activities of such corporation." 

(b) PASSIVE ACTIVITY INCLUDES CERTAIN 
RENTAL ACTIVITIES.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Paragraph (2) of section 
469(c) is amended to read as follows: 

"(2) PASSIVE ACTIVITY INCLUDES CERTAIN 
RENTAL ACTIVITIES.-Except for rental activi
ties treated in the same manner as nonrental 
trade or business activities pursuant to para
graph (7), each rental activity is a passive 
activity without regard to whether or not 
the taxpayer materially participates in the 
rental activity." 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Paragraph 
(4) of such section 469(c) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(4) MATERIAL PARTICIPATION NOT REQUIRED 
FOR PARAGRAPH (3).-Paragraph (3) shall be 
applied without regard to whether or not the 
taxpayer materially participates in the ac
tivity." 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1991. 

TITLE VI-ENTERPRISE ZONES 
SEC. 600. PURPOSE. 

It is the purpose of this title to provide for 
the establishment of enterprise zones in 
order to stimulate entrepreneurship, particu-

larly by zone residents, the creation of new 
jobs, particularly for disadvantaged workers 
and long-term unemployed individuals, and 
to promote revitalization of economically 
distressed areas primarily by providing or 
encouraging-

(1) tax relief at the Federal, State, and 
local levels; 

(2) regulatory relief at the Federal, State, 
and local levels; and 

(3) improved local services and an increase 
in the economic stake of enterprise zone 
residents in their own community and its de
velopment, particularly through the in
creased involvement of private, local, and 
neighborhood organizations. 
Subtitle A-Designation of Enterprise Zones 

SEC. 601. DESIGNATION OF ZONES. 
(a) GENERAL RULE.-Chapter 80 (relating to 

general rules) is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subchapter: 

"Subchapter D-Designation of Enterprise 
Zones 

"Sec. 7880. Designation. 
"SEC. 7880. DESIGNATION. 

"(a) DESIGNATION OF ZONES.-
. "(l) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this title, 

the term 'enterprise zone' means any area-
"(A) which is nominated by one or more 

local governments and the State or States in 
which it is located for designation as an en
terprise zone (hereinafter in this section re
ferred to as a 'nominated area'), and 

"(B) which the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development, after consultation 
with-

"(i) the Secretaries of Agriculture, Com
merce, Labor, and the Treasury; the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget; and 
the Administrator of the Small Business Ad
ministration, and 

"(ii) in the case of an area on an Indian 
reservation, the Secretary of the Interior, 
designates as an enterprise zone. 

"(2) AUTHORITY TO DESIGNATE.-The Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Development is 
authorized to designate enterprise zones in 
accordance with the provisions of this sec
tion. 

"(3) LIMITATIONS ON DESIGNATIONS.-
"(A) PUBLICATION OF REGULATIONS.-Before 

designating any area as an eQterprise zone 
and not later than 4 months following the 
date of the enactment of this section, the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop
ment shall prescribe by regulation, after 
consultation with the officials described in 
paragraph (l)(B)-

"(i) the procedures for nominating an area, 
and 

"(ii) the procedures for designation as an 
enterprise zone, including a method for com
paring courses of action under subsection (d) 
proposed for nominated areas, and the other 
factors specified in subsection (e) 

"(B) TIME LIMITATIONS.-The Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development shall des
ignate nominated areas as enterprise zones 
only during the 48-month period beginning 
on the later of-

"(i) the first day of the first month follow
ing the month in which the effective date of 
the regulations described in subparagraph 
(A) occurs, or 

"(ii) June 30, 1992. 
"(C) NUMBER OF DESIGNATIONS.-
"(i) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Housing 

and Urban development may designate-
"(!) not more than 50 nominated areas as 

enterprise zones under this section and 
"(II) not more than 15 nominated areas as 

enterprise zones during the first 12-month 
period beginning on the date determined 
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under subparagraph (B), not more than 30 by 
the end of the second 12-month period, not 
more than 45 by the end of the third 12-
mon th period, and not more than 50 by the 
end of the fourth 12-month period. 

"(ii) MINIMUM DESIGNATION IN RURAL 
AREAS.-Of the areas designated as enter
prise zones, at least one-third must be areas 
that are-

"(I) within a local government jurisdiction 
or jurisdictions with a population of less 
than 50,000 (as determined using the most re
cent census data available); 

"(II) outside of a metropolitan statistical 
area (within the meaning of section 
143(k)(2)(B)); or 

"(III) determined by the Secretary of Hous
ing and Urban Development, after consulta
tion with the Secretary of Commerce, to be 
rural areas. 

"(D) PROCEDURAL RULES.-The Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development shall not 
make any designations under this section 
unless-

"(1) the local government and the State in 
which the nominated area is located have 
the authority to-

"(I) nominate such area for designation as 
an enterprise zone, 

"(II) make the State and local commit
ments under subsection (d), and 

"(III) provide assurances satisfactory to 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban develop
ment that such commitments will be ful
filled, and 

"(ii) a nomination therefor is submitted by 
such State and local governments in such a 
manner and in such form, and contains such 
information, as the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development shall prescribe by regu
lation. 

"(4) NOMINATION PROCESS FOR INDIAN RES
ERVATIONS.-ln the case of a nominated area 
on an Indian reservation, the reservation 
governing body (as determined by the Sec
retary of the Interior) shall be deemed to be 
both the State and local governments with 
respect to such area. 

"(b) TIME PERIOD FOR WHICH DESIGNATION 
IS IN EFFECT-

"(!) IN GENERAL.-Any designation of an 
area as an enterprise zone shall remain in ef
fect during the period beginning on the date 
of the designation and ending on the earliest 
of-

"(A) December 31 of the 24th calendar year 
following the calendar year in which such 
date occurs, 

"(B) the termination date specified by the 
State and local governments as provided in 
the nomination submitted in accordance 
with subsection (a)(3)(D)(ii), 

"(C) such other date as the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development shall speci
fy as a condition of designation, or 

"(D) the date upon which the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development revokes 
such designation. 

"(2) REVOCATION OF DESIGNATION.-The Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Development, 
after consultation with the officials de
scribed in subsection (a)(l)(B), may revoke 
the designation of an area if the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development determines 
that the State or a local government in 
which the area is located is not complying 
substantially with the agreed course of ac
tion for the area. 

"(C) AREA AND ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS
"(!) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Hous

ing and Urban Development may designate a 
nominated area as an enterprise zone only if 
it meets the requirements of paragraphs (2) 
and (3). 

"(2) AREA REQUIREMENTS.-A nominated 
area meets the requirements of this para
graph if-

"(A) the area is within the jurisdiction of 
the local government; 

"(B) the boundary of the area is continu
ous; and 

"(C) the area-
"(i) has a population, as determined by the 

most recent census data available, of not less 
than-

"(!) 4,000 if any portion of such area (other 
than a rural area described in subsection 
(a)(3)(C)(ii)) is located within a metropolitan 
statistical area (as designated by the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and Budget) 
with a population of 50,000 or more; or 

"(II) 1,000 in any other case; or 
"(ii) is entirely within an Indian reserva

tion (as determined by the Secretary of the 
Interior). 

"(3) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.-For pur
poses of paragraph (1), a nominated area 
meets the requirements of this paragraph if 
the State or local governments in which the 
nominated area is located certifies, and the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop
ment accepts such certification, that-

"(A) the area is one of pervasive poverty, 
unemployment and general distress; 

"(B) the unemployment rate for the area, 
as determined by the appropriate available 
data, was not less than 1.5 times the national 
unemployment rate for the period; 

"(C) the poverty rate (as determined by the 
most recent census data available) for each 
populous census tract (or where not tracted, 
the equivalent county division as defined by 
the Bureau of the Census for the purpose of 
defining poverty areas) within the area was 
not less than 1.5 times the national poverty 
rate for the period to which such data relate; 
and 

"(D) the area meets at least one of the fol
lowing criteria: 

"(i) Not less than 70 percent of the house
holds living in the area have incomes below 
80 percent of the median income of house
holds of the local government (determined in 
the same manner as under section 119(b)(2) of 
the Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1974). 

"(ii) The population of the area decreased 
by 20 percent or more between 1970 and 1980 
(as determined from the most recent census 
available). 

"(4) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS FOR RURAL 
AREAS.-For purposes of paragraph (1), a 
nominated area that is a rural area described 
in subsection (a)(3)(C)(ii) meets the require
ments of paragraph (3) if the State and local 
governments in which it is located certify 
and the Secretary, after such review of sup
porting data as he deems appropriate, ac
cepts such certification, that the area 
meets-

"(A) the criteria set forth in subparagraphs 
(A) and (B) of paragraph (3); and 

"(B) not less than one of the criteria set 
forth in the other subparagraphs of para
graph (3). 

"(d) REQUIRED STATE AND LOCAL COMMIT
MENTS.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-No nominated area shall 
be designated as an enterprise zone unless 
the State and the local government or gov
ernments of the jurisdictions in which the 
nominated area is located agree in writing 
that, during any period during which the 
nominated area is an enterprise zone, such 
governments will follow a specified course of 
action designed to reduce the various bur
dens borne by employers or employees in 
such area. 

" (2) COURSE OF ACTION.-The course of ac
tion under paragraph (1) may include, but is 
not limited to-

"(A) the reduction or elimination of tax 
rates or fees applying within the enterprise 
zone, 

"(B) actions to reduce, remove, simplify, or 
streamline governmental requirements ap
plying within the enterprise zone, 

"(C) an increase in the level or efficiency 
of local services within the enterprise zone, 
for example, crime prevention, and drug en
forcement prevention and treatment, 

"(D) involvement in the program by pri
vate entities, organizations, neighborhood 
associations, and community groups, par
ticularly those within the nominated area, 
including a commitment from such private 
entities to provide jobs and job training for, 
and technical, financial or other assistance 
to, employers, employees, and residents of 
the nominated area, 

"(E) mechanisms to increase equity owner
ship by residents and employees within the 
enterprise zone, 

"(F) donation (or sale below market value) 
of land and buildings to benefit low and mod
erate income people, 

"(G) linkages to-
"(i) job training, 
"(ii) transportation, 
"(iii) education, 
"(iv) day care, 
"(v) health care, and 
"(vi) other social service support, 
"(H) provision of supporting public facili

ties, and infrastructure improvements, 
"(I) encouragement of local entrepreneur

ship; and 
"(J) other factors determined essential to 

support enterprise zone activities and en
courage livability or quality of life. 

"(3) LATER MODIFICATION OF A COURSE OF 
ACTION.-The Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development may by regulation pre
scribe procedures to permit or require a 
course of action to be updated or modified 
during the time that a designation is in ef
fect. 

"(e) PRIORITY OF DESIGNATION.-ln choos
ing nominated areas for designation, the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop
ment shall give preference to the nominated 
areas-

"(1) with respect to which the strongest 
and highest quality contributions have been 
promised as part of the course of action, tak
ing into consideration the fiscal ability of 
the nominating State and local governments 
to provide tax relief, 

"(2) with respect to which the nominating 
State and local governments have provided 
the most effective and enforceable guaran
tees that the proposed course of action will 
actually be carried out during the period of 
the enterprise zone designation, 

"(3) with respect to which private entities 
have made the most substantial commit
ments in additional resources and contribu
tions, including the creation of new or ex
panded business activities, and 

"(4) which best exhibit such other factors 
determined by the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development, including relative dis
tress, as are consistent with the intent of the 
enterprise zone program and have the great
est likelihood of success. 

"(f) GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION.-ln making 
designations, the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development will take into consider
ation a reasonable geographic distribution of 
enterprise zones. 

"(g) DEFINITIONS.-For the purposes of this 
title-
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"(1) GoVERNMENTS.-If more than one gov

ernment seeks to nominate an area as an en
terprise zone, any reference to, or require
ment of, this section shall apply to all such 
governments. 

"(2) STATE.-The term 'State' shall also in
clude the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is
lands, and any other possession of the United 
States. 

"(3) LOCAL GOVERNMENT.-The term 'local 
government' means-

"(A) any county, city, town, township, par
ish, village, or other general purpose politi
cal subdivision of a State, 

"(B) any combination of political subdivi
sions described in subparagraph (A) recog
nized by the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development, and 

"(C) the District of Columbia." 
"(h) CROSS REFERENCES FOR-
"(l) definitions, see section 1391, 
"(2) treatment of employees in enterprise 

zones, see section 1392, and 
"(3) treatment of investments in enterprise 

zones, see sections 1393 and 1394." 
(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 

subchapters for chapter 80 is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
item: 

"SUBCHAPTER D. Designation of enterprise 
zones." 

SEC. 802. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS. 
Not later than the close of the second cal

endar year after the calendar year in which 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop
ment first designates areas as enterprise 
zones, and at the close of each second cal
endar year thereafter, the Secretary of Hous
ing and Urban Development shall submit to 
the Congress a report on the effects of such 
designation in accomplishing the purposes of 
this title. 
SEC. 803. INTERACTION WITH OTHER FEDERAL 

PROGRAMS. 
(a) COORDINATION WITH RELOCATION ASSIST

ANCE.-The designation of an enterprise zone 
under section 7880 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 (as added by this title) shall 
not--

(1) constitute approval of a Federal or fed
erally assisted program or project (within 
the meaning of the Uniform Relocation As
sistance and Real Property Acquisition Poli
cies Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 4601)); or 

(2) entitle any person displaced from real 
property located in such zone to any rights 
or any benefits under such title. 

(b) COORDINATION WITH ENVIRONMENTAL 
POLICY.-Designation of an enterprise zone 
under section 7880 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 shall not constitute a Federal 
action for purposes of applying the proce
dural requirements of the National Environ
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4341) or 
other provisions of Federal law relating to 
the protection of the environment. 

Subtitle B-Federal Income Tax Incentives 
SEC. 611. DEFINITIONS AND REGULATIONS; EM· 

PLOYEE CREDIT; CAPITAL GAIN EX· 
CLUSION; STOCK EXPENSING. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.-Chapter 1 (relating to 
normal tax and surtax rules) is amended by 
inserting after subchapter T the following 
new subchapter: 

"Subchapter U-Enterprise Zones 
"Sec. 1391. Definitions and regulatory au

thority. 
"Sec. 1392. Credit for enterprise zone em

ployees. 
"Sec. 1393. Enterprise zone capital gain. 

"Sec. 1394. Enterprise zone stock. 
"SEC. 1391. DEFINITIONS AND REGULATORY AU· 

THORITY. 
"(a) ENTERPRISE ZONE.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of this sub

chapter, the term 'enterprise zone' means 
any area which the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development designates pursuant to 
section 7880(a) as a Federal enterprise zone 
for purposes of this title. 

"(2) TERMINATION OF ENTERPRISE ZONE.-An 
area will cease to constitute an enterprise 
zone once its designation as such terminates 
or is revoked under section 7880(b). 

"(b) ENTERPRISE ZONE BUSINESS.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of this sub

chapter, the term 'enterprise zone business' 
means an activity constituting the active 
conduct of a trade or business within an en
terprise zone, and with respect to which-

"(A) at least 80 percent of the gross income 
in each calendar year is attributable to the 
active conduct of a trade or business within 
an enterprise zone, 

"(B) less than 10 percent of the property 
(as measured by unadjusted basis) con
stitutes stocks, securities, or property held 
for use by customers, 

"(C) less than 10 percent of the property 
constitutes collectibles (as defined in section 
408(m)(2)), unless such collectibles constitute 
property held primarily for sale to customers 
in the ordinary course of the active trade or 
business, 

"(D) substantially all of the property 
(whether owned or leased) is located within 
an enterprise zone, and 

"(E) substantially all of the employees 
work within an enterprise zone. 

"(2) RELATED ACTIVITIES TAKEN INTO AC
COUNT.-Except as otherwise provided in reg
ulations, all activities conducted by a tax
payer and persons related to the taxpayer 
shall be treated as one activity for purposes 
of paragraph (1). 

"(3) SPECIAL RULES.-
"(A) RENTAL REAL PROPERTY.- For pur

poses of paragraph (1), real property located 
within an enterprise zone and held for use by 
customers other than related persons shall 
be treated as the active conduct of a trade or 
business for purposes of paragraph (l)(A) and 
as not subject to paragraph (l)(B). 

"(B) TERMINATION OF ENTERPRISE ZONE 
BUSINESS.-An activity shall cease to be an 
enterprise zone business if-

"(i) the designation of the enterprise zone 
in which the activity is conducted termi
nates or is revoked pursuant to section 
7880(b); 

"(ii) more than 50 percent (by value) of the 
activity's property or services are obtained 
from related persons other than enterprise 
zone businesses; or 

"(iii) more than 50 percent of the activity's 
gross income is attributable to property or 
services provided to related persons other 
than enterprise zone businesses. 

"(c) ENTERPRISE ZONE PROPERTY.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of this sub

chapter, the term 'enterprise zone property' 
means any property used in the active con
duct of an enterprise zone business. 

"(2) TERMINATION OF ENTERPRISE ZONE.
The treatment of property as enterprise zone 
property under subparagraph (A) shall not 
terminate upon the termination or revoca
tion of the designation of the enterprise zone 
in which the property is located, but instead 
shall terminate immediately after the first 
sale or exchange of such property occurring 
after the expiration or revocation. 

"(d) RELATED PERSONS.-For purposes of 
this subchapter, a person shall be treated as 
related to another person if-

"(1) the relationship of such persons is de
scribed in section 267(b) or 707(b)(l), or 

"(2) such persons are engaged in trades or 
businesses under common control (within 
the meaning of subsections (a) and (b) of sec
tion 52). 
For purposes of paragraph (1), in applying 
section 267(b) or 707(b)(l), '33 percent' shall 
be substituted for '50 percent'. 

"(e) REGULATORY AUTHORITY.-The Sec
retary shall prescribe such regulations as 
may be necessary or appropriate to carry out 
the purposes of title VI of the Economic 
Growth and Family Tax Freedom Act of 1991, 
including-

"(1) providing that Federal tax relief is un
available to an activity that does not stimu
late employment in, or revitalization of, en
terprise zones, 

"(2) providing for appropriate coordination 
with other Federal programs that, in com
bination, might enable activity within enter
prise zones to be more than 100 percent sub
sidized by the Federal government, and 

"(3) preventing the avoidance of the rules 
in this subchapter. 
"SEC. 1392. CREDIT FOR ENTERPRISE ZONE EM· 

PLO YE ES. 
"(a) GENERAL RULE.-ln the case of a tax

payer who is an enterprise zone employee, 
there shall be allowed as a credit against the 
tax imposed by this subtitle for the taxable 
year an amount equal to 5 percent of so 
much of the qualified wages of the taxpayer 
for the taxable year as does not exceed 
$10,500. 

"(b) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

"(l) ENTERPRISE ZONE EMPLOYEE.-The 
term 'enterprise zone employee' means an in
dividual-

"(A) performing services during the tax
able year that are directly related to the 
conduct of an enterprise zone business, 

"(B) substantially all of the services de
scribed in paragraph (l)(A) are performed 
within an enterprise zone, and 

"(C) the employer for whom the services 
described in paragraph (l)(A) are performed 
is not the Federal government, any State 
government or subdivision thereof, or any 
local government. 

"(2) WAGES.-The term •wages' has the 
meaning given to such term by subsection 
(b) of section 3306 (determined without re
gard to any dollar limitation contained in 
such subsection). 

"(3) QUALIFIED WAGES.-The term 'qualified 
wages' means all wages of the taxpayer, to 
the extent attributable to services described 
in paragraph (1) . 

"(C) LIMITATIONS.-
"(l) PHASE-OUT OF CREDIT.-The amount of 

the credit allowable to a taxpayer under sub
section (a) for any taxable year shall not ex
ceed the excess (if any) of-

"(A) $525, over 
"(B) 10.5 percent of so much of the tax

payer's total wages (whether or not con
stituting qualified wages) as exceeds $20,000. 

"(2) PARTIAL TAXABLE YEAR.-If designa
tion of an area as an enterprise zone occurs, 
expires, or is revoked pursuant to section 
7880 on a date other than the first or last day 
of the taxable year of the taxpayer, or in the 
case of a short taxable year, the limitations 
specified in subsection (c)(l) shall be ad
justed on a pro rata basis (based upon the 
number of days). 

"(d) REDUCTION OF CREDIT TO TAXPAYERS 
SUBJECT TO ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX.
The credit allowed under this section for the 
taxable year shall be reduced by the amount 
(if any) of tax imposed by section 55 (relating 
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to the alternative m1mmum tax) with re
spect to such taxpayer for such year. 

"(e) CREDIT TREATED AS SUBPART C CRED
IT.-For purposes of this title, the credit al
lowed under subsection (a) shall be treated 
as a credit allowed under subpart C of part 
IV of subchapter A of this chapter. 
"SEC. 1393. ENTERPRISE ZONE CAPITAL GAIN. 

"(a) GENERAL RULE.-Gross income does 
not include the amount of any gain con
stituting enterprise zone capital gain. 

"(b) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-The term 'enterprise 
zone capital gain' means gain-

" (A) treated as long-term capital gain, 
"(B) allocable in accordance with the rules 

under subsection (b)(5) of section 338 to the 
sale or exchange of enterprise zone property, 
and 

"(C) properly attributable to periods of use 
in an enterprise zone business. 

"(2) LIMITATIONS.-Enterprise zone capital 
gain do~s not include any gain attributable 
to-

" (A) the sale or exchange of property not 
constituting enterprise zone property with 
respect to the taxpayer throughout the pe
riod of twenty-four full calendar months im
mediately preceding the sale or exchange, 

"(B) any collectibles (as defined in section 
408(m)), or 

"(C) sales or exchanges to persons con
trolled by the same interests. 

"(c) BASIS.-Amounts excluded from gross 
income pursuant to subsection (a) shall not 
be applied in reduction to the basis of any 
property held by the taxpayer. 
"SEC. 1394. ENTERPRISE ZONE STOCK. 

"(a) GENERAL RULE.-At the election of 
any individual, the aggregate amount paid 
by such taxpayer during the taxable year for 
the purchase of enterprise zone stock on the 
original issue of such stock by a qualified is
suer shall be allowed as a deduction. 

"(b) LIMITATIONS.-
"(l) CEILING.-The maximum amount al

lowed as a deduction under subsection (a) to 
a taxpayer shall not exceed $100,000 for any 
taxable year, nor $500,000 during the tax
payer's lifetime. 

"(A) ExCESS AMOUNTS.-If the amount oth
erwise deductible by any person under sub
section (a) exceeds the limitation under this 
paragraph (1)--

"(i) the amount of such excess shall be 
treated as an amount paid in the next tax
able year, and 

"(ii) the deduction allowed for any taxable 
year shall be allocated among the enterprise 
zone stock purchased by such person in ac
cordance with the purchase price per share. 

"(2) RELATED PERSON.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The taxpayer and all in

dividuals related to the taxpayer shall be 
treated as one person for purposes of the lim
itations described in subsection (b)(l). 

"(B) EXCESS AMOUNTS.-The limitations de
scribed in subsection (b)(l) shall be allocated 
among the taxpayer and related persons in 
accordance with their respective purchases 
of enterprise zone stock. 

"(3) PARTIAL TAXABLE YEAR.-If designa
tion of an area as. an enterprise zone occurs, 
expires, or is revoked pursuant to section 
7880 on a date other than the first or last day 
of the taxable year of the taxpayer, or in the 
case of a short taxable year, the limitations 
specified in subsection (b)(l) shall be ad
justed on a pro rata basis (based upon the 
number of days). 

"(c) DISPOSITIONS OF STOCK.-
"(l) GAIN TREATED AS ORDINARY INCOME.

Except as otherwise provided in regulations, 

if a taxpayer disposes of any enterprise zone 
stock with respect to which a deduction was 
allowed under subsection (a), the amount re
alized upon such disposition shall be treated 
as ordinary income and recognized notwith
standing any other provision of this subtitle. 

"(2) INTEREST CHARGED IF DISPOSITION WITH
IN 5 YEARS OF PURCHASE.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-If a taxpayer disposes of 
any enterprise zone stock before the end of 
the 5-year period beginning on the date such 
stock was purchased by the taxpayer, the tax 
imposed by this chapter for the taxable year 
in which such disposition occurs shall be in
creased by the amount determined under 
subparagraph (B). 

"(B) ADDITIONAL AMOUNT.-For purposes of 
subparagraph .(A), the additional amount 
shall be equal to the amount of interest (de
termined at the rate applicable under sec
tion 662l(a)(2)) that would accrue-

"(i) during the period beginning on the 
date the stock was purchased by the tax
payer and ending on the date such stock was 
disposed of by the taxpayer, 

"(ii) on an amount equal to the aggregate 
decrease in tax of the taxpayer resulting 
from the deduction allowed under this sub
section (a) with respect to the stock so dis
posed of. 

"(d) DISQUALIFICATION.-
"(l) ISSUER OR STOCK CEASES TO QUALIFY.

If a taxpayer elects the deduction under sub
section (a) with respect to enterprise zone 
stock, and either-

"(A) the issuer with respect to which the 
election was made ceases to be a qualified is
suer, or 

"(B) the proceeds from the issuance of the 
taxpayer's enterprise zone stock fail or oth
erwise cease to be invested by the issuer in 
enterprise zone property, then, notwith
standing any provision of this subtitle other 
than paragraph (2) to the contrary, the tax
payer shall recognize as ordinary income the 
amount of the deduction allowed under sub
section (a) with respect to the issuer's enter
prise zone stock. 

"(2) SPECIAL RULES.-
"(A) LIQUIDATION.-Where enterprise zone 

property acquired with proceeds from the is
suance of enterprise zone stock is sold or ex
changed pursuant to a plan of complete liq
uidation, the treatment described in para
graph (1) shall be inapplicable. 

"(B) TERMINATION OF ENTERPRISE ZONE.
The treatment of an activity as an enter
prise zone business shall not cease for pur
poses of paragraph (1) solely by reason of the 
termination or revocation of the designation 
of the enterprise zone with respect to the ac
tivity. 

"(C) PARTIAL DISQUALIFICATION.-Where 
some, but not all, of the property acquired 
by the issuer with the proceeds of enterprise 
zone stock ceases to constitute enterprise 
zone property, the treatment described in 
paragraph (1) shall be modified as follows-

"(i) the total amount recognized as ordi
nary income by all shareholders of the issuer 
shall be limited to an amount of deduction 
allowed up to the unadjusted basis of prop
erty ceasing to constitute enterprise zone 
property, 

"(ii) the amount recognized shall be allo
cated among enterprise zone stock with re
spect to which the election in subsection (a) 
was made in the reverse order in which such 
stock was issued, and 

"(iii) the amount recognized shall be ap
portioned among taxpayers having made the 
election in subsection (a) in the ratios in 
which the stock described in paragraph 
(2)(C)(ii) was purchased. 

"(3) ADDITIONAL AMOUNT.-If income is rec
ognized pursuant to paragraph (1) at any 
time before the close of the 5th calendar year 
ending after the date the enterprise zone 
stock was purchased, the tax imposed by this 
chapter with respect to such income shall be 
increased by an amount equal to the amount 
of interest (determined at the rate applicable 
under section 6621(a)(2)) that would accrue-

"(A) during the period beginning on the 
date the stock was purchased by the tax
payer and ending on the date of the disquali
fication event described in paragraph (1), 

"(B) on an amourit equal to the aggregate 
decrease in tax of the · taxpayer resulting 
from the deduction allowed under this sub
section (a) with respect to the stock so dis
qualified. 

"(e) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

"(1) ENTERPRISE ZONE STOCK.-The term 
'enterprise zone stock' means common stock 
issued by a qualified issuer, but only to the 
extent that the amount of proceeds of such 
issuance are used by such issuer no later 
than twelve months following issuance to ac
quire and maintain an equal amount of 
newly acquired enterprise zone property. 

"(2) QUALIFIED ISSUER.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The term 'qualified is

suer' means any subchapter C corporation 
which-

"(i) does not have more than one class of 
stock, 

"(ii) is engaged solely in the conduct of one 
or more enterprise zone businesses, 

"(iii) does not own or lease more than 
$50,000,000 of total property (including 
money), as measured by the unadjusted basis 
of the property, and 

"(iv) more than 20 percent of the total vot
ing power and 20 percent of the total value of 
the stock of such corporation is owned by in
dividuals, partnerships, estates or trusts. 

"(B) LIMITATION ON TOTAL ISSUANCES.-A 
qualified issuer may issue no more than an 
aggregate of $50,000,000 of enterprise zone 
stock. 

"(C) AGGREGATION.-For purposes of apply
ing the limitations under paragraph (2), the 
issuer and all related persons shall be treat
ed as one person. 

"(3) AMOUNT PAID.-For purposes of sub
section (a), the amount 'paid' by a taxpayer 
for any taxable year shall not include the is
suance of evidences of indebtedness of the 
taxpayer (whether or not such indebtedness 
is guaranteed by another person), nor 
amounts paid by the taxpayer after the close 
of the taxable year. 

"(f) ISSUANCES IN EXCHANGE FOR PROP
ERTY .-If enterprise zone stock is issued in 
exchange for property, then notwithstanding 
any provision of subchapter C of this chapter 
to the contrary-

"(1) the issuance shall be treated for pur
poses of this subtitle as the sale of the prop
erty at its then fair market value to the cor
poration, and a contribution to the corpora
tion of the proceeds immediately thereafter 
in exchange for the enterprise zone stock, 
and 

"(2) the issuer's basis for the property shall 
be equal to the fair market value of such 
property at the time of issuance. 

"(g) BASIS ADJUSTMENT.-For purposes of 
this subtitle, if a taxpayer elects the deduc
tion under subsection (a), the taxpayer's 
basis (without regard to this subsection) for 
the enterprise zone stock with respect to 
such election shall be reduced by the deduc
tion allowed or allowable. 

"(h) LIMITATIONS ON ASSESSMENT AND COL
LECTION.-If a taxpayer elects the deduction 
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under subsection (a) for any taxable year, 
then-

"(l) the period for assessment and collec
tion of any deficiency attributable to any 
part of the deduction shall not expire before 
one year following expiration of such period 
of the qualified issuer that includes the cir
cumstances giving rise to the deficiency, and 

"(2) such deficiency may be assessed before 
expiration of the period described in para
graph (1) notwithstanding any provisions of 
this subtitle to the contrary. 

"(i) CROSS REFERENCE.-
. For treatment of the deduction under sub
section (a) for purposes of the alternative 
minimum tu, see section 56." 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.-Subsection (a) 
of section 1016 (relating to adjustments to 
basis) is amended by striking out "and" at 
the end of paragraph (23); by striking out the 
period at the end of paragraph (24) and in
serting in lieu thereof"; and"; and by adding 
at the end thereof the following new para
graph: 

"(25) to the extent provided in section 
1394(g), in the case of stock with respect to 
which a deduction was allowed or allowable 
under section 1394(a)." 

(C) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
subchapters for chapter 1 is amended by in
serting after the item relating to subchapter 
T the following new item: 
"SUBCHAPTER U. Enterprise zones." 
SEC. 612. CORPORATE ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM 

TAX. 
Section 56(g)(4)(B) (relating to adjustments 

based on adjusted current earnings of cor
porations) is amended by adding the follow
ing new clause at the end thereof: 

"(iii) EXCLUSION OF ENTERPRISE ZONE CAP
ITAL GAIN.-Clause (i) shall not apply in the 
case · of any enterprise zone capital gain (as 
defined in section 1393(b)), and such gain 
shall not be included in income for purposes 
of computing alternative minimum taxable 
income." 
SEC. 613. ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME DEFINED. 

Section 62(a) (relating to the definition of 
adjusted gross income) is amended by insert
ing after paragraph (13) the following new 
paragraph: 

"(14) ENTERPRISE ZONE STOCK.-The deduc
tion allowed by section 1394." 
SEC. 614. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this subtitle 
shall apply to taxable years ending after De
cember 31, 1991. 

Subtitle C-Regulatory Flexibility 
SEC. 621. DEFINITION OF SMALL ENTITIES IN EN· 

TERPWSE ZONE FOR PURPOSES OF 
ANALYSIS OF REGULATORY FUNC· 
TIO NS. 

Section 601 of title 5, United States Code, 
is amended by-

(1) striking out "and" at the e'nd of para
graph (5); and 

(2) striking out paragraph (6) and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: 

"(6) the term 'small entity' means-
"(A) a small business, small organization, 

or small governmental jurisdiction defined 
in paragraphs (3), (4), and (5) of this section, 
respectively; and 

"(B) any qualified enterprise zone business; 
any unit of government that nominated an 
area which the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development designates as an enter
prise zone (within the meaning of section 
7880 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986) 
that has a rule pertaining to the carrying 
out of any project, activity, or undertaking 
within such zone; and any not-for-profit en
terprise carrying out a significant portion of 
its activities within such a zone; and 

"(7) the term 'qualified enterprise zone 
business' means any person, corporation, or 
other entity-

"(A) which is engaged in the active con
duct of a trade or business within an enter
prise zone (within the meaning of section 
7880 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986); 
and 

"(B) for whom at least 50 percent of its em
ployees are qualified employees (within the 
meaning of section 1392(b)(l) of such Code)." 
SEC. 622. WAIVER OR MODIFICATION OF AGENCY 

RULES IN ENTERPWSE ZONES. 
(a) Chapter 6 of title 5, United States Code, 

is amended by redesignating sections 611 and 
612 as sections 612 and 613, respectively, and 
inserting the following new section imme
diately after section 610: 
"§611. Waiver or modification of agency rules 

in enterprise zones 
"(a) Upon the written request of any gov

ernment which nominated an area that the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop
ment has designated as an enterprise zone 
under section 7880 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986, an agency is authorized, in 
order to further the job creation, community 
development, or economic revitalization ob
jectives with respect to such zone, to waive 
or modify all or part of any rule which it has 
authority to promulgate, as such rule per
tains to the carrying out of projects, activi
ties, or undertakings within such zone. 

"(b) Nothing in this section shall authorize 
an agency to waive or modify any rule adopt
ed to carry out a statute or Executive order 
which prohibits, or the purpose of which is to 
protect persons against, discrimination on 
the basis of race, color, religion, sex, familial 
status, national origin, age, or handicap. 

"(c) A . r~quest under subsection (a) shall 
specify the rule or rules to be waived or 
modified and the change proposed, and shall 
briefly describe why the change would pro
mote the achievement of the job creation, 
community development, or economic revi
talization objectives of the enterprise zone. 
If such a request is made to any agency 
other than the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, the requesting govern
ment shall send a copy of the request to the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop
ment at the time the request is made. 

"(d) In considering a request, the agency 
shall weigh the extent to which the proposed 
change is likely to further job creation, com
munity development, or economic revitaliza
tion within the enterprise zone against the 
effect the change is likely to have on the un
derlying purposes of applicable statutes in 
the geographic area which would be affected 
by the change. The agency shall approve the 
request whenever it finds, in its discretion, 
that the public interest which the proposed 
change would serve in furthering such job 
creation, community development, or eco
nomic revitalization outweighs the public in
terest which continuation of the rule un
changed would serve. The agency shall not 
approve any request to waive or modify a 
rule if that waiver or modification would-

"(1) violate a statutory requirement (in
cluding any requirements of ·the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 (52 Stat. 1060; 29 U.S.C. 
201 et seq.)); or 

"(2) be likely to present a significant risk 
to the public health, including environ
mental or occupational health or safety, or 
of environmental pollution. 

"(e) If a request is disapproved, the agency 
shall inform all the requesting governments, 
and the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, in writing of the reasons 
therefor and shall, to the maximum extent 

possible, work with such governments to de
velop an alternative, consistent with the 
standards contained in subsection (d). 

"(f) Agencies shall discharge their respon
sibilities under this section in an expeditious 
manner, and shall make a determination on 
requests not later than 90 days after their re
ceipt. 

"(g) A waiver or modification of a rule 
under subsection (a) shall not· be considered 
to be a rule, rulemaking, or regulation under 
chapter 5 of this title. To facilitate reaching 
its decision on any requested waiver or modi
fication, the agency may seek the views of 
interested parties and, if the views are to be 
sought, determine how they should be ob
tained and to what extent, if any, they 
should be taken into account in considering 
the request. The agency shall publish a no
tice in the Federal Register stating any 
waiver or modification of a rule under this 
section, the time such waiver or modifica
tion takes effect and its duration, and the 
scope of applicability of such waiver or 
modification. 

"(h) In the event that an agency proposes 
to amend a rule for which a waiver or modi
fication under this section is in effect, the 
agency shall not change the waiver or modi
fication to impose additional requirements 
unless it determines, consistent with stand
ards contained in subsection (d), that such 
action is necessary. Such determinations 
shall be published with the proposal to 
amend such rule. 

"(i) No waiver or modification of a rule 
under this section shall remain in effect with 
respect to an enterprise zone after the enter
prise zone designation has expired or has 
been revoked. 

"(j) For purposes of this section, the term 
'rule' means (1) any rule as defined in section 
551(4) of this title or (2) any rulemaking con
ducted on the record after opportunity for an 
agency hearing pursuant to sections 556 and 
557 of this title." 
· (b) The analysis for chapter 6 of title 5, 

United States Code, is amended by redesig
nating the items relating to sections 611 and 
612 as items relating to sections 612 and 613, 
respectively, and by inserting after the item 
relating to section 610 the following new 
item: 

"611. Waiver or modification of agency rules 
in enterprise zones." 

(c) Section 601(2) of such title 5 is amended 
by inserting "(except for purposes of section 
611" immediately before "means". 

(d) Section 613 of such title 5, as redesig
nated by subsection (a), is amended-

(1) in subsection (a) by inserting "(except 
section 611)" immediately after "chapter"; 
and 

(2) in subsection (b) by inserting "as de
fined in section 601(2)" immediately before 
the period at the end of the first sentence. 
SEC. 623. FEDERAL AGENCY SUPPORT OF ENTER-

PWSE ZONES. 
In order to maximize all agencies' support 

of enterprise zones, the Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development is authorized to con
vene regional and local coordinating coun
cils of any appropriate agencies to assist 
State and local governments to achieve the 
objectives agreed to in the course of action 
under section 7880 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986. 
Subtitle D-Establishment of Foreign-Trade 

Zones in Enterprise Zones 
SEC. 631. FOREIGN-TRADE ZONE PREFERENCES. 

(a) PREFERENCE IN ESTABLISHMENT OF FOR
EIGN-TRADE ZONES IN REVITALIZATION 
AREAS.-ln processing applications for the 
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establishment of foreign-trade zones pursu
ant to an Act "To provide for the establish
ment, operation, and maintenance of for
eign-trade zones in ports of entry of the 
United States, to expedite and encourage for
eign commerce, and for other purposes", ap
proved June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 998), the For
eign-Trade Zone Board shall consider on a 
priority basis and expedite, to the maximum 
extent possible, the processing of any appli
cation involving the establishment of a for
eign-trade zone within an enterprise zone 
designated pursuant to section 7880 of the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1986. 

(b) APPLICATION PROCEDURE.-In processing 
applications for the establishment of ports of 
entry pursuant to "An Act making appro
priations for sundry civil expenses of the 
Government for the fiscal year ending June 
thirtieth, nineteen hundred and fifteen, and 
for other purposes", approved August l, 1914 
(38 Stat. 609), the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall consider on a priority basis and expe
dite, to the maximum extent possible, the 
processing of any application involving the 
establishment of a port of entry which is 
necessary to permit the establishment of a 
foreign-trade zone within an enterprise zone 
so designated. 

(C) APPLICATION EVALUATION.-In evaluat
ing applications for the establishment of for
eign-trade zones and ports of entry in con
nection with enterprise zones so designated, 
the Foreign-Trade Zone Board and the Sec
retary of the Treasury shall approve the ap
plications, to the maximum extent prac
ticable, consistent with their respective stat
utory responsibilities. 

Subtitle E-Repeal of Title VII of the Housing 
and Community Development Act of 1987 

SEC. 6'1. REPEAL. 

Title VII of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1987 is hereby repealed. 

LITTLE BIGHORN BATTLEFIELD 
NATIONAL MONUMENT 

STEVENS (AND MURKOWSKI) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1428 

Mr. STEVENS (for himself and Mr. 
MURKOWSKI) proposed an amendment 
to the bill (H.R. 848) an act Little Big
horn Battlefield National Monument, 
as follows: 

Insert the following new title at the end of 
the bill: 

TITLE ID 

SEC. 301. EXTENSION OF ALIENABLITY RE
STRICTIONS ON SE'ITLEMENT COMMON STOCK.
Section 37(a) of P.L. 92-203, the Alaska Na
tive Claims Settlement Act, (43 U.S.C. 
1629(a)) is amended by striking "December 
18, 1991." and inserting in lieu thereof "July 
16, 1993: Provided, however, That this prohibi
tion shall not apply to a Native Corporation 
whose board of directors approves, no later 
than March l, 1992, a resolution (certified by 
the corporate secretary of such corporation) 
electing to decline the application of such 
prohibition.". 

RECOGNIZING THE CONTRIBU-
TIONS OF FEDERAL CIVILIAN 
EMPLOYEES DURING THE AT
TACK ON PEARL HARBOR AND 
WORLD WAR II 

AKAKA AMENDMENT NO. 1429 
Mr. MITCHELL (for Mr. AKAKA) pro

posed an amendment to the joint reso
lution (S.J. Res. 198) to recognize con
tributions Federal civilian employees 
provided during the attack on Pearl 
Harbor and during World War II, as fol
lows: 

On page 2, line 3, strike "Hawaii" and in
sert "Federal Civilian Employees". 

FOOD, AGRICULTURE, CONSERV A
TION, AND TRADE ACT AMEND
MENTS OF 1991 
Mr. LEAHY proposed an amendment 

to the bill (H.R. 3029) to make tech
nical corrections to agricultural laws; 
as follows: 

On page 321, line 9, insert after "Laws. " the 
following new sentence: "Any such reim
bursement shall be subject to appropriations 
under clause (v)." 

On page 263, strike line 14 and all that fol
lows through line 3 of page 265. 

FOWLER AMENDMENT NO. 1431 
Mr. MITCHELL (for Mr. FOWLER) 

proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 3029, supra, as follows: 

At the end of section 1016 of the Committee 
substitute to H.R. 3029, add a new title XI as 
follows : 

TITLE XI 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Title may be cited as the "Rec
reational Hunting Safety and Preservation 
Act of 1991". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that-
(1) recreational hunting, when carried out 

pursuant to law (as implemented by the reg
ulations of Federal and State wildlife man
agement agencies) is a necessary and bene
ficial element in the proper conservation and 
management of healthy, abundant, and bio
logically diverse wildlife resources; 

(2) recreational hunters (because of a gen
erally demonstrated concern with the con
servation of wildlife resources and preserva
tion of habitat necessary for the breeding 
and maintenance of healthy wildlife popu
lations, and through a familiarity with the 
resources gained from experience in the 
field) are a valuable asset in ensuring en
lightened public input into decisions regard
ing management and maintenance programs 
for wildlife resources and habitat; 

(3)(A) recreational hunting supports indus
tries highly significant to the national econ
omy through sales in interstate commerce of 
sporting goods; and 

(B) the Federal excise taxes imposed on the 
sales provide a major source of funding for 
vital programs of wildlife conservation and 
management; 

(4) various persons are engaging in (and 
have announced an intent to continue to en
gage in) a variety of disruptive activities 
with the premeditated purpose of preventing 
and interfering with the conduct of lawful 

recreational hunting within the boundaries 
of national forests and other Federal lands, 
which activities-

(A) place both recreational hunters and the 
disruptive persons in imminent jeopardy of 
grave physical injury or death; 

(B) disrupt the peaceful, lawful, and pru
dent conduct of wildlife population and habi
tat management programs by Federal and 
State wildlife management agencies; and 

(C) ultimately may alter the planned pro
gram objectives, resulting in-

(i) undesirable patterns of activity within 
populations of wildlife; 

(ii) the endangerment of the future viabil
ity of wildlife species; and 

(iii) damage to habitat values; 
(5) national forests comprise one important 

wildlife habitat resource that-
(A) supports many large, diverse, and vital 

populations of wildlife; and 
(B) offers significant opportunities for 

legal recreational hunting as an important 
management tool to ensure the future viabil
ity of the wildlife populations; 

(6) it is the right of citizens of the United 
States freely to enjoy lawful recreational 
hunting in national forests in accordance 
with regulations promulgated by Federal and 
State wildlife management agencies; and 

(7) in many instances under current law, 
vagueness and ambiguity exist regarding the 
application of State laws and enforcement 
activities relating to the-

(A) safety of hunters; and 
(B) legal rights of recreational hunters to 

participate peacefully in lawful hunts within 
national forests and on other Federal lands. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act: 
(1) LAWFUL HUNT.-The term "lawful hunt" 

means an occasion when an individual is en
gaged in the taking or harvesting (or at
tempted taking or harvesting) through a 
legal means and during a specified legal sea
son of a wildlife or fish, within a national 
forest, which activity-

(A)(i) is authorized by or licensed under 
the law of the State in which it takes place; 
or 

(ii) is regulated by game or fishing seasons 
established by the State in which it takes 
place; 

(B) is not prohibited by a law of the United 
States; and 

(C) does not infringe upon a right of an 
owner of private property. 

(2) NATIONAL FOREST.-The term "national 
forest" means land included in the National 
Forest System (as defined in section ll(a) of 
the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Re
sources Planning Act of 1974 (16 U .S.C. 
1609(a))). 

(3) PERSON.-The term " person" includes 
corporations, companies, associations, firms, 
partnerships, societies, and joint stock com
panies, as well as individuals. 

(4) SECRETARY.-The term "Secretary" 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 
SEC. 4. OBSTRUCTION OF A LAWFUL HUNT. 

(a) VIOLATION.-It is unlawful for a person 
knowingly and with the intent of obstruct
ing, impeding, or interfering with a lawful 
hunt by an individual to-

(1) obstruct, impede, or otherwise interfere 
with a lawful hunt by an individual; 

(2) scare, herd, harass, decoy, or otherwise 
engage in activities designed to affect wild
life in a national forest; 

(3) engage in activities that prevent or im
pede the reasonable and usual means of ac
cess by those who intend to participate in a 
lawful hunt, whether the activities occur 
within a national forest or upon a public or 
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private road, highway, path, trail, or other 
normal route of access to a national forest; 

(4) take or abuse property, equipment, or 
hunting dogs being used in conjunction with 
a lawful hunt; or 

(5) enter into a national forest, or trans
port or cause to be transported in interstate 
commerce a material or item, to further

(A) a scheme or effort to obstruct, impede, 
or otherwise interfere with a lawful hunt; or 

(B) the efforts of another person to ob
struct, impede, or interfere with a lawful 
hunt. 

(b) MULTIPLE VIOLATIONS.-The Secretary 
may consider participation by a person in 
more than one of the activities described in 
this section to constitute multiple viola
tions. 
SEC. 5. CML PENALTIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-A person who engages in 
an activity described in section 4 shall be as
sessed a civil penalty of not less than $500, 
and not more than $5,000, for each violation. 

(b) VIOLATION INVOLVING FORCE OR VIO
LENCE.-Upon a determination by a court 
that the activity involved the use of force or 
violence, or the threatened use of force or vi
olence, against the person or property of an
other person, a person who engages in an ac
tivity described in section 4 shall be assessed 
a civil penalty of not less than $1,000, and not 
more than $10,000, for each violation. 

(c) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PENALTIES.
The penalties established by this section 
shall be in addition to other criminal or civil 
penalties that may be levied against the per
son as a result of an activity in violation of 
section 4. 

(d) PROCEDURE.-
(1) COMPLAINTS FROM GOVERNMENT 

AGENTS.-Upon receipt of a written com
plaint from an officer, employee, or agent of 
the Forest Service or other Federal agency 
that a person violated section 4, the Sec
retary shall-

(A) forward the complaint to the United 
States Attorney for the Federal judicial dis
trict in which the violation is alleged to 
have occurred; and 

(B) request the Attorney General of the 
United States to institute a civil action for 
the imposition and collection of the civil 
penalty specified in subsection (a) or (b). 

(2) COMPLAINTS FROM INDIVIDUALS.-Upon 
receipt of a sworn affidavit from an individ
ual and a determination by the Secretary 
that the statement contains sufficient fac
tual data to create a reasonable belief that a 
violation of section 4 has occurred, the Sec
retary shall-

(A) forward a complaint to the United 
States Attorney for the Federal judicial dis
trict in which the violation is alleged to 
have occurred; and 

(B) request the Attorney General of the 
United States to institute a civil action for 
the imposition and collection of the civil 
penalty specified in subsection (a) or (b). 

(e) USE OF PENALTY MONEY COLLECTED.
After deduction of costs attributable to col
lection, money collected from penalties shall 
be-

(1) deposited into the trust fund estab
lished pursuant to the Act entitled "An Act 
to provide that the United States shall aid 
the States in wildlife-restoration projects, 
and for other purposes", approved September 
2, 1937 (16 U.S.C. 669) (commonly known as 
the "Pitman-Robertson Wildlife Restoration 
Act"), to support the activities authorized 
by that Act and undertaken by State wildlife 
management agencies; or 

(2) used in such other manner as the Sec
retary determines will enhance the funding 
and implementation of-

(A) the North American Waterfowl Man
agement Plan signed by the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Minister of Environment for 
Canada in May 1986; or 

(B) a similar program that the Secretary 
determines will enhance wildlife manage
ment--

(i) within national forests; or 
(ii) on private or State-owned lands when 

the efforts will also provide a benefit to wild
life management objectives within national 
forests. 
SEC. 8. OTIIER RELIEF. 

(a) INJUNCTIVE RELIEF.-lnjunctive relief 
against a violation of section 4 may be 
sought by-

(1) the head of a State agency with juris
diction over fish or wildlife management; 

(2) the Attorney General of the United 
States; or 

(3) any person who is or would be adversely 
affected by the violation, or a hunting or 
sportsman's organization to which the per
son belongs. 

(b) DAMAGES AND ATTORNEY'S FEES.-Any 
person who is or would be adversely affected 
by a violation of section 4, or a hunting or 
sportsman's organization to which the per
son belongs, may bring a civil action to re
cover-

(1) actual and punitive damages; and 
(2) reasonable attorney's fees. 

SEC. 7. RELATIONSHIP TO STATE AND LOCAL 
LAW AND CML ACTIONS. 

(a) LAW OR ORDINANCE.-This Act is not in
tended to preempt a State law or local ordi
nance that provides for civil or criminal pen
alties for a person who obstructs or other
wise interferes with a lawful hunt. 

(b) CIVIL ACTION.-The bringing of an ac
tion pursuant to this Act shall not prevent 
an independent action against a person 
under a State law or local ordinance. 
SEC. 8. REGULATIONS. 

The Secretary may issue such regulations 
as are necessary to carry out this Act. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Finance be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate of No
vember 22, 1991, at 10 a.m. to consider a 
temporary moratorium related to the 
issues of medicaid voluntary donations, 
provider-specific taxes, and intergov
ernmental transfers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 

AFFAIRS 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate, Friday, No
vember 22, 1991, at 10 a.m. to conduct a 
hearing on the nomination of David 
Ryder to be Director of the Mint of the 
United States for 5 years. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 

FORESTRY 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 

Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry, be allowed to meet dur
ing the session of the Senate on Fri
day, November 22, 1991, at 10 a.m., in 
SR-332, to hold a hearing on the nomi
nations of Charles R. Hilty, to be As
sistant Secretary of Agriculture for 
Administration, and Gary C. Byrne, to 
be a member of the Farm Credit Ad
ministration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 

FORESTRY 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry, be allowed to meet dur
ing the session of the Senate on Thurs
day, November 21, 1991, after the first 
vote of the afternoon, to hold a busi
ness meeting to markup S. 767, the 
Mickey Leland Childhood Hunger Re
lief Act, and H.R. 3029, Food Agri
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act 
Amendments of 1991. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen
ate on Friday, November 22, at 2 P.M. 
to hold an ambassadorial nomination 
hearing. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen
ate on Friday, November 22, at 9:30 
a.m. to hold an ambassadorial nomina
tion hearing. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen
ate on Friday, November 22, at 4 p.m. 
to hold a brief business meeting. 

MEETING AGENDA 
The Committee will consider and vote on 

the following business item: 
LEGISLATION 

(1) S. 1128, Omnibus Nuclear Proliferation 
Control Act of 1991. 

(2) S. Res. 196, concerning a prompt with
drawal of Soviet armed forced from the Bal
tic States. 

(3) H. Con. Res. 188, concerning freedom of 
emigration and travel for Syrian Jews. 

(4) S. Con. Res. 78, regarding the unfair im
prisonment and trial of Dr. Nguyen Dan Que 
by the Government of Vietnam. 

NOMINATIONS* 
(1) Mr. John H. Kelly, of Georgia, to be 

Ambassador to the Republic of Finland. 
(2) Mr. Williams Edwin Ryerson, of Vir

ginia, to be Ambassador to the Republic of 
Albania. 
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(3) Mr. John R. Davis, Jr., of California, to 

be Ambassador to Romania. 
(4) Mr. George Fleming Jones, of Texas, to 

be Ambassador to the Co-operative Republic 
of Guyana. 

(5) Mr. Curtis Warren Kamman, of the Dis
trict of Columbia, to be Ambassador to the 
Republic of Chile. 

(6) Mr. Robert Stephen Pastorino, of Cali
fornia, to be Ambassador to the Dominican 
Republic. 

(7) Mr. Frederick Vreeland, of the District 
of Columbia, to be Ambassador to ~he King
dom of Morocco. 

(8) Mr. Clair W. Burgener, of California, to 
be a Member of the Advisory Board for Cuba 
Broadcasting for a term expiring October 27, 
1994. 

(9) Mr. Williams K. Reilly, of Virginia, to 
be a Member of the Board of Directors of the 
Inter-American Foundation for a term expir
ing September 20, 1994 

*All nominations are contingent upon the success
ful completion of their hearings. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Environmental Protec
tion, Committee on Environmental and 
Public Works, be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on Fri
day, November 22, Beginning at 10 a.m., 
to conduct a hearing to examine pro
posed revisions to the procedures for 
determining wetlands jurisdiction. 

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

TRAVELERS WITH DISABILITIES 
AWARENESS WEEK 

•Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I want to 
commend the travel industry for par
ticipating in Travelers With Disabil
ities Awareness Week from December 
1-7, 1991. This educational program was 
created in response to the enactment of 
the Americans With Disabilities Act to 
promote understanding throughout the 
tourism industry about the benefits 
and challenges of serving travelers 
with disabilities. Although this is a na
tional program, I am very proud that it 
is being organized in my home State of 
Massachusetts, where the tourism in
dustry is very important to us. 

Now that the ADA is law and barriers 
to equal access for public accommoda
tions and transportation are being 
eliminated, this awareness effort is ex
tremely important in carrying out the 
spirit as well as the letter of the law. 
The tourism industry, to its credit, is 
preparing actively to welcome the 43 
million Americans with disabilities. 
The Society for the Advancement of 
Travel for the Handicapped, or SATH, a 
nonprofit organization which has ac
tively represented travelers with dis
abilities since 1976, estimates that 
these tourists have spending power of 

some $50 billion or 15 percent of the 
total $350 billion spent on tourism in 
the United States in 1990. 

Participants in this awareness week 
include more than 200 hotels, motels, 
attractions, museums, transportation 
companies, travel agencies, State tour
ism departments and visitors bureaus. 
I would like to include a copy of the 
Awareness Manifesto which partici
pants are signing to pledge their ac
ceptance of tl~e principles of this week: 

TRAVELERS WITH DISASBILITIES AWARENESS 
WEEK MANIFESTO 

The Americans With Disabilities Act is 
now law. 

Increasing numbers of persons with disabil
ities are traveling, touring and enjoying hos
pitality services and leisure activities. 

The travelers-with-disabilities market rep
resents significant annual revenues. 

Travelers with disabilities create jobs in 
the tourism industry. 

We pledge our best efforts and uriderstand
ing as participants in Travelers With Dis- · 
abilities Awareness Week to promote: 

Awareness of the needs of travelers with 
disabilities; and 

Attitude of respect for travelers with dis
abilities; and 

Accessibility to accommodate travelers 
with disabilities. 

We also pledge to employ qualified persons 
with disabilities.• 

COMMEMORATING THE SESQUI
CENTENNIAL OF THE CONGREGA
TION OF HOLY CROSS 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to commemorate the national 
celebration of the sesquicentennial of 
the establishment of the Congregation 
of Holy Cross, in the United States. 

The Congregation of Holy Cross was 
founded near Le Mans, France in 1837, 
by Father Basil Anthony Moreau. The 
Congregation of Holy Cross was a 
union of the Brothers of St. Joseph, 
dedicated to education, and the auxil
iary priests of Le Mans, dedicated to 
missionary work. With this union, the 
future tenets of, the Congregation of 
Holy Cross, were formed. 

Father Edward Sorin and six Holy 
Cross brothers, at the invitation of 
Bishop Hailandiere, of Vincennes, IN, 
traveled from France to New York in 
September 1841. Father Sorin and the 
Brothers continued on to Vincennes, 
where Bishop Hailandiere offered them 
a plot of land that would become the 
site of Notre Dame University. Father 
Sorin went on to serve as President of 
Notre Dame University until 1865. 

The Sisters of Holy Cross were 
brought from France in 1843, by Father 
Sorin, and established in Bertrand, MI, 
some five miles from Notre Dame. Nine 
years later, he moved them to a 
motherhouse adjacent to the Univer
sity. Father Sorin was instrumental in 
bringing Eliza Maria Gillespie to the 
United States. As Mother Angela, she 
became to the Sisters of Holy Cross, 
what Father Sorin was to Notre Dame. 
The Sisters of Holy Cross, along with 

brothers from the congregation, pro
vided important medical care and spir
itual consolation for injured soliders 
during the Civil War. 

With Father Sorin's election to supe
rior-general in 1868, he began to super
vise the educational and missionary ac
tivities of the Congregation in France, 
Canada, and Bengal, as well as in the 
United States. 

From their humble beginnings in · 
France, education has been a fun
damental tenet of the Holy Cross Con
gregation, and these efforts continue 
today through their work in univer
sities in Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, 
and Oregon. Their missionary work has 
expanded to Asia, Africa, and South 
America. 

The Congregation of the Holy Cross 
has dedicated itself to the virtuous and 
admirable goals of education and mis
sionary work serving generations of 
educationally and spiritually needy 
people. May the congregation continue 
to carry on with its good works and 
charity, educating generations of stu
dents all over the world in the inter
ests of humanity and kindness.• 

TRIBUTE TO STATE SENATOR 
THOMAS J. WYSS 

• Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportunity to ask my 
colleagues to join me in saluting Indi
ana State Senator Thomas J. Wyss, the 
only State legislator in the Nation cho
sen by the National Commission 
Against Drunk Driving to receive its 
seventh annual Distinguished Service 
Award. 

During his 6 years of service in the 
Indiana General Assembly, Senator 
Wyss has fought tirelessly to pass leg
islation that will significantly reduce 
the number of impaired drivers on Indi
ana roads. His previous efforts include 
laws that make it more difficult for 
minors to falsify their drivers' licenses, 
and laws that give judges greater sen
tencing options for drunken driving of
fenders. 

As Senator Wyss prepares for the 
next session of the Indiana General As
sembly, he will take with him a mes
sage from 14,000 Hoosier students and 
the South Bend Adams High School 
chapter of Students Against Drunk 
Driving to continue his crackdown on 
drunk drivers. He plans to introduce a 
bill that would permit judges to impose. 
consecutive sentences on persons con
victed of causing multiple deaths or in
juries as a result of their drunken driv
ing. 

Senator Wyss' commitment to public 
service also carries over to his time 
outside the State House. He serves as 
an officer in the Indiana Air National 
Guard and belongs to the Greater Fort 
Wayne Crimestoppers and the National 
Guard Association. 

During his years of public service in 
the Indiana General Assembly and the 
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Indiana Air National Guard, Senator 
Wyss has provided dedicated and pro
fessional service to the citizens of Indi
ana, and Allen County in particular. He 
has distinguished himself as a man of 
principle whose efforts have saved the 
lives of many Hoosier travelers.• 

TRIBUTE TO JAMES W. HEMPHILL 
• Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, one 
of the greatest satisfactions of serving 
in the U.S. Senate is the opportunity 
to guide the growth of young people 
who choose to give their time and tal
ents in a staff capacity in this august 
body. 

Over the years I have been privileged 
to hold office representing the people 
of Oregon as a State legislator, as sec
retary of state, as Governor, and now 
as a U.S. Senator. I have been associ
ated with literally hundreds of young 
people, each one contributing in his or 
her own special way to the offices I 
have held. 

I can think of no individual who has 
been a part of my staff over this span 
of 40 years who has shown more loyalty 
to me and my associates than James 
W. (Jim) Hemphill. 

I can think of no individual who has 
grown as much in his professional life 
as Jim Hemphill has done over the past 
17 years he has been on my Senate 
staff. Jim started to work with me 
when he was 20 years of age. 

It is particularly refreshing to see 
someone who is serving his fellow man 
who is truly motivated for the real 
calling we have in public service. Jim 
Hemphill has no agenda for himself; his 
performance over these many years has 
always been in the interest of the peo
ple of my State, and in assisting others 
in the office so that they may properly 
perform their duties. 

One of the major responsibilities that 
Jim has had is the supervision of our 
intern program. In this capacity he has 
served as a role model and instructor 
for hundreds of young people. How 
would they describe him? Organized. 
Trustworthy. Knowledgeable. Compas
sionate. What more could one ask for 
in an evaluation by their associates? 

Jim has served me as my executive 
assistant, office manager, as keeper of 
the books, as a staff assistant on the 
Rules Committee, and in various polit
ical assignments. He has performed 
with distinction in every one of these 
assignments. 

Perhaps the most lasting memory of 
his time in my office will be the most 
important one. He. met his wife-to-be, 
Gail Torokhanian, who also was a 
member of my staff, during his tenure 
with me. The Hemphills now have two 
fine children. 

Now it is time for Jim to make even 
more use of his unusual talents. He will 
become executive assistant to the Ar
chivist of the United States on Decem
ber 16, 1991. I thank him not only for 

what he has done for me and my con
stituents, but most importantly for the 
positive example he has provided for so 
many others.• 

MEGA-NOPR 
• Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to bring to the attention of the 
Senate a matter recently proposed by 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Com
mission [FERC] which-if implemented 
as now outlined-would have dire eco
nomic consequences for the consumers 
of natural gas in my State of Wiscon
sin, as well as in many other States. 
Moreover, it could, in the long run, re
duce the very competition within the 
natural gas industry that it purports to 
create. 

Known as the mega-NOPR on gas 
service comparability, the FERC re
cently released this proposed rule
making that will dramatically alter 
the way the natural gas business has 
operated, principally forcing the sepa
ration of the pipeline merchant, or 
sales, function from the pipeline's 
transportation function, and thus 
eliminating one of the ways gas is now 
purchased. While FERC's stated pur
pose of promoting these changes in 
order to level the playing field and en
hance competition is worthy, and one 
which I would normally support, the 
direction FERC is proceeding would, in 
fact, actually reduce the options avail
able to all purchasers of natural gas. 
The specific requirement to separate or 
unbundle the pipelines' merchant and 
transportation functions will clearly 
reduce their ability to provide the tra
ditional, safe, and reliable delivery 
service offered for over a half century, 
thus limiting the opportunity of local 
gas distribution companies to shop 
among the greatest number of suppli
ers for the best price and most ·secure 
supply possible. 

Mr. President, I want to emphasize 
that I strongly support competition 
and do not speak exclusively for any 
particular portion of the natural gas 
industry. I am, however, an unashamed 
supporter of natural gas users having 
as many options as possible to pur
chase gas. One of these options that is 
particularly important to those of us 
from the colder, northern tier States, 
and which I just alluded to is known as 
bundled, City-Gate Sales Service. This 
service, typically utilized by a local 
distribution company predominantly 
during the winter months, takes ad
vantage of all the efficiencies of the 
pipeline system to make available the 
guaranteed delivery of natural gas re
gardless of the length or severity of 
cold weather. This service, of course, is 
not · inexpensive, however, it is nec
essary, strongly desired by the consum
ing public, and-we believe-signifi
cantly more reliable and safe for the 
consum~r than the alternative proposal 
offered by the FERC to unbundle the 

various components that make up the 
service and then repackage them as 
separate cost items. When this repack
aging occurs, the efficiencies of the 
system I mentioned earlier unfortu
nately disappear, thus forcing the nat
ural gas consumer to assume the sup
ply risk or foot significant additional 
costs. 

Limiting market choices, as I believe 
the proposed mega-NOPR actually 
does, is not the direction the FERC 
should be taking us. Rather, the FERC 
should provide the flexibility in the 
NOPR for consumers to decide what 
they want available from the market. 
Bundled, City-Gate Sales Service can 
provide substantial savings to all rate
payers-residential, commercial, and 
industrial consumers. It will provide 
greater security of natural gas supply 
to allow distributors to meet our win
ter heating needs. It will provide one 
key component in the natural gas sup
ply options, thus allowing our distribu
tors to compete for the best combina
tion of price and secure supply. More
over, I believe that the freedom to 
choose the type and form of services 
available-whether bundled or 
unbundled-is necessary to properly 
serve consumers, and increased 
competiton at the wellhead and at the 
burner tip is actually achieved. 

Mr. President, the gas service com
parability policy being developed by 
the FERC through the mega-NOPR ob
viously has economic consequences for 
my constituents as well as for those of 
other members representing the colder, 
Northern States. I would submit, how
ever, that this policy could also ad
versely impact many other areas of 
this country, including those sections 
with a great reliance on the economic 
viability of smaller, independent natu
ral gas producers. I would strongly 
urge my colleagues to take the time to 
review this policy very closely and not 
be fooled by its characterization as a 
plan to enhance competition. It clearly 
will not.• 

BAHA'I COMMUNITY 
EMANCIPATION 

•Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to note that the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee has re
cently approved Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 43, The Baha'i Community 
Emancipation Resolution. I am proud 
to be one of the more than forty Senate 
cosponsors of this important statement 
of concern for the rights of a peaceful 
religious minority, the Baha'i commu
nity of Iran. 

Although the Government of Iran has 
recently moderated its most repressive 
actions against Baha'is, the regime 
continues to persecute individual Ba
ha'is because of their religion, and de
nies Baha'is the right to function as a 
law-abiding religious community. 

Long before I was elected to the U.S. 
Senate, I discussed Iran's repression of 



33918 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE November 22, 1991 
the Baha'is with my Connecticut 
neighbor, Dr. Firuz Kazemzadeh. As a 
member of the elected national govern
ing board of the 120,000-member Amer
ican Baha'i community, Dr. 
Kazemzadeh has been a tireless spokes
man for the rights of his coreligionists 
in Iran. He has testified many times 
before committees of the Congress, and 
he helps to remind us of the continuing 
need to speak out in behalf of an inno
cent and persecuted minority. 

Thanks in part to international pres
sure-including the four resolutions 
adopted by the U.S. Congress during 
the past decade-conditions for many 
individual Baha'is have improved in re
cent months. No Baha'is have been exe
cuted for nearly 3 years, and few now 
remain in prison. 

This resolution expresses our deep 
concern, however, that Baha'is con
tinue to suffer religious discrimina
tion. We have ample evidence, in the 
form of official government documents, 
that they are denied employment, pen
sions, and access to education, solely 
on account of their religion. 

Moreover, the resolution makes clear 
our concern that Iran's largest reli
gious minority is denied the basic 
rights guaranteed by the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights: to orga
nize as a community, elect its leaders, 
operate schools or carry on any of the 
normal functions of a law-abiding reli
gious community. 

It is my hope that the Government of 
Iran will acknowledge its responsibil
ities under the various international 
covenants to which it is a signatory, 
and will extend rights to the Baha'i mi
nority.• 

A TRIBUTE TO MR. ROGER 
BACCIGALUPPI UPON HIS RE
TIREMENT 

• Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I am 
very pleased to have this opportunity 
to congratulate Roger Baccigaluppi 
upon his retirement as president and 
chief executive officer of the Blue Dia
mond Cooperative of California. 

Since 1961, when Mr. Baccigaluppi 
joined Blue Diamond, the California 
Almond crop has increased tenfold, 
from 71 million pounds, worth about 
S50 million to 650 million pounds, val
ued at almost $1 billion. He has played 
a key role in this dramatic growth 
process as the leading officer of one of 
our Nation's strong and healthy co
operatives. As a major contributor in 
the efforts to modernize and stimulate 
California's almond industry, Mr. 
Baccigaluppi has overseen not only ad
vances in technology and efficiency, 
but also the implementation of pro
gressive marketing strategies. His ef
forts have been essential in helping the 
California almond become the State's 
leading food export and the nation's 
sixth largest agricultural export. 
Today, 94 countries consume California 
almonds. 

Mr. Baccigaluppi's exemplary dedica
tion, hard work, and vision have led 
him to his distinguished position of ac
complishment. California's almond in
dustry will miss his dynamic leader
ship, and its future leaders will un
doubtedly draw inspiration from his ex
ample to continue on the path of 
thoughtful planning and healthy 
growth. I am confident Roger 
Baccigaluppi will continue, in retire
ment, to share his wealth of knowledge 
and experience to the increased produc
tive benefit of California and American 
agriculture. I am sure my Senate col
leagues join me in recognizing the fine 
work and outstanding accomplishment 
of my friend and fellow Californian, 
Roger Baccigaluppi.• 

THE PHOENIX COUNTRY DAY 
SCHOOL CELEBRATES ITS 30TH 
YEAR 

• Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to the Phoenix 
Country Day School, which is celebrat
ing the 30th anniversary of its founding 
tonight. Located in a natural desert 
setting in Paradise Valley, AZ, this 
independent, not-for-profit college pre
paratory school has distinguished itself 
as an institution of invigorating aca
demic achievement. 

What began as a dream to establish a 
high quality school to prepare children 
for entrance into the best colleges in 
America, has blossomed into one of the 
finest schools in the Western United 
States. I must admit that I say this 
with a certain lack of objectivity, since 
two of my children attend Phoenix 
Country Day School. 

The 30th anniversary celebration for 
PCSD appropriately has selected Mae 
Sue Talley as the guest of honor. Her 
vision of creating an outstanding col
lege preparatory school has come to 
marvelous fruition, and we all owe her 
our most sincere gratitude for her life
long commitment. 

While I'm privileged to be a Phoenix 
Country Day School parent, it is read
ily apparent to all who visit or learn 
about the school that it is indeed a 
very special place. From its modest be
ginnings as a 93-student pioneer school 
on the arid outskirts of Phoenix, the 
Phoenix Country Day School has dou
bled its size and grown to over 570 stu
dents. 

The Phoenix Country Day School has 
not only grown older and larger, it has 
intensified its commitment to aca
demic excellence and love of learning. 
At a time when our Nation's students 
are facing increasing challenges from 
the academic achievements of other in
dustrialized nations, we can point to 
the Phoenix Country Day School as a 
heartening example of educational suc
cess. 

Mr. President, this is a school that 
vigorously challenges its students, and 
opens their minds to science, mathe-

ma tics, the arts, and history. Offering 
a curriculum for students ranging from 
prekindergarten to the 12th grade, the 
Phoenix Country Day School has cre
ated an atmosphere for learning that is 
both rigorous and fun. You can feel 
this sense of mission in the open and 
warm relationships among students, 
faculty, and staff. 

Students are taught a foreign lan
guage in kindergarten, and a pro
ficiency in public speaking is a require
ment for graduation. PCDS's extremely 
low student-to-faculty ratio allows a 
great degree of personal tutelage for its 
students. 

The results of this positive and sup
portive atmosphere is a student body 
that not only achieves a high degree of 
academic excellence, but one that also 
carries forth the Phoenix Country Day 
School's fine tradition of service to the 
community. 

All PCSD students participate in 
many worthy community service ac
tivities and projects, and the school 
has also established a 5-week summer 
program to help disadvantaged chil
dren stay in school. Known as Project 
Excellence, this endeavor is a good ex
ample of the caring and nurturing spir
it of the faculty and staff at Phoenix 
Country Day School. 

In its 30th year, the Phoenix Country 
Day School is impressively meeting its 
goal of preparing its students for suc
cess in America's finest universities in 
a superlative manner. Currently, 99 
percent of its students enroll in college 
after graduation. 

I want to offer my special thanks to 
the Phoenix Country Day School's 
board of trustees, and the head of the 
school, Ms. Margaret Madden, for their 
able stewardship of PCSD. 

It is a pleasure for me to extend my 
congratulations to all the faculty and 
staff at the Phoenix Country Day 
School on this milestone in their proud 
history. I wish them continued success 
and accomplishment for many decades 
to come. 

The students of PCDS are very fortu
nate to be able to benefit from this 
truly wonderful learning center.• 

S. 543, THE BANKING BILL 
• Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, yester
day the Senate passed S. 543, the Com
prehensive Deposit Insurance Reform 
and Taxpayer Protection Act of 1991. 

I rise today to expalin why I would 
have voted against this bill. I simply 
could not, in good conscience, add my 
support to the bill in its present form. 

I fully understand the pressures on 
the chairman of the Banking Commit
tee in bringing the debate on this bill 
to a conclusion. I watched his frustra
tion grow every day this bill was on 
the floor. His job was not easy. He 
should be commended for his efforts. 

But I am concerned that in a effort 
to bring the debate to a conclusion, we 
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have embarked down a path that will 
lead to greater uncertainty and more 
chaos in the banking industry. 

I hoped the Senate would focus on 
the most critical problefu facing the 
banking industry-the steadily worsen
ing financial shape of our banks and 
the draining of the fund intended to 
protect the deposits of 110 million 
Americans. 

I had hoped this bill would have ad
dressed the worsening credit crunch, 
which is cutting off needed loans to 
small businesses and individuals. 

Unfortunately, the Senate became 
embroiled in a third topic-how the 
banks could become bigger and richer
even if it might be at the expense of 
the rest of us. 

Somewhere along the way we lost our 
focus on this bill. 

I felt that strong regulatory reforms 
were an essential component to any 
bill. I believe the reform sections of the 
bill including risk-based assessments 
and capital ratios, early regulatory 
intervention, strong oversight of for
eign banks, and protections against the 
BCCI's of the world are vi tally impor
tant. 

However, if we were truly interested 
in getting the banking industry back 
on its feet, that is where we should 
have stopped. 

Mr. President, we need a banking 
system that serves people. We need a 
place for businesses, particularly small 
businesses, and individuals to obtain 
credit at reasonable rates. We need a 
banking system that offers consumers 
a place to keep their money, write 
their checks and pay their bills. 

The bill that was agreed to yesterday 
expands powers for banks, ignores vital 
consumer protections and, I believe, 
puts American taxpayers in front of 
runaway locomotive. 

Weak regulatory oversight, bad in
vestment decisions, incompetent man
agement and a weak economy has 
brought the banking industry to this 
point. Adding more uncertainty by ex
panding bank powers is not the direc
tion I believe we should be going. 

Mr. President, the bill opens the door 
for nationwide interstate branching. 
Attempts to strengthen this bill by al
lowing States to choose whether or not 
they want interstate branching banks 
failed. I believe this was a mistake. 

Breaking down the barriers to inter
state branching has potentially serious 
affects for Washington State. 

In August of this year, Bank of 
America announced its intention to 
merge with Security Pacific. This new 
multistate banking company, based in 
California, will be the No. 1 player in 
Washington, controlling over 50 per
cent of the assets and 40 percent of the 
insured deposits. This is an incredible 
concentration of bank power in one 
out-of-State bank. 

This merger is expected to cost 
Washington 4,000 jobs. A few weeks 

ago, the Wall Street Journal reported 
that First Interstate Bankcorp of Los 
Angeles' merger with First Interstate 
of Tacoma will cause 3,000 employees 
to be laid off. That is potentially 7 ,000 
jobs in Washington. 

That also means that decisions about 
loans in Longview and mortgages in 
Marysville will be made in California. 
Not in Washington. 

Serious questions about the avail
ability of credit, cost, and quality of 
services to consumers, influence on re
gional economies, and overall health of 
an individual State's banking industry 
must be answered. The advent of inter
state branching greatly enhances these 
concerns. The Senate did not address 
these issues. 

Two days ago, the Senate also sent a 
negative signal to the elderly of this 
country. The Senate voted to strip 
from this bill the basic services and 
check cashing provisions. With this 
vote, the Senate lost sight of those who 
most needed our attention. 

Mr. President, this seemingly minor 
provision would have created equality 
and fairness for our seniors. It would 
have guaranteed that basic banking 
services, which we all need, were avail
able at an affordable cost to retirees. 

Yet, the Senate succumbed to the big 
banks and sold out those in our society 
who don't have a place at the bargain
ing table because they can't afford to 
hire high priced lobbyists to pull up a 
chair. 

We also had the opportunity to 
strengthen this bill by putting a short
er leash on the FDIC and limiting in
sured brokered deposits. When the lim
itation on brokered deposits was de
feated, the Senate admitted it failed to 
learn one of the lessons that the S&L 
debacle should have taught us. 

As I stated earlier, I opposed this 
measure with deep regret. There were 
some provisions of this bill that were 
constructive and would have added sta
bility to the industry. 

The controversial provisions allowing 
banks to engage in risky securities ac
tivities were not included in the final 
package. Deleting these questionable 
provisions sent a strong signal to the 
American taxpayer that we understood 
the dangers in this approach. 

As passed by the committee, S. 543 
included what I believe was a balanced 
approach to the difficult problem of 
banks selling insurance. 

Almost 10 years have passed since 
Congress last passed legislation estab
lishing the authority of banks to sell 
insurance. However, regulators have, 
through regulatory fiat, eroded the his
toric barrier separating banking and 
insurance. On two occasions, in 1984 
and 1988, Congress came close to enact
ing legislation to close loopholes cre
ated by the regulators. 

As passed by the committee, S. 543 
closed these loopholes. I believe this 
was a responsible approach to resolving 
a longstanding ambiguity. 

The proponents of banking reform 
argue that times have changed-that 
we now have a global marketplace that 
requires flexibility and diversification 
for banks. Indeed, times have changed. 
However, it is highly questionable to 
maintain that allowing banks to sell 
insurance will propel our Nation's 
banks into the ranks of 25 largest 
banks in the world. 

While the world has changed and 
technical advances continue to be 
made, it is important to focus on what 
has not changed. Safety and soundness, 
and a recognition of the special power 
and responsibilities associated with 
providing our economy's credit. These 
factors continue to define the fun
damental features of banking. 

If we would not have addressed the 
insurance issue in S. 543, we would 
have abdicated our responsibility to 
stop regulatory activism and legal 
sleight-of-hand. 

The insurance industry today is 
among the most competitive industries 
in this country. In my State, the com
petition is intense and has resulted in 
fair prices and high quality services to 
consumers. There are over 500,000 in
surance agents and approximately 6,000 
life, health, and property/casualty com
panies in the United States. The 
premise that bank entry into insurance 
is necessary to enhance competitive
ness is without merit. 

I am disappointed that the Senate 
took a few steps back from the excel
lent work accomplished by the com
mittee, but I still believe that the in
surance provisions were a solid con
tribution to the overall package. 

In addition, I am pleased that the 
Senate recognized that there is a 
human cost to the merger mania 
sweeping the country. The Senate ac
cepted an amendment I offered to as
sure that Federal regulators examine 
the impact of mergers on employees. 
This is already required for mergers in 
the transportation field. It should be 
required here. Particularly when it is 
expected that mergers over the next 
decade could cost as many as 350,000 
jobs. 

The Senate is now on record endors
ing the fact that no merge should occur 
without due consideration to the em
ployees who lost their jobs. I believe 
this is a positive step forward and will 
reassure bank employees throughout 
the country that the Senate has not 
forgotten their plight in the rush to 
achieve efficiency. 

Nonetheless, on balance I believe the 
bill passed yesterday is seriously 
flawed. It is my hope that when the 
conference committee convenes to iron 
out the significant differences between 
the House and Senate versions, that we 
can do better. 

I believe we can do better. I will do 
everything I can to see the final bill is 
something that serves consumers, sen
iors, farmers, small businesses and oth-
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ers who depend on the ready availabil
ity of credit at reasonable rates. I will 
work for legislation that we all can be 
proud to discuss with our constituents 
back home.• 

TRIBUTE TO MAJ. GEN. CHARLES 
S. COOPER III 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to retiring com
mander Maj. Gen. Charles S. Cooper 
III. I salute his 36 years of distin
guished military service. He is retiring 
as commander of the New York Air Na
tional Guard, Headquarters, Stewart 
International Airport, Newburgh, NY. 
He has been responsible for the readi
ness, training, staffing, and equipping 
of New York Air National Guard's five 
flying and seven mission support units. 

The general was born on December 
27, 1933 in Boston, MA. He graduated 
from Garden City High School on Long 
Island, NY, in 1951. He earned a bach
elor of arts degree, cum laude, in eco
nomics from Amherst College in 1955. 
His military education transpired at 
Air Command and Staff College and Air 
War College. 

General Cooper began his USAF mili
tary career on June 12, 1955 when he 
was commissioned as a second lieuten
ant. He was a distinguished graduate of 
the Air Force Reserve Officer Training 
Corps Program. He entered active duty 
in 1956 and attended U.S. Air Force Pri
mary-Basic Navigation School in 
Texas . .. In 1957 he was awarded navi
gator wings and assigned to the 962d 
Airborne Early Warning and Control 
squadron, Otis Air Force Base in Mas-
sachusetts. · 

In July of 1962 he joined the New 
York Air National Guard and was as
signed to the 102d Aeromedical Trans
port Squadron. In 1972 he was ap
pointed administrative management 
staff officer in the 106th Fighter Inter
ceptor Group where he stayed until 
1976 when he was appointed director of 
operations at Headquarters, New York 
Air National Guar·d. In 1978 he was ap
pointed deputy commander and as
sumed his present position as com
mander on July 29, 1984. He was pro
moted · to major general on May 22, 
1985. 

His military awards and decorations 
include the Meritorious Service Medal, 
Air Force Outstanding Unit Award, the 
Air Force Organizational Excellence 
Award, National Defense Service 
Medal, Vietnam Service Medal, Air 
Force Longevity Service Award with 
four oak leaf clusters, Armed Forces 
Reserve Medal, New York State Mili
tary Commendation Medal, New York 
State Long and Faithful Service Award 
with 25-year device, New York Humani
tarian Service Medal, New York State 
Aid to Civil Authority Medal and the 
New York Exercise Support Ribbon. 

The general is married to Ann 
(Lewis) of Baldwin, NY. He has four 

children: Deborah Iacoponi, Peter, 
Thomas, and Kathryn. 

General Cooper is a highly skilled 
and ready patriot, I congratulate him 
on his 36 years of dedicated service to 
our Nation. General Cooper, thank you 
for your sacrifice and devotion. I wish 
you every success in your retirement.• 

BATTLE CREEK ADVENTIST 
HOSPITAL 125TH ANNIVERSARY 

• Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join with the citizens of the 
city of Battle Creek, Calhoun County, 
and the State of Michigan in congratu
lating the Battle Creek, Adventist Hos
pital on the occasion of that institu
tion's 125th anniversary celebration. 

The hospital was founded as the 
Western Health Reform Institute in 
1866 by a group of Seventh Day Advent
ist health pioneers. John Kellogg, fa
ther of the health care and food indus
try legends, Dr. John Harvey Kellogg 
and W.K. Kellogg gave the first $500 do
nation to the new hospital. 

The institute served 2,000 patients in 
its first 10 years with only 10 dying, an 
average of 1 per year, an incredible 
record, especially for the time. Such an 
outstanding reputation catapulted the 
hospital into national prominence 
which it was to maintain for decades. 

In 1877 the institute changed its 
name to the Battle Creek Medical and 
Surgical Sanitarium combining mod
ern ideas of medicine with the 
wholistic ·approach of physical, psycho
logical, and spiritual wellness. Practic
ing preventive medicine techniques 
such as proper diet, exercise, 
hydrotherapy, sunshine, and massage. 

Under the leadership of Dr. John Har
vey Kellogg, who served as its medical 
director for 67 years, and brother W .K. 
Kellogg, serving as its business direc
tor, the hospital gained worldwide rec
ognition as a health care mecca draw
ing luminaries from all areas of soci
ety. 

Inventor Thomas Edison, industri
alists Henry Ford . and Harvey Fire
stone, athletes Bill Tildon and Johnny 
Weissmueller, and· U.S. President Wil
liam Howard Taft all were patients at 
the sanitarium. 

America, indeed the world's break
fast habits owe a great debt of grati
tude to the sanitarium. The toasted 
flake cereal product was first devel
oped at the sanitarium and then re
fined by W.K. Kellogg and others. C.W. 
Post, a one-time patient is said to have 
also gleaned ideas from there. He later 
founded the Post Cereal Co. 

The original building for the sani tar
i um burned down in 1899 and the new 
building opened in 1903, which is now a 
portion of the Federal center. The final 
part of the building opened in 1927, 
which is now the towers portion of the 
Federal center. The sanitarium left 
this building in 1942 and the site be
came the Percy Jones Veterans Hos-

pital. It moved over to the Old Stone 
Building and later moved from that to 
the present building now occupied by 
the hospital. The sanitarium reverted 
back to the ownership of the Adventist 
Church in 1974, which it had left in 1900, 
and changed its name to the Battle 
Creek Adventist Hospital in 1981. 

The present Battle Creek Adventist 
Hospital is a 147-bed regional treat-

. ment center for metal health and ad
dictions problems which serves 20 coun
ties on a consistent basis but draws pa
tients from all of Michigan and part of 
Indiana. It serves persons from ages 6 
to senior citizen in a variety of modes, 
including inpatient, partial hos
pitalization and outpatient treatment 
at the Battle Creek setting as well as 
outpatient clinics throughout the re
gion. The original Western Health Re
form Institute and then the sanitar
ium, were forerunners of not only the 
significant work of the present Advent
ist Hospital in Battle Creek, but began 
what has become a worldwide heal th 
mission for the Adventists, who even
tually established 568 health care fa
cilities in 88 countries, including 60 
hospitals in the United States and the 
world famous Loma Linda University 
and Medical Center in California. 

I had the privilege of touring this 
outstanding institution last summer 
and meeting with some of its dedicated 
staff members. The spirit of wellness 
through wholeness still exists in the 
hospital's present incarnation as they 
remain on the cutting edge of mental 
health care and addiction treatment. 

Mr. President, I ask you along will 
all of my colleagues in the Senate to 
join with me in extend our heartfelt 
congratulations to all the employees 
and supporters of Battle Creek Advent
ist Hospital as they commemorate 
their past and look forward to their fu
ture.• 

TRIBUTE TO MARIAN L. HEARD 
•Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, it 
is with great pleasure that I bring to 
the attention of the Senate a very spe
cial individual from my home State of 
Connecticut, Marian L. Heard. 

In recognition of Marian Heard's tire
less efforts as president and chief exec
utive officer of the United Way of East
ern Fairfield County, she was recently 
promoted by this organization to a 
similar position at the United Way of 
Massachusetts Bay. Marian, who first 
joined with the United Way in 1974 as a 
child care program specialist and mem
ber of the planning department, 
worked her way up in the organization 
to her current position. As president 
and chief executive officer, a position 
she assumed in March of 1990, she man
ages an annual campaign of over $5 
million and provides support to a $60 
million agency and social service sys
tem covering the six-town region of 
Bridgeport, Fairfield, Easton, Strat-
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ford, Trumbull, and Monroe. Although 
her responsibilities in her new position 
will be much greater, Marion has clear
ly demonstrated that she is capable of 
handling the challenges that lie ahead. 

Marian's deep concern for the greater 
Bridgeport community and helping it 
to meet its needs, is evidenced by her 
commitment and dedication to the 
United Way as well as to a wide variety 
of regional causes. Marian serves on 
several area United Way committees 
such as the national professional advi
sory council, the national issues com
mittee and the national committee on 
foundations for the United Way of 
America. In addition, she serves as the 
vice chair of the donor choice commit
tee for the United Way of Tri-State and 
is a member of both the professional 
advisory councils of the Southwestern 
United Ways and the United Way of 
Connecticut. 

In her community, Marian has served 
as a member of the Governor's Child 
Day Care Council, an appointment 
which was personally bestowed upon 
her by the late Governor Ella Grasso. 
She has hosted her own radio program 
on WICC in Bridgeport for 6 years, and 
has won several awards for community 
service from such organizations as Big 
Brothers and Big Sisters of Fairfield 
County and the American Cancer Soci
ety. 

Marian has also utilized her talents 
on a national level. In May, 1990, in a 
meeting at the White House, she was 
elected as the interim president and 
chief executive officer of the Points of 
Light Foundation. Under her leader
ship, the foundation wrote and adopted 
a strategic plan and presented the re
port of the foundation's goals to the 
honorary chairman, President George 
Bush, at a special meeting with the 
board at Camp David. 

Marian's activities also highlight her 
strong commitment to a wide variety 
of educational causes. Her extensive in
volvement as an instructor at 
Housatonic Community College, and 
her involvement with the University of 
Bridgeport, where she is a trustee and 
president of the board of associates, ex
emplify Marion's dedication to improv
ing the quality of our Nation's edu
cational system. 

Marian's involvement does not end 
here; she is also an accomplished busi
nesswoman. Currently, she is a director 
at the Mechanics & Farmers Savings 
Bank in Bridgeport and a member of 
its audit and executive committees and 
chair of its contribution committee. 
She is also a member of the Negro 

· Business and Professional Women's 
Club, the Bridgeport Rotary and the 
National Association of Female Execu
tives. 

This remarkable woman has been 
recognized numerous times for her ef
forts. Most notably, she was cited by 
the United Nations as one of the top 100 
women in Connecticut. Marian was the 

first recipient of the John Garber Mi
nority Professional Development 
Award, which was awarded to her by 
the YWCA for community service, the 
United Way of America and the Strat
ford Junior Chamber of Commerce. In 
1989, she was named Woman of the Year 
by the Business and Professional Wom
an's Club of Bridgeport. In 1990, she was 
cited by the Housatonic Scout Council 
for Community Leadership and was 
presented the Golden Tee Award by the 
Cardinal Shehan Center for 20 years of 
volunteer leadership to the youth of 
the greater Bridgeport region. 

The residents of Connecticut have 
been touched by the eff arts and pres
ence of this great individual. Mr. Presi
dent, I hope that my colleagues will 
join me in paying tribute to Marian L. 
Heard for her unselfish devotion to im
proving the lives of others. Her bound
less and energetic spirit, her deep con
cern for her community, for education, 
and for the United Way, serve as an in
spiration to us all.• 

LAMPF VERSUS GILBERTSON 
•Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, the Sen
ate recently passed S. 543, the Com
prehensive Deposit Insurance Reform 
and Taxpayer Protection Act of 1991. 
That legislation contained a signifi
cant provision that protects investors 
from fraud. 

Specifically, the Senate agreed to 
compromise language that would pro
tect investors who filed securities 
fraud cases before the Lampf decision. 
The Supreme Court, in a 5 to 4 decision 
in Lampf versus Gilbertson, held that 
securities fraud cases must be brought 
within 1 year of discovery of the fraud
ulent act and, at most, within 3 years 
of the date that the fraudulent act oc
curred. 

Furthermore, this decision was ap
.plied to cases filed in a timely fashion 
prior to the decision. Many cases were 
dismissed as a result. S. 543 eliminates 
the retroactive application of the deci
sion, and protects suits filed before the 
Lampf decision. Without this provi
sion, the Lampf decision would provide 
a legal escape hatch for perpetrators of 
some of the worst securities frauds in 
history. 

Michael Milken of Drexel Burnham 
Lambert, Fred Carr of Executive Life 
Insurance, and Charles Keating of Lin
coln Savings & Loan have moved to 
have their cases dismissed under the 
Lampf decision. It's simply not fair 
that fraud cases of such magnitude be 
dismissed by an arbitrary, legal tech
nicality. A statute of limitations 
should not prevent the reasonable 
course of justice. The 1- to 3-year stat
ute of limitations does not provide vic
tims of fraud adequate time to file 
their claims. 

The banking reform legislation did 
not extend the statute of limitations. 
That is why I have decided to cospon-

sor S. 1533. While eliminating the 
retroactivity provision is a step in the 
right direction, more needs to be done 
to protect investors from fraud. I sup
port the extension of the statute of 
limitations to protect investors from 
fraud. It is equally important that we 
guard against the abuse of our judicial 
system. 

Investors clearly deserve protection. 
But we must also guard against open
ing a floodgate of meritless litigation. 
We must balance the legitimate rights 
of defendants and plaintiffs. I hope a 
judicious compromise can be struck 
that extends the statute of limitations 
to a 2- to 5-year rule that at the same 
time protects American businesses 
from frivolous and meritless litigation. 
While present law may result in what 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
Chairman Richard Breeden described as 
a windfall of immunity, we must guard 
against creating an environment that 
would result in a windfall of litigation. 

I look forward to working with Sen
ators BRYAN, DOMENIC!, and MCCON
NELL to equitably resolve this conten
tious issue.• 

THE RETIREMENT OF OGLESBY, 
IL, POLICE CHIEF RUDY GANDOLFI 
• Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I rise 
today in honor of Rudy Gandolfi, 
Oglesby, IL, chief of police for the last 
16 years. Chief Gandolfi spent 33 years 
on the Oglesby Police Force overall, 
and his retirement marks the end of a 
era in Oglesby. 

Chief Rudy was not your average po
lice chief. He concentrated his efforts 
not on the negative aspects of police 
work, but on the positive aspects. 
Crime prevention and community rela
tions were what were important to 
him. Stories have been told of the chief 
arresting people and having those same 
people turn right around and praise 
him for his patience, his fairness and 
for treating them with dignity. In 
Oglesby, nobody commanded love and 
respect like Police Chief Gandolfi. 

He was an extraordinary police chief, 
but he will probably be best remem
bered for his great contributions to the 
community outside of his duties as a 
police officer and police chief. For 39 
years he has coached youth baseball in 
Oglesby. For 33 years he has been the 
director of the youth B.B. Gun Club; an 
organization which he founded. He also 
founded the "Just Say No" to Drugs 
Fun Day Program. This program, 
which started as a small scale event, he 
expanded to a full community project. 
He never turned down the opportunity 
to help with any community event. 

The Oglesby News-Tribune recently 
ran an editorial which sums up the 
feelings of many on his commitment to 
the city and the people of Oglesby. It 
says, 

While longevity is respected, it isn't really 
the number of years that sets Gandolfi apart 
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from his colleagues. Instead, it is the devo
tion to his duties, the respect he commanded 
from citizens and his work with children 
that have earned this police chief the dis
tinction as one of the area's best. 

Congratulations to Chief Rudy 
Gandolfi on an outstanding career in 
law enforcement. He is indeed an inspi
ration to us all. I wish him success and 
happiness in the future.• 

CONGRATULATING JIM ROHACIK, 
CONGRESSIONAL FELLOW 

• Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to extend my heartfelt thanks 
and deep appreciation to Jim Rohacik, 
a congressional fellow who worked 
with me on defense issues over the past 
year. 

Jim joined my staff after a distin
guished career with the U.S. Army. As 
a military officer he served his country 
in a variety of capacities including as 
the principal advisor to a member of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. He also served 
as principal advisor to the Chief of 
Staff of the Army for strategic and na
tional security policy. 

Even before becoming well-versed on 
these policy issues, he possessed a rich 
and extensive background. After earn
ing a masters degree in physics, Jim 
went on to be an assistant professor of 
quantum and modern physics at West 
Point. His mastery of this technical 
field is complimented by his firsthand 
knowledge of ground warfare. A holder 
of the Purple Heart, he served tours in 
Vietnam and Germany as a commander 
of artillery forces. Indeed, he is both an 
impressive scholar and a decorated vet
eran. 

Jim helped me with many issues dur
ing his tenure in my office. His valu
able assistance on the Defense Produc
tion Act, the 1992-93 national defense 
authorization bill and base closure is
sues, contributed to effective legisla
tion. I was also able to utilize his ex
pertise on arms control and strategic 
force structure in a number of impor
tant meetings and hearings. 

I am sure I speak for all of those on 
my personal staff and those members 
of the Senate Armed Services Commit
tee staff who worked with Jim when I 
say his enthusiasm and diligence will 
be sorely missed. 

Thanks Jimmy, for all your tireless 
work. You are a great American, and I 
wish you continued success.• 

THE CONVENTION ON THE ELIMI
NATION OF ALL FORMS OF DIS
CRIMINATION AGAINST WOMEN 

• Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the Convention on 
the Elimination of All Forms of Dis
crimination Against Women. The trea
ty symbolizes a major breakthrough in 
the evolution of women's rights 
throughout the world. 

The Convention was adopted by the 
United Nations General Assembly in 

1979 and was signed by President Carter 
in 1980. Al though it is not the first 
human rights treaty to address the 
plight of women, it is the first to do so 
in such a comprehensive manner. In 
the past 11 years, over 100 countries 
have ratified the Convention. The time 
has arrived for the leadership of this 
country to demonstrate its commit
ment to women and ratify this treaty 
as well. 

The United States prides itself as 
being a leader in the promotion and 
preservation of equal rights and human 
decency for all. We have a rich history 
of great struggles to improve the sta
tus of women in employment, domestic 
relations, health care, law and edu
cation. As early as 1862, Congress 
showed its commitment to ending sex
ual discrimination. The Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 applied equal 
minimum wage standards to both men 
and women. The 1964 Civil Rights Act 
prohibited employment discrimination 
on the basis of sex. And the Pregnancy 
Discrimination Act of 1978 prohibits 
employment discrimination on the 
basis of pregnancy, childbirth or relat
ed medical conditions. Even today, in 
the aftermath of the debate on the 
Civil Rights Act of 1991, the protection 
and promotion of women's rights are at 
the forefront of the political agenda. 

Unfortunately, the women's rights 
agenda has not yet been fulfilled. In 
this country and in countries all over 
the world, women face many challenges 
to their basic human dignity. Today, 
millions of women live in poverty, un
able to care for themselves or their 
children. In many cultures, exploi
tation and violent acts are accepted 
forms of behavior. In the workplace, 
women throughout the world face un
equal pay, unsafe working conditions, 
and limited benefits. And in many in
stances, limited access to health care 
and poor living conditions literally 
threaten women's lives. 

It is hard to believe that in an age of 
democracy and progressive govern
ment, injustice against women in many 
countries still exists. Enactment of the 
Convention will create universal codes 
of equality that guarantee women the 
right to reach their full potential. The 
treaty recognizes that the only dif
ference between men and women is bio
logical. It seeks to abolish discrimina
tion in every facet of life-cultural, po
litical, and economic. It also empha
sizes the importance of family and 
children, including special provisions 
to balance the roles of men and women. 

We have made it clear that we will 
not tolerate discrimination on the 
basis of sex. Unfortunately, women are 
still victims of harassment, prejudice 
and sexual stereotypes. Ratification of 
this treaty would not promise women 
preferential treatment. Instead, it 
promises them the basic rights to 
which they are entitled as human 
beings. I urge the administration to act 

quickly on the Convention and send a 
signal to the world that we are ready 
to act on the principles we espouse.• 

TRIBUTE TO CINCINNATI, OH 
BUSINESSMAN DON E. HARDIN 

•Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to congratulate an outstanding 
man and community leader on the oc
casion of his election to the presidency 
of the American Orthotic & Prosthetic 
Association [AOPA]. Don E. Hardin, 
owner and president of Tribar Ortho
pedic, Inc., in Cincinnati, OH will as
sume the AOP A presidency on N ovem
ber 30, 1991. 

The American Orthotic & Prosthetic 
Association is a national membership 
organization representing the approxi
mately 1,200 facilities that provide 
orthotic and prosthetic [O&P] patient 
services to the physically challenged 
throughout the United States. Mem
bers of the O&P field design and fit 
braces and prostheses that enable phys
ically challenged individuals to over
come often serious and crippling condi
tions and return to productive lives. 

Mr. Hardin entered the orthotic and 
prosthetic field in 1966 as a sales rep
resen tati ve. Since that time, he has 
served the national organization in a 
number of positions, most recently, as 
vice president in 1990 and secretary
treasurer for AOPA in 1989. Previously, 
he was the FDA Advisory Committee 
chairman and a member of the Govern
ment Relations Committee. His other 
duties within AOPA have included 
being chairman of the Regulatory Ad
visory Committee and a member of the 
Strategic Planning Committee for over 
6 years. He has also served as Market
ing Committee chairman and as chair
man of the AOPA Charity Golf Tour
nament. 

A native of Chicago, IL Mr. Hardin 
has been involved in the Cincinnati 
community for many years. He has 
been married for 23 years, and is the fa
ther of two children. His daughter re
cently joined him in the orthotics and 
prosthetics field and travels exten
sively with her father for Tribar Ortho
pedic. Like other small businessmen 
and businesswomen throughout Amer
ica, Mr. Hardin is providing an invalu
able service to his community as well 
as supporting our Nation's economy. 

The American Orthotic & Prosthetic 
Association has elected an able and re
spected leader as their president. They 
are fortunate to have such a leader, 
and I commend Mr. Hardin on the occa
sion of his election. 

MORRIS K. UDALL SCHOLARSHIP 
AND EXCELLENCE IN NATIONAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT 
The text of S. 1176, a bill to establish 

the Morris K. Udall Scholarship and 
Excellence in National Environmental 
Policy Foundation, and for other pur-
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poses, as passed by the Senate on No
vember 21, 1991, is as follows: 

s. 1176 
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 "Morris K. 
Udall Scholarship and Excellence in Na
tional Environmental Policy Act". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
(1) For three decades, Congressman Morris 

K. Udall has served his country with distinc
tion and honor; 

(2) Congressman Morris K. Udall has had a 
lasting impact on this Nation's environment, 
public lands, and natural resources, and has 
instilled in this Nation's youth a love of the 
air, land and water; 

(3) Congressman Morris K. Udall has been a 
champion of the rights of Native Americans 
and Alaska Natives and has used his leader
ship in the Congress to strengthen tribal 
self-governance; and 

(4) it is a fitting tribute to the leadership, 
courage, and vision Congressman Morris K. 
Udall exemplifies to establish in his name 
programs to encourage the continued use, 
enjoyment, education, and exploration of our 
Nation's rich and bountiful natural re
sources. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

For the purposes of this Act-
(1) the term "Board" means the Board of 

Trustees of the Morris K. Udall Scholarship 
and Excellence in National Environmental 
Policy Foundation established under section 
4(b); 

(2) the term "Center" means the Udall 
Center for Studies in Public Policy estab
lished at the University of Arizona in 1987; 

(3) the term "eligible individual" means a 
citizen or national of the United States or a 
permanent resident alien of the United 
States; 

(4) the term "Foundation" means the Mor
ris K. Udall Scholarship and Excellence in 
National Environmental Policy Foundation 
established under section 4(a); 

(5) the term "fund" means the Morris K. 
Udall Scholarship and Excellence in Na
tional Environmental Policy Trust Fund es
tablished in section 8; 

(6) the term "institution of higher edu
cation" has the same meaning given to such 
term by section 1201(a) of the Higher Edu
cation Act of 1965; and 

(7) the term "State" means each of the 
several States, the District of Columbia, 
Guam, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, 
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, the Republic of the Marshall Islands, 
the Federal States of Micronesia, and the 
Republic of Palau (until the Compact of Free 
Association is ratified). 
SEC. 4. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE MORRIS K. 

UDALL SCHOLARSHIP AND EXCEL· 
LENCE IN NATIONAL ENVIRON· 
MENTAL POLICY FOUNDATION. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established 
as an independent entity of the executive 
branch of the United States Government, the 
Morris K. Udall Scholarship and Excellence 
in National Environmental Policy Founda
tion. 

(b) BOARD OF TRUSTEES.-The Foundation 
shall be subject to the supervision and direc
tion of the Board of Trustees. The Board 
shall be comprised of 10 members, as follows: 

(1) Two Members, one appointed by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
one appointed by the Minority Leader of the 
House of Representatives. 

(2) Two Members, one appointed by the Ma
jority Leader and one appointed by the Mi
nority Leader of the Senate. 

(3) Two members, appointed by the Presi
dent, who have shown leadership and inter
est in-

(A) the continued use, enjoyment, edu
cation, and exploration of our Nation's rich 
and bountiful natural resources, such as 
presidents of major foundations involved 
with the environment; and 

(B) in the improvement of the health sta
tus of Native Americans and Alaska Natives 
and in strengthening tribal self-governance, 
such as tribal leaders involved in health and 
public policy development affecting Native 
American and Alaska Native communities. 

(4) One member, appointed by the Presi
dent of the University of Arizona after con
sultation with the Center, who has shown 
leadership and interest in the continued use, 
enjoyment, education and exploration of the 
Nation's rich and bountiful resources. 

(5) The Secretary of the Interior, or the 
Secretary's designee, who shall serve as a 
voting ex officio member of the Board but 
shall not be eligible to serve as Chairperson. 

(6) The Secretary of Education, or the Sec
retary's designee, who shall serve as a voting 
ex officio member of the Board but shall not 
be eligible to serve as Chairperson. . 

(7) The President of the University of Ari
zona shall serve as a nonvoting, ex officio 
member and shall not be eligible to serve as 
chairperson. 

(c) TERM OF OFFICE.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The term of office of 

each member of the Board shall be six years, 
except that-

(A) in the case of the Board members first 
taking office&-

(i) members appointed by the President 
shall serve for 2 years; and 

(ii) the Members appointed by the Senate 
and the member appointed by the President 
of the University of Arizona shall each serve 
for 4 years; and 

(B) a member appointed to fill a vacancy 
shall serve for the remainder of the term for 
which the member's predecessor was ap
pointed and shall be appointed in the same 
manner as the original appointment for that 
vacancy was made. 

(d) TRAVEL AND SUBSISTENCE PAY.-Mem
bers of the Board shall serve without pay, 
but shall be entitled to reimbursement for 
travel, subsistence, and other necessary ex
penses incurred in the performance of their 
duties as members of the Board. 

(e) LOCATION OF FOUNDATION.-The Founda
tion shall be located in Tucson, Arizona. 

(f) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-There shall be an Execu

tive Director of the Foundation who shall be 
appointed by the Board. The Executive Di
rector shall be the chief executive officer of 
the Foundation and shall carry out the func
tions of the Foundation subject to the super
vision and direction of the Board. The Execu
tive Director shall carry out such other func
tions consistent with the provisions of this 
Act as the Board shall prescribe. 

(2) COMPENSATION.-The Executive Director 
of the Foundation shall be compensated at 
the rate specified for employees in level IV 
of the Executive Schedule under section 5315 
of title 5, United States Code. 
SEC. 5. PURPOSE OF THE FOUNDATION. 

It is the purpose of the Foundation to-
(1) increase awareness of the importance of 

and promote the benefit and enjoyment of 
the Nation's natural resources; 

(2) foster among the American population 
greater recognition and understanding of the 

role of the environment, public lands and re
sources in the development of the United 
States; 

(3) identify critical environmental issues; 
(4) establish a Program for Environmental 

Policy Research and an Environmental Con
flict Resolution at the Center; 

(5) develop resources to properly train pro
fessionals in the environmental and related 
fields; 

(6) provide educational outreach regarding 
environmental policy; and 

(7) develop resources to properly train Na
tive American and Alaska Native profes
sionals in health care and public policy. 
SEC. 6. AUTHORITY OF THE FOUNDATION. 

(a) AUTHORITY OF THE FOUNDATION.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-(A) The Foundation, in 

consultation with the Center, is authorized 
to identify and conduct such programs, ac
tivities, and services as the Foundation con
siders appropriate to carry out the purposes 
described in section 5. The Foundation shall 
have the authority to award scholarships, 
fellowships, internships, and grants and fund 
the Center to carry out and manage other 
programs, activities and services. 

(B) The Foundation may provide, directly 
or by contract, for the conduct of national 
competition for the purpose of selecting re
cipients of scholarships, fellowships, intern
ships and grants awarded under this Act. 

(C) The Foundation may award scholar
ships, fellowships, internships and grants to 
eligible individuals in accordance with the 
provisions of this Act for study in fields re
lated to the environment and Native Amer
ican and Alaska Native health care and trib
al public policy. Such scholarships, fellow
ships, internships and grants shall be award
ed to eligible individuals who meet the mini
mum criteria established by the Foundation. 

(2) SCHOLARSHIPS.-Scholarships shall be 
awarded to outstanding undergraduate stu
dents who intend to pursue careers related to 
the environment and to outstanding Native 
American and Alaska Native undergraduate 
students who intend to pursue careers in 
health care and tribal public policy. 

(B) An eligible individual awarded a schol
arship under this Act may receive payments 
under this Act only during such periods as 
the Foundation finds that the eligible indi
vidual is maintaining satisfactory pro
ficiency and devoting full time to study or 
research and is not engaging in gainful em
ployment other than employment approved 
by the Foundation pursuant to regulations of 
the Board. 

(C) The Foundation may require reports 
containing such information, in such form, 
and to be filed at such times as the Founda
tion determines to be necessary from any eli
gible individual awarded a scholarship under 
this Act. Such reports shall be accompanied 
by a certificate from an appropriate official 
at the institution of higher education, ap
proved by the Foundation, stating that such 
individual is making satisfactory progress 
in, and is devoting essentially full time to 
study or research, except as otherwise pro
vided in this subsection. 

(3) FELLOWSHIPS.-Fellowships shall be 
awarded to-

(A) outstanding graduate students who in
tend to pursue advanced degrees in fields re
lated to the environment and to outstanding 
Native American and Alaska Native grad
uate students who intend to pursue advanced 
degrees in health care and tribal public pol
icy, including law and medicine; and 

(B) faculty from a variety of disciplines to 
bring the expertise of such faculty to the 
Foundation. 



33924 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE November 22, 1991 
S. CON. RES. 77 (4) INTERNSHIPS.-Internships shall be 

awarded to-
(A) deserving and qualified individuals to 

participate in internships in Federal, State 
and local agencies or in offices of major envi
ronmental organizations pursuant to section 
5;and 

(B) deserving and qualified Native Amer
ican and Alaska Native individuals to par
ticipate in internships in Federal, State and 
local agencies or in offices of major public 
health or public policy organizations pursu.: 
ant to section 5. 

(5) GRANTS.-The Foundation shall award 
grants to the Center-

(A) to provide for an annual panel of ex
perts to discuss contemporary environ
mental issues; 

(B) to conduct environmental policy re
search; 

(C) to conduct research on Native Amer
ican and Alaska Native health care issues 
and tribal public policy issues; and 

(D) for visiting policymakers to share the 
practical experiences of such for visiting pol
icymakers with the Foundation. 

(6) REPOSITORY.-The Foundation shall 
provide direct or indirect assistance from 
the proceeds of the · Fund to the Center to 
maintain the current site of the repository 
for Morris K. Udall's papers and other such 
public papers as may be appropriate and as
sure such papers' availability to the public. 

(7) COORDINATION.-The Foundation shall 
assist in the development and implementa:.. 
tion of a Program for Environmental Policy 
Research and Environmental Conflict Reso
lution to be located at the Center. 

(b) MORRIS K. UDALL SCHOLARS.-Recipi
ents of scholarships, fellowships, internships 
and grants under this Act shall be known as 
"Morris K. Udall Scholars". 

(C) PROGRAM PRIORITIES.-The Foundation 
shall determine the priority of the programs 
to be carried out under this Act and the 
amount of funds to be allocated for such pro
grams. However, not less than 50 percent 
shall be utilized for the programs set forth in 
section 6(a)(2), section 6(a)(3) and section 
6(a)(4), not more than 15 percent shall be 
used for salaries and other administrative 
purposes, and not less than 20 percent shall 
be appropriated to the Center for section 
6(a)(5), section 6(a)(6) and section 6(a)(7) con
ditioned on a 25 percent match from other 
sources and further conditioned on adequate 
space at the Center being made available for 
the Executive Director and other appropriate 
staff of the Foundation by the Center. 
SEC. 7. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE MORRIS K. 

UDALL SCHOLARSHIP AND EXCEL· 
LENCE IN NATIONAL ENVIRON
MENTAL POLICY TRUST FUND. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF FUND.-There is es
tablished in the Treasury of the United 
States a trust fund to be known as the "Mor
ris K. Udall Scholarship and Excellence in 
National Environmental Policy Trust Fund" 
to be administered by a Foundation. The 
fund shall consist of amounts appropriated 
to it pursuant to section 10 and amounts 
credited to it under subsection (d). 

(b) INVESTMENT OF FUND ASSETS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-It shall be the duty of the 

Secretary of the Treasury to invest, at the 
direction of the Foundation Board, in full 
the amounts appropriated to the fund. Such 
investments shall be in Public Debt Securi
ties with maturities suitable to the needs of 
the Fund. Investments in Public Debt Secu
rities shall bear interest "at rates deter
mined by the Secretary of the Treasury tak
ing into consideration the current average 
market yield on outstanding marketable ob-

ligations of the United States" of com
parable maturity. 
SEC. 8. EXPENDITURES AND AUDIT OF TRUST 

FUND. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Foundation shall pay 

from the interest and earnings of the fund 
such sums as the Board determines are nec
essary and appropriate to enable the Founda
tion to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

(b) AUDIT BY GENERAL ACCOUNTING OF
FICE.-The activities of the Foundation and 
the Center under this Act may be audited by 
the General Accounting Office under such 
rules and regulations as may be prescribed 
by the Comptroller General of the United 
States. Representatives of the General Ac
counting Office .shall have access to all 
books, accounts, records, reports filed and 
all other papers, things, or property belong
ing to or in use by the Foundation and the 
Center, pertaining to such federally assisted 
activities and necessary to facilitate the 
audit. 
SEC. 9. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-In order to carry out the 
provisions of this Act, the Foundation may-

(1) appoint and fix the compensation of 
such personnel as may be necessary to carry 
out the provisions of this Act, except that in 
no case shall employees other than the Exec
utive Director be compensated at a rate to 
exceed the maximum rate for employees in 
grade GS-15 of the General Schedule under 
section 5332 of title 5, United States Code; 

(2) procure or fund the Center to procure 
temporary and intermittent services of ex
perts and consultants as are necessary to the 
extent authorized by section 3109 of title 5, 
United States Code, but at rates not to ex
ceed the rate specified at the time of such 
service for level IV of the Executive Sched
ule under section 5315 of title 5, United 
States Code; 

(3) prescribe such regulations as the Foun
dation considers necessary governing the 
manner in which its functions shall be car-
ried out; . 

(4) accept, hold, administer and utilize 
gifts, both real and personal, for the purpose 
of aiding or facilitating the work of the 
Foundation. · 

(5) accept and utilize the services of vol
untary and noncompensated personnel and 
reimburse such personnel for travel ex
penses, including per diem, as authorized by 
section 5703 of title 5, United States Code; 

(6) enter into contracts, grants, or other 
arrangements or modifications thereof, to 
carry out the provisions of this Act, and such 
contracts or modifications thereof may, with 
the concurrence of two-thirds of the mem
bers of the Board, be entered into without 
performance or other bonds, and without re
gard to section 3709 of the Revised Statutes 
(41 U.S.C. 5); and 

(7) make other necessary expenditures. 
s~c. 10. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the fund $40,000,000 to carry out the provi
sions of this Act. 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION CON
DEMNING THE MASSACRE OF 
EAST TIMORESE CIVILIANS 
The text of Senate Concurrent Reso

lution 77, a concurrent resolution con
demning the massacre of East Timor
ese civilians by the Indonesia military, 
as agreed to by the Senate on Novem
ber 21, 1991, is as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring), That-

(a) FINDINGS.- The Congress finds that
(1) on November 12, 1991, Indonesian secu

rity forces killed 75 to 100, according to De
partment of State reports, and injured as 
many as 100 people when they fired on a 
Roman Catholic funeral procession in which 
demonstrators were attempting to place 
flowers on the grave of a youth killed by In
donesian troops on October 28, 1991, in Dill, 
East Timor; 

(2) Indonesian soldiers also beat several 
foreign journalists, including two Americans 
from The New Yorker and Pacifica Radio, 
who were observing the procession; 

(3) Indonesia, in violation of international 
law, illegally invaded East Timor in 1975, an~ 
nexing the territory without consideration 
for the rights of self-determination enjoyed 
by the East Timorese; 

(4) tens of thousands out of a population of 
approximately 600,000 died in the fighting, 
famine, and disease that followed Indonesia's 
invasion of East Timor; 

(5) since Indonesia's invasion, a state of 
intermittent conflict continues to exist in 
East Tlmor and Amnesty International, Asia 
Watch, and other international human rights 
organizations frequently report human 

· rights abuses, including torture, arbitrary 
arrest and repression of freedom of expres
sion; 

(6) the Government of Indonesia continues 
to restrict access by international organiza
tions and foreign journalists to East Timor; 
and 

(7) the United States and Indonesia have 
maintained close bilateral relations for the 
past twenty-five years, including a program 
of economic and military assistance which 
totaled $50 million in FY 1991. 

(b) STATEMENT OF POLICY.-It is the sense 
of the Congress that-

(1) the President should reassess imme
diately the International Military Edu
cational Training program for the Indo
nesian government to ensure that these 
training programs are advancing effectively 
human rights; 

(2) now that a U.S. embassy team has vis
ited East Timor, and American ambassador 
to Indonesia should immediately seek to 
visit East Timor in order to investigate re
ports of the atrocity and reports of addi
tional repression by Indonesian authorities; 

(3) the President should request that a re
port be made available by the United Na
tions Special Rapporteur on Torture, who 
was in East Timor during the massacre, as 
soon as possible to the General Assembly; 

(4) the President should support the imme
diate introduction of a resolution in the Gen
eral Assembly instructing the United Na
tions Commission on Human Rights to ap
point a Special Rapporteur for East Timor to 
assist in the resolution of the East Timorese 
conflict in pursuit of the right of self-deter
mination by the East Timorese people; 

(5) the President should request that the 
Government of Indonesia permit an inves
tigation by the United Nations Special 
Rapporteur on Summary and Arbitrary Exe
cutions of the situation in East Timor; 

(6) the President should encourage the Sec
retary General of the United Nations and the 
governments of Indonesia and Portugal, and 
the East Timorese to arrive at an inter
nationally acceptable solution which ad
dresses the underlying causes of the conflict 
in East Timor, and 

(7) the President should request that the 
Government of Indonesia establish an inde-
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pendent commission to investigate the cause 
of the atrocity and to assist the prosecution 
of those responsible for the massacre. 

HIGH-PERFORMANCE COMPUTING 
ACT OF 1991 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
that the Chair lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representa
tives on S. 272. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the following message 
from the House of Representatives: 

Resolved, That the bill from the Senate (S. 
272) entitled "An Act to provide for coordi
nated Federal program to ensure continued 
United States leadership in high-perform
ance computing, and for other purposes", do 
pass with the following amendments: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause, 
and insert: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "High-Per
formance Computing Act of 1991". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds the following: 
(1) Advances in computer science and tech

nology are vital to the Nation's prosperity, 
national and economic security, industrial 
production, engineering, and scientific ad
vancement. 

(2) The United States currently leads the 
world in the development and use of high
performance computing for national secu
rity, industrial productivity, science, and en
gineering, but that lead is being challenged 
by foreign competitors. 

(3) Further research and development, ex
panded educational programs, improved 
computer research networks, and more effec
tive technology transfer from government to 
industry are necessary for the United States 
to reap fully the benefits of high-perform
ance computing. 

(4) A high-capacity and high-speed national 
research and education computer network 
would provide researchers and educators 
with access to computer and information re
sources and act as a test bed for further re
search and development of high-capacity and 
high-speed computer networks. 

(5) Several Federal agencies have ongoing 
high-performance computing programs, but 
improved long-term interagency coordina
tion, cooperation, and planning would en
hance the effectiveness of these programs. 

(6) A 1991 report entitled "Grand Chal
lenges: High-Performance Computing and 
Communications" by the Office of Science 
and Technology Policy, outlining a research 
and development strategy for high-perform
ance computing, provides a framework for a 
multiagency high-performance computing 
program. Such a program would provide 
American researchers and educators with the 
computer and information resources they 
need, and demonstrate how advanced com
puters, high-capacity and high-speed net
works, and electronic data bases can improve 
the national information infrastructure for 
use by all Americans. 
SEC. 3. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this Act is to help ensure 
the continued leadership of the United 
States in high-performance computing and 
its applications by-

(1) expanding Federal support for research, 
development, and application of high-per
formance computing in order to-

(A) establish a high-capacity and high
speed National Research and Education Net
work; 

(B) expand the number of researchers, edu
cators, and students with training in high
performance computing and access to high
performance computing resources; 

(C) promote the further development of an 
information infrastructure of data bases, 
services, access mechanisms, and research 
facilities available for use through the Net
work; 

(D) stimulate research on software tech
nology; 

(E) promote the more rapid development 
and wider distribution of computer software 
tools and applications software; 

(F) accelerate the development of comput
ing systems and subsystems; 

(G) provide for the application of high-per
formance computing to Grand Challenges; 

(H) invest in basic research and education, 
and promote the inclusion of high-perform
ance computing into educational institu
tions at all levels; and 

(I) promote greater collaboration among 
government, Federal laboratories, industry, 
high-performance computing centers, and 
universities; and 

(2) improving the interagency planning and 
coordination of Federal research and devel
opment on high-performance computing and 
maximizing the effectiveness of the Federal 
Government's high-performance computing 
efforts. 
SEC. 4. DEFINmONS. 

As used in this Act, the term-
(1) "Director" means the director of the 

Office of Science and Technology Policy; 
(2) "Grand Challenge" means a fundamen

tal problem in science or engineering, with 
broad economic and scientific impact, whose 
solution will require the application of high
performance computing resources; 

(3) "High-performance computing" means 
advanced computing, communications, and 
information technologies, including sci
entific workstations, supercomputer systems 
(including vector supercomputers and large 
scale parallel systems), high-capacity and 
high-speed networks, special purpose and ex
perimental systems, and applications and 
systems software; 

(4) "Network" means a computer network 
referred to as the National Research and 
Education Network established under sec
tion 102; and 

(5) "Program" means the National High
Performance Computing Program described 
in section 101. 
TITLE I-HIGH-PERFORMANCE COMPUT

ING AND THE NATIONAL RESEARCH 
AND EDUCATION NETWORK 

SEC. 101. NATIONAL HIGH-PERFORMANCE COM
PUTING PROGRAM. 

(a) NATIONAL HIGH-PERFORMANCE COMPUT
ING PROGRAM.-(1) The President shall imple
ment a National High-Performance Comput
ing Program, which shall-

(A) establish the goals and priorities for 
Federal high-performance computing re
search, development, networking, and other 
activities; and 

(B) provide for interagency coordination of 
Federal high-performance computing re
search, development, networking, and other 
activities undertaken pursuant to the Pro
gram. 

(2) The Program shall-
(A) provide for the establishment of poli

cies for management and access to the Net
work; 

(B) provide for oversight of the operation 
and evolution of the Network; 

(C) promote connectivity among computer 
networks of Federal agencies and depart
ments; 

(D) provide for efforts to increase software 
availability, productivity, capability, port
ability, and reliability; 

(E) provide for improved dissemination of 
Federal agency data and electronic informa
tion; 

(F) provide for acceleration of the develop
ment of high-performance computing sys
tems, subsystems, and associated software; 

(G) provide for the technical support and 
research and development of high-perform
ance computing software and hardware need
ed to address Grand Challenges; 

(H) provide for educating and training ad
ditional undergraduate and graduate stu
dents in software engineering, computer 
science, library and information science, and 
computational science; and 

(I) provide-
(i) for the security requirements, policies, 

and standards necessary to protect Federal 
research computer networks and information 
resources accessible through Federal re
search computer networks, including re
search required to establish security stand
ards for high-performance computing sys
tems and networks; and 

(ii) that agencies and departments identi
fied in the annual report submitted under 
paragraph (3)(A) shall define and implement 
a security plan consistent with the Program 
and with applicable law. 

(3) The Director shall-
(A) submit tn the Congress an annual re

port, along with the President's annual 
budget request, describing the implementa
tion of the Program; 

(B) provide for interagency coordination of 
the Program; and 

(C) consult with academic, State, industry, 
and other appropriate groups conducting re
search on and using high-performance com
puting. 

(4) The annual report submitted under 
paragraph (3)(A) shall-

(A) include a detailed description of the 
goals and priorities established by the Presi
dent for the Program; 

(B) set forth the relevant programs and ac
tivities, for the fiscal year with respect to 
which the budget submission applies, of each 
Federal agency and department, including-

(i) the Department of Agriculture; 
(ii) the Department of Commerce; 
(iii) the Department of Defense; 
(iv) the Department of Education; 
(v) the Department of Energy; 
(vi) the Department of Health and Human 

Services; 
(vii) the Department of the Interior; 
(viii) the Environmental Protection Agen

cy; 
(ix) the National Aeronautics and Space 

Administration; 
(x) the National Science Foundation; 
(xi) such other agencies and departments 

as the President or the Director considers 
appropriate; 

(C) describe the levels of Federal funding 
for the fiscal year during which such report 
is submitted, and the levels proposed for the 
fiscal year with respect to which the budget 
submission applies, for specific activities, in
cluding education, research, hardware and 
software development, and support for the 
establishment of the Network; 

(D) describe the levels of Federal funding 
for each agency and department participat
ing in the Program for the fiscal year during 
which such report is submitted, and the lev
els proposed for the fiscal year with respect 
to which the budget submission applies; and 

(E) include an analysis of the progress 
made toward achieving the goals and prior
ities established for the Program. 
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(b) HIGH-PERFORMANCE COMPUTING ADVI

SORY COMMITTEE.-The President shall estab
lish an advisory committee on high-perform
ance computing consisting of non-Federal 
members, including representatives of the 
research, education, and library commu
nities, network providers, and industry, who 
are specially qualified to provide the Direc
tor with advice and information on high-per
formance computing. The recommendations 
of the advisory committee shall be consid
ered in reviewing and revising the Program. 
The advisory committee shall provide the 
Director with an independent assessment 
of-

(1) progress made in implementing the Pro
gram; 

(2) the need to revise the Program; 
(3) the balance between the components of 

the Program; 
(4) whether the research and development 

undertaken pursuant to the Program is help
ing to maintain United States leadership in 
computing technology; and 

(5) other issues identified by the Director. 
(c) OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET.

(1) Each Federal agency and department par
ticipating in the Program shall, as part of its 
annual request for appropriations to the Of
fice of Management and Budget, submit a re
port to the Office of Management and Budget 
which-

(A) identifies each element of its high-per
formance computing activities which con
tributes directly to the Program or benefits 
from the Program; and 

(B) states the portion of its request for ap
propriations that is allocated to each such 
element. 

(2) The Office of Management and Budget 
shall review each such report in light of the 
goals, priorities, and agency and depart
mental responsibilities set forth in the an
nual report submitted under subsection 
(a)(3)(A), and shall include, in the President's 
annual budget estimate, a statement of the 
portion of each appropriate agency's or de
partment's annual budget estimate relating 
to its activities undertaken pursuant to the 
Program. 
SEC. 102. NATIONAL RESEARCH AND EDUCATION 

NETWORK. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-As part of the Pro

gram, the National Science Foundation, the 
Department of Defense, the Department of 
Energy, the Department of Commerce, the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administra
tion, and other agencies participating in the 
Program shall support the establishment of 
the National Research and Education Net
work, portions of which shall, to the extent 
technically feasible, be capable of transmit
ting data at one gigabit per second or great
er by 1996. The Network shall provide for the 
linkage of research institutions and edu
cational institutions, government, and in
dustry in every State. 

(b) AccEss.-Federal agencies and depart
ments shall work with private network serv
ice providers, State and local agencies, li
braries, educational institutions and organi
zations, and others, as appropriate, in order 
to ensure that the researchers, educators, 
and students have access, as appropriate, to 
the Network. The Network is to provide 
users with appropriate access to high-per
formance computing systems, electronic in
formation resources, other research facili
ties, and libraries. The Network shall pro
vide access, to the extent practicable, to 
electronic information resources maintained 
by libraries, research facilities, publishers, 
and affiliated organizations. 

(c) NETWORK CHARACTERISTICS.-The Net
work shall-

(1) be developed and deployed with the 
computer, telecommunications, and informa
tion industries; 

(2) be designed, developed, and operated in 
collaboration with potential users in govern
ment, industry, and research institutions 
and educational institutions; 

(3) be designed, developed, and operated in 
a manner which fosters and maintains com
petition and private sector investment in 
high-speed data networking within the tele
communications industry; 

(4) be designed, developed, and operated in 
a manner which promotes research and de
velopment leading to development of com
mercial data communications and tele
communications standards, whose develop
ment will encourage the establishment of 
privately operated high-speed commercial 
networks; 

(5) be designed and operated so as to ensure 
the continued application of laws that pro
vide network and information resources se
curity measures, including those that pro
tect copyright and other intellectual prop
erty rights, and those that control access to 
data bases and protect national security; 

(6) have accounting mechanisms which 
allow users or groups of users to be charged 
for their usage of copyrighted materials 
available over the Network and, where ap
propriate and technically feasible, for their 
usage of the Network; 

(7) ensure the interoperability of Federal 
and non-Federal computer networks, to the 
extent appropriate, in a way that allows au
tonomy for each component network; 

(8) be developed by purchasing standard 
commercial transmission and network serv
ices from vendors whenever feasible, and by 
contracting for customized services when not 
feasible, in order to minimize Federal invest
ment in network hardware; 

(9) support research and development of 
networking software and hardware; and 

(10) serve as a test bed for further research 
and development of high-capacity and high
speed computing networks and demonstrate 
how advanced computers, high-capacity and 
high-speed computing networks, and data 
bases can improve the national information 
infrastructure. 

(d) DEFENSE ADVANCED RESEARCH PROJECTS 
AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY.-As part of the Pro
gram, the Department of Defense, through 
the Defense Advanced Research Projects 
Agency, shall support research and develop
ment of advanced fiber optics technology, 
switches, and protocols needed to develop 
the Network. 

(e) INFORMATION SERVICES.-The Director 
shall assist the President in coordinating the 
activities of appropriate agencies and de
partments to promote the development of in
formation services that could be provided 
over the Network. These services may in
clude the provision of directories of the users 
and services on computer networks, data 
bases of unclassified Federal scientific data, 
training of users of data bases and computer 
networks, access to commercial information 
services for users of the Network, and tech
nology to support computer-based collabora
tion that allows researchers and educators 
around the Nation to share information and 
instrumentation. 

(f) USE OF GRANT FUNDS.-All Federal 
agencies and departments are authorized to 
allow recipients of Federal research grants 
to use grant moneys to pay for computer 
networking expenses. 

(g) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-Within one year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Director shall report to the Congress on-

(1) effective mechanisms for providing op
erating funds for the maintenance and use of 
the Network, including user fees, industry 
support, and continued Federal investment; 

(2) the future operation and evolution of 
the Network; 

(3) how commercial information service 
providers could be charged for access to the 
Network, and how Network users could be 
charged for such commercial information 
services; 

(4) the technological feasibility of allowing 
commercial information service providers to 
use the Network and other federally funded 
research networks; 

(5) how to protect the copyrights of mate
rial distributed over the Network; and 

(6) appropriate policies to ensure the secu
rity of resources available on the Network 
and to protect the privacy of users of net
works. 

TITLE II-AGENCY ACTIVITIES 
SEC. 201. NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION AC· 

TIVITIES. 
(a) GENERAL RESPONSIBILITIES.-As part of 

the Program described in title I-
(1) the National Science Foundation shall 

provide computing and networking infra
structure support for all science and engi
neering disciplines, and support basic re
search and human resource development in 
all aspects of high-performance computing 
and advanced high-speed computer 
networking; 

(2) to the extent that colleges, universities, 
and libraries cannot connect to the Network 
with the assistance of the private sector, the 
National Science Foundation shall have pri
mary responsibility for assisting colleges, 
universities, and libraries to connect to the 
Network; 

(3) the National Science Foundation shall 
serve as the primary source of information 
on access to and use of the Network; and 

(4) the National Science Foundation shall 
upgrade the National Science Foundation 
funded network, assist regional networks to 
upgrade their capabilities, and provide other 
Federal departments and agencies the oppor
tunity to connect to the National Science 
Foundation funded network. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
From sums otherwise authorized to be appro
priated, there are authorized to be appro
priated to the National Science Foundation 
for the purposes of the Program $213,000,000 
for fiscal year 1992; $262,000,000 for fiscal year 
1993; $305,000,000 for fiscal year 1994; 
$354,000,000 for fiscal year 1995; and 
$413,000,000 for fiscal year 1996. 
SEC. 202. NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 

ADMINISTRATION ACTIVITIES. 
(a) GENERAL RESPONSIBILITIES.-As part of 

the Program described in title I, the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra
tion shall conduct basic and applied research 
in high-performance computing, particularly 
in the field of computational science, with 
emphasis on aerospace sciences, earth and 
space sciences, and remote exploration and 
experimentation. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
From sums otherwise authorized to be appro
priated, there are authorized to be appro
priated to the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration for the purposes of the 
Program $72,000,000 for fiscal year 1992; 
$107 ,000,000 for fiscal year 1993; $134,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1994; $151,000,000 for fiscal year 
1995; and $145,000,000 for fiscal year 1996. 
SEC. 203. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY ACTMTIES. 

(a) GENERAL RESPONSIBILITIES.-As part of 
the Program described in title I, the Sec
retary of Energy shall-
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(1) perform research and development on, 

and systems evaluations of, high-perform
ance computing and communications sys
tems; 

(2) conduct computational research with 
emphasis on energy applications; 

(3) support basic research, education, and 
human resources in computational science; 
and 

(4) provide for networking infrastructure 
support for energy-related mission activi
ties. 

(b) COLLABORATIVE CONSORTIA.-ln accord
ance with the Program, the Secretary of En
ergy shall establish High-Performance Com
puting Research and Development Collabo
rative Consortia by soliciting and selecting 
proposals. Each Collaborative Consortium 
shall-

(1) conduct research directed at scientific 
and technical problems whose solutions re
quire the application of high-performance 
computing and communications resources; 

(2) promote the testing and uses of new 
types of high-performance computing and re
lated software and equipment; 

(3) serve as a vehicle for participating ven
dors of high-performance computing systems 
to test new ideas and technology in a sophis
ticated computing environment; and 

(4) be led by a Department of Energy na
tional laboratory, and include participants 
from Federal agencies and departments, re
searchers, private industry, educational in
stitutions, and others as the Secretary of 
Energy may deem appropriate. 

(C) TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER.-The results of 
research and development carried out under 
this section shall be transferred to the pri
vate sector and others in accordance with 
applicable law. 

(d) ANNUAL REPORTS TO CONGRESS.-Within 
one year after the date of enactment of this 
Act and every year thereafter, the Secretary 
of Energy shall transmit to the Congress a 
report on activities taken to carry out this 
Act. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.-(!) 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary of Energy for the purposes of 
the Program $93,000,000 for fiscal year 1992; 
$110,000,000 for fiscal year 1993; $138,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1994; $157,000,000 for fiscal year 
1995; and $169,000,000 for fiscal year 1996. 

(2) There are authorized to be appropriated 
to the Secretary of Energy for fiscal years 
1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, and 1996, such funds as 
may be necessary to carry out the activities 
that are not part of the Program but are au
thorized by this section. 
SEC. 204. DEPARI'MENT OF COMMERCE ACTM· 

TIES. 
(a) GENERAL RESPONSIBILITIES.-As part of 

the Program described in title 1-
(1) the National Institute of Standards and 

Technology shall-
(A) conduct basic and applied measure

ment research needed to support various 
high-performance computing systems and 
networks; 

(B) develop and propose standards and 
guidelines, and develop measurement tech
niques and test methods, for the interoper
ability of high-performance computing sys
tems in networks and for common user inter
faces to systems; and 

(C) be responsible for developing bench
mark tests and standards for high-perform
ance computing systems and software; and 

(2) the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration shall conduct basic and ap
plied research in weather prediction and 
ocean sciences, particularly in development 
of new forecast models, in computational 

fluid dynamics, and in the incorporation of 
evolving computer architectures and net
works into the systems that carry out agen
cy missions. 

(b) HIGH-PERFORMANCE COMPUTING AND 
NETWORK SECURITY.-Pursuant to the Com
puter Security Act of 1987 (Public Law 100-
235; 101 Stat. 1724), the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology shall be respon
sible for developing and proposing standards 
and guidelines needed to assure the cost-ef
fective security and privacy of sensitive in
formation in Federal computer systems. 

(C) STUDY OF IMPACT OF FEDERAL PROCURE
MENT REGULATIONS.-(!) The Secretary of 
Commerce shall conduct a study to-

(A) evaluate the impact of Federal pro
curement regulations that require that con
tractors providing software to the Federal 
Government share the rights to proprietary 
software development tools that the contrac
tors use to develop the software; and 

(B) determine whether such regulations 
discourage development of improved soft
ware development tools and techniques. 

(2) The Secretary of Commerce shall, with
in one year after the date of enactment of 
this Act, report to the Congress regarding 
the results of the study conducted under 
paragraph (1). 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
From sums otherwise authorized to be appro
priated, there are authorized to be appro
priated-

(1) to the National Institute of Standards 
and Technology for the purposes of the Pro
gram $3,000,000 for fiscal year 1992; $4,000,000 
for fiscal year 1993; $5,000,000 for fiscal year 
1994; $6,000,000 for fiscal year 1995; and 
$7,000,000 for fiscal year 1996; and 

(2) to the National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration for the purposes of 
the Program $2,500,000 for fiscal year 1992; 
$3,000,000 for fiscal year 1993; $3,500,000 for fis
cal year 1994; $4,000,000 for fiscal year 1995; 
and $4,500,000 for fiscal year 1996. 
SEC. 205. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGEN· 

CYACTMTIES. 
(a) GENERAL RESPONSIBILITIES.-As part of 

the Program described in title I, the Envi
ronmental Protection Agency shall conduct 
basic and applied research directed toward 
the advancement and dissemination of com
putational techniques and software tools 
which form the core of ecosystem, atmos
pheric chemistry, and atmospheric dynamics 
models. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
From sums otherwise authorized to be appro
priated, there are authorized to be appro
priated to the Environmental Protection 
Agency for the purposes of the Program 
$5,000,000 for fiscal year 1992; $5,500,000 for fis
cal year 1993; $6,000,000 for fiscal year 1994; 
$6,500,000 for fiscal year 1995; and $7,000,000 
for fiscal year 1996. 
SEC. 206. ROLE OF TIIE DEPARTMENT OF EDU

CATION. 
(a) GENERAL RESPONSIBILITIES.-As part of 

the Program described in title I, the Sec
retary of Education is authorized to conduct 
basic and applied research in computational 
research with an emphasis on the coordina
tion of activities with libraries, school facili
ties, and education research groups with re
spect to the advancement and dissemination 
of computational science and the develop
ment, evaluation and application of software 
capabilities. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
From sums otherwise authorized to be appro
priated, there are authorized to be appro
priated to the Department of Education for 
the purposes of this section $1,500,000 for fis-

cal year 1992; Sl,700,000 for fiscal year 1993; 
Sl,900,000 for fiscal year 1994; $2,100,000 for fis
cal year 1995; and $2,300,000 for fiscal year 
1996. 
SEC. 207. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

(a) NONAPPLICABILITY.-Except to the ex
tent the appropriate Federal agency or de
partment head determines, the provisions of 
this Act shall not apply to-

(1) programs or activities regarding com
puter systems that process classified infor
mation; or 

(2) computer systems the function, oper
ation, or use of which are those delineated in 
paragraphs (1) through (5) of section 2315(a) 
of title 10, United States Code. 

(b) ACQUISITION OF PROTOTYPE AND EARLY 
PRODUCTION MODELS.-ln accordance with 
Federal contracting law, Federal agencies 
and departments participating in the Pro
gram may acquire prototype or early produc
tion models of new high-performance com
puting systems and subsystems to stimulate 
hardware and software development. Items 
of computing equipment acquired under this 
subsection shall be considered research com
puters for purposes of applicable acquisition 
regulations. 
SEC. 208. FOSTERING UNITED STATES COMPETI· 

TIVENESS IN HIGH-PERFORMANCE 
COMPUTING AND RELATED ACTM· 
TIES. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds the fol
lowing: 

(1) High-performance computing and asso
ciated technologies are critical to the United 
States economy. 

(2) While the United States has led the de
velopment of high-performance computing, 
United States industry is facing increasing 
global competition. 

(3) Despite existing international agree
ments on fair competition and non
discrimination in government procurements, 
there is increasing concern that such agree
ments are not being honored, that more ag
gressive enforcement of such agreements is 
needed, and that additional steps may be re
quired to ensure fair global competition, par
ticularly in high-technology fields such as 
high-performance computing and associated 
technologies. 

(4) It is appropriate for Federal agencies 
and departments to use the funds authorized 
for the Program in a manner which most ef
fectively fosters the maintenance and devel
opment of United States leadership in high
performance computers and associated tech
nologies in and for the benefit of the United 
States. 

(5) It is appropriate for Federal agencies 
and departments to use the funds authorized 
for the Program in a manner, consistent 
with the Trade Agreements Act of 1979 (19 
U.S.C. 2501 et seq.), which most effectively 
fosters reciprocal competitive procurement 
treatment by foreign governments for United 
States high-performance computing and as
sociated technology products and suppliers. 

(b) ANNUAL REPORT.-
(!) REPORT.-The Director shall submit an 

annual report to Congress that identifies-
(A) any grant, contract, cooperative agree

ment, or cooperative research and develop
ment agreement (as defined under section 
12(d)(l) of the Stevenson-Wydler Technology 
Innovation Act of 1980 (15 U.S.C. 3710a(d)(l)) 
made or entered into by any Federal agency 
or department for research and development 
under the Program with-

(i) any company other than a company 
that is either incorporated or located in the 
United States, and that has majority owner
ship by individuals who are citizens of the 
United States; or 
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(ii) any educational institution or non

profit institution located outside the United 
States; and 

(B) any procurement exceeding $1,000,000 
by any Federal agency or department under 
the Program for-

(i) unmanufactured articles, materials, or 
supplies mined or produced outside the Unit
ed States; or 

(ii) manufactured articles, materials, or 
supplies other than those manufactured in 
the United States substantially all from ar
ticles, materials, or supplies mined, pro
duced, or manufactured in the United States, 
under the meaning of title III of the Act of 
March 3, 1933 (41 U.S.C. lOa-lOd; popularly 
known as the Buy American Act) as amended 
by the Buy American Act of 1988. 

(2) CONSOLIDATION OF REPORTS.-The report 
required by this subsection may be included 
with the report required by section 
101(a)(3)(A). 

(C) REVIEW OF SUPERCOMPUTER AGREE
MENT.-

(1) REPORT.-The Under Secretary for 
Technology Administration of the Depart
ment of Commerce (in this subsection re
ferred to as the "Under Secretary" ) shall 
conduct a comprehensive study of the re
vised "Procedures to Introduce 
Supercomputers" and the accompanying ex
change of letters between the United States 
and Japan dated June 15, 1990 (commonly re
ferred to as the "Supercomputer Agree
ment") to determine whether the goals and 
objectives of such Agreement have been met 
and to analyze the effects of such Agreement 
on United States and Japanese 
supercomputer manufacturers. Within 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Under Secretary shall submit a report to 
Congress containing the results of such 
study. 

(2) CONSULTATION.-In conducting the com
prehensive study under this subsection, the 
Under Secretary shall consult with appro
priate Federal agencies and departments and 
with United States manufacturers of 
supercomputers and other appropriate pri
vate sector entities. 

(d) APPLICATION OF BUY AMERICAN ACT.
This Act does not affect the applicability of 
title III of the Act of March 3, 1933 (41 U.S.C. 
lOa-lOd; popularly known as the Buy Amer
ican Act), as amended by the Buy American 
Act of 1988, to procurements by Federal 
agencies and departments undertaken as a 
part of the Program. 

Amend the title so as to read: "An Act to 
provide for a coordinated Federal program to 
ensure continued United States leadership in 
high-performance computing.". 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, as an 
original cosponsor of S. 272 as intro
duced, I rise to support the version of 
S. 272, the High-Performance Comput
ing Act of 1991, before us today. This is 
an important piece of legislation, 
which will help improve the coordina
tion of the Federal Government's di
verse computing research programs. 

The bill before us represents a House
Senate compromise worked out by the 
Senate Commerce Committee, the Sen
ate Energy Committee, the House 
Science Committee, and the House 
Education and Labor Committee. 
Working with the administration, we 
have crafted a bipartisan bill that will 
help ensure that the United States 
maintains its lead in the development 
and application of leading-edge com
puter technology. 

The computer industry is one of the 
fastest growing segments of the U.S. 
economy, one that has generated tens 
of thousands of new jobs in the past 
few years. Even more importantly, 
computer technology has helped to im
prove the productivity and competi
tiveness of workers throughout the 
economy. Computers are used today by 
accountants, auto mechanics, grocery 
clerks, engineers, farmers-almost ev
eryone-and the number of applica
tions for computers increases daily. 

Today's personal computers are more 
powerful than the best computers 
available 20 years ago. One of the rea
sons for the incredibly rapid advances 
in computer technology since the 1960's 
is the large Federal investment in com
puter research and development. Fed
eral research grants funded the devel
opment of the first national computer 
network, some of the most commonly 
used computer software, and much of 
the fundamental research that led to 
development of today's personal com
puters and supercomputers. S. 272 is in
tended to continue this important in
vestment, authorizing additional 
money for computing research and de
velopment that will fund the develop
ment of the next generation of comput
ers, computer networks, and computer 
software. 

In addition, this bill will provide nec
essary coordination of the various 
agencies doing computer research and 
development. The High-Performance 
Computing Program established by S. 
272 will involve the National Science 
Foundation, the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration, the Defense 
Advanced Research Projects Agency, 
the Department of Energy, the Depart
ment of Commerce, and a number of 
other agencies. The White House Office 
of Science and Technology Policy 
[OSTP], whose mission is to oversee 
mul tiagency research programs, will be 
responsible for ensuring that the com
puting research activities of these 
agencies support each other and mesh 
into a single coherent program. The Di
rector of OSTP, Dr. Allan Bromley, 
clearly has the experience in coordi
nating successfully research in a num
ber of areas. This kind of coordination 
is essential if different agencies, with 
different missions, are to work effec
tively together toward a common goal. 

S. 272 has strong support from many 
different groups. As expected, the com
puter industry and the telecommuni
cations industry strongly support this 
bill, and there are also strong support
ers in the pharmaceutical industry, the 
aerospace industry, the information in
dustry, and the manufacturing sector. I 
have received letters from librarians, 
scientists, teachers, doctors, senior 
citizens, and others, all expressing 
their support and enthusiasm for this 
bill. The reason for this broad support 
is clear-the technology developed and 
deployed under this bill will benefit all 

Americans, in every State across the 
Nation. 

The coordination envisioned by S. 272 
resembles that established in legisla
tion which I authored last Congress, 
and which became law last year, deal
ing with global change research. This 
approach also can be followed for other 
technology initiatives dealing with 
other critical technologies. This year, I 
have introduced, among other tech
nology competitiveness initiatives, S. 
1329, the Federal Technology Strategy 
Act, to strengthen Federal efforts for 
the development and deployment of 
critical advanced technologies like ad
vanced manufacturing, advanced mate
rials, information technology, and bio
technology. A few weeks ago, the Com
merce Committee approved S. 1330, the 
Manufacturing Strategy Act of 1991, 
which I also introduced to enhance the 
productivity, quality, and competitive
ness of U.S. industry through the ac
celerated development and deployment 
of advanced manufacturing tech
nologies. Like S. 272, these bills will 
strengthen the U.S. economy by ensur
ing that U.S. companies have access to 
the advanced technology they need to 
compete in world markets without for
eign competitors. 

Mr. President, in closing, I commend 
Senator GORE and Chairman BROWN of 
the House Science Committee, whc 
have worked hard to craft a sound pro
gram. I also acknowledge the impor
tant role played by Dr. Paul Huray, 
senior vice president of the University 
of South Carolina, who has helped to 
shape the High-Performance Comput
ing Program established under this 
bill. We are proud of his contributions 
to this important national initiative. 

This is a good bill that will have im
portant implications for the future of 
U.S. technology. I urge my colleagues 
to support it. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the High-Performance Com
puting Act of 1991, S. 272 as amended by 
the House. 

This legislation establishes a com
prehensive, 5-year Federal high-per
formance computing research and de
velopment program, and provides for 
the creation of a · National Research 
and Education Network. 

This legislation will help the United 
States advance the state of the art in 
high-performance computing, and 
thereby our competitive edge. It does 
so by directing the President to coordi
nate ongoing high-performance com
puting research and development ac
tivities by Federal departments and 
agencies. 

There are some differences between 
S. 272 as passed by the Senate on Sep
tember 11, 1991, and S. 272 as amended 
and passed by the House on November 
20, 1991, the legislation which is now 
before the Senate, but these differences 
are not particularly significant. 

For the purposes of the legislative 
history of the High-Performance Com-
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puting Act of 1991, it should be noted formance Computing Act of 1991, I the goals and priorities for Federal 
that S. 272 as passed by the Senate on would like to describe certain of its high-performance computing research, 
September 11, 1991, was a melding of provisions. development, networking, and other 
the provisions contained in S. 343 as re- The act establishes a 5-year Federal activities; and two, the interagency co
ported by the Committee on Energy high-performance computing program ordination of Federal high-performance 
and Natural Resources (S. Rept. No. [program] which consists of three key computering research, development, 
102--64), and S. 272 as reported by the elements. One, it requires the Presi- networking, and other activities. Be
Committee on Commerce, Science, and dent to establish goals and priorities cause the coordination role of the 
Transportation (S. Rept. No. 102-57). for Federal high-performance comput- OSTP Director provided for by section 

Although the Committee on Energy ing research and development. Two, it 101(a)(3)(B) does not give the OSTP Di
and Natural Resources has jurisdiction · requires the President to provide for rector any authority to direct the ac
over many elements of this legislation. interagency coordination of Federal tivities of Federal departments and 
to accommodate the interests of the high-performance computing research agencies pursuant to this act-that is 
Senate Committee on Commerce, and development. And three, it creates reserved exclusively to the President-
Science, and Transportation, the Com- a high-performance computer network, the OSTP Director cannot be held ac
mittee on Energy and Natural Re- referred to in the legislation as the Na- countable for the failure of any Federal 
sources agreed to merge together the tional Research and Education Net- department or agency to carry out ac
two bills and have the Senate pass only work [NRENJ. · tivities required by the act. Federal de
one bill, S. 272. Accordingly, the com- The legislation · also contains numer- partments and agencies are themselves 
plete legislative histories of both S~ 343 ous other provisions requiring certain directly responsible and accountable 
and S. 272 are to be considered when in- Federal departments and agencies to for their activities pursuant to this 
terpreting congressional intent ex- undertake, or to continue to take, act. 
pressed in the High-Performance Com- specified activities. Some of these are The coordination role for the OSTP 
puting Act of 1991. to be undertaken as part of the pro- Director envisioned by section 

Mr. President, the High-Performance gram, whereas others are to be taken 101(a)(3)(B) is that of helping to ensure 
Computing Act of 1991 is the result of a in accordance with the program. As is that the appropriate Federal depart
joint effort between the administra- always the case. activities undertaken ments and agencies discuss and coordi
tion, the Senate Committee on Energy pursuant to the act are subject to ap- nate their activities with each other in 
and Natural Resources, the Senate propriations. order that such activities are in ac
Committee on Commerce .• Science and The most important feature of the cordance with the program as estab
Transportation, and the House Com-· High-Performance Computing Act of lished and implemented by the Presi
mittee on Science, Space, and Tech- 1991, and perhaps the most significant dent. Actions taken by the OSTP Di
nology. The administration and these improvement over certain of the act's rector to coordinate agency activities 
three congressional committees have parent bills, is its provisions which spe- will be pursuant to the program as es
worked together long, hard, and coop- cifically give the President, ·and not a tablished and implemented by the 
eratively to fashion this legislation. particular Federal department, agency, President. Again, it is the President, 

The pending legislation is especially or any other person, full authority and and not the OSTP Director, who is re
important to the future of the United responsibility for developing and im- sponsible for the program and for the 
States' economy because high-perform- plementing the program .. Like S. 343, as activities of Federal departments and 
ance computing has become an integral reported by the Energy and Natural agencies pursuant thereto. 
part of every aspect of modern life. For Resources Committee. the act does not Section 101(b) requires the establish
example, scientific investigation, prod- designate by law a speci.fic Federal de- ment ·of a high-performance computing 
uct design, and manufacturing are now partment or agency as a lead agency advisory committee to provide advice 
all heavily dependent on super- for the program. If such designation is to the OSTP Director on the high-per
computers. Thus, as is stated in the to be made, it is left to the President's formance computing program. Nothing 
act's first finding, advances in com- discretion. It was decided to leave this in this section precludes the use of an 
puter science and technology are vital matter entirely in the President's existing advisory committee to satisfy 
to the Nation's prosperity, national hands because over time circumstances this requirement. 
and economic security, industrial pro"'.' may change, and what might be appro- Section 102(a) requires the establish
duction, engineering and scientific ad- priate today might not be appropriate men't of a national research and edu
vancement. tomorrow. Thus, no agency is by law cation computer network [NRENJ 

Although the United States has led established as a lead agency. or given which shall be capable of transmitting 
the world in the development and use authority to direct the activities of data at one gigabit per second or great
of high-performance computers, this other agencies. Only the President, er by 1996. The requirement that the 
lead is now being challenged by foreign pursuant to his constitutional duties, named Federal agencies support the es
competitors and it won't exist much has such authority. tablishment of the NREN is subject to, 
longer if we do not take action. The Thus, within the context of the high- and subordinate to, existing and future 
legislation before the Senate is the performance computing program estab- agency mission requirements. The list
kind of action we need. lishing by this act, the President will ing in a nonalphabetical order in sec-

It is important that the executive retain full discretion to direct appro- tion 102(a) of some of the Federal agen
branch develop and iqiplement, priate Federal agencies to undertake cies and departments required to sup
through this generic authorizing legis- such activities as may be necessary to port the NREN is not be taken to imply 
lation, an appropriate Federal role in carry out the act's requirements. This that any particular agency is more or 
the promotion of high-performance gives the President the authority and less responsible for supporting the es
computin:g and networking. Failure to flexibility necessary to implement and tablishment of the NREN, or has any 
do so would weaken our defense pos- make changes in the leadership and superior or inferior position with re
ture, it would weaken our competitive management of the program as may be spect to the NREN. 
edge in the international marketplace necessary to ensure that it is under- The statement is section 102(a) that 
and it would weaken our ability to taken in the most effective and effi- the NREN link research and edu
achieve scientific advancements ahead cient manner. cational institutions, government, and 
of our international competitors. That Section lOl(a)(l) confers exclusively industry "in every State" is to be 
would clearly be unacceptable. upon the President the authority and taken as a goal, not a requirement to 

For the benefit of the Senate and for the responsibility to implement the be read literally. Similarly, the re
the purpose of amplifying and clarify- high-performance computing program, quirement of section 102(b) that "Fed
ing Congress' intent in the High-Per- including: one, the establishment of eral agencies shall work with State and 
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local agencies, libraries, educational 
institutions and organizations, private 
network service providers, and others 
in order to ensure that researchers, 
educators, and students have access, as 
appropriate, to the Network," is a goal 
of the legislation, not a requirement. 
The words "to ensure" in this provision 
are not to be read literally as a specific 
statutory requirement. 

The NREN created by this legislation 
is intended to enable government, in
dustry, researchers, the higher edu
cation community and others to link 
together on a computer network in 
order to exchange information and 
data. Al though Federal agencies and 
departments can connect agency and 
department-owned or leased networks 
to the NREN-and even make them 
part of the NREN-they will retain the 
total discretion to connect or dis
connect as may be required by agency 
mission requirements, or for any other 
reason. Thus, even if any agency's net
work becomes the sole means by which 
others are able to access the NREN, 
the agency will retain full discretion to 
disconnect from the NREN notwith
standing how it may affect the other 
NREN users. This is made absolutely 
clear in section 102(c)(7) which provides 
that the NREN shall "ensure the inter
operability of Federal and non-Federal 
computer networks, to the extent ap
propriate, in a way that allows auton
omy for each component network". 

Although section 102(d) directs the 
Department of Defense, through the 
Defense Advanced Research Projects 
Agency [DARPA], to support research 
and development of advanced fiber op
tics technology, switches and protocols 
needed to develop the network, this not 
to be read as giving DARPA and exclu
sive role within the Federal Govern
ment for this type of research and de
velopment; nor is this provision to be 
read as giving DARPA a "lead" role. It 
simply directs DARPA to undertake 
certain kinds of activities. 

Section 207(d) does not, nor is it in
tended to, modify or amend the appli
cability or nonapplicabili ty of Federal 
contract law. This is made clear in sec
tion 207(b) by introductory phrase "In 
accordance with Federal contracting 
law. * * * " Thus, Federal contracting 
law will continue to apply to the pro
curement of all goods and services 
under the high-performance computing 
initiative, including procurement of 
supercomputers. 

Section 208(d) does not, nor is it in
tended to, modify or amend the appli
cability or nonapplicabili ty to title III 
of the act of March 3, 1933, as amended 
by the Buy American Act of 1988. It is 
merely a congressional policy state
ment restating existing law. 

Mr. President, with these under
standings by the Senate, I support the 
passage of the High-Performance Com
puting Act of 1991, S. 272 as amended by 
the House. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of S. 272, the High-Performance 
Computing Act of 1991. This bill was 
first passed by the Senate on Septem
ber 11 by voice vote. A companion bill, 
H.R. 656, passed the House on July 11. 

The bill before us represents a House
Senate compromise which incorporates 
provisions of both bills. This version 
has bipartisan support in the House 
and the Senate, as well as in the ad
ministration. 

The purpose of S. 272 is simple-to 
help ensure that the United States 
maintains its lead in advanced com
puter technology. Since World War II 
and the invention of the first elec
tronic computer, the United States has 
led the world in developing and apply
ing new computer technology. Our 
computer scientists laid the ground
work for the Information Revolution. 
Today, U.S. scientists and engineers 
generate new breakthroughs in com
puter design every year. Their creativ
ity has ensured United States predomi
nance in supercomputing and high
speed computer networking, two criti
cal technologies transforming how re
search is conducted, products are de
signed, and business is transacted. 

S. 272 would roughly double the 
amount of funding for high-perform
ance computing during the next 5 
years. Last year, the Federal Govern
ment spent $489.4 million on high-per
formance computing research and de
velopment. Under this bill, by 1996 that 
number would rise to approximately $1 
billion each year. This investment is 
essential if U.S. scientists and engi
neers are to have the resources they 
need to develop and use more powerful 
supercomputers, more sophisticated 
software, and faster computer net
works. Both the Europeans and the 
Japanese understand the incredible po
tential of supercomputing and are allo
cating hundreds of millions of dollars 
in an effort to catch up with the United 
States. And, according to a recent GAO 
report, High-Speed Computer Networks 
in the United States, Europe, and 
Japan, the Europeans and Japanese 
clearly recognize the importance of 
high-speed networks, and have plans 
and projects underway to enhance the 
speed and capability of these networks. 
In many areas, like high-speed 
networking and vector processor 
supercomputers, we may have only a 1-
or 2-year lead. We must not lose that 
lead. This race is not winner-take-all, 
but it might as well be. Whoever is 
first to develop and effectively apply 
this technology will reap huge rewards 
in dozens of high-tech fields, from bio
technology to aerospace, from ad
vanced materials to fusion energy. 
That translates directly into thousands 
and thousands of jobs-good jobs-
which would otherwise go to our for
eign competitors. 

According to another GAO report, In
dustry Uses of Supercomputers and 

High-Speed Networks, U.S. companies 
are using supercomputing to increase 
their profits by millions of dollars. But 
that is not all that is at stake. 

Supercomputing can help us better 
predict the weather, reduce air pollu
tion, and improve health care. 

Perhaps the most exciting part of the 
legislation pertains to the National Re
search and Education Network 
[NREN], a national, high-speed com
puter network that will connect mil
lions of computer users at colleges, 
universities, Federal laboratories, li
braries, hospitals, and businesses in 
every State. This network will be capa
ble of transmitting billions of bits of 
data per second, enabling users to sit 
at their desks and use supercomputers 
thousands of miles away, access com
puter databases, and teleconference 
with colleagues. Linking powerful com
puters and computer-controlled re
search equipment to form a national 
colaboratory will enable researchers to 
work with others around the country 
as if they were across the hall. Cre
ation of "Digital Libraries," huge elec
tronic databases accessible over the 
network, will help students, teachers, 
doctors, and workers find the informa
tion they need without leaving their 
office. 

The NREN will build on the NSFNET 
and other Federal, State, and private 
networks that make up the Internet, a 
research and education network which 
today links more than 1 million people. 
Today, the backbone of the NSFNET, 
which carries most of the network's 
traffic, runs at 45 megabits per second; 
the NREN will be at least 25 times fast
er and serve many more people. We will 
need gigabit speeds, 1 billion bits per 
second, to meet the rapidly growing de
mand for bandwidth on the network. 
The bill calls for deployment of a 
gigabit-per-second backbone by 1996. 
This is an ambitious goal, but without 
such speeds we will end up with what 
Dr. John Connolly, who runs the 
supercomputer center at the Univer
sity of Kentucky, calls a graphic jam. 

The NREN will enable some of Amer
ica's best technical talent to experi
ment with high-speed networks, to de
velop new, exciting uses for such net
works, and to demonstrate the benefits 
that networking can provide. In a way, 
the NREN is a national demonstration 
project that will spur the private sec
tor investment needed to deploy a 
ubiquitous, fiber-optic network reach
ing every home, office, school, and fac
tory in the country. Unfortunately, the 
private sector has not committed to 
building such a network because they 
are not convinced of its potential. The 
NREN will demonstrate what gigabit 
networks can do and generate the pub
lic demand for such services. When the 
general public sees what NREN users 
can do, they are going to want similar 
services in their home and office. 

This bill is the first step toward 
meeting that need. It will fund develop-



November 22, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 33931 
ment of high-speed networking tech
nology and demonstrate its utility. 
Equally important, it will fund devel
opment of applications for networks 
and train people to develop, run, and 
use them. 

But other steps will be needed. To
day's telecommunications policies are 
designed for copper wire networks car
rying voice traffic. We have to recog
nize that fiber optic computer net
works are fundamentally different. We 
need to upgrade our policies as we up
grade our technology. I know that 
many of my colleagues, including Sen
ators HOLLINGS, INOUYE, and BURNS on 
the Commerce Committee recognize 
that, and I look forward to working 
with them to design a national tele, 
communications policy for the 1990's 
and beyond. 

Without new policies we will be un
able to build the information infra
structure that the United States will 
need to compete in the next century. It 
used to be that a nation's transpor
tation infrastructure determined suc
cess in international economic com
petition. Nations with deep-water ports 
did better than nations unable to ex
ploit the technology of ocean transpor
tation. Canals, railroads, highways, 
water and sewer systems-the list is a 
long on~were infrastructure invest
ments found, through experience, to 
provide tremendous leverage for im
proving a nation's competitiveness. 

Today transportation is less impor
tant compared to other factors, such as 
the ability to move information and to 
increase the value of this information. 
At the same time, however, we are con
fronted with massive and rapidly mul
tiplying quantities of information. We 
are forced to deal with what I call 
exformation-accumulated surpluses of 
data that we know exist but are out
side our conscious awareness. Ad
vanced networking technology devel
oped by this bill, coupled with intel
ligent, forward-looking telecommuni
cations policies, can help us sort 
through that information and use it to 
improve the standard of living of all 
Americans. 

The bill before us today has a long 
history. I personally have been work
ing for almost 15 years to advance 
American computer technology and 
build a national high-speed, fiber-optic 
network. I held hearings in the House 
long before fiber optics . had really 
emerged from the laboratory. Five 
years ago, I introduced legislation re
quiring that the administration evalu
ate the potential of supercomputing 
and high-speed networking. The White 
House Office of Science and Tech
nology Policy [OSTP] responded in late 
1987 with a report entitled, "A Re
search and Development Strategy for 
High-Performance Computing." The re
port called for dramatically increasing 
funding for high-performance comput
ing. Unfortunately, the administration 

did not endorse the strategy. As a mat
ter of fact, it took the administration 
more than 3 years to recognize the 
need for such an initiative. 

In the meantime, I introduced the 
High-Performance Computing Act, and 
for the last 3 years have been working 
to build the support, both in Congress 
and elsewhere, needed to get it en
acted. Last year, the Senate passed the 
bill but unfortunately it was blocked in 
the House by a few key Republicans. 
This year, I introduced the bill for a 
third time. A few weeks later, the ad
ministration, in its annual budget re
quest, endorsed the program estab
lished by the bill. Now, thanks to the 
support of my colleagues in the House 
and Senate, we are about to send the 
bill on to the President. 

This bill is a complex one, involving 
many different agencies, and thus sev
eral different congressional commit
tees. In the Senate, both the Senate 
Commerce Committee and the Senate 
Energy Committee contributed to S. 
272. The Energy Committee reported S. 
343, which defines the Department of 
Energy's part of the High-Performance 
Computing Program. That bill was 
merged with S. 272, a Commerce Com
mittee bill that outlined the program 
and laid out the roles of OSTP, the Na
tional Science Foundation, the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis
tration [NASA], and the Department of 
Commerce. The Commerce Committee 
and the Energy Committee worked to
gether to assemble a coherent, multi
agency program. 

At the same time, in the House, the 
Science Committee and the Education 
and Labor Committee were working on 
H.R. 656, which Congressmen GEORGE 
BROWN, FREDERICK BOUCHER, TIM VAL
ENTINE, And others had introduced in 
January. Their bill was quite similar 
to S. 272, but included additional provi
sions on the roles of the Environmental 
Protection Agency, the National Oce
anic and Atmospheric Administration, 
and the Department of Education. The 
House passed H.R. 656 on July 11. The 
Senate passed S. 272 unanimously on 
September 11. Since then, we have been 
working with the House to come to an 
agreement on a compromise version ac
ceptable to both sides. 

This is a very important bill, one 
that will provide huge benefits to 
Americans everywhere. Not surpris
ingly, it has broad support, from re
searchers, educators, librarians, and 
businessmen. The computer industry, 
the telecommunications industry, the 
electronic information industry, and 
hundreds of high-tech companies in 
other sectors are united behind this 
bill. Within the administration, dozens 
of scientists and engineers have worked 
for years to promote high-performance 
computing and convince their bosses 
and OMB to fund the High-Performance 
Computing Program. 

Here in Congress, Senators HOLLINGS, 
DANFORTH, and PRESSLER on the Com-

merce Committee, and Senators JOHN
STON' DOMENIC!, and w ALLOP on the En
ergy Committee, have helped refine 
this legislation and shape the High
Perf ormance Computing Program. 
Their help and support has been 
matched by the efforts of Representa
tives BROWN, WALKER, BOUCHER, and 
VALENTINE on the Science Committee. 
I thank them and my colleagues for 
their support of this legislation. 

Mr. President, I wish to take only 30 
seconds to thank my colleagues for 
this, the final passage of the High-Per
formance Computing Act which estab
lishes a nationwide network of infor
mation superhighways. It has now 
cleared both the House and the Senate. 
It is on the way to the White House. I 
hope and trust the President will sign 
it. 

Again I thank my colleagues. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, 

today, the Senate is considering S. 272, 
the High-Performance Computing Act 
of 1991, which is an amended version of 
that bill passed by this body in Sep
tember. S. 272 sets out a solid Federal 
research program in high-performance 
computing that will help this country 
remain competitive in the world mar
ketplace. What we are considering 
today represents a compromise reached 
between the House and the Senate on 
this very important issue. 

The United States has led the world 
in the development of high-perform
ance computing. The technology was 
developed in this country and we con
tinue to lead in this area-for now. But 
that lead is being challenged. Some es
timate that the Japanese will domi
nate the supercomputer market in the 
1990's. Yet, the Japanese did not enter 
the field of high-performance comput
ing until 1983. Today, outside of the 
United States, Japan is the single big
gest market for, and supplier of, 
supercomputers. 

The United States needs an inte
grated, cooperative program among in
dustry, universities and government in 
supercomputing. It has been estimated 
that a modest Federal investment in 
high-performance computing would re
sult in a $200 to $500 billion increase in 
the Nation's gross national product 
over a 10-year period. Furthermore, 
such an investment will help us to 
meet the challenge of foreign competi
tion. The legislation before the Senate 
today will set the programs in motion 
to make that happen. 

The President in his fiscal year 1992 
budget requested an increase of almost 
$150 million for an interagency re
search and development initiative 
called Grand Challenges: High-Per
formance Computing and Communica
tions. That initiative is to be congratu
lated. It represents a significant step 
toward assuring a continued lead role 
for the United States in high-perform
ance computing. But we can do more. 
We need a significant long-term com-
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mitment to a national high-perform
ance computing program if this ini tia
ti ve is to be s·uccessful. This act wiil do 
that. It will commit the Federal Gov
ernment to a national high-perform
ance computing initiative for 5 years. 
Such a commitment will enhance sig
nificantly our nation's competitive po:.. 
sition in the area of supercomputing. 

The High-Performance Computing 
Act of 1991 is the result of the com
bined efforts of the Administration, the 
Senate Committee on Energy and Nat
ural Resources, the Senate Committee 
on Science, Commerce and Transpor
tation, and the House Committee on 
Science, Space and Technology. We 
have all worked closely in crafting this 
language. 

I want to thank the members of the 
Commerce Committee, in particular 
Senator HOLLINGS and Senator GORE, 
who have worked so hard on this issue. 
Senator w ALLOP and Senator DOMENIC!, 
who serve with me on the Energy and 
Natural Resources Committee, have 
also been instrumental to this process. 
Without the help of my colleagues, we 
would not be at this critical juncture. 
in the consideration of the High-Per
formance Computing Act of 1991. 

There are some differences between 
S. 272 as originally passed by the Sen
ate and the Act before us today. Many 
of the changes are stylistic rather than 
substantive. However, some of these 
changes need a note of explanation. 

There are two titles to the Act. Title 
I directs the President to implement a 
national high-performance computing 
program, to set out the goals and prior
ities for Federal high-performance 
computing research, development, and 
networking activities, and to provide 
for coordination of those activities. 

While the President will identify the 
activities needed to be carried out 
under the program, the agencies them
selves will perform the activities. 
Nothing in this legislation gives one 
agency authority to direct the high
performance computing activities of 
any other agencies. Similarly; the 
agencies will be held accountable for 
the failure to carry out the activities 
set out in the program. 

The coordination function is limited 
to identifying Federal agency high-per
formance computing activities, point
ing out overlapping efforts, and mak
ing suggestions as to what new high
performance computing activities 
might be undertaken as part of the pro
gram. It is the President, however, who 
will decide what activities to pursue 
and will implement those activities 
through the agencies. 

This approach will ensure that the 
Federal strategy is built on agency 
strengths by giving the appropriate 
agency the responsibility to carry out 
activities in areas of demonstrated ca
pability. It also will ensure that the 
strengths of the other agencies and de
partments are integrated where appro-

priate. No agency is locked into a lead 
role or given authority over any other 
agency. The President may realign 
agency roles and responsibilities as 
agencies' needs or capabilities change. 

Title I also establishes an advisory 
committee consisting of representa
tives from industry and the academic 
community to provide the ·Director 
with advice on the high-performance 
computing program. This provision 
does not, however, require the Presi
dent to create an entirely new advisory 
body. This provision allows the Presi
dent to consider existing advisory bod
ies to fulfill this purpose. 

Title I also establishes a multi
gigabit-per-second national research 
and education computer network. This 
network will link government, indus
try, and the academic community. 
Computer users at universities, Federal 
laboratories, and industry research 
centers will have access to 
supercomputers, computer data bases, 
and other research facilities. The net
work will be unequaled anywhere in 
the world. 

We intend that the Federal network 
act as a catalyst for a much larger ef
fort by the nation as a whole. As serv
ices over the network and the number 
of users increase, we expect that the 
private sector will begin to demand 
more and more from the network. We 
expect that universities and private in
dustry will come to rely more and 
more on the network and will eventu
ally be willing to fund the network it
self or at least large portions of it. 

Initially, the Federal agencies and 
departments will work together to con
nect, expand, and upgrade their indi
vidual networks. Existing user commu..:
nities of Federal networks will be ex
panded. New user communities will be 
brought into these networks. Network 
speeds and capabilities will be up
graded as the results of research car
ried out under this legislation come to 
fruition. Eventually, a national net
work will be in place, operating at over 
1 billion bits of data per second. The 
network will continue to grow, becom
ing faster and faster, and connecting 
more and broader user communities. It 
will become much like the telephone 
system we have in place today. 

At the same time, each agency will 
be free to operate its own network to 
meet the specific needs and missions of 
that agency. To the extent an agency 
can contribute to the national net
work, it can do so. To the extent indi
vidual agency mission needs require 
autonomy from the national network, 
that autonomy is preserved. 

This national network can only suc
ceed as a cooperative effort of all the 
interested agencies. Each of these 
agencies must be intimately involved 
in the process-now and as the network 
continues to develop. We do not know 
what the network will look like in the 
coming years. Technology to develop 

the network envisioned by this legisla
tion is still being developed. The legis
lation, therefore, must allow sufficient 
flexibility to meet the needs of the net
work as it evolves. It would not be pru
dent to create a rigid or overly burden
some management structure at this 
juncture, as might occur by vesting the 
manage.ment of the network in a single . 
agency. It is for that reason that the 
legislation before ·us leaves the respon
sibility with the President to establish 
and oversee the network as it evolves. 

We understand that the President 
has already created a Federal Network 
Council to oversee the evolution, oper
ation, and management of the network. 
The Council is composed of representa
tives from all of the federal agencies. 
The Council is advised by a panel of 
distinguished individuals from indus
try, the universities, and the Federal 
laboratories. We think, at least ini
tially, that this is the proper way to 
begin the establishment of this net
work. As the process moves forward it 
may become apparent that new man
agement mechanisms are needed. The 
legislation allows the President to 
adapt to these changes. At any point in 
the process the President can take a 
fresh look at the future of computer 
networks in the United States. The au
thority to structure the network as he 
sees fit provides the President with an 
opportunity to devise a network that 
meets national needs, now and in the 
future. 

The legislation requires the Depart
ment of Defense, through the D~fense 
Advanced Research Projects Agency 
[DARPA], to support research and de
velopment of advanced fiber optics 
technology, switches, and protocols 
needed to develop the network. This re
quirement is not intended, however, to 
create a role for DARPA in this area of 
research and development that is any 
greater than any other agency quali
fied to perform such research. 

Title II of the act authorizes activi
ties to be carried out under this initia
tive by the National Science Founda
tion, the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, the Department 
of Energy, the Department of Com
merce, the Environmental Protection 
Agency, and the Department of Edu
cation. It is likely that the President 
will recommend other activities and 
roles for these and other agencies in 
the National High-Performance Com
puting Program. That would not be 
precluded by the act and would, in fact, 
be welcomed. 

Section 201 authorizes activities of 
the National Science Foundation for 
the high-performance computing pro
gram. This section states that the Na
tional Science Foundation has primary 
responsibility for connecting colleges, 
universities, and libraries to the na
tional network. Historically, .the Na
tional Science Foundation has provided 
assistance to colleges·, universities, and 
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the library community to meet their 
advanced computing needs. This does 
not mean, however, that other Federal 
agencies should no longer provide as
sistance to users of agency networks 
that are connected to the national net
work. Rather, an individual agency, 
such as the Department of Energy or 
the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration should continue to sup
port the user communities that need 
access to its network. 

Similarly, the legislation provides 
for the National Science Foundation to 
serve as the primary source of inf orma-

. tion on how to access the network. The 
National Science Foundation should 
provide information to those who have 
nowhere else to turn for such informa
tion. Any agency, such as the Depart
ment of Energy, that provides users 
with information on its network should 
continue to provide this information, 
and may expand its information serv
ices. 

Section 203 is based on S. 343, as re
ported by the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources and incor
porated in the Senate-passed version of 
S. 272 on September 11, 1991. Section 
203 establishes for the Department of 
Energy a strong role in the national 
high-performance computing initia
tive. The Department of Energy would 
be one of several equals within the 
high-performance computing program· 
established by this legislation. 

The Department of Energy has his
torically had a key role in high-per
formance computing. The department 
and its laboratories are in a position to 
help maintain U.S. leadership, 
strengthen the U.S. computing indus
try, and encourage deployment of high
performance computing in analyses, 
design, concurrent engineering, and 
manufacturing for U.S. industry. In the 
past, the Department has fulfilled this 
role through its support of fundamen
tal science and through the nuclear 
weapons research, development, and 
testing program. The role of the nu
clear weapons development program is 
changing rapidly today. The Depart
ment's contributions now include a 
much broader spectrum of activities 
from the human genome project to en
hanced oil recovery. With these new 
applications, the Department has a sig
nificant role to play in the continued 
development of high-performance com
puting. 

The department's laboratories p.ave 
become the world's most demanding, 
sophisticated, and experienced users of 
supercomputers. Manufacturers of 
high-performance computers routinely 
send new prototype computers to these 
laboratories for testing. The labora
tories help the manufacturer identify 
problems, find solutions for those prob
lems, and write the unique software 
packages required by supercomputers. 

This legislation builds on that proven 
relationship between industry and the 

Department of Energy. The Secretary 
is directed to establish collaborative 
consortia composed of national labora
tories and other Federal laboratories 
or agencies, educational institutions, 
and industry. The consortia will under
take basic research and development of 
high-performance computing hardware, 
software, and networks. The consortia 
will carry out research directed at sci
entific and technical problems that re
quire the application of high-perform
ance computing resources. 

The Department carries out exten
sive high-performance computing ac
tivities. Some of these activities will 
be part of the President's program. 
Some of them will not. This legislation 
directs the Secretary to establish high
performance computing collaborative 
consortia in accordance with the Presi
dent's program. The consortia, or their 
activities, need not be part of the pro
gram but only consistent with the pro
gram. 

Section 207 in title II, Miscellaneous 
Provisions, makes clear that classified 
activities are not affected by this 
amendment. This section also makes 
clear that Federal agencies may pro
cure prototype machines commonly re
ferred to as paper machines. 

Section 208(d) does not, nor is it in
tended to, modify or amend the appli
cability of or nonapplicability of title 
III of the act of March 3, 1933, as 
amended by the Buy America Act of 
1988. 

Mr. President, with these under
standings by the Senate, I urge my col
leagues to support the High-Perform
ance Computing Act of 1991. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, for 
the understanding of the Senate of S. 
272, I would like to clarify the role of 
the President and the White House Of
fice of Science and Technology Policy 
[OSTP] in coordinating the program. 

I would like to engage my colleague, 
Senator HOLLINGS, the chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation in a brief 
colloquy on this matter to be sure that 
the Senate fully understands S. 272. 

The legislation before us today states 
that the President shall implement a 
national high-performance computing 
program and provide for coordination 
of the activities set out in the pro
gram. The statutory language also 
gives the Director of the OSTP a co
ordination role in the program. I want 
to make sure it is clear what is meant 
by that statutory language. Does the 
Senator from South Carolina agree 
with me that this coordination role 
given to the Director does not grant 
the OSTP the authority to tell an 
agency how to run its supercomputing 
programs or other agency activities? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
would like to tell my distinguished col
league from Louisiana, the chairman of 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, that he is absolutely cor-

rect. S. 272 does not give the Director 
of the OSTP authority to tell an agen
cy how to run its supercomputing pro
grams or any other activities. The co
ordination role given the Director by 
S. 272 is that the OSTP should identify 
agency activities regarding high-per
formance computing activities, point 
out overlapping efforts, and make sug
gestions to the agencies as to what new 
activities might be undertaken as part 
of the program. 

The coordination role for the OSTP 
Director envisioned by this act is that 
of helping the President to ensure that 
the appropriate Federal departments 
and agencies discuss and coordinate 
their activities with each other so 
their activities are in accordance with 
the program as established and imple
mented by the President. Actions 
taken by the OSTP Director to coordi
nate agency activities will be pursuant 
to the program as established and im
plemented by the President. At all 
times the Director acts at the direction 
of the President. Again, it is the Presi
dent, and not the OSTP Director, who 
is responsible for the program and for 
the activities of Federal departments 
and agencies taken pursuant to the 
program. It is clear that the President 
is ultimately responsible for the pro
gram. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
would like to thank my colleague from 
South Carolina for clarifying that 
point. But, I would also like to ask him 
to what extent the OSTP will be held 
accountable for the failure of activities 
established in the President's program 
to be carried out? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the 
answer to the question of the Senator 
from Louisiana is that the OSTP Direc
tor will not be held at all accountable 
for the failure of agencies to carry out 
their activities under the program. The 
authority to establish and implement 
this program is conferred upon the 
President, and it is the President's re
sponsibility to ensure that it is done. 
The President will decide what activi
ties to pursue amd assure the proper 
implementation of these activities by 
the agencies and OSTP. 

This act does not give the Director 
any authority to direct the activities 
of Federal departments and agencies 
under this program. That is reserved 
exclusively to the President. Each Fed
eral department and agency is respon
sible and accountable for its activities 
taken pursuant to this Act. 

In fact, the Director derives author
ity to coordinate programs from the 
Science and Technology Policy, Orga
nization, and Priorities Act, which cre
ated OSTP. That act states that the 
Director of OSTP shall "assist the 
President in providing general leader
ship and coordination of the research 
and development programs of the Fed
eral Government." While S. 272 gives 
the Director new responsibilities, such 
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as reporting to Congress on the imple
mentation of the High-Performance 
Computing Program, this act does not 
give the Director any more authority 
to coordinate the program than is al
ready provided by the Science and 
Technology Policy Act. 

In summary, the Director facilitates; 
he does not dictate. It is the head of 
the agency, not the Director of OSTP, 
who decides how best to fulfill the mis
sion of the agency. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank my col
league for clarifying these points with 
me. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

LITTLE BIGHORN BATTLEFIELD 
NATIONAL MONUMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider
ation of Calendar No. 256, H.R. 848, re
lating to the Little Bighorn Battlefield 
Monument. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by the title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 848) entitled the "Little Big

horn Battlefield National Monument." 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the immediate consider
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1428 

(Purpose: To extend for 19 months the re
strictions on alienation of Settlement 
Common Stock of Alaska Native Corpora
tions.) 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS], 

for himself and Mr. MURKOWSKI proposes an 
amendment numbered 1428. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
Insert the following new title at the end of 

the bill: 
TITLE ID 

SEC. 301. ExTENSION OF ALIENABILITY RE
STRICTIONS ON SETI'LEMENT COMMON STOCK.
Section 37 (a) of P.L. 92-203, the Alaska Na
tive Claims Settlement Act, (43 U.S.C. 
1629c(a)) is amended by striking "December 

18, 1991." and inserting in lieu thereof "July 
16, 1993: Provided, however, That this prohibi
tion shall not apply to a Native Corporation 
whose board of directors approves, no later 
than March l, 1992, a resolution (certified by 
the corporate secretary of such corporation) 
electing to decline the application of such 
prohibition.". 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr President, this 
amendment, which I offer on behalf of 
myself and my distinguished colleague 
from Alaska, Senator MURKOWSKI, is 
the product of extensive consulation 
among the members of the Alaska con
gressional delegation, leaders of the 
Alaska Native community, and the 
leadership of the authorizing commit
tees in both the House and Senate. It is 
intended to give Congress and the na
tive community much needed breath
ing room to deal with a complex issue 
that bears directly on the viability of 
the 1971 native land claims settlement. 

Congress established village and re
gional corporations throughout Alaska 
to manage assets received by natives in 
the settlement. Recently, a village cor
poration in southeast Alaska launched 
an effort to take over the regional cor
poration against the will of the re
gional corporation's board of directors. 

This unexpected development raises 
difficult questions about the future of 
the 1971 settlement. I am particularly 
troubled to learn that since that news 
of this takeover effort broke, wall 
street investment bankers have con
tacted the Department of the Interior 
to gather information about Alaska's 
native corporations. 

The Alaska Native Claims Settle
ment Act [ANCSA], as amended in 1987, 
includes provisions allowing native 
corporation shareholders to lift restric
tions on alienation of their settlement 
common stock after December 18th of 
this year. Frankly, none of us in 1987 
expected any native corporation to lift 
these restrictions unless there was an 
overwhelmingly broad consensus 
among its shareholders to do so. 

The situation in southeast Alaska, 
however, raises the possibility that an 
outside corporation or individual, 
working in concert with a bare major
ity of a native corporation's sharehold
ers, might effect a lifting of 
alienability restrictions and a subse
quent takeover of the native corpora
tion. A substantial number of the na
tive corporation's shareholders thus 
could be involuntarily deprived of their 
heritage as Alaska Natives. This would 
be a particularly harsh and unjust re
sult for the thousands of natives who 
depend on the use of their corporation 
lands to maintain their traditional 
subsistence hunting and fishing way of 
life. 

Congress never intended this result, 
Mr. President. We never intended to 
put Alaska nati,re corporations "in 
play." 

Contested takeovers of Alaska native 
corporations raise profound policy 
questions that need to be examined in 

depth by Congress. We need to strike 
the proper balance between the right of 
shareholders to shape the future of 
their corporations and the strong con
gressional interest in the preservation 
of the native lands claims settlement. 

This amendment would give the Sen
ate Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee and the House Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee the time 
needed to undertake this task by ex
tending for approximately 19 months 
the existing prohibition of alienation 
of settlement common stock. In addi
tion to outright sales, that prohibition 
includes pledges, assignments in 
present or future, and any other form 
of alienation. A native corporation's 
board of directors could elect not to ac
cept this extension by adopting a reso-
1 u tion to that effect by March 1st of 
next year. 

In developing this amendment, we 
have consulted with the Alaska Fed
eration of Natives [AFN] and other na
tive organizations, including the able 
representatives of the southeast village 
corporation that prompted the current 
debate. AFN strongly supports the 
amendment. I hope that AFN will be 
able to develop a consensus position on 
takeovers, which can be presented to 
the authorizing committees and Con
gress as a whole. 

Mr. President, Senator MURKOWSKI, 
Representative DON YOUNG, and I 
greatly appreciate the cooperation and 
help of the distinguished chairman and 
ranking Republican of the Senate En
ergy Committee and the distinguished 
chairman of the House Interior Com
mittee. I urge adoption of the amend
ment. 

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

The amendment (No. 1428) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendment and third reading of the 
bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read a third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

having been read the third time, the 
question is, shall the bill pass? 

So the bill (H.R. 848), as amended, 
was passed. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
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NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND 

SPACE ADMINISTRATION AU-
THORIZATION ACT, FISCAL YEAR 
1992 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

that the Chair lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representa
tives on H.R. 1988. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the following message 
from the House of Representatives: 

Resolved, That the House agree to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
1988), entitled "An Act to authorize appro
priations to the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration for research and devel
opment, space flight, control, and data com
munications, construction of facilities, re
search and program management, and In
spector General, and for other purposes", 
with the following amendment: 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment, insert: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "National Aero
nautics and Space Administration Authoriza
tion Act, Fiscal Year 1992". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that-
(1) the report of the Advisory Committee on 

the Future of the United States Space Program 
has provided a framework within which a con
·sensus on the goals of the space program can be 
developed; 

(2) a balanced civil space science program 
should be funded at a level of at least 20 percent 
of the aggregate amount in the budget of the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
for "Research and development" and "Space 
flight, control, and data communications"; 

(3) development of an adequate data base for 
life sciences in space will be greatly enhanced 
through closer scientific cooperation with the 
Soviet Union, including active use of manned 
Soviet space stations; 

(4) the space program can make substantial 
contributions to health-related research and 
should be an integral part of the Nation's 
health research and development program; 

(5) Landsat data and the continuation of the 
Landsat system beyond Landsat 6 are essential 
to the Mission to Planet Earth and other long
term environmental research programs; 

(6) increased use of defense-related remote 
sensing data and data technology by civilian 
agencies and the scientific community can bene
fit national environmental study and monitor
ing programs; 

(7) the generation of trained scientists and en
gineers through educational initiatives and aca
demic research programs outside of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration is essen
tial to the future of the United States civil space 
program; 

(8) the strengthening and expansion of the 
Nation's space transportation infrastructure, in
cluding the enhancement of launch sites and 
launch site support facilities, are essential to 
support the full range of the Nation's space-re
lated activities; 

(9) the aeronautical program contributes to 
the Nation's technological competitive advan
tage, and it has been a key factor in maintain
ing preeminence in aviation over many decades; 
and 

(10) the National Aero Space Plane program 
can have benefits to the military and civilian 
aviation programs from the new and innovative 
technologies developed in propulsion systems, 
aerodynamics, and control systems that could be 
enormous, especially for high-speed aeronauti
cal and space flight. 
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SEC. 3. POLICY. 
It is the policy of the United States that-
(1) the Administrator of the National Aero

nautics and Space Administration (hereinafter 
referred to as the "Administrator"), in planning 
for national programs in environmental study 
and human space flight and exploration, should 
ensure the resiliency of the space infrastructure; 

(2) a stable and balanced program of civil 
space science should be planned to minimize fu
ture year funding requirements in order to ac
commodate a steady stream of new initiatives; 

(3) any new launch system undertaken or 
jointly undertaken by the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration should be based on 
defined mission and program requirements or 
national policies established by Congress; 

(4) in fulfilling the mission of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration to im
prove the usefulness, performance, speed, safe
ty, and efficiency of space vehicles, the Admin
istrator should establish a program of research 
and development to enhance the competitiveness 
and cost effectiveness of commercial expendable 
launch vehicles; and 

(5) the National Aeronautics and Space Ad
ministration should promote and support efforts 
to advance scientific understanding by conduct
ing or otherwise providing for research on envi
ronmental problems, including global change, 
ozone depletion, acid precipitation, deforest
ation, and smog. 
SEC. 4. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR NASA. 
(a) RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT.-There is 

authorized to be appropriated to the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration to be
come available October 1, 1991, for "Research 
and development", for the following programs: 

(1) United States International Space Station 
Freedom, $2,028,900,000 for fiscal year 1992, of 
which $18,000,000 is authorized for the design 
and development of an Assured Crew Return 
Vehicle. 

(2) Space transportation capability develop
ment, $679,800,000, of which $40,000,000 is au
thorized for propulsion technology development, 
and $10,000,000 is authorized for launch vehicle 
design studies, including single-stage-to-orbit 
vehicles. 

(3) Physics and astronomy, $1,104,600,000, of 
which $3,000,000 is authorized for carrying out 
scientific programs which have otherwise been 
eliminated from the Space Station. 

(4) Life sciences, $163,900,000. 
(5) Planetary exploration, $299,300,000. 
(6) Earth science and applications, 

$756,600,000, of which-
( A) $5,000,000 is authorized for the purchase 

of Landsat data at cost for global change re
search; 

(B) $5,000,000 is authorized for the purchase 
of long-lead parts for a follow-on to Landsat 6; 

(C) $1,000,000 is authorized for remote sensing 
data conversion; 

(D) $3,000,000 is authorized for a pilot study 
and prototype demonstration to convert re
motely-sensed aircraft and satellite data into 
machine readable form for global change re
search; and 

(E) $2,000,000 is authorized for converting 
Landsat data collected prior to the date of en
actment of this Act into a more durable archive 
medium. 

(7) Materials Processing in space, $120,800,000. 
(8) Communications, $39,400,000. 
(9) Information systems, $42,000,000. 
(10) Technology utilization, $32,000,000. 
(11) Commercial use of space, $107,000,000. 
(12) Aeronautical research and technology, 

$591,200,000. 
(13) Transatmospheric research and tech

nology, $72,000,000. 
(14) Space research and technology, 

$324,800,000, of which $10,000,000 is authorized 

for a solar dynamics power research and tech
nology development program, including a 
ground test of the technology, and $10,000,000 
for a program of component technology develop
ment, validation, and demonstration directed at 
commercial launch competitiveness. 

(15) Exploration activities, $34,500,000. 
(16) Safety, reliability, and quality assurance, 

$33,600,000. 
(17) Tracking and data advanced systems, 

$22,000,000. 
(18) Academic programs, $64,600,000. 
(b) SPACE FLIGHT, CONTROL, AND DATA COM

MUNICATIONS.-There is authorized to be appro
priated to the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration to become available October l, 
1991, for "Space flight, control, and data com
munications", for the following programs: 

(1) Space shuttle production and operational 
capability, $1,328,900,000, of which $375,000,000 
is authorized for the Advanced Solid Rocket 
Motor program. 

(2) Space shuttle operations, $2,970,600,000. 
(3) Launch services, $291,900,000, amounts of 

which may be expended for the Mobile Satellite 
launch if-

( A) the Administrator, in consultation with 
the Chairman of the Federal Communications 
Commission, determines that uncertainties with 
respect to the status of the American Mobile 
Satellite Corporation as the sole Federal Com
munications Commission license holder for mo
bile satellite services have been resolved; and 

(B) at least 30 days prior to the obligation of 
any funds for the Mobile Satellite launch, the 
Administrator submits to the Committee on Com
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen
ate and the Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology of the House of Representatives a 
report detailing plans for reimbursement to the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
for its portion of launch costs of the Mobile Sat
ellite. 

(4) Space and ground network, communica
tions, and data systems, $920,900,000. 

(c) CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES.-There is 
authorized to be appropriated to the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration to be
come available October 1, 1991, for "Construc
tion of facilities", including land acquisition, as 
follows: 

(1) Construction of Space Station Processing 
Facility, Kennedy Space Center, $35,000,000. 

(2) Modification for Earthquake Protection, 
Downey/Palmdale, California, Johnson Space 
Center, $4,400,000. 

(3) Modifications for Safe Haven, Vehicle As
sembly Building, High-Bay 2, Kennedy Space 
Center, $7,500,000. 

(4) Rehabilitation of Crawlerway, Kennedy 
Space Center, $3,000,000. 

(S) Restoration of Shuttle Landing Facility 
Shoulders, Kennedy Space Center, $4,000,000. 

(6) Restoration of the High Pressure Gas Fa
cility, Stennis Space Center, $6,500,000. 

(7) Construction of Addition for Flight Train
ing and Operations, Johnson Space Center, 
$13,000,000. 

(8) Construction of Advanced Solid Rocket 
Motor Program Facilities (various locations), 
$100,000,000. 

(9) Modernization of Industrial Area Chilled 
Water System, Kennedy Space Center, 
$4,000,000. 

(10) Rehabilitation and Expansion of Commu
nications Duct Banks, Kennedy Space Center, 
$1,400,000. 

(11) Replacement of 15 KV Load Break 
Switches, Kennedy Space Center, $1,300,000. 

(12) Repair of Site Water System, White Sands 
Test Facility, $1,300 ,000. 

(13) Replacement of Central Plant Chillers 
and Boiler, Johnson Space Center, $5,700,000. 

(14) Modifications to X-Ray Calibration Facil
ity (XRCF), Marshall Space Flight Center, 
$5,200,000. 
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(15) Restoration and Modernization of High 

Voltage Distribution System, Goddard Space 
Flight Center, $7,()()(),()()(). 

(16) Construction of Earth Observing System 
Data Information System Facility, Goddard 
Space Flight Center, $17,000,000. 

(17) Modernization of Main Electrical Sub
station, Jet Propulsion Laboratory, $5,500,000. 

(18) Restoration of Utilities, Wallops Flight 
Facility, $3,500,000. 

(19) Repair and Modernization of the 12-foot 
Pressure Wind Tunnel, Ames Research Center, 
$25,()()(),000. 

(20) Upgrade of Outdoor Aerodynamic Re-
search Facility, Ames Research Center, 
$3,300,()()(). 

(21) Modernization of 16-foot Transonic Tun
nel, Langley Research Center, $3,400,000. 

(22) Modifications to the High Pressure Air 
System, Langley Research Center, $11,700,000. 

(23) Rehabilitation of Central Air System, 
Lewis Research Center, $5,600,()()(). 

(24) Rehabilitation of Icing Research Tunnel, 
Lewis Research Center, $2,600,()()(). 

(25) Construction of Data Interface Facility, 
White Sands Test Facility, $4,()()(),000. 

(26) Rehabilitation of Tracking and Data 
Relay Satellite System (TDRSS) Ground Termi
nal, White Sands Test Facility, $5,700,()()(). 

(27) Repair of facilities at various locations, 
not in excess of $1,000,()()() per project, 
$31,700,000. 

(28) Rehabilitation and modification of facili
ties at various locations. not in excess of 
$1,()()(),000 per project, $34,800,()()(). 

(29) Minor construction of new facilities and 
additions to existing facilities at various loca
tions, not in excess of $750,000 per project, 
$12,900,000. 

(30) Environmental compliance and restora
tion, $36,000,000. 

(31) Facility planning and design, not other
wise provided for, $34,()()(),000. 
Notwithstanding the amounts authorized in 
paragraphs (1) through (31). the total amount 
authorized by this subsection shall not exceed 
$430 ,300 ,000. 

(d) RESEARCH AND PROGRAM MANAGEMENT.
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
to become available October 1, 1991, for "Re
search and program management", 
$2,422,300,000. 

(e) INSPECTOR GENERAL.-There is authorized 
to be appropriated to the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration to become available 
October 1, 1991, for "Inspector General", 
$14,600,000. 

(f) USE OF FUNDS FOR CERTAIN CAPITAL ITEMS 
AND GRANTS.-(1) Notwithstanding the provi
sions of subsection (i), appropriations author
ized in this Act for "Research and development" 
and "Space [1.ight, control, and data commu
nications'' may be used-

( A) for any items of a capital nature (other 
than acquisition of land) which may be required 
at locations other than installations of the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration 
for the per/ ormance of research and develop
ment contracts; and 

(B) for grants to nonprofit institutions of 
higher education, or to nonprofit organizations 
whose primary purpose is the conduct of sci
entific research, for purchase or construction of 
additional research facilities. 

(2) Title to facilities described in paragraph 
(l)(B) shall be vested in the United States unless 
the Administrator determines that the national 
program of aeronautical and space activities 
will best be served by vesting title in the grantee 
institution or organization. Each grant under 
paragraph (l)(B) shall be made under such con
ditions as the Administrator shall determine to 
be required to ensure that the United States will 

receive therefrom benefits adequate to justify 
the making of that grant. 

(3) None of the funds appropriated for "Re
search and development" and "Space flight, 
control, and data communications" pursuant to 
this Act may be used in accordance with this 
subsection for the construction of any facility. 
the estimated cost of which, including collateral 
equipment, exceeds $750,()()(), unless the Adminis
trator has notified the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate and 
the Committee on Science, Space, and Tech
nology of the House of Representatives of the 
nature, location, and estimated cost of such fa
cility. 

(g) AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATED 
AMOUNTS.-Appropriations authorized under 
this section for "Research and development", 
for "Space flight, control, and data communica
tions", or for "Construction of facilities" may 
remain available until expended. Appropriations 
authorized under this section for "Research and 
program management" for maintenance and op
eration of facilities and for other services shall 
remain available through the next fiscal year 
following the fiscal year for which such amount 
is appropriated. 

(h) USE OF FUNDS FOR SCIENTIFIC CONSULTA
TIONS AND EXTRAORDINARY EXPENSES.-Appro
priations made pursuant to subsection (d) may 
be used, but not to exceed $35,000, for scientific 
consultations or extraordinary expenses upon 
the approval or authority of the Administrator, 
and the Administrator's determination shall be 
final and conclusive upon the accounting offi
cers of the Government. 

(i) USE OF FUNDS FOR FACILIT/ES.-(1) Except 
as provided in subsection (f). funds appro
priated pursuant to subsections (a), (b), and (d) 
may be used for the construction of new facili
ties and additions to, repair of, rehabilitation 
of, or modification of existing facilities, but only 
if the cost of each such project, including collat
eral equipment, does not exceed $200,000. 

(2) Except as provided in subsection (f), funds 
appropriated pursuant to subsections (a) and 
(b) may be used for unforeseen programmatic fa
cility project needs, but only if the cost of each 
such project, including collateral equipment, 
does not exceed $750,000. 

(3) Funds appropriated pursuant to subsection 
(d) may be used for repair, rehabilitation, or 
modification of facilities controlled by the Gen
eral Services Administration, but only if the cost 
of each project, including collateral equipment, 
does not exceed $500,000. 

(j) CRAFICASS!Nl MISSION.-Section 
103(a)(l)(S) of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration Authorization Act. Fiscal 
Year 1991 (Public Law 101-611; 104 Stat. 3192), is 
amended-

(1) by striking "$1,600,000,000" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "$1,900,000,000"; 

(2) in clause (i), by striking the semicolon at 
the end and inserting in lieu thereof ", of which 
not more than $263,000,000 shall be available for 
fiscal year 1992;"; and 

(3) in clause (iii), by striking "$640,000,000" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "$940,000,000". 

(k) TOTAL AUTHORIZATIONS FOR FISCAL YEARS 
1993 AND 1994.-There is authorized to be appro
priated to the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration for "Research and develop
ment", "Space fligf(,t, control, and data commu
nications", "Construction of facilities'', "Re
search and program management", and "In
spector General" a total amount of 
$15,601,000,000 for fiscal year 1993, and 
$16,959,000,000, for fiscal year 1994, to remain 
available until expended. 

(1) REPROGRAMMING FOR TRANSATMOSPHERIC 
RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY.-The Adminis
trator may reprogram up to $67,000,000 of the 
amount authorized for "Research and develop-

ment" for fiscal year 1992 to use for the pur
poses described in subsection (a)(13). No such 
funds may be obligated until a period of 30 days 
has passed after the Administrator has notified 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate and the Committee 
on Science, Space, and Technology of the House 
of Representatives of such transfer. 
SEC. 5. CONSTRUCTION OF FACIUTIES 

REPROGRAMMING. 
Appropriations authorized under section 

4(c)(l) through (31)-
(1) in the discretion of the Administrator or 

the Administrator's designee, may be varied up
ward by JO percent; or 

(2) fallowing a report by the Administrator or 
the Administrator's designee to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate and the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology of the House of Rep
resentatives on the circumstances of such ac
tion, may be varied upward by 25 percent, to 
meet unusual cost variations. 
The total amount authorized to be appropriated 
under section 4(c) (1) through (31) shall not be 
increased as a result of actions authorized 
under paragraphs (1) and (2). 
SEC. 6. SPECIAL REPROGRAMMING AUTHORITY 

FOR CONSTRUCTION OF FACIUTIES. 
Where the Administrator determines that new 

developments or scientific or engineering 
changes in the national program of aeronautical 
and space activities have occurred; and that 
such changes require the use of additional 
funds for the purposes of construction, expan
sion, or modification of facilities at any loca
tion; and that deferral of such action until the 
enactment of the next authorization Act would 
be inconsistent with the interest of the Nation in 
aeronautical and space activities; the Adminis
trator may trans/ er not to excee.d one-half of 1 
percent of the funds appropriated pursuant to 
section 4 (a) and (b) to the "Construction of fa
cilities" appropriation for such purposes. The 
Administrator may also use up to $10,000,000 of 
the amounts authorized under section 4(c) for 
such purposes. The funds so made available 
pursuant to this section may be expended to ac
quire, construct, convert, rehabilitate, or install 
permanent or temporary public works, including 
land acquisition, site preparation, appur
tenances. utilities, and equipment. No such 
funds may be obligated until a period of 30 days 
has passed after the Administrator or the Ad
ministrator's designee has transmitted to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor
tation of the Senate and the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology of the House of 
Representatives a written report describing the 
nature of the construction, its cost. and the rea
sons therefor. 
SEC. 7. CONSIDERATION BY COMMITI'EES. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
Act-

(1) no amount appropriated pursuant to this 
Act may be used for any program deleted by 
Congress from requests as originally made to ei
ther the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate or the Committee 
on Science, Space, and Technology of the House 
of Representatives; 

(2) no amount appropriated pursuant to this 
Act may be used for any program in excess of 
the amount actually authorized for that par
ticular program by section 4 (a). (b), and (d); 
and 

(3) no amount appropriated pursuant to this 
Act may be used for any program which has not 
been presented to either such committee, 
unless a period of 30 days has passed after the 
receipt, by each such committee, of notice given 
by the Administrator or the Administrator's des
ignee containing a full and complete statement 
of the action proposed to be taken and the facts 
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and circumstances relied upon in support of 
such proposed action. The National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration shall keep the Com
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor
tation of the Senate and the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology of the House of 
Representatives fully and currently inf armed 
with respect to all activities and responsibilities 
within the jurisdiction of those committees. Any 
Federal department, agency or independent es
tablishment shall furnish any information re
quested by either committee relating to any such 
activity or responsibility. 
SEC. 8. FACIUTY MAINTENANCE OFFICE. 

The Administrator shall create a Facility 
Maintenance Of/ice within the Office of Man
agement Systems and Facilities which shall plan 
and direct facilities maintenance management 
for all National Aeronautics and Space Admin
istration sites. 
SEC. 9. GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION. 

It is the sense of Congress that it is in the na
tional interest that consideration be given to 
geographical distribution of Federal research 
funds whenever feasible, and that the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration should 
explore ways and means of distributing its re
search and development funds whenever fea
sible. 
SEC. 10. PEACEFUL USES OF SPACE STATION. 

No civil space station authorized under sec
tion 4(a)(l) of this Act may be used to carry or 
place in orbit any nuclear weapon or any other 
weapon of mass destruction, to install any such 
weapon on any celestial body, or to station any 
such weapon in space in any other manner. 
This civil space station may be used only for 
peaceful purposes. 
SEC. 11. TRANSMISSION OF BUDGET ESTIMATES. 

The Administrator shall, at the time of sub
mission of the President's annual budget, trans
mit to Congress-

(]) a 5-year budget detailing the estimated de
velopment costs of each individual program 
under the jurisdiction of the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration for which de
velopment costs are expected to exceed 
$200,000,000; and 

(2) an estimate of the life-cycle costs associ
ated with each such program. 
SEC. 12. NATIONAL SCHOLARS PROGRAM FEA

SIBIUTY STUDY. 
(a) STUDY.-The Administrator shall conduct 

a study to evaluate the feasibility of initiating a 
National Scholars Program, as described under 
subsection (b), under which a select group of 
students would receive Federal support for edu
cation in mathematics, science, and related dis
ciplines. The purpose of the National Scholars 
Program would be to help increase the number 
of Ph.D. recipients in mathematics, science, and 
related disciplines among the Nation's economi
cally disadvantaged. 

(b) DESCRIPTION OF NATIONAL SCHOLARS PRO
GRAM.-Under the National Scholars Program 
ref erred to in subsection (a), the Administrator 
would-

(1) select economically disadvantaged high 
school students for participation in science pro
grams supported by the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration or other institutions 
where they would receive specialized instruction 
in mathematics and science and would learn 
about practical applications of mathematics and 
science in the programs and activities of the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration; 
and 

(2) select economically disadvantaged under
graduate and graduate students as recipients of 
Federal financial support for predoctoral and 
doctoral studies in mathematics, science, and re
lated disciplines. 

(c) CONTENTS OF STUDY.-The study required 
by subsection (a) shall address, among other 
matters-

(1) whether the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration could adequately imple
ment the National Scholars Program; 

(2) different options for structuring the Na
tional Scholars Program, including its establish
ment as a pilot program; 

(3) the cost of the Program, with annual cost 
estimates for the first 10 years of the Program; 

(4) alternative funding sources for the Pro
gram; 

(5) the criteria for selecting students for par
ticipation in the Program; 

(6) the appropriate number of students for an
nual participation in the Program; 

(7) the organizational location within the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration at 
which the Program and its activities would be 
administered; 

(8) the management of the Program; 
(9) the possible ways in which the Program or 

its concepts can be extended to other Federal 
agencies, State agencies, educational institu
tions, and private organizations; 

(10) the existence of any current public or pri
vate sector programs which are similar to the 
Program, the benefits and disadvantages of 
those similar programs, and whether a new pro
gram would unnecessarily duplicate current ef
forts; and 

(11) the extent to which existing Federal , 
State, and other science education programs 
and activities could be used to complement or 
supplement the Program. 

(d) REPORT.-Within 6 months after the date 
of enactment of this Act, the Administrator shall 
submit to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate and the Com
mittee on Science, Space, and Technology of the 
House of Representatives a report on the results 
of the study required by subsection (a). 
SEC. 13. COMMERCIAL SPACE LAUNCH ACT AU· 

THORIZATION. 
Section 24 of the Commercial Space Launch 

Act (49 App. U.S.C. 2623) is amended to read as 
follows: 

''AUTHORIZED APPROPRIATIONS 
"SEC. 24. There is authorized to be appro

priated to the Secretary for fiscal year 1992-
"(1) $5,104,0()() to carry out this Act; and 
"(2) $20,000,000 for a program to ensure the re

siliency of the Nation's space launch infrastruc
ture, only if a statute is enacted into law to es
tablish that program within the Department of 
Transportation.". 
SEC. 14. NATIONAL SPACE COUNCIL AUTHORIZA· 

TION. 
(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out the activities of the National Space Council 
established by section 501 of the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration Authoriza
tion Act, Fiscal Year 1989 (42 U.S.C. 2471), 
$1,491,000 for fiscal year 1992, of which not more 
than $1,000 shall be available for official recep
tion and representation expenses. The National 
Space Council shall reimburse other agencies for 
not less than one-half of the personnel com
pensation costs of individuals detailed to it. 

(b) LANDSAT DATA CONTINUITY.-lt is the 
sense of Congress that the National Space Coun
cil, in coordination with the Committee on 
Earth and Environmental Sciences, should es
tablish policy recommendations for carrying out 
the President's commitment to maintaining the 
continuity of Landsat data, including plans and 
programs for a successor to Landsat 6, organiza
tional options and recommendations for acquir
ing Landsat data for global change research, 
national security, environmental management, 
and other governmental purposes, and options 
and recommendations for encouraging the use of 
Landsat data by commercial firms and develop
ment of the commercial market for such data. 
Such policy recommendations shall be transmit-

ted in writing to Congress at the time of submis
sion of the President's fiscal year 1993 budget. 
SEC. 15. OFFICE OF SPACE COMMERCE AUTHOR· 

IZATION. 
There are authorized to be appropriated to the 

Secretary of Commerce for the Office of Space 
Commerce $491,000 for fiscal year 1992. 
SEC. 16. AMENDMENT OF PUBLIC LAW 100-141. 

Section 107(a) of the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration Authorization Act of 
1988 (Public Law 100--147; 101 Stat. 864) is 
amended-

(]) by inserting ", in both then year and con
stant dollars," immediately after "estimated 
cost"; 

(2) by inserting "assembly (including related 
costs):" immediately after "construction of fa
cilities;": and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
sentence: "Each such plan shall also include 
the estimated cost, in both then year and con
stant dollars, of operations for at least the first 
full year of steady operations of the space sta
tion.". 
SEC. 11. MULTIYEAR CONTRACTING. 

Along with submission to Congress of the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration 
fiscal year 1993 budget request, the Adminis
trator shall-

(]) present a study which assesses the useful
ness of granting similar authority as under sec
tion 2306(h) of title 10, United States Code, to 
the National Aeronautics and Space Adminis
tration; and 

(2) recommend no less than five candidate 
programs to be considered by Congress for 
muztiyear contracting. 
SEC. 18. USE OF DOMESTIC PRODUCTS. 

(a) PROHIBITION AGAINST FRAUDULENT USE OF 
"MADE IN AMERICA.. LABELS.-(1) A person 
shall not intentionally affix a label bearing the 
inscription "Made in America'', or any inscrip
tion with that meaning, to any product sold in 
or shipped to the United States, if that product 
is not a domestic product. 

(2) A person who violates paragraph (1) shall 
not be eligible for any contract for a procure
ment carried out with amounts authorized 
under this Act, including any subcontract under 
such a contract. 

(b) COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN ACT.
(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), the 
head of each agency which conducts procure
ments shall ensure that such procurements are 
conducted in compliance with sections 2 
through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933 (41 U.S.C. 
lOa through 10c, popularly known as the "Buy 
American Act"). 

(2) This subsection shall apply only to pro
curements made for which-

( A) amounts are authorized by this Act to be 
made available; and 

(B) solicitations for bids are issued after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(3) The Administrator, before January 1, 1994, 
shall report to the Congress on procurements 
covered under this subsection of products that 
are not domestic products. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.-For the purposes of this sec
tion, the term "domestic product" means a prod
uct-

(I) that is manufactured or produced in the 
United States; and 

(2) at least 50 percent of the cost of the arti
cles, materials, or supplies of which are mined, 
produced, or manufactured in the United States. 
SEC. 19. QUAL17Y ASSURANCE PERSONNEL. 

(a) EXCLUSION OF NASA PERSONNEL.-A per
son providing articles to the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration under a con
tract entered into after the date of enactment of 
this Act may not exclude National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration quality assurance 
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personnel from work sites except as provided in 
a contract provision described in subsection (b). 

(b) CONTRACT PROVIS/ONS.-The National Aer
onautics and Space Administration shall not 
enter into any contract which permits the exclu
sion of National Aeronautics and Space Admin
istration quality assurance personnel from work 
sites unless the Administrator has submitted a 

. copy of the provision permitting such exclusion 
to the Congress at least 60 days before entering 
into such contract. 
SEC. JO. NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE AD· 

MINISTRATION ENDEAVOR TEACHER 
FEILOWSHIP TRUST FUND. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established in 
the Treasury of the United States, in tribute to 
the dedicated crew of the Space Shuttle Chal
lenger , a trust fund to be known as the "Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration 
Endeavor Teacher Fellowship Trust Fund" 
(hereafter in this section ref erred to as the 
"Trust Fund"). The Trust Fund shall consist of 
gifts and donations accepted by the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration pursuant 
to section 208 of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Act of 1958 (42 U.S.C. 2476b) , as well as 
other amounts which may from time to time, at 
the discretion of the Administrator, be trans
ferred from the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration Gifts and Donations Trust 
Fund. 

(b) INVESTMENT OF TRUST FUND.-The Admin
istrator shall direct the Secretary of the Treas
ury to invest and reinvest funds in the Trust 
Fund in public debt securities with maturities 
suitable for the needs of the Trust Fund , and 
bearing interest at rates determined by the Sec
retary of the Treasury, taking into consider
ation the current average market yield on out
standing marketable obligations of the United 
States of comparable maturities. Interest earned 
shall be credited to the Trust Fund. 

(c) PURPOSE.-Income accruing from the Trust 
Fund principal shall be used to create the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration 
Endeavor Teacher Fellowship Program, to the 
extent provided in advance in appropriation 
Acts. The Administrator is authorized to use 
such funds to award fellowships to selected 
United States nationals who are undergraduate 
students pursuing a course of study leading to 
certified teaching degrees in elementary edu
cation or in secondary education in mathe
matics, science, or technology disciplines. 
Awards shall be made pursuant to standards es
tablished for the fellowship program by the Ad
ministrator. 
SEC. Jl. DRUG AND ALCOHOL TESTING. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.-This section may be cited 
as the "Civil Space Employee Testing Act of 
1991". 

(b) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
(]) alcohol abuse and illegal drug use pose sig

nificant dangers to the safety and welfare of the 
Nation; 

(2) the success of the United States civil space 
program is contingent upon the safe and suc
cessful development and deployment of the 
many varied components of that program; 

(3) the greatest efforts must be expended to 
eliminate the abuse of alcohol and use of illegal 
drugs, whether on duty or off duty, by those in
dividuals who are involved in the positions af
fecting safety, security, and national security; 

(4) the use of alcohol and illegal drugs has 
been demonstrated to adversely affect the per
formance of individuals, and has been proven to 
have been a critical factor in accidents in the 
workplace; 

(5) the testing of uniformed personnel of the 
Armed Forces has shown that the most effective 
deterrent to abuse of alcohol and use of illegal 
drugs in increased testing, including random 
testing; 

(6) adequate safeguards can be implemented to 
ensure that testing for abuse of alcohol or use of 
illegal drugs is pert armed in a manner which 
protects an individual's right of privacy , en
sures that no individual is harassed by being 
treated differently from other individuals , and 
ensures that no individual's reputation or ca
reer development is unduly threatened or 
harmed; and 

(7) rehabilitation is a critical component of 
any testing program for abuse of alcohol or use 
of illegal drugs, and should be made available to 
individuals, as appropriate. 

(c) TESTING PROGRAM.-(1) The Administrator 
shall establish a program applicable to employ
ees of the National Aeronautics and Space Ad
ministration whose duties include responsibility 
for safety-sensitive, security, or national secu
rity functions. Such program shall provide for 
preemployment, reasonable suspicion, random, 
and post-accident testing for use, in violation of 
applicable law or Federal regulation , of alcohol 
or a controlled substance. The Administrator 
may also prescribe regulations, as the Adminis
trator considers appropriate in the interest of 
safety, security, and national security, for the 
conduct of periodic recurring testing of such em
ployees for such use in violation of applicable 
law or Federal regulation. 

(2) The Administrator shall, in the interest of 
safety, security, and national security, prescribe 
regulations within 18 months after the date of 
enactment of this Act. Such regulations shall es
tablish a program which requires National Aero
nautics and Space Administration contractors to 
conduct preemployment, reasonable suspicion, 
random, and post-accident testing of contractor 
employees responsible for safety-sensitive, secu
rity, or national security functions (as deter
mined by the Administrator) for use, in violation 
of applicable law or Federal regulation, of alco
hol or a controlled substance. The Administrator 
may also prescribe regulations, as the Adminis
trator considers appropriate in the interest of 
safety, security, and national security, for the 
conduct of periodic recurring testing of such em
ployees for such use in violation of applicable 
law or Federal regulation. 

(3) In prescribing regulations under the pro
grams required by this subsection , the Adminis
trator shall require, as the Administrator con
siders appropriate, the suspension, disqualifica
tion, or dismissal of any employee to which 
paragraph (1) or (2) applies, in accordance with 
the provisions of this section, in any instance 
where a test conducted and confirmed under 
this section indicates that such employee has 
used, in violation of applicable law or Federal 
regulation, alcohol or a controlled substance. 

(d) PROHIBIT/ON ON SERVICE.-(]) No individ
ual who is determined by the Administrator 
under this section to have used, in violation of 
applicable law or Federal regulation, alcohol or 
a controlled substance after the date of enact
ment of this Act shall serve as a National Aero
nautics and Space Administration employee 
with responsibility for safety-sensitive, security, 
or national security functions (as determined by 
the Administrator), or as a National Aero
nautics and Space Administration contractor 
employee with such responsibility, unless such 
individual has completed a program of rehabili
tation described in subsection (e). 

(2) Any such individual determined by the Ad
ministrator under this section to have used, in 
violation of applicable law or Federal regula
tion, alcohol or a controlled substance after the 
date of enactment of this Act who-

( A) engaged in such use while on duty; 
(B) prior to such use had undertaken or com

pleted a rehabilitation program described in sub
section (e); 

(C) following such determination refuses to 
undertake such a rehabilitation program; or 

(D) following such determination fails to com
plete such a rehabilitation program, 
shall not be permitted to per/ arm the duties 
which such individual performed prior to the 
date of such determination. 

(e) PROGRAM FOR REHABILITATION.-(1) The 
Administrator shall prescribe regulations setting 
forth requirements for rehabilitation programs 
which at a minimum provide for the identifica
tion and opportunity for treatment of employees 
referred to in subsection (c) in need of assist
ance in resolving problems with the use, in vio
lation of applicable law or Federal regulation, 
of alcohol or a controlled substance. Each con
tractor is encouraged to make such a program 
available to all of its employees in addition to 
those employees referred to in subsection (c)(2). 
The Administrator shall determine the cir
cumstances under which such employees shall 
be required to participate in such a program. 
Nothing in this subsection shall preclude any 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
contractor from establishing a program under 
this subsection in cooperation with any other 
such contractor . 

(2) The Administrator shall establish and 
maintain a rehabilitation program which at a 
minimum provides for the identification and op
portunity for treatment of those employees of 
the National Aeronautics and Space Adminis
tration whose duties include responsibility for 
safety-sensitive, security, or national security 
functions who are in need of assistance in re
solving problems with the use of alcohol or con
trolled substances. 

(f) PROCEDURES FOR TESTING.-In establishing 
the programs required under subsection (c), the 
Administrator shall develop requirements which 
shall-

(1) promote, to the maximum extent prac
ticable, individual privacy in the collection of 
specimen samples; 

(2) with respect to laboratories and testing 
procedures for controlled substances, incor
porate the Department of Health and Human 
Services scientific and technical guidelines 
dated April 11, 1988, and any subsequent 
amendments thereto, including mandatory 
guidelines which-

( A) establish comprehensive standards for all 
aspects of laboratory controlled substances test
ing and laboratory procedures to be applied in 
carrying out this section, including standards 
which require the use of the best available tech
nology for ensuring the full reliability and accu
racy of controlled substances tests and strict 
procedures governing the chain of custody of 
specimen samples collected for controlled sub
stances testing; 

(B) establish the minimum list of controlled 
substances for which individuals may be tested; 
and 

(C) establish appropriate standards and pro
cedures for periodic review of laboratories and 
criteria for certification and revocation of cer
tification of laboratories to perform controlled 
substances testing in carrying out this section; 

(3) require that all laboratories involved in the 
controlled substances testing of any individual 
under this section shall have the capability and 
facility, at such laboratory, of performing 
screening and confirmation tests; 

(4) provide that all tests which indicate the 
use, in violation of applicable law or Federal 
regulation, of alcohol or a controlled substance 
by any individual shall be confirmed by a sci
entifically recognized method of testing capable 
of providing quantitative data regarding alcohol 
or a controlled substance; 

(5) provide that each specimen sample be sub
divided, secured, and labelled in the presence of 
the tested individual and that a portion thereof 
be retained in a secure manner to prevent the 
possibility of tampering, so that in the event the 
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individual's confirmation test results are posi
tive the individual has an opportunity to have 
the retained portion assayed by a confirmation 
test done independently at a second certified 
laboratory if the individual requests the inde
pendent test within 3 days after being advised of 
the results of the initial confirmation test; 

(6) ensure appropriate safeguards for testing 
to detect and quantify alcohol in breath and 
body fluid samples, including urine and blood, 
through the development of regulations as may 
be necessary and in consultation with the De
partment of Health and Human Services; 

(7) provide for the confidentiality of test re
sults and medical information of employees; and 

(8) ensure that employees are selected for tests 
by nondiscriminatory and impartial methods, so 
that no employee is harassed by being treated 
differently from other employees in similar cir
cumstances. 

(g) EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS AND REGULA
TIONS.-(1) No State or local government shall 
adopt or have in effect any law, rule, regula
tion, ordinance, standard, or other that is in
consistent with the regulations promulgated 
under this section. 

(2) Nothing in this section shall be construed 
to restrict the discretion of the Administrator to 
continue in force, amend, or further supplement 
any regulations issued before the date of enact
ment of this Act that govern the use of alcohol 
and controlled substances by National Aero
nautics and Space Administration employees 
with responsibility for safety-sensitive, security, 
and national security functions (as determined 
by the Administrator), or by National Aero
nautics and Space Administration contractor 
employees with such responsibility. 

(h) DEFINITION.-For the purposes of this sec
tion, the term "controlled substance" means 
any substance under section 102(6) of the Con
trolled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 802(6)) speci
fied by the Administrator. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to bring to the Senate the final 
compromise version of the fiscal year 
1992 authorization bill for the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration. 
This bill has been approved by the 
House of Representatives and is now 
ready for final passage by the Senate. 
Approval of H.R. 1988 will provide need
ed congressional guidance to the Presi
dent and NASA for the U.S. Space Pro
gram for fiscal year 1992 and many 
years to come. 

Mr. President, this is the second time 
the Senate will have considered and 
adopted legislation authorizing funds 
for NASA's Civil Space and Aero
nautics Research and Technology Pro
gram for fiscal year 1992. On September 
27 of this year, the Senate approved a 
very similar bill reported by the Com
merce Committee. I am pleased to ad
vise my colleagues that the present bill 
incorporates may of the same provi
sions as the earlier Senate-passed bill. 

Overall, this bill authorizes $14.896 
billion for NASA for fiscal year 1992. 
This is significantly above the amount 
provided earlier this year by the Ap
propriations Committee, but nonethe
less represents a reduction of nearly 
$600 million from the President's re
quest. 

It is my sincere belief that enact
ment of this bill, which combines fund
ing priorities for this fiscal year with a 
series of policy provisions, will help en-

sure greater success for the U.S. space 
program. Such support is essential, as 
recent disappointments, such as the 
flawed mirror on the Hubble space tele
scope and the jammed antenna on the 
Galileo probe to Jupiter, have focused 
public attention on the risky nature of 
our space program. By focusing our au
thorization bill in ways that strength
en programs such as the Mission to 
Planet Earth, the end result will be a 
much stronger, more robust space pro
gram. 

Mr. President, I will ask unanimous 
consent that a brief summary and ex
planation of H.R. 1988 be included in 
the RECORD at the end of my state
ment. For the benefit of my colleagues, 
however, I would like to highlight sev
eral of the specific program authoriza
tion levels included in this bill. 

H.R. 1988 authorizes the full $2.03 bil
lion requested for the space station 
Freedom Program, of which $18 million 
is authorized for initial design and de
velopment of an assured crew rescue 
vehicle. 

While the bill makes significant re
ductions to the proposed NASA/DOD 
unmanned new launch system, pending 
the submission of detailed launch de
sign studies and mission needs assess
ments, funding was authorized for con
tinued propulsion technology work. 
The bill also provides $10 million for a 
new program to develop and validate 
component technology intended to help 
ensure the continued competitiveness 
of the U.S. commercial launch indus
try. 

We have also agreed to continue 
funding authority for the comet ren
dezvous and asteroid flyby mission. 
This is a reversal from the earlier Sen
ate-passed authorization bill and re
flects a compromise with our col
leagues in the House. However, should 
the planned European contribution to 
this mission fail to materialize during 
the coming year, the issue of continued 
funding for the CRAF mission will cer
tainly be revisited by the subcommit
tee next year. 

H.R. 1988 makes a number of changes 
to NASA's Earth Science Program, 
which I believe are critical to this bill. 
In addition to authorizing funds for the 
Earth observing system and Earth 
probes, the bill authorizes a series of 
funding enhancements above NASA's 
budget request, including $3 million for 
the development of a prototype data 
set using aircraft remote sensing data; 
$2 million for recovering deteriorating 
Landsat data; $5 million for the acqui
sition of Landsat data for global 
change research; $5 million for the pro
curement of long-lead parts for a 
Landsat 6 follow-on; and $1 million for 
the conversion of classified remote 
sensing data to civilian use. 

In an effort to establish funding pri
orities, we have identified these and 
other programs as being in need of ad
ditional, albeit modest, funding in fis-

cal year 1992. Of course, I am aware 
that this authorization bill is being 
considered after the President has 
signed into law the appropriations bill 
that funds NASA. The constrained 
budget that came from that bill, NASA 
has argued, has left the agency with 
limited flexibility to allocate scarce 
funds. Nonetheless, it remains the re
sponsibility of the authorizing commit
tees to provide policy guidance to 
NASA on programs that need addi
tional funding. 

As we worked with our colleagues in 
the House to shape this compromise 
bill, NASA did not object to our lan
guage authorizing additional funds for 
the Earth science programs I just 
noted or several other programs. Ac
cordingly, it is my expectation that 
the programs identified in our bill will 
be funded in the operating plan for fis
cal year 1992, now being developed by 
the NASA Administrator. 

Mr. President, I want to touch on two 
provisions that have been deleted from 
the final bill in an effort to reach a 
compromise. The first was the Senate 
authorization for the flight telerobotic 
servicer, a technology program that 
was originally intended to provide crit
ical assembly and maintenance to the 
space station. Quite simply, we had no 
choice in this matter, as NASA put the 
FTS program at the bottom of its pri
ori ties for space technology programs. 
That made it virtually impossible to 
preserve, given existing funding limita
tions. 

I am convinced, however, that the de
velopment of automation and robotics 
will play a central role in NASA's fu
ture exploration activities. More im
portantly, it will contribute to in
creased human productivity in other 
parts of the economy. It would be a 
mistake to relinquish all telerobotics 
flight activity to other countries. In 
fact, recent press accounts indicate 
that the Japanese, through the Toshiba 
Corp. and the National Space Develop
ment Agency, have begun discussions 
with NASA about obtaining the tech
nology developed through NASA's FTS 
program in order that it can be incor
porated into the Japanese space pro
gram. I strongly urge NASA to take 
advantage itself of the component de
velopments of FTS and explore ways in 
which investments in both the hard
ware and software can be incorporated 
into programs that first provide benefit 
to this nation. 

The final bill leaves in place the cur
rent U.S. policy which prohibits the 
use of foreign launch capabilities for 
U.S. Government satellites. In the bill 
first developed by the House, language 
was adopted outlining conditions under 
which this policy requirement could be 
waived. However, now that the decision 
has been made to upgrade our west 
coast launch facility, there is no 
known launch opportunity that would 
necessitate a deviation from our cur-
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rent launch policy. Accordingly, the 
waiver language was dropped from the 
final bill, with continued support for 
our current policy on launching U.S. 
Government satellites. 

Mr. President, before concluding, 
there is one last item of importance in 
this bill that must be highlighted. I am 
speaking of the requirement that be
ginning next year, NASA provide to 
the Congress projected development 
costs for each major mission, program, 
and project for a 5-year period, as well 
as the projected life-cycle costs of 
each. As I have stated several times 
this year, information on NASA's long
term budget profile is needed to enable 
the Congress to better understand how 
funding decisions made in the current 
year create a wedge which affect future 
funding opportunities. This data is to 
be submitted at the time of the Presi
dent's annual budget transmittal to 
the Congress and is to be specific to in
dividual programs and missions, not 
simply NASA's broad disciplines. I 
strongly urge NASA to give careful at
tention to the development of the long
term budget data required in this bill, 
as it will have a very real impact on fu
ture funding decisions related to the 
U.S. space program. 

Mr. President, I believe this legisla
tion will help ensure that the United 
States maintain its leadership in space 
and aeronautics. I urge my colleagues 
to join me in supporting the passage of 
H.R. 1988. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ex
planation be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the expla
nation was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as fallows: 

EXPLANATION OF H.R. 1988 
OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY OF MAJOR PROVISIONS 

The Bill provides $14.896 billion in new 
budget authority and amends previously pro
vided budgetary authority to authorize a 
total of $15.159 billion for F.Y. 1992. This rep
resents a reduction of $594 million from the 
President's request. 

The Bill also provides general new budget 
authority for the next two fiscal years in the 
amount of $15.601 billion for F.Y. 93 and 
$16.959 billion for F.Y. 94. These authoriza
tions represent a 5% real growth per year, 
accounting for an annual inflation of 3.8%, 
from the fiscal year 1992 appropriated level. 

Specific funding initiatives include the fol
lowing: 

The bill provides $2.029 billion, the full re
quest, for Space Station Freedom. Of this 
amount, $18 million is authorized for design 
and development of an Assured Crew Return 
Vehicle. 

Up to $40 million is provided for propulsion 
technology studies and $10 million for vehi
cle design studies including single stage to 
orbit vehicles in order to establish a firm 
technology base for a possible New Launch 
System. The Committee intends to thor
oughly review the need for and potential 
roles of such a New Launch System pending 
the availability of a substantive program 
plan and detailed budget submission. 

The bill provides, within Physics and As
tronomy, S3 million to carry out scientific 
programs which were eliminated from the 

Station due to the reduction in attached 
payload accommodations. 

Within Earth Sciences, the bill provides $5 
million for Landsat data purchases at the 
cost of reproduction and authorizes funding 
for long lead Landsat parts in order to pre
clude a gap in data coverage. $1 million has 
been made available for other remote sens
ing data conversion from Defense related 
data bases and S3 million has been provided 
for a pilot study with the objective of mak
ing aircraft and satellite remote sensing 
data available for Global Change research in 
machine readable form. The Committee ex
pects Department of Energy capabilities to 
be brought to bear on this effort. Finally, 
the bill provides $2 million for the conver
sion of archived Landsat data into a more 
durable medium. The Committee places a 
high priority on the maintenance of a con
sistent and usable set of Landsat data both 
in the past and in the future. 

Within Space Technology, the Bill provides 
$10 million for solar power research and tech
nology development and $10 million for a 
program of component technology develop
ment, validation and demonstration directed 
at commercial launch competitiveness. The 
Committee expects that, in earring out this 
program, close coordination and cooperation 
is established with the private sector and 
with Agency elements responsible for the 
procurement of launch services for Govern
ment payloads. One major goal of this pro
gram is to reduce the cost of launch services 
for the Government. 

Also within the Space Technology account, 
the Bill provides $15 million for telerobotics 
research in order to capitalize on the invest
ment made in the Flight Telerobotic 
Servicer program. The Committee expects 
that NASA will incorporate the results ob
tained to date in developing a robust long 
term activity in this area, and will explore 
ways in which hardware and software ad
vances from the Flight Telerobotic Servicer 
program can be incorporated into future 
telerobotics designs. 

Within Space Shuttle production and oper
ational capability, $375 million has been 
made available for the Advanced Solid Rock
et Motor program. The Committee recog
nizes that this amount contains $50 million 
which was transferred from the Construction 
of Facilities account but not specifically 
provided for in the Appropriations bill. The 
Committee does not wish to restrict NASA's 
budget authority for Construction of Facili
ties and therefore would support a 
reprogramming for ASRM, if necessary, to 
meet total F.Y. 1992 requirements for the 
program. 

Also within this general account, the Com
mittee has provided $112 million for the As
sured Shuttle Availability program. A gen
eral $10 million reduction has been applied 
without prejudice. 

Within Launch Services, funds have been 
authorized for the launch of the Mobile Sat
ellite provided that all administrative and 
judicial uncertainties with respect to the 
status of the license are resolved and a plan 
of reimbursement from other Federal Agen
cies for their share of usage. 

The bill amends previously provided budg
etary authority for the Comet Rendezvous/ 
Asteriod Flyby-Cassini program to reduce 
the amount available for F.Y. 1992 with a 
concomitant increase in the total program 
amount made available through program 
completion. The Committee has taken this 
action in view of the severe shortfall in agen
cy wide appropriations in F.Y. 1992 but has 
maintained its commitment to a full pro-

gram authorization. The Committee, how
ever, will revisit this commitment in the 
event that foreign participation in this pro
gram does not materialize. 

Special reprogramming authority for 
transatmospheric research and technology 
has been provided within the Research and 
Development account in order to provide 
NASA the flexibility to commit sustaining 
funds, in combination with appropriated 
amounts from Department of Defense, for 
the continuation of the National Aerospace 
Plane program. 

The Bill establishes a Facility Mainte
nance Office within the Office of Manage
ment Systems and Facilities in order to cen
tralize programmatic authority for planning, 
budgeting, and carrying out an agencywide 
facility maintenance program. 

The Bill includes a provision which re
quires a special 5-year budget plan for devel
opmental programs in excess of $200 million. 
The programs reported in this submission 
must include an estimate of life-cycle costs. 
For the purposes of this submission, life
cycle costs must include, as a minimum, on
going annual mission operating budgets, 
data analysis programs, planned hardware 
upgrades, and other costs that will be in
curred in future years. The intent of this 
provision is to provide the Committee with 
specific information to enable prudent deci
sions to be made in allocating funds for the 
immediate fiscal year. 

The Bill includes a National Scholars Pro
gram feasibility study intended to review op
tions for increasing the number of PhD re
cipients among economically disadvantaged 
groups. 

The bill authorizes for the Department of 
Transportation up to $20 million for a pro
gram to ensure the resiliency of the Nation's 
space launch infrastructure by improving 
the efficiency and effectiveness of launch fa
cilities. The availability of this authority is 
subject to the enactment of subsequent legis
lation establishing a grant type program for 
managing and allocating these funds. 

The Bill establishes a drug and alcohol 
testing program for all safety-sensitive, se
curity employees working at NASA or with 
NASA contractors. This testing program 
mandates random, pre-employment, post-ac
cident, and reasonable suspicion testing, 
while authorizing periodic testing. While not 
mandating rehabilitation for an employee 
who tests positive, the Bill precludes such an 
individual from returning to a safety-sen
sitive, security, or national security position 
until a rehabilitation program has been com
pleted. 

The Bill directs the Administrator to in
corporate Department of Health and Human 
Services guidelines on laboratories and test
ing procedures. In addition, the bill man
dates a series of procedural safeguards which 
promote individual privacy, require the con
firmation of drug and alcohol tests by a sci
entifically recognized method capable of pro
viding quantifiable data, require split sam
ples that will allow samples to be retested, 
provide for the confidentiality of test re
sults, and ensure that the selection of em
ployees for testing must be by nondiscrim
inatory and impartial methods. 

The Committee recognizes that NASA has 
implemented a Drug-Free Workplace Pro
gram pursuant to Executive Order 12546 and 
that testing for illegal use of controlled sub
stances by NASA employees has been con
ducted since March, 1989. The Committee has 
included this provision in the Bill to codify 
this existing drug testing program for em
ployees in designated positions, as well as to 
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require testing for alcohol and to extend 
these testing requirements to NASA contrac
tors in certain positions. Enactment of this 
section is not intended to disturb the drug 
testing program already underway at NASA. 
Nor is it the Committee's intent to expand 
the testing population beyond the pool of 
testing designated positions already identi
fied by NASA. NASA has done a great deal of 
work in the drug testing area and this lan
guage is not intended to threaten the valid
ity or the scope of the current program. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the 
bill before us represents a final com
promise with the House on the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis
tration authorization bill for fiscal 
year 1992. The House of Representa
tives passed H.R. 1988 as amended on 
November 7. Senate concurrence today 
will send this legislation to the Presi
dent. I urge my colleagues to join me 
in supporting final passage of this bill. 

Mr. President, given our current fis
cal situation and projections of a Fed
eral budget deficit for fiscal year 1992 
that may reach $350 billion, there can 
be no doubt that spending priorities 
must be established. This is true not 
just for NASA, but for the entire Fed
eral budget. Accordingly, during con
sideration of this compromise bill, we 
have worked to make program reduc
tions in certain areas to help establish 
funding priorities for fiscal year 1992 
and the remainder of the decade. 

In total, the legislation authorizes 
$14.9 billion for NASA's space and aero
nautics research and technology devel
opment programs for fiscal year 1992. 
When combined with the existing 
multiyear authorization for the CRAF 
and Cassini missions, the effective fis
cal year 1992 program level for NASA 
provided by this bill is $15.1 billion, 
which represents a reduction of $595 
million from the President's request. 
The bill also authorizes funding for the 
National Space Council, the Office of 
Commercial Space Transportation in 
the Department of Transportation 
[DOT], and the Office of Space Com
merce in the Department of Commerce. 

Mr. President, the bill before us also 
authorizes a total funding level for 
NASA for fiscal year 1993 and 1994. 
These authorizations were in the origi
nal House-passed bill and are intended 
to serve as a reference point for NASA 
and the Office of Management and 
Budget in developing budgets for the 
next 2 years. These authorizations, 
however, will not obviate the need for 
an authorization bill next year, as we 
still will need to authorize the specific 
program funding levels. While agreeing 
to the inclusion of this provision, I 
continue to believe that an annual au
thorization bill is important in our ef
fort to maintain adequate congres
sional oversight of the many programs 
that comprise the U.S. space program. 

The legislation includes a number of 
policy provisions that will help the ef
fectiveness of our space program. Fore
most of these is the requirement that 

NASA establish a drug and alcohol 
testing program for all safety-sen
si tive, security, and national security 
employees working at NASA or with 
NASA contractors. In a program pat
terned after the drug and alcohol test
ing program established for transpor
tation safety-sensitive and security 
workers in the recently-enacted trans
portation appropriations bill-Public 
Law 102-143-this bill requires random, 
preemployment, postaccident, and rea
sonable suspicion testing. The bill also 
allows periodic testing should the Ad
ministrator of NASA determine such 
testing is needed. 

Mr. President, NASA currently has 
in place a testing program in which ap
proximately 2,300 individuals in des
ignated safety sensitive, security, and 
national security positions are tested 
for controlled substances. This legisla
tion codifies that testing program and 
extends it to require testing of these 
same employees for alcohol, as well as 
to individuals in safety-sensitive, secu
rity, and national security positions 
with NASA contractors. 

Billions of taxpayer dollars are being 
invested in the development of many 
risky and technically complex projects 
for the civil space program. it is there
fore incumbent upon us to do all that 
we can to make the space program as 
reliable and safe as possible. Drug and 
alcohol testing will serve as an invalu
able tool in that regard. 

The enactment of this legislation is 
not intended to disturb the testing for 
controlled substances already con
ducted by NASA. The agency has done 
a greal deal of work in this area, and 
H.R. 1988 is not intended to threaten 
the validity or the scope of the current 
testing program. 

Of course, a testing program of this 
type needs safeguards that provide all 
possible protection to ensure the accu
racy of test results and to protect inno
cent employees. This bill accomplishes 
this objective by requiring that testing 
follow Department of Health and 
Human Services [HHS] guidelines; the 
initial screening tests be followed up 
by confirmatory tests by laboratories 
that meet rigorous certification stand
ards; and that the confidentiality of 
the test results and medical histories 
be protected. 

With respect to alcohol testing, Mr. 
President, I urge NASA to work with 
officials at HHS and DOT in developing 
standards for impairment. The exper
tise that has been developed at these 
two Federal agencies will help to en
sure that NASA successfully complies 
with the 18-month deadline required by 
this bill for implementing the new 
testing program. This is a longer pe
riod of time than was provided in the 
transportation appropriations law, as 
officials at DOT have done more work 
in developing an alcohol testing pro
gram for transportation workers. The 
alcohol testing requirements in this 

bill will ensure that designated em
ployees within NASA and with NASA 
contractors do not drink and perform 
safety-sensitive, security, or national 
security activities. 

Concerning random alcohol testing, 
the testing provisions in H.R. 1988 give 
NASA sufficient authority to develop 
rules to determine when testing will 
occur. The authority will allow NASA 
to require random tests centered 
around the time of employee perform
ance. This legislation gives NASA 
ample authority to focus the rules and 
procedures appropriately and the abil
ity to avail itself of the latest tech
niques, such as breathalyzers, to carry 
out the testing. 

Mr. President, we have worked hard 
this year to ensure that those who 
drink alcohol or use illegal drugs are 
removed from jobs that can adversely 
affect public safety or national secu
rity. The testing program established 
under this legislation will further our 
efforts to protect that public interest. I 
urge my colleagues to join in final pas
sage of this legislation. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendment to the Senate 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. MITCHELL. I move to reconsider 

the vote. 
Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that 

motion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 

FEDERAL CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES 
REMEMBRANCE DAY 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Judiciary 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration of Senate Joint Resolu
tion 198 designating "Federal Civilian 
Employees Remembrance Day" and 
that the Senate proceed to its imme
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Clerk will report the joint resolution 
by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 198) to recog
nize contributions Federal civilian employ
ees provided during the attack on Pearl Har
bor and during World War II. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider
ation of the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the joint resolu
tion. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1429 

Mr. MITCHELL. On behalf of Senator 
Akaka, I send an amendment to the 
desk, and I ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Clerk will report. 
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The bill check read as follows: 
The Senator from Maine [Mr. MITCHELL], 

for Mr. AKAKA proposes an amendment num
bered 1429: 

On page 2, line 3, strike "Hawaii" and in
sert "Federal Civilian Employees.". 

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

The amendment (No. 1429) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the joint resolution. 

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

The preamble was agreed to. 
The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 198) 

and its preamble are as follows: 
S.J. RES. 198 

Whereas on Sunday morning, December 7, 
1941, at 7:55 a.m., the first wave of dive and 
high level bombers from the Imperial Japa
nese Combined Fleet attacked Hickam and 
Wheeler Airfields in the United States terri
tory of Hawaii; 

Whereas the first bombs fell on Ford Island 
at Pearl Harbor; 

Whereas American fighter planes were 
strafed and destroyed on the ground at Pearl 
Harbor, Hickam Airfield, Kaneohe Naval Air 
Station, Bellows Airfield, Ewa Marine Corps 
Air Station, Schofield Barracks, and Wheeler 
Airfield; 

Whereas the United States Pacific Fleet 
was devastated, but its carriers were still 
afloat, and Pearl Harbor's shipyards, fuel 
storage area, and submarine base remark
ably suffered very little damage; 

Whereas Federal civilian employees re
sponded magnificently that fateful morning 
and met their country's call to duty with 
distinction and valor; 

Whereas Federal civilian employees were 
instrumental in the remarkable salvage ef
fort to raise and repair several of the naval 
vessels that were put back in action before 
the end of World War II; 

Whereas of the 2,403 Americans killed in 
connection with the attack on Pearl Harbor, 
68 were civilians, and of the 1,178 Americans 
wounded in connection with the attack, 35 
were civilians; 

Whereas Federal civilian employees exhib
ited the highest sense of patriotism and ex
emplary performance at Pearl Harbor and 
during World War II; 

Whereas on December 4, 1991, ceremonies 
coordinated by the National Park Service 
will be held in the State of Hawaii to recog
nize the contributions of Federal civilian 
employees; and 

Whereas we should honor these distin
guished individuals during the commemora
tion of the fiftieth anniversary of the attack 
on Pearl Harbor: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That December 4, 1991, is 
designated as "Federal Civilian Employees 
Remembrance Day". The President is au
thorized and requested to issue a proclama
tion calling upon the people of the United 
States to observe such day with appropriate 
ceremonies and activities recognizing the 
important contributions Federal civilian em
ployees provided during the attack on Pearl 
Harbor and during World War II, and thank
ing such dedicated and committed individ
uals for their sacrifice and devotion to their 
country. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Calendar Nos. 
148 and 237 be indefinitely postponed. 

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

TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS IN THE 
JUDICIAL IMPROVEMENTS ACT 
OF 1990 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
that the Chair lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representa
tives on S. 1284. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the following message 
from the House of Representatives: 

Resolved, That the bill from the Senate (S. 
1284) entitled "An Act to make certain tech
nical corrections in the Judicial Improve
ments Act of 1990", do pass with the follow
ing amendments: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause, 
and insert: 
SECTION I. JUDICIAL COUNCILS OF CIRCUITS. 

Section 332(a)(l) of title 28, United States 
Code, as amended by section 323 of the Judicial 
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 EXPENSE AND DELAY RE

DUCTION PLANS. 
Chapter 23 of title 28, United States Code, as 

added by section 103 of the Judicial Improve
ments 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)-
(i) by striking "chief judges" and inserting 

"chief judge"; and 
(ii) by striking "court of appeals for such"; 

and 
(B) in paragraph (2)-
(i) by striking "a court of appeals" and in

serting "a circuit may designate another judge 
of the court of appeals of that circuit,"; and 

(ii) by striking "court to pert orm 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 Judicial Im
provements Act of 1990, is amended by striking 
"if (1)" and inserting "in (1)". 
SEC. 4. REMOVAL OF SEPARATE AND INDEPEND

ENT CLAIMS. 
Section 1441(c) of title 28, United States Code, 

as amended by section 312 of the Judicial Im
provements Act of 1990, is amended by -

(1) striking the comma after "title"; and 
(2) striking "may may" and inserting "may". 

SEC. 5. APPEAL OF ABSTENTION DETERMINA
TIONS UNDER TITLE 11 OF THE 
UNITED STATES CODE. 

Section 305(c) of title 11, United States Code, 
as amended by section 309 of the Judicial Im
provements Act of 1990, is amended by striking 
"this title" both places it appears and inserting 
"title 28". 
SEC. 6. OUTSIDE EARNED INCOME UMITATIONS. 

Section 502(b) of the Ethics in Government Act 
of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App. 7 502(b)), as amended by 

section 601(a) of the Ethics Reform Act of 1989 
and section 319 of the Judicial Improvements Act 
of 1990, is amended to read as follows: 

"(b) TEACHING COMPENSATION OF JUSTICES 
AND JUDGES RETIRED FROM REGULAR ACTIVE 
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 United 
States retired from regular active service under 
section 371(b) of title 28, United States 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 calendar year 
for which such judge has met the requirements 
of subsection (f) of section 371 of title 28, United 
States 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 

COURT.-Section 178 of title 28, United States 
Code, as added by section 306(a) of the Judicial 
Improvements Act of 1990, is amended-

(1) in subsection (f)(2)(A) by inserting "(ex
cept for subchapters Ill and VII)" after "chap
ter 84"; and 

(2) in subsection (j)
( A) in paragraph (1)-
(i) by striking "(2)" and inserting "(4)"; and 
(ii) by striking "so practices law" and insert-

ing "engages in any such activity"; 
(B) in paragraph (2) by striking "If" and in

serting "Subject to paragraph (4), if"; and 
(C) in paragraph (3) by inserting "for" after 

"(other than". 
(b) CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT SYSTEM.-Sec

tion 8339(n) of title 5, United States Code, as 
amended by section 306(c)(4) of the Judicial Im
provements Act of 1990, is amended by inserting 
a comma after "United States commissioner". 

(c) 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 section 
8440c; and 

(B) in subsection (b)-
(i) in paragraph (4)(A) by striking "subsection 

(d)" and inserting "subsection (c)"; 
(ii) by striking paragraph (7) and redesignat

ing paragraph (8) as (7); and 
(iii) by adding at the end the fallowing: 
"(8) Notwithstanding paragraph (4)(B), if any 

Claims Court judge who elects to make contribu
tions to the Thrift Savings Fund under sub
section (a) retires before becoming entitled to an 
annuity under section 178 of title 28, and such 
judge's nonforfeitable account balance is $3,500 
or less, the Executive Director shall pay the 
nonf orf eitable account balance to the partici
pant in a single payment unless the judge elects, 
at such time and otherwise in such manner as 
the Executive Director prescribes, to have the 
nonf orfeitable account balance transferred to an 
eligible retirement plan as provided in section 
8433(e). 

"(9) Notwithstanding paragraph (4)(A), if any 
Claims Court judge retires under circumstances 
making such judge eligible to make an election 
under section 8433(b), and such judge's non
forfeitable account balance is $3,500 or less, the 
Executive Director shall pay the nonf orfeitable 
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 prescribes, one of the options available 
under section 8433(b). ". 
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(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 

chapter 84 of title 5, United States Code, is 
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 para
graph (1)) shall be effective as of January l, 
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 amended 
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." 
(CJ Section 5(b) of Public Law 102-82 is 

amended-
(i) by striking "8440c" and inserting "8440d"; 

and 
(ii) by striking "(as added by subsection (a))" . 
(DJ section 7296(f)(2)(A) of title 38, United 

States Code, as amended by section 5(c)(l) of 
Public Law 102-82, is amended by striking 
"8440c" and inserting 8440d". 

(E) section 7297(n) of title 38, United States 
Code, as amended by section 5(c)(2) of Public 
Law 102-82, is amended by striking "8440c" and 
inserting 8440d". 

(d) FEDERAL EMPLOYEES' RETIREMENT SYS
TEM.-Section 8402(g) of title 5, United States 
Code, as added by section 306(e) of the Judicial 
Improvement Act of 1990, is amended by insert
ing a comma after "such chapter". 
SEC. 8. NATIONAL COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL 

DISCIPUNE AND REMOVAL. 
(a) MEMBERSHIP.-Section 411 of the National 

Commission on Judicial Discipline and Removal 
Act (title IV of the Judicial Improvements Act of 
1990) (28 U.S.C. 372 note) is amended by striking 
subsections (e) and (f) and redesignating sub
sections (g) through (h) as subsections (e) 
through (f), respectively. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.-(]) The subtitle 
heading for subtitle II of the Judicial Discipline 
and Removal Reform Act of 1990 is amended by 
striking "Impeachment" and inserting "Dis
cipline and Removal". 

(2) Section 409 of the National Commission on 
Judicial Discipline and Removal Act (28 U.S.C. 
note) is amended by striking "hereafter" and 
inserting "hereinafter". 
SEC. 9. STUDY OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE ACT PRO· 

GRAM. 
Section 318(c) of the Judicial Improvements 

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-
(]) by striking "petition for" each place it ap

pears and inserting "notice of"; 
(2) in subsection (c)(3), by striking "petition is 

first denied" and inserting "prosecution is first 
remanded"; 

(3) by striking paragraphs (4) and (5) of sub
section (c) and inserting the following: 

"(4) The United States district court in which 
such notice is filed shall examine the notice 
promptly. If it clearly appears on the face of the 
notice and any exhibits annexed thereto that re
moval should not be permitted, the court shall 
make an order for summary remand. 

"(5) If the United States district court does 
not order the summary remand of such prosecu
tion, it shall order an evidentiary hearing to be 
held promptly and after such hearing shall 
make such disposition of the prosecution as jus
tice shall require. If the United States district 
court determines that removal shall be per
mitted, it shall so notify the State court in 
which prosecution is pending, which shall pro
ceed 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 inserting 

"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 "petitioner" 
and inserting "removing party". 

(c) APPOINTMENT OF CIRCUIT JUDGES.-Section 
44(c) of title 28, United States Code, is amended 
by striking "this Act" and inserting "the Fed
eral Courts Improvement Act of 1982". 
SEC. 11. AMENDMENTS TO RULES OF CIVIL PRO· 

CED URE. 
(a) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.-Rule 15(c)(3) of 

the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure for the 
United States Courts, as transmitted to the Con
gress by the Supreme Court pursuant to section 
2074 of title 28, United States Code, to become ef
fective on December 1, 1991, is amended by strik
ing "Rule 4(m)" and inserting "Rule 4(j)". 

(b) AMENDMENT TO FORMS.-Form 1-A, Notice 
of Lawsuit and Request for Waiver of Service of 
Summons, and Form 1-B, Waiver of Service of 
Summons, included in the transmittal by the Su
preme Court described in subsection (a), shall 
not be effective and Form 18-A, Notice and Ac
knowledgment for Service by Mail, abrogated by 
the Supreme Court in such transmittal, effective 
December 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-
(]) by designating the first and second para

graphs as subsections (a) and (b), respectively; 
(2) by striking the third and fourth para

graphs; 
(3) by designating the fifth paragraph as sub

section (d); and 
(4) by inserting after subsection (b), as so des

ignated, the following: 
"(c) The district court may, upon motion filed 

not later than 30 days after the expiration 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-

"(]) 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 appeal 
for a period of 14 days from the date of entry of 
the order reopening the time for appeal.". 

Amend the title 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.". 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate concur in the 
amendments of the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

FOOD, AGRICULTURE, CONSERVA
TION, AND TRADE ACT AMEND
MENTS OF 1991 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider
ation of Calendar No. 344, H.R. 3029, 
making technical corrections to agri
cultural laws. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (R.R. 3029) to make technical correc
tions to agricultural laws. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For
estry, with an amendment to strike all 
after the enacting clause and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. 2 TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 

TITLE I-AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY 
PROGRAMS 

Sec. 101. References. 
Sec. 102. Conserving use acres. 
Sec. 103. Double cropping of 0192 acres. 
Sec. 104. Announcement of acreage reduction 

programs for rice. 
Sec. 105. Corn and sorghum bases. 
Sec. 106. Cover crops on reduced acreage. 
Sec. 107. Cotton user marketing certificates. 
Sec. 108. Malting barley. 
Sec. 109. Deficiency payments for wheat, bar-

ley. and oats. 
Sec. 110. Minor oilseed loan rates. 
Sec. 111. Sugar. 
Sec. 112. Crop acreage base. 
Sec. 113. Miscellaneous amendments to the Ag

ricultural Act of 1949. 
Sec. 114. Miscellaneous amendments to the 

Food, Agriculture, Conservation, 
and Trade Act of 1990. 

Sec. 115. Miscellaneous amendments to the Ag
ricultural Adjustment Act. 

Sec. 116. Miscellaneous amendments to the Ag
ricultural Adjustment Act of 1938. 

Sec. 117. Section redesignation. 
Sec. 118. Other miscellaneous commodity 

amendments. 
Sec. 119. Sense of Congress regarding imported 

barley and oats. 
Sec. 120. Payment options for winter wheat pro

ducer. 
Sec. 121. Modification of milk production termi

nation program. 
Sec. 122. Cotton classing fees. 
Sec. 123. Sense of Congress regarding targeted 

option payments. 
Sec. 124. Transfer of peanut quota 

undermarketings. 
Sec. 125. Cotton futures contracts. 
Sec. 126. Report on lamb price and supply re

porting services of the Department 
of Agriculture. 

Sec. 127. Cotton first handler marketing certifi
cates. 
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TITLE II-CONSERVATION 

Sec. 201. Amendments to the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 
1990. 

Sec. 202. Amendment to the Soil Conservation 
and Domestic Allotment Act. 

Sec. 203. Farms for the future. 
Sec. 204. Amendments to the Food Security Act 

of 1985. 
TITLE Ill-TRADE RELATED TECHNICAL 

CORRECTIONS 
Sec. 301. Superf1,uous punctuation in farmer to 

farmer provisions. 
Sec. 302. Punctuation correction in Enterprise 

for the Americas Initiative. 
Sec. 303. Spelling correction in section 604. 
Sec. 304. Missing word in section 606. 
Sec. 305. Punctuation error in section 607. 
Sec. 306. Typographical correction in section 

612. 
Sec. 307. Erroneous quotation. 
Sec. 308. Punctuation correction. 
Sec. 309. Date correction. 
Sec. 310. Missing subtitle heading correction. 
Sec. 311. Redesignation of subsection. 
Sec. 312. Date correction to section 404. 
Sec. 313. Date correction to section 416. 
Sec. 314. Redesignation of section. 
Sec. 315. Cross reference correction. 
Sec. 316. Placement clarification. 
Sec. 317. Punctuation correction. 
Sec. 318. Elimination of obsolete cross reference. 
Sec. 319. Cross reference correction. 
Sec. 320. Correcting clerical errors in section 204 

of the Agricultural Trade Act of 
1978. 

Sec. 321. Capitalization correction. 
Sec. 322. Correction of error in date. 
Sec. 323. Correction of typographical error. 
Sec. 324. Cross reference correction. 
Sec. 325. Elimination of superfluous word. 
Sec. 326. Cross reference correction. 
Sec. 327. Amendment to section 602. 
Sec. 328. Section 407 corrections. 
Sec. 329. Section 407(b) amendment. 
Sec. 330. Supplemental views in annual report. 
Sec. 331. Consultations with Congress. 
Sec. 332. Statute designation. 
Sec. 333. Correction of placement and indenta

tion of subparagraph. 
Sec. 334. Export credit guarantee program. 
Sec. 335. Amendments to the Food for Progress 

Program. 
Sec. 336. Miscellaneous amendments to the Ag

ricultural Trade Development and 
Assistance Act of 1954. 

Sec. 337. Reporting requirements. 
Sec. 338. Sharing of United States agricultural 

expertise. 
Sec. 339. Competitive insurance. 

TITLE IV-RESEARCH 
Sec. 401. Competitive, special, and facilities re

search grants. 
Sec. 402. National Agricultural Research, Ex

tension, and Policy Act of 1977. 
Sec. 403. Rural development and small farm re

search and education. 
Sec. 404. National Genetic Resources Program. 
Sec. 405. Alternative agricultural research and 

commercialization. 
Sec. 406. Miscellaneous research provisions. 
Sec. 407. Sustainable agriculture research and 

education. 
TITLE V-CREDIT 

Sec. 501. Amendments to the Consolidated Farm 
and Rural Development Act. 

TITLE VII-RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
Sec. 701. Amendments to the Consolidated Farm 

and Rural Development Act. 
Sec. 702. Amendments to the Food, Agriculture, 

Conservation, and Trade Act of 
1990. 

Sec. 703. Amendments to the Rural Electrifica
tion Act of 1936. 

Sec. 704. Rural health leadership development. 
TITLE VIII-AGRICULTURAL PROMOTION 

Sec. 801. Short title. 
Sec. 802. Pecans. 
Sec. 803. Mushrooms. 
Sec. 804. Potatoes. 
Sec. 805. Limes. 
Sec. 806. Soybeans. 
Sec. 807. Honey. 
Sec. 808. Cotton. 
Sec. 809. Fluid milk. 
Sec. 810. Wool. 

TITLE IX-FOOD AND NUTRITION 
PROGRAMS 

Subtitle A-Food Stamp Program 
Sec. 901. Certification period. 
Sec. 902. Application of Food Stamp Act of 1977 

to disabled persons. 
Sec. 903. Categorical eligibility for recipients of 

general assistance. 
Sec. 904. Exclusions from income. 
Sec. 905. Resources that cannot be sold for a 

significant return. 
Sec. 906. Resource exemption for households ex

empt under AFDC or SS/. 
Sec. 907. Technical amendment on transitional 

housing. 
Sec. 908. Notices to monthly reporting house

holds. 
Sec. 909. Performance standards for employ

ment and training programs. 
Sec. 910. Suspension of certain requirements, 

and study. off ood stamp program 
on Indian reservations. 

Sec. 911. Value of allotment. 
Sec. 912. Prorating within a certification pe

riod. 
Sec. 913. Codification of limitation on recovery 

of stale claims. 
Sec. 914. Recovery of claims caused by 

nonfraudulent household errors. 
Sec. 915. Demonstration projects for vehicle ex

clusion limit. 
Sec. 916. Definition of retail food store. 

Subtitle B-Commodity Distribution and 
Children's Programs 

Sec. 921. Extension of elderly commodity proc
essing demonstrations. 

Sec. 922. Rules relating to food stamp retailers 
and wholesalers. 

Sec. 923. Child care clarification. 
Sec. 924. Homeless children's feeding projects. 
Sec. 925. Reduction of Federal paperwork for 

distribution of commodities. 
Sec. 926. Advance funding for commodity pur-

chases. 
Subtitle C-Farmers' Market Nutrition Program 
Sec. 931. Purpose. 
Sec. 932. Farmers' market nutrition program. 
Sec. 933. Conforming amendment. 
Subtitle D-Procurement of Infant Formula for 

WIG 
Sec. 941. Definitions. 
Sec. 942. Procurement of infant formula for 

WIG. 
Sec. 943. Procedures to reduce purchases of 

low-iron infant formula. 
Sec. 502. Amendments to the Farm Credit Act of Sec. 944. 

1971. 
Incentive to encourage joint purchas

ing of infant formula. 
TITLE VI-CROP INSURANCE AND 

DISASTER ASSIST ANGE 
Sec. 601. Federal crop insurance. 
Sec. 602. Disaster relief. 

Sec. 945. Technical assistance. 
Subtitle E-lndian Subsistence Farming 

Demonstration Grant 
Sec. 951. Purposes. 

Sec. 952. Definitions. 
Sec. 953. Indian subsistence farming demonstra-

tion grant program. 
Sec. 954. Training and technical assistance. 
Sec. 955. Tribal consultation. 
Sec. 956. Use of grants. 
Sec. 957. Amount and term of grant. 
Sec. 958. Other requirements. 
Sec. 959. Authorization for appropriations. 

Subtitle F-Technical Amendments 
Sec. 961. Technical amendments to the Food 

Stamp Act of 1977. 
Sec. 962. Amendment relating to the Hunger 

Prevention Act of 1988. 
TITLE X-MISCELLANEOUS TECHNICAL 

CORRECT IONS 
Sec. 1001. Organic certification. 
Sec. 1002. Agricultural fellowships. 
Sec. 1003. Outreach and assistance for socially 

disadvantaged farmers and 
ranchers. 

Sec. 1004. Protection of pets. 
Sec. 1005. Critical agricultural materials. 
Sec. 1006. Amendments to FIFRA and related 

provisions. 
Sec. 1007. Grain standards. 
Sec. 1008. Packers and stockyards. 
Sec. 1009. Redundant language in Warehouse 

Act. 
Sec. 1010. Perishable agricultural commodities. 
Sec. 1011. Egg products inspection. 
Sec. 1012. Prevention of introduction of brown 

tree snakes to Hawaii from Guam. 
Sec. 1013. Grant to prevent and control potato 

diseases. 
Sec. 1014. Collection of fees for collection serv

ices. 
Sec. 1015. Meat and poultry inspection. 
Sec. 1016. Fees for laboratory accreditation. 

TITLE XI-EFFECTIVE DATE 
Sec. 1101. Effective date. 

TITLE I-AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY 
PROGRAMS 

SEC. 101. REFERENCES. 
Except as otherwise specifically provided, 

whenever in this title a section is amended, re
pealed, or referenced, such amendment, repeal, 
or reference shall be considered to be made to 
that section of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 
U.S.C. 1421 et seq.). 
SEC. 102. CONSERVING USE ACRES. 

(a) RICE.-Section lOJB(c)(l)(E) (7 U.S.C. 
1441-2(c)(l)(E)) is amended-

(1) by striking "rye, mung beans" and insert
ing "rye, millet, mung beans"; and 

(2) in clause (i), by striking "and will not af
fect farm income adversely••. 

(b) COTTON.-Section 103B(c)(J)(E) (7 u.s.c. 
1444-2(c)(l)(E)) is amended-

(1) by striking "rye, mung beans" and insert
ing "rye, millet, mung beans"; and 

(2) in clause (i), by striking "and will not af
fect farm income adversely". 

(c) FEED GRAINS.-Section 105B(c)(l)(F) (7 
U.S.C. 1444f(c)(l)(F)) is amended

(1) in clause (i)-
( A) by striking "sesame,"; 
(B) by striking "rye, mung beans" and insert

ing "rye, millet, mung beans"; and 
(C) in subclause (!), by striking "and will not 

affect farm income adversely"; and 
(2) in clause (ii), by striking "mustard seed, 

and" and inserting "mustard seed, sesame, 
and". 

(d) WHEAT.-Section 107B(c)(J)(F) (7 u.s.c. 
1445b-3a(c)(l)(F)) is amended

(1) in clause (i)-
( A) by striking "sesame,"; 
(B) by striking "rye, mung beans" and insert

ing "rye, millet, mung beans"; and 
(C) in subclause (!), by striking "and will not 

affect farm income adversely"; and 
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(2) in clause (ii), by striking "mustard seed, 

and" and inserting "mustard seed, sesame, 
and". 
SEC. 103. DOUBLE CROPPING OF 019% ACRES. 

(a) FEED GRAINS.-Section 105B(c)(l)(F) (7 
U.S.C. 1444f(c)(l)(F)) is further amended by 
adding at the end the fallowing new clause: 

"(iii) DOUBLE CROPPING.-The Secretary shall 
permit, subject to such terms and conditions as 
the Secretary may prescribe, all or any portion 
of the acreage otherwise required to be devoted 
to conservation uses as a condition of qualifying 
for payments under subparagraph (E) that is 
devoted to an industrial, oilseed, or other crop 
pursuant to clause (i) or (ii) to be subsequently 
planted during the same crop year to any crop 
described in subparagraph (B), (C), or (D) of 
section 504(b)(l). The planting of soybeans as 
such subsequently planted crop shall be limited 
to farms determined by the Secretary to have an 
established history of double cropping soybeans 
during at least 3 of the preceding 5 years. In im
plementing this clause, the Secretary shall re
quire producers to agree to for ego eligibility to 
receive loans under this Act for the crop of the 
subsequently planted crop that is produced on a 
farm under this clause.". 

(b) WHEAT.-Section 107B(c)(l)(F) (7 u.s.c. 
1445b-3a(c)(l)(F)) is further amended by adding 
at the end the fallowing new clause: 

"(iii) DOUBLE CROPPING.-The Secretary shall 
permit. subject to such terms and conditions as 
the Secretary may prescribe, all or any portion 
of the acreage otherwise required to be devoted 
to conservation uses as a condition of qualifying 
for payments under subparagraph (E) that is 
devoted to an industrial, oilseed, or other crop 
pursuant to clause (i) or (ii) to be subsequently 
planted during the same crop year to any crop 
described in subparagraph (B), (C), or (D) of 
section 504(b)(l). The planting of soybeans as 
such subsequently planted crop shall be limited 
to farms determined by the Secretary to have an 
established history of double cropping soybeans 
during at least 3 of the preceding 5 years. In im
plementing this clause, the Secretary shall re
quire producers to agree to forego eligibility to 
receive loans under this Act for the crop of the 
subsequently planted crop that is produced on a 
farm under this clause.". 
SEC. 104. ANNOUNCEMENT OF ACREAGE REDUC· 

TION PROGRAMS FOR RICE. 
Section 101B(e)(l) (7 U.S.C. 1441-2(e)(l)) is 

amended by striking subparagraph (C) and in
serting the fallowing new subparagraph: 

''(C) ANNOUNCEMENTS.-
"(i) PRELIMINARY ANNOUNCEMENT.-// the Sec

retary elects to implement an acreage limitation 
program for any crop year, the Secretary shall 
make a preliminary announcement of any such 
program not later than December 1 of the cal
endar year preceding the year in which the crop 
is harvested (or. for the 1992 crop, as soon as 
practicable after the date of enactment of this 
subparagraph). The preliminary announcement 
shall include, among other information deter
mined necessary by the Secretary, an announce
ment of the uniform percentage reduction in the 
rice crop acreage base described in paragraph 
(2)(A). 

"(ii) FINAL ANNOUNCEMENT.-Not later than 
January 31 of the calendar year in which the 
crop is harvested, the Secretary shall make a 
final announcement of the program. The an
nouncement shall include, among other inf or
mation determined necessary by the Secretary, 
an announcement of the uniform percentage re
duction in the rice crop described in paragraph 
(2)(A). ". 
SEC. 105. CORN AND SORGHUM BASES. 

Section 105B(e)(2) (7 U.S.C. 1444f(c)(2)) is 
amended by adding at the end the fallowing 
new subparagraph: 

"(H) CORN AND SORGHUM BASES.-Notwith
standing any other provision of this Act, with 

respect to each of the 1992 through 1995 crops of 
corn and grain sorghums-

' '(i) the Secretary shall combine the permitted 
acreages established under subparagraph (D) 
for a farm for a crop year for corn and grain 
sorghums; 

"(ii) for each crop year, the sum of the acre
age planted and considered planted to corn and 
grain sorghum, as determined by the Secretary 
under this section and title V, shall be prorated 
to corn and grain sorghum based on the ratio of 
the crop acreage base for the individual crop of 
corn or grain sorghum, as applicable. to the sum 
of the crop acreage bases for corn and grain sor
ghum established for each crop year: and 

"(iii) for each crop year, the sum of the corn 
and grain sorghum payment acres, as deter
mined under subsection (c), shall be prorated to 
corn and grain sorghum based on the ratio of 
the maximum payment acres for the individual 
crop of corn or grain sorghum, as applicable. to 
the sum of the maximum payment acres for corn 
and grain sorghum established for each crop 
year.". 
SEC. 106. COVER CROPS ON REDUCED ACREAGE. 

(a) RICE.-Section 101B(e)(4)(B) (7 U.S.C. 
1441-2(e)(4)(B)) is amended by striking clause (i) 
and inserting the fallowing new clause: 

''(i) REQUIRED.-
"( I) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

subclause (//) and paragraph (2), a producer 
who participates in an acreage reduction pro
gram established for a crop of rice under this 
subsection shall be required to plant to, or main
tain as, an annual or perennial cover 50 percent 
(or more at the option of the producer) of the 
acreage that is required to be removed from the 
production of rice. but not to exceed 5 percent 
(or more at the option of the producer) of the 
crop acreage base established for the crop. 

"(//) ARID AREAS.-Subclause (/) shall not 
apply with respect to arid areas (including sum
mer fallow areas), as determined by the Sec
retary . 

"(///) APPROVAL OF COVER CROPS AND PRAC
TICES.-The Secretary, in carrying out subclause 
(I) in a particular State and in order to ensure 
that the land is sufficiently protected from 
weeds and wind and water erosion in accord
ance with subparagraph (A) in a manner that 
provides flexibility for producers in such State. 
shall approve appropriate crops planted or 
maintained as cover (including, if appropriate, 
native grasses and legumes or other vegetation) 
and establish a final seeding date for such cover 
crops. In making such determinations, the Sec
retary shall take into consideration the rec
ommendations of the State technical committee 
for the State (established pursuant to section 
1261 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3861)), the State committee established under 
section 8(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domes
tic Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b)), and the 
Soil Conservation Service State Conservationist 
for the State.". 

(b) COTTON.-Section 103B(e)(4)(B) (7 u.s.c. 
1444-2(e)(4)(B)) is amended by striking clause (i) 
and inserting the fallowing new clause: 

"(i) REQUIRED.-
"(/) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

subclause (II) and paragraph (2), a producer 
who participates in an acreage reduction pro
gram established for a crop of upland cotton 
under this subsection shall be required to plant 
to, or maintain as, an annual or perennial cover 
50 percent (or more at the option of the pro
ducer) of the acreage that is required to be re
moved from the production of upland cotton. 
but not to exceed 5 percent (or more at the op
tion of the producer) of the crop acreage base 
established for the crop. 

"(II) ARID AREAS.-Subclause (I) shall not 
apply with respect to arid areas (including sum
mer fallow areas), as determined by the Sec
retary. 

"(///) APPROVAL OF COVER CROPS AND PRAC
TICES.-The Secretary, in carrying out subclause 
(I) in a particular State and in order to ensure 
that the land is sufficiently protected from 
weeds and wind and water erosion in accord
ance with subparagraph (A) in a manner that 
provides flexibility for producers in such State, 
shall approve appropriate crops planted or 
maintained as cover (including, if appropriate, 
native grasses and legumes or other vegetation) 
and establish a final seeding date for such cover 
crops. In making such determinations. the Sec
retary shall take into consideration the rec
ommendations of the State technical committee 
for the State (established pursuant to section 
1261 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3861)) , the State committee established under 
section 8(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domes
tic Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b)). and the 
Soil Conservation Service State Conservationist 
for the State.". 

(C) FEED GRAINS.-Section 105B(e)(4)(B) (7 
U.S.C. 1444f(e)(4)(B)) is amended by striking 
clause (i) and inserting the fallowing new 
clause: 

"(i) REQUIRED.-
"(/) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

subclause (II) and paragraph (2), a producer 
who participates in an acreage reduction pro
gram established for a crop of feed grains under 
this subsection shall be required to plant to, or 
maintain as. an annual or perennial cover 50 
percent (or more at the option of the producer) 
of the acreage that is required to be removed 
from the production of feed grains, but not to 
exceed 5 percent (or more at the option of the 
producer) of the crop acreage base established 
for the crop. 

"(II) ARID AREAS.-Subclause (I) shall not 
apply with respect to arid areas (including sum
mer fallow areas), as determined by the Sec
retary. 

"(///) APPROVAL OF COVER CROPS AND PRAC
TICES.- The Secretary, in carrying out subclause 
(I) in a particular State and in order to ensure 
that the land is sufficiently protected from 
weeds and wind and water erosion in accord
ance with subparagraph (A) in a manner that 
provides flexibility for producers in such State, 
shall approve appropriate crops planted or 
maintained as cover (including, if appropriate, 
native grasses and legumes or other vegetation) 
and establish a final seeding date for such cover 
crops. In making such determinations, the Sec
retary shall take into consideration the rec
ommendations of the State technical committee 
for the State (established pursuant to section 
1261 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3861)), the State committee established under 
section 8(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domes
tic Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b)). and the 
Soil Conservation Service State Conservationist 
for the State.". 

(d) WHEAT.-Section 107B(e)(4)(B) (7 u.s.c. 
1445b-3a(e)(4)(B)) is amended by striking clause 
(i) and inserting the fallowing new clause: 

"(i) REQUIRED.-
"( I) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

subclause (//) and paragraph (2), a producer 
who participates in an acreage reduction pro
gram established for a crop of wheat under this 
subsection shall be required to plant to, or main
tain as. an annual or perennial cover 50 percent 
(or more at the option of the producer) of the 
acreage that is required to be removed from the 
production of wheat, but not to exceed 5 percent 
(or more at the option of the producer) of the 
crop acreage base established for the crop. 

"(//) ARID AREAS.-Subclause (/) shall not 
apply with respect to arid areas (including sum
mer fallow areas) . as determined by the Sec
retary. 

"(///) APPROVAL OF COVER CROPS AND PRAC
TICES.-The Secretary, in carrying out subclause 
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(I) in a particular State and in order to ensure 
that the land is sufficiently protected from 
weeds and wind and water erosion in accord
ance with subparagraph (A) in a manner that 
provides flexibility for producers in such State, 
shall approve appropriate crops planted or 
maintained as cover (including, if appropriate, 
native grasses and legumes or other vegetation) 
and establish a final seeding date for such cover 
crops. In making such determinations, the Sec
retary shall take into consideration the rec
ommendations of the State technical committee 
for the State (established pursuant to section 
1261 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3861)), the State committee established under 
section 8(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domes
tic Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b)), and the 
Soil Conservation Service State Conservationist 
for the State.". 
SEC. 101. COTTON USER MARKETING CERTIFI

CATES. 
(a) ISSUANCE.-Section 103B(a)(5)(E) (7 U.S.C. 

1444-2(a)(5)(E)) is amended-
(1) by striking clause (i) and inserting the fol

lowing new clause: 
"(i) ISSUANCE.-Subject to clause (iv), during 

the period beginning August 1, 1991, and ending 
July 31, 1996, the Secretary shall issue market
ing certificates or cash payments to domestic 
users and exporters for documented purchases 
by domestic users and sales for export by export
ers made in the week following a consecutive 4-
week period in which-

"( I) the Friday through Thursday average 
price quotation for the lowest-priced United 
States growth, as quoted for Middling (M) one 
and three-thirty seconds inch cotton, delivered 
C.I.F. Northern Europe exceeds the Northern 
Europe price by more than 1.25 cents per pound; 
and 

"(II) the prevailing world market price for up
land cotton (adjusted to United States quality 
and location), established under subparagraph 
(C), does not exceed 130 percent of the current 
crop year loan level for the base quality of up
land cotton, as determined by the Secretary."; 

(2) in clause (ii), by striking "marketing cer
tificates" and inserting "marketing certificates 
or cash payments"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

"(iv) EXCEPTION.-The Secretary shall not 
issue marketing certificates or cash payments 
under clause (i) if, for the immediately preced
ing consecutive JO-week period, the Friday 
through Thursday average price quotation for 
the lowest priced United States growth, as 
quoted for Middling (M) one and three-thirty 
seconds inch cotton, delivered C.I.F. Northern 
Europe, adjusted for the value of any certificate 
issued under this subparagraph, exceeds the 
Northern Europe price by more than 1.25 cents 
per pound.". 

(b) PREVAILING WORLD MARKET PRICE.-Sec
tion 103B(a)(5)(C)(ii) (7 U.S.C. 1444-
2(a)(5)(C)(ii)) is amended by striking "and (B)" 
and inserting ", (B), and (E)". 
SEC. 108. MALTING BARLEY. 

Section 105B (7 U.S.C. 1444f) is amended-
(1) in subsection (e)(2)(G), by adding at the 

end the following new sentence: "The Secretary 
shall make an annual determination of whether 
to exempt such producers from compliance with 
any acreage limitation under this paragraph 
and shall announce such determination in the 
Federal Register."; and 

(2) by striking subsection (p) and inserting the 
following new subsection: 

"(p) MALTING BARLEY.-
"(1) AssESSMENT REQUIRED.-ln order to help 

offset costs associated with deficiency payments 
made available under this section to producers 
of barley, the Secretary shall provide for an as
sessment for each of the 1991 through 1995 crop 

years to be levied on any producer of malting 
barley produced on a farm that is enrolled for 
the crop year in the production adjustment pro
gram under this section. The Secretary shall es
tablish such assessment at not more than 5 per
cent of the value of the malting barley produced 
on the farm during each of the 1991 through 
1995 crop years. The production per acre on 
which the assessment is based shall not be 
greater than the farm program payment yield. 

"(2) VALUE OF MALTING BARLEY.-The Sec
retary may establish the value of such malting 
barley at the lesser of the State or national 
weighted average market price received by pro
ducers of malting barley for the first 5 months of 
the marketing year. In calculating the State or 
national weighted average market price, the 
Secretary may exclude the value of malting bar
ley that is contracted for sale by producers prior 
to planting. 

"(3) EXCEPTION TO ASSESSMENT.-ln counties 
where malting barley is produced, participating 
barley producers may certify to the Secretary 
prior to computation of final deficiency pay
ments that part or all of the producer's produc
tion was (or will be) sold or used for nonmalting 
purposes. The portion certified as sold or used 
for nonmalting purposes shall not be subject to 
the assessment. The Secretary may require pro
ducers to provide to the Secretary such docu
mentation as the Secretary considers appro
priate to carry out this paragraph.". 
SEC. 109. DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS FOR WHEAT, 

BARLEY, AND OATS. 
Section 114(c) (7 U.S.C. 1445j(c)) is amended
(1) in the material preceding the paragraphs, 

by striking "sections" and inserting "section"; 
(2) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para

graph (4); and 
(3) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting the 

following new paragraphs: 
"(2) With respect to feed grains (excluding 

barley and oats), 75 percent of the final pro
jected deficiency payment for the crop, reduced 
by the amount of the advance, shall be made 
available as soon as practicable after the end of 
the first 5 months of the applicable marketing 
year. 

"(3) With respect to wheat, barley, and oats, 
the final projected deficiency payment for the 
crop, reduced by the amount of the advance, 
shall be made available as soon as practicable 
after the end of the first 5 months of the appli
cable marketing year. Such projected payment 
shall be based on the national weighted average 
market price received by producers during the 
first 5 months of the marketing year for the 
crop, as determined by the Secretary, plus 10 
cents per bushel with respect to wheat or 7 cents 
per bushel with respect to barley and oats.". 
SEC. 110. MINOR OILSEED LOAN RATES. 

Section 205(c) (7 U.S.C. 1446f(c)) is amended
(1) in paragraph (3), by striking "that. in the 

case of cottonseed, in no event less" and insert
ing "in no event shall the level for such oilseeds 
(other than cottonseed) be less"; and 

(2) by adding after and below paragraph (3) 
the following new sentence: 
"To ensure that producers have an equitable 
opportunity to produce an alternative crop in 
areas of limited crop options, the Secretary may 
limit, insofar as practicable, adjustments in the 
loan rate established under paragraph (2) appli
cable to a particular region, State, or county for 
the purpose of reflecting transportation dif
ferentials such that the regional, State, or coun
ty loan rate does not increase or decrease by 
more than 9 percent from the basic national 
loan rate.". 
SEC. 111. SUGAR. 

(a) SUGAR PRICE SUPPORT AND MARKETING 
ASSESSMENTS.-Section 206 (7 u.s.c. 1446g) is 
amended-

(1) in subsection (e), by striking "announce 
the loan rate" and inserting "announce the 
basic loan rates for beet sugar and cane sugar"; 

(2) in subsection (f), by striking "Loans" and 
inserting "Except as provided in subsection (g), 
loans"; 

(3) by striking subsection (g) and inserting the 
following new subsection: 

"(g) SUPPLEMENTARY NONRECOURSE LOANS.
The Secretary shall make available to eligible 
processors price support loans with respect to 
sugar processed from sugar beets and sugarcane 
harvested in the last 3 months of a fiscal year. 
Such loans shall mature at the end of the fiscal 
year. The processor may repledge the sugar as 
collateral for a price support loan in the subse
quent fiscal year, except that the second loan 
shall-

"(1) be made at the loan rate in effect at the 
time the second loan is made; and 

"(2) mature in 9 months less the quantity of 
time that the first loan was in effect."; and 

(4) in subsection (i)-
(A) by striking paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) 

and inserting the following new paragraphs: 
"(1) SUGARCANE.-Effective only for market

ings of raw cane sugar during the 1992 through 
1996 fiscal years, the first processor of sugarcane 
shall remit to the Commodity Credit Corporation 
a nonrefundable marketing assessment in an 
amount equal to .18 cents per pound of raw cane 
sugar, processed by the processor from domesti
cally produced sugarcane or sugarcane molas
ses, that has been marketed (including the 
transfer or delivery of the sugar to a refinery for 
further processing or marketing). 

"(2) SUGAR BEETS.-Eff ective only f OT market
ings of beet sugar during the 1992 through 1996 
fiscal years, the first processor of sugar beets 
shall remit to the Commodity Credit Corporation 
a nonrefundable marketing assessment in an 
amount equal to .193 cents per pound of beet 
sugar. processed by the processor from domesti
cally produced sugar beets or sugar beet molas
ses, that has been marketed. 

"(3) COLLECTION.-
"( A) TIMING.-Marketing assessments re

quired under this subsection shall be collected 
on a monthly basis and shall be remitted to the 
Commodity Credit Corporation within 30 days 
after the end of each month. Any cane sugar or 
beet sugar processed during a fiscal year that 
has not been marketed by September 30 of that 
year shall be subject to assessment on that date. 
The sugar shall not be subject to a second as
sessment at the time that it is marketed. 

"(B) MANNER.-Subject to subparagraph (A), 
marketing assessments shall be collected under 
this subsection in the manner prescribed by the 
Secretary and shall be nonrefundable."; and 

(B) in paragraph (4), by striking "collect or 
remit the reduction" and inserting "remit the 
assessment". 

(b) SECURITY INTERESTS.-Subsection (b) of 
section 405 (7 U.S.C. 1425) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(b) SUGAR CANE AND SUGAR BEETS.-The se
curity interests obtained by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation as a result of the execution 
of security agreements by the processors of sug
arcane and sugar beets shall be superior to all 
statutory and common law liens on raw cane 
sugar and refined beet sugar in favor of the pro
ducers of sugarcane and sugar beets and all 
prior recorded and unrecorded liens on the crops 
of sugarcane and sugar beets from which the 
sugar was derived. The preceding sentence shall 
not affect the application of section 401(e)(2). ". 

(c) SUGAR INFORMATION REPORTING.-Section 
359a of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
(7 U.S.C. 1359aa) is amended-

(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting the 
following new subsection: 

"(a) DUTY OF PROCESSORS, REFINERS AND 
MANUFACTURERS TO REPORT.-
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"(1) PROCESSORS AND REFINERS.-All sugar

cane processors, cane sugar refiners, and sugar 
beet processors shall furnish the Secretary, on a 
monthly basis, such information as the Sec
retary may require to administer sugar pro
grams, including such person's purchases of 
sugarcane, sugar beets, and sugar, and produc
tion, importation, distribution, and stock levels 
of sugar. 

"(2) MANUFACTURERS OF CRYSTALLINE FRUC
TOSE.-All manufacturers of crystalline fructose 
from corn (hereafter in this part ref erred to as 
'crystalline fructose') shall furnish the Sec
retary, on a monthly basis, such information as 
the Secretary may require with respect to the 
manufacturer's distribution of crystalline fruc
tose."; 

(2) by redesignating subsections (b) and (c) as 
subsections (c) and (d), respectively; 

(3) by inserting after subsection (a) the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(b) DUTY OF PRODUCERS TO REPORT.-The 
Secretary may require a producer of sugarcane 
or sugar beets to report, in the manner pre
scribed by the Secretary, the producer's sugar
cane or sugar beet yields and acres planted to 
sugarcane or sugar beets, respectively."; and 

(4) in subsection (d) (as redesignated by para
graph (2))-

(A) by striking "data on imports," and insert
ing "data on production, imports,"; and 

(B) by inserting "composite data on distribu
tions of" after "sugar and". 

(d) MARKETING ALLOTMENTS FOR SUGAR AND 
CRYSTALLINE FRUCTOSE.-Section 359b of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 
1359bb) is amended-

(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting the 
following new subsection: 

"(a) SUGAR ESTIMATES.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-Bef ore the beginning of 

each of the fiscal years 1992 through 1996, the 
Secretary shall estimate-

''( A) the quantity of sugar that will be 
consumed in the United States during the fiscal 
year (other than sugar imported for the produc
tion of polyhydric alcohol or to be refined and 
reexported in refined form or in sugar contain
ing products) and the quantity of sugar that 
would provide for reasonable carryover stocks; 

"(B) the quantity of sugar that will be avail
able from carry-in stocks or from domestically
produced sugarcane and sugar beets for con
sumption in the United States during the year; 
and 

• '(C) the quantity of sugar that will be im
ported for consumption in the United States 
during the year (other than sugar imported for 
the production of polyhydric alcohol or to be re
fined and reexported in a refined form or in 
sugar containing products), based on the dif
ference between-

"(i) the sum of the quantity of estimated con
sumption and reasonable carryover stocks; and 

"(ii) the quantity of sugar estimated to be 
available from domestically-produced sugarcane 
and sugar beets and from carry-in stocks. 

"(2) QUARTERLY REESTIMATES.-The Secretary 
shall make quarterly reestimates of sugar con
sumption, stocks, production, and imports for a 
fiscal year no later than the beginning of each 
of the second through fourth quarters of the fis
cal year."; 

(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting the 
following new subsection: 

"(b) SUGAR ALLOTMENTS.-
"(]) IN GENERAL.-For any fiscal year in 

which the Secretary estimates, under subsection 
(a)(l)(C), that imports of sugar for consumption 
in the United States (other than sugar imported 
for the production of polyhydric alcohol or to be 
refined and reexported in refined form or in 
sugar containing products) will be less than 
1,250,000 short tons, raw value, the Secretary 

shall establish for that year appropriate allot
ments under section 359c for the marketing by 
processors of sugar processed from domestically
produced sugarcane and sugar beets, at a level 
that the Secretary estimates will result in im
ports of sugar of not less than 1,250,000 short 
tons, raw value, for that year. 

"(2) PRODUCTS.-The Secretary may include 
any products derived from sugarcane, sugar 
beets, molasses or sugar in the allotments under 
paragraph (1) if the Secretary determines it to 
be appropriate for purposes of this part."; and 

(3) in subsection (d)(4), by inserting after "the 
United States" the following: "(including, with 
respect to any integrated processor and refiner, 
the movement of raw cane sugar into the refin
ing process)". 

(e) ESTABLISHMENT OF MARKETING ALLOT
MENTS.-Section 359c of the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359cc) is amended

(1) in subsection (b)(l)-
( A) by striking "from the estimated sugar con

sumption" and inserting "from the sum of the 
estimated sugar consumption and reasonable 
carryover stocks (at the end of the fiscal year)"; 
and 

(BJ in subparagraph (A), by striking "(rep
resenting minimum imports of sugar for con
sumption in the United States during the fiscal 
year)"; 

(2) in subsection (b)(2), by striking "prevent 
the accumulation of sugar acquired by" and in
serting "avoid the forfeiture of sugar to"; 

(3) in subsection (f)-
( A) in the subsection heading, by striking 

"SUGARCANE ALLOTMENT" and inserting "CANE 
SUGAR ALLOTMENTS"; and 

(BJ by striking "allotted among the 5 States in 
the United States in which sugarcane is pro
duced" and inserting "allotted, among the 5 
States in the United States in which sugarcane 
is produced,"; 

(4) in subsection (g)-
( A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 

the fallowing new paragraph: 
"(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall, based 

on reestimates under section 359b(a)(2), adjust 
upward or downward marketing allotments es
tablished under subsections (a) through (f) in a 
fair and equitable manner, establish such mar
keting allotments for the fiscal year or any por
tion of such fiscal year, or suspend the allot
ments, as the Secretary determines appropriate, 
to reflect changes in estimated sugar consump
tion, stocks, production, or imports.". 

(BJ by striking paragraph (3) and inserting 
the fallowing new paragraph: 

"(3) REDUCTIONS.-Whenever a marketing al
lotment for a fiscal year is required to be re
duced during the fiscal year under this sub
section, if the quantity of sugar marketed, in
cluding sugar pledged as collateral for a price 
support loan under section 206 of the Agricul
tural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446g), for the fiscal 
year at the time of the reduction by any individ
ual processor covered by the allotment exceeds 
the processor's reduced allocation, the alloca
tion of an allotment, if any, next established for 
the processor shall be reduced by the quantity of 
the excess sugar marketed."; and 

(5) by striking subsection (h) and inserting the 
fallowing new subsection: 

"(h) FILLING CANE SUGAR AND BEET SUGAR 
ALLOTMENTS.-Each marketing allotment for 
cane sugar established under this section may 
only be filled with sugar processed from domesti
cally grown sugarcane, and each marketing al
lotment for beet sugar established under this 
section may only be filled with sugar processed 
from domestically grown sugar beets.". 

(f) ALLOCATION OF MARKETING ALLOT
MENTS.-Section 359d of the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359dd) is amended

(1) in subsection (a)(2) by striking "after such 
hearing" both places it appears and inserting 

"after a hearing, if requested by interested par
ties,"; and 

(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting the 
fallowing new subsection: 

"(b) FILLING CANE SUGAR ALLOTMENTS.-Ex
cept as otherwise provided in section 359e, a 
State cane sugar allotment established under 
section 359c(f) for a fiscal year may be filled 
only with sugar processed from sugarcane 
grown in the State covered by the allotment.". 

(g) REASSIGNMENTS OF DEFICITS.-Section 359e 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 
U.S.C. 1359ee) is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 359e. REASSIGNMENT OF DEFICITS. 

"(a) ESTIMATES OF DEFICITS.-At any time al
lotments are in effect under this part, the Sec
retary, from time to time, shall determine wheth
er (in view of then-current inventories of sugar, 
the estimated production of sugar and expected 
marketings, and other pertinent factors) any 
processor of sugarcane will be unable to market 
the sugar covered by the portion of the State 
cane sugar allotment allocated to the processor 
and whether any processor of sugar beets will be 
unable to market sugar covered by the portion 
of the beet sugar allotment allocated to the proc
essor. 

"(b) REASSIGNMENT OF DEFICITS.-
"(]) CANE SUGAR.-lf the Secretary determines 

that any sugarcane processor who has been al
located a share of a State cane sugar allotment 
will be unable to market the processor's alloca
tion of the State's allotment for the fiscal year-

"( A) the Secretary first shall reassign the esti
mated quantity of the deficit to the allocations 
for other processors within that State, depend
ing on the capacity of each other processor to 
fill the portion of the deficit to be assigned to it 
and taking into account the interests of produc
ers served by the processors; 

"(BJ if after the reassignments the deficit can
not be completely eliminated, the Secretary shall 
reassign the estimated quantity of the deficit 
proportionately to the allotments for other cane 
sugar States, depending on the capacity of each 
other State to fill the portion of the deficit to be 
assigned to it, with the reassigned quantity to 
each State to be allocated among processors in 
that State in proportion to the allocations of the 
processors; and 

"(CJ if after the reassignments, the deficit 
cannot be completely eliminated, the Secretary 
shall reassign the remainder to imports. 

"(2) BEET SUGAR.-![ the Secretary determines 
that a sugar beet processor who has been allo
cated a share of the beet sugar allotment will be 
unable to market that allocation-

"( A) the Secretary first shall reassign the esti
mated quantity of the deficit to the allotments 
for other sugar beet processors, depending on 
the capacity of each other processor to fill the 
portion of the deficit to be assigned to it and 
taking into account the interests of producers 
served by the processors; and 

"(BJ if after the reassignments, the deficit 
cannot be completely eliminated, the Secretary 
shall reassign the remainder to imports. 

"(3) CORRESPONDING INCREASE.-The alloca
tion of each processor receiving a reassigned 
quantity of an allotment under this subsection 
for a fiscal year shall be increased to reflect the 
reassignment. ''. 

(h) PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO PRODUCERS.
Section 359f(b) of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359ff(b)) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (l)(A), by striking "250 pro
ducers in such State" and inserting "250 sugar
cane producers in the State (other than Puerto 
Rico)"; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking "establish 
proportionate shares for the crop of sugarcane 
that is harvested during" and inserting "estab
lish a proportionate share for each sugarcane
producing farm that limits the acreage of sugar-
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cane that may be harvested on the farm for 
sugar or seed during"; and 

(3) by striking paragraphs (3), (4), and (5) and 
inserting the fallowing new paragraphs: 

"(3) METHOD OF DETERMINING.-For purposes 
of determining proportionate shares for any 
crop of sugarcane: 

"(A) The Secretary shall establish the State 's 
per-acre yield goal for a crop of sugarcane at a 
level (not less than the average per-acre yield in 
the State for the preceding 5 years, as deter
mined by the Secretary) that will ensure an ade
quate net return per pound to producers in the 
State, taking into consideration any available 
production research data that the Secretary 
considers relevant. 

"(B) The Secretary shall adjust the per-acre 
yield goal by the average recovery rate of sugar 
produced from sugarcane by processors in the 
State. · 

"(C) The Secretary shall convert the State al
lotment for the fiscal year involved into a State 
acreage allotment for the crop by dividing the 
State allotment by the per-acre yield goal for the 
State, as established under subparagraph (A) 
and as further adjusted under subparagraph 
(BJ. 

"(D) The Secretary shall establish a uniform 
reduction percentage for the crop by dividing 
the State acreage allotment, as determined for 
the crop under subparagraph (C), by the sum of 
all adjusted acreage bases in the State, as deter
mined by the Secretary. 

"(E) The uniform reduction percentage for the 
crop, as determined under subparagraph (D), 
shall be applied to the acreage base for each 
sugarcane-producing farm in the State to deter
mine the farm 's proportionate share of sugar
cane acreage that may be harvested for sugar or 
seed. 

"(4) ACREAGE BASE.-For purposes of this sub
section , the acreage base for each sugarcane
producing farm shall be determined by the Sec
retary, as follows: 

"(A) The acreage base for any farm shall be 
the number of acres that is equal to the average 
of the acreage planted and considered planted 
for harvest for sugar or seed on the farm in each 
of the 5 crop years preceding the fiscal year the 
proportionate share will be in effect. 

"(B) Acreage planted to sugarcane that pro
ducers on a farm were unable to harvest to sug
arcane for sugar or seed because of drought, 
flood, other natural disaster, or other condition 
beyond the control of the producers may be con
sidered as harvested for the production of sugar 
or seed for purposes of this paragraph. 

" (5) VIOLATION.-
"( A) IN GENERAL.-Whenever proportionate 

shares are in effect in a State for a crop of sug
arcane, producers on a farm shall not know
ingly harvest, or allow to be harvested, for 
sugar or seed an acreage of sugarcane in excess 
of the farm's proportionate share for the fiscal 
year, or otherwise violate proportionate share 
regulations issued by the Secretary under sec
tion 359h(a). 

"(B) CIVIL PENALTY.-Any producer who vio
lates subparagraph (A) shall be liable to the 
Commodity Credit Corporation for a civil pen
alty in an amount equal to 3 times the United 
States market value, at the time of the commis
sion of the violation , of the quantity of sugar 
produced from that quantity of sugarcane in
volved in the violation. The quantity of sugar
cane involved shall be determined based on the 
per-acre yield goal established under paragraph 
(3). ". 

(i) SPECIAL RULES.-Section 359g of the Agri
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 
1359gg) is amended-

(!) by striking subsections (a) and (b) and in
serting the fallowing new subsections: 

"(a) TRANSFER OF ACREAGE BASE HISTORY.
For the purpose of establishing proportionate 

shares for sugarcane farms under section 359f, 
the Secretary, on application of any producer, 
with the written consent of all owners of a farm , 
may transfer the acreage base history of the 
farm to any other parcels of land of the appli
cant. 

" (b) PRESERVATION OF ACREAGE BASE HIS
TORY.-lf for reasons beyond the control of a 
producer on a farm, the producer is unable to 
harvest an acreage of sugarcane for sugar or 
seed with respect to all or a portion of the pro
portionate share established for the farm under 
section 359f, the Secretary, on the application of 
the producer and with the written consent of all 
owners of the farm , may preserve for a period of 
not more than 3 consecutive years the acreage 
base history of the farm to the extent of the pro
portionate share involved. The Secretary may 
permit the proportionate share to be redistrib
uted to other farms, but no acreage base history 
for purposes of establishing acreage bases shall 
accrue to the other farms by virtue of the redis
tribution of the proportionate share. " ; and 

(2) in subsection (c)-
(A) by striking "hearing and"; and 
(B) by inserting " required to be" after "pro

portionate share was " . 
(j) REGULATIONS.- Subsection (a) of section 

359h of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
(7 U.S.C. 1359hh(a)) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(a) REGULATIONS.- The Secretary or the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, as appropriate, 
shall issue such regulations as may be necessary 
to carry out the authority vested in the Sec
retary in administering this part."; and 

(k) APPEALS.-Paragraph (2) of section 359i(b) 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 
U.S.C. 1359ii(b)(2)) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(2) HEARING.-The Secretary shall provide 
each appellant an opportunity for a hearing in 
accordance with sections 554 and 556 of title 5, 
United States Code. The expenses for conduct
ing the hearing shall be reimbursed by the Com
modity Credit Corporation. " . 
SEC. 112. CROP ACREAGE BASE. 

(a) PLANTING FLEXIBILITY.-Section 504(b)(l) 
(7 U.S.C. 1464(b)(l)) is amended-

(!) by striking "and" at the end of subpara
graph (C); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub
paragraph (D) and inserting "; and" ; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(E) dry peas (limited to: Austrian peas, wrin
kled, seed , green, yellow, and umatilla), lentils, 
or mung beans. " . 

(b) ADJUSTMENT OF BASES.- Section 503(h) (7 
U.S.C. 1463(h)) is amended-

(!) by striking "BASES.-The county" and in
serting the following : " BASES.-

"(!) IN GENERAL-The county"; and 
(2) by adding at the end the fallowing new 

paragraph: 
"(2) RESTORATION OF CROP ACREAGE BASE.
"( A) IN GENERAL-For the 1992 through 1995 

crop years, the county committee shall allow an 
eligible producer to increase individual crop 
acreage bases on the farm, subject to subsection 
(a)(2), above the levels of base that would other
wise be established under this section , in order 
to restore the total of crop acreage bases on the 
farm for the 1992 through 1995 crop years to the 
same level as the total of crop acreage bases on 
the farm for the 1990 crop year. 

"(B) ELIGIBLE PRODUCER DEFINED.-For the 
purposes of this paragraph, the term 'eligible 
producer' means a producer of upland cotton or 
rice who , the appropriate county committee de
termines-

"(i) was required to reduce one or more indi
vidual crop acreage bases on. the farm during 
the 1991 crop year in order to comply with sub-

section (a)(2) and the change in the calculation 
of cotton and rice crop acreage bases to a 3-year 
formula as provided in this section; and 

"(ii) has participated in the price support pro
gram during the 1991 crop year and each subse
quent crop year through the current crop year. 

"(C) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary shall issue 
regulations to carry out this paragraph. ". 
SEC. 113. MISCEU.ANEOUS AMENDMENTS TO THE 

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1949. 
The Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1421 et 

seq.) is further amended-
(!) in section 101B(c)(l)(B) (7 U.S.C. 1441-

2(c)(l)(B)) , by redesignating the second clause 
(ii) as clause (iii); 

(2) in section 103B(a) (7 U.S.C. 1444-2(a))-
(A) in paragraph (l)(B), by striking " upland 

cotton, " and inserting "upland cotton) ," ; and 
(B) in paragraph (3) , by striking " the date of 

enactment of this Act" and inserting "November 
28, 1990"; 

(3) in section 103B(n)(l)(D) (7 U.S.C. 1444-
2(n)(l)(D)), by striking "effective date of the 
proclamation " and inserting "date the special 
quota is established by the Secretary"; 

(4) in section 105B(c)(l)(B)(iii)(IV)(bb) (7 
U.S.C. 1444f(c)(l)(B)(iii)(IV)(bb)) by striking 
"(bb) BARLEY CALCULATIONS.-" and inserting 
"(bb) BARLEY CALCULATIONS.- " ; 

(5) in section 105B(g) (7 U.S.C. 1444f(g))-
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking "subsection 

(d)" and inserting "subsection (e)"; and 
(B) in paragraph (6)(E), by striking "is" both 

places it appears and inserting "are"; 
(6) in section 107B(g)(l) (7 U.S.C. 1445b-

3a(g)(l)), by striking "subsection (d)" and in
serting "subsection (e)"; 

(7) in section 110 (7 U.S.C. 1445e)-
( A) in subsection (n), by striking "the date of 

enactment of this section" and inserting "No
vember 28, 1990"; 

(B) by redesignating subsection (o) as sub
section (p) and transferring such subsection to 
the end of the section; and 

(C) in the second subsection (k)-
(i) by redesignating such subsection as sub

section (o) ; and 
(ii) by striking "subsection (e)(l)" and insert

ing "this section"; 
(8) in section 201 (7 U.S.C. 1446), by redesig

nating subsection (b) (as amended by section 
1161 (b)(3) of the Food, Agriculture, Conserva
tion, and Trade Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-624; 
104 Stat. 3521)) as subsection (c); 

(9) in section 202 (7 U.S.C. 1446a), by striking 
" Administrator of Veterans' Affairs" both 
places it appears and inserting "Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs''; 

(10) in section 204(h)(3) (7 U.S.C. 1446e(h)(3)), 
by adding at the end the fallowing new sen
tence: "A refund under this subsection shall not 
be considered as any type of price support or 
payment for purposes of sections 1211 and 1221 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3811 
and 3821). "; 

(11) in section 406(b)(4) (7 U.S.C. 1426(b)(4)), 
by striking "the date of enactment of this sub
section" and inserting "November 28, 1990, "; 

(12) in section 426 (7 U.S.C. 1433e)-
(A) in subsection (c)-
(i) by striking "division" in paragraphs (1) 

and (6) and inserting "Division"; and 
(ii) by striking "subsection (e)" in paragraph 

(7) and inserting "subsection (f)" ; 
(B) in subsection (f), by striking "county or 

State" and inserting "State or county"; 
(C) in subsection (g), by striking "County 

Committees" and inserting "county commit
tees"; and 

(D) in subsection (h), by striking "section 
8(e)" and inserting "section 8(b)"; and 

(13) in section 503 (7 U.S.C. 1463), by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

"(i) TEMPORARY TRANSFER OF BASES.-Not
withstanding any other provision of this sec-
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tion, in the event of a natural disaster that pre
vents producers on a farm from planting all or 
a portion of a program crop acreage base on a 
farm, the Secretary may provide for the transfer 
for that crop year of some or all of the crop 
acreage bases between farms owned or operated 
by the same producers, under such terms and 
conditions as are determined appropriate by the 
Secretary.". 
SEC. 114. MISCEu.ANEOUS AMENDMENTS RELAT· 

ING TO THE FOOD, AGRICULTURE, 
CONSERVATION, AND TRADE ACT OF 
1990. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Food, Agriculture, Con
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (Public Law 
101-624; 104 Stat. 3359) is amended-

(1) in section 1124 (7 U.S.C. 1445e note; 104 
Stat. 3506), by striking "warehouse" both places 
it appears and inserting "warehousemen"; 

(2) in section 1156 (7 V.S.C. 1421 note), by 
striking subsection (b) and inserting the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(b) FUNDS.-The Corporation shall expend 
such funds as may be required to conduct the 
pilot program for futures options contract trad
ing in the manner specified in this subtitle and 
the regulations issued, and contracts entered 
into, to carry out this subtitle, except that funds 
of the Corporation may not be used to carry out 
this subtitle unless the Secretary, in the sole dis
cretion of the Secretary, determines in advance 
that such funds shall be used for this purpose."; 

(3) in section 1353 (7 V.S.C. 1622 note; 104 
Stat. 3567), by striking "et seq" and inserting 
"et seq."; 

(4) in section 2241 (7 U.S.C. 1421 note; 104 
Stat. 3963)-

( A) in subsection (a)(4)(A), by inserting "extra 
long staple cotton," after "upland cotton," each 
place it appears; 

(B) in subsection (b)(l), by inserting "extra 
long staple cotton," after "upland cotton,"; and 

(C) in subsection (b)(4), by inserting "extra 
long staple cotton," after "upland cotton,"; 

(5) in section 2243(b)(2)(A) (7 V.S.C. 1421 note; 
104 Stat. 3966), by striking "to harvest" and in
serting "for harvest"; 

(6) in section 2249 (7 V.S.C. 1421 note; 104 
Stat. 3972), by striking "chapter" and inserting 
"subchapter" each place it appears; 

(7) in section 2250(b)(l) (7 V.S.C. 1421 note; 104 
Stat. 3973), by striking "cotton" and inserting 
"upland cotton, extra long staple cotton"; 

(8) in section 2257 (7 V.S.C. 1421 note; 104 
Stat. 3974), by striking "chapter" and inserting 
"subchapter" each place it appears; 

(9) in section 2258 (7 U.S.C. 1421 note; 104 
Stat. 3975), by striking "chapter" and inserting 
"subchapter"; 

(10) in section 2259 (7 U.S.C. 1421 note; 104 
Stat. 3975), by striking "chapter" and inserting 
"subchapter "; 

(11) in section 2263 (7 U.S.C. 1421 note; 104 
Stat. 3975), by striking "chapter" and inserting 
"subchapter" each place it appears; 

(12) in section 2265 (7 V.S.C. 1421 note; 104 
Stat. 3976), by striking "chapter" and inserting 
"subchapter"; 

(13) in section 2266(a) (7 U.S.C. 1421 note; 104 
Stat. 3976), by striking "subchapter" and insert
ing "chapter"; 

(14) in section 2267 (7 U.S.C. 1421 note; 104 
Stat. 3976)-

(A) in subsection (a), by striking "sub
chapter" and inserting "chapter" each place it 
appears; and 

(B) in subsection (b), by striking "chapter 1" 
and inserting "this chapter"; 

(15) in section 2268(b) (7 U.S.C. 1421 note; 104 
Stat. 3976), by striking "subchapter" and insert
ing "chapter"; and 

(16) in section 2271 (7 V.S.C. 1421 note; 104 
Stat. 3977), by striking "payment of" and insert
ing "payments or". 

(b) PRICE SUPPORT FOR HIGH MOISTURE FEED 
GRAINS.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Section 105B Of the Agricul
tural Act of 1949 (7 V.S.C. 1444f) is amended

(A) by redesignating subsection (q) as sub
section (r); and 

(B) by inserting after subsection (p) the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(q) PRICE SUPPORT FOR HIGH MOISTURE 
FEED GRAINS.-

"(1) RECOURSE LOANS.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, effective for each of the 
1991 through 1995 crops of feed grains, the Sec
retary (through the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion) shall make available recourse loans, as de
termined by the Secretary, to producers on a 
farm who-

"( A) normally harvest all or a portion of their 
crop of feed grains in a high moisture state, 
hereinafter in this subsection defined as a feed 
grain having a moisture content in excess of 
Commodity Credit Corporation standards for 
loans made by the Secretary under paragraphs 
(1) and (6) of subsection (a); 

"(B)(i) present certified scale tickets from an 
inspected, certified commercial scale, including 
licensed warehouses, feedlots, feed mills, distill
eries, or other similar entities approved by the 
Secretary, pursuant to regulations issued by the 
Secretary; or 

•'(ii) present field or other physical measure
ments of the standing or stored feed grain crop 
in regions of the country, as determined by the 
Secretary, that do not have certified commercial 
scales from which certified scale tickets may be 
obtained within reasonable proximity of harvest 
operation; 

"(C) certify that they were the owners of the 
feed grain at the time of delivery to, and that 
the quantity to be placed under loan was in fact 
harvested on the farm and delivered to, a feed
lot, feed mill, or commercial or on-farm high
moisture storage facility, or to such facilities 
maintained by the users of such high-moisture 
feed grain; 

"(D) comply with deadlines established by the 
Secretary for harvesting the feed grain and sub
mit applications for loans within deadlines es
tablished by the Secretary; and 

"(E) participate in an acreage limitation pro
gram for the crop of feed grains established by 
the Secretary. 

"(2) ELIGIBILITY OF ACQUIRED FEED GRAINS.
The loans shall be made on a quantity of feed 
grains of the same crop acquired by the pro
ducer equivalent to a quantity determined by 
multiplying-

"( A) the acreage of the feed grain in a high 
moisture state harvested on the producer's farm; 
by 

"(B) the lower of the farm program payment 
yield or the actual yield on a field, as deter
mined by the Secretary, that is similar to the 
field from which such high moisture feed grain 
was obtained.". 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 404 of 
the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade 
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 1444f-1) is repealed. 
SEC. 115. MISCEu.ANEOUS AMENDMENTS TO THE 

AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT. 

The Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 601 
et seq.), reenacted with amendments by the Ag
ricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, is 
amended-

(1) in section 8b(b)(2) (7 V.S.C. 608b(b)(2)), by 
striking "(7 V.S.C. 1445c-2)" and inserting "(7 
U.S.C. 1445c-3)"; and 

(2) in section 8c(5)(B)(ii) (7 U.S.C. 
608c(5)(B)(ii)), is amended by striking "and," 
before clause (f) and inserting ",and". 
SEC. 116. MISCEu.ANEOUS AMENDMENTS TO THE 

AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT 
OF 1938. 

The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 
V.S.C. 1281 et seq.) is amended-

(1) in section 319(1) (7 U.S.C. 1314e(l))-

(A) by inserting "in a State" after "one 
farm"; 

(B) by striking "of Tennessee"; and 
(C) by adding at the end the fallowing new 

sentence: "This subsection shall apply only to 
the States of Tennessee and Virginia."; 

(2) in section 374(a) (7 U.S.C. 1374(a))-
(A) by inserting after "30 inch rows" the fol

lowing: "(or, at the option of those cotton pro
ducers who had an established practice of using 
32 inch rows before the 1991 crop, 32 inch 
rows)"; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
sentence: "For the 1992 through 1995 crops, the 
rules establishing the requirements for eligibility 
for conserving use for payment acres shall be 
the same rules as were in effect for 1991 crops."; 
and 

(3) in section 379(a) (7 V.S.C. 1379(a))-
(A) by striking "or" at the end of paragraph 

(4); 
(B) by striking the period at the end of para

graph (5) and inserting ";or"; 
(C) by striking "; or" at the end of paragraph 

(6) and inserting a period; and 
(D) by redesignating paragraph (7) as sub

section (c), moving such subsection to appear 
after subsection (b), and conforming the left 
margin of such subsection to subsection (b). 
SEC. 117. SECTION REDESIGNATION. 

(a) SECTION REDES/GNATION.-Sections 359 
and 359a of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938 (7 V.S.C. 1359 and 1359a) are redesignated 
as sections 358d and 358e, respectively. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS AS RESULT OF 
REDESIGNATIONS.-

(1) PRICE SUPPORT PROGRAM.-The Agricul
tural Act of 1949 (7 V.S.C. 1421 et seq.) is amend
ed-

(A) in section 108A(3)(A) (7 U.S.C. 1445c-
2(3)(A)), by striking "section 359" each place it 
appears and inserting "section 358d"; and 

(B) in section 108B(c)(l) (7 V.S.C. 1445c-
3(c)(l)), by striking "sections 359 and 359a" 
each place it appears and inserting "sections 
358d and 358e". 

(2) MARKETING QUOTAS.-The Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 V.S.C. 1281 et seq.) is 
amended-

( A) in section 358(v)(3) (7 U.S.C. 1358(v)(3)), 
by striking "section 359(c)" and inserting "sec
tion 358d(c)"; 

(B) in section 358-l(e)(3) (7 U.S.C. 1358-
l(e)(3)), by striking "section 359(c)" and insert
ing "section 358d(c)"; 

(C) in section 358d (7 U.S.C. 1359), as redesig
nated by subsection (a)-

(i) by striking "section 359(a)" in subsection 
(b) and inserting "subsection (a)"; and 

(ii) by striking "section 108B" each place it 
appears in subsections (m)(l)(C), (p)(l), and 
(r)(2)(A) and inserting "section 108A ";and 

(D) in section 358e(b)(l) (7 U.S.C. 1359a(b)(l)), 
as redesignated by subsection (a), by striking 
"section 359(c)" and inserting "section 358d(c)". 
SEC. 118. OTHER MISCELLANEOUS COMMODITY 

AMENDMENTS. 
(a) MISSING LANGUAGE.-Section 5(i)(3) of the 

Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of 
1973 (7 V.S.C. 612c note) is amended by striking 
"(42 U.S.C. 1396d(5)))" and inserting "(42 
u.s.c. 1396d(5))))". 

(b) MISSING LANGUAGE.-Section 1001(2)(B)(iv) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 
1308(2)(B)(iv)) is amended by inserting "section" 
before "107B(c)(l)". 

(C) EXTRA LANGUAGE.-Section 1001A(a)(2) of 
the Food Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308-
1 (a)(2)) is amended by striking "Oto". 

(d) AMENDMENT TO FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 
ACT OF 1962.-Section 326 of the Food and Agri
culture Act of 1962 (7 U.S.C. 1339a) is amended 
by adding at the end the fallowing sentences: 
"The authority provided in this section shall be 
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in addition to any other authority provided to 
the Secretary under any other Act. This section 
shall be applicable to an action taken by a rep
resentative of the Secretary that occurs be[ ore, 
on, or after November 28, 1990. ". 

(e) AMENDMENT TO THE FOOD, AGRICULTURE, 
CONSERVATION, AND TRADE ACT OF 1990.-Sec
tion 102(b)(l)(B) of the Food, Agriculture, Con
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 1446e
l(b)(l)(B)) is amended by striking "Commodity 
Credit Corporation" and inserting "Secretary". 

([) CLARIFICATION OF AMENDMENT.-Section 
704 of the National Wool Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 
1782) is amended by striking "SEC." and all that 
follows through "If payments" in the first sen
tence of subsection (a) and inserting the follow
ing: 
"SEC. 704. PAYMENT AS MEANS OF PRICE SUP· 

PORT. 
"(a) USE OF PAYMENTS.-![ payments". 

SEC. 119. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING IM· 
PORTED BARLEY AND OATS. 

(a) FINDINGS.-Congress finds that-
(1) significant quantities of barley and oats 

are currently being imported into the United 
States from Norway, Sweden, and Finland ori
gins, and there is reason to believe that such im
ports will continue in the future; 

(2) such imported barley and oats are being 
purchased at a price artificially established at a 
level significantly below that of domestically 
produced barley and oats due to unfair and 
predatory export subsidies and schemes em
ployed by the exporting countries of origin; and 

(3) it is likely that the continued importation 
of such quantities of subsidized barley and oats 
will significantly and adversely aft ect producers 
of domestic barley and oats and impair the oper
ations of existing farm commodity programs for 
barley and oats in the United States. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-Based on these find
ings, it is the sense of Congress that the Sec
retary of Agriculture and the President of the 
United States should immediately and aggres
sively employ all available options under exist
ing laws, including those under section 22 of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 624), re
enacted with amendments by the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, in order to 
prevent material damage to the producers of do
mestic barley and oats and to prevent material 
interference with the programs established pur
suant to section 105B of the Agricultural Act of 
1949 (7 U.S.C. 1444[). 
SEC. 120. PAYMENT OPTIONS FOR WINTER WHEAT 

PRODUCER. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 

if the producers on a farm were prevented from 
planting winter wheat in 1990 for harvest in 
1991 as the result of drought, the producers 
shall be eligible to exercise the payment options 
described in section 107B(p) of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1445b-3a(p)) for the 1991 
crop of wheat, whether or not the producers 
timely filed a request for prevented planting 
credit with the Secretary of Agriculture. 
SEC. 121. MODIFICATION OF MILK PRODUCTION 

TERMINATION PROGRAM. 
(a) CERTAIN TRANSFERS AUTHORIZED.-![ the 

Secretary of Agriculture determines that a natu
ral disaster renders unusable the land or milk 
production facilities of the producers on a farm, 
the Secretary shall allow the producers to trans
fer the production unit (including dairy animals 
and equipment) to a farm idled under the milk 
production termination program established 
under section 201(d)(3) of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446(d)(3)), without penalty, if 
the producers on the farm agree to comply with 
all terms and conditions of the program contract 
for the remainder of the contract period. 

(b) APPLICAT/ON.-This section shall apply 
with respect to any natural disaster occurring 
during the period beginning on October 1, 1990, 
and ending on February l, 1991. 

SEC. 122. COTTON CLASSING FEES. 

(a) EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION.-The first 
sentence of section 3a of the Cotton Statistics 
and Estimates Act (7 U.S.C. 473a) is amended to 
read as follows: "Effective for each of fiscal 
years 1992 through 1996, the Secretary of Agri
culture shall make cotton classification services 
available to producers of cotton and shall pro
vide for the collection of classification fees from 
participating producers, or agents who volun
tarily agree to collect and remit the fees on be
half of producers.". 

(b) FEES.-The first proviso in the second sen
tence of section 3a of such Act is amended-

(]) by striking clauses (1) and (2) and insert
ing the following new clauses: "(1) the uniform 
per bale classification fee to be collected from 
producers, or their agents, for the classification 
service in any year shall be the fee established 
in the previous year for the prevailing method of 
classification service, exclusive of adjustments to 
the fee made in the previous year under clauses 
(2), (3), and (4), and as may be adjusted by the 
percentage change in the implicit price defl,ator 
for the gross national product as indexed during 
the most recent 12-month period for which sta
tistics are available; (2) the fee calculated in ac
cordance with clause (1) for a crop year may be 
increased by an amount not to exceed 1 percent 
for every 100,000 running bales, or portion there
of, that the Secretary estimates will be classed 
by the United States Department of Agriculture 
in the crop year below the level of 12,500,000 
running bales, or decreased by a quantity not to 
exceed 1 percent for every 100,000 running bales, 
or portion thereof, that the Secretary estimates 
will be classed by the United States Department 
of Agriculture in the crop year above the level 
of 12,500,000 running bales;"; and 

(2) by striking clause (7) and inserting the fol
lowing new clause: ''(7) the Secretary shall an
nounce the uniform classification fee and any 
surcharge for the crop not later than June 1 of 
the year in which the fee applies.". 

(C) CLARIFICATION OF SERVICES.-The third 
sentence of section 3a of such Act is amended to 
read as follows: "Classification services, other 
than the prevailing method, provided at the re
quest of the producer shall not be subject to the 
restrictions specified in clauses (1), (2), and (3) 
of the preceding sentence.". 

(d) REPEAL OF STUDY ON PROCESSING CERTAIN 
COTTON GRADES.-Section 3 of the Uniform Cot
ton Classing Fees Act of 1987 (7 U.S.C. 473a 
note) is repealed. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Subsections (a), (b), 
and (c), and the amendments by subsections (a), 
(b), and (c), shall be effective for the period be
ginning on the date of enactment of this Act 
and ending on September 30, 1996. 
SEC. 123. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING TAR· 

GETED OPTION PAYMENTS. 

(a) FINDINGS.-Congress finds that-
(1) thousands of agricultural producers are 

facing extremely difficult economic times and 
low commodity prices; 

(2) the conditions on each farm are unique 
and require a unique plan to meet the income, 
conservation, and soil and weather conditions 
of the farm; and 

(3) agricultural producers need the maximum 
possible flexibility to tailor the agricultural price 
support and production adjustment program to 
their farms' individual needs. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-lt is the sense of 
Congress that the Secretary of Agriculture 
should offer targeted option payments for each 
of the 1992 through 1995 crops of wheat, feed 
grains, upland cotton, and rice as authorized by 
sections 107B(e)(3), 105B(e)(3), 103B(e)(3), and 
101B(e)(3) of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 
U.S.C. 1445b-3a(e)(3), 1444f(e)(3), 1444-2(e)(3), 
and 1441-2(e)(3)), respectively. 

SEC. 124. TRANSFER OF PEANUT QUOTA 
UNDERMARKETINGS. 

Section 358b(a) of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1358b(a)) is amended-

(]) in paragraph (1)-
( A) by inserting "(including any applicable 

undermarketings)" after "any part of the 
poundage quota"; and 

(B) by inserting "(including any applicable 
undermarketings)" after "any such lease of 
poundage quota"; 

(2) in the first sentence of paragraph (2), by 
striking "for the farm" and inserting "(includ
ing any applicable undermarketings)"; and 

(3) in paragraph (3), by inserting after "farm 
poundage quota" the following: "(including 
any applicable undermarketings)". 
SEC. 125. COTI'ON FUTURES CONTRACTS. 

Subsection (c)(l) of the United States Cotton 
Futures Act (7 U.S.C. 15b(c)(l)) is amended by 
inserting be[ ore the period at the end the follow
ing: ", except that any cotton futures contract 
that, by its terms, is settled in cash is excluded 
from the coverage of this paragraph and Act". 
SEC. 126. REPORTING ON LAMB PRICE AND SUP· 

PLY REPORTING SERVICES OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Not later than 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall submit a report to the Com
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Represent
atives and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri
tion, and Forestry of the Senate on measures 
that are necessary to improve the lamb price 
and supply reporting services of the Department 
of Agriculture, including recommendations to 
establish a complete information gathering sys
tem that refl,ects the market structure of the na
tional lamb industry. 

(b) F ACTORS.-ln preparing the report, the 
Secretary shall examine measures to improve in
formation on-

(1) price reporting series of wholesale, retail, 
box, carcass, pelt, offal, and live lamb sales in 
the United States, including markets in-

( A) California (including San Francisco); 
(B) the East Coast region (including Washing

ton, D.C.); 
(C) the Midwest region (including Chicago, Il-

linois); 
(D) Texas; 
(E) the Rocky Mountain region; and 
( F) Florida; 
(2) sheep and lamb inventories, including on

feed reports; 
(3) the price and supply relationships between 

retailers and breakers; 
(4) the viability of voluntary or mandatory re· 

porting for sheep prices; and 
(5) information on the import and export of 

sheep, analyzed by cut, carcass, box, breeder 
stock, and sex. 
SEC. 127. COTTON FIRST HANDLER MARKETING 

CERTIFICATES. . 
Section 103B(a)(5)(B) (7 U.S.C. 1444-

2(a)(5)(B)f is amended-
(]) by inserting "or cash payments" after 

"marketing certificates" each place it appears 
in clauses (i) and (ii); and 

(2) in clause (iii), by inserting "or cash pay
ment" after "certificate". 

TITLE II-CONSERVATION 
SEC. 201. AMENDMENTS TO THE FOOD, AGRI· 

CULTURE, CONSERVATION, AND 
TRADE ACT OF 1990. 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 1451.-Section 
1451 of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and 
Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5822) is amended

(]) in subsection (b)(l)(D), by striking "(e)" 
and inserting ''([)' '; 

(2) in subsection (d), by inserting "each of" 
before "the calendar"; 

(3) in subsection ([)(5), by striking "assisting" 
and inserting "assist"; and 
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(4) in subsection (h)(7)(B)-
(A) in clause (i), by inserting before the period 

at the end of the first sentence the following: ", 
but only to the extent that such number exceeds 
the number of acres resulting from the reduction 
in payment acres under an amendment made by 
section 1101 of the Omnibus Budget Reconcili
ation Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-508; 104 Stat. 
1388-1)"; and 

(B) in clause (ii), by striking "under" and all 
that follows through "Agricultural" and insert
ing "under section JOlB(c)(l)(D), 103B(c)(l)(D), 
JOSB(c)(l)(E) , or J07B(c)(l)(E) of the Agricul
tural". 

(b) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 1466.-Section 
1466 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 4201 note) is amend
ed-

(1) in subsection (c), by striking "Funds" and 
inserting "funds"; and 

(2) in each of subsections (e) and (f), by strik
ing "section (b)" and inserting "subsection (b)". 

(c) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 1468(a)(2).-Sec
tion 1468(a)(2) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 4201 note) 
is amended by striking "Funds" and inserting 
"funds". 

(d) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 1473(a).-Section 
1473(a) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 5403(a)) is amend
ed-

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking "subpara
graph (B)" and inserting "paragraph (2)"; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking "subpara
graph (A)" "and inserting "paragraph(])". 

(e) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 1483(c).-Section 
1483(c) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 5503(c)) is amended 
by inserting "and" after "Animal". 

(f) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 1485.-Section 
1485 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 5505) is amended-

(]) in subsection (a), by striking "Adminis
trator" both places it appears " and inserting 
"Director"; 

(2) in subsection (a)(3), by striking "Atmos
pheric Agency, the" " and inserting "Atmos
pheric Administration, the"; and 

(3) in subsection (b)(3), by striking "sub
section (a)" " and inserting "this subsection ". 

(g) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 1499.-Section 
1499 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 5506) is amended-

(]) in the 4th sentence of subsection (a)-
( A) by inserting "Agricultural" before "Envi

ronmental"; and 
(B) by striking "1612" and inserting "1472"; 
(2) in subsection (b), by striking "AFFECT" 

and inserting "EFFECT"; and 
(3) in subsection (c), by inserting "and" after 

"Animal". 
SEC. 202. AMENDMENT TO THE SOIL CONSERVA

TION AND DOMESTIC ALLOTMENT 
ACT. 

The 14th sentence of the 5th undesignated 
paragraph of section 8(b) of the Soil Conserva
tion and Domestic Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 
590h(b)) is amended by inserting ", except that, 
in the case of a person elected to be a national 
officer or State president of the National Asso
ciation of Farmer Elected Committeemen, the 
limitation shall be four consecutive terms" be
! ore the period. 
SEC. 203. FARMS FOR THE FUTURE. 

The Farms for the Future Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
4201 note) is amended to read as follows: 

"CHAPTER 2-FARMLAND PROTECTION 
"SEC. 1465. SHORT TITLE, PURPOSE, AND DEFINI

TION. 
"(a) SHORT TITLE.-This chapter may be cited 

as the 'Farms for the Future Act of 1990'. 
"(b) PURPOSE.-It is the purpose of this chap

ter to promote a national farmland protection 
effort to preserve our vital farmland resources 
for future generations. 

"(c) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this chapter: 
"(1) ALLOWABLE INTEREST RATE.-The term 

'allowable interest rate' refers to the interest 
rate that the State trust fund pays on each eli
gible loan. 

"(2) ELIGIBLE LOAN.-The term 'eligible loan' 
means each loan made by lending institutions to 
each State trust fund to further the purposes of 
this chapter, and the proceeds from any issu
ance of obligations, or other bonded indebted
ness, of any eligible State, the State trust fund, 
or any agency of an eligible State, except that 
no eligible loan shall bear an interest rate in ex
cess of 10 percent per year. 

"(3) ELIGIBLE STATE.-The term 'eligible State' 
means-

"(A) the State of Vermont: and 
"(B) at the option of the Secretary and sub

ject to appropriations, any State that on or be
fore August 1, 1991-

"(i) operates or administers a land preserva
tion fund that invests funds in the protection or 
preservation of farmland for agricultural pur
poses; and 

''(ii) works in coordination with the governing 
bodies of counties, towns, townships, villages, or 
other units of general government below the 
State level, or with private nonprofit or public 
organizations, to assist in the preservation of 
farmland for agricultural purposes. 

"(4) LENDING INSTITUTION.-The term 'lending 
institution' means any Federal or State char
tered bank, savings and loan association, coop
erative lending agency, other legally organized 
lending agency, State government or agency, 
political subdivision of a State, or any nonprofit 
conservation organization. 

"(5) PROGRAM.-The term 'program' means 
the farmland preservation program established 
under this chapter to be known as the 'Agricul
tural Resource Conservation Demonstration 
Program'. 

"(6) SECRETARY.-The term 'Secretary' means 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

"(7) STATE.-The term 'State' means any State 
of the United States, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands of the Unit
ed States. 

" (8) STATE TRUST FUND.-The term 'State 
trust fund' means a trust fund or an account es
tablished by an eligible State, or other public in
strumentality of the eligible State, approved to 
participate by the Secretary in the program 
under application procedures set forth in section 
1466(j) or 1468, in which Federal funds or eligi
ble loans received under this chapter are depos
ited, or will be deposited, for use by the trust 
fund. 
"SEC. 1466. ESTABUSHMENT OF PROGRAM. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-
"(]) PURPOSE.-The Secretary shall establish 

and implement a program, to be known as the 
'Agricultural Resource Conservation Demonstra
tion Program', to provide Federal guarantees 
and interest assistance for loans made by lend
ing institutions to State trust funds. 

"(2) ASSISTANCE.-Under the program, the 
Secretary shall guarantee for a period of JO 
years the timely payment of the principal 
amount and interest due on each eligible loan 
made by lending institutions to State trust funds 
and shall for each such JO-year period subsidize 
the interest on the loans at the allowable inter
est rate for the first 5 years after the loan is 
made, and at no less than 3 percentage points 
for the second 5 years under procedures de
scribed in subsection (b). 

"(b) MANDATORY ASSISTANCE TO EACH ELIGI
BLE STATE TRUST FUND.-The Secretary shall-

"(1) fully guarantee with the full faith and 
credit of the United States each eligible loan 
made by lending institutions to each State trust 
fund under procedures established by the Sec
retary; 

''(2) annually pay to each State trust fund an 
amount calculated by applying the allowable in
terest rate to the amount of each loan the State 
trust fund receives, as determined under proce
dures developed by the Secretary, during each 

of the first 5 years after the date on which each 
such loan is made; and 

"(3) annually pay to each State trust fund, 
for each year during the second 5-year period 
after each such eligible loan is made, an amount 
calculated by applying the interest rate dif
ference, between the rate of interest charged to 
borrowers of direct loans as described in section 
316(a)(2) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1946(a)(2)) and the 
allowable interest rate , to the amount of each 
loan the State trust fund receives from any 
given lending institution, as determined under 
procedures established by the Secretary. 

"(c) FUNDING.-
"(1) ISSUANCE OF STOCK.-The Secretary of 

Agriculture shall make and issue stock , in the 
same manner as notes are issued under section 
309(c) or 309A(d) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1929(c) or 
1929a(d)), to the Secretary of the Treasury for 
the purpose of obtaining funds from the Sec
retary of the Treasury that are necessary for 
discharging the obligations of the Secretary of 
Agriculture under this chapter. The stock shall 
not pay dividends and shall not be redeemable. 

"(2) PURCHASE OF STOCK.-The Secretary Of 
the Treasury shall provide the funding nec
essary to implement this chapter. The Secretary 
of the Treasury shall purchase any stock of the 
Secretary of Agriculture issued to implement 
this chapter. The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall use as a public debt transaction the pro
ceeds from the sale of any securities issued 
under chapter 31 of title 31, United States Code. 
The purposes for which the securities may be is
sued under such chapter are extended to include 
the purchase of stock issued by the Secretary of 
Agriculture to implement this chapter with re
spect to each eligible State. The Secretary of Ag
riculture shall make and issue such stock as is 
necessary to fund this chapter to the Secretary 
of Treasury who shall purchase the stock within 
1 day of the stock being offered by the Secretary 
of Agriculture. 

"(3) COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION.-If the 
Secretary of Treasury fails to comply with the 
requirements of this chapter or otherwise fails to 
provide the funding required by this chapter, for 
the eligible State described in section 
1465(c)(3)(A), notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law , the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
use the funds, services and facilities of the Com
modity Credit Corporation to carry out the re
quirements of this chapter. The procedure de
scribed in paragraph (2) shall be used to reim
burse the Corporation for funds expended to 
carry out this paragraph. 

"(d) REQUIRED PURCHASES OF STOCK.-The 
Secretary shall promptly notify the Secretary of 
the Treasury, in writing, each time an applica
tion of an eligible State is approved by the Sec
retary under this chapter. The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall purchase stock offered by the 
Secretary under subsection (c) on the day of
fered and the Secretary of Agriculture shall de
posit the proceeds from each such sale of stock 
in accounts created to administer the program. 

"(e) ENTITLEMENTS.-The Secretary is entitled 
to receive funds, and shall receive funds, from 
the Secretary of the Treasury in an amount 
equal to the total par-value of the stock issued 
to the Secretary of the Treasury. Each State 
trust fund is entitled to receive, and the Sec
retary of Agriculture shall promptly pay to each 
such trust fund, amounts calculated under pro
cedures described in section (b). 

"(f) REGULATIONS.-Except regarding the eli
gible State described in section 1465(c)(3)(A), the 
Secretary shall promulgate proposed and final 
regulations, under the prior public comment 
provisions of section 553 of title 5, United States 
Code, setting forth-

"(1) the application procedures for eligible 
States; 



33952 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE November 22, 1991 
"(2) the factors to be used in approving appli

cants; 
"(3) procedures for the prompt payment of the 

obligations of the Secretary under section (b); 
"(4) recordkeeping requirements for approved 

State trust funds; 
"(S) requirements to prevent program abuse 

and procedures to recover improperly obtained 
funds; 

"(6) rules permitting State trust funds to act 
as revolving funds or to otherwise accumulate 
additional capital, based on investments, to be 
subsequently used to promote the purposes of 
this chapter; and 

"(7) any other rules necessary and appro
priate to carry out the program. 

"(g) DURATION OF PROGRAM.-The program 
established under this chapter shall expire on 
September 30, 1996, except that any financial ob
ligations of the Secretary shall continue to be 
met as required by this chapter. 

"(h) ELIGIBLE USES FOR GUARANTEED LOAN 
FUNDS.-

"(1) IN GENERAL-Funds guaranteed under 
this chapter, and any earnings of the State trust 
funds, may be used-

"( A) to purchase development rights, con
servation easements or other types of easements, 
or to purchase agricultural land in fee simple or 
some lesser estate in land; 

"(B) to pay all reasonable and customary 
costs including appraisal, survey and engineer
ing fees, and legal expenses; 

"(C) to pay the costs of enf arcing easements 
or land use restrictions: 

"(D) to cover the costs of complying with any 
regulations issued by the Secretary under this 
program and the costs of implementing the farm
land plan of operation, except that the guaran
teed loan proceeds shall not be used to pay over
head expenses of the State trust fund (rent, util
ities, salaries, wages, insurance premiums, and 
the like); and 

"(E) to generate earnings, to be used for fu
ture farmland preservation efforts, through in
vestments in direct obligations of the United 
States or obligations guaranteed by the United 
States or an agency thereof or by depositing 
funds in any member bank of the Federal Re
serve System or any Federally insured State 
nonmember bank. 

"(2) COLLATERAL FOR LOANS.-To the extent 
consistent with relevant banking laws and prac
tices, the investments or deposits described in 
paragraph (J)(E) may serve as collateral for 
loans made to, or on behalf of, the State trust 
fund. 

"(i) STATE USE OF GUARANTEED LOAN 
FUNDS.-The Secretary may issue regulations or 
procedures requiring each State trust fund to re
port to the Secretary regarding the uses of the 
loans guaranteed by the Secretary and the Sec
retary may monitor the uses of the funds to en
sure that the loans are used for purposes related 
to this chapter. Neither the Secretary or the 
lending institution shall have the power to re
quire approval of each specific use of the loans 
guaranteed by the Secretary, the specific terms 
of each use of the loan funds, or the specific 
provisions of each purchase or investment made 
with loan guaranteed by the Secretary. The Sec
retary may require that each State trust fund 
provide a State farmland preservation plan of 
operation to the Secretary setting forth the 
plans for administering the program in the State 
and may require each State trust fund to peri
odically report to the Secretary on the pur
chases of interests in farmland and on other 
specific uses of the funds. 

"(j) SPECIAL RULES FOR THE PILOT PROJECT 
STATE.-Notwithstanding any other provisions 
of this chapter, the following special rules shall 
apply to the eligible State described in section 
146S(c)(3)(A): 

"(1) PROVISION OF LOAN GUARANTEE AND IN
TEREST ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT.-Within 30 days 
of the date a State trust fund in the eligible 
State receives a commitment for each eligible 
loan from a lending institution, the Secretary 
shall provide the lending institution with the 
loan guarantee and the interest assistance 
agreement so that the lending institution may 
disburse the full amount of the loan proceeds to 
the State trust fund on the date of loan closing 
to carry out this program. After the loan clos
ing, the lending institution shall have no obliga
tion to monitor or approve the use of loan pro
ceeds by the State trust fund. 

"(2) APPROVAL OF APPLICAT/ON.-The Sec
retary shall annually approve the completed ap
plication from the eligible State within 30 days 
after receipt if the application sets forth the 
general goals and policies of the State trust 
fund. The Secretary shall provide the Federal 
assistance required under this chapter begin
ning on the date the application or plan is ap
proved. 

"(3) AMOUNT OF GUARANTEES.-The Secretary 
shall calculate the total amount of guarantees 
provided for fiscal year 1992 in an amount equal 
to double the sum of-

"( A) the amount that was made available in 
fiscal year 1991 to the State trust fund (the Ver
mont Conservation and Housing Board) by the 
pilot project State, political subdivisions thereof, 
charitable organizations, private persons, or 
any other entity, in addition to the proceeds 
from the sale of obligations of the State related 
to the purposes of the State trust fund and the 
fair market value of donations of interests in 
land to the State trust fund; and 

"(B) the matching contribution calculated 
under section 1468(c) for the State. 

"(k) MISCELLANEOUS PROV/S/ONS.-
"(1) OPERATION.-Each State trust fund may 

operate through nonprofit corporations, munici
palities, or other political subdivisions of States 
in carrying out the purposes of the program es
tablished in this chapter. 

"(2) EARNINGS.-Earnings on funds of each 
State trust fund may be used for any purposes 
related to carrying out the operations of the 
trust fund in a manner not inconsistent with 
the requirements of this chapter or the farmland 
preservation plan. 
"SEC. 1467. FEDERAL ACCOUNTS AND COMPU· 

ANCE. 
"(a) AccouNTS.-To carry out the purposes of 

this chapter, the Secretary may establish in the 
Treasury of the United States an account, to be 
known as the 'Agricultural Resource Conserva
tion Revolving Fund' (hereafter referred to in 
this chapter as the 'Fund'), for the use by the 
Secretary to meet the obligations of the Sec
retary under this chapter. 

"(b) COMPLIANCE.-If the Secretary deter
mines that any State trust fund is failing to 
comply, to a significant degree, with any re
quirements of this chapter, the Secretary shall 
report the failure to the Committee on Agri
culture of the House of Representatives and to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry of the Senate, shall fully investigate 
the matter, may decline to provide additional 
Federal guarantees or interest subsidies to the 
State trust fund, and shall take other steps as 
may be appropriate to prevent the use of Fed
eral assistance in a manner not consistent with 
this chapter. 
"SEC. 1468. APPUCATIONS AND ADMINISTRA· 

TION. 
"(a) APPLICATIONS.-In applying for assist

ance under this chapter an eligible State de
scribed in section 146S(c)(3)(B) shall-

"(1) prepare and submit, to the Secretary, an 
application at such time, in such manner, and 
containing such information as the Secretary 
shall require; 

"(2) agree that the State trust fund will use 
any Funds provided by the Secretary under this 
chapter in a manner that is consistent with the 
chapter and the regulations promulgated by the 
Secretary; and 

"(3) agree to comply with any other require
ments set forth in agreements with the Secretary 
or as the Secretary may prescribe by regulation. 

"(b) ANNUAL APPLICAT/ONS.-Eligible States 
described in section 146S(c)(3)(B) may apply for 
Federal assistance under this chapter on an an
nual basis. The Secretary shall approve or dis
approve each application for assistance, and no
tify the applicant of the action not later than 30 
days after receipt of a complete application. 

"(c) MATCH AND MAXIMUM AMOUNT.-
"(1) IN GENERAL-The total amount of any 

guarantees provided by the Secretary under this 
program for each eligible State shall equal an 
amount that is equal to double the amount that 
is, or shall be, made available to the trust fund 
in each such eligible State by the State, political 
subdivisions thereof, charitable organizations, 
private persons, or any other entity, for acquir
ing interests in land to protect and preserve im
portant farmlands for future agricultural use 
but in no event shall the total Federal share ex
ceed $10,000,000 in any fiscal year for any given 
State. 

"(2) EARNINGS.-Earnings of the State trust 
fund and funds expended by the State or the 
State trust fund prior to loan closing for pur
poses consistent with this chapter, and in the 
same fiscal year, may be considered as matching 
funds. 

"(3) OBLIGATIONS.-Proceeds from the sale of 
tax-exempt general obligation bonds, or other 
obligations, of the State or State trust fund shall 
be an allowable source of matching funds under 
this chapter for the same fiscal year. 

"(4) LAND.-The fair market value of any do
nation of an interest in land to the State trust 
fund, or a charitable organization working with 
the State trust fund, may be considered as 
matching funds, for the same fiscal year, if-

' '(i) the fair market value is based on an ap
praisal determined to be adequate by the State 
trust fund; and 

"(ii) the donation is consistent with the State 
farmland preservation plan, 
except that the value of land donated to chari
table organizations by the State trust fund shall 
not be included as part of the match. 

"(d) CLARIFICATION OF FEDERAL LAW.-Sellers 
of land, or of interests in land, to any State 
trust fund are not, and shall not be considered 
by the Secretary as, recipients or beneficiaries of 
Federal assistance. 
"SEC. 1469. REPORT. 

"Not later than September 30, 1992, and annu
ally thereafter, the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall prepare and submit, to the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry of the Senate, a report concerning the 
operation of the program established under this 
chapter. 
"SEC. 1470. IMPLEMENTATION AND EFFECTIVE 

DATE. 
"(a) IN GENERAL.~Thfs-.chapter shall become 

effective on October 1, 1990. 
"(b) AGREEMENT WITH VERMONT.-Not later 

than December 30, 1990, the Secretary shall 
enter into an agreement with the State of Ver
mont to provide Federal assistance under this 
chapter to the State. 

"(c) REGULATIONS.-Not later than December 
31, 1991, the Secretary of Agriculture shall pub
lish in the Federal Register interim final regula
tions to implement this chapter. The regulations 
shall not require each State's program to give a 
priority to the acquisition of land, or interests in 
land, that is subject to significant urban pres
sure. 
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"SEC. 1471. COMPTROILER GENERAL REPORTS. 

"On December 1 of each of the years 1991 
through 1996, the Comptroller General of the 
United States shall report to the Committee Off 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry of the Senate, on whether the Sec
retary of Agriculture is complying with the re
quirements of this chapter. The report shall in
clude information concerning loans guaranteed 
under this chapter and the steps the Secretary 
of Agriculture has taken to comply with this 
chapter. 
"SEC. 1472. SPECIAL RULES FOR ISSUANCE OF 

STOCK FOR 1992. 
"The Secretary shall issue the stock required 

to be issued to the Secretary of Treasury under 
this chapte,.r with respect to the eligible State de
scribed in section 1465(c)(3)(A), for fiscal year 
1992, on or before December 20, 1991.". 
SEC. 204. AMENDMENTS TO THE FOOD SECURITY 

ACT OF 1985. 
Section 1232(a)(7) of the Food Security Act of 

1985 (16 U.S.C. 3832(a)(7)) is amended-
(1) by striking "fall and winter"; and 
(2) by striking "for an applicable reduction in 

rental payment" and inserting "and occurs dur
ing the 7-month period in which grazing of con
serving use acreage is allowed in a State under 
the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1421 et 
seq.) or after the producer harvests the grain 
crop of the surrounding field for a reduction in 
rental payment commensurate with the limited 
economic value of such incidental grazing". 

TITLE Ill-TRADE RELATED TECHNICAL 
CORRECTIONS 

SEC. 301. SUPERFLUOUS PUNCTUATION IN FARM· 
ER TO FARMER PROVISIONS. 

Section 501(a)(3) of the Agricultural Trade De
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 
1737(a)(3)) is amended by striking the comma 
after "public". 
SEC. 302. PUNCTUATION CORRECTION IN ENTER· 

PRISE FOR THE AMERICAS INITIA· 
TIVE. 

Section 603(a)(3) of the Agricultural Trade De
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 
1738b(a)(3)) is amended by inserting a hyphen 
between "Inter" and "American". 
SEC. 303. SPELLING CORRECTION IN SECTION 

604. 
Section 604(a)(2) of the Agricultural Trade De

velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 
1738c(a)(2)) is amended by striking 
"AVAL/ABILITY" and inserting "AVAILABILITY". 
SEC. 304. MISSING WORD IN SECTION 606. 

Section 606(c) of the Agricultural Trade Devel
opment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 
1738e(c)) is amended by inserting "accounts" 
after "Corporation". 
SEC. 305. PUNCTUATION ERROR IN SECTION 607. 

Section 607(a) of the Agricultural Trade De
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C 
1738f(a)) is amended by striking the quotation 
mark before "Fund" and inserting it after 
"Fund" the last place it appears. 
SEC. 306. TYPOGRAPHICAL CORRECTION IN SEC· 

TION612. 
Section 612(a)(l) of the Agricultural Trade De

velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C 
1738k(a)(l)) is amended by striking "462), and
,, and inserting "2281 et seq.);". 
SEC. 307. ERRONEOUS QUOTATION. 

Section 1515(b) of the Food, Agriculture, Con
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 is amended by 
striking "title I and" and inserting "titles I 
and". 
SEC. 308. PUNCTUATION CORRECTION. 

Section 103(d)(2) of the Agricultural Trade Act 
of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5603(d)(2)) is amended by in
serting a close parenthesis mark before the final 
period. 

SEC. 309. DATE CORRECTION. 
Section 203(g)(3) of the Agricultural Trade Act 

of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623(g)(3)) is amended by strik
ing "the date of enactment of this Act" and in
serting "November 28, 1990, ". 
SEC. 310. MISSING SUBTITLE HEADING CORREC· 

TION. 
Title II of the Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 

is amended by inserting after the title heading 
the following: 

"Subtitle A-Programs". 
SEC. 311. REDESIGNATION OF SUBSECTION. 

Section 301 of the Agricultural Trade Act of 
1978 (7 U.S.C. 5651) is amended by redesignating 
subsection (g) as subsection (f). 
SEC. 312. DATE CORRECTION TO SECTION 404. 

Section 404 of the Agricultural Trade Act of 
1978 (7 U.S.C. 5664) is amended by striking out 
"the date of enactment of this Act" and insert
ing "November 28, 1990". 
SEC. 313. DATE CORRECTION TO SECTION 416. 

Section 416(e) of the Agricultural Trade Act of 
1978 (7 U.S.C. 5676(e)) is amended by striking 
out "the effective date of this section" and in
serting "November 28, 1990". 
SEC. 314. REDESIGNATION OF SECTION. 

The Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 is amended 
by redesignating section 506 (7 U.S.C. 5695) as 
section 505. 
SEC. 315. CROSS REFERENCE CORRECTION. 

Section 601 of the Agricultural Trade Act of 
1978 (7 U.S.C. 5711) is amended by striking "sec
tion 104" each place it appears and inserting 
"section 103". 
SEC. 316. PLACEMENT CLARIFICATION. 

Section 1532 of the Food, Agriculture, Con
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 is amended by 
striking "thereof" and inserting "of title I". 
SEC. 317. PUNCTUATION CORRECTION. 

Section 108(b) of the Agricultural Act of 1954 
(7 U.S.C. 1748) is amended by striking the period 
at the end of paragraph (l)(B) and inserting a 
semicolon. 
SEC. 318. EUMINATION OF OBSOLETE CROSS 

REFERENCE. 
Section J08(b)(4) of the Agricultural Act of 

1954 (7 U.S.C. 1748(b)(4)) is amended by striking 
"the trade assistance office" and all that fol
lows through "section 201), ". 
SEC. 319. CROSS REFERENCE CORRECTION. 

Section 407(c) of the Agricultural Trade Devel
opment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 
1736a(c)) is amended by inserting "title I of" be
fore "this Act" each place it appears in para
graphs (2)(B) and (3). 
SEC. 320. CORRECTING CLERICAL ERRORS IN 

SECTION 204 OF THE AGRICULTURAL 
TRADE ACT OF 1978. 

Section 204(d) of the Agricultural Trade Act of 
1978 (7 U.S.C. 5624) is amended-

(1) by striking "AGENCY OR PRIVATE PARTIES" 
in the heading and inserting "AGENCIES"; and 

(2) by striking "government" and inserting 
"Government". 
SEC. 321. CAPITALIZATION CORRECTION. 

Section 403(i)(2)(C) of the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 
U.S.C. 1733(i)(2)(C)) is amended by striking 
"Committees" and inserting "committees". 
SEC. 322. CORRECTION OF ERROR IN DATE. 

Section 409, 410(a), 4JO(b), 410(c), and 411(e) of 
the Agricultural Trade Development and Assist
ance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1736c, 1736d(a), 
1736d(b), 1736d(c), and 1736e(e)) are each 
amended by striking "the date of enactment of 
this Act" and inserting "November 28, 1990". 
SEC. 323. CORRECTION OF TYPOGRAPHICAL 

ERROR. 
Section 406(b)(5)(D) of the Agricultural Trade 

Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 
U.S.C. 1736(b)(5)(D)) is amended by striking 
"items" and inserting "time". 

SEC. 324. CROSS REFERENCE CORRECTION. 
Section 407(c)(l)(A) of the Agricultural Trade 

Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 
U.S.C. 1736a(c)(l)(A)) is amended by striking 
"this section" and inserting "title /". 
SEC. 325. EUMINATION OF SUPERFLUOUS WORD. 

Section 407(c)(l)(C) of the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 
U.S.C. 1736a(c)(l)(C)) is amended by striking 
"other". 
SEC. 326. CROSS REFERENCE CORRECTION. 

Section 411(a) of the Agricultural Trade De
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 
1736e(a)) is amended by striking "this title" and 
inserting "title I". 
SEC. 327. AMENDMENT TO SECTION 602. 

Section 602(a) of the Agricultural Trade Act of 
1978 (7 U.S.C. 5712(a)) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking "designate as 
produced" and inserting "designate produced"; 
and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking "in accord
ance with subsection (c)". 
SEC. 328. SECTION 407 CORRECTIONS. 

(a) SUBSECTION (c)(4).-Section 407(c)(4) of the 
Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance 
Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1736a(c)(4)) is amended

(]) by inserting "provides or" after "in which 
such person"; and 

(2) by striking "if the person is" and inserting 
"of a person''. 

(b) ELIMINATION OF WORD.-Section 407(d)(3) 
of the Agricultural Trade Development and As
sistance Act of 1954 is amended by striking 
"other". 
SEC. 329. SECTION 407(b) AMENDMENT. 

Section 407(b)(l) of the Agricultural Trade De
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 
1736a(b)(l)) is amended by striking "or agricul
tural commodity donated". 
SEC. 330. SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS IN ANNUAL RE· 

PORT. 
Section 614 of the Agricultural Trade Develop

ment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1738m) 
is amended-

(]) by striking "Not later" and inserting "(a) 
IN GENERAL.-Not later"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the fallowing: 
"(b) SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS IN ANNUAL RE

PORT.-No later than December 15 of each fiscal 
year, each member of the Board shall be entitled 
to receive a copy of the report required under 
subsection (a). Each member of the Board may 
prepare and submit supplemental views to the 
President on the implementation of this title by 
December 31 for transmission with the annual 
report.". 
SEC. 331. CONSULTATIONS WITH CONGRESS. 

The Agricultural Trade Development and As
sistance Act of 1954 is amended by inserting 
after section 614 (7 U.S.C. 1738m) the following: 
"SEC. 615. CONSULTATIONS WITH CONGRESS. 

"The President shall consult with the appro
priate congressional committees on a periodic 
basis to review the operation of the Facility 
under this title and the eligibility of countries 
for benefits from the Facility under this title.". 
SEC. 332. STATUTE DESIGNATION. 

Section 407(d)(4) of the Agricultural Trade De
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 
1736a(d)(4)) is amended by striking "the Federal 
Property Act of 1949, as amended," and insert
ing ''the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 471 et seq.)". 
SEC. 333. CORRECTION OF PLACEMENT AND IN

DENTATION OF SUBPARAGRAPH. 
Subparagraph (B) of section 1514(5) of the 

Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act 
of 1990, 104 Stat. 3663) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(BJ by inserting after subparagraph (E) the 
fallowing new subparagraph: 
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" '( F) The provisions of sections 403(i) and 

407(c) of the Agricultural Trade Development 
and Assistance Act of 1954 shall apply to dona
tions, sales and barters of eligible commodities 
under this subsection.'". 
SEC. 334. EXPORT CREDIT GUARANTEE PROGRAM. 

Section 202(i) of the Agricultural Trade Act of 
1978 (7 U.S.C. 5622(i)) is amended by striking "or 
proceeds payable u.nder a credit guarantee is
sued by the Commodity Credit Corporation 
under this section if it is determined by the Cor
poration that" and inserting "issued by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation under this sec
tion if it is determined by the Corporation, at 
the time of the assignment, that". 
SEC. 335. AMENDMENTS TO THE FOOD FOR 

PROGRESS PROGRAM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1110 Of the Food Se

curity Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 17360) is amended to 
read as follows: 
"SEC. 1110. FOOD FOR PROGRESS PROGRAM. 

"(a) SHORT TITLE.-This section may be cited 
as the 'Food for Progress Act of 1985'. 

"(b) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established a 
program to be known as the 'Food for Progress 
Program' (hereafter in this section ref erred to as 
the 'Program'). 

"(c) AGREEMENTS.-The President may enter 
into agreements with eligible countries (as de
scribed in subsection (e)), or with private vol
untary organizations, businesses, or coopera
tives, to provide agricultural commodities under 
this section to support the democratization of 
the governments of the countries, the granting 
of individual liberties to the people of the coun
tries, the development of a free market economy, 
and the promotion of economic growth and free
dom within the countries. 

"(d) TYPES OF ASSISTANCE.-Commodities 
made available under this section may be pro
vided on a grant basis, on credit terms, or on 
such other terms as are determined by the Presi
dent. 

"(e) ELIGIBLE COUNTRIES.-To be eligible to 
participate in the program established under 
this section, a country shall, as determined by 
the President-

"(]) have begun the transformation of the sys
tem of government of the country from a non
representative type of government to a rep
resentative democracy; or 

"(2) have made commitments to introduce or 
expand free enterprise elements in the economy 
of the country. 

"(f) COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION.-
"(]) DUTIES.-The Commodity Credit Corpora

tion shall-
"( A) make such agricultural commodities 

available to the President as are determined 
under section 401 of the Agricultural Trade De
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 
1731) to be available to carry out agreements en
tered into by the President under this section; 
and 

"(B) finance the sale and exportation of com
modities made available under this section to 
the extent necessary to carry out agreements en
tered into by the President under this section. 

"(2) PURCHASE OF COMMODITIES.-The Com
modity Credit Corporation may purchase com
modities for use under this section if-

"( A) the Commodity Credit Corporation does 
not hold stocks of the commodities at the time of 
the purchase; or 

"(B) Commodity Credit Corporation stocks at 
the time of the purchase are insufficient to sat
isfy commitments made in agreements entered 
into under this section and the commodities are 
needed to fulfill the commitments. 

"(3) EXPENSES.-ln connection with the Pro
gram under this section, the Commodity Credit 
Corporation may pay-

"( A) the cost of acquiring the commodities; 
"(B) the costs associated with packaging, en

richment, preservation, and fortification of the 
commodities; 

"(C) the processing, transportation, handling, 
and other incidental costs up to the time of the 
delivery of the commodities free on board vessels 
in United States ports; 

"(D) the ocean freight charges from United 
States ports to designated ports of entry abroad; 

"(E) the costs associated with transporting 
the commodities from United States ports to des
ignated points of entry abroad in the case-

"(i) of landlocked countries; 
"(ii) of ports that cannot be used effectively 

because of natural or other disturbances; 
"(iii) of the unavailability of carriers to a spe

cific country; or 
"(iv) of substantial savings in costs or time 

that may be effected by the utilization of points 
of entry other than ports; 

"( F) in the case of commodities for urgent and 
extraordinary relief requirements (including pre
positioned commodities) the transportation costs 
incurred in moving the commodities from des
ignated points of entry or ports of entry abroad 
to storage and distribution sites and associated 
storage and distribution costs; and 

"(G) the charges for general average contribu
tions arising out of the ocean transport of com
modities transferred pursuant thereto. 

"(4) LIMITATION ON EXPENDITURES.-No funds 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation in excess 
of $30,000,000 (exclusive of the cost of any com
modities) in each fiscal year shall be used to 
carry out this section unless the excess is au
thorized in advance in appropriations Acts. 

"(5) TITLE I TRANSFERS.-Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the Commodity 
Credit Corporation may use funds appropriated 
to carry out title I of the Agricultural Trade De
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 
1701 et seq.) to carry out this section with re
spect to commodities made available under such 
Act. 

"(g) AGREEMENTS.-![ the President enters 
into an agreement with a private voluntary or
ganization, ·business, or cooperative under this 
section, the agreement-

"(]) shall require the organization, business, 
or cooperative to use any commodities provided 
to it under this section to carry out the purposes 
of this section; 

"(2) may permit the organization, business, or 
cooperative to sell or barter any commodities 
provided to it under this section, and use the 
amounts generated through the sale or barter-

''( A) to promote the establishment and expan
sion of private enterprise in the recipient coun
try; 

"(B) to aid in the availability of food in the 
recipient country through improved agricultural 
research, processing, transportation and mar
keting systems, and instruments of production 
in the country; and 

"(C) to help develop commercial markets for 
the purchase of agricultural commodities; and 

"(3) shall contain such other terms and condi
tions as are determined necessary by the Presi
dent. 

"(h) MULTIYEAR BASIS.-An agreement en
tered into under this section may provide for 
commodities to be made available on a multiyear 
basis subject to the availability of funds and 
commodities. 

"(i) TRANSSHIPMENT OF COMMODITIES.-An 
agreement entered into under this section shall 
prohibit the resale or transshipment of the com
modities made available under the agreement to 
other countries, unless the resale or trans
shipment is authorized by the President. 

"(j) DISPLACEMENT.-ln carrying out this sec
tion, the President shall, to the extent prac
ticable, avoid the displacement of any sales of 
United States agricultural commodities that 
would otherwise be made to eligible countries 
and avoid disrupting foreign and domestic mar
kets for United States agricultural commodities. 

''(k) RESTRICTIONS ON AGREEMENTS.-No 
agreement shall be entered into under this sec
tion if the agreement would result in-

"(1) the inability of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to provide sufficient commodities to 
carry out food assistance programs established 
under the Agricultural Trade Development and 
Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1691 et seq.), or 
domestic commodity and disaster assistance pro
grams established under the Agricultural Act of 
1949 (7 U.S.C. 1421 et seq.) or agricultural trade 
programs established under the Agricultural 
Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 1761 et seq.); 

"(2) a shortage in the domestic supply of any 
commodities that would be required under the 
terms of the agreements; or 

"(3) the inability of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to maintain adequate carryover 
stocks to meet any emergency, the requirements 
of the Agricultural Act of 1949, or the require
ments of any other Act. 

"(l) REPORT OF PRESIDENT.-Not later than 
January 15 of each year after a year in which 
an agreement entered into under this section is 
in effect, the President shall prepare and sub
mit, to the Committee on Agriculture and the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Agri
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Senate, a 
report concerning the commodities and funds 
made available under this section during the 
previous fiscal year. The report may be com
bined with other reports required to be submit
ted to Congress under the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 or the 
Agricultural Trade Act of 1978. ". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(]) COMBINATION OF PROGRAMS.-Section 205 

of the Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 
5625) is amended-

( A) by striking "The" and inserting "(a) 
BLENDED CREDIT PROGRAM.-The " ; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(b) FOOD FOR PROGRESS PROGRAM.-The 
programs authorized under this title may be 
used in conjunction with, and for the purposes 
specified under, section 1110 of the Food Secu
rity Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 17360) . ". 

(2) DIRECT CREDIT PROGRAM.-Section 201 Of 
such Act (7 U.S.C. 5621) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

"(f) REPAYMENT IN FOREIGN CURRENCIES.
The Secretary may waive the requirement in 
subsection (e) that payment of principal and in
terest be made in only United States dollars if 
the Secretary determines that the waiver would 
significantly aid in the development of the im
porting country as a foreign market for the com
mercial sale and export of agricultural commod
ities.". 
SEC. 336. MISCELJ.ANEOUS AMENDMENTS TO THE 

AGRICULTURAL TRADE DEVEWP
MENT AND ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1954. 

(a) DEBT FORGIVENESS.-The first sentence of 
section 411(b) of the Agricultural Trade Devel
opment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 
1736e) is amended by inserting before the period 
at the end the following: "at least 10 days prior 
to providing the debt relief". 

(b) COORDINATION OF FOREIGN ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAMS.-The first sentence of section 413 of 
such Act (7 U.S.C. 1736g) is amended by striking 
"this Act" and inserting "title Ill". 
SEC. 337. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall not issue a 
final regulation to carry out section 214 of Pub
lic Law 98-180 (7 U.S.C. 509). 
SEC. 338. SHARING OF UNITED STATES AGRICUL

TURAL EXPERTISE. 
Section 1542(d) of the Food, Agriculture, Con

servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5622 
note) is amended-
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(1) in paragraph (2)-
(A) by striking "and" at the end of subpara

graph (A); 
(B) by striking the period at the end of sub

paragraph (B) and inserting ";and"; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following new 

subparagraph: 
"(C) by providing for necessary subsistence 

expenses in emerging democracies and necessary 
transportation expenses of United States' agri
cultural producers and other individuals knowl
edgeable in agricultural and agribusiness mat
ters to assist in trans! erring their knowledge 
and expertise to entities in emerging democ
racies."; and 

(2) in paragraph (9), by striking "$5,000,000" 
and inserting "$10,000,000". 
SEC. 339. COMPETITIVE INSURANCE. 

Title II of the Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 
(7 U.S.C. 5621 et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end the fallowing new section: 
"SEC. 206. COMPETITIVE INSURANCE. 

"(a) INTERMEDIATE FINANCING AND CREDIT 
GUARANTEES.-ln the case of any intermediate
term financing under section 201 or intermedi
ate-term credit guarantee under section 202, of 
an amount of at least $10,000,000, the Secretary 
shall seek to ensure that United States insur
ance companies are accorded a fair and open 
competitive opportunity to provide insurance 
against risk of loss in connection with any 
transaction supported by the loan or guarantee. 

"(b) REFERRAL TO THE SECRETARY OF COM
MERCE.-ln any case in which the Secretary 
finds that a fair and open competitive oppor
tunity is not available to United States insur
ance companies in a country with respect to 
which the Secretary is considering a loan or 
guarantee, the Secretary shall forward to the 
Secretary of Commerce information regarding 
any country that denies United States insur
ance companies fair and competitive opportuni
ties. The Secretary of Commerce shall determine 
whether to-

"(1) refer the trade barrier to the Trade Policy 
Committee created pursuant to section 242 of the 
Trade Expansion Act of 1962 (19 U.S.C. 1872); or 

"(2) bring the matter before the Trade Pro
motion Coordinating Council, created by section 
3 of Executive Order No. 11846 of March 27, 1975 
(19 U.S.C. 2111 note), for consideration of a rec
ommendation to the President that access by the 
country to official export credit be restricted.". 

TITLE IV-RESEARCH 
SEC. 401. COMPETITIVE, SPECIAL, AND FACIU

TIES RESEARCH GRANTS. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.-Subsection (a) of section 2 

of Public Law 89-106 (7 U.S.C. 450i) is amend
ed-

(1) by inserting "(1)" before "In order"; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
"(2) SHORT TITLE.-This section may be cited 

as the 'Competitive, Special, and Facilities Re
search Grant Act'.". 

(b) OTHER AMENDMENTS.-Such section is fur
ther amended-

(1) in subsection (b)(JO), by striking "and" 
after "1993, "; 

(2) in subsection (e)-
(A) by striking "RECORD KEEPING.-" and in

serting "INTER-REGIONAL RESEARCH PROJECT 
NUMBER 4.- "; 

(B) in paragraphs (1) and (7), by striking 
"this section" and inserting "this subsection"; 

(C) in paragraphs (2), (3), (4), (5)(C), and 
(6)(A), by striking "IR-4 program" and insert
ing "IR-4 Program"; 

(D) in paragraph (5)(B)-
(i) by striking "registration," and inserting 

"registrations,"; and 
(ii) by inserting "and" at the end of the sub

paragraph; and 

(E) in paragraph (6)-
(i) by striking "within one year of the date of 

the enactment of this paragraph" and inserting 
"not later than November 28, 1991, "; and 

(ii) by inserting a comma after 
"reregistrations" in the first sentence; 

(3) in subsection (f), by striking "LIMITS ON 
OVERHEAD COSTS.-" and inserting "RECORD 
KEEPING.-"; 

(4) in subsection (g), by striking "AUTHORIZA
TION OF APPROPRIATIONS.-" and inserting 
"LIMITS ON OVERHEAD COSTS.-"; 

(5) in subsection (h)-
( A) by striking "RULES.-" and inserting 

"AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.-"; 
(B) by striking "subsection (b) of this section" 

and inserting "subsections (b) and (e)"; and 
(C) by striking "the provisions of"; 
(6) in subsection (i)-
( A) by striking "APPLICATION OF OTHER 

LAWS.-" and inserting "RULES.-"; 
(B) by striking "is authorized to" and insert

ing "may"; and 
(C) by striking "the provisions of"; 
(7) in subsection (j) (as redesignated by sec

tion 1497(1) of the Food, Agriculture, Conserva
tion, and Trade Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 3630)), by 
inserting "APPLICATION OF OTHER LAWS.-" 
after "(j)"; and 

(8) by redesignating subsections (j), (k), and 
(l) (as inserted by section 1615(b) of such Act 
(104 Stat. 3731)) as subsections (k), (l), and (m), 
respectively. 
SEC. 402. NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, 

EXTENSION, AND TEACHING POUCY 
ACT OF 1977. 

The National Agricultural Research, Exten
sion, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 
3101 et seq.) is amended-

(1) in section 1407(e) (7 U.S.C. 3122(e)) by 
striking the semicolon at the end of paragraph 
(7) and inserting a period; 

(2) in section 1408 (7 U.S.C. 3123)-
(A) in subsection (e), by striking "govern

ment" and inserting "Government"; and 
(B) in subsection (g)(l), by striking "Feder

ally" and inserting "federally"; 
(3) in sections 1404(18) and 1408A(a) (7 U.S.C. 

3103(18) and 3123a(a)), by inserting "and" after 
"Science"; 

(4) in section 1408A(c)(2)(H) (7 U.S.C. 
3123a(c)(2)(H)), by striking "farmerworkers" 
and inserting "farmworkers"; 

(5) in section 1412 (7 U.S.C. 3127), by striking 
"and Advisory Board" in subsections (b) and (c) 
and inserting ". Advisory Board, and Tech
nology Board"; 

(6) in section 1417(i) (7 U.S.C. 3152(c)), by 
striking the second sentence; 

(7) in section 1419(b) (7 U.S.C. 3154(b)), by 
striking "subsection (c)" and inserting "sub
section (d)"; 

(8) in section 1432 (7 U.S.C. 3194), by striking 
"SEC. 1432. (a)"; 

(9) in section 1446(d)(2) (7 U.S.C. 3222a(d)(2), 
by striking "the needs identified" and inserting 
"the purposes identified"; 

(10) in section 1446(e) (7 U.S.C. 3222a(e)). by 
striking "objective or" and inserting "objective 
of"; 

(11) in section 1458(a) (7 U.S.C. 3291(a)), by 
striking the period at the end of paragraph (3) 
and inserting a semicolon; 

(12) in section 1463(a) (7 U.S.C. 3311), by strik
ing "subtitle Hand"; 

(13) in section 1473 (7 U.S.C. 3319), by striking 
"subsection (c)(2)" and inserting "subsection 
(c)(l)(B)"; and 

(14) by repealing section 1473E (7 U.S.C. 
3319e). 
SEC. 403. RURAL DEVELOPMENT AND SMALL 

FARM RESEARCH AND EDUCATION. 
(a) PROGRAMS AUTHORIZED.-Section 502 of 

the Rural Development Act of 1972 (7 U.S.C. 
2662) is amended-

(1) in subsection (f)-
( A) by striking the subsection heading and in

serting "COMPETITIVE GRANTS FOR FINANCIALLY 
STRESSED FARMERS, DISLOCATED FARMERS, AND 
RURAL FAMILIES.-"; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking "during the 
period beginning on the date of the enactment 
of this Act and ending on" and inserting 
"until"; and 

(2) in the subsections following subsection 
(g)-

(A) by striking "(b) RURAL DEVELOPMENT EX
TENSION" and inserting "(h) RURAL DEVELOP
MENT EXTENSION''; 

(B) by striking "(h) RURAL HEALTH" and in
serting "(i) RURAL HEALTH"; 

(C) by striking "(h) RESEARCH GRANTS.-" 
and inserting "(j) RESEARCH GRANTS.-"; and 

(D) by arranging such subsections to appear 
in the proper order. 

(b) DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.-Section 503(c)(l) 
of that Act (7 U.S.C. 2663(c)(l)) is amended-

(]) by striking "the provisions of section 502(e) 
of this title" and inserting "subsections (e) and 
(i) of section 502"; and 

(2) by striking "objectives of section S02(e) of 
this title" and inserting "objectives of those sub
sections". 
SEC. 404. NATIONAL GENETIC RESOURCES PRO

GRAM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Subtitle c Of title XVI of the 

Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act 
of 1990 (Public Law 101-624; 104 Stat. 3744) is 
amended-

(]) in the subtitle heading, by striking "Ge· 
netics" and inserting "Genetic"; and 

(2) in section 1633(a) (7 U.S.C. 5842(a)), by 
striking "Resources program" and inserting 
"Resources Program". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-The item relating to 
such subtitle in section l(b) of such Act (104 
Stat. 3365) is amended to read as follows: 

''Subtitle C-National Genetic Resources 
Program". 

SEC. 405. ALTERNATIVE AGRICULTURAL RE
SEARCH AND COMMERCIALIZATION. 

(a) PUNCTUATION CORRECTION.-Section 
1658(d) of the Alternative Agricultural Research 
and Commercialization Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5902(d)) is amended-

(]) by striking the period at the end of para
graph (2) and inserting ";and"; and 

(2) by striking "; and" at the end of para
graph (3) and inserting a period. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF REGIONAL CENTERS.
Section 1663(a)(2) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 
5907(a)(2)) is amended by striking "A Regional 
Center may not be established or operated" and 
inserting "No Regional Centers may be estab
lished". 
SEC. 406. MISCELLANEOUS RESEARCH PROVI

SIONS. 
Title XVI of the Food, Agriculture, Conserva

tion, and Trade Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-624; 
104 Stat. 3703) is amended-

(1) in section 1604(a) (Public Law 101-624; 104 
Stat. 3706), by striking "(7 U.S.C. 3122(a))" and 
inserting "(7 U.S.C. 3122)". 

(2) in section 1619(b)(8) (7 U.S.C. 5801(b)(8)), 
by striking "Marianas Islands" and inserting 
"Mariana Islands"; 

(3) in section 1628(c) (7 U.S.C. 5831(c)), by 
striking "education" and inserting "edu
cational"; 

(4) in section 1629(c)(l) (7 U.S.C. 5832(c)(l)), 
by striking "insure" and inserting "ensure"; 

(S) in section 1634(l) (7 U.S.C. 5843(1)), by 
striking "committee established" and inserting 
"council established"; 

(6) in section 1638(b)(5) (7 U.S.C. 5852(b)(5)), 
by striking "National Sciences Foundation" 
and inserting "National Science Foundation"; 

(7) in section 1639(a) (7 U.S.C. 5853(a)), by 
striking "Act" and inserting "subtitle"; 
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(8) in section 1652(b)(l) (7 U.S.C. 5883(b)(l)), 

by striking "pheremones" and inserting 
''pheromones''; 

(9) in section 1668(g)(2) (7 U.S.C. 5921(g)(2)), 
by striking "WITHOLDINGS" and inserting 
"WITHHOLDINGS"; 

(10) in section 1670(d) (7 U.S.C. 5923(d)), by 
striking "acquaculture" and inserting "aqua
culture"; 

(11) in section 1672(c) (7 U.S.C. 5925(c)), by re
designating paragraphs (A) through (I) as para
graphs (1) through (9), respectively; 

(12) in section 1673(f) (7 U.S.C. 5926(f)), by 
striking "programs or" and inserting "programs 
of"; 

(13) in section 1674 (7 U.S.C. 5927)-
(A) in subsection (d)(3)(A), by striking 

"Schedules" and inserting "Schedule"; and 
(B) in subsection (f), by striking "Committee" 

both places it appears and inserting "Commit
tees"; 

(14) in section 1675(c)(2) (7 U.S.C. 5928(c)(2)). 
by striking "PERIODS AND PREFERENCES.
Grants" and inserting the following: "OPERAT
ING GRANTS.-The Secretary shall make grants 
to operate the centers established under para
graph (1). Such grants shall be competitively 
awarded based on merit and relevance in ref
erence to meeting the purposes specified in sub
section (a). Such grants"; 

(15) in section 1677 (7 U.S.C. 5930)-
( A) by striking "Reservation" each place it 

appears in subsections (a), (b). and (e) and in
serting ''reservation''; 

(B) by striking "Reservations" both places it 
appears in subsection (a) and inserting "res
ervations"; and 

(C) by striking "Tribal" in subsection (c) and 
inserting "tribal"; 

(16) in section 1678(d) (7 U.S.C. 5931(d)). by 
striking "Teaching, and Extension" and insert
ing "Extension, and Teaching"; and 

(17) in section 1681(a)(2), (7 U.S.C. 5934(a)(2)), 
by striking "teacheal mite" and inserting "tra
cheal mite". 
SEC. 407. SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURE RE· 

SEARCH AND EDUCATION. 
Section 1624 of the Food, Agriculture, Con

servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5814) 
is amended by striking "and 1623" and inserting 
"and 1622". 

TITLE V~REDIT 
SEC. 501. AMENDMENTS TO THE CONSOLIDATED 

FARM AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
ACT. 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 304.-Section 304 
of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop
ment Act (7 U.S.C. 1924) is amended-

(1) by striking subsection (a); and 
(2) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub

section (a) and moving such subsection to ap
pear before subsection (b). 

(b) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 312(a).-Section 
312(a) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1942(a)) is amended 
by striking "systems." and all that fallows and 
inserting "systems (for purposes of this subtitle, 
the term 'solar energy' means energy derived 
from sources (other than fossil fuels) and tech
nologies included in the Federal Non-Nuclear 
Energy Research and Development Act of 1974) 
(42 U.S.C. 5901 et seq.), (12) training in main
taining records of farming and ranching oper
ations for limited resource borrowers receiving 
loans under section 3JOD, and (13) borrower 
training under section 359. ". 

(c) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 331.-
(1) DIRECT AMENDMENTS.-Section 331(b)(4) of 

such Act (7 U.S.C. 1981(b)(4)) is amended-
(A) by striking "this title"; and 
(B) by striking "1949 from" and inserting 

"1949, from". 
(2) INDIRECT AMENDMENTS.-
( A) CLARIFICATION OF REPEAL.-Section 1805 

of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and 

Trade Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 3819) is amended by 
striking subsections (b) and (c) and inserting the 
following: 

"(b) PAYMENT OF ACCRUED INTEREST.-Sec
tion 331 (7 U.S.C. 1981) is amended by striking 
subsection (h) and redesignating subsections (i) 
and (j) as subsections (h) and (i), respectively.". 

(B) CLARIFICATION OF TECHNICAL CORREC
TIONS.-Section 2388(d)(l) of the Food, Agri
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(104 Stat. 4052) is amended-

(i) by inserting ", as amended by section 
1805(b) of this Act," before "is amended"; 

(ii) in clause (i) of subparagraph (A), by strik
ing "(h), and (i)" and inserting "and (h)"; 

(iii) by striking clause (iv) and redesignating 
clauses (v), (vi), and (vii) of subparagraph (A) 
as clauses (iv), (v), and (vi), respectively; 

(iv) in clause (iv) of subparagraph (A) (as so 
redesignated by clause (iii) of this subpara
graph), by striking "(i)" and inserting "(h)"; 
and 

(v) in clause (vi) of subparagraph (A) (as so 
redesignated by clause (iii) of this subpara
graph)-

(!) by striking "(j)" and inserting "(i)"; and 
(//)by striking "(10)" and inserting "(9)". 
(d) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 33le.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Section 331E of such Act (7 

U.S.C. 1981e) is amended-
( A) by striking "The" and inserting "(a) IN 

GENERAL.-The"; and 
(B) by adding at the end the following new 

subsection: 
"(b) CALCULATION OF YIELDS.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of averaging 

past yields of the farm of a borrower or appli
cant over a period of crop years to calculate fu
ture yields for the farm under this title (except 
for loans under subtitle C), the Secretary shall 
permit the borrower or applicant to exclude the 
crop year with the lowest actual or county aver
age yield for the farm from the calculation, if 
the borrower or applicant was affected by a dis
aster during at least 2 of the crop years during 
the period. 

"(2) AFFECTED BY A DISASTER.-For purposes 
of paragraph (1), a borrower or applicant was 
affected by a disaster if the Secretary finds that 
the borrower or applicant's farming operations 
have been substantially affected by a natural 
disaster in the United States or by a major dis
aster or emergency designated by the President 
under the Disaster Relief and Emergency Assist
ance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.), including a 
borrower or applicant who has a qualifying loss 
but is not located in a designated or declared 
disaster area. 

"(3) APPLICATION OF SUBSECTION.-Paragraph 
(1) shall apply to all actions taken by the Sec
retary to carry out this title (except for loans 
under subtitle C) that involve the yields of a 
farm of a borrower or applicant, including mak
ing loans and loan guarantees, servicing loans, 
and making credit sales.". 

(2) REGULATIONS.-
(A) INTERIM REGULATIONS.-Notwithstanding 

section 553 of title 5, United States Code, as soon 
as practicable after the date of enactment of this 
Act and without a requirement for prior public 
notice and comment, the Secretary of Agri
culture shall issue interim regulations that pro
vide for the implementation of the amendment 
made by paragraph (1) beginning in crop year 
1992. 

(B) FINAL REGULATIONS.-The Secretary of 
Agriculture shall provide for public notice and 
comment before the issuance of final regulations 
to implement the amendment made by para
graph (1). 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.-
( A) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in sub

paragraph (B), the amendment made by para
graph (1) shall become effective on the date of 

publication of the interim regulations issued 
pursuant to paragraph (2)(A). 

(B) EXCEPTJON.-The amendment made by 
paragraph (1) shall apply to each primary loan 
servicing application submitted on or after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(e) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 333(2)(A).-Sec
tion 333(2)( A) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1983(2)(A)) is 
amended by redesignating clauses (1), (2), and 
(3), as clauses (i), (ii), and (iii), respectively. 

(f) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 335(e)(l).-
(1) INDIAN LANDS.-Section 335(e)(l) of such 

Act (7 U.S.C. 1985(e)(l)) is amended-
( A) in subparagraph (D)(i), by inserting "If" 

and inserting "Except as provided in subpara
graph (F), if"; 

(B) in subparagraph (D)(i)(Il), by striking 
"such" and inserting "an"; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

''( F)(i) If-
''( I) the real property described in subpara

graph (A)(i) is located within an Indian reserva
tion; 

"(II) the borrower-owner is an Indian tribe 
that has jurisdiction over the reservation in 
which the real property is located or the bor
rower-owner is a member of an Indian tribe; 

"(Ill) the borrower-owner has obtained a loan 
made, insured, or guaranteed under this title; 
and 

"(IV) the borrower-owner and the Secretary 
have exhausted all of the procedures provided 
for in this title to permit a borrower-owner to re
tain title to the real property, such that it is 
necessary for the borrower-owner to relinquish 
title, 
the Secretary shall dispose of or administer the 
property only as provided for in subparagraph 
(D), as modified by this subparagraph. 

''(ii) The Secretary shall provide the borrower
owner of real property that is described in 
clause (i) with written notice of-

"( I) the right of the borrower-owner to volun
tarily convey the real property to the Secretary; 
and 

"(II) the fact tha,t real property so conveyed 
will be placed in the inventory of the Secretary. 

''(iii) The Secretary shall provide the bor
rower-owner of the real property with written 
notice of the rights and protections provided 
under this title to the borrower-owner, and the 
Indian tribe that has jurisdiction over the res
ervation in which the real property is located, 
from foreclosure or liquidation of the real prop
erty, including written notice of-

"(/) the provisions of subparagraphs (C)(i), 
(C)(ii), and (D), this subparagraph, and sub
section (g)(6); 

"(II) if the borrower-owner does not volun
tarily convey the real property to the Secretary. 
the fact that-

"( aa) the Secretary may foreclose on the prop
erty; 

"(bb) the property will be offered for sale; 
"(cc) the Secretary must offer a bid for the 

property that is equal to the fair market value 
of the property or the outstanding principal and 
interest of the loan, whichever is higher, but 
that the property may be purchased by another 
party; and 

"(dd) if the property is purchased by another 
party, the property will not be placed in the in
ventory of the Secretary and the borrower
owner will forfeit the rights and protections pro
vided under this title; and 

"(Ill) the opportunity of the borrower-owner 
to consult with the Indian tribe that has juris
diction over the reservation. in which the real 
property is located or counsel to determine if 
State or tribal law provides rights and protec
tions that are more beneficial than those pro
vided the borrower-owner under this title. 
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"(iv)(!) Except as provided in subclause (JI), 

the Secretary shall accept the voluntary convey
ance of real property described in clause (i). 

"(II) If hazardous wastes are located on the 
property and the Secretary is required to take 
remedial action to protect human health or the 
environment if the property is taken into inven
tory, the Secretary shall accept the voluntary 
conveyance of the property only if the Secretary 
determines that is in the best interests of the 
Federal government. 

"(v) If a borrower-owner does not voluntarily 
convey to the Secretary real property described 
in clause (i), at least 30 days before a fore
closure sale of the property, the Secretary shall 
provide written notice to the Indian tribe that 
has jurisdiction over the reservation in which 
the real property is located of-

"( I) the sale; 
"(II) the fair market value of the property; 

and 
"(Ill) the requirements of this subparagraph. 
"(vi)(I) Except as provided in subclause (JI), 

at a foreclosure sale of real property described 
in clause (i), the Secretary shall offer a bid for 
the property that is equal to the higher of-

"(aa) the fair market value of the property; or 
"(bb) the outstanding principal and interest 

of the loan. 
"(II) If hazardous wastes are located on the 

property and the Secretary is required to take 
remedial action to protect human health or the 
environment if the property is taken into inven
tory, subclause (I) shall apply only if the Sec
retary determines that it is in the best interests 
of the Federal government.". 

(2) BORROWER-OWNER.-Section 335(e)(l) of 
such Act (as amended by paragraph (1)) is fur
ther amended-

( A) in subparagraph (A)(i), by striking "the 
borrower" and all that follows through "the 
'borrower-owner')" and inserting "borrower
owner (as defined in subparagraph (G)"; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(G) As used in this paragraph, the term 'bor
rower-owner' means-

"(i) a borrower from whom the Secretary ac
quired real farm or ranch property (including 
the principal residence of the borrower) used to 
secure any loan made to the borrower under this 
title; OT 

"(ii) in any case in which an owner of prop
erty pledged the property to secure the loan and 
the owner is different than the borrower, the 
owner.". 

(g) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 352.-Section 352 
of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2000) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a)-
( A) by redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3) as 

paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively ; and 
(B) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol

lowing new paragraph: 
"(2) The term 'borrower-owner' means-
''( A) a borrower of a loan made or insured by 

the Secretary or the Administrator who meets 
the eligibility requirements of subsection (c)(l); 
or 

"(B) in any case in which an owner of home
stead property pledged the property to secure 
the loan and the owner is different than the 
borrower, the owner.". 

(2) by striking "borrower" each place it ap
pears and inserting "borrower-owner". 

(h) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 353.-Section 353 
of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2001) is amended-

(1) in subsection (c)(6)(A)(ii), by striking "the 
date of enactment of this paragraph" and in
serting "November 28, 1990"; and 

(2) in subsection (m), by striking 
"335(e)(l)(A)" and inserting "335(e)(l)". 

(i) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 363.-Section 363 
of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2006e) is amended-

(1) by striking "3801(a)(16))" and inserting 
"3801 (a)(16)))"; and 

(2) by striking "prior to the date of enactment 
of this section" and inserting "before November 
28, 1990". 
SEC. 502. AMENDMENTS TO THE FARM CREDIT 

ACT OF 1971. 
(a) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION l.ll(a).-Section 

1.ll(a) of the Farm Credit Act of 1971 (12 U.S.C. 
2019(a)) is amended-

(1) by striking "(a) Agricultural or Aquatic 
Purposes" and inserting the following: 

"(a) AGRICULTURAL OR AQUATIC PURPOSES"; 
(2) by striking "(1) In general" and inserting 

the following: 
"(1) IN GENERAL"; and 
(3) by striking "(2) Limitation on loans for 

basic processing and marketing operations" and 
inserting the following: 

"(2) LIMITATION ON LOANS FOR BASIC PROCESS
ING AND MARKETING OPERATIONS". 

(b) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 2.0(b)(8).-Section 
2.0(b)(8) of such Act (12 U.S.C. 2071(b)(8)) is 
amended by striking "charter to" and inserting 
"charter, to". 

(c) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 2.1.-Section 2.1 
of such Act (12 U.S.C. 2072) is amended by strik
ing "or stockholder" and inserting "stock
holder, or agent". 

(d) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 2.11.-Section 2.11 
of such Act (12 U.S.C. 2092) is amended by strik
ing "or stockholder" and inserting "stock
holder, or agent". 

(e) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 3.7(b).-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Section 3.7(b) of such Act (12 

U.S.C. 2128(b)) is amended-
( A) by inserting "(1)" after the subsection des

ignation; 
(B) by striking "(1) a domestic" and inserting 

"(A) a domestic"; 
(C) by inserting "or products" after "commod

ities"; 
(D) by striking "(2) a domestic" and inserting 

"(B) a domestic" 
(E) by striking "clause (1) of this subsection" 

and inserting "subparagraph (A)"; and 
( F) by adding at the end the fallowing new 

paragraphs: 
"(2) A bank for cooperatives is authorized to 

make or participate in loans and commitments, 
and to extend other technical and financial as
sistance, for the export of agricultural commod
ities and products from the United States, in
cluding (where applicable) the cost of freight, if 
in each case-

"( A) the loan involved is unconditionally 
guaranteed or insured by a department, agency, 
bureau, board, commission, or establishment of 
the United States or any corporation wholly 
owned directly or indirectly by the United 
States; and 

"(B) the guarantee or insurance covers at 
least 95 percent of the amount loaned for the 
purchase of the commodities or products. 

''(3) A bank for cooperatives is authorized to 
provide such international banking services as 
are customarily provided within the banking in
dustry, to the extent the services are convenient 
or useful to the bank in carrying out the activi
ties specified in paragraphs (1) and (2). The 
services include-

''( A) providing a full line of correspondent 
banking services, such as advising or confirming 
letters of credit covering any commodity or prod
uct without requiring financing, collections, 
wire transfers, or payment orders; and 

"(B) issuing standby letters of credit to satisfy 
requirements for bid or per/ ormance bonds relat
ed to the export of agricultural commodities and 
products from the United States.". 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
3.8(b)(l)(D) Of such Act (12 u.s.c. 2129(b)(l)(D)) 
is amended by striking "section 3.7(/)" and in
serting "subsection (b) or (f) of section 3. 7". 

(f) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 3.7(f).-The first 
sentence of section 3.7(/) (12 U.S.C. 2128(/)) is 

amended to read as follows: "The banks for co
operatives may make and participate in loans 
and commitments and extend other technical 
and financial assistance to-

"(1) cooperatives formed specifically for the 
purpose of establishing or operating water or 
waste disposal facilities in rural areas; and 

''(2) public and quasi-public agencies and 
bodies, and other public and private entities 
that, under authority of State or local law, es
tablish or operate water or waste disposal f acili
ties in rural areas.". 

(g) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 3.8.-Section 3.8 
of such Act (12 U.S.C. 2129) is amended-

(]) in subsection (a)( 4), by striking "( 4) A" 
and inserting "(4) a"; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(l)-
( A) by moving subparagraph (D) 2 ems to the 

right so that the left margin of such subpara
graph is aligned with the left margin of sub
paragraph (C); and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(E) Any creditworthy private entity that sat
isfies the requirements for a service cooperative 
under paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of subsection 
(a) and subsidiaries of the entity, if the entity is 
organized to benefit agriculture in furtherance 
of the welfare of its farmer-members and is oper
ated on a not-for-profit basis.". 

(h) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 4.9(d)(2).-Para
graph (2) of section 4.9(d) (12 U.S.C. 2160(d)(2)) 
is amended to read as follows: 

"(2) NON-VOTING REPRESENTATIVES.-
"(A) ASSISTANCE BOARD.-During the period 

in which the Assistance Board is in existence, 
the board of directors of the Assistance Board 
shall designate one of its directors to serve as a 
non-voting representative to the board of direc
tors of the Corporation. 

"(B) MEETINGS.-The person designated by 
the Assistance Board under subparagraph (A) 
may attend and participate in all deliberations 
of the board of directors of the Corporation. 

"(C) TERMINATION OF ASSISTANCE BOARD.
After termination of the Assistance Board, nei
ther the Assistance Board nor its successor, the 
Farm Credit System Insurance Corporation, 
shall have any representation on the board of 
directors of the Corporation.". 

(i) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 4.21.-Section 4.21 
of such Act (12 U.S.C. 2209) is amended to read 
as follows: 
"SEC. 4.21. COMPENSATION OF BANK DIRECTORS. 

"The Farm Credit Administration shall mon
itor the compensation of members of the board of 
directors of a System bank received as com
pensation for serving as a director of the bank 
to ensure that the amount of the compensation 
does not adversely affect the sat ety and sound
ness of the bank.". 

(j) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 4.28.-Section 4.28 
of such Act (12 U.S.C. 2214) is amended by strik
ing "2.17" and inserting "2.16". 

(k) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 5.17(a)(8)(B)(ii).
Section 5.17(a)(8)(B)(ii) of such Act (12 U.S.C. 
2252(a)(8)(B)(ii)) is amended by striking the last 
period. 

(l) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 5.17(b).-Sub
section (b) of section 5.17 of such Act (12 U.S.C. 
2252(b)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(b) The Farm Credit Administration shall not 
have authority, either directly or indirectly

"(]) to approve bylaws, or any amendments, 
modifications, or changes to bylaws, of System 
institutions; or 

"(2) to approve the salary scale, compensa
tion, or benefit or retirement plans for employees 
of System institutions.". 

(m) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 5.19(a).-The 
fourth sentence of section 5.19(a) of such Act (12 
U.S.C. 2254(a)) is amended by inserting after 
"shall include" the following: "an analysis of 
the compensation paid directors,". 
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(n) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 5.35(3).-Section 

5.35(3) of such Act (12 U.S.C. 2271(3)) is amend
ed by striking "D" and inserting " E". 

(o) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 5.58(4)(B) Of such 
Act (12 U.S.C. 2277a- 7(4)(B)) is amended by in
serting after " and the Corporation, " the follow
ing: "in any capacity,". 

(p) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 5.65.-Section 
5.65(d)(l) of such Act (12 U.S.C. 2277a-14(d)(l)) 
is amended by striking " insured". 

(q) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 6.2(d).-Section 
6.2(d) of such Act (12 U.S.C. 2278a-2(d)) is 
amended by striking "subchapter 1" each place 
such term appears and inserting "subchapter 
]". 

(r) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 6.23.- Section 
6.23 of such Act (12 U.S.C. 2278b-3) is amended 
by inserting before the period at the end the f al
lowing: ", except in the event of a restructuring 
or liquidation to a successor System institu
tion". 

(S) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 7.ll(a)(2).-Sec
tion 7.ll(a)(2) of such Act (12 U.S.C. 2279e(a)(2)) 
is amended by striking "30 days" and inserting 
"60 days". 

(t) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 8.3(c).-Section 
8.3(c) of such Act (12 U.S.C. 2279aa- 3(c)) is 
amended-

(1) by redesignating paragraph (13) as para
graph (14); and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (12) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(13) To establish, acquire, and maintain af
filiates (as such term is defined in section 
8.ll(g)) under applicable State laws to carry out 
any activities that otherwise would be per
t ormed directly by the Corporation under this 
title.". 

(u) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 8.6.-Section 8.6 
of such Act (12 U.S.C. 2279aa-6) is amended by 
adding at the end the fallowing new subsection: 

"(g) PURCHASE OF GUARANTEED SECURITIES.
"(]) PURCHASE AUTHORITY.-The Corporation 

(and affiliates) may purchase, hold, and sell 
any securities guaranteed under this section by 
the Corporation that represent interests in or 
obligations backed by, pools of qualified lo~ns. 
Securities issued under this section shall have 
maturities and bear rates of interest as deter
mined by the Corporation. 

"(2) ISSUANCE OF DEBT OBLIGATIONS.-The 
Corporation (and affiliates) may issue debt obli
gations solely for the purpose of obtaining 
amounts for the purchase of any securities 
under paragraph (1), for the purchase of quali
fied loans (as defined in section 8.0(9)(B)), and 
for maintaining reasonable amounts for business 
operations (including adequate liquidity) relat
ing to activities under this subsection. 

"(3) TERMS AND LIMITATIONS.-
"( A) TERMS.-The obligations issued under 

this subsection shall have maturities and bear 
rates of interest as determined by the Corpora
tion, and may be redeemable at the option of the 
Corporation before maturity in the manner stip
ulated in the obligations. 

"(B) REQUJREMENT.-Each obligation shall 
clearly indicate that the obligation is not an ob
ligation of, and is not guaranteed as to prin
cipal and interest by, the Farm Credit Adminis
tration, the United States, or any other agency 
or instrumentality of the United States (other 
than the Corporation). 

"(C) AUTHORITY.-The Corporation may not 
issue obligations pursuant to paragraph (2) 
under this subsection while any obligation is
sued by the Corporation under section 8.13(a) 
remains outstanding.". 

TITLE VI-CROP INSURANCE AND 
DISASTER ASSISTANCE 

SEC. 601. FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE. 
The Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 

et seq.) is amended-
(1) in section 506(d) (7 U.S.C. 1506(d))-

(A) by striking "section 508(c)" and inserting 
"section 508([)"; arid 

(B) by striking the semicolon at the end and 
inserting a period; 

(2) in section 506(m) (7 U.S.C. 1506(m))-
( A) by striking "wilfully" and inserting " will

fully " ; and 
(B) by striking "to" after "exceed"; 
(3) in section 507(c)(2) (7 U.S.C. 1507(c)(2)), by 

inserting a comma after "private insurance com
panies"; 

(4) in section 508(a) (7 U.S.C. 1508(a)), by 
striking "(1)"; 

(5) in section 508 (7 U.S.C. 1508), by redesig
nating subsections (l), (m), and (n) as sub
sections (k) , (l) , and (m), respectively; and 

(6) in section 518 (7 U.S.C. 1518) by striking 
"subsection (a) or (i)" and inserting " subsection 
(a) or (k)". 
SEC. 602. DISASTER REUEF. 

(a) 1989 ACT.-Section 104(d)(l) of the Disaster 
Assistance Act of 1989 (7 U.S.C. 1421 note) is 
amended by inserting "(A)" after the paragraph 
heading. 

(b) 1988 ACT.-Section 301(b) of the Disaster 
Assistance Act of 1988 (7 U.S.C. 1464 note) (as 
amended by section 1541 of the Food, Agri
culture, Conservation , and Trade Act of 1990) is 
amended-

(1) in the subsection heading, by striking 
"SUNFLOWER SEED" and inserting 
"SUNFLOWERSEED " ; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)( A)-
( A) by inserting a comma after "(7 U.S.C. 

612c)" in clause (i) ; and 
(B) by striking "such Act" in clause (i) and 

inserting "such section " . 
(c) CLARIFICATION OF AMENDMENT.-Section 

2232(a) of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation 
and Trade Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510; 104 
Stat. 3959) is amended-

(1) by striking "is amended to read:" and in
serting "is amended by striking the material be
fore the clauses and inserting the following:"; 

(2) by inserting open double quotes before 
"(A)"; and 

(3) by moving the left margin of subparagraph 
(A) 2 ems to the right. 

TITLE VII-RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
SEC. 701. AMENDMENTS TO THE CONSOLIDATED 

FARM AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
ACT. 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 306(a).-Section 
306(a) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural De
velopment Act (7 U.S.C. 1926(a)) is amended

(1) in paragraph (ll)(B)(ii)-
(A) in subclause (I), by inserting "and" after 

the semicolon; and 
(BJ in subclause (//), by striking "; and" and 

inserting a period; and 
(2) by striking paragraph (21). 
(b) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 306C(a)(2).-Sub

paragraphs (A) and (B) of section 306C(a)(2) of 
such Act (7 U.S.C. 1926c(a)(2)(A) and (B)) are 
each amended by moving the left margin of such 
subparagraphs 2 ems to the right . 

(c) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 310B.-Section 
310B of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1932) is amended-

(1) in subsection (i)(2)(B)(iv), by striking "(ii) 
of this subsection" and inserting "(iii) of this 
subparagraph''; 

(2) in subsection (i)(5)(A), by striking 
"365(b)(3)," and inserting "365(b)(3)). "; 

(3) by transferring to the end of such section 
the provision added by section 2386 of the Food 
Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 
1990 (104 Stat. 4051); 

(4) by redesignating the provision so trans
ferred as subsection (j); and 

(5) in subsection (j) (as so redesignated), by 
striking "The Secretary" and inserting "GRANTS 
TO BROADCASTING SYSTEMS.-The Secretary. 

(d) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 364(e).-Section 
364(e) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2006/(e)) is amend
ed-

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking "the date of 
enactment of this section" and inserting "No
vember 28, 1990"; and 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking "the date of 
enactment of this section " and inserting "No
vember 28, 1990, ". 

(e) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 365(b).-Section 
365(b) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2008(b)) is amend
ed-

(1) in paragraph (4)( A), by striking "(3)(C)" 
and inserting "(3)( A)(iii)"; and 

(2) in paragraph (5), by striking "(3)(B)" and 
inserting "(3)(A)(ii)". 

(f) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 366(h).-Section 
366(h) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2008a(h)) is amend
ed by striking "of such officer" and inserting 
"of such officer's". 

(g) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 367(b)(l) .-Sec
tion 367(b)(l) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2008b(b)(l)) 
is amended by striking "365(b)(6)" and inserting 
"366(b)(6)". 

(h) MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS.-
(1) IDENTICAL AMENDMENTS.-Each of the fol

lowing provisions of such Act is amended by 
striking "this Act" each place such term ap
pears and inserting "this title": 

(A) Section 306(a)(12)(D) (7 U.S.C. 
1926(a)(12)(D)). 

(B) Section 306(a)(20) (7 U.S.C. 1926(a)(20)). 
(CJ Section 310B(d)(5) (7 U.S.C. 1932(d)(5)). 
(D) Section 310B(d)(7) (7 U.S.C. 1932(d)(7)). 
(E) Section 331(b)(3) (7 U.S.C. 1981(b)(3)). 
(F) Section 346(b)(3)(C) (7 U.S.C. 

1994(b)(3)(C)). 
(2) OTHER MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENT.-Sec

tion 352(b)(3) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2000(b)(3)) is 
amended by striking "be". 
SEC. 702. AMENDMENTS TO THE FOOD, AGRI-

CULTURE, CONSERVATION, AND 
TRADE ACT OF 1990. 

(a) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 2302(b)(l).-Sec
tion 2302(b)(l) of the Food, Agriculture, Con
servation. and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 2006! 
note) is amended by striking ''the date of enact
ment of this section" and inserting "November 
28, 1990". 

(b) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 2311.-Section 
2311 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2007a) is amended

(]) in paragraph (2)(A)(ii)-
(A) by striking "4(b)" and inserting "4(e)"; 
(B) by striking "the section 4(c)" and insert-

ing "section 4(l)"; and 
(C) by striking "450b(c)))" and inserting 

"450b(l)))"; and 
(2) in paragraph (4), by striking "this Act" 

and inserting "this chapter". 
(c) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 2313.-Section 

2313 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2007c) is amended
(1) in subsection (a)(2), by striking "Fund es

tablished under paragraph (1)" and inserting 
"Rural Business Investment Fund"; 

(2) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "fund es
tablished by subsection (a)" and inserting 
"Rural Business Investment Fund"; and 

(3) in subsection (c)(6), by inserting "Business 
Investment" before "Fund". 

(d) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 2314(a)(l)(A)(i).
Section 2314(a)(l)(A)(i) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 
2007d(a)(l)( A)(i)) is amended by striking "from 
the Fund under this chapter" and inserting 
"under this chapter from the Rural Business In
vestment Fund". 

(e) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 2315(d)(2).-Sec
tion 2315(d)(2) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2007e(d)(2)) 
is amended by striking "engage in conduct, in". 

(f) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 2322.-Section 
2322 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1926-1) is amended

(1) in subsection (d)(l)(B)-
(A) by striking "section 306(a)(9) and 

306(a)(10)" and inserting "paragraphs (9) and 
(10) of section 306(a) "; and 

(B) by striking "sections 306(a)(19)(A) and 
(B)" and inserting "subparagraphs (A) and (B) 
of section 306(a)(19)"; and 
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(2) in subsection (i)(l), by striking "and (3)". 
(g) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 2332.-Section 

2332 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 950aaa-1) is amended 
by striking ''Federal government'' and inserting 
"Federal Government". 

(h) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 2388(h).-
(1) AMENDMENTS.-Section 2388(h) of such Act 

(104 Stat. 4053) is amended-
( A) in paragraph (1), by inserting "and" after 

the semicolon; 
(B) in paragraph (2), by striking "; and" and 

inserting a period; and 
(C) by striking paragraph (3) . 
(2) SPECIAL RULE.-The Consolidated Farm 

and Rural Development Act shall be applied and 
administered as if the amendment made by 
2388(h)(3) of the Food, Agriculture, Conserva
tion, and Trade Act of 1990 had never been en
acted. 

(i) REPEAL OF SECTION 2388(i).-Subsection (i) 
of section 2388 of the Food, Agriculture, Con
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 4053) 
is hereby repealed and the Consolidated Farm 
and Rural Development Act shall be applied and 
administered as if the amendments made by 
such subsection had never been enacted. 
SEC. 703. AMENDMENTS TO THE RURAL ELEC

TRIFICATION ACT OF 1936. 
(a) AMENDMENT TO SECTION llA.-Section 

llA(e) of the Rural Electrification Act of 1936 (7 
U.S.C. 911a(e)) is amended by striking "1 per
cent" and inserting "2 percent". 

(b) REPEAL OF SECTION 17.-Section 17 of such 
Act (7 U.S.C. 917) is repealed. 

(c) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 501.-Section 501 
of such Act (7 U.S.C. 950aa) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (6), by inserting "and" after 
the semicolon; 

(2) by striking paragraph (7) ; and 
(3) by redesignating paragraph (8) as para

graph (7). 
(d) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 502.-Section 

502(a)(2) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 950aa-l(a)(2)) is 
amended by striking "as defined in this Act". 
SEC. 704. RURAL HEALTH LEADERSHIP DEVELOP-

MENT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 502(i)(l) of the 

Rural Development Act of 1972 (7 U.S.C. 2662) 
(as redesignated by section 403(a)(2)(B) of this 
Act) is amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing new subparagraph: 

"(C) RURAL HEALTH LEADERSHIP DEVELOP
MENT.-The Secretary may make grants to con
sortia of academic medical centers and land 
grant colleges and universities for the establish
ment of rural health leadership development 
education programs that shall assist rural com
munities in developing health care services and 
facilities that will provide the maximum benefit 
for the resources invested and assist community 
leaders and public officials in understanding 
their roles and responsibilities relative to rural 
health services and facilities, including-

"(i) community decisions regarding funding 
for and retention of rural hospitals; 

"(ii) rural physician and allied health profes
sionals recruitment and retention; 

"(iii) the aging rural population and senior 
services required to care for the population; 

"(iv) the establishment and maintenance of 
rural emergency medical services systems; and 

"(v) the application of computer-assisted cap
ital budgeting decision aids for rural health 
services and facilities." . 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The first sen
tence of section 502(i)(4) of the Rural Develop
ment Act of 1972 (7 U.S.C. 2662) (as redesignated 
by section 403(a)(2)(B) of this Act) is amended 
by inserting after "to States" the following "or 
consortia (as provided in paragraph (l)(C))" . 
TITLE VIII-AGRICULTURAL PROMOTION 

SEC. 801. SHORT TITLE. 
Section 1901 of the Food, Agriculture, Con

servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 6001 

note; 104 Stat. 3838) is amended by striking 
"This Act" and inserting "This title " . 
SEC. 802. PECANS. 

Subtitle A of title XIX of the Food, Agri
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 
U.S.C. 6001 et seq., 104 Stat. 3838) is amended

(1) in section 1907(22) (7 U.S.C. 6002(22)), by 
striking "inshell" and inserting "in-shell"; 

(2) in section 1910(b)(8)(G) (7 U.S.C. 
6005(b)(8)(G))-

(A) by striking "paragraph 3(A), (B), and 
(C)," and inserting "subparagraphs (A), (B), 
and (C) of paragraph (3), "; and 

(B) by striking "paragraph (3)(D) and (E)" 
and inserting "subparagraphs (D) and (E) of 
paragraph (3)"; and 

(3) in section 1915(b)(2) (7 U.S.C. 6010(b)(2)), 
by striking "section " after "1913 or". 
SEC. 803. MUSHROOMS. 

Subtitle B of title XIX of the Food, Agri
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 
U.S.C. 6101 et seq.; 104 Stat. 3854) is amended

(1) in section 1925(h) (7 U.S.C. 6104(h)), by 
striking "government" and inserting "govern
mental"; 

(2) in section 1928(d)(l)(A) (7 U.S.C. 
6107(d)(l)(A)), by striking "United States dis
trict court" and inserting "United States Dis
trict Court " ; and 

(3) in section 1929(b)(2) (7 U.S.C. 6108(b)(2)), 
by striking "section" after "1927 or " . 
SEC. 804. POTATOES. 

Section 310(a)(2) of the Potato Research and 
Promotion Act (7 U.S.C. 2619(a)(2)) is amended 
by striking "(2) when" and inserting " (2) 
When " . 
SEC. 805. LIMES. 

Subtitle D of title XIX of the Food, Agri
culture, Conservation , and Trade Act of 1990 (7 
U.S.C. 6201 et seq.; 104 Stat. 3870) is amended

(1) in section 1955(e)(l)(B) (7 U.S.C. 
6204(e)(l)(B)), by striking "government employ
ees" and inserting " Government employees" ; 

(2) in section 1958(d)(l) (7 U.S.C. 6207(d)(l)) , 
by striking "United States district court " and 
inserting " United States District Court"; and 

(3) in section 1959(b)(2) (7 U.S.C. 6208(b)(2)) , 
by striking "section" after "1957 or ". 
SEC. 806. SOYBEANS. 

Subtitle E of title XIX of the Food , Agri
culture, Conservation , and Trade Act of 1990 (7 
U.S.C. 6301 et seq.; 104 Stat. 3881) is amended

(1) in section 1969 (7 U.S.C. 6304)-
( A) in subsection (g)(2)(A)(ii), by striking 

"Agricultural " and inserting "Agricultural"; 
(B) in subsection (l)(2)(F)(vii)(V) , by striking 

"that requests " and inserting "that request "; 
and 

(C) in subsection (q)(4)-
(i) by inserting a comma after " and"; and 
(ii) by striking the semicolon after "Board"; 
(2) in section 1970(b)(3) (7 U.S.C. 6305(b)(3)), 

by striking "this Act" and inserting "this sub
title"; and 

(3) in section 1974 (7 U.S.C. 6309)-
(A) in subsection (b)(3), by striking "section 

1969(k)(4)" and inserting "section 1969(1)(4)"; 
and 

(B) by redesignating the second subsection (b) 
as subsection (c). 
SEC. 807. HONEY. 

The Honey Research , Promotion, and 
Consumer Information Act (7 U.S.C. 4601 et seq.) 
is amended-

(1) in section 9(h) (7 U.S.C. 4608(h)), by insert
ing "to" before "an importer"; and 

(2) in section 11A(b)(2) (7 U.S.C. 4610a(b)(2)), 
by striking "section" after "10 or". 
SEC. 808. COTrON. 

(a) COTTON PROMOTION ACT.-The Cotton Re
search and Promotion Act (7 U.S.C. 2101 et seq.) 
is amended-

(1) in section 7(e)(4) (7 U.S.C. 2106(e)(4)), by 
striking "title" and inserting "Act"; 

(2) in section 8(b)(2) (7 U.S.C. 2107(b)(2)), by 
striking "section 17C(2)" and inserting "section 
17(c)(2)"; 

(3) in section lO(b) (7 U.S.C. 2109(b)), by strik
ing "section 8(b) or 8(c)" and inserting "sub
section (b) or (c) of section 8"; and 

(4) in section ll(a) (7 U.S.C. 2110(a))-
(A) by inserting "of this Act " after "section"; 

and 
(B) by striking "of this Act," after "sub

section (b), " . 
(b) REPORTS.-Section 1998 of the Food, Agri

culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 
U.S.C. 2101 note; 104 Stat. 3913) is amended by 
striking " title" each place it appears in sub
sections (a) and (b) and inserting " subtitle" . 
SEC. 809. FLUID MILK. 

Section 1999L(b) of the Fluid Milk Promotion 
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 6411(b); 104 Stat. 3922) is 
amended by striking "this subsection" and in
serting "this section". 
SEC. 810. WOOL. 

Section 708 of the National Wool Act of 1954 (7 
U.S.C. 1787) is amended by inserting after the 
third sentence the following new sentence: "In 
any agreement entered into under this section, 
the Secretary shall prohibit the use of any funds 
made available through pro rata deductions 
from payments under section 704 of this title in 
any manner for the purpose of influencing legis
lation or government action or policy, except for 
the development or recommendation to the Sec
retary of amendments to the research and pro
motion program. " . 

TITLE IX-FOOD AND NUTRITION 
PROGRAMS 

Subtitle A-Food Stamp Program 
SEC. 901. CERTIFICATION PERIOD. 

The proviso of section 3(c)(2) of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2012(c)(2)) is amend
ed by inserting after "period may be up to" the 
following: "(A) twenty-four months for any 
household that has no other source of 
nonexcluded income other than supplemental 
security income benefits under title XV I of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1382 et seq.) , aid 
to the aged, blind, or disabled under title I , II, 
X, XIV, or XVI of such Act (42 U.S.C. 301 et 
seq.) or retirement benefits under title II of such 
Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq.) , or (B)" . 
SEC. 902. APPLICATION OF FOOD STAMP ACT OF 

1977 TO DISABLED PERSONS. 
Section 3 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 

U.S.C. 2012) is amended by inserting after "title 
I , II, X , XIV, or XVI of the Social Security Act" 
both places it appears in subsections (g)(7) and 
(i) the following : ", or are individuals described 
in paragraphs (2) through (7) of subsection 
(r), ". 
SEC. 903. CATEGORICAL ELIGIBILITY FOR RECIPI

ENTS OF GENERAL ASSISTANCE. 
The third sentence of section 5(a) of the Food 

Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(a)) is amended 
by striking ''appropriate for categorical treat
ment" and inserting "based on income criteria 
comparable to or more restrictive than those 
under subsection (c)(2), and not limited to one
time emergency payments that cannot be pro
vided for more than one consecutive month,". 
SEC. 904. EXCLUSIONS FROM INCOME. 

Section 5(d) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 2014(d)) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (3)-
(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking "used 

for" and all that follows through "involved)" 
and inserting "awarded to a household member 
enrolled"; and 

(B) in subparagraph (B)-
(i) by inserting after "amount" the following: 

"used for or"; and 
(ii) by striking "or program for" and inserting 

"program, or other grantor, for tuition and 
mandatory fees (including the rental or pur-
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chase of any equipment, materials, and supplies 
related to the pursuit of the course of study in
volved),"; 

(2) by striking "and" at the end of paragraph 
(14); and 

(3) by inserting before the period at the end 
the following: ", and (16) any amounts nec
essary for the fulfillment of a plan for achieving 
self-support of a household member as provided 
under section 1612(b)(4)(B)(iv) of the Social Se
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1382a(b)(4)(B)(iv))". 
SEC. 905. RESOURCES THAT CANNOT BE SOLD 

FOR A SIGNIFICANT RETURN. 
Section 5(g)(5) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 

(7 U.S.C. 2014(g)(5)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new sentences: "A re
source shall be so identified if its sale or other 
disposition is unlikely to produce any signifi
cant amount of funds for the support of the 
household. The Secretary shall not require the 
State agency to determine the value of a re
source to be excluded under this paragraph if 
the State agency determines that the valuation 
is unnecessary and the basis for the determina
tion is recorded.". 
SEC. 906. RESOURCE EXEMPTION FOR HOUSE

HOLDS EXEMPT UNDER AFDC OR 
SSI. 

Subsection (j) of section 5 of the Food Stamp 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(j)) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(j) Notwithstanding subsections (a) through 
(i), a State agency shall consider a household 
member who receives supplemental security in
come benefits under title XV I of the Social Secu
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1382 et seq.), aid to the aged, 
blind, or disabled under title I, II, X, XIV, or 
XVI of such Act (42 U.S.C. 301 et seq.), or who 
receives benefits under a State plan approved 
under part A of title IV of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
601 et seq.) to have satisfied the resource limita
tions prescribed under subsection (g). ". 
SEC. 907. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT ON TRANSi· 

TIONAL HOUSING. 
Section 5(k)(2)( F) of the Food Stamp Act of 

1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(k)(2)(F)) is amended by in
serting before the semicolon the following: ", if 
the State agency calculates a shelter allowance 
to be paid under the State plan separate and 
apart from payments for other household needs 
even though it may be paid in combination with 
other allowances in some cases". 
SEC. 908. NOTICES TO MONTHLY REPORTING 

HOUSEHOLDS. 
Section 6(c)(2)(D) of the Food Stamp Act of 

1977 (7 U.S.C. 2015(c)(2)(D)) is amended-
(1) by striking "accordingly) and" and insert

ing "accordingly),"; and 
(2) by inserting after "section ll(e)(JO) of this 

Act," the following: "and, if the household fails 
to file by an extended deadline, be afforded no
tice consistent with section ll(e)(JO), ". 
SEC. 909. PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR EM

PWYMENT AND TRAINING PRO
GRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subparagraph (L) of section 
6(d)(4) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 
2015(d)(4)(L)) is amended to read as follows: 

"( L)(i) The Secretary shall establish pert orm
ance standards and measures applicable to em
ployment and training programs carried out 
under this paragraph that are based on employ
ment outcomes and improvements in household 
members' educational levels. 

"(ii) Final performance standards and meas
ures referred to in clause (i) shall be published 
not later than 12 months after the date that the 
final outcome-based performance standards are 
published for job opportunities and basic skills 
training programs under part F of title IV of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 681 et seq.). 

"(iii) The standards shall encourage States to 
serve those individuals who have greater bar
riers to employment and shall take into account 

the extent to which persons have elected to par
ticipate in employment and training programs 
under this paragraph. The standards shall re
quire participants to make levels of efforts com
parable to those required under the regulations 
set forth in section 273.7(/)(1) of title 7, Code of 
Federal Regulations in effect on January 1, 
1991. 

"(iv) The performance standards in effect 
under subparagraph (K) shall remain in effect 
during the period beginning on October 1, 1988, 
and ending on the date the Secretary imple
ments the outcome-based performance standards 
described in this subparagraph. 

"(v) A State agency shall be considered in 
compliance with applicable performance stand
ards under subparagraph (K) if the State agen
cy operates an employment and training pro
gram in a manner consistent with its approved 
plan and if the program requires participants to 
make levels of effort comparable to those re
quired under the regulations set forth in section 
273.7(/)(1) of title 7, Code of Federal Regulations 
in effect on January 1, 1991. " . 

(b) LIMITATION.-Section 6(d)(4)(K)(i) of such 
Act is amended-

(1) by striking "50 percent through September 
30, 1989" and inserting "10 percent"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the fallowing new 
sentence: "The Secretary shall not require the 
plan of a State agency to provide for the partici
pation of a number of recipients greater than 10 
percent of the persons who are subject to em
ployment requirements under this section and 
who are not exempt under subparagraph (D). " . 
SEC. 910. SUSPENSION OF CERTAIN REQUIRE-

MENTS, AND STUDY, OF FOOD STAMP 
PROGRAM ON INDIAN RESERVA
TIONS. 

(a) SUSPENSION OF REQUIREMENTS.-
(1) STAGGERED ISSUANCE OF COUPONS.-No 

State agency shall be required to implement sec
tion 7(h)(l) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 2016(h)(l)), regarding the staggering of 
issuance of food stamp coupons, until April 1, 
1993. The Secretary of Agriculture shall issue 
final regulations requiring the staggered issu
ance of coupons no later than December 1, 1992. 

(2) EXEMPTION FROM MONTHLY REPORTING 
SYSTEMS.-No State agency shall be required to 
exempt households residing on Indian reserva
tions from food stamp program monthly report
ing systems until April 1, 1993. The Secretary 
shall issue final regulations requiring the ex
emption of households residing on Indian res
ervations from food stamp program monthly re
porting systems no later than December 1, 1992. 

(b) STUDY.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Not later than 180 days after 

the date of enactment of this Act, the Comptrol
ler General of the United States shall report to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition and 
Forestry of the Senate and the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives on 
the difficulties that residents of Indian reserva
tions experience in obtaining food stamp bene
fits, in using food stamp benefits, and in pur
chasing food economically with food stamps. 

(2) COMPONENTS.-In carrying out paragraph 
(1), the Comptroller General shall-

(A) examine whether monthly reporting re
quirements are a burden to food stamp house
holds residing on Indian reservations; 

(B) examine whether prices at food stores 
serving reservations are increased during the 
parts of months when food stamps are issued or 
are decreased during times of the month when 
most households have exhausted their food 
stamp allotments; 

(C) examine whether eligible households resid
ing on reservations would pref er that the house
holds' food stamp issuances be-

(i) staggered throughout the month; 
(ii) concentrated on the same day of each 

month; or 

(iii) staggered during approximately the first 2 
weeks of the month; and 

(D) analyze problems associated with trans
portation difficulties in terms off ood stamp pro
gram participation and any actions that could 
be taken at the Federal, State, or local level to 
remedy the problems. 

(3) CONSULTATION.-In completing the report 
and recommendations, the Comptroller General 
shall consult with Indian tribes, State agencies, 
and other appropriate parties. 
SEC. 911. VALUE OF ALLOTMENT. 

Section 8(b) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 2017(b)) is amended-

(1) by striking "the allotment provided any el
igible household" and inserting "benefits that 
may be provided under this Act, whether 
through coupons, access devices, or otherwise"; 
and 

(2) by striking "an allotment" and inserting 
"benefits". 
SEC. 912. PRORATING WITHIN A CERTIFICATION 

PERIOD. 
Section 8(c) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 

U.S.C. 2017(c)) is amended-
(1) in paragraph (1), by adding at the end the 

following new sentence: "Households shall re
ceive full months' allotments for all months 
within a certification period, except as provided 
in the first sentence of this paragraph with re
spect to an initial month."; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)(B), by striking "previous 
participation in such program" and inserting 
"the expiration of a certification period or the 
termination of a certified household when the 
household ceased to be eligible after notice and 
an opportunity for a hearing under section 
ll(e)(JO)". 
SEC. 913. CODIFICATION OF UMITATION ON RE· 

COVERY OF STALE CLAIMS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 13(b) of the Food 

Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2022(b)) is amended 
by adding at the end the fallowing new para
graph: 

"(3)( A) Action to recover claims shall be taken 
with reasonable promptness. 

"(B) The State agency shall take action on 
those claims for which 12 months or less have 
elapsed between the month an overissuance oc
curred and the month the State agency discov
ered a specific case of overissuance and may 
choose to take action on those claims for which 
more than 12 months have elapsed. 

"(C) No action shall be taken on claims for 
which more than 6 years have elapsed between 
the month an overissuance occurred and the 
month the State agency discovered a specific 
case involving an overissuance. ". 

(b) APPLICATION.-The amendment made by 
this section shall not apply to the two pilot 
projects conducted, in conjunction with the In
ternal Revenue Service, to intercept Federal tax 
refunds to satisfy claims arising under the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.), initi
ated before the date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 914. RECOVERY OF CLAIMS CAUSED BY 

NONFRAUDULENT HOUSEHOLD ER· 
RORS. 

The first sentence of section 13(b)(2)(A) of the 
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2022(b)(2)(A)) 
is amended by inserting before the period the 
following: ", except that the household shall be 
given notice permitting it to elect another means 
of repayment and given 10 days to make such an 
election before the State agency commences ac
tion to reduce the household's monthly allot
ment". 
'SEC. 915. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS FOR VEHI· 

CLE EXCLUSION UMIT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 17(h) of the Food 

Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2026(h)) is amended 
by striking "The" and inserting "Not later than 
October 1, 1992, the". 

(b) REQUESTS TO PARTICIPATE.-The Secretary 
of Agriculture shall solicit requests to partici-
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pate in the demonstration projects required by 
section 17(h) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 2026(h)) by April 1, 1992. 
SBC. 916. DEFINITION OF RETAIL FOOD STORE. 

Section 11002(f)(3) of the Homeless Eligibility 
Clarification Act (Public Law 99-570; 7 U.S.C. 
2012 note) is amended by striking "and (b)" and 
inserting ", (b), and (c)". 

Subtitl.e B-Commodity Distribution and 
Children'• Programs 

SBC. 921. EJcrENSION OF EWERLY COMMODITY 
PROCESSING DEMONSTRATIONS. 

Section 1114(a)(2)(D) of the Agriculture and 
Food Act of 1981 (7 U.S.C. 1431e(2)(D)) is 
amended by striking "1992 and 1993" and insert
ing "1992, 1993, and 1994". 
SEC. 922. RULES RELATING TO FOOD STAMP RE· 

TAILERS AND WHOLESALERS. 
(a) SPECIAL RULES.-The Secretary of Agri

culture shall, in issuing regulations regarding 
disqualification from participation or the par
ticipation of a retail store, wholesale store. or 
other vendor in the food stamp program author
ized under the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 
2011 et seq.), or the special supplemental food 
program for women, infants and children au
thorized under section 17 of the Child Nutrition 
Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786), minimize (to the ex
tent consistent with section 12 of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2016)) the imposition 
of disqualification penalties for the store or ven
dor where the violation occurred in cir
cumstances in which a program violation is not 
caused by a manager, operator, or owner of the 
store or vendor (where the violation occurred) 
but rather is caused by a nonmanagement em
ployee (such as a check-out clerk, a person 
without final authority to hire and fire store 
employees, a janitor, or a bagger) working in 
the store or location where the violation oc
curred. 

(b) CONTRARY REGULATIONS OF NO EFFECT.
Any regulations issued in violation of this sec
tion shall be of no force and effect. 
SEC. 923. CHIW CARE CLARIFICATION. 

The second sentence of section 17(a) of the 
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766(a)) is 
amended by inserting after "25 percent" the fol
lowing: "of its enrolled children or 25 percent of 
its licensed capacity, whichever is less, and". 
SEC. 924. HOMELESS CHIWREN'S FEEDING 

PROJECTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 18(c) of the National 

School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1769(c) is amend
ed-

(1) by inserting before "private nonprofit" 
each place it appears in paragraphs (2)(A). 
(2)(B), and (5)(A) the following: "State, city, 
local, or county governments, other public bod
ies, or"; 

(2) in paragraph (3)(A), by adding at the end 
the following new sentences: "The projects shall 
receive reimbursement payments for meals and 
supplements served on Saturdays, Sundays, and 
holidays, at the request of the sponsor of any 
such project. The meal pattern requirements of 
this subparagraph may be modified as necessary 
by the Secretary to take into account the needs 
of infants."; 

(3) in paragraph (5)(A), by striking "and not 
less than $350,000 in each of the fiscal years 
1991, 1992, 1993, and 1994," and inserting "and 
not less than $350,000 in fiscal year 1991, 
$550,000 in fiscal year 1992, $650,000 in fiscal 
year 1993, and $800,000 in fiscal year 1994, "; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(7) The Secretary shall advise each State of 
the availability of the projects established under 
this subsection for States, cities, counties, local 
governments and other public bodies, and shall 
advise each State of the procedures for applying 
to participate in the project.". 

(b) OTHER MEANS.-The Secretary of Agri
culture may conduct demonstration projects 
other than those required under section 18(c) of 
the National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 
1769(c)) to identify other effective means of pro
viding food assistance to homeless children re
siding in temporary shelters. 
SEC. 925. REDUCTION OF FEDERAL PAPERWORK 

FOR DISTRIBUTION OF COMMOD
ITIES. 

Section 110 of the Hunger Prevention Act of 
1988 (7 U.S.C. 612c note) is amended-

(1) in subsections (b)(3) and (b)(6), by striking 
"to needy " each place it appears and inserting 
"to hungry or needy " ; 

(2) in subsection (c) by striking "to needy per
sons" and inserting in lieu thereof "to hungry 
or needy persons and to other institutions that 
can demonstrate, in accordance with subsection 
(j)(3), that they serve predominantly needy or 
hungry persons"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(j) PRIORITY SYSTEM FOR STATE DISTRIBU
TION OF COMMODITIES.-

"(1) SOUP KITCHENS.-In distributing commod
ities under this section, the distributing agency, 
under procedures determined appropriate by the 
distributing agency, shall offer, or otherwise 
make available, its full allocation of commod
ities for distribution to soup kitchens and other 
like organizations that serve meals to homeless 
persons, and to food banks for distribution to 
such organizations. 

"(2) INSTITUTIONS THAT SERVE ONLY LOW-IN
COME RECIPIENTS.-lf distributing agencies de
termine that they will not likely exhaust their 
allocation of commodities under this section 
through distribution to institutions referred to 
in paragraph (1), the distributing agencies shall 
make the remaining commodities available to 
food banks for distribution to institutions that 
distribute commodities to the needy or the hun
gry. When such institutions distribute commod
ities to individuals for home consumption, eligi
bility for such commodities shall be determined 
through a means test as determined appropriate 
by the State distributing agency. 

"(3) OTHER INSTITUTIONS.-lf the distributing 
agency's commodity allocation is not likely to be 
exhausted after distribution under paragraphs 
(1) and (2) (as determined by the food bank) , 
food banks may distribute the remaining com
modities to institutions that serve meals to 
needy persons and do not employ a means test 
to determine eligibility for such meals, provided 
that the organizations have documented, to the 
satisfaction of the food bank, that the organiza
tions do, in fact, serve predominantly needy or 
hungry persons.". 
SEC. 926. ADVANCE FUNDING FOR COMMODITY 

PURCHASES. 
The Commodity Distribution Reform Act and 

WIG Amendments of 1987 (Public Law 100-237; 7 
U.S.C. 612c note) is amended by inserting after 
section 3A the following new section: 
"SEC. 3B. ADVANCE FUNDING FOR COMMODITY 

PURCHASES. 
"(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary may use the 

funds, services, and facilities of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to purchase commodities for 
the domestic food assistance programs adminis
tered by the Secretary. Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law , the purchases may be 
made in advance of the fiscal year in which the 
purchases will be delivered for use in the pro
grams. If no appropriation exists for the fiscal 
year of delivery, the use of funds under this sec
tion shall not exceed the appropriation amounts 
for the fiscal year prior to the fiscal year of de
livery . 

"(b) REIMBURSEMENT.-Subject to available 
appropriations, the Secretary shall reimburse 
the Commodity Credit Corporation for the 

amount of funds advanced under this section 
using funds from the appropriate domestic food 
assistance program account. 

"(c) SETTLEMENT AND ADJUSTMENT OF 
CLAIMS.-

" (1) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law , the Secretary or a designee of 
the Secretary shall have the authority to-

" ( A) determine the amount of, settle, and ad
just any claim arising under a domestic food as
sistance program administered by the Secretary; 
and 

"(B) waive such a claim if the Secretary deter
mines that to do so will serve the purposes of the 
particular domestic food assistance program. 

"(2) LITIGATION.-Nothing contained in this 
subsection shall be construed to diminish the 
authority of the Attorney General of the United 
States under section 516 of title 28, United States 
Code, to conduct litigation on behalf of the 
United States.". 

Subtitle C-Farmera' Market Nutrition 
Program 

SEC. 931. PURPOSE. 
The purpose of this subtitle is to authorize 

grants to be made to State programs designed 
to-

(1) provide resources to persons who are nutri
tionally at risk in the form of fresh nutritious 
unprepared foods (such as fruit and vegetables), 
from farmers' markets; and 

(2) expand the awareness and use of farmers ' 
markets and increase sales at the markets. 
SEC. 932. FARMERS' MARKET NUI'RITION PRO

GRAM. 
Subsection (m) of section 17 of the Child Nu

trition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(m)) is amend
ed to read as follows: 

"(m)(l) Subject to the availability of funds ap
propriated for the purposes of this subsection, 
and as specified in this subsection, the Secretary 
shall award grants to States that submit State 
plans that are approved for the establishment or 
maintenance of programs designed to provide re
cipients of assistance under subsection (c), or 
those who are on the waiting list to receive the 
assistance, with coupons that may be exchanged 
for fresh, nutritious, unprepared foods at farm
ers ' markets, as defined in the State plans sub
mitted under this subsection. 

" (2) A grant provided to any State under this 
subsection shall be provided to the chief execu
tive officer of the State, who shall-

"( A) designate the appropriate State agency 
or agencies to administer the program in con
junction with the appropriate nonprofit organi
zations; and 

"(B) ensure coordination of the program 
among the appropriate agencies and organiza
tions. 

"(3) The Secretary shall not make a grant to 
any State under this subsection unless the State 
agrees to provide State, local, or private funds 
for the program in an amount that is equal to 
not less than 30 percent of the total cost of the 
program which may be satisfied from State con
tributions that are made for similar programs. 

"(4) Subject to paragraph (6), the Secretary 
shall establish a formula for determining the 
amount of the grant to be awarded under this 
subsection to each State for which a State plan 
is approved under paragraph (6), according to 
the number of recipients proposed to participate 
as specified in the State plan. In determining 
the amount to be awarded to new States, the 
Secretary shall rank order the State plans ac
cording to the criteria of operation set forth in 
this subsection, and award grants accordingly. 
The Secretary shall take into consideration the 
minimum amount needed to fund each State 
plan, and need not award grants to each State 
that submits a State plan. 

"(5) Each State that receives a grant under 
this subsection shall ensure that the program for 
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which the grant is received complies with the 
following requirements: 

"(A) Persons who are eligible to receive Fed
eral benefits under the program shall only be 
persons who are receiving assistance under sub
section (c), or who are on the waiting list to re
ceive the assistance. 

"(B) Construction or operation of a farmers' 
market may not be carried out using funds

"(i) provided under the grant; or 
"(ii) required to be provided by the State 

under paragraph (3). 
"(C) The value of the Federal share of the 

benefits received by any recipient under the pro
gram may not be-

"(i) less than $10 per year; or 
"(ii) more than $20 per year. 
"(D) The coupon issuance process under the 

program shall be designed to ensure that cou
pons are targeted to areas with-

"(i) the highest concentration of eligible per
sons; 

"(ii) the greatest access to farmers' markets; 
and 

"(iii) certain characteristics, in addition to 
those described in clauses (i) and (ii), that are 
determined to be relevant by the Secretary that 
maximize the availability of benefits to eligible 
persons. 

"(E) The coupon redemption process under 
the program shall be designed to ensure that the 
coupons may be-

"(i) redeemed only by producers authorized by 
the State to participate in the program; and 

''(ii) redeemed only to purchase fresh nutri
tious unprepared food for human consumption. 

"( F)(i) Except as provided in clauses (ii) and 
(iii), the State may use for administration of the 
program not more than 18 percent of the total 
amount of program funds in its first fiscal year 
of operation, not more than 17 percent of the 
total amount of program funds in its second fis
cal year of operation, and not more than 16 per
cent of the total amount of program funds in 
each subsequent fiscal year of operation. 

"(ii)(!) Each State that received Federal fund
ing in any of the fiscal years 1989 through 1991 
under the demonstration program authorized by 
this subsection (as it existed on September 30, 
1991) may use for administration of the program 
not more than 18 percent of the total amount of 
program funds for fiscal years 1992 and 1993, 
not more than 17 percent of the total amount of 
program funds for fiscal year 1994, and not more 
than 16 percent of the total amount of program 
funds for fiscal year 1995. 

''(JI) On the showing by the State of substan
tial need, the Secretary may permit a State to 
use up to an additional 2 percent of the total 
program funds for administration of the pro
gram for any fiscal year. 

''(iii) The provisions of clauses (i) and (ii) 
with respect to the use of program funds for the 
administration of the program shall not apply to 
any funds that a State may contribute in excess 
of the funds used by the State to meet the re
quirements of paragraph (3). 

"(G) The State shall ensure that no State or 
local taxes are collected within the State on pur
chases of food with coupons distributed under 
the program. 

"(6)( A) Each State that received Federal 
funding in fiscal year 1991 under the demonstra
tion program authorized by this subsection (as it 
existed on September 30, 1991) shall continue to 
receive benefits under this subsection, provided 
that the State continues to comply with the re
quirements established by this subsection, as de
termined by the Secretary. 

"(B)(i) If sufficient funds are appropriated 
and a State provides the requisite match amount 
under paragraph (3), the State shall receive no 
less Federal funds than it spent in the prior fis
cal year. 

''(ii) If the sums appropriated for any fiscal 
year pursuant to the authorization contained in 
paragraph (10) for grants under this subsection 
are not sufficient to pay to each State for which 
a State plan is approved under paragraph (6) 
the amount that the Secretary determines each 
such State is entitled to under this subsection, 
each State's grant shall be ratably reduced, ex
cept that (if sufficient funds are available) each 
State shall receive at least $50,000 or the amount 
that the State spent for the prior fiscal year if 
that amount is less than $50,000. 

"(C) In providing funds to serve additional re
cipients in States that participated in the Fed
eral program in the previous fiscal year, the 
Secretary shall take into consideration-

"(i) the availability of Federal funds not 
spent during the prior program year in the State 
making a request to serve additional recipients; 

''(ii) documentation that justifies the need for 
an increase in participation; and 

"(iii) demonstrated ability to satisfactorily op
erate the existing program. 

"(D)(i) A State that has not received Federal 
funding under this subsection for the fiscal year 
prior to the fiscal year for which it is submitting 
a State plan, and that desires to receive a grant 
under this subsection, shall submit a State plan 
to the Secretary at such time and in such man
ner as the Secretary may reasonably require. 

"(ii) Each State plan submitted under this 
paragraph shall contain-

"( I) the estimated cost of the program and the 
estimated number of individuals to be served by 
the program; 

"(II) a description of the State plan for com
plying with the requirements established in 
paragraph (5); and 

"(Ill) criteria developed by the State with re
spect to authorization of producers to partici
pate in the program. 

"(iii) The criteria developed by the State as 
required by clause (ii)( III) shall require any au
thorized producer to sell fresh nutritious unpre
pared foods (such as fruits and vegetables) to re
cipients, in exchange for coupons distributed 
under the program. 

"(E) The Secretary shall establish objective 
criteria for the approval and ranking of State 
plans submitted under this paragraph. 

"( F) In approving and ranking State plans 
submitted under this paragraph, the Secretary 
shall-

"(i) favorably consider a State's prior experi
ences with this or similar programs; 

"(ii) favorably consider a State's operation of 
a similar program with State or local funds that 
can present data concerning the value of the 
program; 

"(iii) require that if a State receiving a grant 
under this section applies the Federal grant to 
a similar program operated in the previous fiscal 
year with State or local funds, the State shall 
not reduce in any fiscal year the amount of 
State and local funds available to the program 
in the preceding fiscal year after receiving funds 
for the program under this subsection; 

"(iv) give preference to State plans that would 
serve areas in the State that have-

"( I) the highest concentration of eligible per-
sons; 

"(II) the greatest access to farmers' markets; 
"(III) broad geographical area; 
"(IV) the greatest number of recipients in the 

broadest geographical area within the State; 
and 

"(V) any other characteristics, as determined 
appropriate by the Secretary, that maximize the 
availability of benefits to eligible persons; and 

"(v) take into consideration the amount of 
funds available and the minimum amount need
ed by each applicant State to successfully oper
ate the program. 

"(G)(i) An amount equal to 45 to 55 percent of 
the funds available after satisfying the require-

ments of paragraph (B) shall be made available 
to States participating in the program that wish 
to serve additional recipients, and whose State 
plan to do so is approved by the Secretary. If 
this amount is greater than that necessary to 
satisfy the approved State plans for additional 
recipients, the unallocated amount shall be ap
plied toward satisfying any unmet need of 
States that have not participated in the program 
in the prior fiscal year, and whose State plans 
have been approved. 

"(ii) An amount equal to 45 to 55 percent of 
the funds available after satisfying the require
ments of paragraph (B) shall be made available 
to States that have not participated in the pro
gram in the prior fiscal year, and whose State 
plans have been approved by the Secretary. If 
this amount is greater than that necessary to 
satisfy the approved State plans for new States, 
the unallocated amount shall be applied toward 
satisfying any unmet need of States that desire 
to serve additional recipients, and whose State 
plans have been approved. 

''(iii) If, after the requirements of clauses (i) 
and (ii) have been met, funds remain 
unallocated, the unallocated funds shall be re
allocated in the following fiscal year under the 
procedure established in paragraph (JO)(B)(ii). 

"(7)( A) The value of the benefit received by 
any recipient under any program for which a 
grant is received under this subsection may not 
aft ect the eligibility or benefit levels for assist
ance under other Federal or State programs. 

"(B) Any programs for which a grant is re
ceived under this subsection shall be supple
mentary to the food stamp program carried out 
under the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011 
et seq.) and to any other Federal or State pro
gram under which foods are distributed to needy 
families in lieu of food stamps. 

"(C) If the same State agency administers 
both the special supplemental food program for 
women, infants, and children established under 
subsection (c) and the farmers' market nutrition 
program established under this subsection and 
similar administrative activities for both pro
grams are combined, the Secretary shall not re
quire that the administrative expenses of these 
activities be treated separately for purposes of 
cost accounting. Administrative expenses ac
crued under this subsection shall be reimbursed 
under this subsection. 

"(8) The Secretary shall collect from each 
State that receives a grant under this subsection 
information relating to-

"( A) the number of recipients served by both 
Federal and State benefits under the program 
for which the grant is received; 

"(B) the rate of redemption of coupons or 
vouchers distributed under the program; 

"(C) the average amount distributed in cou
pons to each recipient; and 

"(D) any other information determined to be 
necessary by the Secretary. 

"(9 )(A) The Secretary shall submit to the 
Committee on Agriculture of the House of Rep
resentatives, the Committee on Education and 
Labor of the House of Representatives, and the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For
estry of the Senate, a compilation of the data 
collected under paragraph (8). 

"(B) The compilation shall be submitted by 
May 1, 1995. 

"(JO)(A) There are authorized to be appro
priated to carry out this subsection $5,000,000 
for fiscal year 1992, $6,500,000 for fiscal year 
1993, $8,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, and 
$9,500,000 for fiscal year 1995. 

"(B)(i) Each State shall return to the Sec
retary any funds made available to the State 
that are unobligated at the end of the fiscal 
year for which the funds were originally allo
cated. The unobligated funds shall be returned 
to the Secretary by February 1st of the following 
fiscal year. 
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"(ii) The Secretary shall establish procedures 

to reallocate funds that are returned by any 
State as provided in clause (i), or that are not 
allocated under clauses (i) and (ii) of paragraph 
(6)(G). Funds that remain unexpended at the 
end of any demonstration project authorized by 
this subsection (as it existed on September 30, 
1991) shall be reallocated in a similar manner. 

"(11) For purposes of this subsection: 
"(A) The term 'coupon' means a coupon, 

voucher, or other negotiable financial instru
ment by which benefits under this section are 
transferred. 

"(B) The term 'program' means-
"(i) the State farmers' market coupon nutri

tion program authorized by this subsection (as it 
existed on September 30, 1991); or 

"(ii) farmers' market nutrition program au
thorized by this subsection. 

"(C) The term 'recipient' means a person or 
household, as determined by the State, who is 
chosen by a State to receive benefits under this 
subsection. 

"(D) The term 'State agency' has the meaning 
provided in subsection (b)(13), except that the 
term also includes the agriculture department of 
each State.". 
SEC. 933. CONFORMING AMENDMENT. 

Section 501 of the Hunger Prevention Act of 
1988 (Public Law 100--435; 102 Stat. 1668) is re
pealed. 

Subtitk D-Procure11U!nt of Infant Formula 
forWIC 

SEC. 941. DEFINITIONS. 
Section 17(b) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 

(42 U.S.C. 1786(b)) is amended by striking para
graph (17) and inserting the following new 
paragraphs: 

"(17) 'Competitive bidding' means a procure
ment process under which the Secretary or a 
State agency selects a single source offering the 
lowest price, as determined by the submission of 
sealed bids, for a product for which bids are 
sought for use in the program authorized by this 
section. 

"(18) 'Rebate' means the amount of money re
funded under cost containment procedures to 
any State agency from the manufacturer or 
other supplier of the particular food product as 
the result of the purchase of the supplemental 
food with a voucher or other purchase instru
ment by a participant in each such agency's 
program established under this section. 

"(19) 'Discount' means, with respect to a State 
agency that provides program foods to partici
pants without the use of retail grocery stores 
(such as a State that provides for the home de
livery or direct distribution of supplemental 
food), the amount of the price reduction or other 
price concession provided to any State agency 
by the manufacturer or other supplier of the 
particular food product as the result of the pur
chase of program food by each such State agen
cy, or its representative, from the supplier. 

"(20) 'Net price' means the difference between 
the manufacturer's wholesale price for infant 
formula and the rebate level or the discount of
fered or provided by the manufacturer under a 
cost containment contract entered into with the 
pertinent State agency.". 
SEC. 942. PROCUREMENT OF INFANT FORMULA 

FORWIC. 
Section 17(h)(8) of the Child Nutrition Act of 

1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(h)(8)) is amended by strik
ing subparagraph (G) and inserting the follow
ing new subparagraphs: 

"(G)(i) The Secretary shall, no less frequently 
than annually, solicit bids for a joint cost-con
tainment contract to be entered into by infant 
formula manufacturers and the State agencies 
that elect to have the Secretary perform the bid 
solicitation and selection process on each such 
State agency's behalf. For such State agencies, 

the Secretary shall solicit bids and select the "(iv) The Secretary shall report to Congress 
winning bidder for a joint cost containment con- by March 1, 1994, on the decisions State agen
tract to be entered into by State agencies and cies and the Secretary have made regarding sep
infant formula manufacturers or suppliers. arate bid solicitations, along with any rec-

' '(ii) If the Secretary determines that the num- ommendations the Secretary may have to in
ber of State agencies making the election in crease competition by encouraging the partici
clause (i) so warrants, the Secretary may, in pation of additional infant formula manufactur
consultation with such State agencies, divide ers in the program established by this section. 
such State agencies into more than one group of "(I) To reduce the costs of any supplemental 
such agencies and solicit bids for a joint con- foods, the Secretary shall-
tract for each such group. In determining the "(i) encourage alternative types of contracting 
size of the groups of agencies, the Secretary for the acquisition of supplemental foods, in
shall consider whether infant formula manufac- eluding soliciting bids for each type of infant 
turers likely to submit bids can compete effec- formula (such as milk or soy-based) separately; 
tively. "(ii) promote, but not require, the joint pur-

' '(iii) State agencies electing to require the chase of inf ant formula among State agencies 
Secretary to perform the bid solicitation and se- electing not to participate under the procedures 
lection process on their behalf shall enter into set forth in subparagraph (G); 
the resulting containment contract and shall ob- "(iii) encourage and promote the purchase of 
tain the rebates or discounts from the manufac- supplemental foods other than inf ant formula 
turers or suppliers participating in the contract. under cost containment procedures; 

"(iv) In soliciting bids and determining the "(iv) inform State agencies of the benefits of 
winning bidder under clause (i), the Secretary cost containment and provide assistance and 
shall comply with the requirements of subpara- technical advice at State agency request regard
graphs (BJ and (F). ing the State agency's use of cost containment 

"(v) The term of the contract for which bids procedures; 
are to be solicited under this paragraph shall be "(v) encourage the joint purchase of supple
announced by the Secretary in consultation mental foods other than infant formula under 
with the affected State agencies and shall be for procedures specified in subparagraph (B), if the 
not less than 2 years. Secretary determines that-

"(vi) In prescribing specifications for the bids, "(I) the anticipated savings are expected to be 
the Secretary shall ensure, to the maximum ex- significant; 
tent possible, that the contracts to be entered "(II) the administrative expenses involved in 
into by the State agencies and the inf ant for- purchasing the food item through competitive 
mula manufacturers or suppliers provide for a bidding procedures, whether under a rebate or 
constant net price for infant formula products discount system, will not exceed the savings an
! or the full term of the contracts and provide for ticipated to be generated by the procedures; 
rebates or discounts for all units of inf ant for- "(Ill) the procedures would be consistent with 
mula sold through the program that are pro- the purposes of the program; and 
duced by the manufacturer awarded the con- "(vi) make available additional funds to State 
tract and that are for a type off ormula product agencies out of the funds otherwise available 
covered under the contract. The contracts shall under paragraph (l)(A) for nutrition services 
cover all types of infant formula products nor- and administration in an amount not exceeding 
mally covered under cost containment contracts one half of 1 percent of the amounts to help de
entered into by State agencies. fray reasonable anticipated expenses associated 

"(vii) The Secretary shall also develop proce- with-
dures for- "(I) the joint purchasing of inf ant formula, 

''(I) rejecting all bids for any joint contract without regard to whether procedures relating 
and announcing a resolicitation of infant for- to the solicitation of bids were performed by the 
mula bids where necessary; Secretary; 

"(II) permitting a State agency that has au- "(II) efforts to attempt to increase competition 
thorized the Secretary to undertake bid solicita- among infant formula manufacturers through 
tion on its behalf under this subparagraph to soliciting or accepting bids for each type of in
decline to enter into the joint contract to be ne- fant formula (milk or soy-based) separately; 
gotiated and awarded pursuant to the solicita- "(Ill) efforts to contain costs regarding the 
ti on if the agency promptly determines after the purchase of supplemental foods other than in
bids are opened that participation would not be fant formula; or 
in the best interest of its program; and "(IV) other efforts related to program cost 

"(Ill) assuring infant formula manufacturers containment. 
submitting a bid under this subparagraph that a "(J)(i) Any person, company, corporation, or 
contract awarded pursuant to the bid will cover other legal entity that submits a bid to supply 
State agencies serving no fewer than a number infant formula to carry out the program estab
of inf ants to be specified in the bid solicitation. . lished under this section and announces or oth-

"(H)(i) The Secretary, in soliciting bids for erwise discloses the amount of the bid, or the re
contracts to be awarded under subparagraph bate or discount practices of the person, in ad
(G) , and State agencies not participating in a vance of the time the bids are opened by the Sec
contract awarded pursuant to subparagraph retary or the State agency, or any person, com
(G), shall consider soliciting bids for each type pany, corporation, or other legal entity that 
of infant formula (such as milk- or soy-based) makes a statement (prior to the opening of bids) 
separately. relating to levels of rebates or discounts for the 

"(ii) In carrying out clause (i), the Secretary purpose of influencing a bid submitted by any 
and State agencies shall take into account- other person, shall be ineligible to submit bids to 

"(I) whether the number of manufacturers supply infant formula to the program for the 
and other suppliers eligible to bid will be in- bidding in progress and for up to 2 years from 
creased under the approach described in clause the date the bids are opened. 
(i); "(ii) The Secretary shall determine the length 

"(II) any administrative issues; and of the disqualification ref erred to in clause (i) 
"(Ill) whether the total rebates or discounts based on such factors as the Secretary by regu

received are likely to increase under such an ap- lation determines appropriate. 
proach. "(iii) Any person, company, corporation, or 

''(iii) State agencies deciding not to accept other legal entity disqualified under clause (i) 
bids for each type of formula separately shall shall remain obligated to perform any require
advise the Secretary of the basis for the deci- men ts under any contract to supply inf ant for
sion. mula existing at the time of the disqualification 
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and until each such contract expires by its 
terms. 

"(K) Not later than the expiration of the 180-
day period beginning on the date of enactment 
of this subparagraph , the Secretary shall pre
scribe regulations to carry out this paragraph.". 
SEC. 943. PROCEDURES TO REDUCE PURCHASES 

OF LOW-IRON INFANT FORMULA. 

Section 17(/) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 
(42 U.S.C. 1786(/)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

"(22) In the State plan submitted to the Sec
retary for fiscal year 1993, each State agency 
shall advise the Secretary regarding the proce
dures to be used by the State agency to reduce 
the purchase of low-iron infant formula for in
fants on the program for which such formula 
has not been prescribed by a physician or other 
appropriate health professional, as determined 
by regulations issued by the Secretary. ' '. 
SEC. 944. INCENTIVE TO ENCOURAGE JOINT PUR

CHASING OF INFANT FORMULA. 
Section 17(h)(2)(A) Child Nutrition Act of 1966 

(42 U.S.C. 1786(h)(2)(A)) is amended-
(1) by striking " and" at the end of clause (ii) ; 
(2) by striking the period at the end of clause 

(iii) and inserting ";and"; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following new 

clause: 
" (iv) be designated to provide funds, to the ex

tent funds are not already provided under sub
paragraph (!)(vii) for the same purpose, to help 
defray reasonable anticipated expenses associ
ated with-

"(!) the joint purchasing of infant formula, 
without regard to whether procedures relating 
to the solicitation of bids were perf armed by the 
Secretary; 

"(II) eff arts to attempt to increase competition 
among infant formula manufacturers through 
soliciting or accepting bids for each type of in
fant formula (milk or soy-based) separately; 

"(Ill) efforts to contain costs regarding the 
purchase of supplemental foods other than in
fant formula; or 

"(IV) other efforts related to program cost 
containment.". 
SEC. 945. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE. 

Section 17(h)(8)(E)(ii) of the Child Nutrition 
Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(h)(8)(E)(ii)) is 
amended by striking ''that do not have large 
caseloads and". 

Subtitle E-lndian Subsistence Farming 
Demonstration Grant 

SEC. 951. PURPOSES. 
The purposes of this subtitle are to-
(1) provide technical assistance and training 

through the Extension Service in the Depart
ment of Agriculture to Indian tribes and Alaska 
Natives for the development and operation of 
subsistence farming programs to improve the nu
tritional health of Indians living on or near In- . 
dian reservations; 

(2) establish the Indian subsistence farming 
demonstration grant program within the De
partment of Agriculture; and 

(3) provide a supplemental source of fresh 
produce for Indians and Alaska Natives who

( A) have special dietary needs; 
(B) are eligible individuals (as defined in sec

tion 507(1) of the Older Americans Act of 1965 
(42 U.S.C. 3056e(l)) ; or 

(C) are participating in-
(i) the food stamp program established under 

the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et. 
seq.); 

(ii) the food distribution program on Indian 
reservations established under section 4(b) of 
such Act (7 U.S.C. 2013(b)); or 

(iii) the special supplemental food program for 
women, infants and children established under 
section 17 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 
u.s.c. 1786). 

SEC. 952. DEFINITIONS. 
For the purposes of this subtitle: 
(1) ELIGIBLE RECIPIENT.-The term "eligible 

recipient" means an Indian who-
( A) is identified by the Secretary as having 

special dietary needs; 
(B) is an eligible individual (as defined in sec

tion 507(1) of the Older Americans Act of 1965 
(42 U.S.C. 3056e(l)) ; or 

(C) is participating in-
(i) the food stamp program established under 

the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et. 
seq.); 

(ii) the food distribution program on Indian 
reservations established under section 4(b) of 
such Act (7 U.S.C. 2013(b)); or 

(iii) the special supplemental food program for 
women, infants and children established under 
section 17 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 
u.s.c. 1786). 

(2) lNDIAN.-The term "Indian " means a per
son who is a member of an Indian tribe, or who 
is an Alaska Native and a member of a Regional 
Corporation (as defined in section 3(g) of the 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 
1602(g)). 

(3) INDIAN RESERVATION.-The term "Indian 
reservation " has the same meaning given to the 
term "reservation" under section 3(d) of the In
dian Financing Act of 1974 (25 U.S.C. 1452(d)). 

(4) INDIAN TRIBE.-The term "Indian tribe " 
means any Indian tribe, band, nation, or other 
organized group or community (including any 
Alaska Native village, Regional Corporation, or 
Regional Corporation (as defined in or estab
lished pursuant to the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.)) , which is 
recognized as eligible for the special services 
provided by the United States to Indians be
cause of their status as Indians. 

(5) INTER-TRIBAL CONSORTIUM.-The term 
"inter-tribal consortium" shall mean a partner
ship between-

( A) an Indian tribe or tribal organization on 
an Indian reservation; and 

(B) one or more Indian tribes or tribal organi
zations of other Indian tribes. 

(6) PROGRAM.-The term "program" means 
any subsistence farming program funded or as
sisted under this subtitle. 

(7) SECRETARY.-The term "Secretary " means 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 
SEC. 953. INDIAN SUBSISTENCE FARMING DEM

ONSTRATION GRANT PROGRAM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary may establish 

an Indian subsistence farming demonstration 
grant program that provides grants to any In
dian tribe, or inter tribal consortium, for the es
tablishment on Indian reservations of subsist
ence farming operations that grow fresh produce 
for distribution to eligible recipients. 

(b) APPLICATION.-Any Indian tribe or tribal 
consortium may submit to the Secretary an ap
plication for a grant under this subtitle. Any 
such application shall-

(1) be in such form as the Secretary may pre
scribe; 

(2) be submitted to the Secretary on or be/ ore 
the date designated by the Secretary; and 

(3) specify-
( A) the nature and scope of the subsistence 

farming project proposed by the applicant; 
(B) the extent to which the project plans to 

use or incorporate existing resources and serv
ices available on the reservation; and 

(C) the number of Indians who are projected 
as eligible recipients of produce grown under the 
project. 
SEC. 954. TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSIST

ANCE. 

The Extension Service may conduct, with re
spect to the projects established under this title, 
site surveys, workshops, short courses, training, 
and technical assistance on such topics as nu-

trition food preservation and preparation tech
niques, spacing, depth of seed placement, soil 
types, and other aspects of subsistence farming 
operations. 
SEC. 955. TRIBAL CONSULTATION. 

An Indian tribe participating in any subsist
ence farming program established under this 
subtitle shall consult with appropriate tribal 
and Indian Health Service officials regarding 
the specific dietary needs of the population to be 
served by the operation of the Indian subsist
ence farming project. 
SEC. 956. USE OF GRANTS. 

Funds provided under this subtitle may be 
used for-

(1) the purchase or lease of agricultural ma
chinery, equipment , and tools for the operation 
of the program; 

(2) the purchase of seeds, fertilizers, and such 
other resources as may be required for the oper
ation of the program; 

(3) the construction of greenhouses, fences, 
and other structures or facilities; 

(4) accounting and distribution of produce 
grown under the program; and 

(5) the employment of persons for the manage
ment and operation of the program. 
SEC. 951. AMOUNT AND TERM OF GRANT. 

(a) AMOUNT.-The maximum amount of any 
grant awarded under this subtitle shall not ex
ceed $50,000. 

(b) TERM.-The maximum term of any grant 
awarded under this subtitle shall be 3 years. 
SEC. 958. OTHER REQUIREMENTS. 

Each recipient of a grant awarded under this 
subtitle shall-

(1) furnish the Secretary with such informa
tion as the Secretary may require to-

( A) evaluate the program for which the grant 
is made; 

(B) ensure that the grant funds are expended 
for the purposes for which the grant was made; 
and 

(C) ensure that the produce grown is distrib
uted to eligible recipients on the reservation; 
and 

(2) submit to the Secretary at the close of the 
term of the grant a final report that shall in
clude such information as the Secretary may re
quire. 
SEC. 959. AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIA· 

TIO NS. 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 

carry out this subtitle $2,000,000 for each of the 
fiscal years 1993 through 1995. 

Subtitle F-Technical Amendments 
SEC. 961. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS TO THE 

FOOD STAMP ACT OF 1911. 
The Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et 

seq.) is amended-
(1) in section 3 (7 U.S.C. 2012)-
(A) in subsection (j), by striking "section 3(p) 

of this Act" and inserting " subsection (p)"; 
(B) in subsection (0)(6), by striking "per cen

tum" and inserting "percent " ; and 
(C) by redesignating subsection (u) as sub

section (t); 
(2) in section 5 (7 U.S.C. 2014)-
( A) in subsection (d)(2) , by striking "section 

5(f) of this Act " and inserting "subsection (f)"; 
(B) in subsection (h)(l), by striking "Disaster 

Relief and Emergency Assistance Act" and in
serting "Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and 
Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et 
seq.)"; and 

(C) in subsection (k)(2), by moving the margin 
of subparagraph (E) to the left so as to align 
with the margin of subparagraph (D); 

(3) in section 6 (7 U.S.C. 2015)-
(A) in subsection (c)(l)(A), by moving the mar

gin of clause (ii) to the left so as to align with 
the margin of clause (i); 

(B) in subsection (d)(l)(A)-
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(i) by striking "who is physically" and insert

ing "who is a physically"; 
(ii) by striking "Secretary;" in clause (i) and 

all that follows through "refuses" in clause (ii) 
and inserting "Secretary; (ii) refuses"; and 

(iii) by striking "two months" in clause (ii) 
and all that follows through "refuses" in clause 
(iii) and inserting "two months; or (iii) refuses"; 

(C) in subsection (d)(4)(B)(vii)-
(i) by striking "Secretary,," and inserting 

"Secretary."; and 
(ii) by striking "aimed an" and inserting 

"aimed at"; and 
(D) in subsection (d)(4)(D)(iii), by striking 

"clauses (i) or (ii)" and inserting "clause (i) or 
(ii)"; 

(4) in section 9(a)(l) (7 U.S.C. 2018(a)(l)), by 
redesignating paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) as 
subparagraphs (A). (B), and (C), respectively; 

(5) in section ll(e) (7 U.S.C. 2020(e))-
( A) in paragraph (2), by striking the period at 

the end and fnserting a semicolon; 
(B) in paragraph (3)-
(i) in subparagraph (D). by inserting a close 

parenthesis after "section 6"; and 
(ii) in subparagraph (E), by striking "verified 

under this Act, and that the State agency shall 
provide the household" and inserting "verified 
under this Act. 
and that the State agency shall provide the 
household"; and 

(C) in paragraph (15), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting a semicolon; 

(6) in section 11 (7 U.S.C. 2020), by redesignat
ing subsection (p) as subsection (b) and trans
ferring such subsection to the location after sub
section (a); 

(7) in section 16 (7 U.S.C. 2025)-
( A) in subsection (g), by inserting a comma 

after "1991 "; and 
(B) in subsection (h)(4), by striking "the Act'" 

and inserting "this Act"; 
(8) in the first sentence of section 17(b)(3)(C) 

(7 U.S.C. 2026(b)(3)(C)). by striking 
"402(g)(l)(A)" and inserting "402(g)(l)(A))"; 

(9) in section 19(b)(l)(A)(i) (7 U.S.C. 
2028(b)(l)(A)(i)). by striking "directly." and in
serting "directly"; 

(10) in section 20(g)(2) (7 U.S.C. 2029(g)(2))-
( A) by moving the margins of subparagraphs 

(A) and (B) 2 ems to the left; and 
(B) in subparagraph (B), by moving the mar

gins of clauses (i) and (ii) 2 ems to the left; and 
(11) in section 22 (7 U.S.C. 2031)-
( A) by inserting the fallowing section heading 

above the section designation: 
"FOOD STAMP PORTION OF MINNESOTA FAMILY 

INVESTMENT PLAN"; 
(B) in subsection (d)(2)(B). by striking "para

graph (b)(3)(D)(iii)" and inserting "subsection 
(b)(3)(D)(iii)"; and 

(C) in subsection (h), by striking "subsection 
b(12)" and inserting "subsection (b)(12)". 
SEC. 962. AMENDMENT RELATING TO THE HUN· 

GER PREVENTION ACT OF 1988. 
Section 1772(h)(5) of the Food, Agriculture, 

Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (Public 
Law 101-624; 104 Stat. 3809) is amended by strik
ing "Relief" and inserting "Prevention". 

TITLE X-MISCE~EOUS TECHNICAL 
CORR.ECTIONS 

SEC. 1001. ORGANIC CERTIFICATION. 
Title XXI of the Food, Agriculture, Conserva

tion, and Trade Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-624; 
104 Stat. 3935) is amended-

(]) in section 2105 (7 U.S.C. 6504), by striking 
the period at the end of paragraph (2) and in
serting ";and"; 

(2) in section 2110 (7 U.S.C. 6509)-
( A) in subsection (d)(l)(B), by striking 

"paraciticides" and inserting "parasiticides"; 
and 

(B) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub
section (g); 

(3) in section 2111(a)(l) (7 U.S.C. 6510(a)(l)), 
by striking "post harvest" and inserting 
"postharvest"; 

(4) in section 2112(b) (7 U.S.C. 6511(b)), by 
striking "PRE-HARVEST" and inserting 
''PREHARVEST''; 

(5) in section 2116(j)(2) (7 U.S.C. 6515(j)(2)), by 
striking "certifying such" and inserting "such 
certifying'•; 

(6) in section 2118(c)(l)(B)(i) (7 U.S.C. 
6517(c)(l)(B)(i)). by striking "paraciticides" and 
inserting "parasiticides"; and 

(7) in section 2119(a) (7 U.S.C. 6518(a)), by 
striking "(to" and inserting "to"; 

(8) in section 2120(f) (7 U.S.C. 6519(f)), by in
serting a comma after "et seq.)" the first place 
it appears; and 

(9) in section 2121(b) (7 U.S.C. 6520(b)), by 
striking "District Court for the District" and in
serting "district court for the district". 
SEC. 1002. AGRICULTURAL FELLOWSHIPS. 

Section 1543(e) of the Food, Agriculture, Con
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 3293; 
104 Stat. 3694) is amended by striking "Pro
gram" and inserting "program". 
SEC. 1003. OUTREACH AND ASSISTANCE FOR SO· 

CIAU..Y DISADVANTAGED FARMERS 
AND RANCHERS. 

Section 2501 of the Food, Agriculture, Con
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 2279) 
is amended-

(]) in subsection (a)(3), by striking "section" 
and inserting "subsection"; 

(2) in subsection (c)(l)(C), by inserting "pro
gram" after "agricultural"; and 

(3) in subsection (d)(3), by striking "Not later 
than 1 year after the date of enactment of this 
Act," and inserting "Not later than November 
28, 1991, ". 
SEC. 1004. PROTECTION OF PETS. 

Section 28(b)(2)(F) of the Animal Welfare Act 
(7 U.S.C. 2158(b)(2)( F)) is amended by striking 
"subsection (b)" and inserting "subsection (a)". 
SEC. 1005. CRITICAL AGRICULTURAL MATERIALS. 

The Critical Agricultural Materials Act (7 
U.S.C. 178 et seq.) is amended-

(1) in section 5(b)(9) (7 U.S.C. 178c(b)(9)), by 
striking the first comma after ''industrial pur
poses"; and 

(2) in section 11 (7 U.S.C. 178i), by striking 
"insure" both places it appears and inserting 
"ensure". 
SEC. 1006. AMENDMENTS TO FIFRA AND RELATED 

PROVISIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Federal Insecticide, 

Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act is amended-
(]) in section 2(e)(l) (7 U.S.C. 136(e)(l))-
(A) by striking "section 4" and inserting "sec

tion 11"; 
(B) by striking "use" in the second sentence 

and inserting "uses"; and 
(C) by striking "section 2(ee) of this Act" and 

inserting "subsection (ee)"; 
(2) in section 2(q)(2)( A)(i) (7 U.S.C. 

136(q)(2)(A)(i)). by striking "size of form" and 
inserting "size or form"; 

(3) in section 3(c)(l) (7 U.S.C. 136a(c)(l))
(A) by striking subparagraphs (E) and (F); 
(B) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as sub

paragraph ( F); 
(C) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 

following: 
"(D) the complete formula of the pesticide; 
"(E) a request that the pesticide be classified 

for general use or for restricted use, or for both; 
and"; and 

(D) in subparagraph (F) (as so redesig
nated)-

(i) by striking "(i) with" and inserting "(i) 
With"; 

(ii) by striking the semicolon at the end of 
clauses (i), (ii), and (iii) and inserting a period; 

(iii) by striking "(ii) except" and inserting 
"(ii) Except"; and 

(iv) by striking "(iii) after" and inserting 
"(iii) After"; 

(4) by conforming the left margin of para
graph (3) of section 4(f) (7 U.S.C. 136a-l(f)) to 
the left margin of the preceding paragraph; 

(5) in section 6(f)(3)(B) (7 U.S.C. 
136d(f)(3)(B)), by striking "an unreasonable ad
verse affect" and inserting "an unreasonable 
adverse effect"; 

(6) in section 11 (7 U.S.C. 136i)-
(A) in the section heading, by striking "appli

cators" and inserting "applicators". 
(B) in subsection (b), by striking "this para

graph" each place it appears and inserting 
"subsection (a)(2)"; and 

(C) in subsection (c), by striking "subsections 
(a) and (b)" and inserting "subsection (a)"; 

(7) in section 12(a)(2) (7 U.S.C. 136j(a)(2))
(A) by striking "thereunder. It" in subpara

graph ( F) and inserting "thereunder. except 
that it"; 

(B) by striking "or" at the end of subpara
graph (0); and 

(C) by striking the period at the end of sub
paragraph (P) and inserting a semicolon; 

(8) in section 14(a)(2) (7 U.S.C. 1361(a)(2))
(A) by striking ": Provided, That" and insert

ing ",except that"; and 
(B) by striking "use" and inserting "uses"; 
(9) in section 17(a) (7 U.S.C. 1360), by remov

ing the last sentence from paragraph (2) and 
placing it as a full measure sentence under such 
paragraph; 

(10) in section 20(a) (7 U.S.C. 136r(a)). by 
striking "insure" and inserting "ensure"; and 

(11) in section 26(c) (7 U.S.C. 136w-l(c)). by 
striking "use" and inserting "uses". 

(b) GENDER.-
(1) Such Act is amended by striking "he" each 

place it appears in sections 3(c)(2)(A), 3(c)(5), 
3(c)(6), 3(d)(l)(A), 3(d)(l)(B), 3(d)(l)(C), 3(d)(2), 
5(b), 5(e), 5(f), 6(a)(l), 6(b), 6(c)(l), 6(c)(3), 7(b), 
8(a), 9(c)(3), JO(c), ll(b), 16(b), 16(d), 18, 20(a), 
21(b), 25(a)(3), 25(b), 25(c)(5), and 25(d) (7 U.S.C. 
136a(c)(2)(A), 136a(c)(5), 136a(c)(6), 
136a(d)(l)(A). 136a(d)(l)(B). 136a(d)(l)(C), 
136a(d)(2), 136c(b), 136c(e), 136c(f). 136d(a)(l), 
136d(b), 136d(c)(l), 136d(c)(3), 136e(b), 136f(a), 
136g(c)(3), 136h(c), 136i(b), 136n(b), 136n(d), 
136p, 136r(a). 136s(b), 136w(a)(3), 136w(b), 
136w(c)(5), and 136w(d)) and inserting "the Ad
ministrator". 

(2) Such Act is amended by striking "his" 
each place it appears in sections 3(c)(2)(A), 
3(c)(3)(A), 3(c)(6), 6(b), 6(c)(l), 6(d), JO(b), 
ll(a)(2), 16(b), 17(c), 18, 21(b), and 25(c)(4) (7 
U.S.C. 136a(c)(2)(A), 136a(c)(3)(A), 136a(c)(6), 
136d(b), 136d(c)(l), 136d(d), 136h(b), 136i(a)(2), 
136n(b), 136o(c), 136p, 136s(b), and 136w(c)(4)) 
and inserting "the Administrator's". 

(3) Such Act is amended-
( A) in section 2(e)(2) (7 U.S.C. 136(e)(2)), by 

striking "him or his" and inserting "the appli
cator or the applicator's"; 

(B) in section 2(e)(3), by striking "he" and in
serting "the applicator"; 

(C) in section 6(a)(2) (7 U.S.C. 136d(a)(2), by 
striking "he" and inserting "the registrant"; 

(D) in section 6(c)(3), by striking "him" and 
inserting "the Administrator"; 

(E) in section 6(d), by striking "him" and in
serting "the Administrator"; 

(F) in section 7(c)(l) (7 U.S.C. 136e(c)(l), by 
striking "he" each place it appears and insert
ing "the producer"; 

(G) in section 7(c)(2)-
(i) by striking "him" and inserting "the Ad

ministrator''; and 
(ii) by striking "he" and inserting "the pro

ducer"; 
(H) in the fourth sentence of section 9(a)(2) (7 

U.S.C. 136g(a)(2)), by striking "he" and insert
ing "the officer or employee"; 

(I) in the third sentence of section 9(c)(l), by 
striking "his" and inserting "the person's"; 
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(J) in section lO(a) (7 U.S.C. 136h(a)). by strik

ing "his" and inserting "the applicant's"; 
(K) in section ll(a)(l) (7 U.S.C. 136i(a)(l))
(i) in the ninth sentence, by striking "his" 

and inserting "the applicator"; and 
(ii) in the last sentence, by striking "him" and 

inserting "the Administrator"; 
(L) in section 12(a)(2)(C) (7 U.S.C. 

136j(a)(2)(C))-
(i) by striking "his" and inserting "the per

son's"; and 
(ii) by striking "he" and inserting "the per

son": 
(M) in section 12(a)(2)(D), by striking "his" 

and inserting "the person's"; 
(N) in section 12(b)(l)-
(i) by striking "he" and inserting "the per

son"; 
(ii) by striking "him" and inserting "the per

son"; 
(0) in section 12(b)(3), by striking "his official 

duties" and inserting "the official duties of the 
public official"; and 

(P) in the second sentence of section 16(b) (7 
U.S.C. 136n(b)), by striking "him" and inserting 
"the Administrator". 

(c) UNEXECUTABLE AMENDMENT.-The phrase 
sought to be struck in section 102(b)(2)(A) of the 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act Amendments of 1988 (Public Law 100-532; 
102 Stat 2667) shall be deemed to be "an end-use 
product". 

(d) RECORDKEEPING.-Section 1491 of the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act 
of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 136i-1) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a), by striking "(7 U.S.C. 
136a(d)(l)(C))" and inserting "(7 U.S.C. 
136a(d)(l)(C))) "; and 

(2) in subsection (d)(l), by inserting "of" after 
"fine". 

(e) MAINTENANCE FEE.-Paragraph (5) of sec
tion 4(i) of the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, 
and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136a-l(i)(5)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(5) MAINTENANCE FEE.-
"( A) Subject to other provisions of this para

graph, each registrant of a pesticide shall pay 
an annual fee by January 15 of each year of

"(i) $650 for the first registration; and 
"(ii) $1,300 for each additional registration, 

except that no fee shall be charged for more 
than 200 registrations held by any registrant. 

"(B) In the case of a pesticide that is reg
istered for a minor agricultural use, the Admin
istrator may reduce or waive the payment of the 
fee imposed under this paragraph if the Admin
istrator determines that the fee would signifi
cantly reduce the availability of the pesticide 
for the use. 

"(CJ The amount of each fee prescribed under 
subparagraph (A) shall be adjusted by the Ad
ministrator to a level that will result in the col
lection under this paragraph of, to the extent 
practicable, an aggregate amount of $14,000,000 
each fiscal year. 

"(D) The maximum annual fee payable under 
this paragraph by-

"(i) a registrant holding not more than 50 pes
ticide registrations shall be $55,000; and 

"(ii) a registrant holding over 50 registrations 
shall be $95,000. 

"(E)(i) For a small business, the maximum an
nual fee payable under this paragraph by-

"( I) a registrant holding not more than 50 pes
ticide registrations shall be $38,500; and 

"(II) a registrant holding over 50 pesticide 
registrations shall be $66,500. 

"(ii) For purposes of clause (i), the term 'small 
business' means a corporation, partnership, or 
unincorporated business that-

"( I) has 150 or fewer employees; and 
"(II) during the 3-year period prior to the 

most recent maintenance fee billing cycle, had 
an average annual gross revenue from chemicals 
that did not exceed $40,000,000. 

"(F) If any fee prescribed by this paragraph 
with respect to the registration of a pesticide is 
not paid by a registrant by the time prescribed, 
the Administrator, by order and without hear
ing. may cancel the registration. 

"(G) The authority provided under this para
graph shall terminate on September 30, 1997. ". 

(f) REGISTRATION AND EXPEDITED PROCESSING 
FUND.-Section 4(k)(3)( A) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 
136a-l(k)(3)(A)) is amended by striking "each 
fiscal year not more than $2,000,000 of the 
amounts in the fund" and inserting "for each of 
the fiscal years 1992, 1993, and 1994, 17th of the 
maintenance fees collected, up to $2 million each 
year". 
SEC. 1007. GRAIN STANDARDS. 

The United States Grain Standards Act (7 
U.S.C. 71 et seq.) is amended-

(1) in section 3 (7 U.S.C. 75), by striking 
"The" in subsections (i), (j), (k), (u), (v), (w), 
(x). (z), and (aa) and inserting "the"; and 

(2) in section 17B(a) (7 U.S.C. 87f-2(a))-
(A) by striking "The" and inserting "On De

cember 1 of each year, the"; 
(B) by striking "committee on Agriculture" 

and inserting "Committee on Agriculture; and 
(C) by striking "one year" and all that fol

lows through "such committees". 
SEC. 1008. PACKERS AND SWCKYARDS. 

The Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921 (7 
U.S.C. 181 et seq.) is amended-

(1) in section 202(c) (7 U.S.C. 192(c)), by strik
ing "dealer. any" and inserting "dealer, any"; 
and 

(2) in the first sentence of section 317(a) (7 
U.S.C. 217a(a)), by striking "charging and col
lection, at any stockyard" and inserting 
"charging and collection, in transactions at any 
stockyard, market agency, or dealer"; and 

(3) in section 406(b)(2) (7 U.S.C. 227(b)(2)), by 
striking the comma after "unmanuf actured 
form,". 
SEC. 1009. REDUNDANT LANGUAGE IN WARE· 

HOUSE ACT. 
Section 17(c)(l)(B) of the United States Ware

house Act (7 U.S.C. 259(c)(l)(B)) is amended by 
striking ", or to a specified person". 
SEC. 1010. PERISHABLE AGRICULTURAL COMMOD

ITIES. 
The Perishable Agricultural Commodities Act, 

1930 (7 U.S.C. 499a et seq.), is amended-
(1) in the first section (7 U.S.C. 499a)-
( A) by striking out "That when used in this 

Act-" and inserting the following: 
"SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND DEFINITIONS. 

"(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited as 
the 'Perishable Agricultural Commodities Act, 
1930'. 

"(b) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this Act:"; 
and 

(B) by striking the semicolon at the end of 
paragraphs (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6), and (9) and 
inserting a period; 

(2) in section 4(a) (7 U.S.C. 499d(a)), by strik
ing "anual" in the material before the first pro
viso and inserting "annual"; 

(3) in section 5(c)(2) (7 U.S.C. 499e(c)(2)), by 
striking "(as" and inserting ", as"; 

(4) in section 6 (7 U.S.C. 499f)-
( A) by adding a period at the end of sub

section (c); and 
(B) by striking the semicolon at the end of 

subsection (d) and inserting a period; 
(5) in section 7 (7 U.S.C. 499g), by striking the 

semicolon at the end of subsections (a), (b), and 
(c) and inserting a period; 

(6) in section 8(a) (7 U.S.C. 499h(a))-
(A) by redesignating paragraphs (a) and (b) 

as paragraphs (1) and (2), respectively; and 
(BJ by striking the semicolon at the end of the 

subsection and inserting a period; 
(7) in section 14(a) (7 U.S.C. 499n(a))-
(A) by striking "(7 U.S.C .• Supp. 2, secs. 1 to 

17 (a))" and inserting "(7 U.S.C. 1 et seq.)"; and 

(B) by striking the semicolon at the end of the 
subsection and inserting a period; and 

(8) by striking section 18 (7 U.S.C. 499r). 
SEC. 1011. EGG PRODUCTS INSPECTION. 

(a) FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.-
(1) FINDINGS.-Congress finds that-
( A) food borne illness is a serious health prob

lem; 
(B) its incidence can be reduced through prop

er handling off ood; and 
(C) eggs are perishable and therefore are par

ticularly susceptible to supporting microbial 
growth if proper temperature controls are not 
maintained. 

(2) PURPOSES.-lt is the purpose of this sec
tion to prescribe the temperature at which eggs 
are maintained in order to reduce the potential 
for harmful microbial growth to protect the 
health and welfare of consumers. 

(b) INSPECTION OF EGG PRODUCTS.-Section 5 
of the Egg Products Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 
1034) is amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(e)(l) Subject to paragraphs (2), (3), and (4), 
the Secretary shall make such inspections as the 
Secretary considers appropriate of a facility of 
an egg handler (including a transport vehicle) 
to determine if shell eggs destined for the ulti
mate consumer-

"( A) are being held under refrigeration at an 
ambient temperature of no greater than 45 de
grees Fahrenheit after packing; and 

"(B) contain labeling that indicates that re
frigeration is required. 

"(2) In the case of a shell egg packer packing 
eggs for the ultimate consumer, the Secretary 
shall make an inspection in accordance with 
paragraph (1) at least once each calendar quar
ter. 

"(3) The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall cause such inspections to be made 
as the Secretary considers appropriate to ensure 
compliance with the requirements of paragraph 
(1) at food manufacturing establishments, insti
tutions, and restaurants, other than plants 
packing eggs. 

"(4) The Secretary shall not make an inspec
tion as provided in paragraph (1) on any egg 
handler with a fl,ock of not more than 3,000 lay
ers. 

"(5) A representative of the Secretary and the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services shall 
be afforded access to a place of business referred 
to in this subsection, including a transport vehi
cle, for purposes of making an inspection re
quired under this subsection.". 

(c) PROHIBITED ACTS.-Section 8 of such Act 
(21 U.S.C. 1037) is amended-

(1) by redesignating subsections (c) through 
(e) as subsections (d) through (f), respectively; 
and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(c) No egg handler shall possess any eggs 
after the eggs have been packed into a container 
that is destined for the ultimate consumer unless 
the eggs are stored and transported under re
frigeration at an ambient temperature of no 
greater than 45 degrees Fahrenheit, as pre
scribed by rules and regulations promulgated by 
the Secretary.". 

(d) PENALTIES.-Section 12 Of such Act (21 
U.S.C. 1041) is amended-

(1) in the first sentence of subsection (a), by 
striking "$1,000" and inserting "$5,000"; 

(2) by designating the last sentence of sub
section (a) as subsection (d) and transferring 
such subsection to the end of the section; 

(3) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub
section (e) and transferring such subsection to 
the end of the section; 

(4) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub
section (b); and 

(5) by inserting after subsection (b) the follow
ing new subsection: 
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"(c)(l)(A) Except as otherwise provided in this 

subsection, any person who violates any provi
sion of this Act or any regulation issued under 
this Act, other than a violation for which a 
criminal penalty has been imposed under this 
Act, may be assessed a civil penalty by the Sec
retary of not more than $5,000 for each such vio
lation. Each violation to which this subpara
graph applies shall be considered a separate of
fense. 

"(BJ No penalty shall be assessed against any 
person under this subsection unless the person 
is given notice and opportunity for a hearing on 
the record before the Secretary in accordance 
with sections 554 and 556 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

"(C) The amount of the civil penalty imposed 
under this subsection-

"(i) shall be assessed by the Secretary, by 
written order, taking into account the gravity of 
the violation, degree of culpability, and history 
of prior offenses; and 

"(ii) may be reviewed only as provided in 
paragraph (2). 

"(2)( A) The determination and order of the 
Secretary under this subsection shall be final 
and conclusive unless the person against whom 
such a violation is found under paragraph (1) 
files an application for judicial review within 30 
days after service of the order in the United 
States court of appeals for the circuit in which 
the person has its principal place of business or 
in the United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia Circuit. 

"(B) Judicial review of any such order shall 
be based on the record on which the determina
tion and order are based. 

"(C) If the court determines that additional 
evidence needs to be taken, the court shall order 
the hearing to be reopened for this purpose in 
such manner and on such terms and conditions 
as the court considers proper. The Secretary 
may modify the findings of the Secretary as to 
the facts, or make new findings, on the basis of 
the additional evidence so taken. 

"(3) If any person fails to pay an assessment 
of a civil penalty after the penalty has become 
a final and unappealable order, or after the ap
propriate court of appeals has entered a final 
judgment in favor of the Secretary, the Sec
retary shall refer the matter to the Attorney 
General. The Attorney General shall institute a 
civil action to recover the amount assessed in an 
appropriate district court of the United States. 
In the collection action, the validity and appro
priateness of the Secretary's order imposing the 
civil penalty shall not be subject to review. 

"(4) All penalties collected under this sub
section shall be paid into the Treasury of the 
United States. 

"(5) The Secretary may compromise, modify, 
or remit, with or without conditions, any civil 
penalty assessed under this subsection. 

"(6) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to an offi
cial plant.". 

(e) REPORTING OF VIOLATION TO UNITED 
STATES ATTORNEY FOR INSTITUTION OF CRIMI
NAL PROCEEDINGS.-The last sentence of section 
13 of such Act (21 U.S.C. 1042) is amended by in
serting before the period at the end the fallow
ing: "or an action to assess civil penalties". 

(f) IMPORTS.-Section 17(a) of such Act (21 
U.S.C. 1046(a)) is amended 

(1) by designating the first, second, and third 
sentences as paragraphs (1), (2), and (4), reSPec
tively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) (as so des
ignated) the fallowing new paragraph: 

"(3) No eggs packed into a container that is 
destined for the ultimate consumer shall be im
ported into the United States unless the eggs are 
accompanied by a certification that the eggs 
have at all times after packaging been stored 
and tranSPorted under refrigeration at an ambi-
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ent temperature of no greater than 45 degrees 
Fahrenheit, as required by sections 5(e) and 
8(c).". 

(g) RELATION TO OTHER AUTHORITIES.-The 
first sentence of section 23(b) of such Act (21 
U.S.C. 1052(b)) is amended by striking "and (2)" 
and inserting the following: "(2) with respect to 
egg handlers specified in paragraphs (1) and (2) 
of section 5(e), no State or local jurisdiction may 
impose temperature requirements pertaining to 
eggs packaged for the ultimate consumer which 
are in addition to, or different from, Federal re
quirements, and (3)". 

(h) EFFECTIVE DATE.-This section and the 
amendments made by this section shall become 
effective 12 months after the Secretary of Agri
culture promulgates final regulations imple
menting this section and the amendments. 
SEC. 1012. PREVENTION OF INTRODUCTION OF 

BROWN TREE SNAKES TO HAWAII 
FROM GUAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Agriculture 
shall take such action as may be necessary to 
prevent the inadvertent introduction of brown 
tree snakes into other areas of the United States 
from Guam. 

(b) INTRODUCTION INTO HAWAll.-The Sec
retary shall initiate a program to prevent the in
troduction of the brown tree snake into Hawaii 
from Guam. In carrying out this section, the 
Secretary shall consider the use of sniff er or 
tracking dogs, snake traps, and other preventa
tive processes or devices at aircraft and vessel 
loading facilities on Guam, Hawaii, or inter
mediate sites serving as transportation points 
that could result in the introduction of brown 
tree snakes into Hawaii. 

(c) AUTHORITY.-The Secretary shall use the 
authority provided under the Federal Plant Pest 
Act (7 U.S.C. 150aa et seq.) to carry out sub
sections (a) and (b). 

(d) CONTROL OF BROWN TREE SNAKES.-The 
Act of March 2, 1931 (46 Stat. 1468, chapter 370; 
7 U.S.C. 426) is amended by inserting "brown 
tree snakes,; after "rabbits,". 

(e) IMPORTATION OF BROWN TREE SNAKES.
The first sentence of section 42(a)(l) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
"brown tree snakes," after "reptiles,". 
SEC. 1013. GRANI' TO PREVENT AND CONTROL PO

TATO DISEASES. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 

funds available to the Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service of the Department of Agri
culture for fiscal year 1992 shall be made avail
able as a grant in the amount of $530,000 to the 
State of Maine Department of Agriculture, 
Food, and Rural Resources for potato disease 
detection, control, prevention, eradication and 
related activities, including the payment of com
pensation to persons for economic losses associ
ated with such efforts conducted or to be con
ducted in the State of Maine. Any unobligated 
balances of funds previously appropriated or al
located for potato disease efforts by the Sec
retary of Agriculture shall remain available 
until expended by the Secretary. 
SEC. 1014. COLLECTION OF FEES FOR INSPEC

TION SERVICES. 
Section 2509(a) of the Food, Agriculture, Con

servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (21 U.S.C. 
136a(a)) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (1), by adding at the end the 
following new sentence: "For airport inspection 
services, the Secretary shall collect no more than 
$62,000,000 in fiscal year 1992 and $67,000,000 in 
fiscal year 1993 from airline passengers and 
commercial aircraft operators. Fees may only be 
collected from commercial aircraft operators to 
the extent that the Secretary estimates that the 
amounts ref erred to in the preceding sentence 
could not be collected from airline passengers."; 

(2) in paragraph (3)(B), by striking clause (ii) 
and inserting the following new clause: 

"(ii) REIMBURSEMENT.-The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall use the Account to provide reim
bursements to any appropriation accounts that 
incur the costs associated with the administra
tion of this subsection and all other activities 
carried out by the Secretary at ports in the cus
toms territory of the United States and at 
preclearance or preinspection sites outside the 
customs territory of the United States in connec
tion with the enforcement of the animal quar
antine laws."; and 

(3) in paragraph (4), by striking "The" and 
inserting "Subject to the limits set forth in para
graph (1), the". 
SEC. 1015. MEAT AND POULTRY INSPECTION. 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO FEDERAL MEAT INSPEC
TION ACT.-Section 23 of the Federar Meat In
spection Act (21 U.S.C. 623) is amended-

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub
section (d); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(c)(l) To the extent consistent with the pro
tection of public health, the Secretary may, 
under such sanitary and handling conditions as 
the Secretary may prescribe, through notice and 
comment rulemaking, exempt from the inspec
tion requirements of this Act types of meat food 
products that contain meat components that 
have been prepared, inspected, and passed in a 
cured or cooked form as ready for consumption 
in compliance with the requirements of this Act 
if-

"( A) the meat component is to be further proc
essed only by slicing, cutting, grinding, or simi
lar mechanical functions before being placed on 
or in the meat food product; 

"(B) the resulting meat food product would 
under the normal circumstance be adequately 
cooked prior to human consumption in a man
ner that protects public health; and 

"(C) the resulting meat food product is to be 
served in public or private nonprofit institutions 
under such supervision as the Secretary deter
mines will protect the public health. 

"(2) The Secretary may refuse, withdraw, or 
modify any exemption under this subsection (in 
the Secretary's discretion) whenever the Sec
retary determines such action is necessary to ef
fectuate the purposes of this Act.". 

(b) AMENDMENTS TO POULTRY PRODUCTS IN
SPECTION ACT.-Section 15 of the Poultry Prod
ucts Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 464) is amended

(1) by redesignating subsections (d) and (e) as 
subsections (e) and (f), respectively; 

(2) in subsection (e) (as so redesignated), by 
striking "(c)" and inserting "(d)"; and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (c) the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(d)(l) To the extent consistent with the pro
tection of public health, the Secretary may, 
under such sanitary and handling conditions as 
the Secretary may prescribe, through notice and 
comment rulemaking, exempt from the inspec
tion requirements of this Act types of poultry 
food products that contain poultry components 
that have been prepared, inSPected, and passed 
in a cured or cooked form as ready for consump
tion in compliance with the requirements of this 
Act if-

"( A) the component is to be further processed 
only by slicing, cutting, grinding, or similar me
chanical functions before being placed on or in 
the poultry food product; 

"(B) the resulting poultry food product would 
under the normal circumstance be adequately 
cooked prior to human consumption in a man
ner that protects public health; and 

"(C) the resulting poultry food product is to 
be served in public or private nonprofit institu
tions under such supervision as the Secretary 
determines will protect the public health. 

"(2) The Secretary may refuse, withdraw, or 
modify any exemption under this subsection (in 
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the Secretary's discretion) whenever the Sec
retary determines the action is necessary to ef
fectuate the purposes of this Act.". 

(c) PUBLIC COMMENT AND HEARING ON PUBLIC 
HEALTH ISSUES.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall-

( A) solicit public comment through a Federal 
Register publication on the potential public 
health issues raised by granting the inspection 
exemptions described in the amendments made 
by subsections (a) and (b); and 

(B) conduct at least one hearing regarding the 
potential public health issues raised by granting 
the inspection exemptions described in the 
amendments made by subsections (a) and (b) . 

(2) TESTIMONY.-The Secretary shall invite 
the National Academy of Sciences, food safety 
scientists, food industry representatives, the 
Food and Drug Administration, the Centers for 
Disease Control, public interest groups , and 
other scientific experts, to testify or submit testi
mony for the record. A transcript shall be taken 
of the proceedings. 

(d) STUDIES OF EXEMPTIONS.-
(1) EXEMPTION FOR PRODUCTS THAT HAVE NOT 

BEEN HISTORICALLY CONSIDERED BY CONSUMERS 
AS PRODUCTS OF THE MEAT OR POULTRY FOOD JN
DUSTRY.-Not later than 90 days after the date 
of enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Agri
culture shall-

( A) contract with the National Academy of 
Sciences to conduct a study on the potential im
pact on consumers, on the affected industries, 
on public health, and on the role of the Depart
ment of Agriculture, of striking, in section l(j) 
of the Federal Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 
60l(j)), and in section 4(f) of the Poultry Prod
ucts Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 453(/)) , the ex
emption for products that have not been histori
cally considered by consumers as products of the 
meat or poultry food industry; and 

(B) report the results of the study to Congress. 
(2) OTHER EXEMPTIONS.-Not later than 18 

months after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall-

( A) contract with the National Academy of 
Sciences to examine other exemptions regarding 
consumers, the affected industries, public 
health, and the Department of Agriculture; and 

(B) report the results of the study to Congress. 
(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments made 

by subsections (a) and (b) shall become effective 
1 year after the date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 1016. FEES FOR LABORATORY ACCREDITA-

TION. 
Section 1327 of the Food, Agriculture, Con

servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 138f) 
is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 1321. FEES. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-At the time that an appli
cation for accreditation is received by the Sec
retary and annually thereafter, a laboratory 
seeking accreditation by the Secretary under the 
authority of this subtitle, the Federal Meat In
spection Act (21 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), or the Poul
try Products Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 451 et 
seq.) shall pay to the Secretary a nonrefundable 
accreditation fee. All fees collected by the Sec
retary shall be credited to the account from 
which the expenses of the laboratory accredita
tion program are paid and, without prior appro
priation or apportionment, shall be available im
mediately and remain available until expended 
to pay the expenses of the laboratory accredita
tion program. 

"(b) AMOUNT OF FEE.-The fee required under 
this section shall be established by the Secretary 
in an amount that will offset the cost of the lab
oratory accreditation programs administered by 
the Secretary under the statutory authorities set 
forth in subsection (a). 

"(c) REIMBURSEMENT OF EXPENSES.-Each 
laboratory that is accredited under a statutory 

authority set forth in subsection (a) or that has 
applied for accreditation under such authority 
shall reimburse the Secretary for reasonable 
travel and other expenses necessary to perform 
onsite inspections of the laboratory . 

" (d) ADJUSTMENT OF FEES.-The Secretary 
may, on an annual basis, adjust the fees im
posed under this section as necessary to support 
the full costs of the laboratory accreditation 
programs carried out under the statutory au
thorities set forth in subsection (a) .". 

TITLE XI-EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEC. 1101. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as otherwise pro
vided in this Act, this Act and the amendments 
made by this Act shall become effective on the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) INCLUSION IN FOOD, AGRICULTURE, CON
SERVATION, AND TRADE ACT OF 1990.- The 
amendments made by the fallowing provisions of 
this Act shall take effect as if included in the 
provision of the Food, Agriculture, Conserva
tion, and Trade Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-624) 
to which the amendment relates: 

(1) Section 201 (other than section 201(/)). 
(2) Section 307. 
(2) Section 338. 
(3) Title V. 
(4) Section 602(c). 
(5) Section 701 (except as provided in sub-

section (c) of this section). 
(6) Section 702. 
(7) Section 703. 
(c) MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS TO CONSOLI

DATED FARM AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT ACT.
The amendments made by section 701 (h) of this 
Act to any provision specified therein shall take 
effect as if such amendments had been included 
in the Act that added the provision so specified 
at the time such Act became law. 

(d) FOOD AND NUTRITION PROGRAMS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.- Except as otherwise provided 

in this subsection, title IX of this Act, and the 
amendments made by title IX of this Act, shall 
not apply with respect to certification periods 
beginning before the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

(2) PASS ACCOUNTS EXCLUSION.-
( A) IN GENERAL.-The amendment made by 

section 904(3) of this Act shall be effective on the 
earlier of-

(i) the date of enactment of this Act; 
(ii) October 1, 1990, for food stamp households 

for which the State agency knew, or had notice, 
that a member of the household had a plan for 
achieving self-support as provided under section 
1612(b)(4)(B)(iv) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1382a(b)(4)(B)(iv)); or 

(iii) beginning on the date that a fair hearing 
was requested under the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
(7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) contesting the denial of 
an exclusion for food stamp purposes for 
amounts necessary for the fulfillment of such a 
plan for achieving self-support. 

(B) LIMITATION ON APPLICATION OF SECTION.
Notwithstanding section ll(b) of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 (as redesignated by section 
951(6) of this Act) , no State agency shall be re
quired to search its files for cases to which the 
amendment made by section 905(3) of this Act 
applies, except where the excludability of 
amounts described in section 5(d)(16) of the 
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (as added by section 
905(3) of this Act) was raised with the State 
agency prior to the date of enactment of the 
Act. 

(3) PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR EMPLOY
MENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS.-The amend
ments made by section 910 of this Act shall be
come effective on September 30, 1991. 

(4) DEFINITION OF RETAIL FOOD STORE.- The 
amendment made by section 918 of this Act shall 
take effect on October 1, 1990, and shall not 
apply with respect to any period occurring be
! ore such date. 

(5) FARMERS' MARKET NUTRITION PROGRAM.-
( A) IN GENERAL.-Subtitle c of title IX of this 

Act, and the amendments made by such subtitle, 
shall become effective on October i , 1991, and 
shall be implemented beginning on October 1, 
1991 . 

(B) GRANT PROGRAM.-Notwithstanding sec
tion 553 of title 5, United States Code, the Sec
retary of Agriculture may administer subtitle C 
of title IX of this Act, and the amendments 
made by such subtitle, throughout fiscal year 
1992 as a grant program under agreements with 
participating States and not pursuant to regula
tions published in the Federal Register. 

AMENDMENT NOS. 1430 AND 1431 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
to send to the desk two amendments en 
bloc, and I ask their immediate consid
eration; that the amendments be 
agreed to en bloc, the amendments 
being offered in behalf of Senators 
LEAHY and FOWLER. 

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

The amendments (No. 1430 and 1431) 
considered and agreed to en bloc are as 
follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 1430 
On page 321, line 9, insert after "laws." the 

following new sentence: "Any such reim
bursement shall be subject to appropriations 
under clause (v). " 

On page 263, strike line 14 and all that fol
lows through line 3 on page 265. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1431 
At the end of section 1016 of the Committee 

substitute to H.R. 3029, add a new title XI as 
follows: 

TITLE XI 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Title may be cited as the "Rec
reational Hunting Safety and Preservation 
Act of 1991" . 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that-
(1) recreational hunting, when carried out 

pursuant to law (as implemented by the reg
ulations of Federal and State wildlife man
agement agencies) is a necessary and bene
ficial element in the proper conservation and 
management of healthy, abundant, and bio
logically diverse wildlife resources; 

(2) recreational hunters (because of a gen
erally demonstrated concern with the con
servation of wildlife resources and preserva
tion of habitat necessary for the breeding 
and maintenance of healthy wildlife popu
lations, and through a familiarity with the 
resources gained from experience in the 
field) are a valuable asset in ensuring en
lightened public input into decisions regard
ing management and maintenance programs 
for wildlife resources and habitat; 

(3)(A) recreational hunting supports indus
tries highly significant to the national econ
omy through sales in interstate commerce of 
sporting goods; and 

(B) the Federal excise taxes imposed on the 
sales provide a major source of funding for 
vital programs of wildlife conservation and 
management; 

(4) various persons are engaging in (and 
have announced an intent to continue to en
gage in) a variety of disruptive activities 
with the premeditated purpose of preventing 
and interfering with the conduct of lawful 
recreational hunting within the boundaries 
of national forests and other Federal lands, 
which activities-
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(A) place both recreational hunters and the 

disruptive persons in imminent jeopardy of 
grave physical injury or death; 

(B) disrupt the peaceful, lawful, and pru
dent conduct of wildlife population and habi
tat management programs by Federal and 
State wildlife management agencies; and 

(C) ultimately may alter the planned pro
gram objectives, resulting in-

(i) undesirable patterns of activity within 
populations of wildlife; 

(ii) the endangerment of the future viabil
ity of wildlife species; and 

(iii) damage to habitat values; 
(5) national forests comprise one important 

wildlife habitat resource that-
(A) supports many large, diverse, and vital 

populations of wildlife; and 
(B) offers significant opportunities for 

legal recreational hunting as an important 
management tool to ensure the future viabil
ity of the wildlife populations; 

(6) it is the right of citizens of the United 
States freely to enjoy lawful recreational 
hunting in national forests in accordance 
with regulations promulgated by Federal and 
State wildlife management agencies; and 

(7) in many instances under current law, 
vagueness and ambiguity exist regarding the 
application of State laws and enforcement 
activities relating to the-

(A) safety of hunters; and 
(B) legal rights of recreational hunters to 

participate peacefully in lawfu;l hunts within 
national forests and on other Federal lands. 
SEC. 3. DEFINmONS. 

As used in this Act: 
(1) LAWFUL HUNT.-The term "lawful hunt" 

means an occasion when an individual is en
gaged in the taking or harvesting (or at
tempted taking or harvesting) through a 
legal means and during a specified legal sea
son of a wildlife or fish, within a national 
forest, which activity-

(A)(i) is authorized by or licensed under 
the law of the State in which it takes place; 
or 

(ii) is regulated by game or fishing seasons 
established by the State in which it takes 
place; 

(B) is not prohibited by a law of the United 
States; and 

(C) does not infringe upon a right of an 
owner of private property. 

(2) NATIONAL FOREST.-The term "national 
forest" means land included in the National 
Forest System (as defined in section ll(a) of 
the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Re
sources Planning Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 
1609(a))). 

(3) PERSON.-The term "person" includes 
corporations, companies, associations, firms, 
partnerships, societies, and joint stock com
panies, as well as individuals. 

(4) SECRETARY.-The term "Secretary" 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 
SEC. 4. OBSTRUCTION OF A LAWFUL HUNT. 

(a) VIOLATION.-lt is unlawful for a person 
knowingly and with the intent of obstruct
ing, impeding, or interfering with a lawful 
hunt by an individual to-

(1) obstruct, impede, or otherwise interfere 
with a lawful hunt by an individual; 

(2) scare, herd, harass, decoy, or otherwise 
engage in activities designed to affect wild
life in a national forest; 

(3) engage in activities that prevent or im
pede the reasonable and usual means of ac
cess by those who intend to participate in a 
lawful hunt, whether the activities occur 
within a national forest or upon a public or 
private road, highway, path, trail, or other 
normal route of access to a national forest; 

(4) take or abuse property, equipment, or 
hunting dogs being used in conjunction with 
a lawful hunt; or 

(5) enter into a national forest, or trans
port or cause to be transported in interstate 
commerce a material or item, to further

(A) a scheme or effort to obstruct, impede, 
or otherwise interfere with a lawful hunt; or 

(B) the efforts of another person to ob
struct, impede, or interfere with a lawful 
hunt. 

(b) MULTIPLE VIOLATIONS.-The Secretary 
may consider participation by a person in 
more than one of the activities described in 
this section to constitute multiple viola
tions. 
SEC. 6. CML PENALTIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-A person who engages in 
an activity described in section 4 shall be as
sessed a civil penalty of not less than $500, 
and not more than $5,000, for each violation. 

(b) VIOLATION INVOLVING FORCE OR VIO
LENCE.-Upon a determination by a court 
that the activity involved the use of force or 
violence, or the threatened use of force or vi
olence, against the person or property of an
other person, a person who engages in an ac
tivity described in section 4 shall be assessed 
a civil penalty of not less than $1,000, and not 
more than $10,000, for each violation. 

(c) RELATIONSHIP ·TO OTHER PENALTIES.
The penalties established by this section 
shall be in addition to other criminal or civil 
penalties that may be levied against the per
scm as a result of an activity in violation of 
section 4. 

(d) PROCEDURE.-
(1) COMPLAINTS FROM GOVERNMENT 

AGENTS.-Upon receipt of a written com
plaint from an officer, employee, or agent of 
the Forest Service or other Federal agency 
that a person violated section 4, the Sec
retary shall-

(A) forward the complaint to the United 
States Attorney for the Federal judicial dis
trict in which the violation is alleged to 
have occurred; and 

(B) request the Attorney General of the 
United States to institute a civil action for 
the imposition and collection of the civil 
penalty specified in subsection (a) or (b). 

(2) COMPLAINTS FROM INDIVIDUALS.-Upon 
receipt of a sworn affidavit from an individ
ual and a determination by the Secretary 
that the statement contains sufficient fac
tual data to create a reasonable belief that a 
violation of section 4 has occurred, the Sec
retary shall-

(A) forward a complaint to the United 
States Attorney for the Federal judicial dis
trict in which the violation is alleged to 
have occurred; and 

(B) request the Attorney General of the 
United States to institute a civil action for 
the imposition and collection of the civil 
penalty specified in subsection (a) or (b). 

(e) USE OF PENALTY MONEY COLLECTED.
After deduction of costs attributable to col
lection, money collected fror.1 penalties shall 
be-

(1) deposited into the trust fund estab
lished pursuant to the Act entitled "An Act 
to provide that the United States shall aid 
the States in wildlife-restoration projects, 
and for other purposes", approved September 
2, 1937 (16 U.S.C. 669) (commonly known as 
the "Pitman-Robertson Wildlife Restoration 
Act"), to support the activities authorized 
by that Act and undertaken by State wildlife 
management agencies; or 

(2) used in such other manner as the Sec
retary determines will enhance the funding 
and implementation of-

(A) the North American Waterfowl Man
agement Plan signed by the Secretary of the 

Interior and the Minister of Environment for 
Canada in May 1986; or 

(B) a similar program that the Secretary 
determines will enhance wildlife manage
ment-

(i) within national forests; or 
(ii) on private or State-owned lands when 

the efforts will also provide a benefit to wild
life management objectives within national 
forests. 
SEC. 6. OTHER RELIEF. 

(a) INJUNCTIVE RELIEF.-lnjunctive relief 
against a violation of section 4 may be 
sought by-

(1) the head of a State agency with juris
diction over fish or wildlife management; 

(2) the Attorney General of the United 
States; or 

(3) any person who is or would be adversely 
affected by the violation, or a hunting or 
sportsman's organization to which the per
son belongs. 

(b) DAMAGES AND ATTORNEY'S FEES.-Any 
person who is or would be adversely affected 
by a violation of section 4, or a hunting or 
sportsman's organization to which the per
son belongs, may bring a civil action to re
cover-

(1) actual and punitive damages; and 
(2) reasonable attorney's fees. 

SEC. 7. RELATIONSHIP TO STATE AND LOCAL 
LAW AND CML ACTIONS. 

(a) LAW OR ORDINANCE.-This Act is not in
tended to preempt a State law or local ordi
nance that provides for civil or criminal pen
alties for a person who obstructs or other
wise interferes with a lawful hunt. 

(b) CIVIL ACTION.-The bringing of an ac
tion pursuant to this Act shall not prevent 
an independent action against a person 
under a State law or local ordinance. 
SEC. 8. REGULATIONS. 

The Secretary may issue such regulations 
as are necessary to carry out this Act. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Recreational 
Hunting Safety and Preservation Act 
as an amendment to H.R. 3029, the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation and 
Trade Act Amendments of 1991. 

Mr. President, as the Senate labors 
on this evening to complete its busi
ness before the Thanksgiving holiday, 
hunters across this Nation are headed 
into the field to take part in a rec
reational activity that is as American 
as pumpkin pie. 

The deer, quail, and rabbit seasons 
are in full swing in Georgia, and hun
ters throughout my home State are en
joying the great outdoors and hoping 
to put a special treat on the table for 
their holiday meal. 

But in many cases, these lawful, li
censed hunters will be blocked from 
practicing this age-old tradition by 
self-styled animal rights activists em
ploying tactics that are both illegal 
and dangerous. 

Recently, we have seen this type of 
lawlessness on the rise on our Federal 
lands. Hunters are being attacked and 
harassed by demonstrators seeking to 
disrupt these lawful hunts. 
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Presumably these zealots believe 

themselves to be champions of the en
vironment and protectors of wildlife. 
But who are they defending against? 
We all know that, traditionally, lawful 
hunters have been a major force in con
servation efforts. 

We can all think of many cases in 
which sport-hunting organizations 
have led the way in efforts to preserve 
wildlife and wildlife habitat-forests, 
wetlands, waterway corridors, prairies, 
and other homes to native birds and 
animals. Lawful hunters have been im
portant allies in our efforts to preserve 
and improve our natural environment, 
including our wildlife heritage. 

Yet a handful of antihunters are or
ganizing concerted and deliberate ef
forts, throughout the country, to dis
rupt lawful hunting activities. Their 
militant tactics range from verbal 
abuse to, increasingly, violent con
frontation. 

Mr. President, we should not allow 
this harassment to dictate our national 
traditions or our national environ
mental policies. Nor can we allow a 
lawful activity, but one that requires 
extreme safety precautions, to degen
erate into a truly dangerous situation 
both for hunters and protestors. 

We should not let ourselves be lulled 
into thinking that these particular 
confrontations are harmless, that they 
should be overlooked because some 
might find the cause of saving animals 
sympathetic. We cannot afford to 
waive respect for lawful behavior, or to 
condone lawlessness, on the one hand 
and seek to eliminate crime on the 
other. 

The amendment I am introducing is 
modeled after the best features of simi
lar laws which already exist in 41 
States. I will prohibit knowing and in
tentional harassment of hunters on na
tional forestlands. It provides for civil 
penalties, injunctive relief, and civil 
lawsuits. 

Today, sport hunting is a highly reg
ulated activity that is a critical com
ponent of wildlife management. Unfor
tunately, we have lost much of the 
wide open space we once enjoyed. Habi
tats have dwindled, and many natural 
predators, regrettable, have dis
appeared. As a result, hunting is essen
tial to maintain healthy population 
levels for many species. 

License fees and excise taxes from 
over 16 million lawful hunters generate 
more than $3 million a day for wildlife 
habitat and management. Because of 
these efforts, Americans enjoy increas
ing numbers of deer, turkey, bear, elk, 
upland game birds, antelope, and many 
nongame species. 

So it is a serious mistake in my opin
ion to brand hunters as somehow en
emies of wildlife or enemies of the en
vironment. I also think it is most high
ly regrettable to see fanaticism over
whelm lawful and responsible conduct. 

There is plenty of room for debate 
and disagreement in this country. But 

the firing line is not the proper forum. 
Let's draw the distinction between de
mocracy and anarchy. Let's channel le
gitimate debate through appropriate 
channels. 

Meanwhile, let us show our support 
the lawful right of hunters to their 
place in the great outdoors and pass 
this legislation today. We need to send 
a strong message to those who would 
illegally obstruct the rights of hunters 
today, before the hunting season is in 
full swing around the country. We need 
to make it clear today that we expect 
our laws to be respected-that we mean 
for law-abiding citizens to go about 
their business unmolested. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, I rise 
to offer my strong and sincere support 
to the recreational hunting safety and 
preservation amendment to the agri
culture technical corrections bill to 
the 1990 farm bill. Such action is long 
overdue, and hunter protection is an 
issue for which I have fought and one 
which I think deserves legislative affir
mation. In early June of this year, I in
troduced, with the help of Senators 
BREAUX, SYMMS, COCHRAN, and HATCH, 
a bill which is similar in nature to the 
language now before the Senate. 

I wish to especially thank Senator 
FOWLER, who has worked diligently to 
bring the Nation's attention to this 
cause, and Senator BURNS and other 
colleagues who have championed hun
ters' rights. 

It is unfortunate that the tradition of 
responsible hunting in this country is 
being challenged by those who have lit
tle understanding of the sport, and 
those who wish to see all hunting of 
wildlife eliminated. The harassment of 
hunters and the obstruction of lawful 
hunts has become increasingly fre
quent in recent months. In 41 States it 
is now illegal to harass hunters; I am 
glad Congress is taking action to estab
lish similar guidelines for our national 
forests. This amendment will protect 
citizens attempting to carry out a law
ful hunt within a national forest. 

Those persons found to have inten
tionally disturbed wildlife resources or 
abused property in order to disrupt the 
lawful taking of these resources may 
be assessed a civil penalty of not less 
than $1,000. If this violation involves 
the use of force or violence, penal ties 
may not exceed $10,000. Funds collected 
from civil penal ties imposed under the 
act will aid State wildlife restoration 
projects, the North American water
fowl management plan, or other wild
life enhancement programs beneficial 
to our national forests. 

Each year many Americans enjoy the 
natural beauty of our national forests 
and help maintain controlled popu
lations of wildlife by hunting in these 
unspoiled areas. What began as a trend 
in the New England States has recently 
begun to spread. From Maine to Flor
ida to California, pheasant hunters and 
deer hunters alike are being trailed 

into the fields and woods by noisy, pro
testing antihunting advocates. Air 
horns, loud music, and shouting argu
ments are increasingly taking the 
place of otherwise uninterrupted hunts. 
Vandalism and the threat of physical 
violence are also likely to become 
more widespread as groups opposing 
hunting become larger and more ac
tive. 

Each year, American hunters spend 
several hundred million dollars for li
censes, duck stamps and excise taxes 
on equipment and ammunition. MuC'h 
of that money is used to finance game 
research and management programs 
and to purchase important wildlife 
habitats that will benefit all species. 
The American hunter is a responsible 
conservationist who knows, and adds 
value to game species, and thereby en
sures their preservation. These men 
and women have been instrumental in 
efforts which have led to dramatic in
creases in populations of white-tailed 
deer, elk, wild turkeys, wood ducks, 
and other species. 

Mr. President, our national forests 
are treasures to be maintained for con
tinuing supplies of natural resources 
and also for the recreational needs of 
our citizens. This amendment will help 
ensure stable and healthy populations 
of game animals for hunters and 
nonhunters alike. I hope my colleagues 
will join Senator FOWLER and me in 
supporting this measure that will pro
tect the property and safety of hunters 
who abide by all Federal and State 
game laws in the taking of animals 
within a national forest. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the farm 
bill technical corrections legislation 
contains a number of technical and 
other small changes to the Farms for 
the Future Act of 1990. 

In this instance I am making 
changes, that I think are, in a sense, 
totally unnecessary. All too often we 
in Congress are forced to amend laws 
we have already enacted in order to at
tempt to force the administration to 
implement laws as we had originally 
intended. 

This was necessary since the Depart
ment has issued regulations that are 
contrary to the intent and purposes of 
the act. The Department has made it 
nearly impossible for the State of Ver
mont to benefit from the law. 

Second, the law clearly requires, and 
the conference report on the farm bill 
reiterated the point, that the Depart
ment of Agriculture was to provide 
funding to the State of Vermont for 
farmland preservation. In spite of clear 
language requiring the Secretary to 
implement the program in Vermont, 
the Department has yet to act. 

There is no question that Vermont 
was entitled to the funding and that 
the Treasury Department is required to 
provide the funding to the Agriculture 
Department to provide to Vermont. 
The Comptroller General of the United 
States has so formally ruled. 
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In spite of the Comptroller General's 

decision, and in spite of the language 
in the law, the Department has not im
plemented the law. 

These changes make it once again 
clear that Vermont is to get funding 
for its own Farms for the Future Pro
gram. 

WINTER WHEAT DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS 
TECHNICAL FIX 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the bill 
making technical corrections to the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and 
Trade Act of 1990-last year's farm 
bill-contains a provision which is of 
major importance to winter wheat 
farmers in Kansas and elsewhere. 

Because of last year's budget cuts, 
the deficiency payments paid out to 
farmers participating in the farm pro
gram will be smaller this year than in 
years past. Those payments are re
duced by basing the deficiency pay
ment margin on a 12-month weighted 
average price for wheat rather than by 
a &-month weighted average price, as 
was the case under the 1985 farm bill. 
Under these provisions, wheat growers 
would not receive their entire defi
ciency payment until July of the year 
following the harvest of the crop rather 
than in December of the same crop 
year-as was the case over the past five 
years. 

Mr. President, the provision which 
has been included in the technical cor
rections bill merely moves the major
ity of the payment back up to Decem
ber payment date. Primarily for cash 
flow purposes, it is beneficial for farm
ers to have these payments made im
mediately preceding the time of the 
year at which many debt payment obli
gations come due. 

Because the payments are trans
ferred within the same fiscal year. this 
provision adds no additional cost to the 
Federal Treasury, nor does it violate 
the provisions of last year's budget rec
onciliation. It does put cash in the 
hands of producers at a time of the 
year when they most need it, and I 
thank my colleagues for their coopera
tion in assuring that this technical 
correction was made. 

CORN/SORGHUM BASE TECHNICAL FIX 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the bill 

making technical corrections to the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and 
Trade Act of 199~last year's farm 
bill-contains a provision which is of 
major importance to farmers in Kansas 
and elsewhere. 

In brief, Mr. President, this provision 
fixes a drafting error in the language of 
the 1990 farm bill which-if left alone
stands to have drastic operational con
sequences for producers of feed grains 
in Kansas and elsewhere. Under the law 
established by the 1985 farm bill, feed 
grain farmers--specifically corn and 
grain sorghum in my State-were able 
to combine the acreage planted to both 
corn and sorghum into one feed grains 
crop acreage base. Within that one 

base, farmers had the flexibility to 
plant any mix of feed grains that they 
desired. That flexibility is vital to 
these producers, who may need to alter 
planting decisions based upon weather 
conditions, pest infestations, and other 
natural occurring factors which play a 
central role in the productivity and 
profitability of any farming operation. 
It has been one managerial decision 
which farmers have had the luxury to 
make without the Government's input. 

The drafting of the 1990 bill, however, 
directed the Secretary of Agriculture 
to separate these bases and disallow 
the flexibility of switching planting de
cisions from one crop to another. No
body in the House, the Senate, or the 
conference committee intended for this 
to happen-but with a 718 page bill it is 
not difficult to make a few mistakes. 
The Department of Agriculture was 
very cooperative in using their discre
tion to allow producers to follow the 
1985 law for this crop year, but a legis
lative fix is now needed to extend this 
important provision. 

This provision simply reports the 
flexibility of the 1985 law, and allows 
planting decisions to remain in the 
hands of those who should be making 
them-farmers. 

EC THIRD COUNTRY MEAT DIRECTIVE 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to voice my extreme concern 
with the European Community's ac
tions inhibiting U.S. meat exports to 
the 12 nations of the Community. More 
than a year ago, November 1, 1990, the 
European Community shut off all U.S. 
meat imports under the guise of the 
third country meat directive. 

Only last month, did the European 
Community agree to relist 14 U.S. 
slaughter plants as eligible for export
ing meat to the Community. This ac
tion is a step in the right direction, but 
the progress has been painfully slow 
and there is a significant unresolved 
issue concerning the equivalency 
betwee United States and EC meat in
spection systems. 

We can no longer tolerate stalling 
tactics. Throughout this dispute, EC 
pork products have been flooding the 
U.S. market. The EC exported more 
than $325 million of pork products to 
the United States last year. The Na
tional Pork Producers Council esti
mates that since November 1990, Amer
ican pork producers have lost $50 mil
lion. 

Mr. LEAHY. I too concur with my 
distinguished colleague from South Da
kota. The EC has acted unfairly. This 
is an important market to U.S. meat 
producers, and in 1990, U.S. pork and 
beef exports to the EC totaled $30 mil
lion. 

The U.S. Trade Representative, with 
the support of the U.S. meat industry 
has initiated a 301 investigation for re
lief from the EC third country meat di
rective earlier this year. 

Final resolution of this issue is de
pendent on the EC recognizing the 

equivalence of the U.S. meat inspec
tion system, instead of requiring U.S. 
plants to operate identically to the EC 
plants. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I have proposed legis
lation (S. 1738) to declare the EC's 
third country meat directive a non-tar
iff trade barrier and to ban EC meat 
imports into the United States until 
the EC allows U.S. meat producers full 
and fair access to EC markets. 

I had considered offering this legisla
tion as an amendment to the dairy and 
disaster assistance bill. However, as a 
result of meetings that began this 
month between United States and EC 
officials to resolve differences in our 
inspection systems, I will hold my leg
islation in abeyance at this time. I 
fully intend, however, to pursue this 
legislation to ban meat imports from 
the EC if these issues are not resolved. 

In the meantime, I will personally 
monitor the progress of these proposed 
meetings, and stand ready to pass leg
islation should it be necessary. 

Mr. LEAHY. I would offer my friend 
the Senator from South Dakota, my 
personal commitment to either pursue 
this issue with the administration or 
work for passage of this legislation if 
the European Community fails to make 
progress in this issue. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, my col
leagues have accurately and forcefully 
explained the situation regarding the 
European Community's third country 
meat directive. 

While the recent agreement by the 
EC to relist 14 plants is indeed a step in 
the right direction, the constant at
tempts by protectionist elements in 
the EC to create unnecessary trade 
barriers to American meat exports can
not continue year after year as they 
have. 

My colleagues and I will continue to 
support the administration's effort to 
bring this regrettable situation to a 
fair conclusion. If that is not possible, 
then the United States will have to em
ploy remedies available under current 
trade law to defend the interests of our 
meat exporters. If those remedies are 
insufficient, then Congress will need to 
consider legislation to address the situ
ation. 

INVESTMENTS IN RURAL AMERICA 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, as the 
Senator knows some concerns have 
arisen over the interpretation of provi
sions of law in the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation and Trade Act of 1990 af
fecting telephone companies and co
operatives that borrow from the REA 
[Rural Electric Administration]. I had 
considered offering some technical 
amendments to clarify current law. 
However, it was decided that would be 
unnecessary. The 1990 farm bill did not 
need to be amended in this technical 
corrections bill since current law al
ready addressed my concerns. 

However, I wanted to make sure that 
the Senator is in agreement with my 
interpretation of these provisions. 
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Under current REA procedures, REA 

mortgages prohibit a mortgagor from: 
First, paying dividends on capital 
stock, membership or equity capital 
certificates (other than stock certifi
cates dividends); second, making any 
other distribution to its stockholders, 
members or subscribers; third, purchas
ing, redeeming or retiring any of its 
capital stock, membership or equity 
capital certificates, or fourth, making 
any investment in affiliated compa
nies, unless after such action the mort
gagor's current assets will equal or ex
ceed its current liabilities, exclusive of 
current liabilities incurred for addition 
to plant, and the mortgagor's adjusted 
net worth will be at least 40 percent of 
its adjusted assets. 

Section 2356 of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(1990 act) creates an exception to the 40 
percent rule for investments in affili
ates. The previous so-called limited 
dividend policy restricted rural inde
pendent and smaller telephone compa
nies from utilizing their own financial 
resources to expand their telephone 
systems and networks and from carry
ing on related services, much of which 
is done through corporations owned by 
a common parent. 

These mortgage restrictions and poli
cies also prohibit REA telephone bor
rowers from investing in the new tele
communications technologies that 
have not been traditionally considered 
telephone service, that is cellular. Sec
tion 2356 allows telephone companies to 
make such investments and invest
ments in non-telephone-related rural 
development projects. This is the main 
point of this discussion-that these in
vestments are not to be made in urban 
areas but in rural America. 

The intent of that farm bill provision 
is made clear from the title of section 
2356, itself. It is called: "Encourage
ment of Investment by Telephone Bor
rowers in Rural Development 
Projects." 

Utilization of telephone company re
sources as long as it is properly di
rected is a useful way to enhance, pro
mote, develop, and expand rural tele
phone companies while permitting 
them to meet new and rapidly chang
ing technology. Moreover, it is impor
tant that both business and residential 
customers served by REA borrowers 
have access to the same services and 
technology as those available from 
other local exchange and long distance 
carriers in order to foster rural devel
opment. 

Section 205(b)(2) defines a qualified 
telephone borrower as one whose net 
worth is at least 20 percent of its total 
assets. This provision is intended to 
mean that the borrower must satisfy 
the 20 percent rule before making the 
investment, not after making it. 

In other words, investments in a 
rural development project including 
those made to affiliate will not be ad-

justed out in determining compliance 
with the minimum net worth rules 
under both existing or future REA 
mortgages so long as the investment is 
to an affiliate that provides basic tele
phone, cellular, microwave, BETRS, 
paging satellite, data transmission or 
other telecommunications service or 
engages in the sale, manufacture, 
maintenance, financing, programming, 
installation or construction of equip
ment to facilitate providing or improv
ing telecommunications and related 
services. 

These investments would need to 
take place in the rural comm uni ties 
served by the companies to take advan
tage of this new provision. 

Section 2356 adds to title 11 (7 U.S.C. 
922 et seq.) section 205(a) which pro
vides that amounts invested in affili
ates by a qualified telephone borrower 
shall not be considered dividends or 
distributions of capital so long as such 
investments do not exceed one-third of 
the borrower's net worth. It is cer
tainly appropriate that the one-third 
limitation apply only to investments 
in rural areas made after section 2356 
was adopted. 

Mr. LEAHY. I agree with the Sen
ator's assessment of section 2356 and 
agree that it already provides new and 
additional investment authority for 
telephone borrowers to the extent 
those investments serve rural America. 

I do want to point out that aspects of 
current REA telephone law and policies 
need to be carefully reviewed with an 
eye toward possible amendments to re
duce any potential for abuse. These 
points, the points the Senator raise, 
are simply a clarification of how tele
phone companies may further assist 
rural America under current law. 

ELDERLY NUTRITION COLLOQUY 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I am very 
pleased that the farm bill technical 
corrections amendments contain a pro
vision extending for another year
through fiscal year 1994-the elderly 
nutrition pilot projects authorized 
under section 1775 of last year's farm 
bill. These pilot projects will dem
onstrate whether the Secretary can ef
fectively provide entitlement commod
ities to nutrition programs for the el
derly through the National Commodity 
Processing Program. 

I was disappointed that the pilot 
projects did not get off to a fast start. 
However, at my request, in September 
of this year, Department of Agriculture 
staff met with several major elderly 
nutrition groups to discuss alternative 
proposals for implementing successful 
pilot projects. My staff informs me 
that the meeting was fruitful and can
did, and I hope that the Department 
will begin to implement the pilot 
projects as soon as possible. 

Because of the delay in implementa
tion, it is important that authority for 
pilot projects be extended through fis
cal year 1994. Therefore, I strongly sup-

port inclusion of the extension provi
sion in the technical corrections bill 
and would urge the conferees to retain 
this provision in the conference report. 

In addition, I strongly urge the Sec
retary of Agriculture to work coopera
tively with the major elderly nutrition 
groups and all interested parties in 
order to implement successful pilot 
projects. 

Mr. LEAHY. I concur with Senator 
PRYOR that authority for the elderly 
nutrition pilot projects should be ex
tended through fiscal year 1994 and 
pledge to seek inclusion of this provi
sion in the conference report on the 
technical corrections bill. Moreover, I 
join Senator PRYOR in urging the De
partment of Agriculture to work close
ly with all interested parties to assure 
successful implementation of the pilot 
projects. 

WATER OR WASTE FACILITY SPECIFICATIONS 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, in the 
Food Security Act of 1985, Congress in
cluded a provision which required the 
Secretary of Agriculture to take into 
consideration any recommendation by 
a loan applicant or borrower concern
ing the technical design or choice of 
materials to be used for a water or 
waste facility. If the Secretary rejects 
this recommendation, the applicant 
must be given a comprehensive jus
tification, in writing, for the Sec
retary's determination. It is my under
standing, however, that there are field 
offices of the Farmers Home Adminis
tration [FmHAJ that have routinely 
desregarded this law and FmHA's own 
regulation. 

To address this problem, I believe it 
would be prudent for the Administrator 
of the FmHA to immediately issue an 
administrative notice to all of FmHA's 
field offices noting the following: "In 
the approval and administration of a 
loan made by the Farmers Home Ad
ministration for a water or waste dis
posal facility, FmHA shall consider 
fully any recommendation made by the 
loan applicant or borrower concerning 
the technical design and choice of ma
terials to be used for such facility. If 
FmHA determines that a design or ma
terials, other than those that were rec
ommended, should be used in the water 
or waste disposal facility, FmHA shall 
provide such applicant or borrower 
with a comprehensive justification, in 
writing, stating the reasons why alter
native designs or materials were re
quired for the project." 

Mr. LEAHY. That is an excellent idea 
and I believe the Department should 
follow up on this request. 

SECTION 9'22 

Mr. LEAHY. In reference to section 
922, it is my understanding that the 
reference to minimizing penal ties does 
not mean that the minimum penalty 
possible would always be applied when 
a violation is caused by a 
nonmanagement official such as a 
clerk as opposed to the owner. Rather, 
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it means that the penalty assessed 
when a clerk commits a violation 
would be less than when an owner com
mits the same violation. Is this a cor
rect interpretation? 

Mr. LUGAR. Yes. In the case of food 
stamps, the Senator's interpretation is 
correct. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of H.R. 3029, the technical 
corrections bill to the 1990 farm bill. 
This bill does "fine-tune" previously 
existing provisions in the omnibus 
package of farm legislation which we 
passed last year. 

The bill includes numerous provi
sions which assist the vast majority of 
our Nation's agricultural producers. 
Those provisons range from changing 
support payment dates to establishing 
critical programs necessary for the sur
vival of some of our country's oldest 
farm industries. 

I am especially pleased that S. 1935 
was included as an amendment to this 
important bill. I introduced that bill, 
with Senators WALLOP, BURNS, BAUCUS, 
CRAIG, DASCHLE, SEYMOUR, PRESSLER, 
GARN, HATCH, DOMENIC!, and GRASSLEY. 
It required the Secretary of Agri
culture to evaluate the current mar
keting and price reporting system and 
followup with the establishment of a 
lamb price and supply reporting service 
based on the findings. 

Lamb producers from across the 
country have faced the incredible chal
lenge of determining the workings of 
the lamb market without adequate 
market information in the last 10 
years. That lack of information has led 
to the recent decline in the industry 
which has forced many producers to 
abandon a livelihood which was an im
portant part of their heritage. 

I am optimistic that the technical 
corrections bill provides necessary 
changes for many agricultural pro
grams. I was pleased with the efforts 
and complete cooperation of my fine 
friend and colleague Senator LEAHY. 
His assistance was truly invaluable and 
I personally thank him for including 
these most important lamb provisions. 
I would also like to thank my good 
friend Senator DICK LUGAR who so gen
erously supported the lamb provisons. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be pro
posed, the question is on agreeing to 
the committee amendment in the na
ture of a substitute, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
know the distinguished Senator from 
Pennsylvania wished to address the 
Senate. I believe there is a period be
fore we are able to complete action. 

So I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senator from Pennsylvania be recog
nized for 5 minutes to address the Sen
ate. 

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

THE ATTENDING PHYSICIAN 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, ear
lier today I sought to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to require that 
Members of Congress pay the full mar
ket value for the free medical care 
they now receive. There were objec
tions, and I reluctantly withdrew my 
amendment. 

The Senate is now considering sev
eral pieces of vital legislation such as 
reauthorizing sections of the Public 
Health Service Act and I have no desire 
to jeopardize these important bills. 

Nevertheless, I believe my bill is vi
tally important. I am willing to stay 
and work on this legislation and other 
matters of vital importance to working 
Americans such as tax relief and ways 
to create more jobs. 

But if Congress decides to adjourn, I 
will be back here in January, when we 
reconvene, pushing for its passage. I in
tend to do so because the enactment of 
this bill will be a significant step to
ward putting us on the course to an af
fordable health insurance system for 
all Americans. 

Today, when we who are members of 
Congress get sick, we can go to the of
fice of the attending physician to get 
free medical care, physicals, blood 
tests, x rays, lab work, even prescrip
tion drugs. What we would not get is a 
bill. 

When there is no such medical care 
available to the great majority of the 
American people, it is unacceptable for 
us to be an island of free service. My 
bill ends that. We cannot forget that 
while these benefits are free to us, they 
cost taxpayers. 

By putting ourselves on the same 
footing as our constituents, we will 
more directly and personally appre
ciate the health care crisis facing this 
country. 

Our present inadequate system of 
health care is bankrupting our fami
lies, our businesses, our comm uni ties, 
and our whole economy. 

Let me call my colleagues' attention 
to a notice now circulating among our 
staff. The words on this notice convey 
the problem. Written in capital red let
ters it says: "Due to dramatic changes 
in costs and coverages, please review 
your current plan." Members of our 
staff, like most Americans today, have 
no ability to avoid skyrocketing health 
care costs. Members of Congress should 
not be insulated from this reality. 

Under my legislation, each member 
would pay for medical services pro
vided by the attending physician of the 
Capitol. 

By paying for these services, Mem
bers of Congress would take a small 
but significant step that would indi
cate that they understand the Amer
ican people's concern about the lack of 
affordable and available health care. 
By putting ourselves on the same foot
ing as the American people we would 
off er a sign of hope that the Congress 
will soon follow with action for com
prehensive health care reform. 

I want to take this opportunity to 
note that this bill is cosponsored by 
Senators MIKULSKI, ROCKEFELLER, 
KERREY of Nebraska, WIRTH, 
WELLSTONE, METZENBAUM, DECONCINI, 
CONRAD, and LEAHY. 

I hope we can soon get it passed and 
then proceed to develop and enact a 
practical and comprehensive plan for 
national health insurance. 

Mr. President I yield the floor. 
Mr. STEVENS. Before the Senator 

yields the floor, Mr. President, would 
he yield? 

Mr. WOFFORD. I yield. 
Mr. STEVENS. I wonder if the Sen

ator is familiar with the fact that by 
Executive Order signed by President 
Roosevelt during World War II, Mem
bers of Congress while in Washington 
are deemed to be eligible for the assist
ance of the military physicians that 
are on duty in this town, and that is 
the basis for the availability of medical 
services for those of us who are long 
distances from our homes, from our 
personal physicians, and that the Cap
itol physician's office is run on that 
basis. 

There are military physicians there 
to answer to those people who are here 
away from their own physicians on an 
emergency basis. Is the Senator famil
iar with that? 

Mr. WOFFORD. I am. 
Mr. STEVENS. I put the Senator on 

notice that I will ask for a hearing on 
the bill and oppose enactment of it 
until we explore what this physician's 
office has meant in saving lives of the 
Members of the Senate, Members of the 
House, of the staffers and visitors to 
the Capitol over the period of time 
since it has been here. 

I understand what the Senator is say
ing concerning the availability of 
heal th care to our citizens generally, 
and I do support this. But I think 
President Roosevelt had a reason for 
what he did in World War II, and it 
should not be brushed away. 

I congratulate the Senator on his re
cent campaign. But I intend to see to it 
that the services that have been avail
able for Members of Congress and for 
visitors to the Capitol since the period 
of World War II are not brushed away 
as quickly as the Senator seeks to do 
so. 

I yield the floor. 
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Mr. WOFFORD. I welcome such a 

hearing, if the distinguished Senator 
from Kentucky, the chairman of the 
Rules Committee, can schedule it. I am 
aware of the good services of the at
tending physician, and have talked to 
him and would welcome such a hearing. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to executive session, and that the Com
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be discharged from con
sideration of the following nomina
tions: Mary S. Gall, Victor Gold, Karen 
B. Phillips, Mary L. Azcuenaga, and 
Leslee B. Alexander; and nominations 
for permanent appointment in NOAA; 
and that the Committee on Rules and 
Administration be discharged from fur
ther consideration of the nominations 
of Scott E. Thomas and Trevor A. Mee. 
Potter to be members of Federal Elec
tion Commissions. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate proceed to the consider
ation of those nominations, in addition 
to the following: Calendar Nos. 292, 445, 
and 451; and these nominations re
ported today by the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs: Francis S. 
Hodson, Edward J. Mazur, Kathleen 
Day Koch, H. Edward Quick, Jr., J. 
Same Winters, Tirso del Junco, Reggie 
Barnett Walton, and Emmet Gael Sul
livan. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the nominations be confirmed en bloc; 
that any statements appear in the 
RECORD as if read; that the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table en 
bloc; that the President be imme
diately notified of the Senate's action; 
and that the Senate return to legisla
tive session. 

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

The nominations, considered and 
confirmed en bloc, are as follows: 

CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION 

Mary S. Gall, to be a Commissioner of the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission. 

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING 

Victor Gold, to be a member of the Board 
of Directors of the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting. 

INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 

Karen B. Phillips, to be a Member of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION. 

Mary L. Azcuenaga, to be a Federal Trade 
Commissioner. 

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING 

Leslee B. Alexander, to be a member of the 
Board of Directors of the Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting. 

FEDERAL RESERVE 

Lawrence B. Lindsey, Federal Reserve. 
U.S. ATTORNEY 

Ernest W. Williams, to be U.S. Attorney. 
U.S. DISTRICT COURT 

John M. Roll, to be U.S. district judge. 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

Francis S. Hodson, to be Deputy Director 
for Management, Office of Management and 
Budget. 

Edward J. Mazur, to be Controller, Office 
of Federal Financial Management, Office of 
Management and Budget. 

OFFICE OF SPECIAL COUNSEL 

Kathleen Day Koch, to be Special Counsel, 
Office of Special Counsel. 

U.S. POST OFFICE 

H. Edward Quick, Jr., to be Commissioner, 
Postal Rate Commission. 

J. Sam Winters, to be a Governor, U.S. 
Postal Service. 

Tirso del Junco, to be a Governor, U.S. 
Postal Service. 

ASSOCIATE JUDGE 

Reggie Barnett Walton, to be associate 
judge. 

Emmet Gael Sullivan, to be associate 
judge. 
STATEMENT ON THE NOMINATION OF LAWRENCE 

LINDSEY 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I am 
proud today to vote in favor of this su
perbly qualified nominee to the Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve. 

Lawrence Lindsey is clearly qualified 
to serve on the Board of Governors. He 
received a Ph.D. from Harvard Univer
sity in 1985. He won the Outstanding 
Doctoral Dissertation Prize for his the
sis. He was an associate professor of ec
onomics at Harvard University. He 
served President Reagan with distinc
tion and is presently the Special As
sistant to the President for Domestic 
Economic Policy. 

He is also the author of "The Growth 
Experiment: How The New Tax Policy 
Is Transforming the U.S. Economy." 
This persuasive work has been widely 
praised. William E. Simon, former U.S. 
Secretary of the Treasury, stated: 

Few revolutions have been so plagued by 
myth and mistruths as the Reagan Revolu
tion in tax reform. Larry Lindsey's book sets 
the record straight on the enduring achieve
ments of the Reagan experiment, which has 
put our economy back on the road to pros
perity and sustained growth. 

The support for Dr. Lindsey is bipar
tisan. Senator MOYNIHAN stated: 

The breadth and depth of Dr. Lindsey's 
knowledge, his skills and abilities make him, 
in my estimation, an ideal candidate for the 
Board of Governors. 

Mr. President, I reiterate, Lawrence 
Lindsey is clearly qualified to serve on 
the Board of Governors. I applaud the 
President for selecting another excel
lent nominee. 

However, I must disparage the U.S. 
Senate for its mishandling of this nom
ination. The Senate's handling of this 
nomination is representative of the 
abuse of the power to advise and con
sent. This nominee was not the victim 
of a leak or a special interest group 
smear campaign. This nomination ap
pears to have been delayed for petty 
partisan reasons. 

Thus, while the economy was in re
cession, the Federal Reserve Board was 
unable to tap the breadth and depth of 
Dr. Lindsey's knowledge. When the 
country needed a person of Dr. 
Lindsey's qualification, the Senate de
layed. 

The Senate did not delay because Dr. 
Lindsey was unqualified. The Senate 
delayed for petty partisan reasons to 
the detriment of the economy and the 
American people. 

President Bush nominated Dr. 
Lindsey on February 27, 1991, nearly 8 
months ago. Has it taken the Senate 8 
months to finally realize that Dr. 
Lindsey is qualified? I hope not because 
that would clearly speak poorly of the 
competence of the Senate. 

It is outrageous and almost Orwell
ian that Dr. Lindsey and the monetary 
policy of the United States has been 
held hostage for 8 months. 

Mr. President, I applaud the Presi
dent, chide the Senate, and strongly 
support this nominee. The country 
needed him 8 months ago, and we need 
him now. 

He will be a powerful voice for non
inflationary economic growth. 

STATEMENT ON THE NOMINATION OF DR. 
LA WREN CE LINDSEY 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, today 
were considering the nomination of Dr. 
Lawrence Lindsey to the Board of Gov
ernors of the Federal Reserve. It is a 
testimony to our Nation's strength 
that we are still able to attract people 
like Dr. Lindsey to public service. I be
lieve we have before us the nomination 
of a man who has outstanding quali
fications and its my hope we can con
firm him quickly. 

I believe we need to confirm Dr. 
Lindsey without delay. The Federal 
Reserve Board is an immensely power
ful and important institution, particu
larly as our economy is struggling to 
recover from recession. The decisions 
made by the Board include the setting 
of the discount rate, changing the Fed
eral funds rate, setting the growth 
rates in the monetary aggregates, and 
responding to movements in the ex
change rate. 

These decisions can have a major im
pact on the how soon our economy re
covers and on how strong that recovery 
will be. Its unfortunate the Board has 
been short-handed at this juncture be
cause the Senate has so far failed to 
act promptly. 

Dr. Lindsey's credentials are truly 
impressive. He graduated magna cum 
laude from Bowdoin College in 1976. In 
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1981, he earned a masters degree in eco
nomics from Harvard University and 
received his Ph.D. in economics from 
Harvard 4 years later. Not just another 
alchemist of the Dismal Science, his 
doctoral dissertation received the Na
tional Tax Association's Outstanding 
Thesis Award for 1985. After graduating 
he joined the Harvard economics fac
ulty and was promoted to associate 
professor in 1988. 

Since receiving his Ph.D., Dr. 
Lindsey has cut an impressive path in 
academia at Harvard, at the National 
Bureau of Economic Research, and at 
the National Tax Association. And he 
is one of those rare people who can 
write for academic publications like 
the Journal of Finance, the National 
Tax Journal, and the Journal of Public 
Economics as well as for the popular 
press. 

In fact, I recently had a rare experi
ence; if none of my colleagues have had 
this experience recently I recommend 
it. I met with Larry and I understood 
him. How often have you ever met with 
an economist and understood what he 
said? 

Dr. Lindsey's experi.ence extends far 
beyond our borders. As international 
affairs grow in importance, he brings 
an international perspective having 
been a consultant with the Frankfurter 
Institute in Germany. He worked with 
the Adam Smith Institute in the Unit
ed Kingdom and worked with members 
of Prime Minister Thatcher's staff. 

He assisted the Moderate Party in 
Sweden on their tax policy where his 
efforts may soon bear fruit because the 
Swedish people recently turned the 
reigns over to the Moderates, having 
thrown the Socialists and their failed 
Swedish model of government planning 
out of office. And, most recently, he 
was a consultant with the Foundation 
for Fiscal Studies in the Republic of 
Ireland. 

He did not just deliver an obscure 
academic paper on these occasions, ei
ther. Dr. Lindsey's research was cited 
by Nigel Lawson, then Chancellor of 
the Exchequer in Great Britain, as a 
motivation for Britain's own reform of 
their income tax. Very few American 
economists can claim to have had such 
an impact on economic policy on an 
international scale. 

Dr. Lindsey not only has outstanding 
academic qualifications but his policy 
experience is impressive as well. He 
served from 1981 to 1984, at the Council 
of Economic Advisers under Chairmen 
Murray Wiedenbaum and Martin Feld
stein where he rose to the position of 
senior staff economist for tax policy. 

In January 1989, he joined the Bush 
administration as Associate Director 
for Domestic Economic Policy in the 
White House Office of Policy Develop
ment. In January 1990, he was commis
sioned as a Special Assistant to the 
President for Domestic Economic Pol
icy. The Federal Reserve has two very 

important functions in our economic 
system. The first, of course, is the set
ting of a monetary policy that will en
courage economic growth and price 
stability. Most people who have 
thought about monetary policy figure 
they could do it as well as the Fed. I 
know I fall into that group. I doubt if 
many of us would do very well if we 
kept track of our predictions, just as 
we prefer not to keep track of our foot
ball picks come Monday morning. Set
ting monetary policy in today's world 
is incredibly difficult. And it is not 
made any easier by the knowledge that 
your mistakes are measured in lost 
jobs and higher inflation. 

Predicting the strength of the econ
omy is essential for determining the 
right levels of money growth. In fact, 
the hardest part about encouraging 
economic growth and price stability is 
predicting and performance of the real 
economy and the underlying inflation
ary forces. 

We in Congress make the job of pre
dicting economic growth much more 
difficult by constantly changing tax 
policies, regulatory policies, budget 
policies, and so forth, all of which im
pact on the economy. 

First on this list, without question, 
is tax policy. When Congress changes 
tax policies, the economy can be af
fected very quickly. Some effects of a 
change in tax policy are felt imme
diately. For example, a cut in the cap
ital gains tax results in virtually an 
immediate increase in asset values. 
The flip side is also true, as history 
will recall with Speaker Jim Wright's 
suggestion of some years ago that we 
consider an excise on stock trans
actions. The result-the stock market 
went into a tailspin. 

Whatever the immediate effect of a 
change in tax policy, the full effect 
takes years. Currently, I am told, there 
is no one on the Board of Governors 
who has any special expertise in tax ec
onomics. There are numerous staffers, 
of course, but no one on the Board. 
There is no one, therefore, currently on 
the Board who can properly assess the 
impact of new tax policies on the econ
omy. 

I am hopeful, for example, that the 
Congress will be able to develop an eco
nomic recovery tax cut package to en
courage investment. Dr. Lindsey's 
knowledge and experience will prove 
invaluable in making growth pre
dictions and in setting aside the foolish 
ideas that an economic growth package 
would drive up interest rates. In case 
anyone has missed it, let me point out 
that the vast majority of proposals re
cently have been budget neutral even 
on a static basis. 

In a world of self-proclaimed experts, 
Dr. Lindsey is a true, bona fide expert 
in tax policy and its economic effects. 
He will be a great asset to the Board as 
they try to take new tax policies into 
account when formulating their projec-

tions for growth and employment. Con
sequently, the Fed will be better able 
to adjust to the Congress' twists and 
turns and monetary policy will be bet
ter geared to stabilizing inflation and 
encouraging more rapid economic 
growth. 

The second function of the Federal 
Reserve is to oversee and preserve a 
stable banking system. Again, Dr. 
Lindsey's expertise may be brought to 
bear immediately as a member of the 
Federal Reserve Board because he is 
been the White House's point man on 
banking reform and he understands the 
issues and the policies as well as any
one. I think his background will be in
valuable in advising the other member 
of the Board as to how banking reform 
should be implemented. 

Having worked in academia, over
seas, and under two Presidents, Dr. 
Lindsey understands the formulation 
of economic policy and he understands 
the process of implementing policy. His 
knowledge, skills, and abilities make 
him a perfect candidate for the Board 
of Governors. We would be hard pressed 
to find someone with comparable expe
rience. 

Dr. Lindsey's nomination was ap
proved by the Senate Banking, Housing 
and Urban Affairs Committee by a vote 
of 16 to 5. During his confirmation 
hearings before the Senate Banking 
Committee, Dr. Lindsey testified that 
he will pursue four goals while serving 
at the Federal Reserve: 

First, to ensure economic recovery 
through a noninflationary, growth ori
ented monetary policy; 

Second, to reduce the inflation rate 
gradually so that the Nation may come 
to enjoy the long term benefits of price 
stability; 

Third, to ensure that the Federal Re
serve 's regulatory stance does not un
necessarily restrict credit conditions; 
and 

Fourth, to support reform of the na
tion's financial system to meet the 
challenges of the global marketplace of 
the 21st century. 

Dr. Lindsey has won bipartisan sup
port and his writings have been lauded 
by both conservatives and liberals. 
Those who have worked with him have 
praised his receptiveness to new ideas. 
He does not let partisan politics get in 
the way of moving ahead on good pol
icy proposals regardless where they 
came from. 

The Nation is divided into 12 dis
tricts. One rule for the nomination of 
individuals to serve as a Governor of 
the Board of the Federal Reserve is 
that no district may be represented by 
more than Governor. This rule was es
tablished to ensure the President will 
select Governors to provide fair rep
resen tation of the financial, agricul
tural, industrial, and commercial in
terests and geographic diversity of the 
country. 

Dr. Lindsey was nominated to rep
resent the fifth district which includes 
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West Virginia, North Carolina, South 
Carolina, the District of Columbia, 
Maryland, and Virginia. There has been 
some question as to whether Dr. 
Lindsey has been a resident of Virginia 
long enough to fulfill the residency re
quirement. 

In my opinion, reserving chairs at a 
central bank based on geographic con
siderations is an archaic practice in a 
modern economy. Nevertheless, those 
are the rules and Dr. Lindsey and his 
family meet those rules. 

The Lindseys have lived in the fifth 
district for a total of 51h years. They 
own a home in Clifton, VA, where they 
have lived since returning to Virginia 
to join the Bush administration. They 
own no real estate or personal property 
in any other state and vote, pay taxes 
and register their cars in Virginia. Dr. 
Lindsey was commissioned from Vir
ginia as an officer in January 1990, 
when he was named Special Assistant 
to the President. 

I do not see how any reasonable per
son can question whether the Lindsey's 
qualify as residents of Virginia. I be
lieve, and I am sure the President of 
the Senate, Senator BYRD could say for 
sure, but I believe some people have 
even run for the Senate and won hav
ing lived in the state for much less 
time than the Lindsey's have lived in 
Virginia. 

As I have said before, Dr. Lindsey's 
distinguished professional career and 
superior academic expertise speak for 
themselves. We are entering into a new 
world. The changes in Russia could 
have a tremendous impact on our econ
omy. Our banking system is under an 
immense strain and will undergo re
form. We are struggling with a reces
sion and the Congress is working to
wards an economic recovery package. 
The Federal Reserve will benefit tre
mendously from the knowledge and ex
perience Lawrence Lindsey brings to 
the Board of Governors. I urge my col
leagues to confirm Dr. Lindsey without 
delay. 

STATEMENT ON THE NOMINATION OF DR. 
LAWRENCE B. LINDSEY 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise today to voice my strong support 
for Dr. Lawrence B. Lindsey who has 
been nominated by President Bush to 
serve on the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System. He will rep
resent the Fifth Federal Reserve Dis
trict which includes South Carolina, 
North Carolina, Virginia, Maryland, 
part of West Virginia, and the District 
of Columbia. 

On February 28, 1991, President Bush 
submitted Dr. Lindsey's nomination to 
the Senate. Dr. Lindsey testified before 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs on May 7, 1991, and 
on July 10, 1991, the committee ap
proved his nomination by a vote of 16 
to 5. 

Dr. Lindsey is a magna cum laude 
graduate of Bowdoin College where he 

was elected to Phi Beta Kappa. He 
earned a masters degree and a doctor
ate in economics from Harvard Univer
sity. He received the National Tax As
sociation's Outstanding Thesis Award 
for his doctoral dissertation. He is a 
prolific author, having written more 
than 40 publication on economic policy, 
as well as a book, "The Growth Experi
ment." 

Dr. Lindsey served at the Council of 
Economic Advisors from 1981 until 1984 
when he joined the Harvard University 
economics faculty as an assistant pro
fessor. He was promoted to associate 
professor in 1988. 

President Bush named him the Asso
ciate Director for Domestic Economic 
Policy in the White House Office of 
Policy Development in January 1989. 
One year later, he became Special As
sistant to the President for Domestic 
Economic Policy. 

Dr. Lindsey has both wide-ranging 
professional and academic experience 
in economics. His achievements dem
onstrate that he has the high qualifica
tions required of a Governor of the 
Federal Reserve Board. 

I join a number of others in both the 
public and the private sector in endors
ing Dr. Lindsey. I believe that he will 
be an excellent addition to the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys
tem and I urge his speedy confirmation 
by the Senate. 
STATEMENT ON THE NOMINATION OF JUDGE JOHN 

ROLL 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that the Senate has confirmed 
Judge John Roll's nomination to be 
U.S. district judge for the District of 
Arizona. I introduced Judge Roll at his 
Judiciary Committee confirmation 
hearing on November 20, 1991, and 
would like to share with my colleagues 
the statement I made before the com
mittee regarding Judge Roll's out
standing qualifications. The following 
is the text of my remarks: 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DECONCINI ON THE 
NOMINATION OF JUDGE JOHN MCCARTHY RoLL 

Mr. Chairman, it is a distinct pleasure and 
honor to introduce Judge John Roll to the 
Senate Judiciary Committee, today. As a 
member of the committee for the last 14 
years, I have worked on hundreds of judicial 
nominees and chaired or attended numerous 
nomination hearings. One of the great hon
ors of being on this committee is the oppor
tunity to participate actively in the nomina
tion process. 

That honor is even greater when you know 
the nominee and have personal knowledge of 
his capabilities. Mr. Chairman, as Pima 
County attorney before I came to the Senate 
in 1977, I am proud to state that Judge Roll 
was one of my deputy prosecutors at that 
time. He is an excellent lawyer. And he will 
be an excellent Federal district court judge. 

Judge Roll was part of our team at the 
Pima County attorney's office that was rec
ognized by the National District Attorney's 
Association as "the National Model Office 
for Major Cities." One of the items I treasure 
most is the resolution Judge Roll and the 
other staff in that office gave me in recogni
tion of my tenure as Pima County attorney. 

That plaque, with Judge Roll's signature on 
it, is hanging in my personal office, today. 

Judge John Roll will bring a wealth of ex
perience to the Federal bench. He served as 
deputy Pima County attorney from 1973 to 
1980. From 1980 to 1987, Judge Roll was an as
sistant United States attorney in Arizona. 
Since 1987, Judge Roll has been a judge on 
the Arizona court of appeals. He has been a 
distinguished member of that court and has 
developed an excellent reputation. 

From the time his nomination was an
nounced, I have been contacted by numerous 
lawyers and other judges in Arizona regard
ing the quality of Judge Roll's work on the 
State court of appeals. They have forwarded 
some of the highest recommendations I have 
ever received for a Federal district court 
nominee. 

Indeed, one State supreme court justice 
wrote me and described Judge Roll's work 
the following way: "Consistently thorough, 
well-reasoned, logical in approach and le
gally consistent and accurate." That Jus
tice's only regret in Judge Roll's nomination 
was that the State judiciary would lose an 
outstanding member of its court. 

These comments from his colleagues and 
the lawyers that appear before him are the 
true testament of a good judge. We all know 
that the quality of a person's work is more 
important than the positions a person holds. 
From my personal experience, I can think of 
few judges in my ·state that have obtained 
such a great level of respect and admiration 
on the bench in such a short period of time. 

Mr. Chairman, the Federal district court in 
Arizona was a legacy of reputable judges. 
Judge Roll will replace Judge Alfredo 
Marquez, who had a distinguished career on 
the Federal district court. Judge John Roll 
will be an excellent replacement for that 
court and will continue that legacy. The 
Federal district court will be well served by 
his confirmation. 

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to following 
Judge's Roll's distinguished career on the 
Federal bench. I fully support his confirma
tion and I am confident he will serve this 
country well. 

I would also like to introduce to the com
mittee Judge Roll's wife, Maureen, and their 
three sons-Robert, Patrick, and Chris
topher. They have every reason to be proud 
of their father, today. 

STATEMENT ON THE NOMINATION OF EDWARD 

QUICK 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I am 
happy to speak on behalf of the nomi
nation of H. Edward Quick for the posi
tion of Commissioner on the U.S. Post
al Rate Commission. 

Mr. Quick's experience and knowl
edge will make his contribution on the 
Commission of great value not only to 
the Commission itself, but also to the 
people of this Nation who are affected 
by the decisions and actions of the 
Postal Service. 

I speak from personal knowledge of 
both Mr. Quick and the Postal Service; 
I have observed and admired Mr. Quick 
as he served as my legislative director 
during the last 5 years and I have ob
served and had concerns about the 
Postal Service during my tenure as 
chairman of the Postal Oversight Sub
committee in the Senate. 

Mr. President, I would like to take 
just a moment to talk about Ed 
Quick's proud career of public service 
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and 23 years of work in the U.S. Sen
ate. I hired Mr. Quick in late 1986. At 
that time he was administrative assist
ant to one of the Senate's finest Sen
ators and a close friend of mine, now
retired Senator Thomas F. Eagleton. 
Senator Eagleton had hired Mr. Quick 
all the way back in 1969, to be part of 
his Senate staff during his first year in 
office. Mr. Quick became one of Sen
ator Eagleton's closest advisers and 
soon was named his administrative as
sistant. 

I understand that other administra
tive assistants often called Mr. Quick 
"The Chairman," out of respect for his 
knowledge of the Senate, his seemingly 
intuitive understanding of the Amer
ican electorate, and his stature among 
his peers. 

In fact, Mr. President, I have relied 
on these qualities in Mr. Quick during 
his years of work for me. I will always 
remember him particularly for his tre
mendous work for me on my legislation 
regarding what I have called improving 
the quality of work in the Senate. His 
advice and counsel on this issue and 
many others will be greatly missed in 
my office as he moves onto bigger and 
even better things. 

There are others in the Senate whom 
I want to recognize who have been key 
supporters of Ed Quick's nomination. 
Most notable is Senator JOHN C. DAN
FORTH, my good friend from the State 
of Missouri, who came to know Mr. 
Quick through Senator Eagleton and 
their work together on behalf of the 
State of Missouri. Another very nota
ble Senator in this process is Senator 
TED STEVENS of Alaska. Senator STE
VENS is the ranking Republican mem
ber of our Subcommittee on Federal 
Services, Post Office and Civil Service. 
His help and support have been gener
ous and greatly appreciated. 

Finally, Mr. President, let me pub
licly thank Ed Quick for his service not 
only to my office and the people of Ar
kansas whom I represent, but also for 
his service to the Senate, an institu
tion he has been loyal to and has 
worked to improve for 23 years. 

During his nomination hearing before 
the Senate Governmental Affairs Com
mittee, Mr. Quick gave what I thought 
was poignant testimony. 

Mr. President, I know of no one bet
ter suited for the job of Postal Rate 
Commissioner than Ed Quick and urge 
my colleagues to support this nomina
tion. 

I ask unanimous consent to have Mr. 
Quick's statement printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
TESTIMONY OF H. EDWARD QUICK, JR., NOMI

NATED TO BE COMMISSIONER, U.S. POSTAL 
RATE COMMISSION 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I thank President Bush for nominating ine. 

I especially thank those who have supported 

me and advocated my course with unceasing 
determination; you, Mr. Chairman, Senator 
Stevens and Senator Danforth. 

I believe that I am very fortunate. I have 
had wonderful parents, and as you have seen, 
I have a wonderful family. I am also sin
gularly lucky because I have had the great 
good fortune to have worked for almost 23 
years in the U.S. Senate and, during that 
time, to have worked for 2 of the finest men 
to serve in that body in current time-you, 
Mr. Chairman, and former Senator Thomas 
Eagleton. They each have an acute sense of 
justice, are fearless advocates of the causes 
they believe in, and are extraordinary politi
cians. 

Of all these qualities, I think that the last 
is the most admirable, particularly when 
politicians and, most noteworthy, members 
of Congress are scored and pilloried with 
greater gusto now than even we have come 
to expect as normal. 

Last night I was reading about politicians 
in several different anthologies and reference 
books. Predictably, most descriptions were 
negative and unflattering. I did, however, 
come across a description of politicians early 
this century in the British House of Com
mons by F .S. Oliver which I think is apt for 
the situation in the Congress and the Nation 
today, and I'd like to read that. 

He says: "If we eventually escape from our 
present perplexities, it will not be because 
theorists have discovered some fine new 
principle of salvation or because news
papers"-or, I might add, television-"have 
scolded and pointed angry fingers at this one 
or that, or because we, their readers or lis
teners, have become excited and have de
manded that something must be done. It will 
be because these decent, hardworking, cheer
ful, valiant, knockabout politicians, whose 
mysterious business it is to manage our af
fairs by breaking one another's heads shall 
have carried on their work as if nothing ex
traordinary was happening and shall have 
jumbled something out of their contentions 
that will be of advantage to their country. 
The notion that we can save ourselves with
out their help is an illusion, for politics is 
not one of those crafts that can be learned by 
the light of nature without an apprentice
ship." 

I am proud to have worked for 2 "decent, 
hardworking, cheerful, valiant, knockabout 
politicians and to have come to know and ob
serve many others here in the Senate-and I 
might add, to have come to know many fine 
staff members such as myself, who worked 
for these knockabout politicians. It has been 
a great education for me, and I hope that it 
has prepared me for the service on the Postal 
Rate Commission. 

LABOR-HHS APPROPRIATIONS 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I now ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider
ation of H.R. 3839, the Labor-HHS ap
propriations bill, just received from 
the House; that no amendments to the 
bill be in order; that the bill be deemed 
read three times, passed, and the mo
tion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table. 

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

The bill (H.R. 3839) was deemed read 
a third time and passed. 
•Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I rise re
luctantly in support of H.R. 3839, the 

fiscal year 1992 Labor, Heal th and 
Human Services, Education, and relat
ed agencies appropriations bill. The 
bill is identical to H.R. 2707 with one 
exception: section 514 of that bill, the 
language adopted by the House and 
Senate in identical form to prohibit 
the administration from implementing 
the gag rule, has been deleted. 

The conference report on H.R. 2707 
passed the Senate on November 7, by a 
vote of 73 to 24. The President vetoed 
the bill on November 19, and the House 
failed to override the President's veto 
on November 20, with a vote of 276 to 
156. Earlier today, the House passed the 
new bill, H.R. 3839, by a vote of 359 to 
56. All the report language included in 
House Report No. 102-121 and Senate 
Report No. 102-104 as modified by the 
conference report language included in 
Conference Report 102-282 apply in full 
to H.R. 3839; all the floor colloquies 
that were provided as further guidance 
on H.R. 2707 also apply fully to H.R. 
3839. 

Mr. President, earlier I said that I 
support adoption of H.R. 3839 reluc
tantly. I say reluctantly because it is a 
sad day for America when the Presi
dent vetoes a $204.9 billion education, 
health, job. training, and human serv
ices appropriations bill because he ob
jects to language included in the bill 
guaranteeing American women full and 
complete medical information. 

In order to preserve the gag rule the 
President was willing to put at risk al
most $205 billion intended for maternal 
and child health, unemployment assist
ance, education funding for Pell grants 
and chapter I, nutrition programs for 
the elderly, immunization programs for 
children, and NIH biomedical research 
to help us find cures for many diseases 
that afflict mankind, and many other 
programs. It's ironic that the self-ap
pointed Education President vetoed a 
bill that provides $31.9 billion for edu
cation programs, 9 percent more than 
last year. 

Mr. President, unfortunately since 
the House was unable to override the 
President's veto, we are now forced to 
adopt this new legislation deleting lan
guage overturning the gag rule. 

I fully supported overturning the gag 
rule and I continue to support over
turning it. I believe the gag rule is mis
guided, reactionary, and inappropriate 
public policy. The gag rule prevents 
health professionals from fully inform
ing their patients. That does not make 
any sense. 

Why on Earth would we want to in
sert the Government into a doctor's ex
amining room? Supporters of the gag 
rule must think women are unable to 
make decisions for themselves. Sup
porters of the gag rule must think the 
Federal Government should make 
women's most intimate and personal 
choices. 

I find that attitude patronizing, pa
ternalistic-and pathetic. It is ridicu-
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NOMINATIONS lous on its face and grossly unfair to 

women. 
Next year we will revisit this issue. 

Even though the President may be able 
to gag the doctors in title X clinics, he 
will not silence American women and 
he will not silence this Senator. I will 
continue to fight for the right of Amer
ican women to be inf armed and for the 
right of American women to choose.• 

EDUCATION FUNDING 

•Mr. LAUTENBERG. Would the dis
tinguished chairman of the Labor-HHS
Education Appropriations Subcommit
tee be willing to respond to a question 
regarding education funding in the 
Labor-HHS-Education appropriations 
bill? 

Mr. HARKIN. I would be happy to en
gage in a colloquy with the distin
guished Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. The Senator 
from Iowa included funding in the Sen
ate Labor-HHS-Education appropria
tions bill for the Community Edu
cation and Employment Centers 
[CEEC] that were authorized in the 1991 
Perkins Vocational Education Act-
section 363 of Public Law 101-392. I 
worked hard to secure this authoriza
tion. Section 363 was based on my bill 
to establish CEEC's, S. 1477, which I in
troduced in the last Congress. It was 
adopted in revised form as my amend
ment number 1466 to the Perkins Voca
tional Education Act when it was con
sidered on the Senate floor. As finally 
enacted, it authorized $7.5 million per 
year to be made to no more than five 
school districts. The Senator from 
Iowa included full funding for this pro
gram in the fiscal year 1992 Labor
HHS-appropriations Senate report and 
additional report language encouraging 
the Department of Education to dem
onstrate this program in an urban 
school district in New Jersey. The Sen
ator also included $2 million in the na
tional programs and demonstrations 
section of the Vocational Education 
Program to carry out two demonstra
tions of centers described in the CEEC 
authorizing legislation. In fact the 
Senate report language cites section 
363 of Public Law 101-392 as the basis 
for these demonstrations. 

Unfortunately, final funding for the 
Vocational and Adult Education Basic 
Grant Program did not meet the $1 bil
lion trigger level and the $7 .5 million 
was dropped in conference. The con
ferees did, however, retain the $2 mil
lion in funding for the two demonstra
tions. 

Yet, the conferees have provided suf
ficient room within the $14 million ap
propriated for national demonstration 
programs to allow an initial dem
onstration of CEEC's in both urban and 
rural settings. The $2 million was re
tained for two demonstrations that 
would enable a test of the CEEC con
cept in rural settings. But, the prob
lems of poverty, joblessness, and 
mismatches of training and job oppor-

tuni ties prevail in many of our urban 
centers. The CEEC was intended to test 
a broad-based approach to the edu
cational and vocational needs of stu
dents from impoverished and disadvan
taged urban backgrounds. 

While a portion of the remaining $12 
million for national demonstration 
programs has also been earmarked for 
other purposes, it is my understanding 
that funds remain for use by CEEC's in 
urban areas. So, my question to the 
Senator from Iowa is as follows: Within 
the $14 million appropriated for na
tional demonstration programs, would 
there be funds available to dem
onstrate the CEEC concept in an urban 
area? 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes; $3 million is avail
able in the vocational education na
tional demonstration account for three 
CEEC demonstration programs. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. In addition, if a 
New Jersey school district or districts 
submit a meritorious application for a 
CEEC demonstration, would the distin
guished chairman of the Senate Labor
HHS Subcommittee encourage the De
partment of Education to fund such a 
demonstration? 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes; the committee has 
previously noted that economically 
and disadvantaged students in low-in
come urban school districts in New 
Jersey would greatly benefit from the 
extensive services offered in these 
model demonstration centers. The 
committee has also encouraged the De
partment of Education to test the suc
cess of the CEEC model in an urban 
school district in New Jersey, where 
students face the same barriers to edu
cation and employment that the pro
gram is designed to address. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I would like to 
thank the Senator for engaging in this 
colloquy and providing direction to the 
Department of Education with respect 
to a demonstration of the CEEC Pro
gram.• 

ORDERS FOR TOMORROW 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business tonight, it stand 
in recess until 9 a.m. Saturday, Novem
ber 23, and that following the prayer, 
the Journal of the proceedings be 
deemed approved to date; and that the 
time for the two leaders be reserved for 
their use later in the day. 

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

RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW AT 9 
A.M. 

Mr. FORD. If there is no further busi
ness today, and I see no other Senator 
seeking recognition, I now ask unani
mous consent that the Senate stand in 
recess until 9 a.m., Saturday, Novem
ber 23. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 10:43 p.m. , recessed until Saturday, 
November 23, 1991, at 9 a.m. 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate November 22, 1991: 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

JERRY RALPH CURRY. OF VIRGINIA, TO BE ADMINIS
TRATOR OF THE FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION. 
VICE JAMES BUCHANAN BUSEY IV. 

U.S . INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
COOPERATION AGENCY 

SCOTT M. SPANGLER, OF ARIZONA, TO BE ASSOCIATE 
ADMINISTRATOR OF THE AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT (OPERATIONS), VICE C. ANSON FRANK
LIN, RESIGNED. 

THE JUDICIARY 

ANITA A. BRODY. OF PENNSYLVANIA, TO BE U.S . DIS
TRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENN
SYLVANIA VICE A NEW POSITION CREATED BY PUBLIC 
LAW 101~. APPROVED DECEMBER 1, 1990. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate November 22, 1991: 
FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 

LAWRENCE B. LINDSEY. OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A MEMBER 
OF THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE FEDERAL RE
SERVE SYSTEM FOR THE UNEXPIRED TERM OF 14 YEARS 
FROM FEBRUARY 1, 1986. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

FRANCIS S . M. HODSOLL, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE DEPUTY 
DIRECTOR FOR MANAGEMENT. OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 
AND BUDGET. 

EDWARD JOSEPH MAZUR, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE CON
TROLLER, OFFICE OF FEDERAL FINANCIAL MANAGE
MENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET. 

OFFICE OF SPECIAL COUNSEL 

KATHLEEN DAY KOCH, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE SPECIAL 
COUNSEL, OFFICE OF SPECIAL COUNSEL, FOR THE TERM 
OF 5YEARS. 

THE JUDICIARY 

REGGIE BARNETT WALTON. OF THE DISTRICT OF CO
LUMBIA, TO BE AN ASSOCIATE JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR 
COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FOR THE TERM 
OF 15YEARS. 

EMMET GAEL SULLIVAN, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM
BIA, TO BE AN ASSOCIATE JUDGE OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE TERM OF 15 
YEARS. 

POSTAL RATE COMMISSION 

H. EDWARD QUICK, JR., OF MARYLAND, TO BE A COM
MISSIONER OF THE POSTAL RATE COMMISSION FOR THE 
TERM EXPIRING NOVEMBER 22 , 1996. 

U.S. POSTAL SERVICE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED PERSONS TO BE GOVERNORS 
OF THE U.S. POSTAL SERVICE: 

TIRSO DEL JUNCO, OF CALIFORNIA, FOR THE TERM EX
PIRING DECEMBER 8, 2000. (REAPPOINTMENT) 

J . SAM WINTERS, OF TEXAS, FOR THE TERM EXPIRING 
DECEMBER 8, 1999, VICE IRA D. HALL, JR., TERM EXPIRED. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUBJECT 
TO THE NOMINEES' COMMITMENTS TO RESPOND TO RE
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 

TREVOR ALEXANDER MC CLURG POTTER, OF VIRGINIA, 
TO BE A MEMBER OF THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMIS
SION FOR A TERM EXPIRING APRIL 30, 1997. 

SCOTT E . THOMAS, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO 
BE A MEMBER OF THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
FOR A TERM EXPIRING APRIL 30, 1997. (REAPPOINTMENT) 

THE JUDICIARY 

JOHN M. ROLL, OF ARIZONA, TO BE U.S . DISTRICT 
JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

ERNEST WILSON WILLIAMS, OF TENNESSEE, TO BE U.S. 
ATTORNEY FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE 
FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION 

MARY SHEILA GALL, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A COMMIS
SIONER OF THE CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMIS
SION FOR A TERM OF 7 YEARS FROM OCTOBER 27, 1991. 

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING 

VICTOR GOLD, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE CORPORATION FOR PUB
LIC BROADCASTING FOR A TERM EXPIRING MARCH 26, 
1996. 

INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 

KAREN BORLAUG PHILLIPS, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A 
MEMBER OF THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 
FOR A TERM EXPIRING DECEMBER 31, 1996. 
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FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 

MARY L . AZCUENAOA, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
TO BE A FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSIONER FOR THE TERM 
OF 7 YEARS FROM SEPTEMBER 26, 1991. 

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING 

LESLEE B. ALEXANDER. OF TENNESSEE, TO BE A MEM
BER OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE CORPORA-

TION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING FOR A TERM EXPIRING WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
MARCH 26. 1996. AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON OC

TOBER 15, 1991. 
NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC 

ADMINISTRATION 

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRA
TION NOMINATIONS BEGINNING GERRY C. MC KIM. TO BE 
CAPTAIN, AND ENDING RICHARDO RAMOS, TO BE ENSIGN, 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Friday, November 22, 1991 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Reverend Paul E. Lavin, pastor, 

St. Joseph's Catholic Church on Cap
itol Hill, Washington, DC, offered the 
following prayer: 

Some of us ref er to God as the Com
passionate and Merciful One, some of 
us say Adonai, some of us speak of Fa
ther, Son, and Holy Spirit. 

Whatever words we use, let us take a 
moment to place ourselves in the pres
ence of God. 

Be with us that we may help our Na
tion be an image of justice, a mirror of 
sanctity, a protector of the truth, a 
refuge for the oppressed, a treasure to 
the poor, a hope to the wretched, and a 
light to the whole world. 

Direct all our actions by Your holy 
inspiration and carry them on with 
Your gracious assistance that every 
work of this Congress may begin from 
You and with Your grace, be part of 
Your work to make our world a more 
just and decent place. 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 North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] 
please come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina 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. 

THE REVEREND PAULE. LAVIN 
(Mr. KANJORSKI asked and was 

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

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today as a very proud representative of 
northern Pennsylvania, the Wyoming 
Valley. Father Lavin, who just gave 
the prayer bringing the House to order, 
is a native son of Wyoming Valley, the 
only valley in the United States that 
provided a name for a State in our 
Union. 

Father Lavin reflects the family val
ues of Wyoming Valley and Wyoming, 
PA. He attended grade school there. He 

graduated with a bachelor of arts de
gree from one of our finest liberal arts 
colleges, King's College in Wilkes
Barre, PA. He was ordained at the 
Washington Cathedral by Cardinal Pat
rick O'Boyle on May 17, 1969. 

Since that time, Father Lavin has 
served in the Maryland area, represent
ing many of the youth programs of 
that area, and then later went on to 
serve as the Catholic chaplain at the 
American University here in Washing
ton, DC, between 1979 and 1987. 

Today, Father Lavin is the 12th pas
tor to serve at St. Joseph's Church, the 
Catholic parish which serves the Cap
i tol Hill area. 

There are two distinctions in Father 
Lavin's life that I would like to point 
out to my colleagues. One, that he has 
concentrated his efforts on instilling in 
our young people a sense of community 
by teaching them, by example, the 
family values they need to be good citi
zens and to partake in the magnificent 
democratic process that we have. He 
knows where the investment of talent 
should be made and where the capital 
of this Nation should be best expended, 
with our youth. 

The second thing he has done is, by 
taking the parish at St. Joseph's here 
on Capitol Hill, he knows that an awful 
lot of us in government need the values 
that he fosters. He is taking care of a 
second generation of kids, those of us 
who have the pleasure of serving in the 
Congress of the United States and in 
the legislative branch of this Govern
ment. He instills in us the values and 
leadership that he so ably has taught 
the youth of this country through the 
20 years since his ordination as a 
priest. 

Mr. Speaker, I welcome here today a 
favorite son of Wyoming Valley and 
King's College, PA, as our chaplain for 
today, Rev. Paul E. Lavin. 

THE MERIT SYSTEMS PROTEC
TION BOARD ADMINISTRATIVE 
JUDGES PROTECTION ACT OF 
1991 
(Mr. GEKAS asked and was given 

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

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I intro
duced a bill today, the Merit Systems 
Protection Board Administrative 
Judges Protection Act of 1991. The bill 
would extend to administrative judges 
at the Merit Systems Protection Board 
[MSPB] the same statutory protections 
as enjoyed by administrative law 

judges [ALJ's]. MSPB administrative 
judges review employment decisions of 
Federal agencies for approximately 2 
million Federal employees. Two-thirds 
of the full-time Federal civilian work 
force depend upon the fairness and in
tegrity of employment-related deci
sions rendered by 62 administrative 
judges at the Board. 

One of the most widespread employ
ment related problems in the Federal 
workplace, as documented by the 
MSPB upon the request of the Con
gress, is sexual harassment. The MSPB 
in response to the Congress conducted 
two studies of sexual harassment in 
1980 and 1987. In 1987, the MSPB sent 
out questionnaires to 13,000 Federal 
employees and received 8,523 responses. 
In 1987, 42 percent of all women and 14 
percent of all men reported they expe
rienced some form of uninvited and un
welcome sexual attention. The total 
cost to the Federal Government for 
this non-job-related behavior is esti
mated at $267.3 million during the sur
vey period of May 1985 to May 1987. 
These costs are based on job turnover, 
sick leave used, lost individual produc
tivity, and lost group productivity due 
to sexual harassment. 

MSPB administrative judges are re
sponsible for hearing and deciding di
rect appeals from Federal employees 
who allege that an adverse personnel 
action was taken against them because 
of their whistleblower activities. In 
1989, when the Whistleblower Protec
tion Act was enacted, the Senate re
port stated that Federal employees 
may appeal to the MSPB and that the 
first review is to be by an administra
tive law judge and then the Board. 
However, administrative judges hear
ing these cases at the Board are not 
ALJ's as the act contemplated, nor do 
they have the protections of ALJ's 
under the law to ensure the impartial
ity and independence of their decisions. 

MSPB administrative judges hear 
sensitive personnel cases on sexual har
assment and whistleblower protections 
involving highly placed agency offi
cials. In fact, the House just recently 
authorized the MSPB to hear appeals 
on misconduct cases from the Senior 
Executive Service. Federal employees 
relying upon the integrity and inde
pendence of the decisions of the MSPB 
administrative judges are not aware 
that these judges are subject to re
moval, suspension, and performance 
appraisal by their agency of their hear
ing and decisionmaking functions. Cur
rently, MSPB's performance appraisal 
determines whether these judges re
ceive cash awards for their work. 

DThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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MSPB conducts both preissuance and 
postissuance quality reviews of deci
sions issued by MSPB administrative 
judges. No facet of a decision is im
mune from review. Reviewers may in
clude headquarters personnel who per
form no hearing or decisionmaking 
functions. The results of these reviews 
may influence a judge's overall per
formance rating and pay. 

Most Federal employees believe that 
they are entitled to a fair hearing be
fore losing one of their most precious 
possessions, their livelihood. Unfortu
nately, Federal employees have less 
protections than we currently grant an 
individual applying for Social Security 
benefits or public assistance. A denial 
of Social Security benefits will trigger 
the right to a hearing before an admin
istrative law judge, who cannot be in
timidated or influenced because of the 
statutory protections guarding an 
ALJ's decisional independence. Federal 
employees are not aware that their 
case before the MSPB will be subject to 
quality review. 

I believe that Federal employees 
should have the same protections in 
hearings before the MSPB on critical 
personnel decisions that may in fact 
ruin an individual's career. For these 
reasons, I have introduced a bill to give 
MSPB administrative judges the same 
protections as ALJ's in regard to re
moval and suspensions only for good 
cause, rotation of case assignments to 
ensure impartiality on the part of the 
decisionmaker and no performance ap
praisal of their adjudication functions. 
These protections will guard the integ
rity of the Merit System Protection 
Board in reviewing Federal employ
ment practices and keep them free 
from political influence. I think this is 
important to the civil service system 
and it is not a difficult task to under
take, since extending these provisions 
would be budget neutral. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
providing these safeguards to the proc
ess of reviewing important employ
ment decisions in the Federal Govern
ment. 

PRESIDENT'S POSITION ON 
ABORTION 

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

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, on the i~sue 
of a woman's right to choose, George 
Bush has used his veto pen again to 
sustain a position which the vast ma
jority of the American public does not 
share. Some people believe that the 
President merely opposes the use of 
public funds for abortions, but his posi
tion is far more extreme. There is not 
a single type of Federal financing for 
abortion in any of the choice bills that 
the President has vetoed. 

On the gag rule, the President vetoed 
the right of a woman to have her doc-

tor tell her all of her options. Not a 
dime of Federal money was involved to 
provide for an abortion. 

On the defense appropriation bill, the 
President vetoed the right of an Amer
ican servicewoman abroad to spend her 
own money on an abortion. Not a dime 
of Federal money was involved. 

D 1110 
On the D.C. appropriations bill, the 

President vetoed the right of the Dis
trict government to use its own locally 
derived funds to pay for an abortion, 
not a dime of Federal money involved. 
And on international family planning, 
the same, not a dime involved for the 
use of abortions. 

On choice, this is a President with an 
extreme position, one that is at odds 
with the American people and the clear 
majority of them. 

Mr. Speaker, George Bush has used 
the enormous power of his veto to im
pose his will. It is the worst example of 
catering to special interests currently 
operating in Washington. 

toed a textile bill, a textile bill that 
would have merely set only 1 percent 
growth in imports of textiles into this 
country. 

I was in my district the other day in 
a store and was talking with an unem
ployed textile worker. And he picked 
up something off the counter and 
looked at it, it said, "Made in China." 
And that unemployed textile worker 
said to me: 

When are we going to stop this? When are 
we going to understand that we are giving 
our jobs away? When are we going to under
stand that one of these days, and very soon, 
our American workers are not going to have 
jobs and they are not going to be able to pur
chase homes and they are not going to be 
able to purchase automobiles? They are not 
going to be able to support themselves, and 
the economic base of this country will be 
gone. 

President Bush, I say to you, do not 
veto the middle-income people in this 
country. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

SMALL BUSINESSES KNOW THAT The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TALK IS CHEAP; BUT IT'S HOW MCNULTY). Members are reminded to 
YOU VOTE THAT COUNTS 
(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, in a few 
days we will adjourn for the year. 
Many of us will go home to hold con
ferences or seminars for small business 
owners in our districts. 

We want to show them that we un
derstand how important they are to 
our local communities and to our Na
tion's economy. 

We'll give civic club speeches extol
ling the virtues of small business. We'll 
cheer small business owners for leading 
the country in job creation and eco
nomic growth. 

But, Mr. Speaker, when it comes to 
promoting small business, talk is 
cheap. 

Saying nice things to the small busi
ness owners in our communities is fine, 
but it doesn't make up for the damage 
done by mandates, antigrowth tax poli
cies and bureaucratic redtape forced on 
small business by the Democrat-con
trolled Congress here in Washington. 

And so my colleagues, I urge you to 
remember as you address the civic 
clubs and small business organizations 
back home: Small businesses know 
that: It's easy to say that you're for 
small business. But it's how you vote 
that counts. 

THE TEXTILE INDUSTRY 
(Mr. DERRICK asked and was given 

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

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, last year 
the President of the United States ve-

direct their remarks to the Chair, not 
to the President. 

DROUGHT RELIEF 
(Mr. BARRETT asked and was given 

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

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I am 
taking the floor today to express my 
hope that you have on your list of leg
islation that must be passed before our 
adjournment, the dire emergency sup
plemental appropriations bill. The 
House passed the supplemental on Oc
tober 29, and it's currently awaiting 
consideration by the other body. 

It is absolutely no exaggeration to 
say that my constituents are in dire 
need of this assistance, both the addi
tional funds for FEMA disaster assist
ance, and the $1.75 billion in the bill for 
crop-loss assistance for farmers and 
ranchers. 

In Nebraska, producers have experi
enced losses due to severe drought, 
hail, high wind, excessive rain, flash 
flooding, and killing frost. The State 
emergency board [SEB] has declared 22 
counties in the State have exceeded a 
30-percent loss in at least one crop en
terprise, with many counties suffering 
across-the-board losses exceeding 30 
percent. 

These people are hard-working tax
payers, the foundation of our economy, 
and I urge this Congress, and the ad
ministration to respond to their plight. 
Helping them is an investment in this 
country, and we should not go home for 
turkey-or Christma&-until we have 
responded to the ravages of nature, and 
made that investment. 
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D 1120 GOVERNMENT BY VETO 

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

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, under 
Presidents Eisenhower, Nixon, Ford, 
and Reagan, we had divided Govern
ment, but we did not have paralyzed 
Government, with a Republican in the 
White House, and a Democratic Con
gress, the two political parties, must 
work together to solve the Nation's 
problems. 

With President Bush, this tradition 
has been discarded. Rather than gov
erning by consensus, comity, and ac
commodation, President Bush has used 
this-the veto pen-to thwart change, 
frustrate the will of the American peo
ple, and stop our efforts for economic 
recovery. 

This summer, he killed our bill to 
send extended unemployment benefits 
to families whose breadwinners lost 
their jobs in the Republican recession. 
He vetoed our second bill. Only when 
the waters of recession lapped at the 
lawn of the White House, did he sign 
our bill. But that was after the Presi
dent forced down the levels of benefits 
for unemployed workers. 

Government by veto is not leader
ship, Mr. Speaker. We need coopera
tion, not opposition and dissent, from 
the one man elected by all Americans. 

TERRORISM IN EL SALVADOR 
(Mr. RAVENEL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. RAVENEL. Mr. Speaker, last 
Saturday marked the second anniver
sary of the brutal slaying of six Jesuit 
Priests, their housekeeper, and her ad
olescent daughter by Salvadorean secu
rity forces at the University of Central 
America. 

For 2 years we have watched and 
waited for justice to prevail in El Sal
vador. In an unprecedented feat, two 
army officers have been convicted for 
the atrocity. While we applaud this 
verdict, we know that it is not over. As 
long as seven subordinate members of 
the army-who self-confessed to the 
eight murders-are free, and as long as 
the original architects of the execution 
are veiled, justice has not been served 
in El Salvador. I urge my colleagues to 
continue to press for the truth in the 
Jesuit case as well as the other, lesser 
publicized cases of State-sponsored ter
rorism in El Salvador. 

THE FSX AIRPLANE 
(Mr. GLICKMAN asked and was given 

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

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the most long-term significant deci-

sions made since George Bush became 
President was his veto of the legisla
tion which would have stopped the 
partnership of Japan to codevelop a 
new jet fighter called the FSX. The 
President was so dedicated to jointly 
develop this airplane with Japan-with 
new generation and new technology in 
connection with fighter aircraft-that 
he vetoed efforts, by the majority of 
both Houses of Congress, to stop this 
transfer of technology. What are the 
consequences of this veto? 

The United States for over 50 years 
has been the undisputed leader in air
craft production and aerospace devel
opment. Well over 1 million jobs exist 
in that industry alone. Yet this veto, 
and the resulting joint development of 
the FSX fighter plane in Japan, will 
provide the Japanese with sensitive 
high technology aerospace inf orma
tion. 

By his veto pen the President puts 
America in the vulnerable position of 
losing thousands of jobs overseas, of 
losing our historic and unparalleled 
military and civilian technology to our 
foreign competitors. 

It is said that the pen is mightier 
than the sword. In the case of this 
George Bush veto, the veto pen has be
come a sword aimed right at the heart 
of the American aerospace industry. 

YANOMAMI INDIANS RECEIVE 
LANDS IN BRAZIL 

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

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
commend Brazil's President Collor for 
signing a decree to legally recognize 
36,000 square miles of Brazilian forest 
as Yanomami territory. These people 
of the rain forest have faced extinction 
due to rapid deforestation. The Con
gressional Human Rights caucus has 
met with individuals from the 
Yanomami Tribe who have traveled 
around the world seeking protection of 
their rights at the expense of their per
sonal health and safety. We send them 
our continued support and congratu
late them on this victory. 

Since the Houston summit in 1990, 
where the G-7 nations expressed their 
interest in protecting existing forests, 
Brazil has been working on a pilot pro
gram for sustainable use of their rain 
forests. The environmental benefits of 
conserving their unique ecosystem are 
clear. However, the survival of the cul
ture and respect for the basic human 
rights of the forest dwellers are intrin
sic to the success of the forest plan. 
Now, thanks to the commitment of 
Brazilian Environment Secretary Jose 
Lutzenberger and the will of President 
Collor, the forest plan can be received 
as just one part of a commitment to 
cultural survival in Brazil. President 
Collor should not be the last to recog
nize the rights of indigenous people. 

PRESIDENT BUSH HAS BECOME 
THE "JUST SAY NO" PRESIDENT 
(Mr. ECKART asked and was given 

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

Mr. ECKART. Mr. Speaker, President 
George Bush has adopted Nancy Rea
gan's drug policy as his domestic pol
icy, but unfortunately just saying no 
will not do it anymore. 

As my colleagues will accurately 
chronicle in later remarks, the Presi
dent has left behind him a trail of dis
appointed disasters on our economic 
and domestic front. And in the words of 
Al Jolson, "We ain' t seen nothing' 
yet." 

The President has promised to veto 
help for beleaguered dairy farmers, for 
striker replacement legislation, to veto 
pending campaign finance reform and 
taxpayer fairness for the middle class, 
to veto cable TV regulation and Fed
eral facilities environmental cleanup, 
and to veto national voter registration 
and the disaster relief bill that my Re
publican colleague mentioned just a 
few moments ago. 

Yes, this Republican President has 
chosen to espouse the view of another 
Republican predecessor, Teddy Roo
sevelt, but he has changed it just a lit
tle. He speaks shrilly and carries a big 
pen. Yes, for many Americans the best, 
truly, is yet to come. 

SUPPORT ELEVATING ENVIRON
MENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
TO CABINET-LEVEL STATUS 
(Mr. BOEHLERT asked and was given 

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

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, I am 
aware of the fact that the rules of the 
House require us to address the Chair 
and no one else, so, Mr. Speaker, I am 
addressing you and I am pleading to 
you, I am urging you to encourage the 
chairman of the Government Oper
ations Committee to join us in taking 
advantage of an opportunity to elevate 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
to Cabinet-level status. I say this on a 
bipartisan basis. 

We have worked painstakingly for 
many, many months to craft a bill that 
has been passed by the Senate, spon
sored by Senators GLENN and ROTH on 
a bipartisan basis. That bill is now on 
the table, Mr. Speaker, and we can 
move it rapidly before the gavel comes 
down on this first session of this Con
gress. 

I would point out that a broad bipar
tisan coalition of our colleagues in the 
House encourage the support of this 
legislation. It is endorsed by every 
major environmental group in America 
today. It is time that we gave to the 
environment the attention it deserves, 
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and elevate this Agency to Cabinet
level status. 

TOO MANY WHITE HOUSE VETOES 
(Mr. OBEY asked and was given per

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, at every op
portuni ty from 1983 to 1988 the White 
House trumpeted "The Reagan Recov
ery, the Reagan Recovery." Now that 
we are in a Bush recession the White 
House is desperately trying to disown 
the consequences of their own eco
nomic policies. 

The vetoes being talked about today 
demonstrate just how fully the Repub
licans have been in control over the 
past 10 years. They demonstrate how 
the White House has turned a Demo
cratic majority in the Congress into a 
minority. They also demonstrate why 
no Congress since World War II has 
ever been able to change any Presi
dent's budget by more than 2 percent. 

Continuous threats of vetoes have 
prevented Congress from successfully 
challenging administration fiscal pol
icy. On foreign aid, for instance, the 
Reagan-Bush White House twice 
threatened the Congress with the veto 
of foreign aid bills because the White 
House felt that we did not spend 
enough, at the same time that this 
White House is threatening to veto 
help for dairy farmers because it pro
vides, in their view, too much help. 

What we need from the White House 
is more vision, more cooperation, and 
less unilateral negativism. 

PROTECTION FOR PRODEMOC
RACY CHINESE STUDENTS 

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

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
today I am introducing legislation that 
will provide long-term protection for 
prodemocracy Chinese students. These 
students are currently protected by the 
President's Executive order of April 11, 
1990, but this Executive order will ex
pire. 

My bill would authorize the U.S. At
torney General to adjust the status of 
Chinese nationals protected by the Ex
ecutive order to that of permanent 
resident, if the President has not cer
tified before July 1, 1993, that condi
tions in China permit their safe return. 
To be eligible for his adjustment, the 
dissidents would be required to: 

First, apply for the adjustment of 
status during the 6-month period be
ginning July 1, 1993; 

Second, have resided continuously in 
the United States since April 11, 1990, 
with exceptions for travel as author
ized by Executive Order 12711; and 

Third, be present in the United 
States when the application is filed . 

The detention of dissidents Dai Qing 
and Hou Xiaotian by Beijing officials 
during Secretary Baker's recent visit 
to China gives reason to believe that 
prodemocracy Chinese nationals in the 
United States will face retribution if 
and when they return to their home
land. 

It is crucial that we show our com
mitment to freedom and democracy by 
protecting these brave young men and 
women. Please join me and Congress
woman PELOSI in cosponsoring this im
portant piece of legislation. 

WORKING AMERICANS DESERVE 
ADEQUATE MINIMUM WAGE 

(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, I am holding 
the symbol, unfortunately, of the 
present administration, and that is the 
veto pen. The President has used a veto 
pen 24 times to frustrate the American 
people, the vast majority of this Con
gress, and the vast majority of the 
American people in legislation that 
they need to address a lot of the prob
lems in this country. Unfortunately, 
the only industry that appears to be 
growing in this Nation, thanks to the 
President's efforts, is the veto pen in
dustry. 

He has vetoed, for instance, on June 
13, 1989, a minimum wage bill that 
would have provided the first increase 
in many years for the working poor, 
the people that are working, Mr. 
Speaker. He was pressing for capital 
gains for the highest income while 
vetoing legislation to assist the lowest 
income. 

Middle-income persons know that 
they lost income in earning power over 
the past decade, but yet thousands of 
working poor fell below the poverty 
line. The President's response is to 
press for legislation that assists the 
upper 1 percent while vetoing legisla
tion that protects the bottom percent
ages. 

How does one get money for stoves, 
refrigerators, and cars? We give them a 
decent wage, not a veto. 

DEMOCRATS GETTING THE MES
SAGE ON POLITICAL LEGISLA
TION 
(Mr. KYL asked and was given per

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

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, it appears 
that the Members of the Democratic 
majority are visibly upset about the 
President's exercise of his constitu
tional veto power. I guess they are fi
nally beginning to get the message. 
They have to stop fooling around with 
political legislation, legislation de
signed to score points for the next 

Presidential election, and start work
ing with the President of the United 
States if we are going to get something 
done for the American people. That is 
what they are asking for. 

Respected Washington Post col
umnist David Broder wrote a column 
recently and he criticized the efforts of 
the majority in the Congress, talking 
about the results of our divided govern
ment, the fact that we were not accom
plishing anything, but he did not blame 
the President. He blamed the majority, 
the Democrat majority in the Con
gress. He said that he had spoken re
cently with Republicans and he be
lieved that they were about ready to 
govern, that they had the answers that 
could provide the solutions to the prob
lems that the American people are 
looking for. 

I think when the American people see 
time after time nothing but political 
legislaltion coming out of this body, 
which the President then is forced to 
veto, they understand why constitu
tionally he was given that authority 
and why it is about time that the Dem
ocrat majority gets that message. 

THE PRESIDENT FLIP FLOPS ON 
CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLATION 

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

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, on Oc
tober 22, 1990, the President vetoed the 
civil rights bill and that was sustained 
by one vote in the Senate. Yesterday, 
almost 1 year later, he signed the civil 
rights bill. But then that morning he 
set aside a proposed Executive order 
that would eliminate affirmative ac
tion within the executive branch. 

Like so many other domestic issues, 
the American people are not sure 
where the President stands on this 
issue. 

There is a basic principle in this 
country, and it is a principle that says 
we believe in equality of rights and 
that we believe that there are no rights 
unless there are remedies. We cannot 
just talk about rights unless we are 
prepared to remedy wrongs. 

This Nation needs now, more than 
ever, leadership, not ambivalence. It 
needs commitment, not uncertainty. It 
needs to appeal to the best in our peo
ple, not the worst. 

Protecting the rights of the weakest 
among us protects the rights of all of 
us. 

The President may be able to veto 
the civil rights bill. He can never veto 
the spirit and hope for equality and 
equal justice that is America. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The Chair will remind our 
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guests in the gallery that we are de
lighted to have them with us, but they 
are not to respond either positively or 
negatively to statements made by 
Members on the floor. 

THE FINGER POINTERS ARE THE 
ONES WHO CONTROL 

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

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, today, a day 
like all days, there is a lot of finger 
pointing here at the President by the 
Democrats, the same old carping, carp
ing, carping. 

But my friends, since 1954 every 
Speaker here has been Democrat, every 
chairman of the committees has been a 
Democrat, and every subcommittee 
chairman. 

D 1130 
We have a good deal of applause, but 

why all the carping? You are in charge. 
This card right here, 268 Democrats 

have it, 167 Republicans, 100 more 
Democrats than Republicans. 

Do you know this veto pen that you 
are holding up here, do you know the 
President could not even buy that 
without your permission? 

I find people are upset with the bick
ering. It seems that nothing works in 
this Government any more, just, you 
know, give and take. 

Why do we not get together? Why do 
you not with your big majority in the 
House work with the President and let 
us do something positive for America 
for a change? Let us stop the bickering. 

People put their trust and confidence 
in us to come here and do a job. Let us 
not betray that trust and confidence. 
Let us do what is best for America. Let 
us work together. 

PRESIDENT WANTS TO GOVERN 
BY VETO 

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

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, the Presi
dent takes great pride in the fact that 
Congress keeps sustaining his vetoes-
he wants to govern by veto, not by ac
tually passing programs that will help 
the American people. 

Let us look at the effect of his veto 
and threats to veto civil rights legisla
tion. Last year he vetoed an important 
civil rights bill that would have re
versed a number of Supreme Court de
cisions which restricted the right of 
workers to sue their employers for job 
discrimination. This year he repeatedly 
threatened to veto similar legislation 
and finally agreed to sign the bill. 

His veto and threat to veto delayed 
action on this important subject for 
more than a year. 

And yesterday, even as he signed the 
bill, he sent out mixed signals that he 
really doesn't support the basic thrust 
of the legislation. 

While he did not veto the latest bill, 
he may have been signing it in invisi
ble ink. 

OLD-FASHIONED POLITICS 
(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, if you are a 
veteran in my district in southwest 
Florida, you might travel over 100 
miles to the nearest veterans hospital 
and still be turned away because your 
ailment is not service connected and 
there are no facilities available. But I 
can tell you about one place where the 
Government honors its pledge "to care 
for him who shall have borne the bat
tle"-Allen Park, MI where over one
quarter billion dollars is being spent to 
modernize and replace a veterans hos
pital that already has empty beds. But 
what good is that? I hear the laments 
of our veterans who ask, "Why can't I 
receive the same care here in south
west Florida?" Thousands of growth 
State residents ask this question and 
so do I. We pay the same taxes as the 
rest of the country but we are always 
shortchanged on Federal resources. 
And it is not just veterans, most fund
ing formulas are biased against growth 
States, and the current mind-set is so 
entrenched, so antediluvian that it 
cannot adjust to the changing needs of 
dynamic modern America. So I ask, 
Mr. Speaker, why cannot modern 
growth States ever get a fair shake? Is 
it just old fashioned politics? 

A LEADERSHIP VOID IN THE 
WHITE HOUSE 

(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, America 
has a right to expect leadership from 
her Presidents. Under difficult cir
cumstances, Presidents are expected to 
pull the country together, set goals, 
provide solutions. 

Yet while our working middle class 
families struggle to survive, and lose 
sight of an America in which children 
can hope for a better life than their 
parents, this President denies that any 
problems exist. 

The President says he has compas
sion. He speaks with feeling about the 
need to preserve the family values that 
have kept America strong. 

But when families said they needed 
leave to take care of sick children and 
ailing grandparents, what did Presi
dent Bush do? When parents asked for 
leave from their jobs to care for a new 
infant or newly adopted child, what did 

President Bush do? When parents asked 
for leave for family emergencies, what 
did President Bush do? 

He vetoed the bill that would have 
provided all those things. That was a 
year and a half ago, Mr. Speaker. A 
year and a half that families went 
without. Now, this year, we have fi
nally passed a bill weak enough for the 
President to sign. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not courage. 
This is not caring. This is not compas
sion. And it certainly is not leadership. 

WHAT IS THE PROBLEM WITH THE 
PRESIDENCY 

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

Mr. NAGLE. Mr. Speaker, I have 
been listening to my colleagues talk 
this morning and I am trying to figure 
out what the problem of the Presidency 
is, why we have this inactivity, why we 
have this negativism. 

At a time when the country, frankly, 
needs an Eisenhower, we seem to have 
drawn a Coolidge. Eisenhower could 
work with the Congress, Coolidge ig
nored the Congress and ignored the 
country; but I think it is something 
deeper than that. I think maybe it is 
crystallized best in his veto of the min
imum-wage bill and in the very tepid 
amount that we finally gave them. 

I think we have a President who does 
not realize that when he was elected, 
he was to be President of all the peo
ple, the little people as well as the big 
people, his supporters as well as his op
ponents. He is to look out for the best 
of all American society, not a narrow 
band of ideologues who somehow 
brought him to power. 

I am afraid the country will continue 
on its present course until the Presi
dent realizes his responsibilities to all 
Americans, young and old, black and 
white, of every race and of every reli
gion and born to every station of life. 
Until the President realizes that, I am 
afraid that these kinds of speeches we 
are giving this morning will continue 
and the country will suffer as a con
sequence. 

PRESIDENT NO 
(Mr. SCHUMER asked and was given 

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

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, the 
President has sent more veto messages 
to the Congress than he sent domestic 
initiatives. We should start calling him 
President No. President No has nothing 
left but the veto because his party in 
addition to a budget deficit also suffers 
from an idea deficit. Supply-side eco
nomics, the President once called it 
voodoo economics. It does not work. 
The boogie man of communism has 
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faded away. The GOP learned the con
sequences of being wrong on the choice 
issue. Race politics exploded in their 
face in the form of David Duke. 

But President No still needs some
thing to pay the rent for the ideologi
cal ax grinders. What does he use? The 
veto. That is great for President Bush. 
It gives him something to do, keeps his 
speechwriters working, but the politics 
of "no" hurts working Americans. 

Take the veto of the family leave 
bill. The recession already has working 
families worried about losing their 
jobs. Why they have to worry about 
whether they will still have a job after 
having a baby or caring for a dying 
parent is beyond me. 

Mr. Speaker, if President Bush con
tinues to be President No, the Amer
ican people will tell him he has no job 
protection next November and will 
veto him out of office. 

U.S. PHARMACEUTICAL COMPA
NIES FALLING TO JAPANESE 
OWNERSHIP 
(Mr. REGULA asked and was given 

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

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, how 
many United States pharmaceutical 
companies were purchased by the Japa
nese in 1988? The answer is zero. In 1989 
the answer is once again zero. But in 
1990, 19 major United States pharma
ceutical companies have fallen to own
ership by Japanese investors either by 
a direct buyout or purchase of 15 per
cent of the company and control of all 
research and development funding. 

These acquired businesses are high
demand companies on the leading edge 
of technology ranging from bio
technology to food supplements. In 
many cases, Japanese firms paid two to 
three times the actual value of the 
company in the purchase price. 

The trend typifies the coordinated 
commercial strategy employed by 
many of our trading partners, particu
larly Japan. It appears pharmaceutical 
is about to move up beside autos, bear
ings, and semiconductors as the next 
target to be assaulted. 

This targeting has also been extended 
to our university campuses. Recent 
joint ventures between Japanese com
panies and the research arms of several 
large universities have opened the 
doors to our most basic and important 
mechanism for technology develop
ment. 

WHAT IS IN A NAME? 
(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, 
what is in a name? 

Last Sunday while I was watching 
"This Week with David Brinkley," I 

heard Vice President QUAYLE refer to 
the Governor of New York on several 
occasions as Mahr-io, with an exagger
ated stress that seemed to this listener 
to be a not so subtle attempt to appeal 
to ethnic prejudice; for Mario, unlike 
J. DANFORTH, ends in a vowel. If that is 
the Vice President's intent, then he 
should be careful, for there are a lot of 
Marios out here in America, a lot of 
Theresa Marias, a lot of Guillermos, a 
lot of Mohammads, a lot of Ravis and 
Chaims, a lot of Bjorns and a lot of 
Lings, and a lot of Stephanos. 

Put us all together and we are the 
mosaic of America. 

So yes, J. DANFORTH, Mario does end 
in a vowel, but remember, so does 
Bubba. 

STOP MILITARY AID TO EL 
SALVADOR 

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

Mr. COX of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 2 
years ago last Saturday, six Jesuit 
priests and their two women associates 
were brutally murdered by uniformed 
members of the Salvadoran military. 
Their only crime had been their work 
for a more just El Salvador. Much evi
dence points to the complicity of high
ranking members of the Salvadoran 
armed forces. At the time of the 
slayings, the United States-supported 
Government of El Salvador assured the 
world that the guilty parties would be 
brought to justice. We are still waiting 
for justice to be served. 

Throughout the last decade, the 
United States Government provided 
massive military aid to the Salvadoran 
armed forces. Not surprisingly, the 
conflict in El Salvador escalated. At 
the time, President Reagan told the 
American people that this aid was nec
essary to prevent the spread of com
munism in Central America. Now, with 
communism in decline around the 
world, it is time to stop defining our 
policies by what we are against, and in
stead, tell the world what we are for. 

Continued military aid to El Sal
vador will do nothing to foster the 
growth of democracy in Central Amer
ica. If we are serious about promoting 
our values, we must change our focus 
to economic assistance. Only in a sta
ble economic climate can democracy 
flourish. 

Recently, Congressman JIM 
McDERMOTT, who has been a true lead
er on this issue, and I sent a letter to 
the House leadership stating our goals 
for making significant cuts in military 
aid to El Salvador. The letter was 
signed by 55 Members who share our 
concerns. Unified leadership on this 
issue is critical if we are ever going to 
resolve the outstanding issues in the 
peace negotiations. 

PENNED DOWN BY THE 
PRESIDENT 

(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, I 
am very proud of this House. This 
House, under Democratic leadership, 
has done all sorts of things for the 
hopes of Americans. And what has hap
pened? We get them out of this House 
and out of the Senate under Demo
cratic leadership, and they go to the 
other end of the street and they get 
penned down by the President of the 
United States. 

Let me list some of those hopes: 
Family medical leave, America's fami
lies want that; help to mediate the 
Eastern Airlines strike, we wanted 
that; the civil rights bill, women's 
rights, native American businessmen 
having a preference when dealing with 
the Federal Government, sanctions 
against foreign companies engaged in 
biological and chemical warfare, intel
ligence reports to this Congress so we 
know what is going on. 

Mr. Speaker, I could go on and on 
and on. Those things passed. We tried 
to make America's lives better, and the 
President penned them all down. 

I think we are getting tired of get
ting penned down, and America's hopes 
being penned down. 

The President must like poor Ameri
cans; he is doing everything he can to 
create more of them. 

I AM ON THE RIGHT SIDE OF THE 
AISLE 

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

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, coming from an Irish-Amer
ican Catholic family, born in Harlem, 
New York, Manhattan, on llOth Street; 
my family was Democrat when I was 
young. By all rights I should be sitting 
on the majority side. 

However, because of term limitations 
and because of Jim Farley, the post
master general, FDR's campaign man
ager the first two times around, Jim 
Farley, my dad's handball partner at 
the New York AC said, "Harry, he 
should not have a third term. He is 
going to die in office." He was only off 
by 89 days. 

He said, "What was good enough for 
George Washington should be good 
enough for Franklin." It is too bad. 
But he was a great leader during the 
Second World War. However, my fam
ily did switch to Republican. Here I 
am, 21 years of age, in Florida, in pilot 
training at College Station, last time I 
ever saw a Republican Speaker up 
there, Joe Martin. 

Now I am 58, I have five grown kids 
all in their thirties, eight grand-
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children. And this House has been con
trolled by Democrats for almost 38 
years, my entire life, and we are run
ning up a debt of $1,400,000,000 a day. I 
think maybe I am on the right side of 
the aisle. I do not know; I will debate 
it. 

THE COLD WAR IS NOT OVER 
(Mr. FOGLIETT A asked and was 

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

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Speaker, the 
growing tensions in the Korean Penin
sula show that the cold war is still at 
least a bit chilly. Yesterday I heard 
testimony from Richard Perle, the 
former Reagan administration official. 
He stated that in order to stop the de
velopment of nuclear weapons in North 
Korea, "The use of force is probably 
the only effective measure available to 
us." 

The use of force? How about inter
national pressure? How about dialog? 
How about coordinated sanctions? 

Mr. Speaker, where have we heard 
this all before? Are Americans again 
being called off to wage war on foreign 
soil? 

Yesterday I introduced legislation to 
encourage peace and reunification be
tween the two Koreas and to encourage 
North Korea to allow international 
teams to inspect its nuclear facilities. 

No question that the nuclear pro
gram is the largest obstacle to peace. 
They must allow inspections and even
tually elimination of nuclear weapons. 
However, Mr. Speaker, we should be 
working to achieve the goals of unifi
cation and elimination of nuclear 
weapons on the Korean Peninsula, not 
by force but by peaceful means. 

BUYING AMERICAN CARS WILL 
STIMULATE U.S. ECONOMY 

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

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, last 
night, national public radio reported 
that the President-to stimulate the 
economy-is considering incentives for 
those Americans who buy cars made in 
the United States. 

Kudos to the President. 
And kudos to Steven Boyd-the 

president of the Bank of Glen Burnie, 
Maryland-who has instituted a 1 per
cent discount on all loans made to 
those borrowers who buy American 
cars. Boyd has been deluged with calls 
by would-be buyers interested in his 
proposal. 

With 6.8 percent unemployment, we 
need to think of our people. The great
est unemployment benefit package is 
one that provides jobs. 

The way to stimulate the economy is 
jobs. Jobs for Americans. Jobs for tax-

payers who pay the frieght for all those 
great programs that we pass in the 
Congress. The automobile industry is 
vital; stimulate it and stimulate all 
American manufactured goods as well, 
via investment tax credits for them. 

If there are no jobs, there are no in
comes, and no income taxes, revenue to 
the IRS. 

We should applaud the efforts of Mr. 
Boyd and of the President. It is time 
we started concentrating on American 
jobs and not on the needs of our allies. 

REMEMBER THE JESUITS 
(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, 2 
years have passed since Salvadoran sol
diers assassinated six Jesuits and two 
witnesses in cold blood. 

Our colleague, JOE MOAKLEY, with 
his staff, has tirelessly pursued this 
case. On Monday, he concluded that, in 
all likelihood, the crime was system
atically planned and ordered by five of
ficers at the highest level, none of 
whom have been accused or tried. 

Where is the outrage about this trav
esty of justice? Chairman MOAKLEY's 
report is the best example yet of the 
level at which this horror originates. It 
starts at the top. it starts with the peo
ple who cash the U.S. check. 

We cannot simply shrug our shoul
ders and walk away from this crime. 
We must remember that these men 
were gunned down for their beliefs by a 
military that kills with impunity. I 
hope this case will spell the end of this 
sad chapter in our history. We owe it 
to the Jesuits and thousands of others 
to end our military aid to El Salvador. 

EL SALVADOR 
(Mrs. MORELLA asked and was given 

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

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, almost 
2 years ago to the day, during consider
ation of the foreign aid authorization 
bill, Members of this House gave firm 
notice to the Government of El Sal
vador that it expected justice to be car
ried out in the case of the executions of 
six Jesuit priests, their housekeeper, 
and her daughter, who had been mur
dered by the military just days before. 

After almost 2 years and constant 
pressure, a milestone was set-two Sal
vadoran officers were convicted of 
human rights abuses for the first time. 
And while many hailed these convic
tions as a historic dent in the tradi
tional impunity of the Salvadoran 
Armed Forces, a careful examination 
of the trial clearly demonstrates that 
justice has not been carried out. 

Only two of the nine soldiers indicted 
in the murders were convicted. Among 

the seven acquitted were those who 
confessed to having pulled the triggers. 
They were acquitted for obeying the 
commands of those two officers on the 
scene who ordered the slayings. 

Mr. Speaker, United States policy for 
more than 10 years has stressed the es
tablishment of an independent and 
functioning system of justice in El Sal
vador. I for one do not consider just a 
system which excuses murderers who 
were just following orders. 

Nor am I satisfied that all those re
sponsible for these murders have been 
tried. Our colleague JOE MOAKLEY has 
recently issued a report indicating that 
high-ranking Salvadoran officers
unindicted coconspirators-actually 
conceived of, and then covered up their 
roles in, the Jesuit killings. 

A just and peaceful resolution of the 
war in El Salvador requires that the 
full truth be established in this case. 

D 1150 

INTRODUCTION OF CAPITAL GAINS 
TAX CUT PROPOSAL 

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

Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. Speaker, today 
I am introducing legislation to provide 
a capital gains tax cut for working 
class Americans. In my legislation, 
taxpayers would have a lifetime capital 
gains bank of $200,000. Any taxpayer, 
throughout the person's lifetime, could 
exclude up to 50 percent of the gain on 
the sale of a capital asset, up to the 
limit in the bank, for a maximum tax 
rate of 15.5 percent. 

The benefit would phase out as a tax
payer's income increased above 
$200,000. Under my bill, individuals who 
sold stocks saved for retirement or a 
second home, or elderly individuals 
who had a large gain in the sale of 
their principal residence, would bene
fit. Because the bill has a 3-year hold
ing period, no short-term stock specu
lators would qualify. 

Finally, my bill provides that tax
payers could index the cost of real es
tate for inflation. An inflation-induced 
gain is not a capital gain and should 
not be subject to tax. 

Mr. Speaker, I make up the revenue 
loss by increasing the top marginal tax 
rate from 31 percent to 34 percent for 
people with incomes of more than 
$250,000 per year. These people saw 
their tax rates decline in the 1980's 
from 70 percent to 31 percent, while 
middle-class Americans saw their taxes 
increase over the last decade. 

Mr. Speaker, there is now a clear ma
jority of the members of the Commit
tee on Ways and Means who would sup
port some sort of middle-class tax re
lief in regard to a capital gains reduc
tion. This much-needed shot in the arm 
for a dismal economy can only be ac-
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complished if the President becomes 
realistic and is willing to compromise. 

Mr. Speaker, I insert a summary for 
the RECORD. 
SUMMARY OF MIDDLE-INCOME CAPITAL GAINS 

PROPOSAL 

All individuals would have a lifetime cap
ital gains "bank". 

Bank limit would be $200,000 per person. 
All individuals would be entitled to the 

$200,000 bank; for example each spouse of a 
married couple would each have a separate 
limit. 

Any individual who sold a qualified asset 
could exclude up to 50% of the gain on the 
sale, up to the $200,000 limit. 

Qualified assets would include all capital 
assets under present law, except collectibles. 

Under the bill, the maximum tax rate on 
capital gains income would be 15.5% (i.e., 1h 
of the maximum 31 % tax rate). 

The full benefit would not be available in 
any year that a taxpayer had adjusted gross 
income in excess of $200,000. 

In the case of a sale or exchange of real 
property, taxpayers would be able to index 
their basis in the asset to the rate of infla
tion. 

Thus, no tax on inflation-induced gains. 
Example: taxpayer buys a house for $100,000 

and sells it 9 years later for $200,000. Infla
tion was 5% per year over the 9-year period. 
Ba.sis for measuring gain is $145,000, so gain 
is $55,000. 

A three-year holding period would apply, 
so that the deduction would not be available 
to any taxpayer who held the asset for less 
than three years. 

Holding period would encourage long-term 
investments; no tax break for stock specu
lators. 

The bill would be paid for by increasing the 
top marginal tax rate of 31 % to 34% for indi
viduals with taxable income in excess of 
$250,000. 

POLLS SHOW PUBLIC REJECTS 
ABORTION AS FAMILY PLANNING 
METHOD 
(Mr. HOLLOWAY asked and was 

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

Mr. HOLLOWAY. Mr. Speaker, we 
have done what is right by the Amer
ican people. Based upon the results of 
several nationwide polls it is clear that 
the majority of Americans consider it 
wrong to use abortion as a method of 
family planning. 

A June poll by the Wirthlin Group re
vealed that a full 83 percent of Ameri
cans oppose the use of abortion as a 
method of birth of birth control. Sim
ply stated, American taxpayers feel 
strongly, that they should not be 
forced to subsidize abortion advocacy 
of any kind. 

It's time to tell the truth about the 
title X regulations. it is clearly an 
issue of taxpayer's choice. It is wrong 
to expect the majority of Americans 
who oppose abortion as family plan
ning to support a program that makes 
no distinction between the two. It also 
provided 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 intended to help poor women avoid 
unplanned pregnancy and plan for the 
arrival of each child. All discussion re
garding title X makes it very clear 
that there was never intended to be 
any connection between title X activi
ties and abortion-related activities. 
These regulations have corrected 
abuses of taxpayer dollars and restored 
integrity to the program. 

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 Ameri
cans find morally wrong-the pro
motion of abortion as family planning. 
Family planning prevents pregnancy. 
Abortion stops a beating heart. I com
mend my colleagues for restoring in
tegrity to this process. 

URGING A CUT OFF OF MILITARY 
AID TO EL SALVADOR 

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

Mr. ATKINS. Mr. Speaker, 2 years 
ago members of the Salvadorean mili
tary viciously murdered six Jesuit 
priests, their housekeeper, and her 15-
year-old daughter. 

On September 28 of this year, a court 
finally delivered a long-overdue guilty 
verdict against two Salvadorean offi
cers, but the soldiers who actually car
ried out the murders were found not 
guilty. 

Earlier this month, thanks to the 
work of the chairman, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY], 
and his investigating committee, we 
learned of new evidence which points 
to the involvement of top Salvadorean 
military officials in plotting the mur
ders. 

Mr. Speaker, this year the United 
states has spent over $300,000 per day 
on military aid to El Salvador. Think 
of it. That is $300,000 a day to bankroll 
murderers in the Salvadorean Army 
who sadistically kill unarmed priests. 

These are not our values, Mr. Speak
er. This is not the purpose of foreign 
aid. It is time to stop military assist
ance to El Salvador. 

SUPPORT 
TION 
CLASS 
CATION 

ASKED FOR LEGISLA
TO BENEFIT MIDDLE 
SEEKING HIGHER EDU-

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

Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I have some good news and 
some bad news. The good news is that 
unlike in most areas, the President 
does have a higher education policy. 
The bad news is that that education 
policy says you can go to college if you 
are very wealthy or very lucky. It is a 

higher education policy that says that 
middle-class people can pay for Pell 
grants, but they cannot get them, mid
dle-class people can pay for student 
loans but hey cannot borrow them, 
and middle-class kids can watch as ev
erybody else's kids have a chance to go 
to school and theirs cannot. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a chance to do 
something about that. H.R. 3553, re
ported out by the committee on Edu
cation and Labor, would change that 
policy. I urge my colleagues to support 
H.R. 355.'3 and put the middle class back 
in the freshman class. 

PREVENTING DISASTER IN HAITI 
(Mr. HALL of Ohio asked and was 

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

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, once 
again, the faces of hungry children 
could fill our TV screens and front 
pages. But, I'm not talking about refu
gees in the Horn of Africa. Today, I am 
speaking of children a few miles south 
of Florida-in Haiti. 

Even before the coup, Haiti was the 
poorest country in this hemisphere. 
Since the embargo, programs that fed 
420,000 people each day now serve fewer 
than 20,000. The lack of fuel and the 
desperate security situation is making 
it impossible for those programs to 
continue any work at all. As of today, 
there is no fuel or food arriving in 
Haiti. 

But Port au Prince doesn't have to be 
Baghdad, Mr. Speaker. If the President 
and international community act now, 
innocent children and pregnant moth
ers won't have to face famine and dis
ease. 

Earlier this week, several members 
of the Select Committee on Hunger and 
I wrote to President Bush to rec
ommend that the OAS negotiate the 
delivery of food and emergency sup
plies in Hai ti. The OAS could directly 
supervise the delivery, with distribu
tion through relief organizations that 
already exist. The OAS' physical pres
ence and the spotlight of world public 
opinion will ensure the supplies are 
used for solely humanitarian purposes. 

This emergency relief operation 
won't violate the terms of the embar
go. What's more, it could set an impor
tant precedent-in Haiti, we could pre
vent famine instead of addressing a 
tragedy after it's too late. 

TEXAS CONSTITUENT SPEAKS OUT 
ON ISSUE OF HOMELESSNESS 

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

Mr. WASHINGTON. Mr. Speaker, let 
me say a word this morning on behalf 
of those who have no tongue, but not 
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from me-from Andrea Lazar, who lives 
in the 18th Congressional District of 
Texas. She wrote the President: 

DEAR PRESIDENT BUSH: Three weeks ago 
you came to Houston. Three weeks ago cold 
weather came to Houston. On the evening 
news the first story was about your coming 
to Houston. The second story was about the 
cold weather coming to Houston. They inter
viewed a man who said he was lucky because 
a friend of his gave him two blankets. 

Mr. Speaker, within 24 hours Presi
dent Bush raised $1 million for his 1992 
campaign. Within 48 hours two Texas 
cities raised almost $2 million for the 
President's campaign. 

There are hundreds of thousands of 
families with forgotten faces who call 
the streets of America home. Imagine 
how many homeless shelters and homes 
we could build with $2 million. Imagine 
for a minute how much progress we 
could make on the issue of homeless
ness and how many people could be 
helped if you spent 2 hours at a fund
raiser to benefit the homeless in every 
American city. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to represent 
Andrea Lazar in the Congress of the 
United States, and I associate myself 
with her remarks. 

Mr. Speaker, the full text of her let
ter is as follows: 

HOUSTON, TX, November 17, 1991. 
THE PRESIDENT 
The White House, Washington, DC. 

PRESIDENT BUSH: Three weeks ago, you 
came to Houston. Three weeks ago, the first 
cold weather of the fall season hit Houston. 

On the evening news, the first story was 
about your visit. The second story was about 
the weather-about what a surprise the cold 
weather was, especially for those living in 
the streets. One man said that he was one of 
the lucky ones because a friend of his gave 
him two blankets. 

President Bush, within the span of 24 
hours, you raised at least Sl million for your 
1992 Presidential campaign. Over a total of 48 
hours and two Texas cities, you raised close 
to $2 million dollars. All for your 1992 Presi
dential campaign. 

There are hundreds of thousands of fami
lies and forgotten faces that call the streets 
of America "home." Can you imagine how 
many homeless shelters, or homes for the 
homeless, we could build for S2 million? 

Can you imagine, for a minute, how much 
progress we could make on this issue-and 
how many people could be helped-if you 
spent 2 hours at a fundraising dinner to ben
efit the homeless in every major city in 
America? 

To all of us, to all of the world, your prior
ities are outrageously clear. 

ANDREA LAZAR. 

PASSAGE OF TRANSPORTATION 
BILL WOULD HELP IN DECLINING 
ECONOMY 
(Mr. APPLEGATE asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, the 
President says that all the figures 
show that the economy is great and it 
is progressing. The only problem is 
that the engine will not work. The fact 

of the matter is that we are losing jobs. 
We are still losing our industries. We 
are losing consumer confidence, and 
the newest figures out on unemploy
ment are at epidemic proportions. I ask 
the Members to take a look at them. 

No; the engine will not go because 
the battery is dead. It does need a jump 
start, and we have a golden oppor
tunity with the Transportation Act of 
1991, with $151 billion over a 6-year pe
riod, and we would be foolish if we did 
not do something about it. The eco
nomic crisis is getting worse, the ses
sion is getting short, and the people 
are getting very impatient. 

Mr. Speaker, we need this transpor
tation bill. We need it now. Let us not 
go home without it. 

D 1200 

U.S. RECOGNITION IS NECESSARY 
TO STOP THE WAR IN CROATIA 
(Mr. SENSENBRENNER asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks and include extra
neous matter.) 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, over the last 3 days, Americans and 
the world have witnessed the unbeliev
able carnage and destruction of the 
city of Vukovar in eastern Croatia by 
Serbian insurgents and forces of the 
Serbia Communist government. The 
damage has been described as the 
greatest destruction to touch Europe 
since World War II. 

In today's Washington Post, Stephen 
S. Rosenfeld writes on the op-ed page 
about the ineffectiveness of the outside 
world in stemming the brutal aggres
sion of Serbia in Croatia, where it is es
timated 10,000 Croatians have died in 
the last 5 months. 

Rosenfeld suggests that a U.N.-im
posed oil embargo is the last best hope 
for sparing the former Yugoslavia. 
While that may be somewhat naive, 
since the Serbs reportedly have a 
year's supply of oil to fuel its fighting 
machine-the fifth largest in all of Eu
rope-it certainly is one part of the so
lution. The most effective answer re
quiring no military force or United 
States resources is recognition by the 
United States of the independence of 
Croatia and Slovenia. Regrettably, if 
the Bush administration has seen the 
wisdom in that approach early on, it is 
doubtful the destruction of Vukovar 
would have occurred. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend Mr. 
Rosenfeld's column to my colleagues. 

(From the Washington Post, Nov. 22, 1991) 

THE LAST, BEST HOPE FOR YUGOSLAVIA 
(By Stephen S. Rosenfeld) 

To view the wasteland of Dubrovnik and 
Vukovar-representative places of the great
est destruction to touch Europe since World 
War II-is to invite an obligation to redouble 
efforts to ensure that this carnage does not 
go on. 

These results of civil war in Yugoslavia are 
horrible in themselves. They also deserve to 
be taken as harbingers of things to come
not everywhere but in the Soviet Union and 
many other places where ethnic passions run 
strong and traditions of democratic and con
sensual accommodation run weak. 

What is troubling is not just the thousands 
of deaths and the phenomenon of ethnicity 
aflame but the spectacle of the outside 
world's ineffectiveness. A deterministic view 
spreads that autonomous "historical" or 
"cultural" demons have been let loose, 
forces that cannot be controlled, and that 
others can do no more than put up a wall and 
wait on the theory that eventually the fire 
will burn out and meanwhile others will not 
be singed. 

There is an element of realism in accepting 
the limitations of European and American 
policy in Yugoslavia. The West has now 
moved to impose some economic sanctions, 
but there is no sign that either public or offi
cial opinion is prepared to move on to put in 
international forces to separate the warring 
parties. 

But there is also an element of evasion in 
expecting the limited pressures so far 
brought to bear to accomplish the large and 
necessary goal of bringing Yugoslavia to a 
new political place. 

In fact, the mismatch between means and 
ends is recognised within the Bush adminis
tration. The president joined up with the Eu
ropean Community's economic sanctions 
well aware that these were unlikely to slow 
down the Serbian juggernaut in Croatia. A 
cutoff of strategic oil imports would have a 
better chance of doing the job. 

But that would have to be a broad inter
national project, not just a European one, 
and it would have to be undertaken through 
the United Nations. So far this path has been 
blocked by, among other things, the Soviet 
Union's reluctance to act in Yugoslavia in a 
way that might act a precedent for U.N. 
intervention in its own ethnic torments. 

Here is where Eduard Shevardnadze's re
appointment as Soviet foreign minister be
comes immediately intriguing. Can this 
prestigious author of the "new political 
thinking" design and carry through a policy 
that makes further international action in 
Yugoslavia not so much threatening as help
ful to other countries afflicted with ethnic 
strife? 

The evident answer lies in the European 
Community's effort led by Lord Carrington 
to put together a package solution. This 
means an urgent halt to the use of force to 
bring about unilateral political change; in 
the current context this bears most heavily 
on the Serbs, who are on a cruel offensive 
against Croats. But it also means effective 
protection-different approaches are pos
sible-for minorities in all republics, includ
ing Serbs who have been in peril in Croatia. 

If you look just at the television pictures 
of the fighting, you will be drawn to the side 
of the Croats, the conspicuous victims. But if 
you reflect just briefly on the history, you 
will realize that Serbs' concern for fellow 
Serbs must be factored in. The Carrington 
mission has been poorly explained in this 
country, but this is what I take its logic to 
be. 

The subject stirs passion, not to say cyni
cism. If you listen to most Yugoslavs, and to 
most Americans of Yugoslav descent who are 
active in the policy debate, you will miss the 
central fact that all the Yugoslav nationali
ties share responsibility for the current trag
edy and that all must be prepared to contrib
ute to a solution. 
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It has to be considered awfully doubtful 

that the EC's Carrington and Cyrus Vance, 
the United Nations' designated mediator, 
have any chance left to draw the parties to
ward a political solution. It could yet happen 
that the particular one-sided result that is 
being put into effect on the ground by Ser
bian arms will settle into place and will be 
ratified by time. 

But that is to say that a prompt inter
national oil embargo, which would most af
fect Serbia, is probably the best remaining 
way to even the odds in a bargaining context 
where Serbia's army now gives it literally an 
overwhelming advantage. 

This is also probably the last best hope for 
sparing Yugoslavia much further agony-and 
for making the essential demonstration that 
in these hideous ethnic disputes, political 
will can tame history. 

TIME TO END MILITARY AID TO 
EL SALVADOR 

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

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, 
like a horrible nightmare, the killing 
of El Salvador goes on and on. 

Except this nightmare does not end 
when the alarm clock goes off. 

A case in point is the 1989 murder in 
cold blood of six Jesuit priests, their 
housekeeper and her 15-year-old daugh
ter. 

Two Salvadoran Army officers have 
been convicted of the crime. 

We know who pulled the trigger, but 
who gave the orders? 

Earlier this week, the Speaker's task 
force on El Salvador gave us the likely 
answer to that question. 

The killings were planned the day be
fore at a meeting of five senior Salva
doran officers. 

They included the current minister 
and vice minister of defense and the 
then-chief of the Air Force. 

Is it any wonder that the investiga
tion is at a standstill? 

Are these guys going to blow the 
whistle on themselves? 

Of course not. 
But this Congress can blow the whis

tle on a policy that subsidizes the kill
ers of priests, peasants, and children. 

It is time we ended military aid to El 
Salvador, and that is what we ought to 
do. 

RETURN COUNTRY TO WHERE IT 
BELONGS 

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

Mr. BLACKWELL. Mr. Speaker, 
being a new Member of this body, I was 
disappointed the other day when the 
President vetoed the Labor-Health and 
Human Services bill. It amazes me how 
the same people who will tell a woman 
that she has to have a youngster that 
is unwanted, how they will walk past a 

little baby who sleeps in an abandoned 
car, will walk past a little baby who 
sleeps in an abandoned house, will walk 
past a mother and baby who walk down 
the street with nothing to eat. That 
amazes me. 

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the 
President, veto sending our jobs to for
eign countries; veto women and chil
dren walking the streets. Do that, and 
then we will return the country to 
where it belongs. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). Members are reminded to 
direct their remarks to the Chair, not 
to the President. 

LET US REMEMBER JOHN 
KENNEDY 

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

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
28 years ago today, President John F. 
Kennedy was taken from us by an as
sassin's bullet. This young and ener
getic American leader ushered in a pe
riod of great hope and great expecta
tions. 

He gave this country a sense of direc
tion, a sense of purpose, a vision. He 
had a vision of this Nation as the New 
Frontier. President Kennedy inspired 
the best in all of us. 

We should remember that President 
Kennedy said the "torch has been 
passed on to a new generation." In his 
brief Presidency, John Kennedy carried 
that torch with dignity. 

On this day, let us remember the life 
and times of President John Fitzgerald 
Kennedy. 

PEOPLE OF EL SALVADOR 
DESPERATE FOR PEACE 

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

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Speak
er, I am very pleased that Members of 
Congress-on both sides of the aisle
have recognized the horror that oc
curred; 2 years ago, today, when six 
Jesuit priests, their housekeeper and 
her 15-year-old daughter were brutally 
murdered by members of the military 
of El Salvador. 

The full truth to this terrible crime 
has yet to be revealed. 

It is one of the horrors of a civil war 
that has cost American taxpayers over 
$4 billion and has cost over 75,000 peo
ple, most of them innocent men, 
women and children, their lives. 

Congressman JOE MOAKLEY should be 
applauded for his tireless eff arts as 

chair of the Speaker's Task Force on 
El Salvador to find the truth and de
mand justice in the murder case of the 
Jesuit priests. 

The administration should apply 
clear and strong pressure on the Salva
doran Armed Forces to immediately 
reciprocate the unilateral cease-fire 
that was recently announced by the 
FMLN opposition. 

As a nation, we should stand four
square behind the United Nations in its 
efforts to broker a final peace in this 
war torn nation. A peace that the peo
ple of El Salvador desperately want, 
need, and deserve. 

And, as a Congress, we should stop 
the flow of American tax dollars to 
murder, oppression, and injustice once 
and for all. 

REMEMBRANCE OF MURDERED EL 
SALVADORAN PRIESTS, HOUSE
KEEPER AND HOUSEKEEPER'S 
DAUGHTER 
(Mr. REED asked and was given per

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

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
sadly to commemorate the death 2 
years ago of six Jesuit priests, their 
housekeeper, and their housekeeper's 
daughter, in El Salvador. Through the 
efforts of the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY], we have found 
out that these dastardly crimes were 
perpetrated by soldiers-supposed sol
diers. 

Mr. Speaker, I spent 12 years in the 
U.S. Army. I graduated from West 
Point and was trained at Fort Benning. 
Believe me, these are not soldiers. 
They are gangsters in costume. We 
cannot continue to provide military as
sistance to what is not a military 
force. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not just a case of 
excesses, the impardonable excesses of 
undisciplined troops. This was a delib
erately plotted crime by the very hier
archy of the Salvadoran Army. We can
not tolerate that. As long as we toler
ate this, we will not only desecrate the 
memory of those brave Jesuits and 
those two women, we will desecrate the 
memory of every American who served 
in uniform to fight for the principles 
we believe in, and it is not the murder 
of innocents, it is justice and law. 

SEARCH FOR JUSTICE MUST 
CONTINUE IN DEMJANJUK CASE 
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the 
case of Ivan the Terrible is exploding. 
Recent documents I received through 
the Freedom of Information Act abso
lutely prove that the Justice Depart
ment had for 13 years the identity of 
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Ivan as being John Ivan Marchenko. 
This case now warrants a full congres
sional investigation. 

Mr. Speaker, Israel acted on this case 
on information and evidence they 
thought was reliable. The truth is it 
was not. Israel cannot be faulted. 

We must now know where is 
Marchenko? Is he dead, or is he alive 
somewhere sweating out the ordeal of 
John Demjanjuk? 

Mr. Speaker, this matter deserves an 
investigation. They have the wrong 
man sentenced to die in Israel. When 
you let one man's rights be abrogated, 
you threaten the rights of all Ameri
cans. 

I am asking Congress now to look at 
the activities surrounding the case of 
Ivan the Terrible, the most infamous 
killer of the entire Holocaust. 

SUPPORT JUSTICE AND PEACE IN 
EL SALVADOR 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, this 
week marks the second anniversary of 
the slaying of six Jesuit priests, their 
cook and her daughter at the Univer
sity of Central America in El Salvador. 

Despite an investigation, a trial, and 
the conviction of two Salvadoran offi
cers, the whole truth surrounding these 
slayings has yet to be revealed. 

My colleague, Chairman MOAKLEY, 
issued this week his final report re
garding the murders. It provides new 
information supporting widespread as
sertions that other high-ranking Salva
doran military officials were also in
volved in the murders. Yet, their guilt 
was concealed by a conspiracy of si
lence by all but one member of the 
military testifying at the trial. They 
saw nothing, said nothing or lied before 
the court. 

Mr. Speaker, the six priests and their 
associates dedicated their lives to 
peace, justice and democracy. If the 
United States truly wishes to pay trib
ute to their lives, everyone must work 
to ensure that U.S. policy reflects the 
goals and ideals these individuals gave 
their lives for. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope my colleagues 
will join me in calling on President 
Bush to show leadership by demanding 
the full truth on the Jesuit case; by 
withholding any future financial as
sistance that we give to the Govern
ment until the truth is known; by sup
porting the United Nations in 
brokering peace negotiations, and by 
pressuring the Salvadoran military to 
reciprocate the FMLN's recent unilat
eral cease-fire. The opportunity for 
peace is at hand. Let us do everything 
we can to support it. 

EL SALVADOR 
(Mrs. KENNELLY asked and was 

given permission to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been 2 years since six Jesuit priests, a 
housekeeper, and her daughter were 
brutally murdered by Salvadoran Army 
troops. The soldiers who invaded the 
UCA University campus that November 
night in 1989 came to murder not only 
the priests, but the idea of democracy 
and freedom in El Salvador. This was 
an act of unspeakable outrage. Not 
only did it profoundly shock us, it pro
voked us into action. 

At the time of the murder, the Unit
ed States had spent $4 billion on aid to 
El Salvador. More than 70,000 people 
had been killed. A civil war had torn El 
Salvador apart for over a decade. 

Now, 2 years later, elections have 
been held in El Salvador, a trial has 
been held to convict those who killed 
the priests, and a congressional task 
force under leadership of Congressman 
JOSEPH MOAKLEY has made its final re
port on the conspiracy involved in 
planning the murder-a conspiracy 
which involved the highest levels of the 
Salvadoran Armed Forces. 

There is a powerful message in this. 
It is that without intervention and 
without congressional pressure, there 
would have been no progress in finding 
some justice for those eight martyrs. 
This is small comfort, since there is so 
much more to be found out about who 
was also involved as well as those pros
ecuted, but it does help on this day of 
memory. 

I urge my colleagues to insist that 
military aid to a country that cannot 
prevent the military's abuse of its citi
zens be stopped. 

NO MORE MILITARY AID FOR EL 
SALVADOR 

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

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, 2 years 
ago this week, an army squad entered 
the campus of the Central American 
University and in cold blood, murdered 
six Jesuit priests, their housekeeper, 
and her 15-year-old daughter. Two 
years after the massacre in El Sal
vador, there is now compelling cir
cumstantial information, revealed in 
Chairman MOAKLEY's report, that the 
decision to murder these Jesuit priests 
was made at a meeting of the Salva
doran military's top officers. 

Mr. Speaker, since these murders, 
the United States has provided El Sal
vador with $166 million in new eco
nomic support funds, as well as mil
lions of dollars in assistance already in 
the pipeline. The recent continuing res
olution also makes available up to $3.5 
million more per month to the mili
tary in El Salvador. Yet, the full truth 
on the role of the military's command
ers in this brutal, premeditated crime 

has not been uncovered, and those re
sponsible for the decision have not 
been held accountable. 

The Salvadoran military has acted 
with impunity, terrorizing and murder
ing civilians throughout El Salvador's 
civil war. Their institutionalized bru-· 
tality culminated in this tragic event 
which destroyed the backbone of El 
Salvador's intellectual community. 
Unfortunately, the brutality has not 
ended. 

President Cristiani is trying to bring 
the Salvadoran military under some 
control The peace process will not 
work unless the military cooperates. 
We can help. Cutting military aid will 
help to promote peace. Peace and jus
tice are the best memorial we can pro
vide for the slain Jesuit priests. 

THE TRAGEDY ON AMERICA'S 
STREETS 

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

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, obvi
ously we should show compassion for 
the situation in El Salvador and people 
who have been murdered there, and our 
policy ought to also recognize that. 

The gentleman from Illinois was ab
solutely right a moment ago. We ought 
to be just as worried about the citizens 
who are being murdered on our streets 
every night. And the fact is that we 
have heard from the Democrats now for 
a period of months and weeks about 
how President Bush is too concerned 
about what goes on overseas. The 1 
minutes today sound to me as though 
the Democrats should heal themselves. 
It sounds to me as though they are 
more concerned about what goes on in 
El Salvador than they are about what 
goes on in the streets of Washington, 
DC. 

We need a crime bill out here, a 
tough crime bill that does something 
about the murder on our streets. 

And what happened when this House 
had to face up to that issue yesterday 
about a real crime on the streets ap
proach? The majority of the House, by 
almost a 2-to-1 majority, voted against 
having the Federal Government have 
mandatory penalties against people 
who wield guns on the streets of Amer
ica. 

I tell my colleagues that the Amer
ican people are worried about the fact 
that the guns are being used against 
them, and they are being murdered on 
their own streets. And they may worry 
about the people in El Salvador, and 
they should, but they are more worried 
about their own families. We ought to 
act here. 

NO MILITARY ASSISTANCE FOR EL 
SALVADOR 

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

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, in 1985, I 
received one of the greatest honors 
that I have ever enjoyed. I was awarded 
an honorary degree from my alma 
mater, the University of Notre Dame. 

On the very same day that I was 
awarded that honorary degree, a degree 
was also received by Jose Napoleon 
Duarte, the former President of El Sal
vador and a Notre Dame graduate. 

It was awkward for me, but I felt at 
the same time appropriately resolved 
in behalf of my votes to that point and 
my votes since then of not providing 
military assistance to the country of 
El Salvador. 

I admired then and I admire today, 
after his death, President Duarte's 
great resolve and his great courage in 
handling his terminal illness, but I 
really do not believe that providing 
military assistance under any cir
cumstances to that country solves the 
problems that plague the country. 

I think we ought to cut off the aid, 
and then we will be able to establish 
peace and justice in El Salvador. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R 2076 
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 201 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name be 
removed as a cosponsor of R.R. 2076 and 
of House Joint Resolution 201. 

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

There was no objection. 

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, 
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1992 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, pursu

ant to the order of the House on Thurs
day, November 21, 1991, I call up the 
bill (R.R. 3839) making appropriations 
for the Departments of Labor, Health 
and Human Services, Education, and 
related agencies, for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1992, and for 
other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, all time 

yielded will be for the purposes of de
bate only. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 4 min
utes. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill I present today 
replaces R.R. 2707, which was vetoed by 
the President on Tuesday. This veto 
was based on his objections to the pro
vision of the bill related to abortion 
counseling in family planning clinics. 
As Members know, the House failed to 
override this veto by a vote of 276 to 
156. The number of votes against the 
override was identical to the number 
who voted against the conference re
port on November 6. As a result, we 
have had to start over with a new bill. 

I want to emphasize that the new bill 
is identical to the bill vetoed by the 
President, with the single exception of 
section 514, the abortion counseling 
provision. Section 514 has been strick
en in its entirety. All of the dollar 
amounts are identical to the vetoed 
bill and all the terms, conditions and 
limitations are as agreed to in the con
ference on R.R. 2707. The committee 
expects the instructions contained in 
the House and Senate reports and the 

conference report on R.R. 2707 as well 
as floor debates to apply to the new 
bill. I will insert in the RECORD at the 
end of my statement a table comparing 
the amounts provided in the new bill to 
those in the House, Senate, and con
ference versions of R.R. 2707. 

It is clear that the abortion counsel
ing provision provokes deeply held be
liefs on both sides. I urge my col
leagues to support this new bill. It rep
resents the best we can do for the 
many important programs that are 
funded within it. The longer we delay 
in passing a second bill, the more these 
critical activities will be hurt. 

At the present time, the programs of 
the Departments of Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education are 
funded at the rate specified in the con
tinuing resolution. This rate is the 
lower of the 1991 level, or the House or 
Senate passed bills. Compared to the 
levels in the vetoed bill . The continu
ing resolution provides $4.6 billion less 
in discretionary budget authority. To 
cite a few examples of programs that 
are being shortchanged by the continu
ing resolution: 

Million 
Chapter 1 . . . .. ... .. . . . .... .. .. . .. ... .. .. ... ......... - 631 
Natinal Institutes of Health .............. -839 
Low-income energy assistance .... ...... - 500 
Education for the handicapped ... .. .... . - 239 
Student financial assistance ............. -171 
Vocational education ........... ... ...... .. .. -184 

It is not right for these programs and 
many others like them that do so much 
to improve the health of our country 
and the education of our children to be 
further jeopardized while we debate the 
abortion counseling matter. I urge my 
colleagues to support this new bill. The 
table which I referred to earlier fol
lows: 



33992 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE November 22, 1991 
P'Y 1992 APPllOPllIATIONS FOR THE DEPAllTMENTS or LABOR. HEALTH AND HIJHAl'I SEllVICES. EDUCATION AND RELATED AGIJICI!S 

rv 1991 FY 1992 ----------------- H. R. 2707 -------------,.-------
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SUMHARY 

Title I - Department of Labor: 

Nev 
Bil.I. 

Federal Funda. •. . . . . • .• ... . . . . • . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7.541.537 . 000 7 . 336.447.000 7 . 435 . 073.000 7 . 485.176 . 000 7.476.230.000 7 . 476 . 230.000 

Current year. . . .. . .. .. . ..... . .. .... . . . . . ... . . . ( 7. 541. 537 . 000) (7. 336 . 447. 000) (7. 435 . 073. 000) (7 . 485 . 176.000) (7 . 288. 530 . 000) (7. 288. 530. 000) 

1993 advance • .•• .• . . .. .... .. .. . .. . .... . . . . ... . (187. 700.000) ( 187 . 700. 000) 

Truat runda . ..... . . . ... . ..... .. . .... . ......... . .. . ( 3. 345 . 157. 000) (3. 398 . 136. 000) ( 3. 512 . 648 . 000) ( 3 . 537. 331.000) (3, 509. 301.000) (3, 509. 301. 000) 

Title II - Department of Health and Human serviees : 
federal runda (all years) ..... • . ...•. . ..... .. .... . 151.680.827.000 165 . 657.345 . 000 167 . 121.817.000 168,803 , 583.000 168 , 611.962.000 168,611.962.000 

Current year • •. • • .. .... ..... . ..... . ... .. .. .. . . C 130 . 543 . 893 . 000) ( 139 . 119 . 345 . 000) (139 . 460. 825 .000) ( 141.142. 591.000) ( 140, 950, 970.000) ( 140, 950. 970. 000) 

1993 advanee........ . .. .. ............. . ..... .. ( 21 . 136 . 934 . 000) (26 , 538. 000 . 000) ( 27. 660. 992 .000) ( 27, 660. 992. 000) ( 27. 660 . 992. 000) (27. 660. 992. 000) 

Truat P'unda • ..... ;... .. . . ... . ... .. .. . .. .... .. .. . . . ( 6. 554. 729 .000) ( 6. 543 .148. 000) ( 6. 937. 781. 000) (6, 504 , 857 , 000) (6, 934, 781, 000) (6, 934, 781. 000) 

Title III - Department of Edueation : 
rederal Funda •.. . ...•.• • . • • •• .. . . ... . .•• .. ... •... . 22,883.520.000 26 . 580 , 972 . 000 28 . 266,159.000 27.416.427,000 27,774,312.000 27,774,312.000 

Total ineluding Guaranteed Student Loans . . . .... . .. (27 , 093,338,000) (29 . 656 . 683,000) (31,341.870 . 000) (30 . 492,138 , 000) (31,964.771.000) (31.964,771,00') 

Title IV - Related Ageneiea: 
Federal runda (all years)..... .... .. . .. ...... . ... . 1.079.950 . 000 l.036.650,000 1,030,273.000 1.070,083,000 l.057,259,000 l.057 . 259,000 

currant year................. ... . ... ....... . . . (761 . 314 . 000) (776.650.000) (776 . 964 . 000) (786.083,000) (782.259,000) (782.259.000) 

1994 advance. . .............. .... ...... . .. . . .. . (318,636.000) (260.000.000) (253 , 309 , 000) (284 , 000.000) (275,000.000) (275.000,000) 

Truat runda...... . .. . ............. . . .. ... . .. . ..... (98,731.000) (121.615 . 000) (108 , 983.000) (109,039,000) (107,637,000) (107.637,000) 

Total. all ti tlea: 
Federal Funda (all years) .••..•••.••• • •..... '. ..... 183,185 . 834.000 200.611.414.000 203,853.322.000 204 . 775.269.000 204,919,763,000 204,919.763,000 

Current year ...•..•.•.•.•. • •. . .• . .. . ........ .. ( 161. 730. 264. 000) ( 173. 813 . 414. 000) ( 175. 939. 021.000) ( 176, 830, 277 ,000) ( 176. 796.071. 000) ( 176, 796,071, 000) 

1993 advanee, •. • ••.•• . •••.•• .. •. . • •.• ,.... ... . ( 21.136 . 934 , 000) ( 26, 538. 000 . 000) ( 27 . 660, 992 .000) ( 27. 660 . 992, 000) ( 27, 848, 692,000) (27, 848, 692. 000) 

1994 advance ...... . .......... . ....... . ... . ... . (318. 636.000) ( 260. 000. 000) (253,309 , 000) ( 284. 000.000) ( 275. 000. 000) (275. coo. 000) 

Truat runda •••. . . .. ....•... •. ••. ... ... .. . .• . .. . . . . (9 . 998.617.000) (10.062.899.000) (10 . 559.412 . 000) (10,151.227.000) (10,551,719,000) (10.551.719,000) 

TITLE I - DEPARTMENT OF LA!IOR 

EMPLOYM!lM' AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION 

PllOGRM ADMINISTRATION 

Job training program• .•. . .•.... . ... . . ... ........ . ..... 19 . 884. 000 21. 528 . 000 21. 528. 000 21,528 . 000 21. 528 . 000 21. 528.000 

l'land 
Diac 

Truat funda •..•... . ..•.. .. .... •.. ..• . ... •••• . . . ... ( 2 . 118 . 000) (2 . 179 .000) (2 . 179. 000) ( 2, 179 , 000) (2.179,000) (2, 179 ,000) TF* 

Employment aaeuri ty .•• •.. . •. . ....••• • .• .. ..... . ..... .. 316. 000 442 . 000 442. 000 442,000 442.000 442.000 

Truat funda .. . ...• . . . . . ...•••...• . ............ •. .. ( 12 . 611. 000) ( 13. 472. 000) (13 .472 ,000) ( 13. 472 . 000) ( 13, 472,000) (13,472,000) Tr* 

Financial and adlliniatrativa management . ... . .... ... . . . 13. 343 . 000 14. 502 ,000 14 . 502 .000 14. 502 .000 14,502,000 14. 502,000 

Truat funda ..• • •.. . .. .. ....•. .••. ..... • • •••.. .. ... ( 10. 075. 000) (10. 686. 000) ( 10 . 686.000) (10.686.000) ( 10. 686. 000) (10.686.000) TF* 

Esecutive direetion and administration . ... . . .. .. . . . •.. 4.376.000 5. 031. 000 5 , 031.000 4.376,000 4,376,000 4.376,000 

Truat funda •.... • • . . .• .. • • • ••. • • . .. ... .... . .. . .... (3. 870, 000) (4. 047. 000) ( 4 • 04 7 . 000) (3,870,000) (3,870,000) (3,870,000) TF* 

Jlegional operation• ............ • •..•..............•.. . 15. 215. 000 16.132,000 16.132.000 16.132 . 000 16,132.000 16.132,000 

Truat funda • ••. •.• .. • ••.•••... • •..•. . ..•...•. . •. . . (24.319 . 000) (26. 745.000) (26. 745.000) (26. 745.000) (26, 745.000) (26, 745.oooi TF* 

Apprentieeahip aervieea .. . .. .. ..•.... . ....• • . ••. . . .. .. 16. 051. 000 16 . 553,000 16, 553.000 17. 000, 000 17.000. 000 17 .000.000 

Total. Program Administration . • . , . ... . ..• ... . . . . 122.178,000 131. 317, 000 131.317 .000 130. 932. 000 130,932,000 130. 932. 000 

Federal funda •. . .. . .•......•....•... • .•...... . 69.185. 000 74,188,000 74 .188 ,000 73. 980, 000 73. 980, 000 73. 980, 000 

Truat funda • . •.. . . • •.•••• . .....••.... . ...... . . ( 52. 993, 000) (57, 129,000) (57,129 . 000) (56.952.000) (56,952 , 000) (56,952.000) 

Tllll .tlUN<; ~N!) EMPLOYMENT SERVICES 

Grant• to State• : 
Block grant. . . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1. 778 . 484. 000 l. 778 . 484.000 1. 773 . 484. 000 l. 773. 484. 000 1. 773.484.000 1, 773. 484. 000 

SU98er youth employment and training program..... . 682 . 912 . 000 682.912.000 682. 912 . 000 682 . 912 .000 495. 212. 000 495,212.000 

Advanee appropriation. P'Y93 ... . ... ... . ...... . . 1117. 700. 000 1117,700.000 

Dialocated worker aaaiatanee • ... ... ...... ..• . •. ... 526.986 . 000 526 . 986 . 000 576 . 986. 000 576 . 986.000 576. 986 . 000 576,986,000 

Federally adainiatered progr .. a : 
Native Aaericana ... . ..........• . . .. . . .. . ...... • ... 59 . 625 .000 58 . 690, 000 59,625 . 000 64 , 000 . 000 63,000,000 63,000.000 

Hi grant• and aeaaonal fa.-.vorkera . . .....•• ••• . . ... 70.288,000 56 , 911 . 000 75 . 288. 000 80 . 000.000 77 ,644.000 77.644,000 
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Comparable Budget Requeat Hou•• Bill Senate Bill Conference 

Job Corp•: 
Operation• ............• ••.•.. .....•.•..••.... . 800. 238. 000 837. 033. 000 846. 033 . 000 847. 033 .ooo 846, 533 ,000 

Con•truction and renovation ..•••••••••••.••••• 67.259.000 50. 464.000 52,464.000 80. 464 .000 73,000,000 

Subtotal. Job Corp• •••.•.••..•••••••••.• 867 ,497 ,000 887. 497. 000 898,497,000 927 .497 ,000 919.533.000 

Veteran•· employment .••........ .•••••••. .••..•••.. 9,120,000 8, 792,000 9 .120. 000 9.120.000 9,120.000 

National activitiea: 
Pilot• and demonatrationa .............. .. .... . 36,216.000 27. 753,000 27. 753,000 38. 753 .000 35, 753.000 

R•••arch. demonatration and evaluation ...••... 12 . 927 ,000 10.000.000 10,000,000 11. 927 ,000 10.000.000 

Other .•.•..•••.....•...•.••••....•.••••••••••• 22. 673. 000 13. 706,000 16. 706, 000 25. 606,000 23 .606,000 

Subtotal. National activi tie• ••.•.•••••••.•• 71.816,000 51. 459, 000 54. 459. 000 76 , 286.000 69.359.000 

33993 

Nev 
Bill 

846, 533, 000 

!'land 
Diac 

73. 000, 000 D 

919.533,000 

9.120.000 

35. 753.000 

10.000.000 

23.606.000 

69,359.000 ................................................................................................ 
Subtotal. Federal activitiea... .. .• •. • • •• • . • 1.078,346.000 1. 063. 349, 000 l. 096. 989. 000 1.156. 903 ,000 1,138,656,000 l, 138. 656.000 

Total. Job Training Partnership Act......... 4 ,066. 728.000 4. 051. 731. 000 4 .130. 371, 000 4.190, 285. 000 4,172.038,000 4.172.038.000 

Job training for the home le•• ••••..•.................. 11. 223. 000 7. 400,000 11. 223 .ooo 9,312.000 9.312,000 

Total. Training and Employment Services........ . 4.077.951.000 4,051,731.000 4.137 . 771.000 4.201.508,000 4.181.350.000 4.181.350,000 

Current year...... .. . .... ................... (4. 077. 951. 000) (4. 051. 731, 000) ( 4, 137. 771. 000) ( 4. 201, 508,000) (3, 993, 650. 000) (3, 993. 650,000) 

'tY 1993 ...•..........•..•. •.. ....•. . .•... .•• 

eot1t'IUNITY SERVICE El'IPLOYMENT FOR OLDER AMERICANS 

National contract• .•.•.•.............................. 

State grant• ••.•• • ••. •• .• ••..•• ... . .. . .... .. .. •..•.•.. 

Total .. . ...•.•••••.•... . .............. . ......... 

FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT AND ALLOWANCES 

Trade adjuatment .......... • ....... •....... . , ••......•. 

Other activiti••· •••. •• •.... . ... . ... ..... . .. ... . .. ... . 

Total ••........................................ . 

STAT! UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE AND 
EMPLOYMENT SERVICE OPERATIONS 

Unemployment Compensation (Truat Funds): 

304. 481, 000 267. 395. 000 

85 . 879 . 000 75 . 419. 000 

390. 360.000 342.814 . 000 

269. 000. 000 226. 000. 000 

500.000 250. 000 

269. 500. 000 226. 250. 000 

(187. 700,000) ( 187. 700. 000) 

304. 481. 000 312 . 000. 000 308. 241. 000 308,241.000 

85. 879. 000 88. 000.000 8ti,940.000 86,940,000 

390. 360. 000 400. 000. 000 395 .181. 000 395, 181, 000 

226 . 000. 000 226, 000. 000 226.000.000 226 , 000,000 H 

250. 000 250,000 250 . 000 250.000 

226. 250. 000 226. 250. 000 226. 250.000 226.250,000 

State Operation•.................................. ( l. 458, 435. 000) ( 1. 510, 973 .000) ( l. 510 , 973 . 000) ( 1. 510. 973 ,000) (l. 510. 973. 000) ( l, 510, 973.000) TF* 

State integrity activities................ . ....... (278.249.000) (304.723.000) (304.723,000) (304.723.000) (290.723.000) (290 ,723,000) TF* 

National Activities... ...... ..................... . (6.213.000) (6,486,000) (6.486.000) (6,486.000) (6.486.000) (6.486,000) TF* 

Contingency................... . .. ........ ......... (391,544,000) (440.703.000) (440 , 703,000) (440.703.000) (440.703.000) (440 , 703,000) TF* 

subtotal. unemployment Compenaation(truat fund•) (2.134.441.000) (2.262.885,000) (2.262.885 , 000) (2.262.885.000) (2 . 248.885.000) (2,248,885.000) 

Employaent Service: 
Allotment• to State•: 

Federal fund•............. . ... . .. . . ........... 21.177 . 000 22,500,000 21.177.000 22.500 . 000 21,838,000 21.838,000 

Trust funda •..........•..••.••........•....... 

Subtotal ••.....•..••••...........•......... . 

National Activitiea: 
Federal fund• • .. .••.••....• . .. ... . .... ....... . 

Tru•t fund• 1/ ..........••........ ,,, .•• ,., ... 

Targeted job• taa credit .. ... .... .......... . 

Subtotal. Employment Service ••..•.• ............. 
Federal fund• ....•••..••..•.•. .•••••• .•....... 
Truat funda ••.•••••••.•..•.......•••••••••••• • 

(783. 940, 000) 

805. 117. 000 

3 . 806. 000 

(56.114 . 000) 

(19. 518,000) 

884. 555. 000 
24. 983. 000 

(859. 572. 000) 

Total. State Unemployment 2/........ .. . . . . . . • . . . 3,018.996.000 
rederal rund•. . . . . . • • • • • • • • • • • . . • . • . • . . . • . . . . . 24. 983. 000 
Tru•t P'unda................................... ( 2, 994 ,013,000) 

1/ FY 1991 total for computer operation• not available 
for obligation until Oct. l , 1991 . Houae " Senate 
bill• include $12.500 , 000 for computer operation•. 
not eveilebla for obligation until 9/30/92. 

2/ Include• P'edmral. Truat and advance Truat funda. 

(727. 500,000) 

750. 000. 000 

2. 200 , 000 

(72. 500, 000) 

( 20, 000, 000) 

844. 700. 000 
24. 700,000 

(820,000,000) 

3.107.585,000 
24.700.000 

(3. 082, 885. 000) 

(783.940,000) 

805.117 ,000 

2. 200.000 

(85,000,000) 

( 20. 000 . 000) 

912.317 .000 
23. 377 .ooo 

(888.940,000) 

3. 175 . 202. 000 
23,377 .ooo 

(3 , 151.825.000) 

(815. 600, 000) 

838 . 100,000 

2. 200,000 

(80.000.000) 

(20 , 000. 000) 

940. 300. 000 
24 , 700.000 

(915, 600,000) 

3. 203.185,000 
24,700,000 

(3.178,485,000) 

(799, 770,000) 

821. 608. 000 

2. 200 , 000 

(80 , 000,000) 

(20,000,000) 

923. 808. 000 
24.038,000 

(899,770,000) 

3 .172. 693. 000 
24.038.000 

(3.148.655.000) 

(799. 770. 000) TF* 

821. 608. 000 

2. 200, 000 

(80,000 . 000) TF* 

(20.000. 000) TF* 

923. 808. 000 
24,038,000 

(899, 770,000) 

3.172.693.000 
24.038.000 

(3 .148. 655. 000) 
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FY 1991 FY 1992 ----------------- H. R. 2707 ------------······---
Comparable Budget Request House Bill Senate Bill Conference 

ADVJUfCES TO UNEMPLOYMENT TltUST P'UND AND OTHER P'UNDS ... 328. 000. 000 236. 990. 000 236. 990. 000 236.990 . 000 236.990.000 

Nev 
Bill 

Mand 
Disc 

236.990.000 M 

Total. Employment i Training Administration... . . 8.206.985 . 000 8.096,687 , 000 8.297 , 890 . 000 8 , 398.865 . 000 8.343.396.000 8.343.396.000 

P'ederal funds... .. ..... . ... ........ ........... 5 . 159.979.000 4.956.673 . 000 5.088 . 936.000 5.163.428.000 5,137,789,000 5.137.789.000 

currant year................ .... ........... . (5.159.979.000) (4,956.673.000) (5.088 , 936,000) (5,163,428.000) (4,950.089.000) (4,950.089,000) 

'P'Y 1993 ..•. •. ..•• •••..••• .. • .. . .....•••.•• •. (187.700.000) (187. 700.000) 

Trust funds .... . ... ..... ........ ....... ..... .. ( 3. 047. 006 . 000) (3 .140. 014. 000) (3. 208, 954 ,000) (3 . 235. 437. 000) (3, 205, 607 .000) (3. 205, 607 .000) 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Labor-management relation• service .. .. . •••..•••... ... . 

Labor-management atandarda enforcement ....•.•...•.... . 

Pension and welfare benefit programs .. .. .. .. •. . ..... • . 

Total. LMSA ••• . . •. ........ ....•.. ....... . ...... . 

PENSION BENEP'IT GUARANTY CORPORATION 

Prograa Administration subject to limitation 
(Trust Funds) ..•......• • .• • •• . . • .. • . . ... . .. . .... • •• . 

Service• related to termination• not subject to 
limitation• (Trust Funds) .• ....• •. ......... . .... . .. . 

Total. PIGC (truat fund•) . .. .. . . . .......... .... . 

EMPLOYMENT STANDARDS ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Enforcement of vage and hour standards .... . ......... . . 

'P'ederal contractor EEO atandarda enforcement ..... ..•• . 

Federal prograaa for worker•• compenaation . . .. .. .. • ... 

Truat funda •••.••.•••..•.......... .. . . ..... . ...... 

!aecuti•e direction and aupport aervicea . .......•.• •. . 

Total. aalariea and ezpenaea .•.. . ...........• •.. 

Federal funds ...•• • .••••. . • ••.... ........••• .. 

Truat funda ... .. .............. .... ........ .••. 

SPECIAL BENEFITS 

Federal employee• compenaation benefi ta . ... •• . ..••.• .. 

Longahore and harbor worker•· benefits .. . ...•..... .... 

Total. Special Benefi ta • •. ........ ... ....... . ... 

BLACK LUNG DISABILITY TRUST FUND 

Benefit payment• and intereat on advances ... .. . ... .. . 

Employment Standards Admin . • salaries i expense• .. . . . . 

Departmental Management . aalariea and expenaea . .•.... . 

Departmental Management . inapector general. .......... . 

Subtotal. Black Lung Diaablty . Trust Fund . apprn 

Treaaury adlliniatrative coat• (indefinite) .•••••.•• • •. 

Total. Black Lung Diaability Trust Fund • . .• ••• .. 

5. 733 , 000 5 . 526.000 

25 . 238 . 000 26 . 530, 000 

56 . 405 . 000 63. 784. 000 

87 . 376.000 95. 840 . 000 

(41. 641. 000) (47. 787 . 000) 

(27. 773.000) ( 25 ,025. 000) 

(69. 414. 000) (72.812.000) 

91. 295. 000 97 ,336.000 

52. 585 , 000 55. 909 . ooo 

60 . 427. 000 67. 985 , 000 

(992.000) ( l. 035. 000) 

10.846,000 11. 396, 000 

216.145.000 233. 661. 000 

215.153.000 232.626 . 000 

(992. 000) ( 1. 035. 000) 

318.000,000 188. 000. 000 

4 . 000.000 4. 000, 000 

322 . 000. 000 192. 000. 000 

866 . 019 , 000 861. 135 . 000 

28.900 . 000 30, 145 , 000 

23.171. 000 25.579.000 

371. 000 333 . 000 

918.461.000 917 . 192. 000 

756.000 756, 000 

919. 217. 000 917 ,948 . 000 

5 , 526 . 000 5.526.000 5.526.000 5.526.000 

26 . 530,000 26.530.000 26 . 530.000 26 . 530, 000 

63 . 784 . 000 62. 784 , 000 63. 284 . 000 63 . 284. 000 

95.840.000 94,840.000 95.340 . 000 95,340.000 

(47 . 787.000) (47.787,000) (47,787.000) (47,787,000) TF 

( 25 .025 , 000) (25.025 . 000) (25.025.000) (25.025.000) T'P' 

(72.812.000) (72.812.000) (72 . 812.000) {72,812.000) 

97.336.000 96 . 586. 000 96,586.000 96. 586. 000 

55. 909. 000 55 , 909,000 55,909.000 55,909.000 

67 . 985 , 000 67.985.000 67.985.000 67,985,000 

(1.035.000) (l.035,000) (1.035.000) (1,035,000) T'P' 

11.396.000 10.846.000 10.846.000 10.846,000 

233. 661. 000 232. 361. 000 232.361,000 232. 361. 000 

232 .626.000 231.326.000 231.326.000 231,326,000 

(1.035 .000) (1.035.000) ( l. 035. 000) (l.035.000) 

188. 000. 000 188 . 000. 000 188,000.000 188.000.000 M 

4 , 000,000 4 . 000.000 4.000,000 4.000,000 M 

192. 000. 000 192. 000 . 000 192. 000. 000 192.000.000 

861 . 135. 000 861.135.000 861 . 135.000 861.135.000 M 

30.145.000 30 . 145.000 30.145.000 30,145.000 M 

25 . 579. 000 25 . 579 , 000 25.579.000 25.579,000 M 

333,000 333. 000 333.000 333.000 M 

917 .192.000 917 . 192 .ooo 917.192.000 917.192.000 

756.000 756.000 756.000 756,000 M 

917.948.000 917,948.000 917. 948,000 917. 948.000 

Total. Employment Standards Adminiatration. .. •• . 1.457 . 362 . 000 1.343.609.000 1.343.609.000 1.342.309.000 1.342.309.000 1.342.309 , 000 

'P'ederal funda.......... . .... . .. . . . .. ... ...... . l,456 . 370.000 1.342.574 . 000 1.342.574,000 l,341.274,000 l.341,274,000 1,341.274.000 

Truat funda........ •• . • . .. .. .. • . .. .. .. . .. . . .. . (992.000) (1.035 . 000) (l.035.000) (1.035.000) (l.035,000) (1.035.000) 
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OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH ADMINISTRATION 

SALAJll!S AND EXPENSES 

Safety and health atandarda .....•... . ... ... •.......... 

Enfo r cement : 
federal Enforcement .. ... •. . ... . ... . .... .. ...••. ... 

State program• .. •..•....... . ..••... . ..• . .... . ..... 

Technical Support . ... . . . ..•............• ..• .••.. ... .. . 

Compliance Aaa i atance . . . . . .. • .. . .. . ......... . ........ . 

Safety and heal th statistic• .. ... ........ . . ....... . .. . 

Execu tive direction and admin i atration ....•....... ... . 

Total. OSHA ••••••• •• •••••••••••• • •• •• • • •••••• •• • 

Ml!IE SAFETY )l_'f!l H~1\LTH ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
Enforcement : 

coal ... ... .... . . .. .. ... . . . ........ . ... .... . ...... . 

Metal/nonmetal .............. . .... ...... . . ...•..... 

Standard• development . . .. . .. .. ..... ... . ... ....... . 

Aaaeaa11enta •... . .. ...... . . . .. .. ....... . . . . ..• ... .. .... 

Educational policy and development .. .. . . ........ . .... . 

Technical aupport .... . ........... . ... . ... . ..... .. .. . . . 

Program adminiatration ... . ........•.. .. . . . . .. ....... .. 

Total. Mine Safety and Heal th Adm i n i stration . . .. 

BUREAU Of LABOR STATIST I CS 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Employment and Unemployment Statistics •........ . . • . . .• 

Labor Market Information (Truat funda ) .. . . ... . . .. . .. . . 

Pric•• and coat of living .. . . . .. . .. .. . .. . .. . . . .... .. . . 

Wage a and induatrial relation• .. . . ...... . .. .••.. . . . ... 

Productivity and technology . . . : ..•.•. . . .... .. ....... . . 

'- Economic growth and employment project i ons .... .... . . . . 

Executive direction and staff aervices ...... . ...••.... 

Total. Bureau of Labor Statiat i cs .... . ....... . . . 

Federal Fund a .... .. . .. . ....... ... ..••.. . . . . • •. 

Trust Funda • . . .. •••......... . .. . . .. ... . .. ..... 

DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Executive direction . .... ••• ..... .•... .. .. .. •... ... .. . . 

Transfer from ADAMHA for employee ass i stance .....• 

Legal aarvic•• . . ... . . . . . . . ...• ... • .. . . . . .. . . ...... . .•. 

Truat funda • .. •.. . . .•. . .. . • ... .••• . ........ .. .. . .. 

International labor affair• • .. .. .• .. •..... .. . . .. .. . .. . 

Adllliniatration and management ... . . . . .. . ... ........ ... . 

Adjudication • .. .. .. . .. • •••• . . . . . ... .• .••.• .. .......•.. 

Promoting employment of the d i sabled . .. . .. . ....... ... . 

Woman· • Bureau •• ..• • . •••••••.• . . .... •.•.... . . ..... .... 

Civil ltighta Activitiea • ........... .•.•• . ..• .. . . • . •. .. 

Undistributed • . . .. . • . . . . .. . .. . . . . • . •••... ...... • . . . •. . 

Total . salaries and expanaes .... .. . .. .... . . ... . . 

Federal funds . •.•. •...... ......•..••••.•..• . . . 

Trust funds •.. • •••• • • • • • • •• • •. . . . . . . . .• . •.• . •• 

FY 1991 
Comparable 

7 , 620 . 000 

123. 9 35. 000 

63 . 731.000 

16 . 684 . 000 

37 .370 , 000 

29 . 116 . 000 

6 . 737 .coo 

285 . 193 . 000 

87 . 338 . 000 

35. 223.000 

1. 363 . 000 

2. 313 . 000 

14 . 953 . 000 

20 . 5 63 . 000 

11 . 808 . 000 

173 . 561.000 

67 . 159 . ooo 

( 51.488 , 000 ) 

74 , 336 , 000 

25 . 738.000 

5 . 699 .ooo 

3 . 479 .000 

27 . 258.000 

255 .157. 000 

203 . 669 . 000 

(51. 488 . 000) 

21. 419. 000 

52. 722. 000 

(278.000) 

6 , 572 . 000 

20 . 209 . 000 

14 . 603 .ooo 

4 . 077 . 000 

7 , 413.000 

4. 338. 000 

131. 353 . 000 

(278.000) 

FY 1992 ----------------- ff . R. 2707 ---------------------
Budget Requast House Bill Conference 

8 . 078 . 000 8 . 078 . 000 8 . 078 . 000 8.078 . 000 

133. 508. 000 133 . 508.000 134 . 008. 000 134 . 008 . 000 

66. 344 .ooo 66 . 344 . 000 66 . 344 . 000 66.344 . 000 

17 . 708 . 000 17 . 708. 000 17. 708 , 000 17 . 708 , 000 

40.692.000 

30 , 390 , 000 30 . 390. 000 30 . 390 . 000 30.390 . 000 

7.137 . 000 7 .137 .ooo 6,737 . 000 6 , 937 . coo 

302 .107 . 000 302 . 107 . 000 305. 207 . 000 304.157 , 000 

94 . 750 , 000 94. 750 . 000 95 . 100 , 000 95,100 . 000 

37 . 718.000 37 , 718 . 000 37 . 718.000 37 . 718.000 

l. 516. 000 l. 516. 000 1. 516. 000 1. 516 , 000 

2 . 455. 000 2. 455,000 2. 455. 000 2 . 455 . 000 

14 . 152.000 14 . 152.000 15 . 152.000 14 . 152,000 

21. 322 . 000 21. 322. 000 21. 615. 000 21. 615. 000 

14.244 . 000 14 . 244 . 000 11. 808 . 000 12 . 808 . 000 

186 . 157 . 000 186 . 157 , 000 185 . 364 . 000 185 . 364 . 000 

85. 709 . 000 85 . 709 . 000 75,549 , 000 85 , 709. 000 

( 50.399.000) ( 50 . 3 99. 000) (48 . 599 . 000) (50 . 399 , 000) 

85 . 000 . 000 85 . 000 . 000 80.960,000 85 . 000,000 

45. 216.000 45 , 216.000 29 . 366 . 000 45 . 216 , 000 

6 . 316 . 000 6 . 316 . 000 6.316,000 6,316 . 000 

3 . 844 . 000 3 . 844 . 000 3.844,000 3 . 844 , 000 

32. 419 .ooo 32 . 419. 000 27.258 . 000 30 , 839 , 000 

308. 903 . 000 308 . 903. 000 271.892.000 307 . 323 . 000 

258 . 504. 000 258. 504. 000 223 . 293 . 000 256.924.000 

( 50, 399 . 000) ( 50 , 399 , 000) (48. 599.000) ( 50. 399 . 000) 

27. 911 . 000 24 . 911. 000 21 . 419 . 000 21.419 . 000 

( 2 . 000 . 000) 

58 . 588.000 58 . 588 . 000 56 . 985.000 57. 786 , 000 

( 332 ,000) (332 , 000) ( 332,000) (332.000) 

7 . 284.000 7 . 284. 000 7 . 284 . 000 7 . 284,000 

21.812.000 21.175 . 000 21.812 . 000 21.494.000 

16.187 .ooo 16.187,000 16 . 187 .coo 16 , 187 . 000 

4 . 078. 000 4 .078 . 000 4. 740,000 4.409 . 000 

7 . 562 . 000 7. 562. 000 8 . 319. 000 7.940.000 

4.534.000 4. 534. 000 4.534.000 4. 534 .000 

-1. 600 . 000 

148 . 288.000 144 . 651.000 140 . 012 . 000 141 . 385.000 

147 . 956 . 000 144 . 319 . 000 139. 680. 000 141.053,000 

(332 . 000) (332 . 000) (332.000) (332 . 000) 

33995 

New 
I ill 

8.078 . 000 

134. 008. 000 

66 . 344 . 000 

17 . 708. 000 

40 . 692. 000 

30. 390 . 000 

6 . 937 . 000 

304 .157. 000 

95 . 100. 000 

37 . 718. 000 

1 . 516,000 

2 , 455 , 000 

14 . 152 , 000 

21.615 , 000 

12 . 808 , 000 

185. 364 . 000 

85 , 709 , 000 

Hand 
Disc 

(50.399 . 000) TF* 

85.000,000 

45 . 216.000 

6,316 , 000 

3 . 844.000 

30.839.000 

307 . 323 . 000 

256 . 924 .ooo 

(50,399.000) 

21. 419 .ooo 

NA 

57. 786 . 000 

(332.000) Tl"* 

7 .284 . 000 

21 . 494.000 

16.187.000 

4 . 409 . 000 

7.940,000 

4 , 534 .ooo 

141. 385 .ooo 

141,053 . 000 

(332,000) 
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VETERANS EMPLOYMENT AHO TRAINING 

Sta ta Administration: 
Disabled Vetarana outraach Program ......•••....... 

Local Vatarana Employmant Program ..... .• • •••••. ... 

Subtotal. Sta ta Administration .. •••• •...•.. ••••• 

F'aderal Administration . . .. •..••. • ... . ... . • .. .. ... ..•• . 

National Veteran• Training Ina ti tute . . .......••.••.... 

Total. Trust Fund• ...••.••.••......•..•••....... 

Audit: 
Federal fund• ...... . .. ..... . ... .... .. . .•• ••..•.. . . 

Truat funda ... ..... .. .... . . ........ .....•.•.. ... .. 

Inveatigation: 
Federal funda .........••.....•............... . •. .. 

Trust funda ...... .. .......... ..••....•••. . .. . •. .. . 

Office of Labor Racketeering ...................... .. . . 

Executiv• Direction and Hanagemenc. ....•........•..••• 

Total. Office of the Inspector General .. ... . ... . 
Fede.-al fund a ................................ . 
Truat funds •....••.•.......................... 

To ·~al. Departmental Management . . ... . ..... .•••• . • 

Fadr.ral funds .............•...••.•...•........ 

Truat funds .... ...... ..• ••... .. ...... . .. . ..... 

Undiat!"ibutcd a.t.laries and e;cpenaea reduction .•.. .. .. . 

FY 1991 
Comparable 

(77.170.000) 

(148.265.000) 

( 21.180 , 000) 

( 2 . 440 . 000) 

( 171. 885. 000) 

20. 693 . 000 

(3. 784 . 000J 

7. 729. 000 

(310. 000) 

10.495,000 

5 .119 . 000 

48.130 . 000 
44 . 036,000 
( 4. 094 . 000) 

351,646,000 

175.389,000 

(176.257.00C) 

FY 1992 ----------------- H. R. 2707 ---------------------
Budget Raquest 

(34.910.000) 

('H.223.000) 

(109.133,000) 

(20.054.000) 

( 129, 187. 000) 

20.673.000 

( 4. 023. 000) 

8. 245. 000 

(33<1.000) 

11. 322. llOO 

6.396.000 

50.993.000 
46. 636. 000 
(4. 357 . 000) 

328. 468. 000 

194 . 5S2. 000 

(133.876,0001 

Houae Bill 

(79.170.000) 

(73. 095 . 000) 

( 152. 265. 000) 

( 20 . 054. 000) 

( 2. 440 . 000) 

(174. 759 , 000) 

20 . 673. 000 

(4. 023 . 000) 

8. 245. 000 

(334.000) 

11. 322. 000 

6. 396. 000 

50. 993 . 000 
46. 636. 000 
<" . 357,000) 

370 . 403. 000 

190. 955. 000 

(179 . 418.000) 

-30. 000. 000 

Senate Bill 

(79.170.000) 

( 73 . 095 . 000) 

(152.265.000) 

(20. 054. 000) 

( 2. 440 . 000) 

(174. 759.000) 

20. 673 . 000 

(4. 02'.I. 000) 

8 . 245. 000 

(331.000) 

11 . 322. 000 

5.119.000 

49. 716 . 000 
45. 359. 000 
(4. 357. 000) 

364. 487. 000 

185. 039. 000 

( 179. 448.000) 

-13. 269 . 000 

Conferenca 

( 79. l 70. 000) 

(73. 095 . 000) 

(152.265.000) 

( 20. 054. 000) 

( 2. 440. 000) 

( 174 . 759. 000) 

20.673.000 

( 4 . 023. 000) 

8,245.000 

(334. 000) 

11,322. 000 

6,080,000 

50,677.000 
46.320.000 
(4.357.000) 

366. 821. 000 

187.373,000 

( 179. 448. 000) 

-31. 991. 000 

Nev 
Bill 

Hand 
Disc 

(79,170,000) TF'* 

( 152. 265 . 000) 

(20,054.000) Tr* 

(2, 440. 000) TF* 

(174, 759,000) 

20,673,000 

(4,023,000) TF., 

8,245,000 

(334.000) TF" 

11. 322 . 000 

6,080, 000 

50. 677. 000 
46,320,000 
(4.357,000) 

366.821.000 

187. 373. 000 

( 179. 448.000) 

-31. 991. 000 

'(otal. Labor Department 1/ ...................... 10,886 . 694,000 10.734,583,000 10,9'\7.721.000 11.022.507,000 10.985.531,000 10,985.531.000 

f'ad~ral fundo:..... .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . • •. •. . . . . . . . 7.541.537.000 7,336,447,000 7,435.073,000 7.~85,176.000 7 , 476.230,000 7 . 476.230,000 

current year ... . ...••.. , .. •. ,............ . (7 . 541. 537. 000) (7. 336 , 447. 000) (7, 435 .073. 000) (7, 485.176.000) ( 7. 288. 530.000) (7. 288. 530.000) 

i'Y l<''I~ •• •••.••••••• •••• •••••••••••••••••• (1.87, 700, nnn) (!87. 7('.'0,000) 

Truat funds.. . ....... . .. . . .... . ... ............ (3, 345 . 157. 000) ( 3. 398.136. 000) (3, 512. 648. 000) ( 3, 537. 33:..000) (3. 509. 301. 000) (3. 509. 301.000) 

TITLE 11 - DEPARTMENT or H:::ALTH AND HUrii\li SERVICES 

HEALTH RESOURCES AND SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

HEALTH RESOURCES AND SERVICES 2/ 

Health Cara Delivery and Aaaistance: 
Community heal th centers ......................... . 

Transfer from "Educational excellence" ........ . 

Subtotal. Community Health Centers ..... .... . 

HUD haalth aervice grants .....•................... 

Targeted infant mortality initiative: 
Heal thy start .................... . ....... .... . 

Additional appropriation 9/30/92 •.•. •. .... 

Community health centers •...... •.••.••. ...... . 

Subtotal •...•••••••••••..• ••••. • •• ,., •.... .. 

Total. Community Heal th Services . . . •.. ....... ... 

Migrant haalth .• •• •.•••••...................... • . . 

Tranafar from "Educational excellence" .•.•..... 

Subtotal. Hi grant Haal th Cantara ..•........ . 

Black lung clinics ...........•••........••.••..... 

Health care for the homeless •••••••••••........•.• 

Family planning ................•....•.•.•........• 

1/ Include• Fedaral and Truat funda. 

2/ Budget and Houae bill include delayed 
obligation of S86.000 , 000 untn Sept. 19. 1992. 
Senate delay• until 9/30/92 through 10/30/92. 
Conference agreement aaaumea a total of 
Sl25,000.000 ot delayed obligation• until 9/30/92. 

478 . 191. 000 478 , 191. 000 

( 4 78. 191. 000) ( 478 .191. 000) 

3,416.000 3. 000 . 000 

25.000.000 138. 659 . 000 

25,000.000 138. 659. 000 

506. 607 . 000 619.850.000 

51, 723. 000 51. 723. 000 

(51. 723,000) (51, 723.000) 

3, 708 . 000 3. 708.000 

39.036.000 63. 041. 000 

144.311,000 150.000,000 

478.191.000 478.191.000 478,191.000 478.191,000 

( 49. 000. 000) (49 ,000.000) (49 , 000,000) NA 

( 4 78 . 191. 000) ( 527 .191. 000) ( 527 .191. 000) (527.191,000) 

7. 500.000 4 , 692.000 6.096.000 6.096.000 

69,330 . 000 25,000 . 000 40.000,000 40. 000, 000 

50. 000 , 000 25. 000,000 25. 000, 000 

69 , 329.000 10,000,000 10.000.000 

138. 659. 000 75,000.000 75.000.000 75.000.000 

624. 350. 000 557. 883. 000 559. 287. 000 559. 287. 000 

51.723,000 53. 700,000 51. 723,000 51.723,000 

(6.000. 000) (6.000.000) (6.000.000) NA 

(51. 723,000) (59, 700.000) (57. 723.000) (57. 723,000) 

3. 708.000 4,000 . 000 4,000,000 4.000,000 

51.000.000 61, 041.000 56.021.000 56.021.000 

162. 000. 000 150,000,000 150,000,000 
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National Health Service Corps: 
Field placements ••••.••....................... 

Loan• and scholarships ••••• . .................. 

Subtotal. Natl Heal th Service Corps . ...... . . 

Hansen · • Di••••• services (Carville) . .. ....•...... 

Payment to Hawaii. treatment of Hansen · • Disease .. 

Home health demonstration grants . •...... . .. . .. .... 

Alzheimer' a care grants ........•..•............... 

Trauma care .... ... . ........ . . . .... ...... . .. . ... .. . 

Undistributed .. .......... . .• . .. ..... . .... ......... 

Total. Health Care Delivery & Assistance ....... . 

Heal th Profession•: 
Ezceptional need scholarship• .... .. . . ........••• •. 

l'linori tr centers of eacellence ••. ... .. ...•.. .... .. 

Public health special projects ...........•.•...... 

Haal th administration grants ........... ••. .• •.••.• 

Public health traineeships ••••.................... 

Heal th administration traineeships ....•....••..•.. 

Preventive medicine residencies . . . . . .......•. ... . . 

Familr medicine reaidencies •••••...•.............. 

General dentistry reaidencies •• . .. . ...... ......... 

General internal medicine and pediatrics .....•.... 

Family medicine departments .•••................... 

Physician assistant• .... .......... . ...... .. . •. . •.. 

Area heal th education centers .................... . 

!-!~.=.!th education and training centers ............ . 

Heal th profesaions data analysis . . . .. . ...... . .•... 

Disadvantaged assistance .•...•... .. . ..... . . . . ..... 

Disadvantaged 11inori ty heal th improvement .. . . . .. . . 

Minori tr HPSL initiative .. . ... .. ......... . .. . ....• 

Allied health grants and contracts •. . ... . ..... ... . 

Interdisciplinary traineeships ................... . 

Keal th professions spec ed initiatives ... . . .. . ... . 

Geriatric centers and training ........ . . . ...•••... 

Pacific Basin activities (including Medical 
officer training) •..... ......... ... ... . . .. .... .. 

Native Hawaiian health care .... .. .. ... .. ...•• .. .•. 

National practitioner data bank . . ..... . .....•..... 

User feea ....••.............................. . 

Nurse training: 
Advanced nurse education ..... ••.. . •.. .•. . • •••• 

Nurse practitioners I nurse midwives • ... ... •.. 

Special projects ..•. .••••• .. . ....... . ......... 

Traineeahipa ... •••• .•••.... . .... . ....•. • ... •• . 

Nurse anesthetists .•••••••.................... 

Undergraduate scholarships ••.......•.......... 

Loan repa)'10ent for shortage area service ..... . 

Nurse disadvantaged aaaiatance . .....•.•.•.• ••. 

Subtotal. Nurse training .. . .... ..••••. .. •• .. 

Total. Heal th professions . ..... .. . .. ......... •• . 

FY 1991 
Comparable 

42. 256.000 

48 . 795.000 

91. 051. 000 

19 . 792 . 000 

3.383.000 

2 . 928 . 000 

862. 539. 000 

9 . 759 . 000 

14 .151. 000 

3 . 757 .000 

l. 554 . 000 

3. 416 .000 

484 .ooo 

1. 654. 000 

36.108. 000 

3 ,834 .000 

17.256.000 

6.831.000 

5.021.000 

19.237 . ooo 

3. 904. 000 

1. 762. 000 

30,817.000 

10 . 734.000 

2. 928 . 000 

1. 659 . 000 

4. 392. 000 

2.398 . 000 

13. 708.000 

2. 440 . 000 

3. 416. 000 

1. 926. 000 

12.463,000 

14. 639 . 000 

10 . 532.000 

13. 664 . 000 

1. 430. 000 

2.380 , 000 

1. 455. 000 

3.416.000 

59 . 979. 000 

263. 125. 000 

FY 1992 -----··---------- K. R. 2707 ---------------------
Budget Request Kouae Bill Senate Bill Conference 

42. 256 .000 42 . 256 . 000 42. 256 . 000 42 . 256. 000 

53. 795.000 58. 795 . 000 58 . 795.000 58. 795.000 

96 . 051.000 101. 051. 000 101. 051. 000 101. 051. 000 

19. 489 .000 19 . 489. 000 19 . 489 . 000 19. 489. 000 

3 . 000. 000 3. 000. 000 3. 000, 000 3.000.000 

2. 900. 000 2.990.000 

5.ooo . ooo 4,000.000 

10. 000. 000 5.000 . 000 

-12. 900. 000 

l. 006. 862 . 000 854. 321 . 000 967. 164 . 000 956.471.000 

10.400.000 9 . 759. 000 9. 759. 000 9. 759. 000 

14. 920. 000 27. 920. 000 14 .140.000 24 .140. 000 

3 . 757 . 000 4,557.000 4.307.000 

1. 554 . ooo 1 . 554. 000 1.554.000 

3. 416 . 000 3.416.000 3 . 416.000 

484. 000 484 . 000 484.000 

1. 654. 000 l. 654. 000 1.654.000 

36.108.000 32. 000. 000 36.108,000 

3. 834. 000 3. 834. 000 3.834.000 

17.256.000 16. 250.000 17 .256.000 

6 . 831. 000 6.400 . 000 6 . 831.000 

5 . 021.000 5 . 021. 000 5.021.000 

19.237,000 19.237.000 19 . 237 . 000 

3. 904 .ooo 3. 904. 000 3. 904 .ooo 

1. 762 .ooo 1. 762. 000 1. 762.000 

32. 841. 000 30 . 817 . 000 30. 817. 000 30.817 .ooo 

10. 734 , 000 23.234,000 10 . 734.000 20, 000 . 000 

15. 000. 000 15. 000.000 14 . 928.000 14. 964. 000 

1. 659 . ooo 4. 000. 000 2 . 830.000 

4.392.000 5. 000 . 000 4. 696. 000 

2.398 , 000 2.398.000 2. 398. 000 

13 . 708.000 13. 708. 000 13. 708.000 

2.440.000 2. 608. 000 2. 560.000 

3.416.000 3. 600. 000 3. 600. 000 

5.000,000 7 .000.000 5 .ooo. 000 6.000.000 

-5.000.000 -5. 000. 000 -5 .ooo. 000 -5.000.000 

12. 463 . 000 12.463,000 12.463,000 

14.639 . 000 14. 639. 000 14. 639. 000 

10. 532. 000 11. 000. 000 11.000.000 

13.664.000 U . 151.000 14.151. 000 

1.430.000 1. 930. 000 1. 930. 000 

2.380.000 2.380,000 2. 380,000 

1.455.000 1.455.000 l.455.000 

4 .160.000 3.416.000 3.416.000 3.416,000 

4 .160.000 59. 979. 000 61. 434 . 000 61.434.000 

88.055,000 301 . 540. 000 273 .199. 000 297. 274. 000 

33997 

42.256,000 

58. 79§.000 

101. 051. 000 

19 .489 .000 

3 .000.000 

2.900.000 

4. 000.000 

5.000.000 

956,471.000 

9. 759 .ooo 

24.140.000 

4. 307 .ooo 

l.554,000 

3.416 . 000 

484 . ooo 

1. 654 .ooo 

36.108.000 

3,834.000 

17.256.000 

6.831,000 

5. 021. 000 

19.237,000 

3. 904 .000 

l. 762,000 

30,817.000 

20.000.000 

14 . 964 . ooo 

2.830.000 

4.696,000 

2.398.000 

13. 708.000 

2.560,000 

3.600.000 

6,000.000 

-5.ooo.ooo 

12.463.000 

14,639.000 

11.000.000 

14,151.000 

l.930.000 

2.380,000 

1.455.000 

3.416.000 

61.434.000 

297.274.000 

Mand 
Disc 
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FY 1991 FY 1992 ----------------- H.R. 2707 ---------------------
Comparable Budget Request Houae Bill Senate Bill Conference 

MCH and Resources De•elopment : 
Maternal & child health block grant ....... .... . .. . 587.310.000 553. 627. 000 580. 000. 000 686 . 000 . 000 650. 000. 000 

Pediatric emergency care ... .... ........ ........ . . . 4 . 880. 000 4 . 880. 000 4. 880.000 4 . 880.000 

Organ transplantation •.•... . •.. .. .... . . . .... .. .... 3.723.000 3. 387. 000 5.137.000 3. 387 . 000 3.737.000 

Health teeching facilities interest subsidies .. ... 476. 000 450.000 450. 000 450 . 000 450.000 

Perinatal facilities •................ .. .. . . . ...... 976. 000 

Total . Resource• Development . ...•.......•••..... 597. 365. 000 557. 464 . 000 590,467 . ooo 694. 717. 000 659.067 . ooo 

Building• and facili ti ea •..... . ...... ., ..... ........ . . . 1. 844. 000 

Rural heal th research ......... .•... . .. . ..... . .••...... 4. 674. 000 4 .139 . 000 4.139.000 5. 000 . 000 5.000.000 

Rural outreach grant• ................ ••.•.. ... .....••. 19.518.000 25. 000. 000 22. 500.000 

Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome (AIDS): 
Training of heal th personnel •.................. , .. 17. 029,000 17 .029. 000 17 .029. 000 17. 029 .ooo 17. 029.000 

Facilities renovation grant• .••• . ................. 4 .029 . 000 4 .029. 000 

Pediatric heel th care demonatrations ....••••..•••. 19. 518.000 19.518.000 19.518.000 20.000.000 19.800 . 000 

Ryan Whi.te AIDS Programs: 
Emergency •••i•tance .••••••.•...•..•••••....•. 87.831.000 87,831.000 100. 000. 000 122 .137. 000 122.000. 000 

Comprehensive care program• •....•.. . .. ..• . . •.. 87. 831. 000 87. 831. 000 91.819 . ooo 122. 137. 000 108.000. 000 

Early intervention program . ... •••.•.•.•... . ••• 44. 891. 000 44.891.000 55.000 . 000 44. 891.000 50.000.000 

Subtotal. Ryan White AIDS programa ..... . . . 220. 553 . 000 220. 553 . 000 246.819 . 000 289 .165. 000 280.000.000 

Subtotal. AIDS • ...... . .. . .. • •...........•. 261.129 . 000 261.129. 000 283. 366 . 000 326.194.000 316.829.000 

Program management including AIDS ....•..•.•••••.•.••.• ~B.548.000 100.851.000 103. 700. 000 98.548.000 103. 700.000 

Total. Health resources and services............ 2,108.742 . 000 2. 018. 500. 000 2.137.533.000 2.389 . 822.000 2. 360. 841. 000 

l'IEDICAL FACILITIES GUARANTEE AND l.OAN FUND: 
Interest subsidy program •.•.•............•...•..•. 20.000.000 19 .000, 000 19. 000. 000 19 . 000. 000 19.000.000 

HEALTH EDUCATION ASSISTANCE LOANS PROGRAM (HEAL) : 
New loan aubaidiea ............................... . 21,813,000 30. 000 . 000 30. 000. 000 30,000,000 

Liquidating account .... . .......... .. .. . ...... .. .. . 35, 502. 000 48.000 .000 48. 000. 000 48.000.000 

HEAL loan limitation (non-add) ................... . ( 260, 000. 000) ( 185 . 000. 000) ( 260. 000. 000) (290.000.000) 

650,000.000 

4 .880.000 

3.737.000 

450.000 

659 . 067. 000 

5.ooo.ooo 

22. 500. 000 

17 .029 , 000 

19.800,000 

122 . 000. 000 

108.000 , 000 

50.000. 000 

280.000. 000 

316.829.000 

103. 700. 000 

2. 360, 841.000 

Mand 
Disc 

19. 000.000 l'I 

30,000 , 000 M 

48. 000.000 

(290. 000 , 000) NA 

Subtotal..... ........ ......... . ........... . ..... 57.315 . 000 78.000.000 78.000 . 000 78.000 . 000 78.000.000 

Program saanagernent ........ . ...... ....... ........ . . 1.400,000 

Total , HEAL •.•.. . .• . •. •.•••... .... .......... . ... 1. 400.000 

VACCINE INJURY COMPENSATION : 
Pre - FY89 claim• (appropriation) ............•.... 79. 920. 000 

Poat - FY88 claims (trust fund) .................. . 15 4 . 080. 000 

HRSA adminiatration (trust fund) ...........•...... 2.500.000 

Subtotal . Vaccine injury compenaation .......... . 236. 500. 000 

Total. Heal th Reaourcea and Servicea 
Administration..... ...... .. ... .......... ...... 2.366.642.000 

CENTERS FOii !:>!SEASE CONTROL 

DISEASE CONTROL 1/ 

Preventive Heal th · Services Block Grant ......•.•....... 

Prevention center• ......... ... .... ..... . ........ . .... . 

Lead poiaoning prevention ... ... •... .. . . .....•.... . .... 

seaually tranamitted diaeaaea: 
Grants •.•.•...•..........••••• . .... ..... .......... 

Direct operations •............... . . . ...........••. 

Subtotal. Se11ually transmitted diseases ..... •.• . 

1/ Budget and House bill include delayed 
obligation of $94.000.000 until Sept. 19. 1992. 
Senate bill delaya obligations of $94.000,000 until 
9/30/92 through 10/30/92. 
Conference agreement aaaumea a total of 
$134.000,000 of delayed obligation• until 9/30/92. 

92. 702. 000 

4.367,000 

7. 790 . 000 

73. 638 . 000 

11.330.000 

84 . 968. 000 

1. 500, 000 

58.815.000 

84. 920. 000 

2.000. 000 

86.920 . 000 

2.183, 235 , 000 

l 07 • 4 72 . 000 

3 . 949. 000 

14 .949.000 

77. 638.000 

11.910.000 

89. 548.000 

l. 500. 000 1. 500, 000 

79. 500. 000 79 . 500. 000 

80. 000 . 000 80 . 000. 000 

84. 920 . 000 84.920.000 

2. 500 . 000 2. 500.000 

167. 420. 000 167. 420. 000 

2.403 . 453.000 2 . 655. 74 2. 000 

92 . 702 . 000 150. 000. 000 

4. 367 . 000 6,000.000 

7 . 790 . 000 25. 000. 000 

73,638.000 77.638.000 

ll.330,000 11.910.000 

84 , 968,000 89 . 548,000 

l. 500,000 

79.500.000 

80.000.000 

84.920.000 

2. 500 . 000 

167 .420.000 

2.626. 761.000 

135.000,000 

5.184.000 

23.000.000 

77. 638.000 

11. 620.000 

89.258.000 

l. 500.000 

79. 500,000 

80 , 000,000 M 

84,920,000 M 

2.500 . 000 M 

167 . 420.000 

2. 626. 761.000 

135. 000. 000 

5 .184 .ooo 

23,000,000 

77. 638.000 

11. 620.000 

89.258.000 
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FY 1991 
Comparable 

Immunization: 
Granta .•.•••...••.•.......... .. .. ..... ..... •• . •..• 182. 004 . 000 

Additional appropriation 9/30/92 . •..••.. •..•.. 

Direct operation• .•...••••.••..........•.•.••••... 30,129 . 000 

Vaccine atockpile •............••.....•............ 2.928.000 

Adver•• event a reporting ....• • .• • ...........•.•.• . 2.470,000 

Subtotal. Immunization program• •...••.••.••..••• 217 . 531.000 

Infectioua di••••• ezcluding AIDS/TB ...•....•....•.•.. 43. 689 . 000 

Tuberculoaia grant• ••...• ..•••..••. •.. ..... ... .. .. .... 9.109 . 000 

Chronic fr envirol\Jllental di••••• prevention .. ••.• •. •••. 51.408,000 

Breaat and cervical cancer acreening .. .... . .. ...•.•... 29.259.000 

Injurr control. .............•• •••.• ..... .. ..•. . ....... 24.036 , 000 

Occupational Safety and Heal th ( NIOSH) : 
Reaearch •••..•.•.•••.............................. 86.508.000 

Training ••...• •• .• •.....• .• •• .. .. . ••...••• .. • .. ... 10.472 . 000 

Subtotal. NIOSH ...•....•.. •... ...• •.... ...• ... . . 96.980.000 

National Center !or Health Statistics : 
Program operations ..........•..........•.......... 48 . 301. 000 

Program support .......... • .•... .. . ....... ... ... . . . 3 .105 .coo 

l' evaluation funds (non-add) •......... . . .... . .... ( 19. 000 . 000) 

Subtotal, heal th atatiatica .. .. . .... .. .. . . . .. . . . 51.406. 000 

Epidemic services . •••..... . .. .... .• .. ......... . .•. ... . 68 . 714. 000 

Building• and facilities . . .• ••.•• . •... .. .. ....... • . •.. 31. 951. 000 

Program management . .. . •• .. . .. •••••. . . .. ... .....•... . .. 3.016.000 

Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome (AIDS) ........... . 494. 660 . 000 

Total. Di••••• Control. . • . • • . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • • 1. 311. 586. 000 

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH 
(INCLUDES AIDS) 1/ 

National Cancer Ina ti tute: 
Regular program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . .. .. . . . . 1. 676. 507. 000 

Reaearch training. . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37 . 252. 000 

Additional appropriation 9/30/92 1/ .... . ... .. ... . 

subtotal.. . . . . . . . . • . . . • . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . . . • . . 1. 713. 759. 000 

National Heart. Lung. and Blood lnatitute. ............ 1.080 . 251.000 

Reaearch training.. .. .. ... ........ ... .. ..... . .. ... 46.691.000 

subtotal....... . . .... .. .. .. ... ... . . . . ... .... ... . 1.126 . 942. 000 

National Inatitute of Dental Reaearch... •. •• •• •.•..•. . 142 . 867 . 000 

Reaearch training. . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 6. 051. 000 

Subtotal ................•.•......... . .......•..• 

National Inatitute of Diabetea. Digeative . and 
Kidney Diaeaaea ••••......•..•.............•••.•.•... 

R••••rch training .. ..••• •••• •••.•• .. ..•••••••••••. 

Subtotal. •.•...•.•.••...••••.•........•.•...•••• 

National Inatitut• o! Neurological Diaordera and 
Stroke ••..••••.•• ••.• ..••• • .•••......... •.•·••······ 

R•••arch treining •.•.•..•....•.•••..•.•........... 

subtotal. ••••.......•..................•.•..•.•• 

1/ Budget and Houae bill include delayed 
obligation of $400.000.000 until Sept. 19 . 1992. 
Senate bill delay• obligations of $606 . 647 . 000 
until 9/30/92 through 10/30/92. 
conference agreement aaaumea delayed obligation 
of $575.000 . 000 until 9/30/92. 

148.918.000 

590 , 853 . 000 

24. 419. 000 

615,272.000 

528 . 398 . 000 

13.345.000 

541. 743.000 

FY 1992 ----------------- H. R. 2707 ---------------------
Budget Requeat Houae Bill Senate Bill Conference 

208. 865. 000 248 . 865. 000 223. 865. 000 236. 665. 000 

10.000 , 000 10. 000. 000 

46 . 510.000 46.510.000 51. 510.0()0 46.510.000 

2. 470 . 000 2.470.000 2,470.000 2.470,000 

257 . 845. 000 297 . 845. 000 287. 845. 000 297. 845. 000 

45.179 .coo 45.179. 000 49.579.000 47. 379.000 

12.334.000 13 , 334 .ooo 17.334.000 15.334.000 

56,664.000 56.664.000 76 . 264.000 71.264.000 

so. 000 . 000 50.000 . 000 so. 000. 000 so.000.000 

26.066.000 26 . 066.000 28. 066. 000 26.066.000 

86.508.000 86 . 508.000 97.886 . 000 95.600.000 

10. 472. 000 10 . 472 . 000 10 , 972.000 10. 972. 000 

96. 980 . 000 96 . 980 . 000 108 . 656.000 106.572.000 

48 . 301. 000 48. 301. 000 48. 301. 000 48. 301. 000 

3.105.000 3 .105. 000 3 .105 .ooo 3 .105. 000 

( 33. 800 . 000) ( 2 5 • 000 . 000) (33. 600.000) ( 29. 400.000) 

51. 406 . 000 51. 406. 000 51. 406.000 51 . 406.000 

78.228.000 73 . 714 . 000 79. 726 . 000 76 . 000. 000 

8. 338. 000 6,338 . 000 36. 336 . 000 25 . 600. 000 

3. 309. 000 3. 309. 000 3 . 016.000 3.016.000 

494 . 660. 000 480. 000. 000 460. 000. 000 480.000.000 

1. 396. 927. 000 1. 390. 662 . 000 1. 540. 962. 000 1. 504. 924. 000 

1. 772. 560 . 000 1. 793. 257 . 000 1. 766 . 331. 000 1 . 792.026.000 

37 . 670 . 000 37 . 252.000 37 . 252.000 37. 252 . 000 

164. 647. 000 160. 000. 000 

1. 810. 230. 000 1. 830. 509 . 000 2.010.230 . 000 l, 969. 278.000 

1.162. 725. 000 1.155. 707 . 000 1 . 143. 705 . 000 1.152. 707 . 000 

47 .199. 000 46 . 691.000 46.691 . 000 46,691.000 

1. 209 . 924 . 000 1. 202. 398 . 000 1.190 . 396. 000 1.199. 398. 000 

154. 771. 000 155.184.000 152. 215. 000 154.442.000 

6 .168. 000 6 . 051.000 6. 051. 000 6. 051. 000 

160. 939. 000 161. 235 .coo 156. 266 . 000 160,493 . 000 

633 . 863 . 000 643 . 401. 000 626. 442. 000 639. 661. 000 

24 . 694. 000 24.419 . 000 24 .419. 000 24. 419. 000 

658. 557 . 000 667 . 820. 000 652. 661. 000 664.080.000 

569. 838. 000 570.010.000 570 . 041. 000 570 . 033. 000 

13. 517 .000 13.345.000 13.345.000 13.345 . 000 

583 . 355 . 000 583. 355 . 000 583 , 386.000 583. 378. 000 

33999 

Nev 
Bill 

236. 865. 000 

10.000.000 

46.510.000 

2.470,000 

297 . 845.000 

47.379 , 000 

15.334 , 000 

71. 264. 000 

so.000 . 000 

28.066 . 000 

95 , 600 . 000 

10.972.000 

106.572.000 

48.301. 000 

3 .105 . 000 

Mand 
Diec 

(29 . 400,000) NA 

51.406,000 

76.000. 000 

25. 600. 000 

3.016.000 

460 . 000.000 

1. 504. 924. 000 

1. 792. 026. 000 

37 . 252 . 000 

160. 000. 000 

1. 989. 278. 000 

1.152. 707. 000 

46. 691. 000 

1.199. 398. 000 

154. 442 . 000 

6.051.000 

160,493,000 

639. 661. 000 

24 .419. 000 

664 • 080. 000 

570. 033 . 000 

13.345.000 

583. 378. 000 
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National I nstitute of Alle r gy and lnf ectiouii iJ J. aeaaea . 

Research training . . . ..••...• . ......... . . . .. . ..... . 

Subtotal .. . . .. . •..• ... .. . . .. ... . .......... .. . . .. 

National Ina ti tute of General Medical Sc i ence a ... . ... . 

Research training . . . .. . ... ••........ .. . ... ........ 

Subtotal .. .. . . . .. ...•. ... ........... . ... ... .. . .. 

National Institute of Child Hea l th and Human 
Development . .. . ... .. •. . . ...... ........ . .•...•.. . .... 

Reaearch training ... ... . •. .. . .. .... .. ... . . . ... .. .. 

Subtotal .. . • .. . . .. .. ... ..••.... .. . .. .... ... .•... 

National Eye Institute . .. .. . .. .•........ . .. .... . .. • . .. 

Research training . ... . ... . . .. .. . . .. ...•. .. •.• . . .. . 

Subtotal •..••• .. . .... . . .. . ... . . . ... .• ..•••• . • . .. 

National Inati tute of Environmental Heal th Sciences ... 

Reaearch training .. ..•. . ..• . . ... . . ..... .... .... .. . 

Subtotal •• • • • .•. . .... . ... . .. .. . .. . . .• • • • •. . .• •.. 

National lnatitute on 1'gi ng .••.... . . . . . ... . . .. .. • . . . .. 

Reaearch training . . .. . .. . .. ••• . ••. . . .... .. . .. . .... 

Additional appropriation 9/30/92 l / ... ......• .•.. 

Subtotal . .. . .. .. ...••...•.•••. .. .. .. .. . .. . .. . . .. 

National Ina ti tute of Arthritis and Musculoskeletal 
and Skin Diseaaea . . .... . . .. .• . . . .• . .. . ... . .. . . .. .... 

Research training . ..... . ... . .. .• . ......•.• , • , .. , .. 

Subtotal . ••.•••. • ... . . . .• . . . . . .. . .....••• . •• .. .. 

National Institute on Deafneaa and Other Communication 
Disorders • .. ..... .. . .. • ...••.• .••..... . . . . .. .. .. ... . 

Raaearch training •.... • ••••.... . ....... .. . . . .... .. 

Subtotal ••• •. .....• • ••••••.• .. ...• . .. •. .. ... .. .. 

National Center for Research Resources . .... . .. . ... . .. . 

Research training . . . . . ••• . • . .•••..• . ... ... •.• . ••.. 

Subtotal . . . . . .. •. •• . ..•. ... .. . . .• •. .. •• ••.. . • •.• 

Netionel Center for Nursing Research •.. . .... . •• • •..... 

Reaeerch trai ning ... . ... • •. ..• . • ... •.. . •••••• • . . .. 

Subtotal. •.• •• . • .. •• ••. • .. ••.. . ....... ... . .. . ... 

National Center for Human Genome Research ... . .....•.. • 

Research training . • •• .• ••••••••.•.. .. . .. . ... . .. .•. 

Subtotal .. • •. •••• . ..•••.•. •. . .... ... . . . ..... .• . . 

John E. l"ogart:r International Center .........• •. •• . . .. 

1/ Budget and House bill include delayed 
obligation of $400 , 000.000 until Sept. 19, 1992 . 
senate bill delays obligations of $606 , 647 . 000 
until 9/30/92 through 10/30/92. 
Conference agreement aaaumea delayed obligation 
of 9575.000,000 until 9/30/92 . 

FY 1991 
Comparable 

887. 089 . 000 

20.187 . 000 

907 . 276 . 000 

667 .930 . 000 

92. 080 , 000 

760 . 010 , 000 

462 . 584. 000 

16 , 372 , 000 

478 , 956,000 

245. 947 . 000 

7,294.000 

253. 241. 000 

230 . 122. 000 

10. 906 , 000 

241. 028 . 000 

313. 969. 000 

9. 783 , 000 

323 . 752 . 000 

186. 393. 000 

6. 654 . 000 

193 . 247 . 000 

130.950 . 000 

3. 985 . 000 

134. 935. 000 

332 . 589 . 000 

2 . 666. 000 

335. 255 . 000 

35 . 330 . 000 

4 . 392. 000 

39.722,000 

83 , 309 , 000 

4 , 109 . 000 

67,418 . 000 

17 . 519 . 000 

FY 1992 ----------------- H. It . 2707 ---------------------
Budget Request House Bill Senate Bill Conference 

955 . 561 . 000 952 . 643 . 000 945. 765 . 000 950 . 924. 000 

21.130. 000 20 . 187 ,000 20 .187 . 000 20 . 187 .ooo 

976 , 71l . OOO 972. 630. 000 965 . 952 . 000 971.111.000 

738 . 292 . 000 728 . 080 . 000 723 . 078. 000 726. 830 . 000 

94. 666. 000 92 . 080 . 000 92 . 080 . 000 92.060 , 000 

833. 180 . 000 820 . 160. 000 815 , 158. 000 818.910 . 000 

503 . 137. 000 508 . 289 . 000 507 . 454 . 000 508 . 080 . 000 

17. 447 , 000 16.372,000 16.372.000 16.372 , 000 

520 . 584 , 000 524 . 661. 000 523 . 826 . 000 524 . 452 . 000 

264. 767 . 000 264 . 966 . 000 259. 935. 000 263 . 708. 000 

7 . 493 . 000 7 . 294 . 000 7 . 294. 000 7 , 294.000 

272. 260. 000 272. 260. 000 267 . 229. 000 271 . 002. 000 

243 . 472. 000 244 . 006. 000 239 . 967. 000 242.996.000 

11 . 012.000 10 . 906. 000 10,906.000 10.906.000 

254 . 484. 000 254. 912 . 000 250.873 . 000 253 . 902. 000 

338 . 664. 000 352. 745.000 365 . 393 . 000 362. 231. 000 

9.894.000 9. 763. 000 9 , 783.000 9 . 783.000 

22. 000 , 000 15.000 . 000 

348 . 558 . 000 362 , 528 . 000 397 . 17 6. 000 387 . 014. 000 

197 . 659 . 000 198 . 123.000 196 . 222. 000 197. 648.000 

6 . 936 . 000 6 . 854,000 6. 854 . 000 6.854 . 000 

204 . 797 . 000 204. 977 . 000 203.076.000 204. 502. 000 

142. 267. 000 140 . 510 . 000 147 . 623. 000 145 , 845.000 

4 , 034 . 000 3.985 . 000 3 . 985.000 3 . 985 . 000 

146. 321. 000 144 . 495 . 000 151. 608 . 000 149 . 830 . 000 

318 . 230 . 000 306 . 534 . 000 314. 561 . 000 312.554.000 

2 . 745 , 000 2.666 . 000 2. 666 , 000 2,666 . 000 

320 . 975 , 000 309.200 . 000 317. 227. 000 315. 220.000 

39 . 247 . 000 38 , 751,000 41 . 488 . 000 40 . 604 .000 

4. 500,000 4 . 392.000 4 . 392 . 000 4 , 392 . 000 

43 . 747 .ooo 43 . 143 . 000 45.880.000 45 . 196 , 000 

105 .17a. 000 89.006.000 105 . 200 . 000 101.152 . 000 

5 . 309. 000 4 .109 . 000 4 . 109 .ooo 4.109.000 

110,487 . 000 93 .115 . 000 109 . 309 . 000 105 . 261 . 000 

19 . 922 . 000 19. 922.000 19 , 922.000 19 . 922.000 

New 
Bill 

950 . 924 .ooo 

20.187 . 000 

971 . lll . 000 

726 . 830 . 000 

92. 080. 000 

818 . 910. 000 

506. 080 . 000 

16 , 372 . 000 

524.452.000 

263, 708.000 

7. 294.000 

271 • 002 • 000 

242 . 996.000 

10. 906. 000 

253. 902. 000 

362 . 231.000 

9. 783 .ooo 

15 .000.000 

387. 014 . 000 

197. 648 , 000 

6.854,000 

204. 502. 000 

145.845 . 000 

3 . 985 . 000 

149 . 830 . 000 

312 . 554 . 000 

2.666 . 000 

315 . 220 . 000 

40.804 . 000 

4.392 . 000 

45.196.000 

Mand 
Disc 

101 . 152.000 0 

4.109 . 000 0 

105 . 261.000 

19.922.000 0 
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FY 1992 APPROPRIATIONS P'OR THE DEPARTHENTS OF LABOR. HEALTH AND HIJMAM SERVICES. EDUCATION AND RELATED AGENCIES 

FY 1991 
Comparable 

National Library of Medicine: 
Regular program •. • •••• • .•........ . . .. . .. .• .• ••.••• 66. 251.000 

Medical library aaaiatance •••• . • . .•. .......... . ... 14.691.000 

Biotechnology information ..•.• • . . . .. . . . . . • ..•..•• • 10 . 466.000 

Subtotal ... • •• • ............ . ... . . . ..... . ..•. . ... 91. 408 . 000 

Office of the Director • •• . •• •..•• •• . ....• .. .• .•... • ••• 97.651 . 000 

Buildings and facilities ••.•.... . ..... .. .... • ..•••• • •• 168 . 687 . 000 

Total N.I.H.: 
Regular program including training-.. . ...... . 8,276. 739,000 

Additional appropriation 9/30/92 ..... • • • •••• 

Total...... .. .... ... . .. .. . . ... . . .......... 8. 276 . 739 .COO 

ALCOHOL. DRUG ABUSE . AND MENTAL HEALTH ADMll'IISTRATION 

ALCOHOL. DRUG ABUSE. AND MENTAL HEALTH 1/ 
(INCLUDES AIDS) 

National Ina ti tute of Mental Heal th: 
Research . • .• • ....•...•...... . .•.. . . . .. . . . . .•.. •. . . 

Instrumentation 9ranta ............. .. .......... . . . 

Research training . • •....••.. •. •. • • .. . ...•. .• •. . . .. 

Clinical training .. . ..•.. .. .. . • .. . . . .. .. . ... . ...• . 

Coauounity support de,.onatrationa •.. .. . . . .... . ..... 

Prevention demonatrationa •....•. . . .•••.••.•..• . .. . 

Grants to States for the homeleaa (PATH) .. .. .... . . 

Homeleaa aerTice• demonatrationa . . . .... . ...... . .. . 

Homeleaa research demonatrationa .. ......... . . . .. . . 

Protection and advocacy . • • • • • ••.... .. . . .•. •••• •... 

Direct operations •.•••.••.•••...•.. • . .. ...•••• • •.• 

Subtotal. mental health ..... • ... . .... • .. • •. . .. .. 

National Ina ti tute on Dru9 Abuse : 
Reaearch . •. .. ....•. ..... ..••••• .. .. . • .. • . • . . ..... . 

lnatrumentation grant a . . ...•..•. • . ....... ... . .•... 

Reaearc:h training- .•. .. .• • • .. . • . ... . .. . .. . . . ..... .. 

Treatment demonatrationa ••... .... . . . . . ..• .. • ..... . 

AIDS demonatrationa •..• • ••.. • •• •. . •... . .. . ••• •• ... 

Direct operation• •••. • ..•. •• • • •.. . . . .... . . • •. • •.. • 

Subtotal. dru9 abuse • •..•... • . .•. .... .. ...•.. . .. 

National Institute on Alcoholiam and Alcohol At.u11 .. : 
Reaearch •••• • .............. . . .• .. ... • . • ••• ....... . 

Inatrumentation 9rant• •.•••• • • .••.•.•• . • ...... • . .. 

Reaearch training •...•••.••••.•. . .. • ... . .... • . ••• • 

subatance abuae homeleas demonatrations . . .... ••... 

Direct operation• .........•••... .. . · ..• .. . .... . ... • 

455.500 , 000 

l. 323. 000 

26.942.000 

13. 670 . 000 

24. 885. 000 

4. 880. 000 

26 . 153 . 000 

5.861.000 

15. 614. 000 

40.982.000 

615 . 810.000 

257 . 896 . 000 

504 . 000 

6 . 783.000 

45. 465. 000 

73 . l.93. 000 

32.186 . 000 

416. 027. 000 

138.849,000 

575.000 

3.542.000 

15. 983. 000 

11. 789. 000 

Subtotal. alcoholi am. • • . • • • . • • • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 170. 7 38. 000 

Office for Treatment Improvement: 
Alcohol. Dru9 Abuse & Mental Haalth block grant. .. 1.268.670.000 

Treatment grants to criaia araaa .. . .... ...... . ... . 31 . 296 . 000 

Treatment improvement 9ranta... • . • • . . . . . . . . • . • • . . • 83. 363 . 000 

Capacity aapanaion program 2/ •. . ...•.••• . •.•..... 

Treatment waiting liat 9ranta raappropriation .. .. . 38.545 . 000 

Direct operations • • •••• • ••••• •• • • •• • • • . . ... ••• •• •• 5. 209. 000 

Subtotal . Treatment improvement. . . . .. . .......... 1. 427. 083. 000 

1/ conference agreement aaaumea delayed obligation• of 
Sl64 . 100 , 000 until 9/30/92 . 

2/ Budget propoaea additional $31 million transfer 
from forfeiture fund. 

FY 1992 ----------------- H.R. 2707 ---------------------
Kou•• Bill Senate Bill Conference 

73. 308, 000 74.408.000 75 . 392.000 75.146.000 

16. 309. 000 14.691.000 14. 691. 000 14. 691.000 

10.937.000 10.466.000 10.466.000 10.466.000 

100, 554. 000 99 . 565 . 000 100 . 549 . 000 100. 303. 000 

95.176.000 149.176 . 000 125.724.000 143 , 313,000 

104 . 125 . 000 108. 625. 000 89 . 485 .coo 103 . 840. 000 

8. 774 . 886. 000 8. 824. 886 . 000 8. 771. 486. 000 8 , 835.405.000 

206, 647 . coo 175. 000. 000 

8. 774.886.000 8. 824. 886 . 000 8.978 . 133 . 000 9. 010. 405 . 000 

491. 754. 000 491. 754 . 000 531. 754 . 000 505. 754. 000 

l. 338 . 000 l. 323. 000 l. 338 . 000 1. 323 . 000 

27.701.000 26 , 942 . 000 27. 701.000 26 . 942 . 000 

8. 000. 000 13.670.000 10 . 835 . 000 

25. 880.000 24. 885. 000 25 . 880 . 000 24. 885. 000 

5,075.000 4 . 880 . 000 6, 075 . 000 5. 478. 000 

43 . 116 . 000 26.153.000 43.153.000 30. ooo. 000 

5 . 861.000 5 . 861. 000 5. 861. 000 

20. coo. 000 

15.614,000 19.500.000 19. 500,000 

43.982.000 43 . 982. 000 40,982.000 43. 982. 000 

658.846,000 649 . 394. 000 715.914.000 674.560,000 

284. 624 . 000 270. 000. 000 275 . 000. 000 270 , 000.000 

524 .coo 504.000 524. 000 504,000 

7 . 020. 000 6 , 783,000 7.020.000 6. 783 . 000 

46. 955. 000 46. 955. 000 46. 955 . 000 46.955,000 

71. 550. 000 71. 550. 000 71. 550.000 71. 550. ()i)(I 

35. 552.000 35 . 552 . 000 32 , 186,000 35,552.000 

446.225.000 431. 344 . 000 433. 235 . 000 431 . 344. 000 

149. 932 . 000 149,932.000 154. 932 . 000 152. 432. 000 

581. 000 575. 000 581.000 575.000 

3 . 666. 000 3,542.000 3,666.000 3 . 542.000 

15. 983 . 000 15.983,000 15 . 983 . 000 

12. 596. 000 12. 596 . 000 11 . 789 .ooo 12.596 , 000 

166. 775.000 182 . 628 . 000 186.951.000 185.128.000 

l. 268 . 670. 000 l. 235. 000 . 000 1. 405. 670. 000 l. 360.000.000 

32 . 548 . 000 31. 296. 000 35.986 . 000 35,986 . 000 

86, 698. 000 83 . 363 . 000 83 . 363 . 000 83.363 . 000 

68.000.000 

7. 718 . 000 7. 718.000 5 , 209.000 7 , 718.000 

l. 463. 634. 000 1.357 . 377 . coo 1.530 , 228.000 1 . 487 , 067. 000 

34001 

Nev 
Bill 

75,146.000 

14 . 691,000 

10.466.000 

100.303,000 

143.313 , 000 

103.840.000 

8,835.405 . 000 

175.000.000 

9,010 . 405.000 

505. 754 . 000 

1. 323.000 

26 . 942 . 000 

10. 835. 000 

24. 885. 000 

5.478.000 

30. 000.000 

5. 861.000 

19.500,000 

43,982.000 

674.560.000 

270. 000 . 000 

6. 783.000 

46,955.000 

71 . 550.000 

35.552,000 

431. 344. 000 

152. 432. 000 

575,000 

3,542 . 000 

15. 983. 000 

12. 596, 000 

185 .128. 000 

1. 360. 000. 000 

35. 986, 000 

83.363.000 

7.718.000 

1. 487. 067. 000 

Mand 
Diac 
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Office for Sub•tance Abu•• Prevention: 
Pre•ention progr•m• •.••••• • . • . •.•.••.... . ••. ..•. •• 

co-unity youth activity program ....•......... .... 

co-unity prevention grant• .•. .. . . . . .••••••.. . .•.. 

Tran•fer to DOL Departmental Management .. .... . 

Training •..........••..•........... ..•• ...•....... 

Direct operation• . ...••.•..••........•............ 

Subtotal. Sub•tance Abu•• Pre•ention •. .. ••• .... . 

Treatment outeo.e~ ~veluetion; • ..... .. . . .......... . .. .. 

Building• and facilitie• .•..... ... ..•............. . . .. 

Office of the Administrator . . ... . . ....... .... . .. . . .. . . 

FY 1991 
Comparable 

112. 003. 000 

20.162,000 

99 . 118 . 000 

25.986 . 000 

14. 200 , 000 

271. 469. 000 

8.134. 000 

7. 775 . 000 

11.368. 000 

Total. Alcohol. Drug Abuae & Mental Health.. . . .. 2 . 928.404 , 000 

ST. ELIZABETHS HOSPITAL .. . . ....... . ... . . . .. . . ... ..•.. . 11. 711. 000 

Total. Alcohol. Drug Abuse & Mental Health Admin 2 . 940.115,000 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR HEALTH 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR HEALTH 1/ 

Population affair•: 
Adole•cent family life . ... ..•.. .. . ... .... .... . ... . 

Health Initiatives: 
Office of Oisea•e Prevention and Heal th 

Promotion . . . . .. . ..... ........ . . .. .... .. . ... .. .. . 

Phy•ical fi tne•• and sports . .... .... .. ..... . .. . .. . 

Minori tr heal th .............. ... ..•.......• .•. .... 

National vaccine program ... ..... ... . .... ... . . . ..... .. . 

Heal th Service Management •.... . .. .... ......•..... . ... . 

Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome (AIDS) .... . . .•.•. . 

Undistributed .....•........... •... .. . .... ... ... .....•. 

Total. OJI.SH ••... . ...........•........ , .... ..••.• 

RETIREMENT PAY AND MEDICAL BENEFITS 
FOR C01'11'11SSIONEO OFFICERS 

Retirement payaent• ••• . •... . ........ ••.. .. ••.. .. . ..•. . 

survivor• benefit• .. .. . .....• • ... . . .... .. ..... .• . •. . . . 

Dependent'• medical care ......• .. ...•. .. .. . ........•.. 

Military Service• credit• •••••.•..•••• •. . . .... .. .... .. 

Totel. Retirement pay and medical benefit• •.•• . • 

AGENCY FOR HEALTH CARE POLICY ANO RESEARCH 

Health •ervice• re•earch: 
Research . •••.......•. ... ..•. . •• ... .... .... . .. ... . . 

Trust funds .••.........•...•.. .. ..... .. ....• • . 

AIDS .•..••......... ..... ........ ...... ... . ... . .... 

Program support .. . ... ..... .. .... . . •....... . . .• .... 

Subtotal including trust funds ..............• .•. 
n evaluation funding (non-add) . ... ..... . .... .. . 

Medical treatment effectiveness: 
Federal fund• .. ...•.. ...•.. • .••• ......... . •••... .. 

Trust funds •. .. . .........•....•................... 

Subtotal, Medical treatment effectiveness ... ... . 

l' e•aluation funding (non-add) ... .•.. ...••.. • .. 

1/ Budget proposea delayed obligation of $4,000.000 
until Sept. 19, 1992. 

7 . 789 . 000 

4 . 577. 000 

l. 443 . 000 

14.470.000 

9 . 631. 000 

21. 020. 000 

8 . 238. 000 

67 .168. 000 

95. 717 ,000 

5. 926. 000 

19. 230. 000 

3.399.000 

124 . 272 . 000 

25. 424 . 000 

( l. 012. 000) 

10 . 252,000 

2. 274 . ooo 

38. 962. 000 
(13.444.000) 

57 .806,000 

(4. 880 . 000) 

62. 686.000 

FY 1992 ••••••••••••••••• H.R. 2707 ···••••••••••····•••• 

125. 505 . 000 

113 . 852. 000 

25 . 986. 000 

16.237.000 

281. 580. 000 

8 . 598 , 000 

7. 775,000 

14. 895. 000 

3 . 048 . 328,000 

3.048. 328,000 

12 , 000. 000 

4 , 577.000 

l. 443. 000 

15 . 016,000 

2 . 300, 000 

21. 220 , 000 

8, 773 . 000 

65. 329. 000 

104. 303. 000 

6 , 650 . 000 

20,499.000 

3.222.000 

134. 674. 000 

5. 329. 000 

( 1. 050 . 000) 

10,800 . 000 

2 ,330. 000 

19 . 509 ,000 
(39 . 544.000) 

15 . 824,000 

(36, 723.000) 

52 . 547 . 000 

(10 . 400,000) 

Hou•e Bill 

112. 003 . 000 

15 .162. 000 

99 .118. 000 

25,986.000 

16,237.000 

268. 506. 000 

8. 598. 000 

5 . 000. 000 

14 . 895. 000 

2. 917 . 74 2. 000 

2 . 917 . 742 . 000 

4,027 , 000 

l. 443. 000 

15.016,000 

12. 500 , 000 

21. 770.000 

8. 773,000 

5. 789 . 000 

69.318.000 

104. 303. 000 

6. 650. 000 

20. 499. 000 

3.222.000 

134.674.000 

25.424.000 

( 1.012 ,000) 

10, 252.000 

2 . 274 ,000 

38 . 962.000 
(13 . 444.000) 

57. 806. 000 

(4. 880. 000) 

62 . 686.000 

Senate Bill 

135. 500,000 

4. 669 .ooo 

107 .183 ,000 

2 .000.000 

20.986 . 000 

14. 200,000 

284 . 538 . 000 

8. 598.000 

5 ,000, 000 

11.368,000 

3 . 175 . 832. 000 

3 . 175. 832. 000 

5. 000. 000 

1. 443. 000 

15.016,000 

2. 300. 000 

21. 770 , 000 

8. 773.ooo 

54. 302. 000 

104 . 303. 000 

6.650 . 000 

20.499 . 000 

3.222 . 000 

134 . 674. 000 

5.329.000 

( 1. 050, 000) 

10.800,000 

2. 330. 000 

19. 509 . 000 
(34.544.000) 

so. 824. 000 

(6. 723.000) 

57.547.000 

( 15. 400. 000) 

Conference 

130.000 . 000 

9.916,000 

99.151.000 

20. 986 . 000 

16,237.000 

276. 290. 000 

8.598.000 

5.ooo.ooo 

13.132,000 

3 . 081.119 .000 

3. 081 . 119. 000 

7.789,000 

4,514,000 

1.443 . 000 

15. 016,000 

8. 000.000 

21. 770. 000 

7. 503. 000 

66.035.000 

104. 303. 000 

6.650 , 000 

20,499,000 

3,222.000 

134. 674. 000 

26.224.000 

(l.012.000) 

10,252.000 

2. 274 .000 

39. 762.000 
(13,444,000) 

63 .120.000 

(4 ,880.000) 

68,000.oOO 

llev 
Bill 

130,000.000 

9.916.ooo 

99.151.000 

20, 986. 000 

16. 237. 000 

276. 290. 000 

8.598.ooo 

5 . ooo.ooo 

13.132.000 

3 . 081.119 . 000 

3.081.119 .ooo 

7.789.000 

4. 514. 000 

1,443.ooo 

15.016.000 

8,000,000 

21. 770.000 

7. 503 . 000 

66, 035. 000 

Hand 
Di•C 

104,303.000 M 

6,650,000 H 

20,499.000 H 

3,222,000 H 

134.674.000 

26. 224 . ooo 

(1,012.000) TF* 

10. 252. 000 

2.274 . 000 

3g_ 762.000 
(13.444,000) NA 

63.120,000 

(4.880.000) TF* 

68,000,000 

llA 
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FY 1991 FY 1992 -------- --------- H. R. 2707 - --------------------
comparable Budget Reque•t Hou•e Bill Senate Bill Conference 

Total. Heal th Care Policy and Re•earch : 
Federal Fund• . .. . • •. .. •• . •.•. . ...• •. ..•.• . .. 95 . 756 . 000 34. 283 . 000 95. 756 . 000 69. 283 . 000 101. 870. 000 

Truat fund• .•. . . . . ..... .. . ..•.... . •. .. . .. •.. ( 5 . 89 2 . 000) (37 . 773.000) (5.892 . 000 ) (7. 773 . 000) 

Total. ll evaluation funding (non-add) . . . . . . ( 13. 444. 000) (49.944 . 000) ( 13 . 444 . 000) (49 . 944 . 000) 

New 
Bill 

101. 870. 000 

(5 . 892 . 000) 

(13 . 444 .000) 

Hand 
Dime 

Total. Health Care Policy and Re•earch (non-add) (115 . 092 . 000) (122 . 000 . 000) ( 115. 092 . 000) ( 127. 000, 000 ) 

( 5 , 892 . 000) 

(13.444 . 000) 

(121. 206.000) (121.206.000) NA ................................ ················ ............................................... . 
PHS travel reduction .... .. .. . ....... .. . •..• .. . .. . .. . .. -8.000.000 -8.ooo. ooo -8.000 . 000 

Total . Public Heal th Service : 
Federal Fund• • .. . ..... .. ... . .. . ......... .. . . 15 . 182.278.000 15.637.662 , 000 15.825 . 491,000 16 , 608 . 948 . 000 16,517 . 788.000 16 , 517.788,000 

Truat fund• ..... .. .. .. . . . .. . .... ... .. .. . . . . . (5 , 892 . 000) (37 . 773,000) (5.892.000) (7 , 773 . 000) (5.892.000) (5.892.000) 

HEALTH CARE FINANCING .'.:>MINISTRATION 

GRANTS TO STATES FOR MEDICAID 

Medicaid current law benefits . . ....... ... .... . . . . .. . . . 48 , 794.085,000 56.712 . 895 , 000 56 , 712.895 . 000 56,712 . 895,000 56 . 712.895,000 56,712,895.000 M 

State and local administration... . . ... . ... .. . . .. . . . . . . 2 . 760 . 865.000 3 .186. 254 . coo 3 . 186.254.000 3 , 186,254 . 000 3. 186. 254 . 000 3.186. 254.000 

Proposed legislation .•.... . . . .... . . . ..... . . .... .... . .. -91. 500 . 000 

Subtotal. Medicaid program level. FY 1992 . . . .. . . 51.554 . 950 . 000 59,807 , 649 , 000 59.899 . 149 , 000 59.899.149.000 59,899 , 149,000 59.899.149 . 000 

Leaa funda advanced in prior year .. . .. , ...• . .. . . - 10 . 400 , 000 , 000 -13 . 500 . 000. 000 -13 , 500 . 000 , 000 - 13. 500 . 000 , 000 -13. 500 , 000,000 -13. 500, 000.000 

Total. current request. FY 1992 •.• . •.. ... . ... ... 41.154,950.000 "6.307,649.000 46.399 . 149 . 000 46.399 , 149 . 000 46,399.149.000 46 . 399.149 . 000 
New advance. lat quarter . FY 1993 . . .... . . . . . .. 13 . 500 . 000. 000 17 . 100. 000 . 000 17 .100 . 000. 000 17 . 100 . 000 . 000 17 .100 . 000 . 000 17 . 100. 000, 000 

PAYMENTS TO HEALTH CARE TRUST FUNDS 

Supplemental medical insurance . .... .... . . . ...... .. .... 34. 730, 000 . 000 38. 684 . 000.000 38 . 684 .000 . 000 38. 684 . 000 . 000 38, 684 ,000.000 38 . 684. 000,000 

Ho•pital insurance for uninaured.... . . . . . ..... . . .. .... 559 . 000.000 584.000 . 000 584,000 , 000 584.000.000 584,000.000 584 , 000,000 

Federal unin•ured payment .•• .. •.•.•• .. . . .. ..• •• . • • •.•. 46 , 000 . 000 37,000 , 000 37,000,000 37 . 000.000 37 .000.000 37 , 000.000 M 

Program management . . .. . .. .• ..... ... . ••.•. . •.• . ..•• . . . . 116.485 , 000 116.485 . 000 96.083,000 116.485 . 000 116.485,000 H 

Propoaed legi•lation • .•. . • .. . ...... . . . ... . ... . ... . -20. 402. 000 

Total. Pa.,.ent to Truat Fund• ... .. . . ... .. . .... .. 35 . 335 . 000 , 000 39.401.083 . 000 39 , 421,485,000 39,401 . 083 , 000 39,421.485.000 39,421.485.000 

PROGRJUol MANAGEMENT 

Reeearch. demonstration. and evaluation : 
Regular program. tru•t funds ..... . .... . . . . .. ... . . . (35.621.000) ( 36 , 000, 000) (45 . 621.000) (45. 621. 000) ( 45. 621. 000) (45 , 621.000) TF* 

Rural hospital transition demonstrations . trust 
funds . • .. . .... .. . ..• • . •. • .... .•.... .. .. . ... .... . ( 24. 398 . 000) (21.000,000) ( 25 , 000, 000) ( 23.000,000) (23.000.000) TF* 

Essential access community hoapi ta ls . trust funds. (9. 759 . 000) (9. 759.000 ) ( 9 . 759,000) (9. 759 ,000) (9, 759 . 000) TF* 

Subtotal. research . demonstration. & evaluation. ( 69 . 778. 000 ) (36,000,000 ) ( 7 6. 3 80 . 000) (80 . 380. 000) (78.380 , 000) (78.380.000) 

Medicare Contractors (Trust Funds): 
Operating funds . current...... . .... .. ....... . ... . . ( 1 . 493 . 959 . 000) ( 1. 457 , 000. 000) ( l. 457 . 000 . 000) ( 1. 457 . 000. 000) ( l. 457 .000. 000) ( 1.457 .000 , 000) TF* 

Contingency reserve fund . . •. . .. ••.. . ...•.• . •..•••. (58 , 210. 000 ) ( 100 . 000. 000) ( 2 5 7. 000 . 000) (257 . 000. 000) (257 . 000,000) (257 .000,000) TF 

subtotal . contractors . . .. .. ........ . .... . .. . . . . . ( l. 552 . 169. 000) ( 1 . 557. ooo , 000) ( 1. 714 . 000 . 000) ( l. 714. ooo. 000) (l. 714 .000.000) (1. 714. 000, 000) 

State certification: 
Medicare certification . tru•t funds .............. . (159.497 . 000) ( 160. 000. 000) ( 160 . 000. 000) (150.000.000) (150.000 , 000) TF* 

Propoaed legialation. user fees. trust funds .. . . . . ( -160 . 000 . 000) TF* 

Subtotal. State certification . . . . . .. ........ . .. . ( 159 . 4 97 . 000) ( 160. 000. 000) (150.000.000) ( 150,000.000) 

Federal Administration : 
Truat funda .. . .. . . ...•• .••• .. . . ..... ..•• . . . ... .. .. (301 . 409 . 000) (333 , 006 , 000) (331, 752 . 000) ( 188. 598. 000) 

(-77.000) 

(331. 752.000) 

(-77 . 000) 

(331 . 752.000J Tr* 

L••• current law uaer fee• .... . .. . . ... .. ..... . (-248 . 000) (-77 , 000) (-77 . 000) (-77 , 000) TF* 

Propoaed legialation , uaer feea , truat funda . .. . . . ( -34. 902. 000) TF* 

EMERGENCY FUND • .... • . •• .... . .. •• •....... .. . •• . • • • •.. • . (306 . 804 . 000) NA 

Subtotal, Federal Administration • ••. .. .. ... . .. •. (301.161.000) (298 . 027.000) (331.675.000) ( 188. 521. 000) (331.675 . 000) (331,675.000) 

Total. Program management...... . ... . ... . .. .. . . . . (2 . 082. 605 . 000) () . • 1191 . 027 . 000) ( 2 . 282 . 055 . 000) ( 1. 982 . 901 , 000) (2 . 274 ,055,000) (2. 274 .05!1.000) 

Total. Health Care Financing Administration : 
Federal tunda. .. . . . . . . . ... .. . ........... .. . .. . 89 . 989 . 950, 000 102 . 808 , 732 . 000 102 . 920. 634 .000 102. 900. 232. 000 102.920, 634.000 102.920,634 . 000 

current year. FY 1992 ... . . . .. . .... . ... .. . . (76 . 489,950 , 000) (85 , 708.732,000) (85 . 820.634.000) (85 . 800.232.000) (85.820 . 634,000) (85.820.634.000) 

New advance. l at quarter . FY 1993 ... .. . . .. ( 13 . 500,000 , 000) (17 . 100 . 000 , 000) (17.100 , 000 , 000) (17.100,000 , 000) (17.100 . 000.000) (17 , 100 , 000 , 000) 

Trust funda..... . .... . ..... .. ... . ........ ..... ( 2 .082. 605. 000) < 1.891 , 027. 000) ( 2 . 282. 055 , 000) ( 1. 982 . 901. 000) ( 2. 274 ,055.000) (2. 274 . 055 . 000) 
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FY 1991 FY 1992 ----------------- H.R. 2707 ---------------------
Co•parable Budget Requeat Houae Bill Senate Bill Conference 

sor.n.1. SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

Nev 
Bill 

Mand 
Diac 

PAYl!ENTS TO SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST FUNDS •.•..•......... 46.958.000 40. 968. 000 40,968.000 40. 968, 000 40,968.000 40,968,000 M ................................................................................................ 
SPECIAL BENEFITS FOR DISABLED COAL MINERS 

Benefit pa}'llent• ...•.•••.•..........•.•.•..•••.•...••. 837. 511. 000 813. 000. 000 813. 000. 000 813. 000. 000 813. 000. 000 813,000,000 H 

Adminiatr•tion ..........••.••.•.......... . ..•..•...•.. 7 .081.000 7.336.000 7.336.000 7. 336. 000 7 ,336.000 7,336.000 H 

Subtotal. Black Lung. FY 1992 program level. ... . 844. 592. 000 820. 336. 000 820 . 336.000 820 . 336. 000 820.336,000 820.336.000 

Le•• fund• advanced in prior year .............. . -215. 000. 000 -203. 000 . 000 -203.000.000 - 203 • 000. 000 -203.000,000 -203.000,000 !1 

Total. Black Lung. current request . FY 1992 .. ..• 617. 336. 000 
New advance . lat quarter, FY 1993 ............... . 

629. 592. 000 
203. 000. 000 

617.336,000 
198. 000. 000 

617.336,000 
198.000,000 

617. 336. 000 
198. 000, 000 

617,336,000 
198. 000. 000 198,000.000 !1 

SUPPl.Ef'IENTAL SECURITY INCOME 

Federal benefit paymenta ........... . ....... . .......... 16,184,751,000 16.105.000.000 16 . 105.000,000 16.105.000.000 16,105.000,000 16,105,000,000 H 

Beneficiary Hrvic:ea..... ..•• ••. . .. . • . . • . . •• . • • • . . .. . . 32.517.000 39.100,000 39.100.000 39,100,000 39.100.000 39,100.000 H 

ReHarch demonstration......... ... ........... . ....... . 8,275,000 11.000.000 11.000,000 14.000.000 14,000,000 14.000,000 M 

Aclminiatration..... .... . ..... •.••.... •.. .. . . . . . ... . . . . 1.183.378,000 1. 321. 391. 000 1.321.391.000 1. 321. 391. 000 l.321.391,000 1. 321. 391, 000 

Zebley adminiatration .....•........••...... .. .••••.•.. 232. 000. 000 

Subtotal. SSI FY 1992 progr .. level............. 17,640,921,000 17,476,491.000 17.476.491.000 17,479,491.000 17,479,491.000 17.479.491,000 

LeH fund• advanced in prior year............... -3,157.000.000 -3.550,000,000 -3,550.000.000 -3.550,000,000 -3,550.000,000 -3.550,000,000 H 

Total. SSI. current requeat. FY 1992............ 14,483,921.000 13,926,491.000 13.926.491.000 13,929,491,000 13,929,491.000 13,929.491.000 
New advance, lat quarter, FY 1993............. 3,550,000.000 5.240,000,000 5.240 , 000,000 5,240.000.000 5,240,000,000 5,240.000,000 f'I 

LlMITATIOlf Olf ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES (Truat Funda) 1/ (3,510, 774.000) (3,834.000,000) (3,834,000.00~) (3. 752,200.000) (3.834,000,000) (3,834,000,000) TF 

Zebler adminiatration 2/ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Tl' 

Portion treated •• budget authority ••••••••••••••• 

(232.000,000) 

(600,150.000) (648.000,000) (648,000,000) ( 639. 800, 000) ( 648. ooo. 000) (648,000,000) TF* 

Subtotal. LAE operating level................... (4,342.924,000) (4,482,000,000) (4,482,000,000) (4.392,000,000) (4,482.000,000) (4.482,000,000) 

(Contingencr rHerve)................. •• • • • • • .. • • • (46.385.000) (50,000.000) 1100,000.000) (50,000.000) (100,000.000) (100.000,000) TF 

subtotal. LU ................ ,.................. (4,389,309,000) (4,532.000,000) (4,582,000,000) (4.442.000,000) (4.582,000,000)' (4.582 .• 000,000) 

Total. Social Sec:uritr Aclmini•tration: 
Federal fUJ\d• ••• , ••••••••••••• , ••••••• ,..... 18.913,471.000 20,022. 795,ooo 20,022. 795,ooo 20.025, 795,ooo 20.025, 795,ooo 20.025, 795,000 

Current rear FY 1992 .... . ............... (15.160,471,000) (14.584,795.000) (14,584,795,000) (14.587,795,000) (14.587.795.000) (14.587.795,000) 
Nev advancea. lat quarter FY 1993. •••••• (3.753.000,000) (5,438,000,000) (5,438,000,000) (5,438,000,000) (5.438,000,000) .(5.438.000,000) 

Tru•t funda •••••••••••••••••.•• · ••••••••• .,. • • ( 4. 389. 309, 000) (4. 532. 000, 000) (4, 582. 000,000) ( 4, 442, 000, 000) ( 4, 582, 000, 000) (4, 582. 000. 000) 

ADMilfISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES 

FAMILY SUPPORT PAYl!ENTS TO STATES 

Aid to r .. iuea with Dependent Children (AFDC) ........ ll,296.000,000 12.135,000,000 12.135.000.000 12.135,000,000 12.135.000.000 12.135,000,000 M 

Pa}'llenta to territoriea.... .•• . .. .. . . . .. .. .. . ... •. .. .. 16,346,000 16,346,000 16.346.000 16,346.000 16,346,000 16,346,000 H 

E•ergency &Hiatance....... .. ......................... 191.600.000 176.900.000 176,900.000 176.900,000 176,900,000 176,900.000 M 

Repatriation.............................. .. . . ........ 5,000 , 000 1.000,000 1,000 , 000 1.000,000 l,000,000 1.000,000 M 

State and local welfare ad•iniatration................ 1.448.200,000 1.512.800,000 1.512,800,000 l.512,800.000 l.512.800.000 1.512,800,000 M 

work actiYitiea I c:hild care.......................... 317 ,000,000 433,000,000 433.000,000 433.000.000 433,000,000 433,000,000 M 

At ri•k child care....................... . ............ 150.000.000 300,000,000 300,000,000 300,000,000 300,000,000 300,000,000 M 

Propoaed regulatory aavinga ........ . ................. . -38. 900. 000 -38. 900. 000 M 

Subtotal. Welfare pa}'llenu....... ... .. • ... .. • • 13.424.146.000 14,536.146.000 14,536,146.000 14,575.046 , 000 14,575,046,000 14,575,046,000 

child Support Enforce•ent: 
state and local administration.................... 1.181.000,000 l,309,000.000 1.309.000,000 1.309.000.000 l,309.000,000 l,309,000.000 M 

Federal incentive pa}'llenta........ .... ...... •• . . . . 296.000.000 332.000,000 332,000 , 000 332.000,000 332.000,000 332,000,000 M 

LeH federal ahare collectiona....... .•••. •• •. . . . . -906.000,000 -1.015,000,000 -1.015,ooo.ooo -1.015.000.0CO -1.015.000.000 -1.015.000,000 " 

Subtotal, Child aupport .••.•••••. • .•••.•.••••• 571.000, 000 626.000,000 626,000,000 626,000 . 000 626,000,000 626,000,000 

Total, Pa}'llenta. n 1992 progr .. level.......... 13,995,146.000 15,162.146.000 15.162.146.000 15.201,046 . 000 15.201,046,000 15.201.046,000 

LeH funda advanced in pre•ioua yean... •• •• •• -3.000.000.000 -3 . 300.000.000 -3,300.000,000 -3.300.000,000 -3.300,000,000 -3,300.000,000 M 

Total. Pay1Hnta. current requHt. n 1992. •••• •• 10.995.146.000 11.862.146,000 11.862.146.000 11.901.046.000 11.901.046.000 11,901,046,000 

l!eu advance. lat quarter, f'Y 1993 . ....... ... 3.300.MO.ClQQ 

1/ Budget, Hou11e bill, and conferen.::a agreee•en: 
include delayed obligation of $80.000,000 until 
Sept. 19, 1992. 

2/ Available FY 91-93. 

~, (H)J). t'OIC, 000 4 .ooo. 000,000 4. 000 . 000, 000 4,000,000,000 4,00Cl,000,000 M 
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PY 1991 
Comparable 

PAYMENTS TO STATl'!S FOii 1'!'!11:' WO!IK PROOR.•J1S ..... . ....... 1.000 . 000.000 

!N!llGY ASSISTANCE PROGllAl'IS 

LOW INCOME HOM! ENERGY ASSISTANCE : 
R•lJUlar prograa. . • • . . . • . • . . . . . . . . . . • • • • . . . • . . • • . . . 1. 340 . 445. 000 

Congreaaional emergency .•• . . .... . . . . . . . • •.•••• • . 

Additional appropriation 9/30/92 • .•.•. . . . .. . .• 74 . 610 . 000 

Emergency allocation 1/ . •• • ••.•. • . . .. . ..•••• . •••• 

ENERGY Etl!RG!NCY CONTINGENCY FUND .. . .. . . ..••• .. . ... . .. 195 . 180 . 000 

FY 1992 ----------------- H.11 . 2707 -----------------···· 
Budget Requeat Houae Bill Senate Bill conference 

1. 000. 000 . 000 1. uuu. 000.000 1. 000. 000. 000 1. 000. 000 . 000 

875. 000 . 000 950 . 000. 000 1. 094. 393 . 000 1. 014. 393. 000 

80.000 . 000 

50.000 . 000 50.000.000 405 . 607. 000 405. 607 . 000 

( 600. 000. 000) (300. ooo. 000) (300.000.000) 

100 . 000 . 000 

34005 

Mand 
Diac 

1.000 . 000.000 M 

1.014.393.000 

80.000.000 

405 . 607.000 

(300.000.000) NA 

Total. Energy aniatance programs... .... . .. . .... 1. 610 . 235. 000 1.025 . 000 . 000 1. 000 . 000.000 1. 500. 000. 000 1. 500.000.000 1 . 500. 000.000 

Total including emergency . ..... . . . . . . . .. . . . . . ... (1.610.235 . 000) Cl.025 . 000 . 000) Cl.600 . ooo.ooo) (l.800 . ooo.0001 Cl . 800.ooo.ooo) (l . 800.000.000J 

REP'UGEE MD ENTRANT ASSISTANCE 

Caah and medical aaaiatance 2/ • .• •• ...... ••••.•. ...•. 

Additional appropriation 9/30/92 .. .•..• . ..••••• •. . 

Social aervicea •• • .• • •. • ......•.. •• •. •. . . . . . . . ••• ••.•• 

Voluntary agency program •• ••• • •••• .. . .... . . • • •.. .. . . • . 

Pr•••ntive heel th • .• • •..• • .•• • •... . ... • . ••• . • .. • .• . • •. 

Targeted aaaiatance . .. ••.• • •• • •• •• •. . ... ...• . • .. • .... . 

Undiatributad •••••.•....••• •• •. •. .. . . • ... • • •.•••• . .••• 

Total. Refugee Reaattlamr.nt •• • • • .•• ... • .••.. .••. 

STAT! LEGALIZATION IMPACT AS!:!!:TA:;CE GRANTS 

current year . • •.. • .• • . .• . . . . . ..••••.. . ... .. . .... . .. • . • 

Advance funding .•....... .. . ...•.. . .• . . . .•.• . ..•.•.•• . . 

Total . ... •• . ... . ...•. .... .....• . . . .. .. . .. . ...•.. 

Cot1tfUNITY SERVICES BLOCK GRANT 

Grant• to Sta tea for Community Services ..... . .....•• . . 

Homeleaa service• grants •. . •. • •.. .. •.. . . . ...... .. . .. . . 

Diacretionary funds : 
Community economic developmen t 3 / ......... . . ....• 

Rural houaing 3/ . . . . . ... ....•••..... .. ....••.•.. . 

P'ar111Worker aaaiatance 3/ • .. . . ... . . .. . •••• . .. ..... 

National youth aports •••.• . . .. . .. ......•.• . . .• . . •. 

Technical aaaiatance . ... .. .•.••••..• .. .... . . .. •. . . 

Subtotal. diacretionary funda .. ...... • •.•.. .. . . • 

Co-unity Partnerahipa . .. .. •. .. .. .. ....••.•.. . ••••.•. . 

co-unity Food and Nutrition ••••• . .. .. ..... . . . • • •• .... 

Total, Couunity aervicea • •. • . . • .... . .. • • • ••• . . . .. 

GRANTS TO STATES P'OR CHILD CARE 

Block grants to State• 4/ ... . .. .. .. ..... . .. . •.•.•.•. . 

FY 91 reaciaaion . •• .• ••.• . •. .. ...... .. .. . .. .. . . . . . 

Subtotel . block grant• .. •. . .. . . . . .. . . .•. . .. . ... . 

Licena.ing grant• to State a •.•••.... .. .. . ...•... . ...... 

Total . Child care grant• ... . . . .. ... .. .. .. ...... . 

1/ A•ailable onlr upon aublliaaion of a for11al budg.et 
requeat deaignating th• need for funda •• an 
•-r'9•ncr •• dafined by the BEA. 

2/ Houae bill make• funding available only through 
3/31/92. Confarence agreement doea not include 
termination date . 

3 / Conference agreement aaaumea delared obligation 
until 9/30/92 . The Senate bill delayed obligation 
of $22.000.000 of Couunitr economic development 
funding until 9/25/92. 

4 / P'Y91 total makea •••ilable Sapt . 7. 1991. P'Y 1992 
requeat. Houaa Ii Senate bill• include delayed 
obligation of th••• funda until 9/19/ 92 . Houae bill 
aaaumea reaciaaion of $144. 925 . 000 of FY91 funda. 
Conference agre-nt makea total •••ilable on 
9/30/92. 

234. 216. 000 117. 600.000 117. 600 . 000 117. 600.000 117. 600.000 

116 . 616.000 116.616.000 116.616.000 

82.952.000 82.952.000 82. 952 . 000 82. 952 . 000 82.952.000 

39 . 036.000 39 . 036 . 000 39 . 036.000 39.036.000 39.036.000 

5 . 631.000 5 . 631.000 5 . 631.000 5.631.000 5.631.000 

48. 795 . 000 48 . 795 . 000 48 . 795 . 000 48. 795.000 48 . 795.000 

410. 630. 000 

410. 630 . 000 410. 630. 000 2N.CH.oc;: • · ; , ...... ,. ..... 
'lf.1. v . o;,u. vvv 410.630 . 000 410.630.000 

-566 . 854 . 000 -1 . 122 . 992 . 000 - l.122 . 992.000 -1.122.992 . 000 -1.122.992.000 -1 . 122.992 . 000 

583. 934 . 000 l.122.992 , 000 1.122. 992 . 000 1.122. 992 . 000 1 . 122 . 992 . 000 

17 . 080 . 000 -1.122 . 992 . ooo 

349 . 372 . 000 349. 372. 000 370. 000 . 000 360 . 000 . 000 360.000.000 

33 . 181.000 25 . 000.000 30 . 181.000 25.000.000 25.000.000 

20 . 494. 000 21. 500 . 000 22 . 000 . 000 22.000 . 000 22.000.000 

4 . 099 . 000 4 .099 . ooo 4 ,099. 000 4 .099 . ooo 4 . 099 .ooo 

3. 025. 000 3.025,000 3 . 025. 000 3 . 025.000 3.025.000 

10 . 832 . 000 10 . 832.000 12.000.000 12. 832 . 000 12.000.000 12.000 . 000 

244 . ooo 244 . 000 244 . 000 244.000 244 . 000 

38 . 694. 000 10. 832 .ooo 40 . 868 . 000 42 . 200 . 000 41.368.000 41.368 . 000 

4 . 050 . 000 4. 050. 000 4 .050.000 4 , 050.000 

2.440 . 000 5. 484 . 000 7 . 000. 000 7 . 000.000 7 .000 . 000 

427 . 737 . 000 10.832 . 000 420 . 724.000 453. 431. 000 437.418 . 000 437. 418. 000 

731. 925. 000 731. 925, 000 825 . 000 . 000 825 . 000. 000 825 . 000.000 825.000 . 000 

-144 . 925 . 000 

731.925 , 000 731.925 . 000 680 , 075 . 000 825.000.000 825.000 . 000 825.000 . 000 

13 . 000 . 000 13 . 000,000 25 . 000.000 13.000 . 000 

744 . 925 . 000 744 . 925 . 000 705 . 075. 000 838.000 . 000 825. 000 . 000 825.ooo . ooo 
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FY 1991 FY 1992 ----------------- H. R. 2707 ---------------------
Comparable Budget Request Houae Bill Senate Bill Conference 

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 

F'edere l Aciminiatration . . . .. ..• .. . .... ....•.. . .•••..... 76 . 093 . 000 81.000.000 81.000 . 000 76 . 093 . 000 81.000.000 

Reaeerch fl evaluation ... •.••• • ••• . ... . .. .. .. . ... . ... . . 10 . 7 35 . 000 6 . 500 . 000 6 . 500 . 000 13. 735. 000 11 . 500 . 000 

Total . program aciminiatration •...•. . .•... . .... . . 86 . 828 . 000 87.500 . 000 87.500 . 000 89 . 828.000 92 . 500.000 

81 . 000 . 000 

11 . 500 . 000 

92.500.000 

Mand 
Diac 

SOCIAL S!llVICES BLOCK GRANT (TITLE XX). . .. .... .. .. .. .. 2 . 800 . 000.000 2 . 800.000 . 000 2 . 800 . 000 . 000 2 . 800 .000 . 000 2 .800.000 . 000 2 . 800 . 000 . 000 " 

HUHJIN nll'VE!.OPMENT SERVICES 

Program• tor Children. Youth . and F'am1liea: 
Heed start : 

Regular grant•.. . . . . • • • . . . • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . l. 951. 800 . 000 2 . OS l. 800 . 000 l . 9 63 . 800. 000 l. 951. 800. 000 l. 951. 800 . 000 l. 951. 800 . 000 

Tranafer from ·· Educational Excellence ' ' ... . . . ( 250 . 000 . 000 ) (250.000 . 000) ( 250 . 000. 000) (250.000 , 000) NA 

Subtotal.. .... . ....... . ...... ... . . . .. .. . .... ( l. 951. 800 . 000 ) ( 2 . 051. 800. 000 ) ( 2 . 213 . 800 . 000 ) ( 2 . 201. 800. 000) (2 . 201.800 . 000) ( 2. 201. 800 . 000) 

Child development aHociate scholarships .. . ....... l.397 . 000 l. 397 . 000 l. 397.000 1 . 397 . 000 1 . 397 , 000 1 . 397.000 

Family cri•i• program: 
child abuse atate grants... ... . . . . ... ..... . ... 19 . 518 . 000 19.518 . 000 19.518 . 000 21.518.000 20 . 518 . 000 20 . 518 . 000 

Child abuse challenge granta . . . .. ...... .. ... . . 5 . 367 . 000 5 . 367.000 5.367 . 000 5 . 367.000 5 . 367.000 5 . 367 . 000 

Runaway and homelea• youth ... . .... . .... . . . .... 35.132.000 35 . 132 . 000 35 . 132.000 36 . 370 . 000 35 .751.000 35.751.000 

Family violence ...... .. ........ . ........ .... .. 10. 735. 000 10. 735 . 000 10 . 735 . 000 21. 470.000 20.000.000 20 . 000.000 

Abandoned infant• aHiatance. .. . . . • . . . •• . •• •• . 12 . 557.000 12.557 . 000 12 . 557 . 000 12 . 557,000 12.557,000 12 , 557,000 

Emergency protection grants - substance abuse . 19 . 518 . 000 19 . 518 , 000 19.518 , 000 19 , 518.000 19.518.000 19.518.000 

Sub to tel. family cri•i• .... .. . ••... ... • • •• • ••. 102 . 827 .ooo 

Dependent care planning and development . .. ..• •..•. 13.175.000 

Child welfare services .... •.•.• . •• . . ... . . .. ... .... 273.911 . 000 

Lesa amounts derived by tranafer •..... ... ... . . -27 . 352. 000 

Subtotal. child welfare aervicea . ... . ... ... .. . 246 . 559 . 000 

subtotal. Program for Children . Youth . and 
raaili••·. . ..... . . . .. .. . . . . . . . • • . . . • • . . . • • 2.315. 758.000 

Program• for the Aging: 1/ 
Grant• to State• : 

Supporti•e services and centers . ..•..•.... . . . • 

Ollbudaman activi tie• . .. . .. . ••••••... ..... . . . . . 

Nutrition: 
Congregate meals ... .. . . .••.. .. .. . .. . .. .. ...• 

Home-delivered meals ... . . . .. . . .. .. . ..• • •. .. . 

Federal Council on Aging .. . .. .•. ..... . . .. . ...•.. . . 

Gr ant• to Indiana •. •... .. . . ..•.. .... . ... ..... . .. . . 

Frail elderly in-home service• . .. • •..•• . .• .... •• .. 

White Houae Conference on Aging ... .... ..•.• • ..... . 

Undiatributed • • • ••• •. • .. ... ••. ..... .. . •. ....... .•• 

Subtotal. Aging program• •• . . •. .. . .. . ...•• •••• .. . 

Developaental diaebiU tie• program: 
· state grant• •••• • •.•••••••••..•.... . ••••••••••• • • • 

Protection and ad•ocacy • •••• •.•. . •..... • . • ...... • . 

subtotal. De•elopmental diaabili tie• . • .• . .•• • •.. 

Nati•• American Prograa• •• ••••• • ••• . . •. .... •• ••••••••. 

Human aervice• re•!u~arc:h. training fl demonstration: 
Comprehenai•• child development cent era .•. .. • ..... 

Transfer from "Educational excellence" . .... . .. . 

Subtotal, Comprehen•i•e Child Development .. . 

Child abuae discretionary acti•itiea •..... . • ••. • . . 

Runaway youth - trenaitional living • . ••••• •.• • • • . • 

Runaway youth activitie• - drugs • . ••••. ..• • • •••• . . 

Youth gang aubatance ebuae ....... • . •..• ..... • . . ... 

Teaporery childcare/criai• nurseriea • . .. . .•• ••••. . 

1/ Senate bill included delayed obligation of 
$25.000,000 until Feb. l. 1992. Conference aaauaea 
delayed obligation of $25 , 000,000 until Sept. 30 , 
1992. 

290. 818. 000 

5 . 367. 000 

361. 083. 000 

87 . 831.000 

181. 000 

14 . 639. 000 

6 . 831. 000 

976 . 000 

767. 726 . 000 

64 , 409. 000 

20 . 982 .ooo 

85 . 391. 000 

33.376.000 

24 . 398 . 000 

(24 , 398 . 000 ) 

14 . 639. 000 

9 . 939. 000 

14. 786 . 000 

14. 786 . 000 

11 . 055.000 

102 . 827 . 000 

13 .175 . 000 

273. 911. 000 

273. 911 . 000 

2.443.110 . 000 

290.818 . 000 

5 . 367 . 000 

361. 083 . 000 

87 . 831 . 000 

181. 000 

14. 639. 000 

6.831 . 000 

766.750.000 

64. 409 . 000 

20 . 982. 000 

85 . 391. 000 

33.376,000 

24 . 398 .ooo 

(24 . 398 . 000) 

14 . 638 . 000 

9 . 939. 000 

14.786 . 000 

14. 786 . 000 

11.055 . 000 

102. 827. 000 116 . 800 . 000 113.711.000 113. 711.000 

13.175. 000 13 . 175.000 13, 175.000 13,175.000 

273 . 911. 000 273.911.000 273.911.000 273. 911. 000 

273. 911. 000 273. 911. 000 273. 911. 000 473.911.000 

2.355.110.000 2 • 3 5 7 . 083 . 000 2 . 353 . 994 .ooo 2 . 353. 994. 000 

290.818.000 324 . 000 . 000 317 . 000.000 317 .000.000 

5 . 367.000 11 . 367.000 8 . 367.000 8 . 367 .ooo 

361. 083 . 000 373 . 000 . 000 367 . 000.000 367 . 000 . 000 

87. 831. 000 91 . 831.000 89 . 831. 000 89. 831.000 

181.000 181 . 000 181 . 000 181.000 

14 . 639 .ooo 15 . 224.000 15 . 124. 000 15.124.000 

6 . 831.000 7. 000 . 000 6 . 916.000 6.916.000 

3 . 400 . 000 2 .ooo. 000 2.000.000 

-3 . 400,000 -2. 000. 000 -2.000.000 

766. 750 . 000 822. 603 . 000 804. 419 . 000 804. 419. 000 

64 , 409 .ooo 71. 773 . ooo 67. 706.000 67. 706,000 

20.982.000 24.080.000 22. 500.000 22,500,000 

85.391 , 000 95 . 853 . 000 90 . 206. 000 90. 206,000 

33.376 . 000 34.376 . 000 34 . 126.000 34 .126 . 000 

45 . 000.000 24. 398. 000 24.398 , 000 24.398,000 

(20 . 000. 000) (20 , 000.000) (20.000 , 000) NA 

(45.000.000) (44. 398. 000) (44.398.000) ( 44. 398.000) 

14 . 639 . 000 14 . 639 . 000 14 . 639. 000 14. 639 .ooo 

12 . ooo . 000 12. 000 . 000 12.000.000 12 .000.000 

14 . 786. 000 15 . 786 . 000 ' 15 . 286.000 15. 286 , 000 

7 . 100.000 14 . 786.000 10 . 943 .ooo 10. 943 , 000 

11 . 055.000 11 . 055.000 11.055.000 11.055,000 
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Budget Request House Bill Senate Bill Conference 

New Mand 
Bill Dhc Comparable 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Child welfare training .•.•....• •.. .. . .......•.•... 3. 559. 000 3,559 , 000 3. 559. 000 3. 559 . 000 3. 559. 000 3. 559 .ooo 

Child welfare research .•.•••• • •. •.• , .•...•. ..•. , .• 6.652.000 7 .807 .coo 6.652.000 6.652.000 6 , 652,000 6,652,000 

Adoption opportuniti••· •.••••••...••......••••••.. 12. 687. 000 12.687 . coo 12 , 687 .ooo 12. 687 .ooo 12. 687 .ooo 12.687.000 

Aging reaearch. training and special projects ..... 25. 941. 000 25.941.000 25. 941.000 25.941.000 25 . 941. 000 25,941,000 

Social service• research ..... •• .........••.•...... 2.879.000 3.879.000 7 . 879 .ooo 12 , 879,000 10.379.000 10.379.000 

De·Hlopaental diaebilitiea special projects •••• ,,. 3,025.000 3,025 , 000 3 ,025 .ooo 3.325.000 3 . 248.000 3.248.000 

Developaental diaebUi tie• univerai ty aftiliated 
programs ••••...•...•••....•. ••• , . • ...... ..••• , •. 13.907 .coo 13.907,000 15.407 . 000 16.407.000 16.030.000 16 , 030.000 

Total. Hwaan Services Rea , Trng & demonstration. 158.253,000 160,407 . 000 179 . 730,000 174 .114. 000 166, 817 .coo 166. 817. 000 

Program direction •••.•. ,, ..• , .•••••• ,, .••.......• ,,,,. 73,906.000 88,000, 000 88,000.000 79. 034. 000 88,000.000 88.000,000 

................................................................................................ 
Total . HUil.an Development Services... .... .... 3 . 434,410,000 3 , 577,034,000 3 , 508 , 357,000 3. 563. 063. 000 3.537 , 562 . 000 3. 537 . 562. 000 

PAYMEP'TS TO STATES FOR FOSTER CARE AND 
ADOPTION ASSISTANCE 

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

Foster care . ........ .............. .. .. . . ,............. 1.813,186 , 000 2.223.668,000 2. 223 . 668. 000 2. 223. 668 . 000 2, 223. 668, 000 2. 223 , 668 . 000 M 

Adoption •••iatance. . . . . . . . . . . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 189, 832, 000 201. 861. 000 201. 861 . 000 201. 861. 000 201. 861. 000 201.861 , 000 M 

Independent living .. . .... . .... ,, .. . ... .. . , . . ... , ... . .. 60 , 000. 000 70. 000, 000 70.000,000 70.000 . 000 70, 000, 000 70 , 000 . 000 M 

Prior year claims •...••..•.•.•...............•........ 520.911 , 000 118.476 . 000 118 . 476,000 118.476.000 118,476,000 118.476 , 000 

Trana fer to child welfare service ... . . .. . .•.... .. . . .. . 27 , 352. 000 M 

Total. Payments to States... .. . .. .. ....... ... .. . 2.611.281.000 2. 614. 005. 000 2. 614 .005. 000 2 . 614 , 005,000 2,614 , 005.000 2. 614. 005 .000 ................................................... ,. ........................................... . 
Total. Administration for Children and Families. 27 , 438 . 272.000 27.009,080 , 000 28,291 . 821.000 29 , 170,003,000 29.118 . 161.000 29.118.161.000 

Current year ...•.....••.•....••............. (23.554.338,000) (23.009.080,000) (23.168.829.000) (24.047.011,000) (23,995,169 , 000) (23.995 , 169,000) 

P'Y 1993 .• .. · ·.........• ••..•.••• .. .• .••.... . (3 . 883. 934. 000) ( 4 .000, 000, 000) (5 .122. 992, 000 ) ( 5, 122. 992. 000) (5 .122, 992,000) (5 .122, 992 .000) 

OFP'IC! OF THE SECRETARY 

GEH!RAL DEPARTM!NTAL MANAGEMENT: 
Federal fund• ..• •. .•....... ' . ............ ... ••.. . . 

Trust funds •• • ..... . . ........... .. .... . .. .... . . .. . 

Portion treated •• budget authority .. ........ . 

Total. Departmental management ........ ••. . . . 

OFFICE OF TH! INSPECTOR GENERAL : 
Federal fund a ..... . . .. . . ... .. . .. ..............••.. 

Trust funds •..•.•.••......................•....... 

Portion treated as budget authority . .. • ..... .. 

Total , Inspector General ..•............•.•.. 

OFFICE FOR CIVIL RIGHTS: 
Federal fund• .. ..• . . •••• • •....... . . . .. ..• .. .•. ... . 

Trust funds ••........... •.. .. • ...... . .. . .. . . ••.•.• 

Portion treated aa budget authority ......... . . 

Total. Civil Rights • .•... .. ... ... . •• ...... •. 

POLICY R!SEARCH •••........•• • • •.. ....... .. •.....••• , •. 

Total. Office of the Secretary: 
Federal fund• . • •••.•....•........•••...•. , •. 
Tniat funds .•••••••.•.•.. .• .... ..•. . .• ••• , •• 

Total. Office of the Secretary ........... . 

UlfDISTRillUT!D SALARIES MD EXPENSES REDUCTION ....... . . 

UlfDISTRlBUT!D TRAVEL REDUCTION ..... .. ... . .•... . ..•• . .. 

Total. Department of Health and HW11an Services: 

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

78,944 . 000 

(22. 451.000) 

(7. 899 . 000) 

109 . 294. 000 

51. 918 . 000 

( 19. 202 . 000) 

(23. 467. 000) 

94 . 587. 000 

17.066,000 

(97.000) 

(3 , 807 . 000) 

20. 970. 000 

8,928 . 000 

156.856,000 
(76. 923. 000) 

(233, 779 . 000) 

91.673 , 000 

(22. 786,000) 

(8, 215. 000) 

122 . 674. 000 

63 , 842.000 

(20. 476,000) 

( 26 . 871. 000) 

111.189. 000 

18.524.000 

(99,000) 

(3. 901. 000) 

22 . 524.000 

5.037 , 000 

179. 076. 000 
(82. 348, 000) 

( 261. 424 . 000) 

86,673.000 

( 19 .111. 000) 

( 6. 890 . 000) 

112 . 674 . 000 

63 . 842. 000 

( 16. 363. 000) 

(21.470.000) 

101. 675. 000 

18.524 . 000 

(99.000) 

( 3 , 901, 000) 

22.524,000 

5 .037. 000 

174. 076,000 
(67. 834 ,000) 

(241,910,000) 

-116.000,000 

79 . 444. 000 

(22 . 310 . 000) 

(8 , 040.000) 

109. 794 . 000 

58.191.000 

(16.333.000) 

( 21. 500. 000) 

96 , 024.000 

18.524.000 

(99,000) 

(3,901.000) 

22. 524. 000 

5 ,037. 000 

161.196.000 
(72, 183. 000) 

( 233. 379 . 000) 

-53. 099. 000 

-9.492,000 

91.673,000 

(22 . 786 , 000) 

(8.215.000) 

122. 674. 000 

58.191.000 

(16.363 , 000) 

(21.470 , 000) 

96 , 024 . 000 

18. 524.000 

(99,000) 

(3, 901.000) 

22. 524 ,000 

5,037 .ooo 

173.425.000 
( 72. 834. 000) 

(246.259 , 000) 

-134.349,000 

-9.492 , 000 

91.673,000 

(22 . 786,000) TF 

(8. 215,000) TF'* 

122 , 674 ,000 

58 . 191.000 

(16,363,000) Tl' 

(21 . 470.000) TF'* 

96.024.000 

18,524,000 

(99.000) TF 

(3,901,000) Tl'* 

22,524,000 

5,037,000 D 

173,425 , 000 
(72.834.000) 

(246.259.000) 

-134.349,000 

-9.492,000 

Federal P'unda ..... ...... ... ...... .. . . ....... 151.680.827,000 165.657.345.000 167,121.817,000 168.803.583.000 168.611.962 . 000 168.611.962.000 

current year FY 1992., •••••............• ( 130, 543. 893. 000) ( 139.119. 345, 000) ( 139 . 460 , 825 , 000) ( 141.142 . 591. 000) ( 140 . 950, 970. 000) (140, 950, 970,000) 

FY 1993 . ..... ..... ... . . . . . .. ... .. .... ... ( 21.136 , 934 , 000) (26. 538, 000 , 000) ( 27. 660 , 992,000) ( 27. 660. 992 .000) ( 27. 660. 992, 000) (27. 660. 992.000) 

Tniat funda ................................. (6.554.729,000) (6,543.148 . 000) (6,937,781.000) (6,504 . 857.000) (6,934.781.000) (6,934,781,000) 
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Comparable Budget Requeet Houae Bill Senate Bill Confarance 

TITLE 111 - DEPARTMENT OP' EDUCATI ON 

COHPEKSATOllY EDUCATION FOR TH! DISADVANTAGED 1/ 

Grant• for the Diaadvantaged (Chapter l): 
Gran t• to local educational agenc i es: 

Baeic grant• . . • • • • . . • • . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . 5 . 001 . 975 . 000 5 , 001.975.000 5. 805 . 000 , 000 5 .176 . 575. 000 5. 387 . 000 , 000 

Additional appropriation 9/30/92 .. . . .. ... . 138.000 , 000 138 . 000 . 000 

Concentration grant• • •. . •.. •.....•• . .•• . .... . . 555. 775 . 000 674 . 775 , 000 645 . 000 . 000 575 . 175 . 000 596 . 000.000 

Additional appropriation 9/30/92 . ••• . . .. . . 14 . ooo . 000 14.000.000 

Subtotal . grant• to LEA ' • . . .. . . . .. .. . . . . . .. . 5 . 557 . 750 . 000 5 , 676 , 750 . 000 6 . 450 , 000 . 000 5 . 903 . 750 . 000 6 . 135 , 000,000 

Capital eapeneee for private achool c h ildren . .. . .. 36 . 108,000 36 . 108 , 000 38 , 000 , 000 42 , 108 . 000 40,054 . 000 

Even etart.. . . . . .. • • • . • . . . . • • • . . • . . . . . . . . . • • . . • .. . 49, 771.000 60, 000. 000 100 . 000. 000 54. 500 . 000 70.000.000 

State agency program• : 
Migrant . • • • • • • • • . . . . . . . . . . . • • • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 294. 596 . coo 294 . 596 . 000 322 . 000.000 294. 596 . 000 308 , 298 . 000 

Kaglactad and delinquent .. . . . . • • • • • . . . . • . . . . . . 36 . 108. 000 36 . 108,000 36 . 000 . 000 36 . 108.000 36 . 054.000 

State adminietration . • • . . • . . . . . • . . • . . . • • • . . • • • • • . . 59. 140 . 000 59 . 140 . 000 64 . 500. 000 59 .140. 000 61 . 820 . 000 

State program improvement grant a .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • 14, 785 . 000 30 . 000, 000 32 . 250 . 000 18 . 000 , 000 25.125 . 000 

Evaluation and technical aeehtance 2/ . • • . • • . . • . . • 13 . 175. 000 17 .000.000 17. 000 . 000 13 .175. 000 15 . 088,000 

Rural technical aaeietance center• 2/. . • . • . • • • • . . . 4. 463 . 000 4 . 463. 000 5 . ooo.ooo 5 . 000.000 5.ooo.ooo 

Total , Chapter 1. . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . • .. . 6 . 065 . 896 . 000 6. 214 .165 . 000 7 . 064. 750.000 6 , 426.377 . 000 6 . 696. 439 . ooo 

Migrant education : 
High echool equivalency program 2/ . . . ........ . . ... 7. 807 , 000 8,135.000 8 . 500. 000 8 . 119 ,000 8 . 310.000 

College aeeietance migrant program 2/.. . . • • • . • • • . . 1 . 952. 000 2 , 034,000 2 . 500 . 000 2.030.000 2 . 265 . 000 

Subtotal. migrant education .. ••••. .... . •.•..•... 9. 759. 000 10 . 169.000 11.000.000 10 , 149 . 000 10.575.000 

Nev 
Bill 

5.387 . 000.000 

138 . 000 , 000 

596 . 000. 000 

14 . 000 , 000 

6.135 , 000 . 000 

40 . 054 . 000 

70 . 000,000 

308 . 298. 000 

36 . 054 . 000 

61 , 820.000 

25 . 125 .000 

15 . 088.000 

5 . 000 . 000 

6 . 696.439 . 000 

8.310 . 000 

2.265,000 

10.575.000 

Total. Compeneatory Education programe... . . . . ... 6.075 . 655 . 000 6 . 224 , 334.000 7 , 075 . 750.000 6.436 . 526 . 000 6 , 707 . 014 . 000 6.707.014 , 000 
Subtotal. forward funded .. . .. .. .. . ..... . ... . .... (6,048.258.000) (6.192 . 702.000) (7 . 042 . 750,000) ( 6 . 408.202,000) (6,676,351.000) (6,676 , 351.000) 

Maintenance and operation•: 
Payeente for '· a· ' children .. . . . .. ........ . .. .... . 

Payeent• for · ' b '' children . . . ..... . . . .•.......... 

Payment• for Federal property (Section 2) .. . ..... . 

Payment• related to decreaead act i vity (Sec . 3e) . . 

Subtotal ••. .... . .. . •. ••........ . . ... . . ..... . . .. . 

Dieaeter ae•i•tance (Section 7) . .. ... ..... . ..... . .... . 

Cone truction . .... . ... . . . ...... . . .•••...... . .... . ..•... 

Additional appropriation 9/30/92 ... .. . . ... .... ... . 

Total. Impact aid . ....... .. . •••.. . . .. .. .. •• . .... 

SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS .4/ 

Educational improvement (Chapter 2): 
State and Local Program• : 

State block grant• 3/ .•.• ... ... . ...•. .. ...... • 

Evaluation •• . ... . ... .. . . . .. . ... ... .... .. .. . ..• 

Subtotal ••. . .. ••••... . . . . . . . ....• . .• . ....... 

National program•: 
lneapeneive book distribution (RIF) . . . . . .... . . 

Arte in education: 
Regular program •...•.......... . ..... ...... 

Initial forward funding (House only) 3/ .. 

Lav - related education • • •. ...... .. . • •• .. . .. . . 

Subtotal. National program• • •. • • •••• ••• •.••• 

Total. Chapter 2 ...•••.••••.....• • • • ... •• . .• 

1/ $200 million originally requHted within thh 
account for Choice School• coneidered under the 
Educational !Jlcallanca account. 

2/ currant funded. 

3/ Forward funded. 

41 Many activi ti•• previously funded in thh account 
tranefarred to Education ltaeearch " Improvement. 

585 . 540 . 000 

136 . 626 . 000 

16 . 590.000 

1. 952 . 000 

740. 708. 000 

13. 663 . 000 

26 . 349 . 000 

780 . 720.000 

448. 914. 000 

976 . 000 

449 . 890,000 

9 . 271. 000 

4 . 392 . 000 

5. 855 . 000 

19. 518 . 000 

469.408 . 000 

588 . 540 . 000 585 . 540 . 000 588 . 540. 000 588 . 540. 000 588 . 540. 000 

136 . 626. 000 136,626 , 000 136,626 . 000 136. 626.000 

16. 590 . 000 16 . 590 , 000 16 . 590. 000 16 . 590. 000 16 . 590. 000 

1. 952 . 000 1. 952. 000 1 . 952 . 000 

605 . 130 . 000 738. 756,000 743 . 708.000 743. 708 ,000 743 . 708 . 000 

15. 000 , 000 26. 000. 000 26.000 , 000 26.000 . 000 26.000 . 000 

2 . 000 , 000 2 ,000 . 000 2 . 000 . 000 

620. 130. 000 764 . 756 . 000 771. 708 , 000 771. 708 . 000 771 . 708.000 

448 . 914 . ooo 450.000 . 000 450 . 000 . 000 450 . 000 . 000 450 . 000,000 

448,914 , 000 450 . 000. 000 450.000,000 450 , 000.000 450. 000 . 000 

9 . 271.000 10 . 000 , 000 10. 000 . 000 10 , 000 . 000 10.000 . 000 

4 . 392. 000 3. 700 . 000 8, 600 . 000 8. 600 .ooo 8 , 600,000 

4 . 900 , 000 

6. 000. 000 6. 000, 000 6,000 . 000 6 . 000.000 

13 . 663. 000 24. 600 . 000 24. 600 , 000 24 .600 , 000 24.600.000 

462 . 577. 000 474. 600.000 474 . 600 . 000 474 . 600 . 000 474. 600.000 

Mand 
Diec 



November 22, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 34009 
FY 1992 APPROPRIATIOllS FOR THE DEPAllTMl!lfTS OP LABOR, HEALTH MD HUMIUf SERVICES. EDUCATION MD RELATED AGDCIES 

Civic• educ•tion •.•.••..••••.•••••••••••.•..•••.•.•.•• 

Drug-free achool• and communi ti••: 
State grant• 1/ .•....•••.•••.•••.......•.••••••••• 

School p•r•onnel training ••••••••....•.•.•.••..... 

National prograa•: 
Regular progr .. a ••••••••.•..•.•.•.••••••..•... 

E .. rganc7 grant• ••..••..•.....•...•••••.•.•... 

Subtotal. drug-free •chool• .••..•.•....•..•. 

Strengthenin!! ~ .. •r.hin!J and admini•tration: 
Eiaenhower aatheaiatic• and science education State 

grant• l/ ••.•••••.• •• •••••••••.....•....•.•.•.•. 

Chriata 11cAulitfe fellow•hipa •• •. .......•..•...... 

Other school improvement programs: 
Magnet •chool•. de•egregation program ....•........ 

Education for homele•• children " routh l/ •. .••••. 

Women ' • educational equi t7 .•••.. •.... .. .. ....... . . 

Training and advisory services (Civil Rights IV-Al 

Dropout prevention demonstration• ••..• ....... • .••• 

General a•aiatanca to the Virgin Islands .....•.•.• 

Ellender fellowahip•/Cloae up l/ .... . ....•• .• .•••. 

Follow through •...•.•••.•••••••••..••........•.... 

Native Hawaiian Education ............•.••••..• • ..• 

Foreign Language A••iatance l/ .. ••. • • •....••• •• •• 

Subtotal. other school iaproveaent progr .. a •..•. 

National writing project ••.••.•••••.....•••..••••••••• 

school rear e&tanaion atud7 coa•i••ion ...•••.•.. . ••• •. 

FY 1991 FY 1992 ----------------- H. R. 2707 --------------------- New 
Bill Coeparable Budget Request House Bill senate Bill conference 

3. 000. 000 3.B00.000 3. 800 ,000 3,800,000 

497. 709. 000 497. 709. 000 497. 709. 000 517.617.000 507. 663. 000 507 • 663. 000 

23.395,000 23. 395 .000 23. 395, 000 24. 331. 000 23.863,000 23.863,000 

60,914 .ooo 60. 914 . ooo 60. 914 . ooo 63,351.000 62.133 .ooo 62.133.000 

24 . 331.000 49. 500.000 25. 000.000 30. 304. 000 30. 304 .ooo 30,304.000 

---------------- ------------- ·-- ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
606. 349. 000 631. 518. 000 607. 018. 000 635. 603. 000 623. 963. 000 623. 963,000 

202. 011. 000 239,011.000 240,000,000 240. 000. 000 240.000,000 240.000.000 

l. 954 .ooo 2 . 036,000 2. 000 . 000 2. 000. 000 2 .000.000 2 .000.000 

109. 977. 000 109. 977. 000 110. 000 . 000 110. 000. 000 110. 000. 000 110.000.000 

7 ,313,000 37 . ooo. 000 25. 000. 000 25,000.000 25.000.000 

l. 995. 000 500,000 2 .ooo. 000 500.000 500.000 500,000 

21. 329 .000 21.329 . 000 22 .ooo. 000 22. ooo. 000 22.000.000 22.000.000 

34 ,064. 000 29.214 . 000 50, 000. 000 35.427.000 40,000.000 40.000.000 

4.366,000 4,366.000 4. 500. 000 4. 500. 000 4,500,000 4, 500,000 

4 .101. 000 4 .100. 000 4. 500. 000 4.300,000 4. 300.000 

7. 265. 000 10. 000 . 000 7. 265.000 8. 632 .ooo 8.632.000 

6.366.000 6.400.000 6.400.000 6.400.000 6.400.000 

4 ,880. 000 5,000. 000 12.000.000 10.000 , 000 10.000.000 

---------------- ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
201.656.000 165. 386. 000 251.000.000 227. 592. 000 231. 332. 000 231.332.000 

l. 952. 000 3. 000. 000 2. 500.000 2. 500.000 

976.000 

Total. School improvement progr .. •. .. ..... ... •. • 1.484.306.000 l,500.528.000 1.577.618.000 1.586,595 , 000 1,578,195.000 l,578.195,000 

Subtotal. forward funded........................ (l,164.928.000) (1.185,634,000) (1.238,709.000) (l.249.117.000) (1.236,963,000) (1.236,963,000) 

EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE / AMERICA 2000 

Educational Eacellence: 
New generation of American •chools ... . . ..•.• • •••• . 180. 000. 000 

Merit •chools . . . ....•••....• . .. • . . . .. ... ... ...•.. . 100.000 . 000 

Governor• ' academie• for teachers ................ . 70 , 000, 000 

Governor•· acadeaiie• for school leaders .. . .. ..... . 22. 500,000 

A••i•tance for parental choice programs .. ... • •.••. 200. 000. 000 

Choice demonatrationa of national significance . ... 30. 000.000 

Alternative teacher and principal certification ••. 25. 000. 000 

Coauli••ion on time. study. learning. and teaching. l . 000. 000 

Subtotal. Educational ezc•l lence ........• ••••••• 628. 500. 000 

vocational and Adult Education: 
Regional li teracr reaource centers ••••.•••....•..• 5. 000. 000 

Litaracr initiatives •••.•...•...... . .......•• ••••• 5.ooo.ooo 

Higher Education: Endowment grants for HBCU• •••...... 10. 000.000 

A•••••-nt. Statistic•. Raaaarch and Improvement: 
World cl••• atandarda/achievaaent teat• ..•••...... 12.400,000 

Goal• panel: National report card ••••••••........ 2.000.000 

America on line ...•.•..•...........•...•.•.•... • .. 5.000.000 

Aa••••ing workplace litaraCT skills ••.•..•.•.•••.• 2.000.000 

Statiatica: E&panaion of the adult liter•CT surva7 1.100.000 

Aa••••-nt: Preperin1: interim tea ta .....•••.•••••• 5.000.000 

Fund for the lapro••••nt and Reform of School• and 
Teaching .••••••••••••.••..•.... .. .....•••••••••• 10. 700. 000 

Subtotal. ASRI •••.•.. ..•. ........ ... ..•••••••••• 38. 200, 000 

1/ Forward fundood. 

Mand 
Disc 

D 
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FY 1991 FY 1992 ----------------- H.R. 2707 ---------------------
Co•parable Budget Requeat Houae Bill Senate Bill Conferanca 

Departaental l!anage•ant: Progr .. ad•ini:tratior., •..•• 3.300.000 

Head atart l/ .••.••.....••.•.... .•• .....•..•••....... 250,000,000 250. 000. 000 250.000,000 

Co..uni ty and •igrant heal th centers l/ ............. . 55.000.000 55,000,000 

Co•prehenaive child development center• l/ ..•...•.... 20. 000. 000 20.000.000 

consolidated funda - regular appropriation• l/ ...... . 250. 000. 000 100. 000. 000 

Consolidated funda - by transfer l/ ................. . (100. 000. 000) 

Nev 
Bill 

250,000.000 

55.ooo.ooo 

20.000.000 

100. 000. 000 

!!and 
Diec 

NA 

Total. Educational excellence.................. . 690.000,000 500. 000, 000 325. 000. 000 425 .000. 000 425 ,000.000 

BILINGUAL AND 111HlGRAHT EDUCATION 

Bilingual education: 
Bilingual programa ••••.•••••••..••.......••••••. , . 121. 039. 000 123. 814. 000 171. 000.000 123. 814. 000 147. 407. 000 147. 407 .ooo 

Support service• ..••...••••••..•..........••••.•.. 11. 632. 000 11. 632 .000 12.000.000 12. 000.000 12.000,000 12.000,000 

Training grant a .••.••••••••. , •... , ...... , •• , ••.•• , 36,066,000 36,066.000 36. 000. 000 36.000.000 36,000,000 36,000.000 

I-igrant education ...• .•••••.• .... , ...... .•••. ..••••. 29. 277. 000 29. 277 ,000 30. 000. 000 30. 000. 000 30.000,000 30.000.000 

Total. ........•••.••••.••••.. .. .......•••..••••• 198. 014. 000 200. 789. 000 249. 000.000 201. 814. 000 225. 407. 000 225. 407. 000 

SPECIAL EDUCATION 
State granta: 

ERA grants to State a part "b" . . .. . .. .. .. .. . .. • . . l. 854. 210. 000 1,976,095.000 l.976,095,000 l. 976. 095. 000 1. 976,095. 000 l.976,095,000 

Chapter 1 handicapped 9ranta... . • • . • . • . . • . . . . . . . . . 148. 861, 000 125. 661, 000 135. 661. 000 148.&61.000 143. 000. 000 143. 000. 000 

Preachool grants. . . • • . . • • . • • . • . . . . • . . . . . • • . • . . . . . . 292. 770. 000 295. 920. 000 295.920.000 320. 000. 000 320,000,000 320,000,000 

Gran ta for inf an ta and familiea.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . 117 .108. 000 128.819 . 000 175. 000.000 175.000.000 175.000.000 175.000. 000 

Subtotal, State grants.... ....... . ...... ........ 2.412.949.000 2.526,495.000 2.582.676,000 2. 619. 956. 000 2. 614 ,095. 000 2. 614. 095. 000 

Special purpoae fund•: 
Deaf-blindneaa. . . . . . . • . • • • • • • • . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . • 12. 849. 000 12.849.000 13.000,000 13. ooo. 000 13,000.000 13.000,000 

Severe diaabili ti ea.. . . • • • • • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . 7. 869. 000 7. 869. 'lCJO 8,000,000 8. 000. 000 8,000.000 8,000,0(',0 

Serioua e•otional diaturbance... . . . . . . . . . . • • . • . . . . 1. 952. 000 l. 9'52 .ooo 4. 000.000 4. 000,000 4 .ooo. 000 4 .ooo. 000 

Early childhood education.. • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . 24. 202. 000 24. 202. 000 25. 000. 000 25. 000.000 25,000,000 25. ooo. 000 

Secondary and transitional aarvicea...... . ........ 14,639.000 14. 639 .ooo 17. 000.000 19 .ooo. 000 19 .000. 000 19. 000.000 

Poataecondery education............ .. .. . .......... 8.559,000 8,559,000 9. 000 , 000 9. 000, 000 9,000,000 9. 000 ,000 

Innovation and development........................ 20.174.000 20.174 .ooo 24. 000.000 21.000.000 21.000.000 21.000.000 

Media ~-.rl ~a;>tio!"ling aarvicea. • . . • . . . . . • . • • • • • . . . • 16. 424. 000 16.424.000 17. 000.000 17. 000, 000 17.000,000 17. 000. 000 

Technology application•. . . • • • . • . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • • 5. 593. 000 5,593.000 10,000.000 10. 000. 000 10.000.000 10.000.000 

Special atudiea •••. , . . • . . • • • . • • . . • . . . • • • • . • • . • • • • • 3. 904. 000 3. 904 .000 4 .ooo. 000 4,000,000 4,000 , 000 4,000,000 

Paraonnal davalopment ..•• ,.. • • • • • • • . . . . . . . . . . • . • . . 69. 289. 000 69. 289 .ooo 89.800.000 89.800.000 89.800,000 89.800,000 

Parent training. . • • • . • . . • • • . • • • • • • . . . . . . . . . • • • • • . • 9. 759. 000 9. 759.000 10. 200.000 12. 000,000 12.000 , 000 12.000,000 

Clearing houaaa ......•• , • • • • • • • • • . . . . . . • . . . . . • • • • . 1. 525. 000 1. 525 ,000 2.000.000 2.000.000 2.000.000 2.000.000 

Regional resource center• •••••. ..•.•.•.•• , . . . • • • • • 6. 620. 000 6. 620. 000 7 . coo. 000 7 .000.000 7 .000.000 7 .000.000 

Subtotal. Special purpose fund• .......•• • •••••.. 203. 358. 000 203. 358. 000 240.000 , 000 240.800.000 240.800,000 240. 800. 000 

Total. Spacial education.............. ....... ... 2. 616. 307. 000 2. 729.853.000 2,822.676.000 2.860. 756.000 2. 854. 895. 000 2.854. 895. 000 

REHJUIILITATlON SERVICES AND DISAllIL1.TY llli;~!"l'c!ICH 

Vocational rehabilitation State granta: 
Gran ta to Sta tea.. .. • . • . .. .. .. .. . .. . . . . .. . . .. .. .. • l. 632. 625. 000 1. 735.480.000 l. 788. 000. 000 l. 788,000,000 1. 788,000,000 " 

supported employment State grant a. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . 29, 150. 000 29 .150. 000 31. 065. 000 31. 065.000 31.065,000 " 

client aaaiatance................................. 8,310.000 8.310.000 9.141.000 9 .141.000 9.141.000 " 

Subtotal. State granta...................... l.670.085.000 l. 772. 940. 000 l. 828. 206 . 000 1. 828. 206. 000 1.828. 206. 000 

Spacial purpoaa fund•: 
Special da•onatration programs ••.................. 18,368.000 18. 368. 000 25 . 103.000 31.103,000 31.103,000 H 

Supported e•ployment projects ..........••..••..... 10.023.000 10.023.000 10,423.000 10.423.000 10,423.000 " 

Recreational progrA10a •..•.•..........•.•....•••... 2,617.000 2. 617. 000 2. 617. 000 2.617.000 2.617 .ooo " 

l!igratory worker• .•................ •.... •..•••..•. l.060.000 1.060.000 1.060.000 1. 060,000 l.060,000 H 

Project• with induatry ••.••••.••••..•.•...••••••.. 19.445.000 19.445.000 20.390.000 20,390.000 20.390,000 " 

Helen Kaller National Center •••••.•.•.. , •••••..... 5.367.000 5,367,000 5.867.000 5,867 .ooo 5,867,000 H 

1/ To be •ada a•ailable on July 1. 1992. 
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Independent living: 
Co•prehen•ive service• • •• •••..•.••••• ..... .. • . 

center• •••.•• . ....•..••.....••••.••••••• • ••••• 

Service• tor older blind ..•. .• • ....•••••.••.. 

Protection " advocacy tor severely dieabled ... 

Subtotal. Independent living ....... •• ..••• •• 

Training •••••...•••.•.•••..••.•••.....•.•••..•...• 

National In•titute on Diaability " Jlehabilitation 
lleeearch •• • ......•.....•••.•••. • ........•••••••. 

Technology a••i•tance .. • •••...•••.. •.. .••. • .••.••• 

Evaluation •••••....•....••..••.••.........•..••••. 

subtotal. Special purpoae fund• •.•.. .. ••..••.••• 

Conaolidated requeat. new legislation . .• • •••.•...• 

FY 1991 
Comparable 

13.619.000 

27. 579 .000 

5.914.000 

976 . 000 

48,088.000 

33. 353. 000 

58.924.000 

20. 982. 000 

976.000 

219. 203 . 000 

Total. llehabilitation services. . .. . ............. 1.889. 288. 000 

SPECIAL INSTITUTIONS FOR PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES 

MEUCAN PRINTING HOUSE FOR THE BLIND . .....••••• .•.••• 6.136 , 000 

NATIONAL TECHNICAL INSTITUTE FOR THE DEAF: 
Operation• .••. •.• .•.... . .. . . .. . .... .. . ... .. . • ... .. 36. 884. 000 

Endo-ent grant .. .. ... •. .. ... .. ..... .. .••. .. .• .... 328. 000 

Subtotal. NTID ..• . . . •.... .•....... .. . ...•..•.... 37 . 212 . 000 

GALI.AUDET UNIVERSITY: 
Univeraity programs .... . . . ... .. . .... . .. .. . •...... . 47.623.000 

Precollege programs l/ ...•.••.•.........•.•.••.••. 21. 223. 000 

Endo-ent grant • •• •.•..•..•..••.. ... . .. • •••••••• . • 976 . 000 

Conatruction •••••.••• •• ••••••.• • ......•• • •••.••• • • 2. 440 . 000 

Subtotal. Gallaudet Univeraity .. .. . •• .• • . •. •• •• . 72. 262. 000 

Total. Special Inetitutions for Disabled ••.•••.• 115.610 . 000 

VOCATIONAL AND ADULT EDUCATION 

Vocational education: 
Basic grant• ••••.•.•••..... . . ... ......•••.•• ••• .. • 856. 503 . 000 

Additional appropriation 9/30/92 •..•. . .•...... 

Community education employeent centers •.. ..•.... .. 

Supplemental grant•. equipeent • • . ......... ••.•••.. 

Additional appropriation 9/30/92 ...••••....... 

Co111111uni ty - baaed organization• ••....••........... 11. 711. 000 

coneumer and homemaking education ••.......••..••.. 33.352 . 000 

State council• . . ......... . ... .. . .. . .. . . . ••••••. . •. 8. 783. ooo 

Tech Prep •....•••••.••••••••...•.•.••••••.••...... 63. 434 .ooo 

Tribally controlled poat-aecondary vocational 
in•titutiona 2/ • ...• • • • •.. .•.. . • ..• • ........•. • 2. 440. 000 

National program•: 
Reeearch ••••• • •.•••••••••••••......••..••.•••• 6.831.000 

Technical aeeiatance. eec . 404 (d) •• .••• • . 

Damonatration• ••••••••••••••••. ••• ••••••...•.. 12.970.000 

Data ayetema (NOICC/SOICC) •••••....••..••••••• 4.880.000 

Subtotal. national pro9ram• •..••••••••.•.... 24. 681.000 

Bilingual vocational training ••.• • .•.•...••••••••• 2. 888. 000 

Subtotal. Applied technology education . • • • • • • • • 1. 003. 792. 000 

1/ Kendall Elementary and Hodel Secondary School•. 

2/ Senate bill and conference agreeeent make funding 
available 10/1/91. 

FY 1992 ----------------- H.R . 2707 ---------------------
Budget Requeet Houae Bill Senate Bill Conference 

13. 619 . 000 14.200,000 14. 200.000 

27.579.000 29. 000. 000 29.000.000 

5.914.000 6.505.000 6. 505.000 

976,000 1.074 . 000 1.074 . 000 

48.088.000 50. 779. 000 50.779.000 

33. 353. 000 36 . 688. 000 36.688.000 

58.924 . 000 61. 000.000 61.000,000 

27.340.000 27.340.000 28.000 . 000 28.000,000 

976.000 1. 025. 000 1.025.000 

27 . 340 . 000 225. 561. 000 242. 952. 000 248.952,000 

1.976.040.000 

2 . 003. 380. 000 1. 998 . 501. 000 2 .071.158. 000 2. 077 .158. 000 

6,136,000 5. 500, 000 6,600.000 5.900.000 

36. 884 . 000 38.500 . 000 39,097 .000 39,097 .ooo 

342. 000 342. 000 342 .ooo 

37.226.000 38. 500. 000 39,439.000 39. 439. 000 

47. 623 . 000 48. 473. 000 50 . 480 . 000 50 . 480.000 

21. 223 . 000 21. 223 . 000 22.560,000 22,560,000 

l , 000 , 000 976,000 1 . 000 . 000 1.000.000 

1. 000 . 000 2. 500. 000 2. 500 . 000 2. 500 . 000 

70.846.000 73.172 . 000 76. 540 , 000 76.540.000 

114. 208. 000 117 . 172 . 000 122 . 579. 000 121. 879 . 000 

890. 656 . 000 l. 077. 000. 000 897. 500.000 900. 000. 000 

50. 000. 000 50.000.000 

7. 500.000 

100. 000. 000 

10. 000 . 000 10.000 . 000 

11 . 711. 000 12. 000 . 000 12.000 . 000 12.000.000 

38,000,000 33.352.000 35.000,000 

8. 783. 000 9. 000.000 9. 000. 000 9 .000.000 

63. 434 .ooo 100. 000. 000 65. 971. 000 90.000.000 

2. 440. 000 2. 500. 000 2. 500.000 2.500.000 

10.000.000 10.000.000 10. 000. 000 10.000.000 

2.000.000 2.000.000 

9.000.000 12.000, 000 14.000.000 14.000.000 

4 ,880.000 5.000.000 5.ooo.ooo s.000.000 

23. 880.000 29.000,000 29.000.000 31.000.000 

2 .888.000 3.000.000 3.000.000 3,000.000 

1. 003. 792.000 1. 370. 500. 000 1.119. 823 . 000 1.142. 500. 000 

34011 

Hand 
Diec 

14.200,000 H 

29 . 000.000 H 

6.505.000 H 

1.074.000 H 

50 . 779.000 

36,688.000 H 

61,000.000 H 

28,ooo.ooo H 

l,025.000 H 

248.952.000 

H 

2.077 .158.000 

5, 900. 000 

39. 097. 000 

342 . 000 

39.439.000 

50,480 , 000 

22. 560.000 

1.000,000 

2. 500 . 000 

76.540,000 

121.879.000 

900. 000. 000 

50.000.000 

10,000.000 

12.000.000 

35 . 000.000 

9.000.000 

90.000.000 

2. 500,000 

10.000.000 

2.000.000 

14.000.000 

5.000.000 

31.000,000 

3.000.000 

1.142. 500 . 000 
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fY 1991 FY 1992 ----------------- H. R. 2707 ---------------------
Comparable Budget Request House Bill senate Bill Conference 

Adult education: 
State Program• ••.....••.••....••............•..•.. 201. 035. 000 221.500.000 250. 000. 000 221.500,000 235. 750.000 

National prograaa •....••••.•...•.•...........••••• 7 .807 ,000 9. 000.000 9.000.000 9.000.000 9.000,000 

Literacy training for homeleea adults .........••.• 9. 759. 000 9. 759.000 9. 759.000 

Workplace 1 i ta racy partnerahipa ...•.....•......•.. 19.251.000 19. 251. 000 20.000.000 19,251.000 19.251.000 

Engli•h literacy granta • .••. • ...•.............•... 976.000 976,000 1.000.000 1.000.000 1. 000. 000 

State literacy reaource center• ............••.•••. 10.000.000 5 .000.000 

Priaon literacy training program ...•....•.•....... 10.000.000 5.ooo.ooo 

Subtotal. adult education •••.... .... ........•... 238. 828. 000 250. 727. 000 280. 000 . 000 280.510 . 000 284. 760.000 

Technology education demonatrationa .................•. 964 ,000 1. coo. 000 

Commercial truck driver training ... .•.. ... . ..•. .. ..•.. 1. 952. 000 3.000,000 2. 500.000 

Total, Vocational and adult education.... ... .... 1.245,536.000 1. 254. 519 .000 1. 651. 500. 000 1. 403. 333. 000 1.429. 760.000 

STUDENT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 2/ 

Pall Granta: Academic year 1992 - 1993 1/..... .... . . . 5,374.282.000 5. 775. 121. 000 5. 350. 000. 000 5. 360. 000,000 5. 360. 000. 000 

Contingency .••••••....•.•••.•.•••........••• • ... .. 100. 000. 000 100. 000. 000 100. 000. 000 

Preaidential Scholarahipa. new legislation ••••.•...... 170. 000, 000 

Supplemental educational opportunity granta ••..•...... 520 .155. 000 346. 945.000 570.000.000 570. 000. 000 577 .000.000 

Additional appropriation 9/30/92 •...•...•......... 62.000.000 

work-•tudy .•••••••.••••..•••••••..•••.........•..•... . 594. 689. 000 396.615.000 595. 000. 000 618. 4 76. 000 615. 000. 000 

Income contingent loans ...•••••••..... . ......•...•••• • 4 .880. 000 10.000.000 5. coo . 000 4 .880.000 4. 880.000 

Perkin• loans: 
Federal capital contributions ••....• .........• •... 156.144.000 156.000.000 156. 000. 000 156.000.000 

Loan cancellation• .•.•.•..•• • ••....•.•......•..•• • 15. 000. 000 13.000.000 15 .000.000 

subtotal. Parkin• loans •••••.•••••... . ...•.•.••• 156.144.000 15 .000.000 169. 000. 000 111.000.000 156.000.000 

State student incentive grants ••.••••..•..••••••••...• 63. 531. 000 64 .ooo. 000 76.000.000 72,000,000 

Total. Student Financial AHiatance............. 6. 713.681.000 6. 713. 681. 000 6.853.000.000 6.962.356.000 6,884 .880.000 

GUAllMTllD STUDENT LOAMS (LIQUIDATING) 

Contract authority to liquidate pre-1992 loan 

New 
Bill 

235.750,000 

9.000.000 

9. 759,000 

19. 251. 000 

1.000.000 

5.000, 000 

5.ooo.ooo 

284.760.000 

2.500,000 

1. 429. 760. 000 

5. 360.000. 000 

100.000.000 

577,000,000 

615.000. 000 

4. 880. 000 

156.000.000 

156.000,000 

12.000.000 

6,884. 880,000 

Mand 
Disc 

aubaidiH •••.•••••••••••••••••••..•••••.•..••••••••• (4.209,818.000) (3.075.711.000) (3.075.711.000) (3.075.711.000) (4.190.459.000) (4.190.459,000) NA 

Appropriation. including shortfalls (non-add)......... (5.381.422.000) (3.105. 711.000) (3.105. 711.000) (3.105. 711,000) (4.220,459.000) (4.220.459.000) NA 

GUARANTEED STUDENT LOAMS PROGRAM 

· Guaranteed Student Loans: 
N- loan aubaidi•• (contract authority) .••••••..•. 2.655.636,000 2.655.636.000 2.655.636.000 2. 655. 636.000 2.655.636.000 M 

Mandatory adain expan••• (contract authority) ..•.. 164.611.000 164. 611. 000 164,611.000 164. 611. 000 164.611.000 M 

Total........................................... 2. 820. 247 .000 2. 820. 247. 000 2. 820. 247 .000 2. 820. 247. 000 2. 820. 247 ,000 

GSL LOAN ADMINISTRATION . ...•.••...••..•.•.••••.••..... 

HIGHER EDUCATION 

Aid for institutional development: 
Strengthening in•ti tutiona •••....•......•..••••.•. 

Strengthening historically black colleges & univ .. 

Strengthening historically black grad inatitution• 

Endowment grants .....•..••.•••• •• ....•.•••••...... 

Subtotal. ln•ti tutional deYelopment ....•......•. 

Progr .. development: 
Fund for th• Improvement of Poataec. Education .••. 

Minority science improvement •••....••..••....•.... 

Inno•ati•• projects for community aervicea ••...•.. 

Student Literacy Corps •••••••.••...•••••••.•..••.. 

International educ r. foreign language st\.ldie•: 
D-••tic programs •..•••••••..••.•••.•.•.•.•••• 

Additional appropriation 9/30/92 ••••••••.• 

0..•r•••• pro9r .. a ..•••.••.••••••••.••••••.•.•. 

1/ 1991 includes prior year shortfall and contingency. 

2/ Conference a9raaaant •••um•• S62.000.000 of th• 
total ia not made available until 9/30/92. 

34.671.000 46.433.000 

87. 831. 000 87,831,000 

87. 831. 000 87. 831. 000 

11. 711. 000 11. 711.000 

17.462,000 7. 462 .000 

204.835.000 194. 835. 000 

14. 639. 000 14.639.000 

5.855.000 6.101. 000 

1.464.000 6.830.000 

5. 367. 000 

28.670,000 28. 670, 000 

5.855.000 5.855.000 

46.433.000 40.000.000 45 .ooo. 000 45. 000,000 

90,000.000 87. 831. 000 87 .831.000 87 .831.000 

100.000. 000 87. 831.000 100.000.000 100. 000. 000 

12.000.000 11. 711. 000 11. 711.000 11. 711. 000 

7. 500 . 000 1. 500.000 7. 500.000 7. 500.000 

209. 500. 000 194. 873. 000 207.042.000 207 .042.000 

15 .000.000 15.000. 000 15.000. 000 15. 000.000 

6.000.000 6.000.000 6.000.000 6,000.000 

l. 463.000 1. 463 .ooo 1. 463.000 1.463.000 

5.367 .000 5.367 .ooo 5.367 ,000 5.367 .ooo 

34 .000.000 30.170.000 30.000,000 30.000.000 

4.000.000 4.000,000 4,000.000 

6.000.000 6.000.000 6,000.000 6.000.000 
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FY 1991 PY 1992 ----------------- H.R. 2707 ---------------------
Comparable Budget llequaat Houaa Bill senate Bill conference 

Foreign language " area atudha fallovahipa VI 11.342.000 11.342.000 13.000.000 13 .000.000 13.000,000 

Subtotal. International education .•••••••••• 45.867.000 45.867.000 53.000 . 000 53 .170. 000 53. 000. 000 

Cooperati•e education •••••••• • •.• • .•••.••••••..•.• 13.175.000 13 .175.000 14 .ooo. 000 14.000.000 14.000.000 

Lav achool clinical experience •••••••••••••••.•••• 5.855.000 8.000.000 8.000,000 8.000.000 

Subtotal. Program development .••••....••••••.•• • 92.222.000 86.612.000 102.830.000 103,000.000 102. 830. 000 

Conatruction: 
Intereat aubaidy grant•. prior year conatruction . . 20.396.000 19. 412. 000 19. 412 ,000 19. 412 .ooo 19, 412. 000 

Academic faeiliti••· ..........•..•.........••. • •.• 4 .197. 000 

Subtotal. Conatruction ••••••.•... . • • .•••••••.••. 24.593.000 19. 412. 000 19 . 412 .coo 19. 412, 000 19. 412.000 

Spacial grant•: 
Aaaiatanea to Guam ••••• ••••••• ... . .. .. ...••.....•. 488 . 000 500,000 500,000 500.000 

Margaret Chaae Smith Library •.•..........•........ 976.000 

John McCormack lnatitute • .••..... .. •..... • .... •••. 2 . 928 . 000 

llobert A. Taft lnatitute .•••• .....•.. ....• • .. .• •.• 683 . 000 550 . 000 550. 000 550.000 550.000 

Hagnuaon Endowment •.....•••....................... 2. 928 .ooo 2 .ooo. 000 2.000.000 

Model Lav Center. Seton Hall Univeraity .......... . 5 . 367.000 

Bethune-Cookman .... .... ....• ... . . .... . . . •.•.••.••• 300 . 000 300.000 300 . 000 

Urban co-unity Service .•.•.• • . •..•..••.••.••.•••• 10.000,000 8,000.000 

Subtotal. special grants .•......•..•..••.••. 13 . 370. 000 550,000 l. 350 . 000 13.350.000 11,350.000 

Aid for atudenta: 
Special program• for the diaadvantaged (TRIO plua) 333. 758. 000 385. 249 . 000 385. 249 . 000 365. 249. 000 

Additional appropriation 9/30/92 •...••••••.••. 20.000.000 20.000.000 

Conaolidated undergrad outreach (propoaed leg) •••. 384. 249 . 000 

Mc:!l£ir graduate outreach (propoaad leg) ... •• ...•.. 10.826.000 

Undergraduate acholarahipa: 
Byrd honor• acholarahipa ••••.••.•••.•.••••.••. 9.271.000 9 . 271,000 9. 271. 000 9. 642. 000 9.642,000 

lf•tional aciance acholara .••.••••..........•.. 976.000 10.000.000 4. 500. 000 4. 500 . 000 4 . 500.000 

Douglaa teacher acholarahipa • . ... . • .....•. .• .. 14. 639 . 000 14. 639. 000 15. 000 , 000 15.000,000 15.000.000 

Subtotal . Undergraduate acholarahipa •••••••• 24. 886 . 000 33.910.000 28. 771.000 29.142.000 29.142.000 

Graduate fellovahipa: 
Harri• graduate fellovahipa •.•...•••.••.••••.. 17. 566. 000 17. 600,000 17. 600.000 17. 600.000 

Harri a public aervice fellowahipa ...••..•••••• 3.198 , 000 3. 200. 000 3,200 . 000 3.200.000 

Javi ta fellowahipa ••••••. •••.•..•• ..... •. ..•. • 7 .807. 000 8,000.000 8.000.000 8.000,000 

Graduate aaaiatance in area• of national need. 24. 885. 000 30.000.000 25. 000 . 000 28.000,000 

Minority participation in graduate education •• 5. 953 . 000 5. 826 . 000 5. 953. 000 5.953,000 

lfational graduate fellowahipa (propoaed leg) . . 54 . 107. 000 

Subtotal. Graduate fellowahipa •.. .•......... 59.409.000 54 .107. 000 64.626,000 59. 753 . 000 62 . 753,000 

Veteran•· education outreach .............. . ... .•.. 2. 733 , 000 2. 700, 000 2. 733.000 2. 700.000 

Legel training for the diaadvantaged (CLEO) •.•..•• 2. 928 . 000 3. 000 . 000 3. 045. 000 3 . 045. 000 

School. college " univeraity partnership• • ........ 3. 904. 000 4. 000,000 4.000,000 4 . 000.000 

Total. Higher education •.•.. • . .. ...... . ..... 762. 638. 000 784. 501. 000 821.438.000 834. 557. 000 827. 523. 000 

HOWARD UlfIVERSITY 

Academic program ••.••. •• .•..•••••••• •••..• ...• .• •• . ••. 153. 515. 000 153. 515. 000 153. 515. 000 158 . 515.000 153.515,000 

Endowment grant •• • .•.......••••• •• .•..•. . .. • ••• • •.•••. 2.928.000 4,500.000 2.928.000 4. 500 . 000 2.928.000 

Reaearch •.•••.•••.............••••.•...•.••.••...•.••. 4.616.000 4.616.000 4 . 616.000 4. 616. 000 4. 616. 000 

Howard Uni verai ty Hoapi tal ••••••••••.•..•.•.........•• 28.301 , 000 28.301.000 28.301,000 29. 500.000 28.301.000 

bergency conatruction .•... ••. ..• •••....••.••..•.••• .. 5 , 855,000 23. 600. 000 2. 000. 000 23.000.000 

Total, Howard Univerai ty •••••••••••••.•...•••••• 195. 215.000 190,932.000 212.960.000 199 .131 . 000 212.360 , 000 

34013 

13. 000.000 

53. 000.000 

14.000.000 

8.000.000 

102. 830. 000 

19. 412 .ooo 

19.412.000 

500,000 

550, 000 

2. 000. 000 

300 , 000 

8. 000. 000 

11. 350. 000 

365 . 249. 000 

20.000.000 

9.642.000 

4. 500, 000 

15,000 , 000 

29,142.000 

17. 600.000 

3.200,000 

8,000.000 

28, 000 , 000 

5.953.000 

62. 753, 000 

2. 700,000 

3,045,000 

4. 000.000 

827. 523. 000 

153. 515 .ooo 

2. 928 .ooo 

4.616.000 

28, 301.000 

23.000 , 000 

212 . 360.000 

Mand 
Diac 
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COLLEGE HOUSING MD ACADEMIC P'ACILITIES LOANS 
(LIQUIDATING): 

Borrowing authori tr ..••••...•••.....•...........•• 

Intereat aubaidJ' papienta ••••••••••.•..•....•.•••• 

Total. college Housing Liquidating ••.... ..• .••.• 

COLLEGE HOUSilfG MD ACADEMIC FACILITIES PROORM 
New loan aubaidiea .•..•••.•••••.••••••.•...•...••. 

Federal adainiatration •••.....••.•••..•.••••••..•. 

Loan liaitation • •••. •• •••. . •.•••••. .•••••.•.••.... 

Total. College Houaing Program ....•••.......••.. 

EDUCATION RESEARCH. STATISTICS. AND IHPROVEMENT 

Reaearch •••.•.•••......•••••.••••....•........•••.•••. 

High technologr deaonatration program ••••• . •....•. 

Statistics .••• • .. •.•• .. ••.• .• ••.•• ... ..• . . .•• • •.•• •. • • 

Aaaeaaaent (NAEP) .•••.......••••••....••...••••••.••.. 

P'und for Innovation in Education • • ••••.....••••••.•••• 

P'und for the Improvement and Reform of Schools and 
Teaching: 

Gran ta for achoo la and teacher• .. ... ......••. • •..• 

Faailr-•chool partnership• •.• ..•• .... .•.•. • .•••••• 

Eiaenhower mathematic• & science educ national program 

(Clearinghouse non-add) ••••.••••......•••••••••••• 

Hath Science conaortiwn •...••.•••.••••••••..••.••.•••• 

National Diffusion Network .•••••.• ••... .••••••••..• ••. 

Blue ribbon school• •.•••. • •. ... ••. .•.••. . . •.•.•• •••••• 

Javita gifted and talented student• education ••.•••••• 

Star achoola •••••••.••.•....•••••....•.••.•••••••••••• 

Additional appropriation 9/30/92 •.•..•••••••••.•.. 

Educational partnerahipa •..••••.••••..•••.•••••••••••• 

Territorial teacher training •••••••••.....•.••.•••••.• 

Leadership in educational adainiatration (LEAD) •• •• ••• 

Mi:i::c.rc"r teache.· training .• •••••••••.•.. .•..•. .••••.. 

National council on educational goals .......••••••.... 

Innovation• in teacher education . new legislation ..••• 

Subtotal .•.• .. . .. . ...••••••.••.. .••..•.••.•..••• 

National board for profeaaional teacher standard• .••• • 

Total. ERSI .......•••••.••.•...••.•••......••••• 

LlBRARIES 

Public libraries: 
Servicea ••••••...•....••.••...... ...• .. .• ...• •• .•. 

Construction •••.•.•....•.....••...........•.•••••. 

Interlibrary cooperation • •• . . •• . • ......•. •...••••. 

Training 1/ ••..•..•. •••••.• .. ...•....•.... . ...•.. .... 

Research and demonstrations .....•.....••.............. 

Research libraries ••....• •• .. •... ...... .• . .. ... ••.• . .• 

Library literacr prograaa •.•..••..•.....•.•.••••...•.. 

College library technologr ....... •.•.• ..... .•••••.. . . . 

Foreign language aatariah (Title V-LSCA. VI-HEA) .••.. 

Total. Librariaa ............................... . 

1/ Training funds requested under Higher Education. 

P'Y 1991 P'Y 1992 ----------------- H.R . . 2707 ---------------------
Comparable Budget Requaat Hou•• Bill Senate Bill conference 

29. 277. 000 

8, 449. 000 3. 598 .000 3. 598,000 3. 598. 000 3. 598 , 000 

37 . 726 . 000 3.598,000 3. 598.000 3. 598. 000 3,598.000 

7 . 539.000 7. 539 . ooo 

566,000 566 . 000 

( 30. 000 . 000) (30.000,000) 

8.105.000 8.105,000 

64. 714. 000 74. 296. 0<10 71.000 , 000 71.500,000 71.000,000 

8.000.000 

44.313.000 51. 974 . ooo 50.000.000 44.313.000 47. 313. 000 

19. 211. 000 28.086.000 28.ooo.ooo 20.000.000 29. 900,000 

27. 737 .ooo 27. 737 ,000 19 . 000.000 27. 737 .ooo 24 .000.000 

5. 284. 000 1.880,000 5. 284 . ooo 5 , 495,000 5.495.000 

3. 611. 000 927 . ooo 3. 611.000 3. 755 .000 3 . 755.000 

u. 711. 000 14. 711.000 14. ooo . 000 18,000.000 16.000.000 

(6. 000,000) (3,500,000) 

15.000.000 12.000,000 

14 .151. 000 14.151.000 u . 000.000 u. 700.000 14. 700,000 

885,000 885,000 885.000 

9,732,000 9. 732 . 000 9,732,000 9,732.000 9. 732.000 

14.417.000 10. 000.000 17 .404 .ooo 17.417.000 

1.000.000 1 . 000.000 

4. 233 .ooo 4. 233 .ooo 4. 233. 000 4. 233 .ooo 4.233.000 

1. 769,000 1. 769.000 1. 769 , 000 1.769.000 1. 769.000 

3 . 831,000 370. 000 370,000 370,000 370.000 

987 . ooo 

1.952.000 

20. 000 . 000 

228. 538. 000 260. 751. 000 228. 999. 000 255. 893 . 000 258.684.000 

4. 880. 000 4.880,000 4 .880. ooo 4.880,000 

233. 418. 000 260. 751,000 233. 879 . 000 260. 773.000 263. 564. 000 

83. 898,000 35 , 000,000 83.898.000 83. 898. 000 83. 898.000 

19.218.000 14. 218. 000 19 . 218 . 000 16. 718 . 000 

19. 908. 000 19. 908 . 000 19. 908. 000 19. 908. 000 

651. 000 5.000,000 5,000.000 5. 000. 000 

325 .ooo 325,000 325.000 325.000 

5.855,000 5.855.000 5,855 . 000 5.855. 000 

8.163,000 8.163 .ooo 8,163.000 8,163,000 

3. 904 .000 3. 904 .ooo 6. 404. 000 6.404 . 000 

976.000 1.476.000 976.000 1.'76.000 

142 . 898.000 35.000.000 142.747.000 149. 747 , 000 147. 747 .ooo 

New 
Bill 

Hand 
Disc 

3,598,000 H 

3. 598.000 

7 .539 .000 

566.000 

(30.000 , 000) NA 

8.105 .000 

71.000,000 

47 .313.000 

29.900,000 

24.000,000 

5 . 495.000 

3.755.000 

16 . 000. 000 

(3, 500 . 000) NA 

12.000,000 

14.700,000 

9, 732.000 

17.417,000 

1.000.000 

4.233.000 

1.769.000 

370 . 000 

258. 684 . ooo 

4.880.000 

263. 564. 000 

83.898.000 

16. 718.000 

19. 908. 000 

5.ooo.ooo 

325.000 

5,855.000 

8.163.000 

6.404.000 

1.476.000 

147.747.000 ................................................................................................ 
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FY 1991 FY 1992 ----------------- H. R. 2707 ---------------------
co.parable Budget Raquaat Houaa Bill Senate Bill contaranca 

DEPARTHE!fTAL MAKAGEME!fT 

PROGRNI ADHIMISTRATION ••..•••••••••••.•••••••••••.••.• 284. 595. 000 303.567,000 301. 952. 000 284. 008. 000 299. 000. 000 

OP'P'ICI FOR CIVIL RIGHTS, SALARIIS AND EXPENSES ...••••. 48, 405 .ooo 56,000.000 56,000 , 000 51. 691. 000 55,000, 000 

OP'P'ICI OP' THE I"9PECTOR GEMIRAL. SALARIES MD EXPENSES 24. 837. 000 28.521.000 26. 932.000 26,530.000 26.932.000 

UKDISTltl8UTID SALARIES MD EXPINSIS REDUCTION •..•••••• -10.000.000 -3. 785.000 -10,660,000 

Total, Departmental management •••••••.••••••••.. 357. 837. 000 388. 088. 000 374 .884 ,000 358. 444 .ooo 370. 272. 000 

34015 

Kew 
Bill 

299. 000. 000 

55,000.000 

26,932,000 

-10.660,000 

370.272,000 

Mand 
Di8c 

Total. Dc:p;::-tm::r.t o! E<ii.c:aUon .................. 22.883,520.000 26 , 580,972,000 28,266,159,000 27.416.427,000 27.774.312,000 27,774,312,000 

Total including Guaranteed Student Loana •••••..• (27.093,338.000) (29.656.683,000) (31,341.870 , 000) (30,492.138.000) (31.964,771.000) (31,964,771.000) 

TITLE IV • RELATED AGENCIES 

Action (Domeatic Progr .. a): 
Volunteer• in Service to America: 

VISTA operation• •.••• . .•..•..•....•..• . . •• •.•. 

VISTA Literacy Corpa ....•.••••................ 

Student Community Service ..•.......•.. . .•..... 

Subtotal ...•.•..••••••...•••••.•.........••. 

Special Volunteer Programa: 
Drug program• ••..•....•..••••.............• ••• 

Older Americana Volunteer Programa: 
Foater Grandparent• Progr .................... . 

Senior companion Program •••••••••..........•• • 

Ratirad Senior Volunteer Program •••...••••.••. 

Subtotal. Older Volunteara •••.•.•..•.... •• •• 

Inapactor Ganaral ••• ..••.•••••••.... ..... ••.•..... 

Progr.. Support • ..•.••••••••.•.•......•.••••.•••.. 

Total. Action •••••••••••••. . .•.•. .•• •• ••• •.. 

Corporation for Public Broadcaating: 1/ 
FY 1994 (currant requeat) • ••••••... . ... •• ••••.. . .. 

PY 1993 aatellita replacement ••..•.. •.• • ..•. .•.. .. 

Subtotal. Corporation for Public B:-oi:dca"ting ••• 

Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service ..... •. . ..• • 

Federal Mine Safety and H'!al th Review commiaaion .•••.• 

National Commiaaion on Acquired Immune D,.ficiency 
Syndrome ••••••.•• •. ...•••..... • .••. .••..... •.•...••. 

National commiaaion on Children .•.• • .....•.•••.•...... 

National Commiaaion on Libraries and Information 
Science ...••.............•.•.•.•••....••.••••••.... . 

National Commiaaion to Prevent Infant Mortal! ty •••.... 

National Council on Diaability ••••.••..... . .....• •• •• • 

National Labor Relation• Board •••.•••.•.•..• • •.•.•.••. 

National Mediation Board •.•.•.••••••....• .• .........•. 

Occupational Safety and Health Review commiaaion •••• •. 

Phyaician Pa111ant Review co ... iaaion ( truat tunda) ••... 

Proapactiva Pa111ant Aaaaaaaant Co-iaaion ( truat 
funda) . ............................... . ............ . 

Railroad Ratir•-nt Board: 
uual banafita payment• account . •. .•..•.••••••••.•. 

Intaraat pa111ant •••......•• • ....•.•...•.....••.•• • 

Laaa inco- tall raceipta on dual b'!nefita ••.••.••• 

Subtotal. dual benefita ....•.•. • ...••..••••..... 

P'adaral paJ98nt to the Railroad Retirement Account 

1/ PY 1991 approp. adv. in PY89 1a $298.870,000. 
n 1992 approp. ad•. in P'Y90 1a $327.280,000. 
FY 1993 approp. adv. in FY91 1a $318.636.000. 

30.287,000 35,803.000 

4. 621. 000 4. 930, 000 

976.000 976 . 000 

35.884.000 41. 709. 000 

2.191.000 1. 451. 000 

62. 946.000 62. 946. 000 

27.569.000 27. 569. 000 

33.425.000 33.425,000 

123,940.000 123.940,000 

976.000 l.017 .ooo 

28. 301. 000 30.435,000 

191.292.000 198,552.000 

253. 309. 000 260,000.000 

65,327.000 

318.636.000 260, 000.000 

27 .037. 000 28.145 , 000 

4 .189. 000 4. 719 . ooo 

2.928.000 3. 000. 000 

1.073 .coo 

732. 000 911 . 000 

390,000 

l. 439. 000 l. 642,000 

147.461.000 162.000.000 

6,514.000 7 , 008. 000 

6. 247. 000 6. 711,000 

(3.778.000) (4.495,000) 

(3.875.000) (4.210.000) 

326. 927. 000 315. 000 , 000 

-16. 000, 000 -18.000.000 

310.927.000 297,000.000 

400.000 400. 000 

32. 693. 000 34 , 683. 000 32. 688. 000 32.688,000 

4. 621. 000 4.930.000 4. 776. 000 4. 776.000 

976.000 976,000 976,000 976. 000 

38,290.000 40,589.000 38.440,000 38.440,000 

l. 000. 000 1. 451. 000 1. 225. 000 1. 225,000 

62. 946.000 65. 590 .ooo 65. 590. 000 65. 590. 000 

27 ,569,000 28. 727. 000 28. 727. 000 28.727,000 

33. 425. 000 34. 830,000 34.128,000 34,128,000 D 

123. 940. 000 129 .147. 000 128.445,000 128,445,000 

920,000 976.000 954.000 954,000 

29. 528. 000 29.528,000 29.528,000 29.528.000 

193,678.000 201. 691. 000 198,592.000 198.592.000 

253. 309 . 000 284 • 000. 000 275.000.000 275.000.000 

253,309.000 284 • 000. 000 275. 000. 000 275.000,000 

28, 118,000 29.118,000 28.118. 000 28.118,000 

4.357,000 4. 357. 000 5.143.000 5.143.000 

2.000. 000 3,000 , 000 1. 750,000 1. 750.000 

950.000 950,000 950,000 

750.000 911. 000 831.000 831,000 

390, 000 440.000 440,000 440.000 

1. 497. 000 1. 642 ,000 1.569.000 1.569.000 

162. 000. 000 162 , 000,000 162 . 000. 000 162,000,000 

6. 775.000 6, 775.000 6,775.000 6,775.000 

6, 497. 000 6.497.000 6 , 711.000 6, 711,000 

(4, 300. 000) (4.495.000) (4 ,398,000) (4,398,000) TP'* 

(4. 030. 000) (4.030.000) (4 ,030,000) (4,030.000) TP'* 

315 .000.000 319.100,000 319,100,000 319 .100.000 

9,000.000 

-18.000,000 -18.000.000 -18.000,000 -1e.ooo.ooo 

306,000,000 301.100. 000 301. 100. 000 301.100. 000 

400,000 400.000 400. 000 400,000 M 
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FY 1992 APPROPRIATIONS POR THE DEPARTMENTS or LABOR, HEALTH AND KtlMAJI SEllVICES. EDUCATION AND RELATED AODCIH 

FY 1991 FY 1992 ----------------- K. R. 2707 ---------------------
coaparabla Budget llaquaat Kouae Bill Senate Bill Conference 

Liaitation on adainiatration: 

Kev 
Bill 

11and 
Diac 

(lletir•-nt) •••••••••••••••••••.••..•••••••••. (69.936.000) (74.037,000) (74.037,000) 

(Unaaployaent) ••••• ••• •••••.. •.• ••••••••••• •• • (15. 287 .000) ( 17. 263 ,000) ( 17. 263 .000) 

(73.287.000) 

(17.263.000) 

(72. 287. 000) 

( 17. 263 .000) 

(72,287,000) TF* 

(17,263.000) TF* 

Subtotal, adainiatration •••.••••••.••.•..••• 

(Special 11anagntant Improvement Fund) 1/ ..... 

Total, Umi tation on adainiatration •••• , •••• 

( Inapector General) ••••.•••••.•••••••••••••••• 

Soldiare' and Airmen'• Home (truat fund limitation): 
Operation and maintenance .. ... ................... . 

Capital outla:r •••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••• 

United State• ln•titute of Peace ••••• • •••.•••••••••••• 

United Stat•• Naval Hoae (truat fund limitation): 
Operation and aaintenanca .••.•••••.•••..•••••• • ••• 

Capital prograa •.•••••••.•••••••••••.•..••.••••••• 

White Hou•• conference on Librar:r and Intonation 
SarYic••· ...••••••••••••••••••••••.••••.•.•••••••••• 

UNDISTRIBUTED SALAJlIZS AND EXPDISH REDUCTION ••••••••. 

Total. Title IV. Related Aganciaa: 
Federal Fund• (all :r•ara) ...••• • •.•••••••••• 

Current year. FY 1992 ••.••••••••••.•••.• 
FY 1994 ••••••..••••••••••.•.....•••••••• 

Truat funds .••••.•.••••••..•••.••••••••••••. 

SU1111ARY 

Title I - Depart .. ent of Labor: 

(85. 223.000) 

(85,223.000) 

(5.855,000) 

40. 581. 000 

11.223.000 

8.393,000 

488.000 

1.079. 950. 000 
(761. 314 ,000) 
(318. 636,000) 

(98. 731.000) 

(91.300.000) 

(13.910.000) 

(105.210.000) 

(7. 700,000) 

42 .123. 000 

4. 220, 000 

8.911.000 

10.055.000 

1. 253 .ooo 

1.036,650,000 
(776.650,000) 
( 260. 000. 000) 
(121.615.000) 

(91.300,000) 

(3. 264 .000) 

(94. 564 .000) 

(6,089.000) 

40. 581. 000 

4.220,000 

8,393.000 

10,055,000 

1. 253 .ooo 

1. 030. 273. 000 
(776, 964. 000) 
( 253. 309 ,000) 
( 108, 983.000) 

(90.550.000) 

(3. 264. 000) 

(93.814.000) 

(6. 700.000) 

42.123.000 

4.220,000 

11,918.000 

10.055.000 

1. 253. 000 

-2.367.000 

l. 070. 083. 000 
( 786.083 . 000) 
( 284 .000.000) 
(109 . 039 . 000) 

(89. 550. 000) 

(3.264.000) 

(92,814,000) 

(6.395.000) 

41, 352, 000 

4. 220. 000 

11. 000. 000 

10.055.000 

1. 253, 000 

l,057. 259.000 
(782.259.000) 
(275,000.000) 
( 107. 637. 000) 

(89.550,000) 

(3,264,000) TF* 

(92.814.000) 

(6,395.000) TF* 

41.352.000 

4.220.000 

11.000.000 

10.055.000 

1.253.000 

1. 057. 259. 000 
(782.259,000) 
(275.000,000) 
( 107. 637 ,000) 

Federal Funds.. .... .......................... ..... 7,541.537 , 000 7.336.447.000 7.435,073.000 7,485.176 . 000 7.476.230,000 7,476.230,000 

current year.. . .... . .......................... (7. 541. 537 . 000) (7. 336, 447. 000) (7. 435. 073. 000) (7. 485 .176.000) ( 7 . 288. 530,000) (7. 288. 530. 000) 

1993 advance ...•......•..•...........•........ (187.700 , 000) ( 187. 700. 000) 

Trust Funda................. ... ...... . ............ ( 3. 345. 157. 000) ( 3. 398.136. 000) (3. 512. 648.000) ( 3. 537. 331. 000) ( 3. 509. 301.000) (3. 509. 301. 000) 

Title II - Department of Health and Human Service•: 
Federal Fund• (all yeara) ........................ . 151.680,827.000 165,657 , 345.000 167.121.817.000 168.803.583.000 168,611.962,000 168.611.962.000 

current year ..•.•.•.•.••••••.•.....•..•• •..•• . ( 130. 543. 893 .000) (139 .119. 345 .000) (139 . 460. 825.000) (141.142, 591.000) ( 140 . 950. 970.000) (140. 950. 970. 000) 

1993 advance ................................... ( 21.136. 934 .000) ( 26. 538.000. 000) ( 27. 660. 992 .000) (27 .660 . 992.000) ( 27 . 660. 992. 000) ( 27. 660. 992 , 000) 

Truat Funds ..... •••••• •....•...•.•...•..•••••• •••. (6.554.729.000) (6.543.148.000) (6.937. 781.000) (6,504.857.000) (6.934. 781.000) (6.934. 781.000) 

Title 111 - Departl8ent of £ducat ion: 
Federal Funda .....•••.•.••••.••..•.•••••••.•••.••• 22.883. 520. 000 26.580.972.000 28.266.159.000 27 ,416.427 .ooo 27. 774,312.000 27,774.312.000 

Total including Guaranteed Student Loans .•........ ( 27 .093. 338. 000) (29. 656. 683 .000) ( 31. 341. 870. 000) ( 30. 492 .138. 000) (31.964, 771.000) (31.964. 771,000) 

Title IV - Related Agenciaa: 
Federal Funds (all year•) •.•••••••.•..•••• • ....... 1 . 079. 950.000 1. 036. 650. 000 1.030.273,000 1. 070. 083. 000 1.057,259.000 1. 057. 259. 000 

Current :rear •.•.....•...•.• •. .......••••• • . • •• (761.314.000) (776. 650.000) (776.964.000) (786.083.000) (782. 259. 000) (782.259,000) 

1994 advance .••...•.•••••••...• .•• •.....•.••.• (318.636.000) (260.000.000) ( 253. 309 ,000) (284,000.000) ( 275.000, 000) (275.000,000) 

Truat Fund• •. . ...... •• •.•••••••• •••.••• .•.•....•.. (98. 731.000) (121. 615.000) (108. 983 .000) (109.039.000) (107. 637 ,000) ( 107. 637. 000) ................ ................ ................ . ............... . ............... ................ 
Total. all titles: 

Federal Fund• (all :rear•) ••.•.••.•.•.•..•.•.••• • •. 183. 185. 834. 000 200. 611. 414 .000 203. 853. 322. 000 204. 775. 269. 000 204,919. 763,000 204. 919. 763. 000 

current year •.••••••••••••••..•••.••.••.•..... ( 161. 730. 264 ,000) ( 173. 813. 414. 000) (175. 939 . 021.000) ( 176. 830. 277 ,000) (176. 796, 071.000) (176, 796, 071, 000) 

1993 advance ................................. . (21.136.934,000) (26,538,000.000) (27.660.992.000) (27.660,992.000) (27.848,692,000) (27,848.692,000) 

1994 advance .....••••.••......•.•..••••••..... (318.636,000) (260.000.000) ( 253. 309 .000) (284 . 000,000) ( 275. 000. 000) (275.000,000) 

Trust Funda......... . . .. .. . ................... .... (9. 998. 617. 000) (10, 062. 899. 000) ( 10. 559. 412. 000) ( 10.151. 227 .000) ( 10. 551. 719 ,000) ( 10. 551. 719. 000) 

1/ llequHt available for FY 1992 - FY 1996: 
House and Senate bill and conterenca agreement 
aYailable for FY 1992 onl:r. 
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The text of H.R. 3839 is as follows: 

H.R. 3839 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following sums 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the 
Departments of Labor, Health and Human 
Services, and Education, and related agen
cies for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1992, and for other purposes, namely: 

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION 

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 

For expenses of administering employment 
and training programs, $73,980,000, together 
with not to exceed $56,952,000, which may be 
expended from the Employment Security Ad
ministration account in the Unemployment 
Trust Fund. 

TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT SERVICES 

For expenses necessary to carry into effect 
the Job Training Partnership Act, including 
the purchase and hire of passenger motor ve
hicles, the construction, alteration, and re
pair of buildings and other facilities, and the 
purchase of real property for training cen
ters as authorized by the Job Training Part
nership Act, $3,861,338,000, plus reimburse
ments, to be available for obligation for the 
period July 1, 1992, through June 30, 1993, of 
which $63,000,000 shall be for carrying out 
section 401, $77,644,000 shall be for carrying 
out section 402, $9,120,000 shall be for carry
ing out section 441, $1,848,000 shall be for the 
National Commission for Employment Pol
icy, $5,400,000 shall be for all activities con
ducted by and through the National Occupa
tional Information Coordinating Committee 
under the Job Training Partnership Act, and 
$3,900,000 shall be for service delivery areas 
under section 101(a)(4)(A)(iii) of the Job 

· Training Partnership Act in addition to 
amounts otherwise provided under sections 
202 and 251(b) of the Act; and, in addition, 
$187,700,000 is appropriated for part B of title 
II of the Job Training Partnership Act, as 
amended, in addition to amounts otherwise 
provided herein for part B of title II, to be 
available for obligation for the period Octo
ber 1, 1992 through June 30, 1993; and, in addi
tion, $73,000,000 is appropriated for necessary 
expenses of construction, rehabilitation, and 
acquisition of Job Corps centers, as author
ized by the Job Training Partnership Act, in 
addition to amounts otherwise provided 
herein for the Job Corps, to be available for 
obligation for the period July 1, 1992 through 
June 30, 1995; and, in addition, $50,000,000 is 
appropriated for Clean Air Employment 
Transition Assistance under part B of title 
III of the Job Training Partnership Act, to 
be available for obligation for the period Oc
tober l, 1991 through June 30, 1993; and, in ad
dition, $9,312,000 is appropriated for activi
ties authorized by title VII, subtitle C of the 
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance 
Act: Provided, That no funds from any other 
appropriation shall be used to provide meal 
services at or for Job Corps centers: Provided 
further, That funds appropriated under this 
heading in Public Law 100-436 to continue ac
quisition, rehabilitation, and construction of 
six new Job Corps centers shall be available 
for obligation through June 30, 1993. 
COMMUNITY SERVICE EMPLOYMENT FOR OLDER 

AMERICANS 

To carry out the activities for national 
grants or contracts with public agencies and 
public or private nonprofit organizations 
under paragraph (l)(A) of section 506(a) of 
title V of the Older Americans Act of 1965, as 
amended, $308,241,000. 

To carry out the activities for grants to 
States under paragraph (3) of section 506(a) 
of title V of the Older Americans Act of 1965, 
as amended, $86,940,000. 

FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS AND 
ALLOWANCES 

For payments during the current fiscal 
year of benefits and payments as authorized 
by title II of Public Law 95-250, as amended, 
and of trade adjustment benefit payments 
and allowances under part I, and for train
ing, for allowances for job search and reloca
tion, and for related State administrative ex
penses under part II, subchapter B, chapter 2, 
title II of the Trade Act of 1974, as amended, 
$226,250,000, together with such amounts as 
may be necessary to be charged to the subse
quent appropriation for payments for any pe
riod subsequent to September 15 of the cur
rent year: Provided, That amounts received 
or recovered pursuant to section 208(e) of 
Public Law 95-250 shall be available for pay
ments. 

STATE UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE AND 
EMPLOYMENT SERVICE OPERATIONS 

For activities authorized by the Act of 
June 6, 1933, as amended (29 U.S.C. 49--491-1; 
39 U.S.C. 3202(a)(l)(E)); title III of the Social 
Security Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 502-504); 
necessary administrative expenses for carry
ing out 5 U.S.C. 8501-8523, and sections 225, 
231-235 and 243-244, title II of the Trade Act 
of 1974, as amended; as authorized by section 
7c of the Act of June 6, 1933, as amended, nec
essary administrative expenses under sec
tions 101(a)(15)(H), 212 (a), (5)(A), (m) (2) and 
(3), (n)(l), and 218(g) (1), (2), and (3), and 258(c) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, as 
amended (8 U.S.C. 1101 et seq.); necessary ad
ministrative expenses to carry out the Tar
geted Jobs Tax Credit Program under section 
51 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, and 
section 221(a) of the Immigration Act of 1990, 
$24,038,000 together with not to exceed 
$3,148,655,000 (including not to exceed 
$2,080,000 which may be used for amortiza
tion payments to States which had independ
ent retirement plans in their State employ
ment service agencies prior to 1980), which 
may be expended from the Employment Se
curity Administration account in the Unem
ployment Trust Fund, and of which the sums 
available in the allocation for activities au
thorized by title III of the Social Security 
Act, as amended (42 U .S.C. 502-504), and the 
sums available in the allocation for nec
essary administrative expenses for carrying 
out 5 U.S.C. 8501-8523, shall be available for 
obligation by the States through December 
31, 1992, and of which $18,427,000 of the 
amount which may be expended from said 
trust fund shall be available for obligation 
for the period April l, 1992, through Decem
ber 31, 1992, for automation of the State ac
tivities under title III of the Social Security 
Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 502-504 and 5 
U.S.C. 8501-8523), and of which $21,838,000 to
gether with not to exceed $799,770,000 of the 
amount which may be expended from said 
trust fund shall be available for obligation 
for the period July 1, 1992, through June 30, 
1993, to fund activities under section 6 of the 
Act of June 6, 1933, as amended, including 
the cost of penalty mail made available to 
States in lieu of allotments for such purpose, 
and of which $12,500,000 of the amount which 
may be expended from said trust fund shall 
be available for obligation for the period 
September 30, 1992, through June 30, 1993, for 
automation of the State activities under sec
tion 6 of the Act of June 6, 1933, as amended, 
and of which $440,703,000 shall be available 
only to the extent necessary for additional 

State allocations to administer unemploy
ment compensation laws to finance increases 
in the number of unemployment insurance 
claims filed and claims paid or changes in a 
State law: Provided, That to the extent that 
the Average Weekly Insured Unemployment 
(A WIU) for fiscal year 1992 is projected by 
the Department of Labor to exceed the 3.24 
million level assumed in the · President's fis
cal year 1992 Budget Request, based on the 
Administration's December ·1990 economic 
assumptions, an additional $30,000,000 shall 
be available for obligation for every 100,000 
increase in the AWIU level (including a pro 
rata amount for any increment less than 
100,000) from the Employment Security Ad
ministration Account of the Unemployment 
Trust Fund. The Appropriations Committees 
shall be notified immediately of any request 
by the Department to the Office of Manage
ment and Budget to apportion any of these 
funds. 
ADVANCES TO THE UNEMPLOYMENT TRUST FUND 

AND OTHER FUNDS 

For repayable advances to the Unemploy
ment Trust Fund as authorized by sections 
905(d) and 1203 of the Social Security Act, as 
amended, and to the Black Lung Disability 
Trust Fund as authorized by section 
9501(c)(l) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954, as amended; and for nonrepayable ad
vances to the Unemployment Trust Fund as 
authorized by section 8509 of title 5, United 
States Code, and to the "Federal unemploy
ment benefits and allowances" account, to 
remain available until September 30, 1993, 
$236,990,000. 

LABOR-MANAGEMENT SERVICES 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses for Labor-Manage
ment Services, $95,340,000. 

PENSION BENEFIT GUARANTY CORPORATION 

PENSION BENEFIT GUARANTY CORPORATION 
FUND 

The Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation 
is authorized to make such expenditures, in
cluding financial assistance authorized by 
section 104 of Public Law 96-364, within lim
its of funds and borrowing authority avail
able to such Corporation, and in accord with 
law, and to make such contracts and com
mitments without regard to fiscal year limi
tations as provided by section 104 of the Gov
ernment Corporation Control Act, as amend
ed (31 U.S.C. 9104), as may be necessary in 
carrying out the program through Septem
ber 30, 1992, for such Corporation: Provided, 
That not to exceed $47,787,000 shall be avail
able for administrative expenses of the Cor
poration: Provided further, That expenses of 
such Corporation in connection with the ter
mination of pension plans, for the acquisi
tion, protection or management, and invest
ment of trust assets, and for benefits admin
istration services shall be considered as non
administrative expenses for the purposes 
hereof, and excluded from the above limita
tion. 

EMPLOYMENT STANDARDS ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses for the Employ
ment Standards Administration, including 
reimbursement to State, Federal, and local 
agencies and their employees for inspection 
services rendered, $231,326,000, together with 
$1,035,000 which may be expended from the 
Special Fund in accordance with sections 
39(c) and 44(j) of the Longshore and Harbor 
Workers' Compensation Act. 

SPECIAL BENEFITS 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the payment of compensation, bene
fits, and expenses (except administrative ex-
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penses) accruing during the current or any 
prior fiscal year authorized by title 5, chap
ter 81 of the United States Code; continu
ation of benefits as provided for under the 
head "Civilian War Benefits" in the Federal 
Security Agency Appropriation Act, 1947; the 
Employees' Compensation Commission Ap
propriation Act, 1944; and sections 4(c) and 
5(f) of the War Claims Act of 1948 (50 U.S.C. 
App. 2012); and 50 per centum of the addi
tional compensation and benefits required by 
section lO(h) of the Longshore and Harbor 
Workers' Compensation Act, as amended, 
$192,000,000, together with such amounts as 
may be necessary to be charged to the subse
quent year appropriation for the payment of 
compensation and other benefits for any pe
riod subsequent to August 15 of the current 
year: Provided, That such sums as are nec
essary may be used for a demonstration 
project under section 8104 of title 5, United 
States Code, in which the Secretary may re
imburse an employer, who is not the em
ployer at the time of injury, for portions of 
the salary of a reemployed, disabled bene
ficiary: Provided further, That balances of re
imbursements from Federal Government 
agencies unobligated on September 30, 1991, 
shall remain available until expended for the 
payment of compensation, benefits, and ex
penses: Provided further, That in addition 
there shall be transferred from the Postal 
Service fund to this appropriation such sums 
as the Secretary of Labor determines to be 
the cost of administration for Postal Service 
employees through September 30, 1992. 

BLACK LUNG DISABILITY TRUST FUND 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For payments from the Black Lung Dis
ability Trust Fund, $917,192,000, of which 
$861,135,000, shall be available until Septem
ber 30, 1993, for payment of all benefits as au
thorized by section 9501(d) (1), (2), (4), and (7), 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, as 
amended, and interest on advances as au
thorized by section 9501(c)(2) of that Act, and 
of which $30,145,000 shall be available for 
transfer to Employment Standards Adminis
tration, Salaries and Expenses, and 
$25,579,000 for transfer to Departmental Man
agement, Salaries and Expenses, and $333,000 
for transfer to Departmental Management, 
Office of Inspector General, for expenses of 
operation and administration of the Black 
Lung Benefits program as authorized by sec
tion 9501(d)(5)(A) of that Act: Provided, That 
in addition, such amounts as may be nec
essary may be charged to the subsequent 
year appropriation for the payment of com
pensation, interest, or other benefits for any 
period subsequent to June 15 of the current 
year: Provided further, That in addition such 
amounts shall be paid from this fund into 
miscellaneous receipts as the Secretary of 
the Treasury determines to be the adminis
trative expenses of the Department of the 
Treasury for administering the fund during 
the current fiscal year, as authorized by sec
tion 9501(d)(5)(B) of that Act. 

OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH 
ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses for the Occupa
tional Safety and Health Administration, 
$304,157,000, including $66,344,000, which shall 
be the maximum amount available for grants 
to States under section 23(g) of the Occupa
tional Safety and Health Act, which grants 
shall be no less than fifty percent of the 
costs of State occupational safety and health 
programs required to be incurred under plans 
approved by the Secretary under section 18 
of the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 

1970: Provided, That none of the funds appro
priated under this paragraph shall be obli
gated or expended to prescribe, issue, admin
ister, or enforce any standard, rule, regula
tion, or order under the Occupational Safety 
and Health Act of 1970 which is applicable to 
any person who is engaged in a farming oper
ation which does not maintain a temporary 
labor camp and employs ten or fewer em
ployees: Provided further, That none of the 
funds appropriated under this paragraph 
shall be obligated or expended to prescribe, 
issue, administer, or enforce any standard, 
rule, regulation, order or administrative ac
tion under the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act of 1970 affecting any work activ
ity by reason of recreational hunting, shoot
ing, or fishing: Provided further, That no 
funds appropriated under this paragraph 
shall be obligated or expended to administer 
or enforce any standard, rule, regulation, or 
order under the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act of 1970 with respect to any em
ployer of ten or fewer employees who is in
cluded within a category having an occupa
tional injury lost work day case rate, at the 
most precise Standard Industrial Classifica
tion Code for which such data are published, 
less than the national average rate as such 
rates are most recently published by the Sec
retary, acting through the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, in accordance with section 24 of 
that Act (29 U.S.C. 673), except-

(1) to provide, as authorized by such Act, 
consultation, technical assistance, edu
cational and training services, and to con
duct surveys and studies; 

(2) to conduct an inspection or investiga
tion in response to an employee complaint, 
to issue a citation for violations found dur
ing such inspection, and to assess a penalty 
for violations which are not corrected within 
a reasonable abatement period and for any 
willful violations found; 

(3) to take any action authorized by such 
Act with respect to imminent dangers; 

(4) to take any action authorized by such 
Act with respect to health hazards; 

(5) to take any action authorized by such 
Act with respect to a report of an employ
ment accident which is fatal to one or more 
employees or which results in hospitaliza
tion of two or more employees, and to take 
any action pursuant to such investigation 
authorized by such Act; and 

(6) to take any action authorized by such 
Act with respect to complaints of discrimi
nation against employees for exercising 
rights under such Act: 
Provided further, That the foregoing proviso 
shall not apply to any person who is engaged 
in a farming operation which does not main
tain a temporary labor camp and employs 
ten or fewer employees. 

MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses for the Mine Safety 
and Health Administration, $185,364,000, in
cluding purchase and bestowal of certificates 
and trophies in connection with mine rescue 
and first-aid work, and the hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; the Secretary is authorized 
to accept lands, buildings, equipment, and 
other contributions from public and private 
sources and to prosecute projects in coopera
tion with other agencies, Federal, State, or 
private; the Mine Safety and Health Admin
istration is authorized to promote heal th 
and safety education and training in the 
mining community through cooperative pro
grams with States, industry, and safety asso
ciations; and any funds available to the De
partment may be used, with the approval of 

the Secretary, to provide for the costs of 
mine rescue and survival operations in the 
event of major disaster: Provided, That none 
of the funds appropriated under this para
graph shall be obligated or expended to carry 
out section 115 of the Federal Mine Safety 
and Health Act of 1977 or to carry out that 
portion of section 104(g)(l) of such Act relat
ing to the enforcement of any training re
quirements, with respect to shell dredging, 
or with respect to any sand, gravel, surface 
stone, surface clay, colloidal phosphate, or 
surface limestone mine. 

BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses for the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, including advances or re
imbursements to State, Federal, and local 
agencies and their employees for services 
rendered, $256,924,000, together with not to 
exceed $50,399,000, which may be expended 
from the Employment Security Administra
tion account in the Unemployment Trust 
Fund. 

DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses for Departmental 
Management, including the hire of 5 sedans, 
and including $4,409,000 for the President's 
Committee on Employment of People With 
Disabilities, $141,053,000, together with not to 
exceed $332,000, which may be expended from 
the Employment Security Administration 
account in the Unemployment Trust Fund. 

WORKING CAPITAL FUND 

Funds received for services rendered to any 
entity or person for use of Departmental fa
cilities, including associated utilities and se
curity services, shall be credited to and 
merged with this fund. 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR VETERANS 
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING 

Not to exceed $174,759,000 may be derived 
from the Employment Security Administra
tion account in the Unemployment Trust 
Fund to carry out the provisions of 38 U.S.C. 
2001-10 and 2021-26. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

For salaries and expenses of the Office of 
Inspector General in carrying out the provi
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended, $46,320,000, together with not to ex
ceed $4,357 ,000, which may be expended from 
the Employment Security Administration 
account in the Unemployment Trust Fund. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 100. (a) Notwithstanding any other 

provision of law, on or before December 1, 
1991, the Secretary of Labor, acting under 
the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 
1970, shall promulgate a final occupational 
health standard concerning occupational ex
posure to bloodborne pathogens. The final 
standard shall be based on the proposed 
standard as published in the Federal Reg
ister on May 30, 1989 (54 FR 23042), concern
ing occupational exposures to the hepatitis B 
virus, the human immunodeficiency virus 
and other bloodborne pathogens. 

(b) In the event that the final standard re
ferred to in subsection (a) is not promulgated 
by the date required under such subsection, 
the proposed standard on occupational expo
sure to bloodborne pathogens as published in 
the Federal Register on May 30, 1989 (54 FR 
23042) shall become effective as if such pro
posed standard had been promulgated as a 
final standard by the Secretary of Labor, and 
remain in effect until the date on which such 
Secretary promulgates the final standard re
ferred to in subsection (a). 
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(c) Nothing in this Act shall be construed 

to require the Secretary of Labor (acting 
through the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration) to revise the employment 
accident reporting regulations published at 
29 C.F .R. 1904.8. 

SEC. 101. Appropriations in this Act avail
able for salaries and expenses shall be avail
able for supplies, services, and rental of con
ference space within the District of Colum
bia, as the Secretary of Labor shall deem 
necessary for settlement of labor-manage
ment disputes. 

SEC. 102. None of the funds appropriated 
under this Act shall be used to grant 
variances, interim orders or letters of clari
fication to employers which will allow expo
sure of workers to chemicals or other work
place hazards in excess of existing Occupa
tional Safety and Health Administration 
standards for the purpose of conducting ex
periments on workers health or safety. 

SEC. 103. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of this Act, no funds appropriated by 
this Act may be used to execute or carry out 
any contract with a non-governmental en
tity to administer or manage a Civilian Con
servation Center of the Job Corps. 

SEC. 104. None of the funds appropriated in 
this Act shall be used by the Job Corps pro
gram to pay the expenses of legal counsel or 
representation in any criminal case or pro
ceeding for a Job Corps participant, unless 
certified to and approved by the Secretary of 
Labor that a public defender is not available. 

This title may be cited as the "Department 
of Labor Appropriations Act, 1992". 
TITLE II-DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 

HUMAN SERVICES 
HEALTH RESOURCES AND SERVICES 

ADMINISTRATION 

HEALTH RESOURCES AND SERVICES 

For carrying out titles III, VII, VIII, X, 
XII, XIX, XXVI, and XXVII of the Public 
Health Service Act, section 427(a) of the Fed
eral Coal Mine Health and Safety Act, title 
V of the Social Security Act, the Heal th 
Care Quality Improvement Act of 1986, as 
amended, Public Law 101-527, Public Law 
100-579, and the Native Hawaiian Health Care 
Act of 1988, $2,360,841,000, of which $450,000 
shall remain available until expended for in
terest subsidies on loan guarantees made 
prior to fiscal year 1981 under part B of title 
VII of the Public Health Service Act: Pro
vided, That of the funds made available 
under this heading, $125,000,000, of which 
$25,000,000 shall be for the Healthy Start pro
gram, shall not become available for obliga
tion until September 30, 1992: Provided fur
ther, That when the Department of Health 
and Human Services administers or operates 
an employee health program for any Federal 
department or agency, payment for the full 
estimated cost shall be made by way of reim
bursement or in advance to this appropria
tion: Provided further, That user fees author
ized by 31 U.S.C. 9701 may be credited to ap
propriations under this heading, notwith
standing 31 U.S.C. 3302. 

MEDICAL FACILITIES GUARANTEE AND LOAN 
FUND 

FEDERAL INTEREST SUBSIDIES FOR MEDICAL 
FACILITIES 

For carrying out subsections (d) and (e) of 
section 1602 of the Public Health Service Act, 
$19,000,000, together with any amounts re
ceived by the Secretary in connection with 
loans and loan guarantees under title VI of 
the Public Health Service Act, to be avail
able without fiscal year limitation for the 
payment of interest subsidies. During the fis
cal year, no commitments for direct loans or 
loan guarantees shall be made. 

HEALTH EDUCATION ASSISTANCE LOANS 
PROGRAM 

For the cost, as defined in section 13201 of 
the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, includ
ing the cost of modifying loans, of guaran
teed loans authorized by title VII of the Pub
lic Health Service Act, as amended, such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out the 
purpose of the program: Provided, That these 
funds are available to subsidize gross obliga
tions for the total loan principal any part of 
which is to be guaranteed at not to exceed 
$290,000,000. In addition, for administrative 
expenses to carry out the guaranteed loan 
program, Sl,500,000. 

VACCINE INJURY COMPENSATION 

For payments from the Vaccine Injury 
Compensation Trust Fund, such sums as may 
be necessary for claims associated with vac
cine-related injury or death with respect to 
vaccines administered after September 30, 
1988, pursuant to subtitle 2 of title XXI of the 
Public Health Service Act, to remain avail
able until expended: Provided, That for nec
essary administrative expenses, not to ex
ceed $2,500,000 shall be available from the 
Trust Fund to the Secretary of Heal th and 
Human Services. 

For compensation of claims resolved by 
the United States Claims Court related to 
the administration of vaccines before Octo
ber 1, 1988, $80,000,000, to remain available 
until expended. 

CENTERS FOR DISEASE CONTROL 

DISEASE CONTROL, RESEARCH, AND TRAINING 

To carry out titles III, section 794 of title 
VII, XV, XVII, XIX, and section 1102 of the 
Public Health Service Act, sections 101, 102, 
103, 201, 202, and 203 of the Federal Mine Safe
ty and Health Act of 1977, and sections 20, 21, 
and 22 of the Occupational Safety and Health 
Act of 1970; including insurance of official 
motor vehicles in foreign countries; and hire, 
maintenance, and operation of aircraft, 
Sl,504,924,000, of which $25,600,000 shall re
main available until expended for equipment 
and construction and renovation of facilities: 
Provided, That of the funds made available 
under this heading, $134,000,000 shall not be
come available for obligation until Septem
ber 30, 1992: Provided further, That training of 
private persons shall be made subject to re
imbursement or advances to this appropria
tion for not in excess of the full cost of such 
training: Provided further, That funds appro
priated under this heading shall be available 
for payment of the costs of medical care, re
lated expenses, and burial expenses hereafter 
incurred by or on behalf of any person who 
had participated in the study of untreated 
syphilis initiated in Tuskegee, Alabama, in 
1932, in such amounts and subject to such 
terms and conditions as prescribed by the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services and 
for payment, in such amounts and subject to 
such terms and conditions, of such costs and 
expenses hereafter incurred by or on behalf 
of such person's wife or offspring determined 
by the Secretary to have suffered injury or 
disease from syphilis contracted from such 
person: Provided further, That collections 
from user fees may be credited to this appro
priation: Provided further, That amounts re
ceived by the National Center for Health 
Statistics from reimbursable and inter
agency agreements and the sale of data tapes 
may be credited to this appropriation and 
shall remain available until expended: Pro
vided further, That in addition to amounts 
provided herein, up to $29,400,000 shall be 
available from amounts available under sec
tion 2711 of the Public Health Service Act, to 
carry out the National Center for Health 

Statistics surveys: Provided further, That em
ployees of the Public Health Service, both ci
vilian and Commissioned Officer, detailed to 
States or municipalities as assignees under 
authority of section 214 of the Public Health 
Service Act in the instance where in excess 
of 50 percent of salaries and benefits of the 
assignee is paid directly or indirectly by the 
State or municipality, and employees of the 
National Center for Health Statistics, who 
are assisting other Federal organizations on 
data collection and analysis and whose sala
ries are fully reimbursed by the organiza
tions requesting the services, shall be treat
ed as non-Federal employees for reporting 
purposes only. 

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH 

NATIONAL CANCER INSTITUTE 

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of 
the Public Health Service Act with respect 
to cancer, Sl,989,278,000: Provided, That of the 
funds made available under this heading, 
$223,446,000 shall not become available for ob
ligation until September 30, 1992: Provided 
further, That the Director of the National In
stitutes of Health, within thirty days of en
actment of this Act, may transfer such por
tion of $160,000,000 which becomes available 
on September 30, 1992 as she deems appro
priate to other Institutes for research di
rectly related to the prevention, treatment 
or cure of cancer: Provided further, That 
within the funds provided under this heading 
the Institute shall establish a Matsunaga
Conte Prostate Cancer Research Center. 
NATIONAL HEART, LUNG, AND BLOOD INSTITUTE 

For carrying out sections 301 and 1105 and 
title IV of the Public Health Service Act 
with respect to cardiovascular, lung, and 
blood diseases, and blood and blood products, 
$1,199,398,000: Provided, That of the funds 
made available under this heading, $54,555,000 
shall not become available for obligation 
until September 30, 1992. 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF DENTAL RESEARCH 

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of 
the Public Health Service Act with respect 
to dental disease, $160,493,000: Provided, That 
of the funds made available under this head
ing, $7,903,000 shall not become available for 
obligation until September 30, 1992. 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF DIABETES AND 
DIGESTIVE AND KIDNEY DISEASES 

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of 
the Public Health Service Act with respect 
to diabetes and digestive and kidney dis
eases, $664,080,000: Provided, That of the funds 
made available under this heading, $28,457,000 
shall not become available for obligation 
until September 30, 1992. 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF NEUROLOGICAL 
DISORDERS AND STROKE 

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of 
the Public Health Service Act with respect 
to neurological disorders and stroke, 
$583,378,000: Provided, That of the funds made 
available under this heading, $27,357,000 shall 
not become available for obligation until 
September 30, 1992. 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ALLERGY AND 
INFECTIOUS DISEASES 

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of 
the Public Health Service Act with respect 
to allergy and infectious diseases, 
$971,111,000: Provided, That of the funds made 
available under this heading, $45,627,000 shall 
not become available for obligation until 
September 30, 1992. 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF GENERAL MEDICAL 
SCIENCES 

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of 
the Public Health Service Act with respect 
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to general medical sciences, $818,910,000: Pro
vided, That of the funds made available 
under this heading, S48,104,000 shall not be
come available for obligation until Septem
ber 30, 1992. 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF CHILD HEALTH AND 
HUMAN DEVELOPMENT 

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of 
the Public Health Service Act with respect 
to child health and human development, 
$524,452,000: Provided, That of the funds made 
available under this heading, $27,368,000 shall 
not become available for obligation until 
September 30, 1992: Provided further, That 
funds made available under this heading 
shall not be used to conduct the SHARP sur
vey of adult sexual behavior and the Amer
ican Teenage Survey of adolescent sexual be
havior. 

NATIONAL EYE INSTITUTE 

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of 
the Public Health Service Act with respect 
to eye diseases and visual disorders, 
$271,002,000: Provided, That of the funds made 
available under this heading, $12,504,000 shall 
not become available for obligation until 
September 30, 1992. 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
HEALTH SCIENCES 

For carrying out sections 301 and 311, and 
title IV of the Public Health Service Act 
with respect to environmental health 
sciences, $253,902,000: Provided, That of the 
funds made available under this heading, 
$8,846,000 shall not become available for obli
gation until September 30, 1992. 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE ON AGING 

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of 
the Public Health Service Act with respect 
to aging, $387,014,000: Provided, That of the 
funds made available under this heading, 
$31,308,000 shall not become available for ob
ligation until September 30, 1992: Provided 
further, That the Director of the National In
stitutes of Health, within thirty days of en
actment of this Act, may transfer such por
tion of $15,000,000 which becomes available on 
September 30, 1992 as she deems appropriate 
to other Institutes for research directly re
lated to Alzheimer's disease. 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ARTHRITIS AND 
MUSCULOSKELETAL AND SKIN DISEASES 

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of 
the Public Health Service Act with respect 
to arthritis, and musculoskeletal and skin 
diseases, $204,502,000: Provided, That of the 
funds made available under this heading, 
$7,593,000 shall not become available for obli
gation until September 30, 1992. 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE ON DEAFNESS AND OTHER 

COMMUNICATION DISORDERS 

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of 
the Public Health Service Act with respect 
to deafness and other communication dis
orders, $149,830,000: Provided, That of the 
funds made available under this heading, 
$7,486,000 shall not become available for obli
gation until September 30, 1992. 

NATIONAL CENTER FOR RESEARCH RESOURCES 

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of 
the Public Health Service Act with respect 
to research resources and general research 
support grants, $315,220,000: Provided, That of 
the funds made available under this heading, 
$15,000,000 shall not become available for ob
ligation until September 30, 1992. 

NATIONAL CENTER FOR NURSING RESEARCH 

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of 
the Public Health Service Act with respect 
to nursing research, $45,196,000: Provided, 

That of the funds made available under this 
heading, $2,646,000 shall not become available 
for obligation until September 30, 1992. 

NATIONAL CENTER FOR HUMAN GENOME 
RESEARCH 

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of 
the Public Health Service Act with respect 
to human genome research, $105,261,000: Pro
vided, That of the funds made available 
under this heading, $10,000,000 shall not be
come available for obligation until Septem
ber 30, 1992. 

JOHN E. FOGARTY INTERNATIONAL CENTER 

For carrying out the activities at the John 
E. Fogarty International Center, $19,922,000: 
Provided, That of the funds made available 
under this heading, $800,000 shall not become 
available for obligation until September 30, 
1992. 

NATIONAL LIBRARY OF MEDICINE 

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of 
the Public Health Service Act with respect 
to health information communications, 
$100,303,000: Provided, That of the funds made 
available under this heading, $3,500,000 shall 
not become available for obligation until 
September 30, 1992. 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 

For carrying out the responsibilities of the 
Office of the Director, National Institutes of 
Health, $143,313,000, of which $25,000,000 shall 
be for the support of the women's health 
study and shall remain available until Sep
tember 30, 1993: Provided, That of the funds 
made available under this heading, $12,500,000 
shall not become available for obligation 
until September 30, 1992: Provided further, 
That funding shall be available for the pur
chase of not to exceed five passenger motor 
vehicles for replacement only: Provided fur
ther, That $7,500,000 of this amount shall be 
available for extramural facilities construc
tion grants if awarded competitively: Pro
vided further, That the Director may direct 
up to 1 percent of the total amount made 
available in this Act to all National Insti
tutes of Health appropriations to emergency 
activities the Director may so designate: 
Provided further, That no such appropriation 
shall be increased or decreased by more than 
1 percent by any such transfers and that the 
Congress is promptly notified of the transfer. 

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 

For construction of, and acquisition of 
equipment for, facilities of or used by the 
National Institutes of Health, including the 
acquisition of real property, $103,840,000 to 
remain available until expended. 
ALCOHOL, DRUG ABUSE, AND MENTAL HEALTH 

ADMINISTRATION 

ALCOHOL, DRUG ABUSE, AND MENTAL HEALTH 

For carrying out the Public Health Service 
Act with respect to mental health, drug 
abuse, alcohol abuse, and alcoholism, section 
3521 of Public Law 100--690, section 612 of Pub
lic Law 100-77, and the Protection and Advo
cacy for Mentally Ill Individuals Act of 1986, 
$3,081,119,000: Provided, That of the funds 
made available under this heading, 
$164,100,000 shall not become available until 
September 30, 1992, of which $5,000,000 for 
renovation of government owned or leased 
intramural research facilities shall remain 
available until expended. 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR HEALTH 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
HEALTH 

For the expenses necessary for the Office of 
the Assistant Secretary for Health and for 
carrying out titles III, XVII, XX, and XXI of 

the Public Health Service Act, $66,035,000, 
and, in addition, amounts received by the 
Public Health Service from Freedom of In
formation Act fees, reimbursable and inter
agency agreements and the sale of data tapes 
shall be credited to this appropriation and 
shall remain available until expended. 

RETIREMENT PAY AND MEDICAL BENEFITS FOR 
COMMISSIONED OFFICERS 

For retirement pay and medical benefits of 
Public Health Service Commissioned Officers 
as authorized by law, and for payments 
under the Retired Serviceman's Family Pro
tection Plan and Survivor Benefit Plan and 
for medical care of dependents and retired 
personnel under the Dependents' Medical 
Care Act (10 U.S.C. ch. 55), and for payments 
pursuant to section 229(b) of the Social Secu
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), such amounts as 
may be required during the current fiscal 
year. 

AGENCY FOR HEALTH CARE POLICY AND 
RESEARCH 

HEALTH CARE POLICY AND RESEARCH 

For carrying out titles III and IX of the 
Public Health Service Act, and part A of 
title XI of the Social Security Act, 
$101 ,870,000 together with not to exceed 
$4,880,000 to be transferred from the Federal 
Hospital Insurance and the Federal Supple
mentary Medical Insurance Trust Funds, as 
authorized by section 1142 of the Social Secu
rity Act and not to exceed $1,012,000 to be 
transferred from the Federal Hospital Insur
ance and the Federal Supplementary Medical 
Insurance Trust Funds, as authorized by sec
tion 201(g) of the Social Security Act; and, in 
addition, amounts received from Freedom of 
Information Act fees, reimbursable and 
interagency agreements, and the sale of data 
tapes shall be credited to this appropriation 
and shall remain available until expended: 
Provided, That the amount made available 
pursuant to section 926(b) of the Public 
Health Service Act shall not exceed 
$13,444,000. 

HEALTH CARE FINANCING ADMINISTRATION 

GRANTS TO STATES FOR MEDICAID 

For carrying out, except as otherwise pro
vided, titles XI and XIX of the Social Secu
rity Act, $46,399,149,000, to remain available 
until expended. 

For making, after May 31, 1992, payments 
to States under title XIX of the Social Secu
rity Act for the last quarter of fiscal year 
1992 for unanticipated costs, incurred for the 
current fiscal year, such sums as may be nec
essary. 

For making payments to States under title 
XIX of the Social Security Act for the first 
quarter of fiscal year 1993, $17 ,100,000,000, to 
remain available until expended. 

Payment under title XIX may be made for 
any quarter with respect to a State plan or 
plan amendment in effect during such quar
ter, if submitted in or prior to such quarter 
and approved in that or any subsequent quar
ter. 

PAYMENTS TO HEALTH CARE TRUST FUNDS 

For payment to the Federal Hospital In
surance and the Federal Supplementary 
Medical Insurance Trust Funds, as provided 
under sections 217(g) and 1844 of the Social 
Security Act, sections 103(c) and lll(d) of the 
Social Security Amendments of 1965, section 
278(d) of Public Law 97-248, and for adminis
trative expenses incurred pursuant to sec
tion 201(g) of the Social Security Act, 
$39,421,485,000. 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

For carrying out, except as otherwise pro
vided, titles XI, XVIII, and XIX of the Social 
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Security Act, title XIlI of the Public Health 
Service Act, the Clinical Laboratory Im
provement Amendments of 1988, section 4360 
of Public Law 101-508, and section 4005(e) of 
Public Law 100-203, not to exceed 
$2,274,055,000 to be transferred to this appro
priation as authorized by sect.ion 201(g) of 
the Social Security Act, from the Federal 
Hospital Insurance and the Federal Supple
mentary Medical Insurance Trust Funds: 
Provided, That $257,000,000 of said trust funds 
shall be expended only to the extent nec
essary to meet unanticipated costs of agen
cies or organizations with which agreements 
have been made to participate in the admin
istration of title xvm and after maximum 
absorption of such costs within the remain
der of the existing limitation has been 
achieved: Provided further, That the use of 
the term "unanticipated costs" in the fore
going proviso refers only to costs associated 
with unanticipated workloads: Provided fur
ther, That the Secretary shall make a rec
ommendation upon enactment of this Act 
and thereafter prior to the first day of each 
following quarter of the fiscal year, about 
the extent to which contingency funds may 
be necessary to be expended: Provided further, 
That all funds derived in accordance with 31 
U.S.C. 9701 from organizations established 
under title XIlI of the Public Health Service 
Act are to be credited to this appropriation: 
Provided further, That all funds collected in 
accordance with section 353 of the Public 
Health Service Act are to be credited to this 
appropriation to remain available until ex
pended. 

SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

PAYMENTS TO SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST FUNDS 

For payment to the Federal Old-Age and 
Survivors Insurance and the Federal Disabil
ity Insurance Trust Funds, as provided under 
sections 201(m), 228(g), and 1131(b)(2) of the 
Social Security Act, and section 
274A(d)(3)(E) of the Immigration and Nation
ality Act, $40,968,000. 
SPECIAL BENEFITS FOR DISABLED COAL MINERS 

For carrying out title IV of the Federal 
Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977, includ
ing the payment of travel expenses on an ac
tual cost or commuted basis, to an individ
ual, for travel incident to medical examina
tions, and when travel of more than 75 miles 
is required, to parties, their representatives, 
and all reasonably necessary witnesses for 
travel within the United States, Puerto 
Rico, and the Virgin Islands, to reconsider
ation interviews and to proceedings before 
administrative law judges, $617,336,000, to re
main available until expended: Provided, 
That monthly benefit payments shall be paid 
consistent with section 215(g) of the Social 
Security Act. 

For making, after July 31 of the current 
fiscal year, benefit payments to individuals 
under title IV of the Federal Mine Safety 
and Health Act of 1977, for costs incurred in 
the current fiscal year, such amounts as may 
be necessary. 

For making benefit payments under title 
IV of the Federal Mine Safety and Heal th 
Act of 1977 for the first quarter of fiscal year 
1993, $198,000,000, to remain available until 
expended. 

SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME PROGRAM 

For carrying out the Supplemental Secu
rity Income Program, title XI of the Social 
Security Act, section 401 of Public Law 92-
603, section 212 of Public Law 93-66, as 
amended, and section 405 of Public Law 9&-
216, including payment to the Social Secu
rity trust funds for administrative expenses 
incurred pursuant to section 201(g)(l) of the 

Social Security Act, $13,929,491,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That any 
portion of the funds provided to a State in 
the current fiscal year and not obligated by 
the State during that year shall be returned 
to the Treasury: Provided further, That for 
fiscal year 1992 and thereafter, all collections 
from repayments of overpayments shall be 
deposited in the general fund of the Treas
ury. 

For making, after July 31 of the current 
fiscal year, benefit payments to individuals 
under title XVI of the Social Security Act, 
for unanticipated costs incurred for the cur
rent fiscal year, such sums as may be nec
essary. 

For carrying out the Supplemental Secu
rity Income Program for the first quarter of 
fiscal year 1993, $5,240,000,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses, not more than 
$4,582,000,000 may be expended, as authorized 
by section 201(g)(l) of the Social Security 
Act, from any one or all of the trust funds 
referred to therein: Provided, That travel ex
pense payments under section 1631(h) of such 
Act for travel to hearings may be made only 
when travel of more than seventy-five miles 
is required: Provided further, That $100,000,000 
of the foregoing amount shall be apportioned 
for use only to the extent necessary to proc
ess workloads not anticipated in the budget 
estimates, for automation projects and their 
impact on the work force, and to meet man
datory increases in costs of agencies or orga
nizations with which agreements have been 
made to participate in the administration of 
titles XVI and XVIII and section 221 of the 
Social Security Act, and after maximum ab
sorption of such costs within the remainder 
of the existing limitation has been achieved: 
Provided further, That of the total amount 
provided, $80,000,000 shall not become avail
able for obligation until September 19, 1992. 
ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES 

FAMILY SUPPORT PAYMENTS TO STATES 

For making payments to States or other 
non-Federal entities, except as otherwise 
provided, under titles I, IV-A and -D, X, XI, 
XIV, and XVI of the Social Security Act, and 
the Act of July 5, 1960 (24 U.S.C. ch. 9), 
$11,901,046,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 

For making, after May 31 of the current 
fiscal year, payments to States or other non
Federal entities under titles I, IV-A and -D, 
X, XI, XIV, and XVI of the Social Security 
Act, for the last three months of the current 
year for unanticipated costs, incurred for the 
current fiscal year, such sums as may be nec
essary. 

For making payments to States or other 
non-Federal entities under titles I, IV-A and 
-D, X, XI, XIV, and XVI of the Social Secu
rity Act and the Act of July 5, 1960 (24 U.S.C. 
ch. 9) for the first quarter of fiscal year 1993, 
$4,000,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 

PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR AFDC WORK 
PROGRAMS 

For carrying out aid to families with de
pendent children work programs, as author
ized by part F of title IV of the Social Secu
rity Act, $1,000,000,000. 

LOW INCOME HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE 

For making payments under title XXVI of 
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1981, $1,500,000,000, of which $80,000,000 is 
hereby designated by Congress to be an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(D) of the Balanced Budget and 

Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, and 
of which $405,607,000 shall become available 
for making payments on September 30, 1992. 

For making payments under title XXVI of 
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1981, an additional $300,000,000: Provided, That 
all funds available under this paragraph are 
hereby designated by Congress to be emer
gency requirements pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(D) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985: Pro
vided further, That these funds shall be made 
available only after submission to Congress 
of a formal budget request by the President 
that includes designation of the entire 
amount of the request as an emergency re
quirement as defined in the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

REFUGEE AND ENTRANT ASSISTANCE 

For making payments for refugee and en
trant assistance activities authorized by 
title IV of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act and section 501 of the Refugee Education 
Assistance Act of 1980 (Public Law 96-422), 
$410,630,000: Provided, That of the funds made 
available under this heading for State cash 
and medical assistance, $116,616,000 shall not 
become available for obligation until Sep
tember 30, 1992: Provided further, That when 
sufficient funds have been made available to 
reimburse all allowable fiscal year 1991 
claims for refugee cash assistance, refugee 
medical assistance, unaccompanied minors, 
and State and local administrative costs, fis
cal year 1991 funds appropriated for cash and 
medical assistance may be used to supple
ment insufficient fiscal year 1990 grants to 
States for the programs of refugee cash as
sistance and refugee medical assistance. 

INTERIM ASSISTANCE TO STATES FOR 
LEGALIZATION 

Section 204(a)(l)(C) of the Immigration Re
form and Control Act of 1986 is amended by 
striking "1992" and inserting in its place 
"1993". 

Section 204(b) of the Immigration Reform 
and Control Act of 1986 is amended by adding 
the following paragraph: 

"(5) For fiscal year 1993, the Secretary 
shall make allotments to States under para
graph (1) no later than October 15, 1992. ". 

COMMUNITY SERVICES BLOCK GRANT 

For making payments under the Commu
nity Services Block Grant Act and the Stew
art B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, 
$437,418,000, of which $41,368,000 shall be for 
carrying out section 68l(a) of the Community 
Services Block Grant Act, $4,050,000 shall be 
for carrying out section 408 of Public Law 99-
425, and of which $7,000,000 shall be for carry
ing out section 681A of said Act with respect 
to the community food and nutrition pro
gram: Provided, That $29,124,000 made avail
able under this heading shall not become 
available for obligation until September 30, 
1992. 

PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR CHILD CARE 
ASSISTANCE 

For carrying out sections 658A through 
658R of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1981, $825,000,000, which shall not be
come available for obligation until Septem
ber 19, 1992. For carrying out section 402(g)(6) 
of the Social Security Act, no funds are pro
vided for fiscal year 1992. 

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 

For necessary administrative expenses to 
carry out titles I, IV, X, XI, XIV, and XVI of 
the Social Security Act, the Act of July 5, 
1960 (24 U.S.C. ch. 9), the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1981, section 204 of the 
Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986, 
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title IV of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, section 501 of the Refugee Education As
sistance Act of 1980, Public Law 100-77, and 
section 126 and titles IV and V of Public Law 
100--485, $92,500,000, together with such sums 
as may be collected, which shall be credited 
to this account as offsetting collections, 
from fees authorized under section 453 of the 
Social Security Act: Provided, That of the 
funds appropriated in Public Law 101-166 for 
the Commission on Interstate Child Support, 
$400,000 shall remain available through Sep
tember 30, 1992. 

SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT 

For monthly payments to States for carry
ing out the Social Services Block Grant Act, 
$2,800,000,000. 

HUMAN DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

For carrying out, except as otherwise pro
vided, the Runaway and Homeless Youth 
Act, the Older Americans Act of 1965, the De
velopmental Disabilities Assistance and Bill 
of Rights Act, the State Dependent Care De
velopment Grants Act, the Head Start Act, 
the Child Development Associate Scholar
ship Assistance Act of 1985, the Child Abuse 
Prevention and Treatment Act, chapters 1 
and 2 of subtitle B of title III of the Anti
Drug Abuse Act of 1988, the Family Violence 
Prevention and Services Act, the Native 
American Programs Act of 1974, title II of 
Public Law 95-266 (adoption opportunities), 
the Temporary Child Care for Children with 
Disabilities and Crisis Nurseries Act of 1986, 
the Comprehensive Child Development Act, 
the Abandoned lnfants Assistance Act of 
1988, section 10404 of Public Law 101-239 (vol
unteer senior aides demonstration) and part 
B of title IV and section 1110 of the Social 
Security Act, $3,537,562,000, of which up to 
$6,225,000 shall remain available until ex
pended for information resources manage
ment: Provided, That of the funds made 
available under this heading for carrying out 
the Older Americans Act of 1965, $25,000,000 
shall not become available for obligation 
until September 30, 1992: Provided further, 
That of the amounts provided under this 
heading $2,000,000 shall be for the White 
House Conference on Aging, which shall only 
become available for obligation upon enact
ment into law of authorizing legislation and 
shall remain available until expended. 

PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR FOSTER CARE AND 
ADOPTION ASSISTANCE 

For carrying out part E of title IV of the 
Social Security Act, $2,614,005,000, of which 
$118,476,000 shall be for payment of prior 
years' claims. 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

GENERAL DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro
vided, for general departmental manage
ment, including hire of six medium sedans, 
$91,673,000, together with $31,001,000, to be 
transferred and expended as authorized by 
section 201(g)(l) of the Social Security Act 
from any one or all of the trust funds re
ferred to therein. 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 

For expenses necessary for the Office of the 
Inspector General in carrying out the provi
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended, $60,794,000, together with not to ex
ceed $37,833,000, to be transferred and ex
pended as authorized by section 201(g)(l) of 
the Social Security Act from any one or all 
of the trust funds referred to therein: Pro
vided, That funds appropriated for the Office 
of the Inspector General are further reduced 
by an additional $2,603,000. 

OFFICE FOR CIVIL RIGHTS 

For expenses necessary for the Office for 
Civil Rights, $18,524,000, together with not to 
exceed $4,000,000, to be transferred and ex
pended as authorized by section 201(g)(l) of 
the Social Security Act from any one or all 
of the trust funds referred to therein. 

POLICY RESEARCH 

For carrying out, to the extent not other
wise provided, research studies under section 
1110 of the Social Security Act, $5,037,000. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 201. None of the funds made available 

by this Act for the National Institutes of 
Health, except for those appropriated to the 
"Office of the Director", may be used to pro
vide forward funding or multiyear funding of 
research project grants except in those cases 
where the Director of the National Institutes 
of Health has determined that such funding 
is specifically required because of the sci
entific requirements of a particular research 
project grant. 

SEC. 202. Appropriations in this or any 
other Act shall be available for expenses for 
active commissioned officers in the Public 
Heal th Service Reserve Corps and for not to 
exceed 2,400 commissioned officers in the 
Regular Corps; expenses incident to the dis
semination of health information in foreign 
countries through exhibits and other appro
priate means; advances of funds for com
pensation, travel, and subsistence expenses 
(or per diem in lieu thereof) for persons com
ing from abroad to participate in health or 
scientific activities of the Department pur
suant to law; expenses of primary and sec
ondary schooling of dependents in foreign 
countries, of Public Health Service commis
sioned officers stationed in foreign coun
tries, at costs for any given area not in ex
cess of those of the Department of Defense 
for the same area, when it is determined by 
the Secretary that the schools available in 
the locality are unable to provide adequately 
for the education of such dependents, and for 
the transportation of such dependents be
tween such schools and their places of resi
dence when the schools are not accessible to 
such dependents by regular means of trans
portation; expenses for medical care for ci
vilian and commissioned employees of the 
Public Health Service and their dependents 
assigned abroad on a permanent basis in ac
cordance with such regulations as the Sec
retary may provide; rental or lease of living 
quarters (for periods not exceeding five 
years), and provision of heat, fuel, and light 
and maintenance, improvement, and repair 
of such quarters, and advance payments 
therefor, for civilian officers and employees 
of the Public Health Service who are United 
States citizens and who have a permanent 
station in a foreign country; purchase, erec
tion, and maintenance of temporary or port
able structures; and for the payment of com
pensation to consultants or individual sci
entists appointed for limited periods of time 
pursuant to section 207(f) or section 207(g) of 
the Public Health Service Act, at rates es
tablished by the Assistant Secretary for 
Health, or the Secretary where such action 
is required by statute, not to exceed the per 
diem rate equivalent to the maximum rate 
payable for senior-level positions under 5 
u.s.c. 5376. 

SEC. 203. None of the funds contained in 
this Act shall be used to perform abortions 
except where the life of the mother would be 
endangered if the fetus were carried to term. 

SEC. 204. Funds advanced to the National 
Institutes of Health Management Fund from 
appropriations in this Act shall be available 

for the expenses of sharing medical care fa
cilities and resources pursuant to section 
327A of the Public Health Service Act. 

SEC. 205. Funds appropriated in this title 
shall be available for not to exceed $37,000 for 
official reception and representation ex
penses when specifically approved by the 
Secretary. 

SEC. 206. Amounts received from employees 
of the Department in payment for room and 
board may be credited to the appropriation 
accounts which finance the activities of the 
Public Health Service. 

SEC. 207. None of the funds made available 
by this Act shall be used to provide special 
retention pay (bonuses) under paragraph (4) 
of 37 U.S.C. 302(a) to any regular or reserve 
medical officer of the Public Health Service 
for any period during which the officer is as
signed to the clinical, research, or staff asso
ciate program administered by the National 
Institutes of Health or the Alcohol, Drug 
Abuse, and Mental Health Administration. 

SEC. 208. Funds provided in this Act may be 
used for one-year contracts which are to be 
performed in two fiscal years, so long as the 
total amount for such contracts is obligated 
in the year for which the funds are appro
priated. 

SEC. 209. The Secretary shall make avail
able through assignment not more than 60 
employees of the Public Health Service to 
assist in child survival activities and to 
work in AIDS programs through and with 
funds provided by the Agency for Inter
national Development, the United Nations 
International Children's Emergency Fund or 
the World Health Organization. 

SEC. 210. For the purpose of insuring proper 
management of federally supported com
puter systems and data bases, funds appro
priated by this Act are available for the pur
chase of dedicated telephone service be
tween the private residences of employees 
assigned to computer centers funded under 
this Act, and the computer centers to which 
such employees are assigned. 

SEC. 211. None of the funds appropriated by 
this title shall be used to pay for any re
search program or project or any program, 
project, or course which is of an experi
mental nature, or any other activity involv
ing human participants, which is determined 
by the Secretary or a court of competent ju
risdiction to present a danger to the phys
ical, mental, or emotional well-being of a 
participant or subject of such program, 
project, or course, without the written, in
formed consent of each participant or sub
ject, or a participant's parents or legal 
guardian, if such participant or subject is 
under eighteen years of age. The Secretary 
shall adopt appropriate regulations respect
ing this section. 

SEC. 212. None of the funds appropriated in 
this title for the National Institutes of 
Health and the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and 
Mental Health Administration shall be used 
to pay the salary of an individual, through a 
grant or other extramural mechanism, at a 
rate in excess of $125,000 per year. 

SEC. 213. No funds appropriated under this 
Act shall be used by the National Institutes 
of Health, or any other Federal agency, or 
recipient of Federal funds on any project 
that entails the capture or procurement of 
chimpanzees obtained from the wild. For 
purposes of this section, the term "recipient 
of Federal funds" includes private citizens, 
corporations, or other research institutions 
located outside of the United States that are 
recipients of Federal funds. 

SEC. 214. Travel expenses of the Depart
ment of Health and Human Services are 



November 22, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 34023 
hereby reduced by $9,492,000: Provided, That 
the reduction for travel costs shall be from 
the amounts set forth therefor in the budget 
estimates submitted for the appropriations. 

SEC. 215. During the twelve-month period 
beginning October 1, 1991, none of the funds 
made available under this Act may be used 
to impose any reductions in payment, or to 
seek repayment from or to withhold any 
payment to any State under part B or part E 
of title IV of the Social Security Act, by rea
son of a determination made in connection 
with any review of State compliance with 
the foster care protections of section 427 of 
such Act for any Federal fiscal year preced
ing fiscal year 1992. 

SEC. 216. Section 499A(c)(l)(C) of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 289i(c)(l)(C)) is 
amended-

(1) by striking out "9" in the matter pre
ceding clause (i) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"11"; and 

(2) by striking out "3" in clause (iii) and 
inserting in lieu thereof "5". 

This title may be cited as the "Department 
of Health and Human Services Appropria
tions Act, 1992". 
TITLE ill-DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

COMPENSATORY EDUCATION FOR THE 
DISADVANTAGED 

For carrying out the activities authorized 
by chapter 1 of title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amend
ed, and by section 418A of the Higher Edu
cation Act, $6,707,014,000, of which $152,000,000 
shall become available on September 30, 1992 
and shall remain available through Septem
ber 30, 1993 and $6,524,351,000 shall become 
available on July 1, 1992 and shall remain 
available through September 30, 1993: Pro
vided, That $5,525,000,000 shall be available 
for basic grants under section 1005, 
$610,000,000 shall be available for concentra
tion grants under section 1006, $70,000,000 
shall be available for the Even Start pro
gram under part B, of which not to exceed 2 
percent shall be available for a national 
evaluation and not to exceed 5 percent shall 
be available for State administration, 
$308,298,000 shall be available for migrant 
education activities under subpart 1 of part 
D, $36,054,000 shall be available for delin
quent and neglected education activities 
under subpart 3 of part D, $61,820,000 shall be 
for State administration under section 1404, 
and $25,125,000 shall be for program improve
ment activities under section 1405: Provided 
further, That no State shall receive less than 
$340,000 from the amounts made available 
under this appropriation for concentration 
grants under section 1006: Provided further, 
That no State shall receive less than $375,000 
from the amounts made available under this 
appropriation for State administration 
grants under section 1404. 

IMPACT AID 

For carrying out programs of financial as
sistance to federally affected schools as au
thorized by Public Laws 81-815 and 81-874, as 
amended, $771, 708,000, of which $588,540,000 
shall be for payments under section 3(a), 
$136,626,000 shall be for payments under sec
tion 3(b), $16,590,000 shall be for Federal prop
erty payments under section 2, $1,952,000, to 
remain available until expended, shall be for 
payments for decreases in Federal activities 
under section 3(e), $2,000,000 for section 10, 
which shall become available on September 
30, 1992 and remain available until expended, 
and $26,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended, shall be for construction and renova
tion of school facilities including $10,000,000 
for awards under section 10, $10,000,000 for 

awards under sections 14(a) and 14(b), and 
$6,000,000 for awards under sections 5 and 
14(c): Provided, That none of the funds avail
able for section 3 shall be used for payments 
under section 5(b)(2): Provided further, That 
funds available for section 2 may be used for 
payments under section 5(b)(2) of 50 percent 
of a local educational agency's payment for 
the prior fiscal year based on its entitlement 
established under section 2: Provided further, 
That all payments under section 3 shall be 
based on the number of children who, during 
the prior fiscal year, were in average daily 
attendance at the schools of a local edu
cational agency and for whom such agency 
provided free public education: Provided fur
ther, That notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 3(d)(3)(A), aggregate current expendi
ture and average daily attendance data for 
the third preceding fiscal year shall be used 
to compute local contribution rates: Provided 
further, That notwithstanding the provisions 
of sections 3(d)(2)(B), 3(d)(3)(B)(ii), and 
3(h)(2), eligibility and entitlement deter
minations for those sections shall be com
puted on the basis of data from the fiscal 
year preceding each fiscal year described in 
those respective sections for fiscal year 1991: 
Provided further, That none of the previous 
provisos related to revisions in the use of 
prior year data in determining payment 
amounts provided for under this account or 
related to preliminary payments shall be ef
fective for fiscal year 1992 and preliminary 
payments shall be authorized on the same 
basis as provided for prior to the enactment 
of Public Law 102-103. 

SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS 

For carrying out the activities authorized 
by chapter 2 of title I and titles II, ill, IV, V, 
without regard to sections 5112(a) and 
5112(c)(2)(A), and VI of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amend
ed; the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless As
sistance Act; the Civil Rights Act of 1964; 
title V of the Higher Education Act, as 
amended; title IV of Public Law 100-297; title 
II of Public Law 10~2; and the Follow 
Through Act, $1,578,195,000, of which 
$1,236,963,000 shall become available on July 
1, 1992, and remain available through Sep
tember 30, 1993: Provided, That of the amount 
appropriated, $24,600,000 shall be for national 
programs under part B of chapter 2 of title I, 
$3,800,000 shall be for civic education pro
grams under section 4609, $30,304,000 shall be 
for emergency grants under section 5136, up 
to $2,000,000 shall be available for the na
tional evaluation of the dropout prevention 
demonstration program under title VI, and 
$240,000,000 shall be for State grants for 
mathematics and science education under 
part A of title II of the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act of 1965, as amended. 

EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For carrying out educational improvement 
activities authorized in law, including ac
tivities under the Head Start Act, sections 
329 and 330 of the Public Health Service Act 
(Migrant and Community Health Centers), 
and section 670T of the Comprehensive Child 
Development Act, $425,000,000 which shall be
come available on July l, 1992, and remain 
available through September 30, 1993: Pro
vided, That the allocation of these funds, 
which may be transferred as necessary to 
other Department of Education accounts, 
shall be determined by the Secretary of Edu
cation in consultation with the Congress 
based on authorizing legislation enacted into 
law as of December 31, 1991: Provided further, 
That none of these funds shall be allocated 

to initiate programs proposed by the Presi
dent in his budget amendments of June 7, 
1991 unless these activities shall be specifi
cally authorized during 1991: Provided further, 
That not less than $250,000,000 of these funds 
shall be transferred to the Head Start pro
gram, not less than $55,000,000 of these funds 
shall be transferred to the Community and 
Migrant Health Centers programs, not less 
than $20,000,000 shall be transferred to the 
Comprehensive Child Development Centers 
and $100,000,000 shall be for new America 2000 
educational excellence activities, if enacted 
into law: Provided further, That the Decem
ber 31, 1991 deadline for enacting new author
izations for the America 2000 initiatives may 
be delayed by the Secretary until April 1, 
1992 if he determines that sufficient progress 
is being made towards final approval of such 
legislation except that this delay shall not 
apply to programs administered by the De
partment of Health and Human Services. 

BILINGUAL AND IMMIGRANT EDUCATION 

For carrying out, to the extent not other
wise provided, title VII and part D of title IV 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, $225,407,000, of which $36,000,000 shall be 
for training activities under part C of title 
VII. 

SPECIAL EDUCATION 

For carrying out the Individuals With Dis
abilities Education Act and title I, chapter 1, 
part D, subpart 2 of the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act of 1965, $2,854,895,000, 
of which Sl,976,095,000 for section 611, 
$320,000,000 for section 619, Sl 75,000,000 for sec
tion 685 and $143,000,000 for title I, chapter 1, 
part D, subpart 2 shall become available for 
obligation on July 1, 1992, and shall remain 
available through September 30, 1993. 

REHABILITATION SERVICES AND DISABILITY 
RESEARCH 

For carrying out, to the extent not other
wise provided, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 
Public Law 100-407, and the Helen Keller Na
tional Center Act, as amended, $2,077,158,000, 
of which $31,103,000 shall be for special dem
onstration programs under sections 311 (a), 
(b), and (c), including $6,000,000, to remain 
available until expended, for a grant to a 
hearing research center to support applied 
and basic research activities, which shall be 
awarded competitively, and $6,000,000 for 
grants to establish regional comprehensive 
head injury prevention and rehabilitation 
centers, which shall be awarded competi
tively: Provided, That, until October l, 1992, 
the funds appropriated to carry out section 
711 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 
U.S.C. 796e) shall be used to support entities 
currently receiving grants under the section. 

SPECIAL INSTITUTIONS FOR PERSONS WITH 
DISABILITIES 

AMERICAN PRINTING HOUSE FOR THE BLIND 

For carrying out the Act of March 3, 1879, 
as amended (20 U.S.C. 101 et seq.), $5,900,000. 
NATIONAL TECHNICAL INSTITUTE FOR THE DEAF 

For the National Technical Institute for 
the Deaf under titles II and IV of the Edu
cation of the Deaf Act of 1986 (20 U.S.C. 4301 
et seq.), $39,439,000, of which $342,000 shall be 
for the endowment program as authorized 
under section 408 and shall be available until 
expended. 

GALLAUDET UNIVERSITY 

For the Kendall Demonstration Elemen
tary School, the Model Secondary School for 
the Deaf, and the partial support of Gallau
det University under titles I and IV of the 
Education of the Deaf Act of 1986 (20 U.S.C. 
4301 et seq.), $76,540,000, of which $1,000,000 
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shall be for the endowment program as au
thorized under section 407 and shall be avail
able until expended, and $2,500,000 shall be 
for construction and shall be available until 
expended. 

VOCATIONAL AND ADULT EDUCATION 

For carrying out, to the extent not other
wise provided, the Carl D. Perkins Voca
tional and Applied Technology Education 
Act, the Adult Education Act, and the Stew
art B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, 
$1,429,760,000 of which $3,000,000, to remain 
available until expended, shall be for the na
tional assessment of vocational education, 
$2,500,000 shall become available on October 
l, 1991, for tribally controlled postsecondary 
vocational institutions under title III, part 
H, and $60,000,000 shall become available on 
September 30, 1992 and remain available 
through September 30, 1993 and the remain
der shall become available for obligation on 
July 1, 1992 and shall remain available 
through September 30, 1993: Provided, That of 
the amounts made available under the Carl 
D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Tech
nology Education Act, $29,000,000 shall be for 
national programs under title IV, including 
$12,000,000 for research, of which $6,000,000 
shall be for the National Center for Research 
on Vocational Education and $2,000,000 shall 
be for technical assistance under section 
404(d); $14,000,000 for demonstrations and 
$5,000,000 for data collection: Provided further, 
That of the amounts made available under 
the Adult Education Act, $1,000,000 shall be 
available only for demonstration programs 
under section 372(d), $4,000,000 shall be for na
tional programs under section 383, $5,000,000 
shall be for literacy clearinghouse activities 
under section 384, $5,000,000 shall be for State 
Literacy Resource Centers under the Na
tional Literacy Act of 1991, and $5,000,000 
shall be for prison literacy activities as au
thorized under section 601 of the National 
Literacy Act of 1991, as amended by Public 
Law 102-103. 

STUDENT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 

For carrying out subparts 1, 2, and 3 of part 
A and parts C, D, and E of title IV of the 
Higher Education Act, as amended, 
$62,000,000, which shall become available on 
September 30, 1992 and remain available 
through September 30, 1993, together with 
$6,822,880,000, which shall remain available 
through September 30, 1993, and of which 
$100,000,000 shall only be available if such 
funds are necessary to pay a maximum grant 
of $2,400 during the 1992-1993 program year, 
which shall be the maximum Pell grant that 
a student may receive: Provided, That not
withstanding section 479A of the Higher Edu
cation Act of 1965, as amended, student fi
nancial aid administrators shall be author
ized, on the basis of adequate documenta
tion, to make necessary adjustments to the 
cost of attendance and the expected student 
or parent contribution (or both) and to use 
supplementary information about the finan
cial status or personal circumstances of eli
gible applicants only for purposes of select
ing recipients and determining the amount 
of awards under subpart 2 of part A, and 
parts B, C, and E of title IV of the Act: Pro
vided further, That notwithstanding section 
411F(l) of the Higher Education Act of 1965, 
as amended, the term "annual adjusted fam
ily income" shall, under special cir
cumstances prescribed by the Secretary, 
mean the sum received in the first calendar 
year of the award year from the sources de
scribed in that section: Provided further, That 
notwithstanding section 411(b)(6) of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965, no Pell grant 

for award year 1992-1993 shall be awarded to 
any student who is attending an institution 
of higher education on a less than half-time 
basis. 

GUARANTEED STUDENT LOANS 

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORITY) 

For payment of obligations incurred under 
contract authority entered into pursuant to 
title IV, part B, of the Higher Education Act, 
as amended, $3,105,711,000. 

GUARANTEED STUDENT LOANS PROGRAM 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the cost of guaranteed loans, including 
administrative costs other than Federal ad
ministrative costs, as authorized by title IV, 
part B, of the Higher Education Act, as 
amended, such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the purposes of the program: Pro
vided, That such costs, including costs of 
modifying such loans, shall be as defined in 
section 502 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974, as amended. In addition, for adminis
trative expenses to carry out the guaranteed 
loan program, $45,000,000. In addition to 
amounts appropriated in this Act for liquida
tion of contract authority in the "Guaran
teed Student Loans (Liquidation)" account, 
there is also provided for payment of obliga
tions incurred under contract authority en
tered into pursuant to title IV, part B, of the 
Higher Education Act, as amended, 
$1,114,748,000 which shall be transferred to 
the Guaranteed Student Loans (Liquidation) 
account. 

HIGHER EDUCATION 

For carrying out, to the extent not other
wise provided, titles I, III, IV, V, VI, VII, 
VIII, IX, X, XI-B, and XII of the Higher Edu
cation Act of 1965, as amended, the Mutual 
Educational and Cultural Exchange Act of 
1961, the Excellence in Mathematics, Science 
and Engineering Education Act of 1990, and 
title XIII, part H, subpart 1 of the Education 
Amendments of 1980, and section 140(a) of 
Public Law 100-202, $827,523,000 of which 
$24,000,000 shall become available on Septem
ber 30, 1992 and of which $7,500,000 for endow
ment activities under section 332 of part C of 
title III of the Higher Education Act, 
$2,000,000 for section 140(a) of Public Law 100-
202, and $19,412,000 for interest subsidies 
under part D of title VII of the Higher Edu
cation Act shall remain available until ex
pended and $300,000 shall be for section 775, 
part G, title VII: Provided, That $9,642,000 
provided herein for carrying out subpart 6 of 
part A of title IV shall be available notwith
standing sections 419G(b) and 419I(a) of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070d-
37(b) and 1070d-39(a)): Provided further, That 
$1,450,000 of the amount provided herein for 
subpart 4 of part A of title IV of the Higher 
Education Act shall be for an evaluation of 
Special Programs for the Disadvantaged to 
examine the effectiveness of current pro
grams and to identify program improve
ments: Provided further, That funds appro
priated for Special Programs for Students 
from Disadvantaged Backgrounds may be al
located notwithstanding section 
417D(d)(6)(B) (20 U.S.C. 1070d) to the Ronald 
E. McNair Post-Baccalaureate Achievement 
Program. 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY 

For partial support of Howard University 
(20 U.S.C. 121 et seq.), $212,360,000, of which 
$2,928,000, to remain available until ex
pended, shall be for a matching endowment 
grant to be administered in accordance with 
the Howard University Endowment Act 
(Public Law 98-480), and $23,000,000, to remain 
available until expended, shall be for emer
gency construction needs. 

HIGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES LOANS 

The Secretary is hereby authorized to 
make such expenditures, within the limits of 
funds available under this heading and in ac
cord with law, and to make such contracts 
and commitments without regard to fiscal 
year limitation, as provided by section 104 of 
the Government Corporation Control Act (31 
U.S.C. 9104), as may be necessary in carrying 
out the program for the current fiscal year. 
For the fiscal year 1992, no new commit
ments for loans may be made from the fund 
established pursuant to title VII, section 733 
of the Higher Education Act, as amended (20 
u.s.c. 1132d-2). 

COLLEGE HOUSING AND ACADEMIC FACILITIES 
LOANS 

(LIQUIDATING) 

Pursuant to title VII, part F of the Higher 
Education Act, as amended, for necessary ex
penses of the college housing and academic 
facilities loans program, the Secretary shall 
make expenditures, contracts, and commit
ments without regard to fiscal year limita
tion. 

COLLEGE HOUSING AND ACADEMIC FACILITIES 
LOANS PROGRAM 

For the costs of direct loans, as authorized 
by title VII, part F, of the Higher Education 
Act, as amended, $7,539,000: Provided, That 
such costs, including costs of modifying such 
loans, shall be as defined in section 502 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and that 
these funds are available to subsidize gross 
obligations for the principal amount of di
rect loans of not to exceed $30,000,000: Pro
vided further, That obligated balances of 
these appropriations will remain available 
until expended, notwithstanding the provi
sions of 31 U.S.C. 1552(a), as amended by Pub
lic Law 101-510. In addition, for administra
tive expenses to carry out the direct loan 
program, $566,000. 

COLLEGE HOUSING LOANS 

Pursuant to title VII, part F of the Higher 
Education Act, as amended, for necessary ex
penses of the college housing loans program, 
previously carried out under title IV of the 
Housing Act of 1950, the Secretary shall 
make expenditures and enter into contracts 
without regard to fiscal year limitation 
using loan repayments and other resources 
available to this account. Any unobligated 
balances becoming available from fixed fees 
paid into this account pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 
1749d, relating to payment of costs for in
spections and site visits, shall be available 
for the operating expenses of this account. 

EDUCATION RESEARCH, STATISTICS, AND 
IMPROVEMENT 

For carrying out the activities authorized 
by section 405 and section 406 of the General 
Education Provisions Act, as amended; sec
tion 1562, section 2012, section 2016, and title 
IV of the Elementary and Secondary Edu
cation Act of 1965, as amended; part B of 
title III of Public Law 100-297; title V of the 
Higher Education Act, as amended; title IX 
of the Education for Economic Security Act; 
and section 6041 of Public Law 100-418, 
$258,684,000, of which $25,300,000 shall be for 
research centers; $35,049,000 shall be for re
gional laboratories including $10,000,000 for 
rural initiatives; $7,175,000 shall be for the 
Educational R~sources Information Center; 
$976,000 shall be for field-initiated studies; 
$47 ,313,000 shall be for education statistics; 
$29,900,000 shall be for national assessment 
activities; $24,000,000 shall be for activities 
under the Fund for Innovation in Education, 
including $6,000,000 for a high technology 
demonstration grant, including equipment, 
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which shall be awarded competitively; 
$5,495,000 shall be for Grants for Schools and 
Teachers under subpart 1, and $3,755,000 shall 
be for Family School Partnerships under 
subpart 2 of part B of title III of Public Law 
100-297; $14,700,000 shall be for national diffu
sion activities under section 1562; $16,000,000 
shall be for national programs under section 
2012, including $3,500,000 for the National 
Clearinghouse for Science and Mathematics 
under section 2012(d); $12,000,000 shall be for 
regional consortia under section 2016; 
$9,732,000 shall be for Javits gifted and tal
ented students education; $18,417,000 shall be 
for star schools, of which $1,000,000 shall be
come available for obligation on September 
30, 1992, and of which $4,000,000 shall be to es
tablish a demonstration of a statewide, two
way interactive fiber optic telecommuni
cations network, carrying voice, video, and 
data transmissions, and housing a point of 
presence in every county, which shall be 
awarded competitively; $4,233,000 shall be for 
educational partnerships; $1,769,000 shall be 
for territorial teacher training; and $370,000, 
which shall remain available until Septem
ber 30, 1993, shall be for Leadership in Edu
cational Administration. 

In addition to these amounts $4,880,000 
shall be available for teaching standards ac
tivities under the same terms, conditions 
and limitations applicable to funding made 
available for this purpose in fiscal year 1991. 

LIBRARIES 
For carrying out, to the extent not other

wise provided, titles I, IT, Ill, IV, V, and VI 
of the Library Services and Construction Act 
(20 U.S.C. ch. 16), and titles II and VI of the 
Higher Education Act, $147,747,000 of which 
$2,500,000 shall be for a biotechnology infor
mation education demonstration project 
under the Higher Education Act, title II, 
part D, $16,718,000 shall be used to carry out 
the provisions of title IT of the Library Serv
ices and Construction Act and shall remain 
available until expended, and $5,000,000 shall 
be for section 222 and $325,000 shall be for sec
tion 223 of the Higher Education Act. 

DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 

For carrying out, to the extent not other
wise provided, the Department of Education 
Organization Act, including rental of con
ference rooms in the District of Columbia 
and hire of three passenger motor vehicles, 
$299,000,000. 

OFFICE FOR CIVIL RIGHTS 
For expenses necessary for the Office for 

Civil Rights, as authorized by section 203 of 
the Department of Education Organization 
Act, $55,000,000. 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
For expenses necessary for the Office of the 

Inspector General, as authorized by section 
212 of the Department of Education Organi
zation Act, $26,932,000. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 301. Funds appropriated in this Act to 

the American Printing House for the Blind, 
Howard University, the National Technical 
Institute for the Deaf, and Gallaudet Univer
sity shall be subject to financial and pro
gram audit by the Secretary of Education 
and the Secretary may withhold all or any 
portion of these appropriations if he deter
mines that an institution has not cooperated 
fully in the conduct of such audits. 

SEC. 302. No part of the funds contained in 
this title may be used to force any school or 
school district which is desegregated as that 
term is defined in title IV of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964, Public Law 88--352, to take any 

action to force the busing of students; to 
force on account of race, creed or color the 
aboiishment of any school so desegregated; 
or to force the transfer or assignment of any 
student attending any elementary or second
ary school so desegregated to or from a par
ticular school over the protest of his or her 
parents or pa.rent. 

SEC. 303. (a) No part of the funds contained 
in this title shall be used to force any school 
or school district which is desegregated as 
that term is defined in title IV of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, Public Law 88-352, to take 
any action to force the busing of students; to 
require the abolishment of any school so de
segregated; or to force on account of race, 
creed or color the transfer of students to or 
from a particular school so desegregated as a 
condition precedent to obtaining Federal 
funds otherwise available to any State, 
school district or school. 

(b) No funds appropriated in this Act may 
be used for the transportation of students or 
teachers (or for the purchase of equipment 
for such transportation) in order to over
come racial imbalance in any school or 
school system, or for the transportation of 
students or teachers (or for the purchase of 
equipment for such transportation) in order 
to carry out a plan of racial desegregation of 
any school or school system. 

SEC. 304. None of the funds contained in 
this Act shall be used to require, directly or 
indirectly, the transportation of any student 
to a school other than the school which is 
nearest the student's home, except for a stu
dent requiring special education, to the 
school offering such special education, in 
order to comply with title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964. For the purpose of this 
section an indirect requirement of transpor
tation of students includes the transpor
tation of students to carry out a plan involv
ing the reorganization of the grade structure 
of schools, the pairing of schools, or the clus
tering of schools, or any combination of 
grade restructuring, pairing or clustering. 
The prohibition described in this section 
does not include the establishment of mag
net schools. 

SEC. 305. No funds appropriated under this 
Act may be used to prevent the implementa
tion of programs of voluntary prayer and 
meditation in the public schools. 

SEC. 306. Subsection (e) of section 1321 of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1221-l(e)) is amended by inserting at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

"(7) GIFTS AND DONATIONS.-The Commis
sion may accept, use, and dispose of money, 
gifts or donations of services or property.". 

This title may be cited as the "Department 
of Education Appropriations Act, 1992". 

TITLE IV-RELATED AGENCIES 
ACTION 

OPERATING EXPENSES 
For expenses necessary for Action to carry 

out the provisions of the Domestic Volunteer 
Service Act of 1973, as amended, $198,592,000: 
Provided, That $32,688,000 shall be available 
for title I, section 102, and Sl,225,000 shall be 
available for title I, part C. 

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING 
For payment to the Corporation for Public 

Broadcasting, as authorized by the Commu
nications Act of 1934, an amount which shall 
be available within limitations specified by 
that Act, for the fiscal year 1994, $275,000,000: 
Provided, That no funds made available to 
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting by 
this Act shall be used to pay for receptions, 
parties, or similar forms of entertainment 
for Government officials or employees: Pro-

vided further, That none of the funds con
tained in this paragraph shall be available or 
used to aid or support any program or activ
ity from which any person is excluded, or is 
denied benefits, or is discriminated against, 
on the basis of race, color, national origin, 
religion, or sex. 

FEDERAL MEDIATION AND CONCILIATION 
SERVICE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For expenses necessary for the Federal Me

diation and Conciliation Service to carry out 
the functions vested in it by the Labor-Man
agement Relations Act, 1947 (29 U.S.C. 171-
180, 182-183), including hire of passenger 
motor vehicles, and for expenses necessary 
for the Service to carry out the functions 
vested in it by the Civil Service Reform Act, 
Public Law 95--454 (5 U.S.C. chapter 71), 
$28,118,000. 

FEDERAL MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH REVIEW 
COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For expenses necessary for the Federal 

Mine Safety and Health Review Commission 
(30 U.S.C. 801 et seq.), $4,357,000. 

NATIONAL COMMISSION ON ACQUIRED IMMUNE 
DEFICIENCY SYNDROME 

For expenses necessary for the National 
Commission on Acquired Immune Deficiency 
Syndrome as authorized by subtitle D of 
title II of Public Law 100--607, $1,750,000. 

NATIONAL COMMISSION ON CHILDREN 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the National 
Commission on Children, as established by 
section 9136 of the Omnibus Reconciliation 
Act of 1987, Public Law 100-203, $950,000 to re
main available through December 31, 1992. 

NATIONAL COMMISSION ON LIBRARIES AND 
INFORMATION SCIENCE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses for the National 

Commission on Libraries and Information 
Science, established by the Act of July 20, 
1970 (Public Law 91-845), $831,000. 

NATIONAL COMMISSION TO PREVENT INFANT 
MORTALITY 

For necessary expenses of the National 
Commission to Prevent Infant Mortality, es
tablished by section 203 of the National Com
mission to Prevent Infant Mortality Act of 
1986, Public Law 99--660, $440,000, which shall 
remain available until expended. 

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON DISABILITY 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary for the National 
Council on Disability as authorized by title 
IV of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as 
amended, Sl,569,000. 

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary for the National 
Labor Relations Board to carry out the func
tions vested in it by the Labor-Management 
Relations Act, 1947, as amended (29 U.S.C. 
141-167), and other laws, $162,000,000: Provided, 
That no part of this appropriation shall be 
available to organize or assist in organizing 
agricultural laborers or used in connection 
with investigations, hearings, directives, or 
orders concerning bargaining uni ts composed 
of agricultural laborers as referred to in sec
tion 2(3) of the Act of July 5, 1935 (29 U.S.C. 
152), and as amended by the Labor-Manage
ment Relations Act, 1947, as amended, and as 
defined in section 3(f) of the Act of June 25, 
1938 (29 U.S.C. 203), and including in said defi
nition employees engaged in the mainte-
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nance and operation of ditches, canals, res
ervoirs, and waterways when maintained or 
operated on a mutual, nonprofit basis and at 
least 95 per centum of the water stored or 
supplied thereby is used for farming pur
poses. 

NATIONAL MEDIATION BOARD 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Railway Labor Act, as 
amended (45 U.S.C. 151-188), including emer
gency boards appointed by the President, 
$6, 775,000. 

OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH REVIEW 
COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For the expenses necessary for the Occupa

tional Safety and Health Review Commis
sion (29 U.S.C. 661), $6,497,000. 

PHYSICIAN PAYMENT REVIEW COMMISSION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary to carry out sec
tion 1845(a) of the Social Security Act, 
$4,398,000, to be transferred to this appropria
tion from the Federal Supplementary Medi
cal Insurance Trust Fund. 

PROSPECTIVE PAYMENT ASSESSMENT 
COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For expenses necessary to carry out sec

tion 1886(e) of the Social Security Act, 
$4,030,000, to be transferred to this appropria
tion from the Federal Hospital Insurance and 
the Federal Supplementary Medical Insur
ance Trust Funds. 

RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD 
DUAL BENEFITS PAYMENTS ACCOUNT 

For payment to the Dual Benefits Pay
ments Account, authorized under section 
15(d) of the Railroad Retirement Act of 1974, 
$319,100,000 which shall include amounts be
coming available in fiscal year 1992 pursuant 
to section 224(c)(l)(B) of Public Law 98-76: 
Provided, That the total amount provided 
herein shall be credited in 12 approximately 
equal amounts on the first day of each 
month in the fiscal year. 

FEDERAL PAYMENTS TO THE RAILROAD 
RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS 

For payment to the accounts established 
in the Treasury for the payment of benefits 
under the Railroad Retirement Act for inter
est earned on unnegotiated checks, $400,000, 
to remain available through September 30, 
1993, which shall be the maximum amount 
available for payment pursuant to section 
417 of Public Law 98-76. 

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT FUND 
To effect management improvements, in

cluding the reduction of backlogs, accuracy 
of taxation accounting, and debt collection, 
$3,264,000, to be derived from the railroad re
tirement accounts and railroad unemploy
ment insurance account: Provided, That 
these funds shall supplement, not supplant, 
existing resources devoted to such oper
ations and improvements. 

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATION 
For necessary expenses for the Railroad 

Retirement Board, $72,287,000 to be derived 
from the railroad retirement accounts: Pro
vided, That $200,000 of the foregoing amount 
shall be available only to the extent nec
essary to process workloads not anticipated 
in the budget estimates and after maximum 
absorption of the costs of such workloads 
within the remainder of the existing limita
tion has been achieved: Provided further, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, no portion of this limitation shall be 
available for payments of standard level user 
charges pursuant to section 210(j) of the ·Fed
eral Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, as amended (40 U.S.C. 490(j); 45 
U.S.C. 231-23lu). 

LIMITATION ON RAILROAD UNEMPLOYMENT 
INSURANCE ADMINISTRATION FUND 

For further expenses necessary for the 
Railroad Retirement Board, for administra
tion of the Railroad Unemployment Insur
ance Act, not less than $17 ,263,000 shall be ap
portioned for fiscal year 1992 from moneys 
credited to the railroad unemployment in
surance administration fund. 

LIMITATION ON THE OFFICE OF INSPECTOR 
GENERAL 

For expenses necessary for the Office of In
spector General for audit, investigatory and 
review activities, as authorized by the In
spector General Act of 1978, as amended, not 
more than $6,395,000, to be derived from the 
railroad retirement accounts and railroad 
unemployment insurance account. 

SOLDIERS' AND AIRMEN'S HOME 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

For maintenance and operation of the 
United States Soldiers' and Airmen's Home, 
to be paid from the Armed Forces Retire
ment Home Trust Fund, $41,352,000: Provided, 
That this appropriation shall not be avail
able for the payment of hospitalization of 
members of the Home in United States Army 
hospitals at rates in excess of those pre
scribed by the Secretary of the Army upon 
recommendation of the Board of Commis
sioners and the Surgeon General of the 
Army. 

CAPITAL OUTLAY 
For construction and renovation of the 

physical plant, to be paid from the Armed 
Forces Retirement Home Trust Fund, 
$4,220,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 

UNITED STATES INSTITUTE OF PEACE 
OPERATING EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the United 
States Institute of Peace as authorized in 
the United States Institute of Peace Act, 
$11,000,000. 

UNITED STATES NAVAL HOME 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

For operation and maintenance of the 
United States Naval Home, to be paid from 
funds available to the Naval Home in the 
Armed Forces Retirement Home Trust Fund, 
$10,055,000, to remain available until Sep
tember 30, 1993. 

CAPITAL PROGRAM 
For construction and renovation of the 

physical plant to be paid from funds avail
able to the Naval Home in the Armed Forces 
Retirement Home Trust Fund, $1,253,000, to 
remain available until expended. 

TITLE V-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 501. The expenditure of any appropria

tion under this Act for any consulting serv
ice through procurement contract, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to those 
contracts where such expenditures are a 
matter of public record and available for 
public inspection, except where otherwise 
provided under existing law, or under exist
ing Executive order issued pursuant to exist
ing law. 

SEC. 502. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this Act shall be expended by an 
executive agency, as referred to in the Office 
of Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 
401 et seq.), pursuant to any obligation for 

services by contract, unless such executive 
agency has awarded and entered into such 
contract in full compliance with such Act 
and regulations promulgated thereunder. 

SEC. 503. Appropriations contained in this 
Act, available for salaries and expenses, shall 
be available for services as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 3109 but at rates for individuals not to 
exceed the per diem rate equivalent to the 
maximum rate payable for senior-level posi
tions under 5 U.S.C. 5376. 

SEC. 504. Appropriations contained in this 
Act, available for salaries and expenses, shall 
be available for uniforms or allowances 
therefor as authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-
5902). 

SEC. 505. Appropriations contained in this 
Act, available for salaries and expenses, shall 
be available for expenses of attendance at 
meetings which are concerned with the func
tions or activities for which the appropria
tion is made or which will contribute to im
proved conduct, supervision, or management 
of those functions or activities. 

SEC. 506. No part of the funds appropriated 
under this Act shall be used to provide a 
loan, guarantee of a loan, a grant, the salary 
of or any remuneration whatever to any in
dividual applying for admission, attending, 
employed by, teaching at, or doing research 
at an institution of higher education who 
has engaged in conduct on or after August l, 
1969, which involves the use of (or the assist
ance to others in the use of) force or the 
threat of force or the seizure of property 
under the control of an institution of higher 
education, to require or prevent the avail
ability of certain curricula, or to prevent the 
faculty, administrative officials, or students 
in such institution from engaging in their 
duties or pursuing their studies at such in
stitution. 

SEC. 507. The Secretaries of Labor, Health 
and Human Services, and Education are au
thorized to transfer unexpended balances of 
prior appropriations to accounts correspond
ing to current appropriations provided in 
this Act: Provided, That such transferred bal
ances are used for the same purpose, and for 
the same periods of time, for which they 
were originally appropriated. 

SEC. 508. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this Act shall remain available for 
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un
less expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 509. (a) No part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall be used, other 
than for normal and recognized executive
legislative relationships, for publicity or 
propaganda purposes, for the preparation, 
distribution, or use of any kit, pamphlet, 
booklet, publication, radio, television, or 
film presentation designed to support or de
feat legislation pending before the Congress, 
except in presentation to the Congress itself. 

(b) No part of any appropriation contained 
in this Act shall be used to pay the salary or 
expenses of any grant or contract recipient, 
or agent acting for such recipient, related to 
any activity designed to influence legisla
tion or appropriations pending before the 
Congress. 

SEC. 510. The Secretaries of Labor and Edu
cation are each authorized to make available 
not to exceed $7,500 from funds available for 
salaries and expenses under titles I and m. 
respectively, for official reception and rep
resentation expenses; the Director of the 
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service 
is authorized to make available for official 
reception and representation expenses not to 
exceed $2,500 from the funds available for 
"Salaries and expenses, Federal Mediation 
and Conciliation Service"; and the Chairman 
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of the National Mediation Board is author
ized to make available for official reception 
and representation expenses not to exceed 
$2,500 from funds available for "Salaries and 
expenses, National Mediation Board". 

SEC. 511. When issuing statements, press 
releases, requests for proposals, bid solicita
tions and other documents describing 
projects or programs funded in whole or in 
part with Federal money, all grantees re
ceiving Federal funds, including but not lim
ited to State and local governments, shall 
clearly state (1) the percentage of the total 
costs of the program or project which will be 
financed with Federal money, (2) the dollar 
amount of Federal funds for the project or 
program, and (3) percentage and dollar 
amount of the total costs of the project or 
program that will be financed by nongovern
mental sources. 

SEC. 512. Such sums as may be necessary 
for fiscal year 1992 pay raises for programs 
funded by this Act shall be absorbed within 
the levels appropriated in this Act. 

SEC. 513. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this Act, funds appropriated for 
salaries and expenses of the Department of 
Labor are hereby reduced by $31,991,000; sala
ries and expenses of the Department of Edu
cation are hereby reduced by $10,660,000; and 
salaries and expenses of the Department of 
Health and Human Services are hereby re
duced by $142,349,000, including $8,000,000 of 
funds appropriated in this Act for travel 
costs of the Public Health Service: Provided, 
That the reduction for travel costs shall be 
from the amounts set forth therefor in the 
budget estimates submitted for the appro
priations. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, there are hereby appropriated an 
additional $214,000 for "Salaries and ex
penses, Occupational Safety and Health Re
view Commission" and an additional $786,000 
for "Salaries and expenses, Federal Mine 
Safety and Health Review Commission". 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, appropriations in this Act for car
rying out sections 658A through 658R of the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 
shall not become available for obligation 
until September 30, 1992. 

This Act may be cited as the "Depart
ments of Labor, Health and Human Services, 
and Education, and Related Agencies Appro
priations Act, 1992". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the order of the House on Thurs
day, November 21, 1991, the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. NATCHER] will be 
recognized for 1 hour, and the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. PURSELL] 
will be recognized for 1 hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. NATCHER]. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 3839, and 
that I be permitted to include tabular 
and extraneous material. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 
D 1220 

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

Mr. Speaker, it is always an honor to 
follow the distinguished gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. NATCHER], who has 
been my mentor, teacher, and leader 
for many years. 

It is almost 2 months now since Octo
ber 1, the deadline for all 13 appropria
tions bills to be on the President's 
desk. I am disappointed that this bill 
was not completed months ago. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is a good bill. I 
want to thank the staff again. This is 
the third time we have been on the 
floor this year. I am just sorry that the 
bill did not pass last time and was not 
signed by the President. But today is a 
new day, and this is an opportunity to 
present a good bill, a clean bill that 
has so many excellent programs for all 
of us to support. I am sure the major
ity of Members of our party will sup
port this bill. It is filled with good pro
grams to assist the poor and the elder
ly, the sick and the unemployed, and 
programs to educate our children. 
These programs are expensive, but they 
are an investment in our future. 

I would like to present some of the 
highlights of the bill that we did not 
have an opportunity to address the last 
time we were on the floor. In the 
Health and Human Services category, 
probably the crown jewel in the Labor
HHS appropriations bill is the National 
Institutes of Health. There are 
curently 13 institutes, and we are going 
to create the 14th. Senator KENNEDY 
called me a couple of weeks ago and 
told me that the Senate is going to 
adopt the Pursell amendment that will 
create the National Institute for Nurs
ing. We look forward to this outstand
ing new Institute that will continue 
the work of the National Center for 
Nursing Research. 

Within the Center for Disease Con
trol in Atlanta will receive $1.5 billion, 
an increase of $193 million. It is actu
ally a 15-percent increase over the last 
year. Why do we do this? Because of 
the tremendous need and the shortage 
of Federal dollars over the previous 
years for critical areas such as preven
tive health. 

There is $298 million for immuniza
tion of our young children to prevent 
disease and to save lives. That is one of 
the important aspects of this entire ap
propriation bill, to save lives. Twenty
three million dollars is designated for 
lead poisoning prevention, a new initia
tive that I thank the committee for ap
proving. 

There is $50 million new for breast 
and cervical cancer screening, and we 
want to thank many women Members 
of Congress who supported this effort. 
The women's health initiative will be 
funded at $100 million, including $25 
million for a new women's health 
study; $10 million for National Insti
tutes of Health women's health grants; 
$30 million for the National Institutes 
of Heal th breast cancer research. 

Thanks to LOUIE STOKES and other 
members of the committee there are 

some exciting new programs to address 
minority heal th concerns. 

The subcommittee responded to a re
quest from Secretary Alexander and 
President Bush and appropriated $100 
million for the President's America 
2000 Program to help with local efforts 
to attain our national education goals, 
if authorized by April 1, 1992. I want to 
thank the committee for that effort. 
The bill provides $2.3 billion for Head 
Start. I think this has been a joint ef
fort on both sides of the aisle, a bipar
tisan effort, to insure that all children 
start school ready to learn. 

There is $70 million for Even Start, a 
salute to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. GOODLING] and his able 
leadership over the years. It also pro
vides in this bill $623 million for drug
free schools and communities so that 
every school can offer a disciplined en
vironment that is conducive to learn
ing, without drugs. It also includes $6.9 
billion for student financial aid, an in
crease of $171 million. 

If we look at the various student aid 
programs, work study, GSL, Pell 
grants, and all of our combined student 
aid programs, we see that over 6 mil
lion students in America will benefit 
and have the needed assistance to at
tend college. 

So in closing, I would have preferred 
the Labor-HHS-Education bill that was 
vetoed by the President. However, I 
strongly support this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to a live
ly and informed debate on the labor, 
health and education needs of this Na
tion. America needs this bill and I rec
ommend very highly that we support 
it. 

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

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WHIT
TEN], the chairman of the Appropria
tions Committee. 

D 1230 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 

support of this bill. I am very proud in
deed of the work of my colleagues on 
the Labor-HHS Appropriations Sub
committee. Our chairman, the gen
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. NATCHER], 
the ranking minority member, the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. PURSELL], 
and other members of the subcommit
tee have done a very good job indeed on 
a difficult bill. 

This bill affects all Americans. It 
looks after the poor, the sick, the el
derly, the unemployed, our children, 
and the national interest, and our com
mittee stays within the budget ceiling. 

When we are looking around the 
world for places to spend our money, it 
is absolutely essential that we start at 
home and take care of our own people, 
on whom all else depends. We have got 
to give our country that attention, be
cause of our country is all that is be-
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hind our money. An educated, healthy 
population with adequate housing, 
food, and nutrition from a strong agri
cultural base, provides the foundation 
for our national strength and future. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill includes funds 
for all phases of education, both higher 
and secondary, including universities, 
colleges and community colleges, voca
tional education, disadvantaged edu
cation, adult education, and histori
cally black colleges, including Mis
sissippi Valley State University at Itta 
Bena, MS. 

I congratulate the gentleman from 
Kentucky and all my fellow members 
on this subcommittee for producing an 
excellent bill which looks after our 
own country. 

OUR SITUATION IS SERIOUS 

Let me say for the record, I truly be
lieve we face a situation in our Na
tion's history more serious than any 
other unless it be the Revolutionary 
War and the great, or rather the ter
rible Depression of the late 1920's and 
1930's, where our financial system 
broke down completely. 

Our Nation owes a greater debt than 
any nation in the history of the 
world-$4 trillion-but not, may I say, 
because of our committee. For our 
Committee on Appropriations, since 
1945, has held the total of appropria
tions bills $180.8 billion below the rec
ommendation of our Presidents. It is 
entitlements and binding contracts, 
which bypass our committee's discre
tion, which has done us in. 

WE MAY ASK, HOW DID WE GET INTO THIS FIX? 

Enactment of the 1981 Tax Act has 
cost us over $2.4 trillion in income. 

We have sustained an increase of over 
$1.1 trillion in our trade deficit since 
1980, first, because we have given away 
a large share of our domestic markets 
and thereby destroyed many of our 
farmers and businesses, and second, be
cause we have failed to retain our nor
mal share of foreign markets. 

The trade deficit by year since 1981 
follows: 

[In billions of dollars] 

1981 ····················································· 34.6 
1982 ····················································· 38.4 
1983 ····················································· 64.2 
1984 ..................................................... 122.4 
1985 ..................................................... 133.6 
1986 ................................................... .. 155.1 

1987 ····················································· 170.3 
1988 ..................................................... 137.1 
1989 ..................................................... 129.4 

1990 ····················································· 123.4 
Our financial system is in a dan

gerous condition. Our money is not 
backed by gold and silver. It is backed 
only by our promise to pay, and by our 
country itself. I have pointed out how 
our promises are overextended. We 
need to look at what we are letting 
happen to our country. 

We must distinguish the difference 
between paper money and material 
wealth. 

We are neglecting our real wealth, 
the country itself, many of our dams, 

harbors, reservoirs, and other public 
structures are being neglected. In my 
judgment, we face a real need for a jobs 
bill; not only to find a place for our 
troops upon their return, but also for 
the thousands and thousands who are 
being laid off in all types of industry 
all across our country. 

We need to protect and restore our 
country, for it is the wealth and 
strength of our country that we must 
look to in the years ahead. 

We need to stop charging investment 
spending up to the year in which it is 
spent and start spending it over the 
useful life of the asset. 

We have reached the point where we 
must realize we live in a competitive 
world. We had better quit letting our 
own country down in order to curry 
favor with other nations of the world. 

APPROPRIATIONS BILL STATUS 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to 
point out that action on this bill brings 
us very close to completing the regular 
1992 appropriations cycle. 

The total of these bills has also once 
again been under the amount requested 
by the President, and we are within all 
the limits. Many Members don't know 
that since 1945, we have held the total 
of all appropriations bills $180.8 billion 
below the total requested by the Presi
dents. 

Of the 13 regular bills, 10 have been 
signed into law. The Defense con
ference report, which passed the House 
earlier this week, and this labor-HHS 
bill are in the final legislative stages. 
The remaining bill, foreign operations, 
which passed the House on June 19, has 
been held in the Senate at the request 
of the President until the next session 
and is carried until March 31 under re
strictive rates in the continuing reso
lution. 

COMMITI'EE ON APPROPRIATIONS IS DOING THE 
JOB 

Mr. Speaker, we all can take great 
pride in the work of the 59 Members 
who serve on the Committee on Appro
priations. All members of our commit
tee put in extremely long hours and 
give much time and thought to the dif
ficult decisions we must make. And 
they do it with little fanfare. 

This year, our 13 subcommittees 
heard more than 5,200 witnesses in 271 
hearing days of testimony which to
taled over 98,000 printed pages. These 
hearings, which began on the day that 
the President's budget was submitted 
to Congress, February 4, are not usu
ally exciting, but they are extensive 
and necessary for making the tough 
spending choices we must make. 

This was a difficult year. When we 
started out in February, our staff had 
identified over $8.7 billion in additional 
immediate needs for our domestic pro
grams that could not be met under the 
budget caps. 

Our committee had to roll up its 
sleeves and make some very difficult 
choices to meet the needs of our coun-

try as fairly and responsibly as pos
sible. And I believe we have succeeded. 

SPENDING PRIORITIES MUST CHANGE 

Mr. Speaker, I have to say that I 
wish we could have done more to invest 
in our country than what the budget 
summit caps allowed us to do. It is 
through our appropriations bills that 
we make the public investments in 
roads, bridges, harbors, airports, 
science, education, research and devel
opment, law enforcement, housing, en
vironmental protection, and many 
other important areas that will keep 
our country growing and prospering 
into the 21st century. 

The figures show we have been starv
ing our domestic discretionary appro
priations throughout the 1980's in favor 
of consumer spending through entitle
ments, which though necessary, do not 
add to the real wealth of our country. 

Mr. Speaker, I note that it is now 
once again in style to talk about tax 
cuts to spur private investment in this 
country. As important as that is, we 
must not forget that it is just as im
portant to the economic future of this 
country to have an adequate public in
vestment base. It does little good to 
throw all our eggs in the private in
vestment basket if our industries do 
not have a good transportation net
work to get their goods to market, or 
do not have an educated and healthy 
work force, or safe and drug-free work
places, or clean water and air. 

It is pennywise and pound foolish to 
starve the domestic discretionary 
budget-which is our investment budg
et-in favor of expanding entitlement 
spending or paying for additional tax 
cuts. We must have balance. 
APPROPRIATIONS BILLS ARE SETI'ING NATIONAL 

PRIORITIES 

Mr. Speaker, within the tight limits 
imposed on us, the Committee on Ap
propriations has done its best to focus 
the more than $720 billion in our juris
diction on programs that meet three 
basic goals: First, to enhance Ameri
ca's economic competitiveness into the 
21st century; second, to improve the 
quality of life for all Americans; and 
third, to protect America's national se
curity. 

To do this, appropriations bills con
tinued to give priority to such impor
tant areas as: Lasting capital invest
ments, .science/civilian research and de
velopment, education, environmental 
protection, nutrition and health, law 
enforcement/drug abuse prevention, 
veterans programs, housing, and parks/ 
natural resources/conservation. 

I am taking the time to point these 
areas out because our committee looks 
after these programs year in and year 
out, whether they are in the public eye 
or not. Each year, we seem to have dif
ferent areas in our budget that some 
Members and some of the media want 
to reward with little concern for and at 
the expense of other domestic pro
grams. One year it is drug abuse, an-
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other it is the homeless, another it is 
education or child care. These are all 
worthy objectives that deserve support. 
My point is that we must be fair and 
we must have the resources to sustain 
a variety of very important programs
not just what is the hot topic in any 
given year. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to serve on 
the Committee on Appropriations 
which recognizes these facts and does a 
yeoman's job to look after our country 
in these very difficult times. 

At this point, I would like to submit 
for the RECORD a list highlighting some 
of the accomplishments in our 1992 ap
propriations bills. 

HIGHLIGHTS OF ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

DOMESTIC PRIORITIES 

The "Budget Summit Agreement" limited 
annual growth in new discretionary budget 
authority for 1992 to 5.5 percent for domestic 
programs. It also foreclosed the option of 
paying for domestic increases with reduc
tions in foreign aid or military spending. 
Under these constraints, the Committee on 
Appropriations has identified an immediate 
1992 shortfall of at least $8. 7 billion in fully 
justified domestic needs that cannot be met. 

Funds available for domestic programs in 
1992 were focused on the following priority 
areas: 

Lasting Capital Investments 
$18.65 billion (obligational authority) for 

Federal highway capital spending, an in
crease of $2.4 billion (+15%) over 1991, and an 
increase of $2.2 billion over the President's 
request. This will be the amount within 
which the FY 1992 authorized program levels 
will be set in the highway reauthorization 
bill. 

$4.29 billion for FAA aviation capacity ex
pansion and modernization programs, an in
crease of $399 million (+10%) over 1991. 

$3.767 billion for mass transportation pro
grams, an increase of $497 million over 1991 
and an increase of $438 million over the 
President's request. 

$3.172 billion for Corps of Engineers water 
resources development activities, an in
crease of $233 million over 1991 and $88 mil
lion more than the President's request. 

$2.288 billion for Rural Electrification Ad
ministration electric and telephone loans, 
$493 million (+28%) more than 1991 and $861 
million over the President's request. 

$985 million for rural water and sewer 
loans and grants, $150 million (+18%) more 
than 1991, and $335 million over the Presi
dent's request. 

$257 million for the Economic Development 
Administration $80 million (+45%) more than 
1991, and $237 million more than the Presi
dent's request. 

$3.40 billion for the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development's community devel
opment grants program, $200 million more 
than 1991, and $480 million above the Presi
dent's request. 

$823 million for Bureau of Reclamation 
water resource development and irrigation 
activities, a decrease of S66 million from 1991, 
but $18 million more than the President's re
quest. 

Science/Civilian Research and Development 
$14.32 billion form the National Aero

nautics and Space Administration, $452 mil
lion (+3%) more than provided in 1991, but 
$2.273 billion (+19%) more than the amount 
provided in 1990. 

$2.578 billion for programs of the National 
Science Foundation, an increase of $261 mil-

lion (+11 %) over 1991. This includes $465 mil
lion for science education activities-an in
crease of $143 million (+44%) above 1991 and 
$75 million above the President's request. 

$247 million for the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology, $31 million more 
than 1991. 

Sl.637 billion for research of the Depart
ment of Agriculture, including basic and ap
plied research in the fields of livestock, 
plant sciences, entomology, soil and water 
conservation, nutrition, and agricultural en
gineering. This is an increase of $122 million 
(+8%) over 1991, and $108 million over the 
President's request. 

$2.962 billion for energy supply, research 
and development activities of the Depart
ment of Energy, an increase of $435 million 
(+17%) over FY 1991, and $40 million more 
than the President's request. 

$444 million for fossil energy research and 
development, an increase of $217 million 
above the President's request. 

$536 million for energy conservation pro
grams, an increase of $41.2 million (+8%) over 
1991, and $211 million more than the Presi
dent's request. 

$218 million for Federal Aviation Adminis
tration aviation research, engineering and 
development programs, an increase of $13 
million over 1991, and $8 million more than 
the President's request. 

$1.731 billion for the fisheries development, 
weather service, marine and environmental 
research programs of the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, $257 mil
lion (+17%) more than 1991. 

Education 
$31.965 billion for programs at the Depart

ment of Education, an increase of $4.871 bil
lion (+18%) over 1991. This includes $22.873 
billion for discretionary eduction programs 
which is an increase of Sl.888 billion over 
1991, and an increase of $1.120 billion above 
the amount requested by the President. The 
major increases over 1991 include $631 million 
for compensatory education activities under 
Chapter I; $139 million for vocational edu
cation; $239 million for education of the 
handicapped; and $171 million for student fi
nancial assistance. In addition to these in
creases for existing education programs, $100 
million would be appropriated to carry out 
new education initiatives which may be. au
thorized during 1991. The bill also fully funds 
the guaranteed student loan program which 
is expected to provide more than $11 billion 
in new loans to students in 1992. 

$2.202 billion for Head Start, an increase of 
$250 million (+13%) over 1991, and $162 mil
lion over the President's request. 

Environmental Protection 
$6.669 billion for programs of the Environ

mental Protection Agency, an increase of 
$574 million (+8%) over 1991 and $457 million 
more than the President's request. This in
cludes $2.40 billion for EPA construction 
grants/State resolving funds, an increase of 
$500 million above the President's request; 
$51.25 million for non-point source water pol
lution grants, $27.5 million more than the 
President's request; $37 million for asbestos 
in schools loans and grants, the President re
quested no funds for this program; and $50 
million for the National Institute of Envi
ronmental Health Sciences for hazardous 
waste research and training, an increase of 
$29.2 million above the President's request. 

$86 million for the Corps of Engineers regu
latory program, an increase of $15 million 
( +21 % ) above 1991. 

Nutrition and Health 
$32.690 billion for domestic food and nutri

tion programs of the Agriculture Depart-

ment such as WIC, Food Stamps, Child Nu
trition, and emergency food assistance. This 
is an increase of $3.573 billion (+12%) over 
1991. 

$9.01 billion for biomedical research at the 
National Institutes of Health, $734 million 
(+9%) over 1991 and $236 million more than 
the President's request. Funds provided will 
support at least 6,000 new grants. This 
amount includes an increase of $276 million 
over 1991 for the National Cancer Institute. 
About $100 million of the NIH increase over 
1991 is targeted to women's health issues, in
cluding breast and ovarian cancer, reproduc
tive problems, heart disease, and 
osteoporosis. The President's budget made 
no similar request for women's health issues. 

$75 million for grants to provide a wide 
range of pre-natal services in areas where in
fant mortality rates are very high. This is an 
increase of $50 million over the 1991 level. 

$298 million for childhood immunization, 
an increase of $80 million (+37%) over 1991 
and $40 million over the President's request. 

$1.921 billion for AIDS research, education, 
and care, $106 million more than the amount 
expected to be spent on similar AIDS-related 
activities in 1991. Included in this total is 
$280 million for the Ryan White AIDS CARE 
programs, an increase of $59 million (+27%) 
over 1991. 

$1.7 billion for Indian health needs, an in
crease of $128 million (+8%) over 1991, and 
$282 million above the President's request. 

$760 million for the Food and Drug Admin
istration, an increase of $69 million (+10%) 
over 1991, and $187 million over the Presi
dent's request. 

Law Enforcement/Drug Abuse Prevention 
Sll.67 billion for the Justice Department 

and the Judiciary for law enforcement and 
administration of justice, an increase of 
$1.143 billion ( + 11 % ) over 1991. This includes 
over $532 million in program increases for 
the war on drugs and crime and the adminis
tration of justice. 

$1.472 billion for the U.S. Customs Service, 
an increase of $207 million (+14%) over 1991. 

$475 million for the U.S. Secret Service, an 
increase of $64 million (+16%) over 1991. 

$6.674 billion for the Internal Revenue 
Service, an increase of $566 million (+8%) 
over 1991. 

$336 million for the Bureau of Alcohol, To
bacco and Firearms, an increase of $32 mil
lion ( +9%) over 1991. 

Veterans Programs 
$32.616 billion for activities of the Depart

ment of Veterans Affairs, a net increase of 
$343 million over 1991, and $312 million more 
than the President's request. This includes a 
$1.267 billion ( + 10%) increase for veterans 
medical care, $316 million more than the 
President's request. 

Housing 
$9.82 billion (including $1.75 billion of re

captures in the elderly and handicapped pro
grams) for the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development's annual contributions 
for assisted housing account, $295 million 
more than 1991 and $754 million above the 
President's request. In addition, $1.861 billion 
is provided for two new housing programs-
HOME investment partnerships program 
($1.5 billion) and Homeownership and oppor
tunity for people everywhere (HOPE) grants 
($361 million). 

$2.477 billion for rural housing loans, an in
crease of $498 million ( +25%) over 1991, and 
$571 million more than the President's re
quest. 

Parks/Natural Resource/Conservation 
Sl.4 billion for the National Park Service, 

$39 million more than 1991 and $125 million 
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more than the President's request. 
This includes $953 million for Park Op
erations, an increase of nearly 9% over 
1991. 

S748 million for the Fish and Wildlife Serv
ice, including a S38 million increase (+8%) 
above 1991 for operations. 

$910 million for the Bureau of Land Man
agement, including an increase of $34 million 
over 1991 for operations. 

$2.754 billion for Soil and Water Conserva
tion programs of the Department of Agri
culture, $427 million (+18%) more than 1991. 

MILITARY SPENDING PRIORITIES 
The "Budget Summit Agreement" speci

fied that up to S291.361 billion in budget au
thority could be appropriated for military 
spending programs, an increase of Sl.443 bil
lion over the 1991 limit. The agreement also 
foreclosed the option of paying for domestic 
increases with reductions in military spend
ing programs. 

The 1992 appropriations bills provide a 
total of $290.936 billion in new budget author
ity, S750 million less than the President's re
quest, and $425 million under the "Budget 
Summit" spending limit. This is in keeping 
with the traditions of the Committee and the 
Congress which have made a total net reduc
tion of S154.5 billion in Presidential defense 
budget requests between 1980 and 1991. Mili
tary spending appropriations for 1992 were 
tailored to emphasize morale, readiness, mo
bility, deployability, and sustainability. Pri
ority was given to keeping the current force 
ready and supplied with the proper equip
ment. Major highlights include: 

$78.27 billion for military personnel, S21 
million over 1991 and $249 million more than 
requested by the President. 

$83.36 billion for operation and mainte
nance, $379 million less than 1991 and $2.04 
billion under the President's request. 

$39.40 billion for research, development, 
test and evaluation, $3.43 billion over 1991 
and $180 million above the President's re
quest. 

$64.26 billion for procurement, $2.91 billion 
less than 1991 and $894 million more than the 
President's request. 

$3.681 billion for environmental restoration 
and waste management at the Department of 
Energy's defense production complex, an in
crease of $636 million (+21 %) over FY 1991. 

$8.563 billion for military construction ac
tivities, an increase of $201 million over 1991, 
but $55 million below the President's re
quest. This includes S759 million for two sep
arate Base Closure Accounts. 

Reallocation of funds in the President's re
quest to enhance readiness including: 
Strong National Guard and 

Reserve Forces: 
Personnel and Oper

ation & Maintenance 
Equipment .................. . 

Depot maintenance back-
log ... .......... .............. ...... . 

Real property maintenance 
Sealift .............................. . 
Landing Craft Air Cushion 

(LCAC) vessels ............... . 
V-22 Osprey ..................... .. 
Upgrade Ml tank ..... ........ .. 
Ammunition ..................... . 
Multiple Launch Rocket 

System (MLRS) Rock-
ets-maintain production 
line ................................ . 

Marine Corps In tel-
ligence-night vision en-
hancement ..................... . 

+$500,000,000 
+ 1,900,000,000 

+468,000,000 
+500,000,000 
+600,000,000 

+238,000,000 
+625,000,000 
+266,000,000 
+99,000,000 

+ 110,000,000 

+55,000,000 
Note: Rescissions of previously appropriated funds 

totaling Sl.1 billion. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 

[Mr. PORTER], an outstanding member 
on my side of the aisle. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to begin by com
mending my chairman, the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. NATCHER] who has 
done a magnificent job with this bill. I 
may not always agree with the gentle
man's funding priorities, but his com
mitment to education, his dedication 
to the integrity of the budgeting and 
appropriations process mark him, Mr. 
Speaker, as one of the great legislators 
in this Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, we have wonderful staff 
on the committee. They do an out
standing job for Members on both sides 
of the aisle and I commend them for 
their outstanding work as well. 

I also want to thank my leader, the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. PUR
SELL] who did an outstanding job in his 
first year as ranking member. His staff, 
Dr. Dave Recker and Kevin Kraushaar 
gave me and my staff tremendous help 
throughout the appropriations process. 

Mr. Speaker, I am, obviously, dis
appointed that we did not override the 
President's veto of the original version 
of this bill, which included my lan
guage to delay implementation of the 
gag rule. I thank my chairman, the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. NATCH
ER] for his forebearance. I know he does 
not like to add provisions to the bill 
that are on controversial subjects like 
abortion counseling. He was willing to 
do so in this case and was greatly be
hind the original bill, and the con
ference report, and the override at
tempt. 

I am obviously greatly concerned 
that the gag rule will now be imple
mented, interfering as it does with 
basic rights of the American people to 
know their rights under the Constitu
tion and interfering as it does also with 
the basic physician-patient relation
ship and the rights of a doctor to prop
erly counsel a patient regarding their 
medical options. 

I am also concerned that it under
mines my party, my party's adherence 
to the principle of individual liberty 
which is as old as the party itself. Nev
ertheless, we cannot hold up this bill 
any longer, and it must be passed. 

The bill has great implications for 
the future of this institution. We have 
appropriated $100 million for the Amer
ica 2000 Program which will revitalize 
our failing school systems and will cre
ate a new generation of schools that 
will provide all Americans with the 
education necessary to contribute to 
our society and our economy. 

Unfortunately, this program has not 
yet been authorized. We put the money 
in for the authorizers to come forward. 
There is a deadline of next April. I 
would urge the authorizing committee 
to act and bring this program forward 
and allow this money to be spent in re
vitalizing education in America. 

One of the provisions of the bill that 
I find most troubling, however, is the 

delayed obligations that rose to $4 bil
lion in this appropriations bill, more 
delayed obligations than in any other 
measure, money that is not available 
during the course of the fiscal year, but 
only on the last day when it cannot be 
counted or scored against the alloca
tion. It therefore looks like money 
that we are committing for programs 
that are important to our country and 
that are important to the American 
people, but, really, the money that is 
not there. 

I believe this process is absolutely 
unconscionable. I know that the Presi
dent proposed some delayed obligations 
in his budget. We included some of 
them in our version of the bill, but the 
amount has been hugely increased in 
this bill, and I think it is wrong. It is 
a travesty on the appropriations proc
ess. It is phony money and phony budg
eting designed to evade the spending 
caps in the budget agreement and ulti
mately to undermine and abrogate that 
budget agreement. 

For example, Mr. Speaker, we have 
included an additional, delayed obliga
tion $200 million increase for cancer re
search in the bill, money that should 
give hope to millions of Americans. 
But that $200 million is phony money. 
It is a promise that will not be kept 
next year, a promise that might never 
be kept, because of the outlay squeeze. 
This is political posturing at its worst 
and simply should not be tolerated. 

I want to say right now, Mr. Speaker, 
that if we are going to do this again 
next year, I will not be able to support 
the bill. 

We have to be honest with the Amer
ican people. We have to set the prior
ities, make the hard choices that we 
were sent down here to do; com
promise, yes, between the House and 
the Senate, but then live with those 
tough decisions. 

Mr. Speaker, I also want to comment 
on one priority that is not addressed 
adequately in the bill, and that is 
money for impact aid. Impact aid is a 
program that helps those communities 
to educate children whose parents live 
on military bases, and therefore pay no 
property taxes to help support local 
schools. We have level funded this pro
gram this year. It is not adequate. It is 
not sufficient. There are many areas in 
our country where the cost of educat
ing those children is simply being 
pushed on to local taxpayers without 
the Federal Government paying its fair 
share of that amount. 

In my own district, we have two 
school districts, each of which spends 
about $6,000 for each child per year for 
education where the share of the Fed
eral Government is less than one-third, 
about $1,800 in one case, about $2,100 in 
another. 

These school districts are going 
bankrupt. One of them Highland 



November 22, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 34031 
Park-Highwood, District III, is pres
ently over $7 million in debt because 
impact aid is inadequate. It is petition
ing to go out of existence and be ab
sorbed by surrounding school districts. 
The other, North Chicago Consolidated 
District 187 at the Great Lakes Naval 
Training Center, the largest naval 
training center in the United States, 
will go bankrupt next year. They have 
exhausted their tax base. They are in 
debt as high as they could possibly go. 
There is no place for them to go, and 
the reason is that the Federal Govern
ment is not living up to its obligation 
to pay for the education of those chil
dren. It is not even coming close to 
doing so. 

Maybe there are some places in the 
United States where the costs of edu
cating children are so low that impact 
aid may be a windfall; but believe me, 
Mr. Speaker, in the 10th District of Illi
nois where we spend a lot of money to 
educate children and where we put edu
cation at a high priority and where 
costs are high, the Federal Government 
is falling way, way short of its obliga
tion, and we simply must correct this 
in next year's bill and put this at a 
higher place in our funding priorities. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill contains 
money for many. many worthy 
projects. I commend my chairman, the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. NATCH
ER], my ranking member, the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. PURSELL], 
and the other members of the commit
tee on bringing forth a bill under dif
ficult circumstances that we can all 
support. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, usually it serves no use
ful purpose to say "I told you so," but 
I think it might serve a useful purpose 
today to say, as I said at the time we 
considered this bill in the full commit
tee, when it was on the floor of the 
House, while the bill was in conference 
and after it came out of conference, it 
serves no useful purpose to hold this 
bill up with a legislative matter. The 
provision to delay the gag rule at
tached to this bill instead of moving a 
permanent repealer as a separate bill 
was the wrong tactic and has back
fired, not only against those who op
pose the gag rule but also against other 
programs in the bill. 

The Commerce Committee or any 
other committee which would handle 
the repealer of the gag rule reported 
and we should have acted on perma
nent legislation, instead of the mere 
delay provision which held up this bill. 
But instead of that, those both in and 
out of the Congress who were inter
ested in the gag rule or eliminating the 
gag rule decided to tie a temporary 
one-year delay onto this bill, instead of 
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moving a permanent solution through 
the legislative process. 

Now, no one has benefited from that 
procedure, and I hope they will not try 
that failed approach next year again. 
The people who were interested in get
ting rid of the gag rule, and I voted 
that way, the ones who were interested 
in getting rid of the gag rule merely 
took the pressure off the authorizing 
committee and the permanent legisla
tion has not moved the bill yet. 

In addition to that, even if the delay 
on implementation had succeeded, at 
most that delay would have been effec
tive for 101/2 months of fiscal year 1992 
instead of 12 if it had been successful. 

In addition to that, numerous other 
programs in this bill, are being denied 
the increase in funding they will re
ceive in 1992 for six weeks of the fiscal 
year. The increase between 1991 and 
1992 in this bill is $18 billion. 
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And the increased level for those var

ious health programs, education pro
grams, training programs is being de
nied to each one of those programs for 
this last 6 weeks because this emo
tional issue that is a legislative matter 
was on this bill. 

This is no way to legislate. This is no 
way to treat the Committee on Appro
priations. It is no way to treat the sub
committee of the Committee on Appro
priations. That issue should be taken 
up and brought to the floor by the leg
islative committee. It would take the 
same number of votes to pass separate 
permanent legislation that it did to 
hook an amendment onto this bill. And 
there were adequate votes. 

That issue, separated by itself, would 
have passed by more than a 2-to-1 ma
jority-we all know tha~in both 
Houses. 

So I am taking the floor today to say 
this is an important bill, it is a $203 bil
lion bill. It involves programs affecting 
people all the way from conception 
until after they die; children's pro
grams, feeding programs, training pro
grams, college programs, Social Secu
rity, even burial benefits. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill should not be 
hung up by one emotional issue of this 
kind. It should be handled in the regu
lar legislative manner. 

So I say today let us pass this bill 
now, we are right where we would have 
been if the gag rule amendment had 
not been hooked onto this bill 2 or 3 
months ago, except that dozens of pro
grams lost 6 weeks of increased funding 
which they needed from the beginning 
of the fiscal year rather than 6 weeks 
into the fiscal year. So let us pass this 
bill again. 

Vote for the bill today. 
Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 

minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. Mc
MILLAN], a member of the Committee 
on the Budget. 

Mr. McMILLAN of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to this 
version of the Labor/HHS appropria
tions bill for fiscal year 1992, just as I 
have each time it has been presented to 
us. 

Now that the language concerning 
the so-called gag rule has been re
moved, I hope that Members of this 
House will focus on the budget rami-

. fications of this bill. 
I might add that the authorizing 

committee with respect to the gag 
rule, the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, has taken action on that 
legislation, and I supported it there, 
doing away with the gag rule. 

There is a $4.2 billion fiscal time 
bomb just waiting to explode in our 
faces next year as we try to meet the 
very difficult domestic discretionary 
spending caps for fiscal year 1993. Ac
cording to the CBO, our outlay caps for 
domestic discretionary spending for 
1992 of $212 billion and $224 billion for 
1993 are probably going to be revised 
downward due to lower inflation num
bers by at least $1 billion in January 
and all in all for 1993 and I quote CBO 
on this: 

Domestic discretionary outlays might have 
to be cut between $4 billion and $8 billion 
below the baseline in fiscal year 1993 to stay 
within the cap. 

That is before we throw in this in
crease from this bill today. My col
leagues, that will mean a freeze in out
lays between 1992 and 1993. Sure, the 
appropriations say this bill meets the 
spending targets for 1992. And con
gratulations are in order for meeting 
the most strict interpretation of the 
budget law and I say that out of the 
greatest respect for the members of the 
committee, the gentleman from Ken
tucky and the gentleman from Michi
gan. 

But this by increasing budget author
ity by close to $4.2 billion on Septem
ber 30, 1992, the very last day of the fis
cal year, pushes at least $2 billion in 
outlays and possibly more in fiscal 
year 1993. That is a budget cul-de-sac 
that I thought we had put onto the 
trash heap of history last year when we 
adopted the Budget Enforcement Act. 
If we did not then, we should today. If 
you think it is tough to live by the 
budget disciplined of the three spend
ing caps this year, passing this bill will 
only make the domestic spending caps 
that much tighter in 1993, to the tune 
of at least $2 billion in outlays. 

Let me say again in order to meet 
the spending caps in fiscal 1993 which 
because of liberal accounting such as 
these obligational delays and inflation 
adjustments means domestic spending 
will have to be held at a virtual abso
lute freeze in comparison to 1992. 

So we are going to have to find sav
ings in other domestic discretionary 
programs to offset these. It is like the 
old commerical, "You can pay me now 
or you can pay me later." Only in this 
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case the very people who support this 
fiscal landmine in the domestic discre
tionary field of battle are going to be 
the first ones to scream bloody murder 
when they have to start cutting domes
tic programs to meet the fiscal years 
1993 caps. 

I have no illusions, my colleagues, 
but I would hope this bill could be de
feated so we could send it back to the 
committee to be fixed-and it does not 
require more than a 2-percent adjust
ment-and I hope the President would 
veto it solely for budgetary reasons. 

I urge my colleagues to be aware of 
what they are doing and vote "no" so 
we can straighten this out now rather 
than later. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. OBEY]. 

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to simply 
take this time to engage in a colloquy 
with the subcommittee chairman, the 
gentleman from Kentu.cky [Mr. NATCH
ER]. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to take this op
portuni ty to stress the importance 
that the conference committee placed 
on insuring that the Medicare contrac
tor program be adequately funded; 36 
million seniors and disabled Americans 
and the health care providers that par
ticipate in the Medicare Program ex
pect to receive efficiently and timely 
delivered services and benefits. 

As you know, the conferees were very 
concerned that the level of funding pro
vided in the bill for the Medicare con
tractor budget was inadequate to main
tain the current level of services to 
Medicare beneficiaries and providers. 
Specifically, the conferees were con
cerned about the Medicare beneficiary 
toll-free telephone service, the timely 
payment of Medicare bills, and main
taining current timeframes fo'r resolv
ing hearings and appeals, and urged the 
administration to make funds avail
able from the contingency fund to pre
vent any disruptions in the Medicare 
Program. 

Given those strong reservations re
garding the adequacy of the Medicare 
contractor funding level, it would not 
be prudent, I am sure you would agree, 
for the Department to subject the Med
icare contractor activity to any fur
ther reductions. This account is al
ready $37 million below the fiscal year 
1991 level, which represents a 2112-per
cent cut. Furthermore, we know that 
the number of Medicare claims is esti
mated to increase by 11 percent. 

Specifically would you not agree it 
would be imprudent and inconsistent 
with legislative intent when imple
menting section 513(a) of the bill, 
which assigns specific dollar reductions 
to salaries and expenses of the Depart
ment of Labor, Health and Human 
Services, and Education, to reduce the 
Medicare contractors budget? 

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

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the chairman. 
Mr. NATCHER. I thank the gen

tleman for yielding to me. 
Mr. Speaker, I agree with the gen

tleman from Wisconsin that it would 
be imprudent for the Department to 
use section 513(a) to further reduce 
funds for Medicare contractor activi
ties provided for in the bill. 

Mr. OBEY. I thank the chairman. 
Mr. Speaker, I think it is important 

to make that point clear. 
Mr. Speaker, in what time I have re

maining I would simply like to urge 
that the House pass this bill as expedi
tiously as possible. I think it is unfor
tunate that this bill got involved in 
what in essence was an irrelevant issue 
because of the politicization of the 
title X program by the White House. 

I think everyone here understood 
that there was absolutely nothing in 
those provisions that would have pro
vided in any way, shape, or form for 
support for abortion services; certainly 
nothing which would have encouraged 
in any way persons to have abortions. 

What was at stake here was very sim
ply and very clearly the right of Amer
ican citizens who use services provided 
by the Federal budget to receive full 
information without the censorship of 
the Government which is supposed to 
guarantee their right to information, 
not try to find ways to deny them that 
information. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. YOUNG], a distinguished leader on 
our subcommittee and a national lead
er on a particular program which I 
think he will describe to the Members 
of Congress today. 
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Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 

I thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to pay a special 
tribute to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. PURSELL] and to Chairman 
NATCHER for the leadership they have 
shown on the subcommittee. They have 
put together a truly profamily bill. The 
legislation that we have before us 
today as an appropriation bill, I expect, 
touches the lives of more people di
rectly than any other appropriation 
bill that we bring before this House. 

Chairman NATCHER and the ranking 
member, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. PURSELL] have done yeoman serv
ice and provided strong leadership, 
along with the tremendous staff sup
port that we have had and support by 
all the members of the committee who 
are so dedicated to making these pro
grams work. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
bill. It spends a lot of money, but it 
spends the money on things that the 
American people need and deserve and 
want. This is a profamily bill. 

Through the billions of dollars our 
subcommittee has included in the bill, 
we will learn more about, and hope
fully cure, some of the diseases which 
claim millions of lives every year. 
Funding for all forms of cancer re
search, including breast, cervical, and 
testicular cancer are funded in this leg
islation. Research programs will con
tinue to study heart and lung diseases 
and to determine how we can reduce 
the risk of heart attack and stroke. Mi
raculous genetic research will continue 
to diagnose and one day cure such 
childhood killers as cystic fibrosis and 
juvenile diabetes. 

Medical research initiatives are fund
ed to better understand the causes and 
potential treatments for Alzheimer's 
disease, hearing loss, and blindness 
which afflict so many older Americans. 

There is $300 million in this bill, Mr. 
Speaker, for vaccinations. It is almost 
a tragedy to have to report that right 
here in a our Nation's Capital, in the 
District of Columbia, a recent Wash
ington Post survey found that 44 per
cent of the children of the age at which 
they should be vaccinated have not 
been vaccinated. Mr. Speaker, follow
ing my remarks I would like to include 
this story so my colleagues can under
stand the magnitude of the problem. 
Measles has reared its ugly head here 
in the District of Columbia and 
throughout America because vaccina
tions have not been delivered to the 
people who need them. We included 
funding for the National Vaccine Pro
gram to improve vaccines and to better 
distribute them. These diseases are 
measles, mumps, whooping cough, dis
eases that we thought we had totally 
defeated but are coming back. This bill 
addresses that issue and provides 
money for the vaccine program. 

This bill is also an education bill. 
Along with many other i terns relating 
to medical research and medical care, 
it also provides money for education. 
There is a 10-percent increase this year 
in discretionary spending for edu
cation, much of which will be very im
portant to our local school districts. 
This bill funds math and science in
struction, where we have felt for such a 
long time that we were not doing as 
well as we should. It covers vocational 
training and handicapped services. The 
Head Start Program is funded in this 
bill, as well as assistance for students 
who want to go on to college. Pell 
grants, student loans, and work-study 
programs help offset the cost of rising 
tuition. The National Youth Sports is 
also funded in this bill. It is a program 
that many folks have not heard about, 
but it is a program that children off 
the streets during the summer, chil
dren who have had no opportunity for 
any exposure to a real education. It 
gives them something to do in the sum
mer, and it gives them exposure to 
higher education. The program has 
been highly successful in getting these 
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students to go on to more education 
rather than dropping out of school. 

Older Americans Act programs are 
funded in this bill. Mr. Speaker, these 
include the Meals on Wheels and Con
gregate Care Programs, which are vital 
to communities such as Pinellas Coun
ty, FL, which I represent. The Senior 
Community Services Employment Pro
gram is funded by this bill to not only 
provide employment opportunities for 
seniors, but through their work, to 
benefit community programs such as 
our schools, libraries, police, and fire 
fighters. 

Funds to administer the Social Secu
rity Administration and the Medicare 
Program are all in this bill. We have 
included specific directions to the Sec
retary of Heal th and Human Services 
to ensure that Medicare claims con
tinue to be processed in a timely man
ner and that the toll free telephone 
lines, which provide a cost effective 
way for beneficiaries to receive quick 
access to information about the pro
gram and their eligibility to services, 
remain operational without disruption. 

Mr. Speaker, the list is long, and it 
goes on and on, covering the items in
cluded in this bill and funded by this 
bill. But I want to take the remaining 
time that I have to speak about an
other program that has been so close to 
my heart now for some 6 years. 

Six years ago I had the opportunity, 
the unfortunate opportunity, to be 
with a young 10-year-old girl who died 
of a form of leukemia. It was a difficult 
evening as we walked out of that hos
pital and as I spoke with doctor Jerry 
Barbosa, I said, "What could we have 
done? What could anyone have done to 
save Brandy's life?" 

He said, "If we could have had a bone 
marrow transplant for her, she prob
ably could have lived." 

I knew nothing about bone marrow 
transplants and did not even know 
what he was talking about. So I in
quired. He said, "What we need in 
America is a registry, a central loca
tion of the names of people who are 
willing to be bone marrow donors for 
others who are going to die without a 
bone marrow transplant." 

I said, "That doesn't sound like it 
should be too hard to accomplish." 

When I came back to Washington, 
however, I found it was not as easy as 
I thought it is was going to be. But the 
Members of this House and, more spe
cifically, the members of this Appro
priation Subcommittee and the Appro
priation Subcommittee on National 
Defense supported my every effort to 
establish this registry, and today I can 
report, Mr. Speaker, that nearly every 
American who needs a life-saving 
transplant today is able to find a 
donor. 

Without the support of Chairman 
NATCHER, Chairman JACK MURTHA of 
the Defense Appropriations Sub
committee, our committee's ranking 

member JOE MCDADE, CARL PURSELL, 
and every member of the committee, 
there would be no national registry. 
They supported my requests for appro
priations 5 years ago to establish the 
national registry and they have enthu
siastically supported every request I 
have made since then to provide for the 
needs of the national registry, and 
most importantly, funding for donor 
education, recruitment, and testing. 

The National Marrow Donor Program 
is different than many of the programs 
in this bill. It is not a program that we 
fund with the hope that it may lead to 
a cure for a disease. It is a program 
that works, that saves lives, and that 
gives patients and families hope for a 
disease-free life where there would 
have been little hope before its cre
ation. 

We have appropriated over the years 
a modest amount of funding for the 
program to cover only the most basic 
of costs for its establishment and oper
ation. It is a well run and efficient pro
gram with no waste and little over
head. The return on the investment we 
have made in its creation and with our 
continuing support has meant life for 
hundreds of men, women, and children. 

I brought two charts with me today 
to show the dramatic growth of this 
program which did not even exist 5 
years ago. As you look at the charts-
charts not reproducible in the 
RECORD-you might believe that they 
are the same, but they are really not. 
The first chart indicates the number of 
donors who have had their blood typed 
to become listed in the national reg
istry. This chart shows 331,000-plus 
Americans in the register. However, 
this chart is several weeks old, and I 
am able to report that that 331,000 fig
ure is now right at 500,000, a half mil
lion Americans who have had their 
blood typed to be listed in the national 
bone marrow registry as a possible do
nors to save the life of someone who 
needs a transplant. 

With the funds we have included over 
the past 18 months, the national reg
istry has more than doubled in size and 
we are well on our way to our goal of 
a national registry of at least one mil
lion donors. 

The second chart shows the number 
of transplants we have done since this 
registry went into effect is 733. That is 
unrelated donors who have been identi
fied for patients throughout our Nation 
and the world. That 733 in the last sev
eral weeks has gone up to nearly 1,000. 
I want to tell the Members about those 
thousand people. Before those thousand 
people had a bone marrow transplant, 
they had no hope for life. They had a 
terminal disease, and there was no 
hope for recovery because the disease 
they had was terminal. Whether it was 
a form of leukemia, or another form of 
blood cancer, or one of some 60 types of 
diseases that can be cured with a bone 
marrow transplant, without the trans
plant there is no hope for life. 

Not all of those people made it, for 
one reason or another, but the vast ma
jority of them have lived. Their donors 
gave them a second chance at life. 

After being involved with this pro
gram for 5 years, my own daughter 
walked into my office one day and said, 
"Dad, I have leukemia." So I know 
first hand how it feels to have a child 
or someone in the family with that 
type of a terminal disease. The good 
news is that she had her transplant, 
she got her miracle, like so many oth
ers, and she is alive and well today. 

Mr. Speaker, I just talked with some 
folks I know who are going through a 
transplant procedure in Kentucky. 
They had their transplant 2 weeks ago. 
They had a tough case, but they are 
doing well. They found their donor 
through our registry that was created 
here in the House of Representatives. 

In St. Petersburg, FL, there is a 
young black American man who we 
searched for 3 years to find a donor. Be
cause he was a minority, it was dif
ficult to find him a donor because of 
the genetic makeup so important to 
the typing of the bone marrow and the 
blood. We finally found Grant Hartley 
a donor through this registry. Grant 
Hartley had his bone marrow trans
plant 2 weeks ago tomorrow. He is suf
fering today. He is hurting because it is 
not an easy procedure, but he is going 
to live. He has had his leukemia cured, 
and we believe he is going to go 
through this transplant successfully, 
with a chance for life. 

One of the things we do in this pro
gram is set aside certain amounts of 
money for the recruiting of minority 
donors. With the success of our pro
gram, a Caucasian can normally find a 
donor today, but as I said earlier, a mi
nority still finds it difficult to find a 
donor. We have provided money in this 
bill to expand the recruiting for minor
ity donors. 

With funds specifically earmarked 
for minority recruitment activities 
last year, we increased by more than 
threefold the number of minority do
nors in the national registry. 

Because genetics play such an impor
tant role in finding a matched donor 
for a terminally ill patient, a black
American patient will more than likely 
find a donor from the black-American 
community. The same holds true for 
Hispanics, native Americans, Asian
Americans, and other minority groups. 
Before we kicked off this concerted mi
nority recruitment effort last fall in 
St. Petersburg, FL, there was little if 
any hope for finding a matched donor 
for a minority patient. 

With the dramatic increase in minor
ity donors, we are seeing an equally 
dramatic increase in minority patients 
who are finding a matched donor and a 
second chance at life. The success of 
this effort and the entire National Mar
row Donor Program was highlighted 
last month when we identified a 
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matched unrelated donor for Grant 
Hartley. 

Mr. Speaker, saving lives is what this 
program, and this en tire bill, is all 
about. It truly is pro-family legislation 
that every Member of this House can 
proudly support. 

All in all, this is a good program, Mr. 
Speaker, and I urge my colleagues to 
support this program and this bill. 

The article follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Sept. 12, 1991] 

MORE THAN 50 PERCENT HERE LACK 
IMMUNIZATIONS 

(By Amy Goldstein) 
More than half the children age 2 and 

younger in the Washington area have not re
ceived proper immunizations, leaving 93,000 
infants and toddlers vulnerable to prevent
able diseases such as measles, polio and 
mumps, according to a regional study. 

The study, sponsored by the Metropolitan 
Wahington Council of Governments and is
sued yesterday, represents the first analysis 
of how many children in the region recieve 
the vaccines that have long been recognized 
as keys to good health. 

The figures indicate that the 175,000 chil
dren in the area who are 2 or younger are im
munized less frequently than the national 
average. But the District's rate of 44 percent 
is comparable to that of other major U.S. 
cities, according to local and federal health 
officials. 

The study found wide variations among 
local jurisdictions in the percentage of chil
dren who received recommended vaccines for 
measles, mumps, whooping cough, rubella 
and polio. 

Montgomery County children had the high
est vaccination rate, 76 percent, while those 
in Prince William County had the lowest, 
with only 35 percent having received proper 
vaccines, the study found. 

"This is a big problem," said Acting D.C. 
Public Health Commissioner Georges C. Ben
jamin, who was chairman of the regional 
group of health officials that worked with 
COG staff to prepare the report, which was 
based on local health departments' data. 

Benjamin and other health officials said 
vaccines are vital because some childhood 
diseases can be particularly dangerous-and 
occasionally, even fatal-in very young chil
dren, and because unimmunized babies can 
readily infect adults. 

The release of the COG study coincides 
with the start of an intensive campaign dur
ing the next several months by local health 
officials to increase the number of childhood 
vaccinations. 

The campaign will make use of an infusion 
of vaccine provided by the federal Centers 
for Disease Control in Atlanta and will focus 
on ways to reach children of immigrants, 
single parents and low-income families. 

The regional initiative is beginning as 
health officials and researchers across the 
country express mounting concerns about a 
resurgence of some childhood diseases once 
thought to have been virtually eliminated in 
the United States by vaccines. 

Measles cases in particular have soared 
during the last two years. Nearly 28,000 U.S. 
cases were reported in 1990, according to fed
eral figures. The 89 deaths attributed to the 
disease last year represented the highest 
level in two decades. 

The COG study found that more than 500 
children in the Washington area contracted 
preventable diseases last year, including 
about 400 who developed mumps, 78 who 

caught measles and 51 who had whooping 
cough. 

Measles outbreaks have occurred recently 
in several counties in the Washington area. 

Last April, a Howard County high school 
wrestler appeared responsible for the largest 
measles outbreak in Maryland in a decade. 

The same month, six children in Prince 
William day-care facilities came down with 
the disease. 

Researchers now believe that the diseases' 
return is caused, in part, by parents' failure 
to make sure their infants and toddlers get 
recommended vaccinations. 

The disease control center advises that 
children, by age 2, should have received four 
doses of vaccine for diptheria, tetanus and 
whooping cough; three for polio; and one 
each for measles, mumps and rubella. 

In Prince William, Anne Wilburn, a nurse 
supervisor for the county health department, 
said the immunization rate there has 
plunged in the last year from about 43 per
cent to 35 percent, substantially lower than 
the regional rate of 47 percent. Nationally, 
the vaccination rate is 70 percent according 
to a recent study. 

Wilburn said the drop puzzles local health 
officials, who have formed a group to analyze 
the problem and try to reach more children. 
She speculated that the drop may be caused 
by parents who bring children to local clinics 
for some vaccines, but do not return for a 
complete series. 

A Centers for Disease Control study this 
year of nine large cities, including the Dis
trict, found that the immunization rate for 
2-year-olds varies from 12 percent in Houston 
to 46 percent in New Orleans. The District, 
with 44 percent, was tied for second, the 
study found. 

The campaign that COG is sponsoring will 
include a drive to increase the number of 
properly vaccinated 2-year-olds by 40 percent 
by December. 

"We want to get as much vaccine as we can 
into these kids-it's an all-out push," said 
Elin Gursky, the epidemiology and disease 
control director for the Prince George's 
County health department, a leader of the 
campaign. 

All county health departments in the area 
provide free vcaccinations. To help them ex
tend their reach, the disease control center 
has given the local departments enough 
doses to vaccinate 8,000 infants and toddlers. 

Health experts said they have been hin
dered more by parents' failure to bring their 
children for periodic shots than by a short
age of vaccine. 

"The problem isn't that the tool is inad
equate," said Roger Bernier, assistant direc
tor for science of the disease control center's 
division of immunization. "The problem is, 
we don't make use of the tool we have." 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr, EARLY]. 

Mr. EARLY. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the chairman of our subcommit
tee for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of this bill, and I would like to speak to 
one specific part of this bill, NIH. 

Many Members, Mr. Speaker, state 
that there is a lot of money in this bill 
for the National Institutes of Health
$9 billion. However, as someone who 
has dedicated themselves to learning 
about the NIB and supporting the NIB, 
I submit to you that this level of fund
ing is wholly inadequate. 

There are over 44 clinical trials of 
new drugs and therapies that will not 
be funded because we did not provide 
enough money in this bill. What are 
these diseases? Cancer, Gaucher's dis
ease, heart disease, asthma, multiple 
sclerosis, the flu, sexually transmitted 
diseases, and glaucoma to name a few. 

With the money that we have pro
vided in this bill, 73 percent of the re
search grants that have been approved 
by peer review panels will go unfunded 
because of lack of money. It is quite a 
paradox-we have the best and the 
brightest minds in the world who can 
do much to further medical research, 
but we are still unable to provide for 
them enough resources to do it with. 

As Thomas Jefferson states: "You 
can promise yourself anything-but 
health-without which there is no hap
piness." The NIH is the jewel which 
will provide for this Nation health for 
this and future generations. 

Medicine's past 100 years have been 
nothing less than miraculous. 

Not only has life expectancy in
creased, the sheer amount of pain, dis
comfort and disability we must endure 
in our lifetime has been strikingly re
duced. 

We have found cures for many kinds 
of diseases, some of which have been 
erased from the face of the Earth, like 
polio. We have found vaccines to pre
vent diseases that use to kill our chil
dren, such as diphtheria and pertussis. 
We have engineered new cancer drugs, 
heart, drugs, discovered antibiotics, 
and transplanted organs from one per
son to give another person the gift of 
life. 

We have done all of this and much, 
much more because of one thing-the 
National Institutes of Health. We have 
cured much disease and disability, and 
spared much human suffering, because 
of a public private partnership that we 
embarked on over 100 years ago when 
the Federal Government made the 
commitment to fund medical research. 

It is the single most important com
mitment of this Member of Congress to 
continue this tradition and support the 
National Institutes of Health in this 
fine bill. This is the program that 
promises the greatest hope and wealth 
to all Americans-their health. 

In fact, the mission statement of the 
NIH clearly states: "Science in pursuit 
of knowledge to extend health, life and 
reduce the burden of disease and suffer
ing." 

There is not one Member in this 
Chamber today whose own life has not 
been positively affected, or whose fam
ily has not benefited from the advances 
in medical research made by the NIH. I 
know that I have, as the father of eight 
children. 

The National Institutes of Health is 
the agency that we rely on to find 
cures for diseases, to train our doctors, 
researchers and nurses, and to give us 
the tools to fight diseases such a.s 
AIDS, and cancer, and heart disease. 
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Today, the NIH is on the verge of the 

greatest breakthroughs in the history 
of medicine. Our past investment in 
medical research has placed in a new 
era-the era of molecular medicine. 

Because of our advances in molecular 
medicine, we will be able to cure can
cer, we will be able to cure cystic fibro
sis; we will be able to cure genetic dis
eases. All of this and more is possible 
because of the research programs at 
the National Institutes of Health. 

It is the NIH that has kept this Na
tion competitive in the international 
marketplace. We stand as the world
wide leader in the biological sciences 
because of the National Institutes of 
Health and every nation on the face of 
this earth looks to our researchers and 
our research efforts to set the pace. 

The past investment in medical re
search funded through the National In
stitutes of Health has contributed 
much to the economy of this Nation. 
The fine work done by researchers at 
the NIH has given birth to the bio
technology industry. An industry 
which the Department of Commerce es
timates will be a $2 billion industry in 
1992; and a $40 billion industry by the 
year 2000. 

Last year, the era of gene therapy 
was begun by the NIH. A 4-year-old 
child, born with an inherited illness 
that prevented her immune system 
from working, received an infusion of 
one billion cells into which the normal 
gene-that had been identified earlier 
because of medical research at the 
NIH-had been inserted. The infusion 
of this gene therapy took only 30 min
utes, there were no side effects, and 
history was made quietly on the after
noon of September 14, 1990. 

Scientists are calling this the fourth 
revolution of medicine. And this mirac
ulous achievement represents the best 
of which the NIH is capable, and the 
culmination of year of support for the 
most basic of medical and clinical re
search. 
SCIENTIFIC OPPORTUNITIES WITHIN THE NA

TIONAL INSTITUTE OF ALLERGY AND INFEC
TIOUS DISEASES THAT WILL NOT BE FUNDED 
WITHIN THE FISCAL YEAR 1992 CONFERENCE 
LEVEL 

1. The resurgence of Tuberculosis (TB) is a 
public health emergency that must be ag
gressively addressed immediately. A drug re
sistant strain of TB has emerged that public 
health officials universally agree could turn 
into an epidemic in immune suppressed indi
viduals. This has been reported on recently 
in the New York Times. Resources are nec
essary for the NIAID to fund targeted drug 
and vaccine research to combat this threat. 

2. Within the Conference allowance we will 
be able to provide only inflationary in
creases to our initiative to develop a multi
valent single dose vaccine to protect chil
dren from the common diseases of childhood. 

3. The incidence of AIDS in Women pre
sents an important emerging opportunity. A 
Women's HIV Study is critical to determin
ing those factors specifically related to 
Women that affect the progressions of HIV 
AIDS in this population. 

4. Basic research and clinical studies to 
identify a vaccines for sexually transmitted 

diseases is an area of science with significant 
opportunities that will go unfunded within 
the Conference level for the NIAID. 

5. The following clinical trials are ready to 
begin but will go unfunded at the Conference 
level. Clinical trials are of paramount impor
tance if we are to translate the findings of 
basic research to clinical application. 

(A) Prophylactic therapy for neonatal her
pes infections. 

(B) Treatment of Cryptosporidiosis with 
566C80. 

(C) Efficacy trial in infants for a conjugate 
pneumococcal vaccine. 

(D) Efficacy trial of a Group B streptococ
cal directed IVIG in neonatal sepsis. 

(E) Treatment of toxoplasmic encephalitis 
with azithromycin. 

(F) Effect of protein-polysaccharide con
jugate vaccines in pregnant women. 

(G) Clinical trial to compare the efficacy of 
IVIG vs MAb in combination with acyclovir 
for the prophylaxis of CMV infections in 
renal transplant patients. 

(H) Efficacy trial of antivirals including 
thymosin alpha 1 for treatment of chronic 
hepatitis. 

(I) Clinical trial to assess the efficacy of 
intravenous ribavirin in severe influenza 
virus infections. 

(J) Treatment of HIV infection with non
nucleoside analog reverse transcriptase in
hibitors. 

6. The development of a vaccine against 
HIV infection is one of the highest priorities 
of the NIAID. Resources are needed to de
velop the capacity to conduct trials on a na
tion-wide basis to ensure the speedy evalua
tion of candidate vaccines. 

7. In the field of Transplantation the 
NIAID would like to be able to fund a nation
wide study of African-American families to 
acquire minority specific serological tissue 
typing reagent. This research project would 
enable the NIAID to make strides in identi
fying those characteristics unique to Afri
can-Americans that result in a greater trans
plantation rejection rate than other popu
lation groups. 

8. The potential exists to improve even fur
ther the diagnostic tools available to iden
tify Lyme Borreliosis. Resources are re
quired to expand the basic research activi
ties related to this area. 
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, do 
the rules of the House say what size 
type these conference reports are sup
posed to be printed in? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. No; they 
do not. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I 
have been advised this one is size 6. 
You almost need a magnifying glass to 
read it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would announce this measure 
was printed and is being considered as 
a regular bill (H.R. 3839). 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, this is 
6-point type. As a former printer, I 
would say it is half the size of a regular 
typewriter. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Nevada [Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH]. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, 
hallelujah! Hallelujah! Hallelujah! I am 
rejoicing over the fact that the House 
was finally able to put politics aside 
and offer a Labor-HHS-Education ap
propriations conference report that 
will benefit women, children, students 
and the workers of America. 

Much of the discussion has been 
about women's rights, but what we 
failed to discuss were the needs of 
women in America. Today, we have a 
measure before us that addresses these 
needs. The conference report includes 
$50 million for the Breast and Cervical 
Cancer Control Program, which will 
enable States to develop effective 
breast and cervical cancer education 
programs for women and heal th care 
professionals. 

In addition, $2 billion has been appro
priated for the National Cancer Insti
tute which will be used for research 
grants, updating research centers and 
the training of researchers. I have· no 
doubt that NCI will take seriously the 
urging of Congress to increase atten
tion to breast, ovarian, cervical and 
prostate cancer. With this dedication, I 
am hopeful that the NCI will come sev
eral steps closer to finding a cure for 
breast cancer, for which there is no 
cure, as well as the other cancers af
fecting women, men, and entire fami
lies. 

Mr. Speaker, I am also pleased that 
the conference report appropriates $27.8 
billion for the Department of Edu
cation, an increase of almost $5 billion 
over last year. I know many students 
in my district rely on the Compen
satory Education Program, vocational 
education and special education pro
grams, to name a few. Education is one 
of the most vital links between our so
ciety and the future. If we are truly se
rious about economic growth in our 
country, restoring our ability to com
pete with other industrial nations and 
providing an opportunity for all indi
viduals to have a decent standard of 
living, then we must be concerned 
about the quality of education in our 
country. 

Lastly, in a time of controversy 
about whether Congress is really help
ing the workers in America, I am 
pleased with the provisions of the bill 
which enhance our current job train
ing, job corps, summer youth pro
grams, and dislocated workers pro
grams. I believe a better, stronger 
work force in America will result. 

Hallelujah, Mr. Speaker, we have 
done it. We will pass a bill in which 
Congress and the President will show 
pride, but most importantly, it is a bill 
in which the citizens of America will 
show pride. I urge all of my colleagues 
to vote for the Labor-HHS-Education 
conference report. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. STOKES]. 
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Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today to express my strong support of 
H.R. 3839. 

This bill provides $204 billion for 
many of the programs which provide 
the fuel for an aching American econ
omy. These programs help to ensure 
that Americans are healthy, educated, 
and employed. Every American, infants 
to the elderly are beneficiaries of this 
bill. 

I want to commend the chairman Mr. 
NATCHER for the tenacity and commit
ment he has displayed in getting this 
bill through the Congress. It took 5 
days of meetings for the House and 
Senate to resolve our differences in 
conference. Since being reported out of 
conference, this is the third time we 
have considered funding of these pro
grams on the floor. 

As we wrestle with the impact of the 
recession, it is time that we get this 
measure passed into law. Our school 
districts, hospitals, employment of
fices, universities, and many other pro
grams need their fiscal year 1992 appro
priations. The American public has 
waited long enough. 

Specifically, this bill includes: $2.2 
billion for Head Start, 13 percent more 
than the amount provided last year; 
$298 million for childhood immuniza
tion, 37 percent more than last year's 
level; $32 billion for education pro
grams, $2.3 billion over the President's 
request and 9 percent over 1991 levels; 
S9 billion for National Institutes of 
Health biomedical research; $1.9 billion 
for AIDS research, education, and care, 
$106 million more than last year's 
level; $3.1 billion for alcohol, drug 
abuse and mental health programs; $2.3 
billion for unemployment compensa
tion operations, $114 more than last 
year's level; $4.6 billion for the Social 
Security Administration administra
tive expense&-$425 million more than 
1991; and $1.5 billion for low income en
ergy assistance, $475 million more than 
the President's request. 

Mr. Speaker, passage of this bill 
today will provide a substantial part of 
the investment we need to ensure the 
future welfare of our Nation. From in
fant morality to Medicare this bill pro
vides the broadest coverage of pro
grams we need to move this country 
forward. 

For these reasons, I ask my col
leagues to join me in final passage of 
H.R. 3839. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. DANNE
MEYER]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I have mixed feelings 
about this bill. On the one hand I am 
very pleased to find that we have con
vinced the people at Planned Parent
hood that they are not going to be able 
to refer persons who come to their 

premises for abortions. They say they 
are not going to take $37 million in 
Federal funds. I would suggest that 
Congress may want to use that money 
to increase what we are spending on 
adolescent family life under title XX. 
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We find these programs in Illinois, 

sex respect; in the State of Georgia, 
postmorning sexual involvement; in 
Operation Get Down in Michigan have 
demonstrated success. And the whole 
premise of this adolescent family life 
program specifically encourages teen
agers to postpone sexual activities and 
supports adoption as a viable and hon
orable alternative for pregnant teens. 

That is the direction I would like to 
see our Federal funds expended for. 

With respect to the totals, Congress, 
the House is again living in a dream 
world. When we look at these totals, 
the last fiscal year, $183 billion plus, 
this fiscal year $204 million plus. That 
is an increase of 11.8 percent in 1 year. 
The increase in the national debt this 
year is $480 billion. 

The increased interest expense this 
Nation will have to pay is roughly 8 
percent on that total. We cannot con
tinue down a course whereby we are 
permitting any program to be expanded 
to the tune of 11.8 percent. 

It is fiction. The money is not here. 
We are just digging the hole deeper all 
the time. 

These are the reasons, as I said, I 
have mixed feelings about the bill. I 
congratulate the resolution that we 
adopted on the funds that were going 
to go to Planned Parenthood, but I am 
very much concerned about the level, 
the irresponsible level of spending in 
this bill. No appropriations bill should 
be getting out of this House that 
spends 1992 over 1991 more than 2.4 per
cent. 

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

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Kentucky 
[Mr. NATCHER] so much for understand
ing what the issue in this bill was all 
about. It was about free speech. It was 
about the very heart of the bill of 
rights, the first amendment. 

It was about whether or not we are 
going to treat citizens as adults. To me 
on this 200th anniversary of the bill of 
rights, this is a shameful day. 

I will vote for this bill because every 
program I really care about is in this 
bill, and the gentleman from Kentucky 
has helped us make so much progress 
on other issues. But it is with a very, 
very heavy heart. 

For anyone who has tried to say 
abortions are inhumane, they are abso
lutely wrong. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is very impor
tant to point out that there is not one 
penny in here for abortions, not one 
penny, not even in the case of rape and 

incest. The issue is whether the "A" 
word can even be muttered in a family 
planning clinic that receives any Fed
eral funding. That is why it is an issue 
of speech. 

Will the "A" word be able to be mut
tered in any college that gets any Fed
eral funding? Can the ''A'' word be 
muttered in any hospital that gets 
Medicare and Medicaid funds? 

This can go on and on and on. And 
beyond the "A" word, we can move on 
everything else. 

With Federal funds comes a gag, 
comes a gag. How tragic. 

But let me tell my colleagues what 
many American women hear. What 
they hear is that this body thinks that 
if a woman even hears the "A" word, 
they will run right out to get an abor
tion. No. No. What an awful view of 
women. 

I think the other thing that we hear 
is everyone seems to think that preg
nancies are like a 9-month cruise. No. 
They can be very difficult for women. 
And what we are saying is the medical 
profession cannot even look at the 
woman's condition. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a sad day. I am 
sorry that free speech is dying in front 
of our very eyes. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, yesterday, in an Associated 
Press story and in a front page Wash
ington Times story we were informed 
that an attempted dismemberment 
abortion in New York-most likely a 
D&E abortion-ripped the arm off an 
unborn baby girl-who then, miracu
lously, survived the abortion. 

The little 3-pound girl-Ana Rosa 
Rodriguez-absent her right arm, is 
now finally getting the compassion and 
health care that no abortionist ever 
gives. In their goodness, people are 
rushing forward to help her. Even a 
fund has just been established to assist 
with the medical bills. 

I would just note parenthetically, 
Mr. Speaker, can you imagine her 
mother or anyone trying to explain to 
Ana how she came to be without her 
right arm? Can we imagine anyone say
ing to that little girl: "The abortionist 
messed up. His primary intention was 
to kill you, but l;le failed and there was 
a botched abortion. You are an abor
tion survivor." It makes you think-or 
at least it should. 

Mr. Speaker, interestingly, the press 
labeled the abortion attempt a 
"botched abortion" yet we all know 
that had the abortion been successful 
and her life snuffed out, little Ana 
Rosa Rodriguez would have been just 
another nameless, faceless abortion 
statistic. Another life down the drain. 
There are over 1.5 million Ana Rosa 
Rodriguez who lose their lives each 
year to abortion, Mr. Speaker. The 
number of deaths from abortion is 
staggering-over 4,000 a day. 
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Sadly, Mr. Speaker, one title X recip

ient-and this is only one of many
Planned Parenthood-performs or re
fers for over 200,000 abortions. That is 
200,000 kids who lost their lives, and 
continue to lose their lives to the abor
tionist's knife or poison as a result of 
this organization. That is 200,000 little 
people like Ana Rosa Rodriguez. All of 
these kids had a face, two arms, fingers 
and toes, and a beating heart. Yet, now 
they are dead. 

Mr. Speaker, on previous occasions 
I've taken to the well of this House to 
suggest that in the not too distant fu
ture, I truly believe that historians 
will regard America's present day abor
tion culture-replete with tragedies 
like that inflicted upon little Ana Rosa 
Rodriguez-with a mix of curiosity, 
sorrow, incredulity, and contempt. 

They will wonder how a society that 
paid so much attention to civil rights 
at home and human rights abroad 
could have allowed-even promoted 
through taxpayer subsidies-the vio
lent destruction of over 26 million chil
dren, and the number is growing, under 
the guise of women's rights and pre
serving a right to privacy. 

They will wonder how the shallow, 
skin deep rhetoric of choice could have 
provided cover to so many, for so 
long-as if an unborn child were merely 
an object or property or a thing or a 
consumer good-rather than a baby. 

They will weigh the fashionable cli
ches, slogans, and euphemisms prof
fered today by the abortion crowd 
against the brutal reality of aborton
dismemberment of the baby, poison 
shots that chemically kill the baby
and wonder how an ostensibly sane, 
compassionate society could have been 
so thoroughly fooled and deceived. 

Mr. Speaker, the issue of abortion 
counseling and referral in the Nation's 
federally funded family planning clin
ics is yet another chapter in the larger 
drama of a national abortion debate. 

The title X issue turns on whether or 
not you believe an unborn child's life 
to be of sufficient importance that you 
are willing to end the taxpayer sub
sidies that treat the baby with no more 
respect than a diseased kidney or 
tumor. The issue is about abortion 
counseling and referral-the issue is 
about abortion advocacy. On the posi
tive side, the Bush title X regulations 
require that pregnant women be re
ferred for prenatal care. Prenatal care 
nurtures life-abortion destroys it. 

Thus, Mr. Speaker, the President 
showed genuine compassion and moral 
courage of the rarest kind-even at the 
risk of being misperceived and ridi
culed-in vetoing the Labor-HHS ap
propriations conference report because 
it reversed the title X regulations. 

I would note that in his challenging 
commencement address at Harvard in 
1978, Alexander Solzhenitzyn said, 
"The Western world has lost its civil 
courage, both as a whole and sepa-

rately, in each country, each govern
ment, each political party ... " 

While this sad commentary has broad 
application in and out of government, 
it certainly does not apply to the 
President and the pro-life Members of 
the House who stood by their prolife 
convictions. Now the legislation, 
chock-full of vitally important fund
ing, can be passed and signed into law. 

Mr. Speaker, as in every abortion de
bate that has occurred on this floor, 
it's interesting to observe that the pro
abortion Members insist that the issue 
at hand isn't abortion. There's always 
at least one big diversion and a string 
of mitigating issues. This time it's free 
speech. 

This diversion of attention on title X 
was predictable. This basic strategy 
has been used in every debate I've seen 
in my 11 years here. 

For example, when the Hyde amend
ment is debated, we are told that the 
issue is one of providing heal th care to 
the poor that is readily available to the 
rich-it's rich versus poor, class war
fare-not whether the children of the 
poor should be victimized by lethal in
jection or dismemberment. 

When the abortion funding restric
tion, in the D.C. appropriations bill is 
debated, we are told that this is a home 
rule issue. 

When the abortion funding restric
tion in the DOD bill is debated, we are 
told that it is an equal access to health 
care issue. 

When the abortion restrictions in the 
foreign aid bill are debated, we are told 
that the issue is family planning-not 
abortion-even though not one penny 
in family planning moneys are reduced 
by the pro-life amendments. 

And on and on. 
In like manner, for months the abor

tion industry has marketed the notion 
that the salient issue at hand in the 
title X regs-is an issue of free speech, 
not abortion advocacy promotion
which simply isn't true. The common 
thread, of course, in all these debates is 
the obvious attempt to divert your at
tention and mine from the heart
wrenching reality of abortion. 

But reality-the truth about abortion 
has a stubborn way of re-emerging. The 
truth won't be denied its day. Abortion 
survivor Ana Rosa Rodriguez is a fresh 
reminder of this. 

Mr. Speaker and Members, please, 
wake up and take a long hard look at 
abortion methods-dismemberment 
and poison shots-and join us in help
ing protect, preserve, and enhance both 
the mothers and babies of our society. 
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Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of H.R. 3839. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to clarify a small, 
but important, issue raised in this appropria
tions bill. 

This bill includes report language denying 
the request of the Department of Labor for ad
ditional funds for the Wage and Hour Division 
to implement and administer regulations allow
ing the use of semiskilled helpers on Federal 
and federally assisted construction subject to 
Davis-Bacon. The report language asserts that 
the prohibition rider included in section 303, 
Public Law 102-27, the dire emergency sup
plemental appropriations of 1991 which forbid 
the Secretary of Labor from expending any 
funds for the implementation of the helper reg
ulations was permanent. 

Although the report language implies that 
the permanence of the prohibition is a settled 
question, there has been considerable dis
agreement on this point. In an effort to resolve 
this question, I asked the Congressional Re
search Service to review this issue and advise 
me of its opinion. I am inserting the memoran
dum that CRS sent in response to my request. 
Briefly, the memorandum stated that there 
were no "words of futurity" to overcome the 
presumption against permanence in appropria
tions acts. Therefore, in the opinion of the 
American Law Division of CRS, the prohibition 
on the regulation would likely be held to be 
temporary. 

The appropriations bill includes 
$1,341,27 4,000 in funding for the Employment 
Standards Administration. Among the respon
sibilities of the Employment Standards Admin
istration is to make prevailing wage determina
tions. The Federal district court in Washington 
has determined that the helper regulations are 
consistent with the Secretary of Labor's au
thority to make prevailing wage determina
tions. Accordingly, there is no statutory re
straint preventing the Department of Labor 
from reissuing the regulations. 

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, 
THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, 

Washington, DC, June 18, 1991. 
To: The Honorable Charles Stenholm, atten

tion: Ed Lorenzen. 
From: American Law Division. 
Subject: Expiration Date of Prohibition on 

Funds to Implement Davis-Bacon Regu
lations in Appropriations Act. 

This memorandum is in response to your 
letter of June 10, 1991, concerning section 303 
of Public Law 102-27, the Dire Emergency 
Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1991, 105 
Stat. 151. This section prohibits the expendi
ture of funds to administer or implement 
certain regulations relating to the Davis
Bacon Act and to apprenticeship programs: 

Sec. 303. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, no funds shall be expended by 
the Secretary of Labor to implement or ad
minister the regulations published at 54 Fed
eral Register 4234-44 (January 27, 1989) to be 
codified at l.7(d), 5.2(n)(4), 5.5(a)(l)(A) and 
5.5(a)(4)(iv) of title 29 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations or to implement or administer 
any other regulation that would have the 
same or similar effect. No funds shall be ex
pended by the Secretary of Labor to imple
ment or administer revisions to part 29 of 
title 29 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
published at 55 Federal Register 34868-34876 
(August 24, 1990) to the extent such revisions 
affect apprenticeship programs in the con
struction industry. 

Your question is whether the prohibition is 
permanent or will expire at the end of the 
fiscal year covered by the Appropriation Act. 

It should be noted at the outset that the 
rulings of the Comptroller General are final 
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and binding on officers of the Executive 
Branch with respect to the legality of ex
penditures from the United States Treasury. 
Accordingly, this memorandum is in the na
ture of an advisory opinion setting forth the 
factors to be considered, and the principles 
to be applied, by the Comptroller General in 
determining the scope and extent of a limi
tation or restriction on the use of appro
priated funds. 

In general, "it is well settled that Congress 
can amend substantive legislation by a pro
vision in an appropriations act." 62 Comp. 
Gen. 54, 57 (1982). On the other hand, "[t]here 
is a presumption that any provision in an an
nual appropriation act is effective only for 
the covered fiscal year .... This is because 
appropriation acts are by their nature non
permanent legislation. Thus, unless other
wise specified, the provisions of an appro
priations act for a given fiscal year expire at 
the end of that fiscal year." 65 Comp. Gen. 
588, 589 (1986). Accordingly," a provision con
tained in an appropriation act may not be 
construed as permanent legislation unless 
the language or nature of the provision 
makes it clear that such was the intent of 
Congress. 62 Comp. Gen. 54, 56 (1982); 10 
Comp. Gen. 120, 121 (1930)." 65 Comp. Gen. 588, 
589 (1986). 

The Dire Emergency Supplemental Appro
priations Act of 1991 makes supplemental ap
propriations for the "fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1991." Public Law 102-27, enacting 
clause, 105 Stat. 130, Apr. 10, 1991. The provi
sion in question would therefore be presumed 
to expire on September 30, 1991. 

"Permanency is indicated most clearly 
when the provision in question includes 
•words of futurity' such as 'hereafter' or 
'after the date of approval of this act.'" 65 
Comp. Gen. 588, 589 (1986). The words "none 
of the funds appropriated by this Act or any 
other Act may be obligated or expended" do 
not cons ti tu te words of futurity in the view 
of the Comptroller General, but merely ex
tend the effect to the provision to other ap
propriations available in that fiscal year. 65 
Comp. Gen. 588, 589 (1986). 

The provision in question contains no 
words of futurity to overcome the presump
tion of against permanence in appropriations 
acts. 

The use of words of futurity is not essen
tial where "the permanent character of the 
legislation is otherwise indicated." 9 Comp. 
Gen. 248, 249 (1929). "One indication of perma
nence is when the provision is of a general 
nature, bearing no relation to the objects of 
the appropriation act," 65 Comp. Gen. 588, 590 
(1986). For example, if the provision restricts 
funding for a program which has been funded 
by the appropriations act itself, then it is 
presumed to be a nonpermanent nature. 

The provision in question limits the ex
penditure of funds by the Secretary of Labor 
to implement or administer regulations per
taining to the Davis-Bacon Act. The Appro
priations Act makes appropriations for the 
Department of Labor relating to state unem
ployment insurance and employment service 
operations, amends appropriation language 
pertaining to Pension Benefit Guaranty Cor
poration Fund, and makes available funds 
for veterans employment and training. The 
Act, however, does not appear to appropriate 
funds for the Davis-Bacon Act or for the of
fices which implement and administer that 
law in the Department of Labor. 

This consideration is therefore ambiguous, 
since the provision "bears some relation to" 
the objects of the Act by making appropria
tions for the Department of Labor, but not 
for purposes of implementing or administer-

ing the Davis-Bacon Act. On balance, this as
pect does not appear to be sufficient to over
come the presumption against permanence. 

"Permanency of an appropriation act pro
vision may also be indicated when the provi
sion would be rendered or meaningless were 
it not interpreted to be permanent legisla
tion. 62 Comp. Gen. 54, 56 (1982). This is a cor
ollary of the rule of statutory construction 
that a statute should not be construed in a 
way which renders it wholly ineffective." 65 
Comp. Gen. 588, 590 (1986). A provision will be 
held to be permanent where an interpreta
tion that it is not permanent would "strip 
the section of any legal effect." 62 Comp. 
Gen. 54, 56 (1982). 

The provision in question would not be 
rendered ineffective if it were held to be 
nonpermanent. It would still bar the expend
iture of any funds until September 30, 1991. 

The Comptroller General usually looks to 
the legislative history to confirm the inter
pretation of an appropriation act provision, 
but does not rely on legislative history alone 
to overcome the statutory presumption that 
provisions in appropriation acts do not con
stitute permanent legislation unless ex
pressly provided otherwise. 56 Com. Gen. 588, 
590 (1986). Where there are ambiguities and 
conflicting statements in the legislative his
tory, that history is not conclusive in deter
mining the intent of Congress with regard to 
the permanence of the provision. 56 Comp. 
Gen. 588, 593 (1986). Under principles of statu
tory construction, statements of the sponsor 
of a bill during deliberations on the bill are 
given consideration by the courts since other 
legislators look to the sponsor to be particu
larly well informed about the bill's purpose, 
meaning, and intended effect. 65 Comp. Gen. 
352, 355 (1986). 

The provision was added to the appropria
tions bill in committee. An amendment was 
offered on the floor to delete the provision 
from the bill, and debate ensued. 137 Cong. 
Rec. H1526 (Mar. 7, 1989). The sponsor of the 
provision, Representative Murtha, did not 
speak, but supporters were led by Represent
ative Ford. Mr. Ford stated that changes in 
Davis-Bacon authorization legislation." He 
noted that legislation addressing the same 
issue had been adopted by the House, but 
that no amendments had been finally agreed 
upon by the Conference Committee, and that 
"authorizing legislation is the only appro
priate vehicle for dealing with fundamental 
changes in the operation of the Davis-Bacon 
Act. I support the Murtha amendment be
cause it protects the legislative prerogative 
in this important area." 137 Cong. Rec. H1528 
(Mar. 7, 1989). 

Mr. Ford also stated that the "Murtha 
amendment would simply prohibit the imple
mentation of the proposed apprenticeship 
regulations as they affect the construction 
industry. . . . it would assure that these 
Davis-Bacon and apprenticeship regulations 
will not be permitted to take or remain in ef
fect, in the absence of the proper approval in 
the course of legislative consideration." 137 
Cong. Rec. H1528 (Mar. 7, 1989). 

There appears to be nothing in these state
ments to indicate that the provision was in
tended to be permanent. There is no express 
statement that the provision was intended to 
be permanent, and the remarks are not in
consistent with position that the provision 
was a temporary measure designed to pre
serve the status quo until further legislative 
consideration could be given to the issue in 
the authorizing process. 

During the debate, some of the statements 
by opponents of the provision implied that it 
might be more than a merely temporary 

measure. It was stated that if the provision 
were allowed to stand, "it will cost us $600 
million a year every year for the next ump
teen years, as it has been costing us in the 
past," and that it "will save $600 million a 
year for the next however many years until 
we bring this up." 137 Cong. Rec. H1526 (Mar. 
7, 1989) (Statement of Mr. Stenholm). 

Other statements by opponents appeared 
to question the provisions relationship to 
the underlying appropriations bill. Members 
were asked "to strike out a portion of this 
supplemental appropriation that ought not 
to have been inserted in the first place. It 
has no business here ... This ban on Davis
Bacon helpers is no emergency, has no place 
in an appropriation ... " 137 Cong. Rec. 
H1527 (Mar. 7, 1989) (statement of Mr. Dickin
son). In a letter urging disapproval of the 
provision, the Secretary of Labor opposed 
"legislating substantive labor policy in an 
appropriations bill. An appropriations bill is 
not the appropriate vehicle for introducing 
significant reversals in established govern
mental policies." Letter from Lynn Martin, 
Secretary of Labor, to Joseph Moakley, 
Chairman, House Rules Committee, Mar. 6, 
1991, reprinted at 137 Cong. Rec. H1527-28 
(Mar. 7, 1989) (Statement of Mr. Pursell). 

While the statements of the opponents to 
the provision express some concern that its 
effect may be permanent, the general prin
ciple of statutory construction is that views 
of the opponents of a bill usually are dis
counted; a bill opponent's disagreement with 
the sponsors, floor manager, or the commit
tee report ordinarily will not be given inter
pretational weight. NLRB v. Fruit & Vegeta
ble Packers, 377 U.S. 58, 66 (1964); Schwegmann 
Bros. v. Calvert Distillers Corp., 341 U.S. 384, 
394-95 (1951); Costello, Average Voting Members 
and Other "Benign Fictions," 1990 Duke Law 
Journal 39, 54 (1990). 

The legislative history of the provision in 
question does not appear to be clear and un
ambiguous enough to overcome the statu
tory presumption that provisions in appro
priations acts are not permanent legislation 
unless it is clearly provided otherwise. 

In summary, the Comptroller General has 
ruled that a provision contained in an an
nual appropriations act may not be con
strued to be permanent legislation unless the 
language and the nature of the provision 
make it clear that such was the intent of the 
Congress. Both the language (words of futu
rity) and the nature of the provision (no di
rect relation to the object of the appropria
tions act) should indicate the intent by the 
Congress to make the provision permanent 
legislation, and that intent should be sup
ported by the legislative history. 65 Comp. 
Gen. 352, 354 (1986). Moreover, a provision 
will be construed to be permanent if constru
ing it as nonpermanent would strip it of 
meaning. 62 Comp. Gen. 54, 56 (1982). 

Applying these principles to the provision 
in question, it appears on balance that the 
Comptroller General would be likely to find 
that the provision relating to Davis-Bacon 
and apprenticeships will expire at the end of 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1991. 
This conclusion is based on (1) the absence of 
words of futurity and (2) the fact that the 
provision, which limits expenditures by the 
Labor Department, does not appear to be un
related to the purpose of the Appropriations 
Act, which provides funds for that Depart
ment. Further, (3) the legislative history, 
read in accordance with conventional stand
ards of statutory construction, is not incon
sistent with this conclusion. Finally, (4) it is 
not necessary to construe the provision as a 
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permanent law in order to give it legal ef
fect. 

VINCENTE. TREACY, 
Legislative Attorney. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. HOYER]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, this is one of the most 
important pieces of legislation this 
body considers every year, the funding 
bill for the Departments of Labor, 
Health and Human Services, and Edu
cation. It is, as the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. NATCHER] and the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. PURSELL] 
refer to it, the people's bill in the peo
ple's House. H.R. 2707, however, was a 
better bill. At least 276 Members of this 
House and arguably 353 Members of 
this House thought that to be the case. 
I believe the overwhelming majority of 
Americans believe that the previous 
bill was a better bill. I think perhaps 
even that the President, in his heart, 
believes that it was a better bill. 

I am disappointed that the President 
remains unconvinced that government
mandated restrictions on a health care 
facility's responsibility to provide in
formation, not to perform abortions 
but to provide information, to women 
on legally available options is unfair, 
discriminatory, and pernicious. The 
medical community believes that and 
the polls reflect that Americans be
lieve that. Seventy-four percent of 
Americans opposed the gag rule upheld 
in Rust versus Sullivan. Sixty-three 
percent believe government inter
ference in this area can seriously dam
age the quality of medical care in 
America. Seventy-eight percent favor 
passage of a bill permitting full discus
sion of options in federally financed 
clinics; not a procedure, but a discus
sion. 

Yes, H.R. 2707 was a better bill, but 
this is a good bill. I want, if I may, Mr. 
speaker, to speak about one facet of 
this bill, our concern and the bill's pro
tections for children. 

Immunizing our children against pre
ventable childhood diseases has for too 
long been too low a priority. This bill, 
like its predecessor, H.R. 2707, includes 
$298 million, or a 37 percent increase 
over the total appropriated last year. 

Mr. Speaker, these funds will im
prove America's ability to take care of 
those children who have been left out. 
The United States nonwhite vaccina
tion rate for polio is 56th in the world. 
This bill seeks to overcome that and 
similar deficits. 

In 1979, Mr. Speaker, the Surgeon 
General set the goal of immunizing 90 
percent of the nation's 2-year-olds by 
1990. But by 1990, there are still 30 per
cent of the 2-year-olds in the richest 
Nation on the face of the Earth who 
are not immunized against diseases 
that we can defeat. 

This is a good bill. Mr. Speaker, 
there are so many facets of this bill 

that call out for our strong support. I 
have said often that there are some 
bills which have been subjected to 
across-the-board cuts. This bill, I be
lieve, should be subjected to an across
the-board increase for every program. 

Mr. Speaker, the Labor-Health Com
mittee is as bipartisan a committee as 
we have in the Congress. We are all ad
vocates. Do we have our differences? 
yes. Are they reflected to some degree 
on the floor of this House? Yes. 

But in providing for the education 
and the heal th care of the American 
people, or to quote the chairman of 
this committee who so eloquently 
states, "if you take care of the edu
cation of our people and the health of 
our people, we will continue to live in 
the strongest Nation on the face of the 
Earth," we all agree. That is what this 
bill seeks to do, and I rise proudly as a 
member of this committee to support 
this bill, notwithstanding my dis
appointment that we have omitted a 
provision that I thought was critically 
important, a provision allowing women 
to receive the same kind of medical ad
vice that all of us who are males in this 
body are able to receive in terms of full 
disclosure and discussion of all our op
tions in health care. 

This is a good bill. let us pass it over
whelmingly. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I was going 
to speak on the bill from another per
spective but I cannot help but come 
back to the old debate based on the 
title X free speech between doctor and 
patient argument just made. 

It amazes me that the proponents of 
abortion constantly try to cloud the 
free-speech issue. This is not a free
speech argument. If it were a free
speech argument, advocates of abortion 
would not be pushing for restrictions 
on abortion alternatives. 

I will give the Members two court 
cases, for instance. One is Akron v. 
Akron Center for Reproductive Health, 
Inc., 462 U.S. at 44~9. where advocates 
of abortion have vigorously sought to 
have laws that would require physi
cians to counsel their patients about 
the risk of abortion declared unconsti
tutional. 

In the case, Bowen v. Kendrick, 487 
U.S. 589 (1988), where advocates of abor
tion sought to restrict recipients of 
Federal funds from counseling teen
agers about alternatives to abortion. 
Where is their free-speech argument on 
these two cases? To illustrate my 
point, let me quote women who regret 
the counseling received from title X 
clinics in the public comment period 
for the regulation. 

This is what one woman asserted: 
"Please indulge me a little longer to 
say this, they lied to me * * * I asked 
and she lied to me* * *.'' 

Another woman declared: 

Since Planned Parenthood is the foremost 
abortion provider in the United States, they 
have a responsibility to tell women the truth 
about fetal development and subsequent 
risks involved in pursuing abortion as an op
tion. I know for a fact that they do not. The 
baby is dehumanized as much as possible by 
being termed a "blob," "products of concep
tion," or "uterine contents." Not even the 
term fetus is used by the counselors. The 
very risky surgery is then passed over as safe 
and harmless and there is no mention of 
emotional or physical aftereffects. The coun
selors are told that any information on fetal 
development is distasteful (and) should not 
be used to avoid making the woman feel 
guilty. 

This is an argument over using Fed
eral funds for Planned Parenthood to 
continue their abortion practices, and 
if the Members do not believe me, they 
ought to see and read one of the clin
ic's brochures. I happen to have one 
from Planned Parenthood of Houston 
and southeast Texas. 
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This brochure is heavily weighted 

with advocacy for abortion, not just 
abortion, unrestricted abortion. 

I quote from their own brochure: 
No consent should be required from a 

spouse, a court, a parent or any other person 
or institution in order for a woman to have 
an abortion. 

They want unrestricted abortion. 
This is out of Planned Parenthood's 
own brochure. 

What they want to do is to make con
traceptives easily available and estab
lish family life education programs in 
schools. You ought to see these pro
grams, and I urge, Mr. Speaker, for 
parents to look at these programs to go 
in and have girls put condoms on the 
fingers of boys to demonstrate how to 
use condoms in front of each other. It 
becomes even worse than that: showing 
films on how to accurately perform 
foreplay, using an adult man and an 
adult woman to show foreplay. 

The issue has nothing to do with free 
speech. What it has to do with is the 
opportunity to continue abortion prac
tices and have the American taxpayer 
pay for those abortion practices. That 
is the real issue, because if it was free 
speech, they would not try to stop peo
ple from giving the alternative view of 
the horrors of abortion. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the following 
material: 

[From the Federal Register, Feb. 2, 1988] 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Public comments received by the Depart
ment on the proposed regulations further 
demonstrate the problems inherent in 
"nondirective counseling" and lend weight 
to concerns raised by the OIG audit and GAO 
report. Many comments argued that the 
practice or nondirective counseling has been 
the subject of widespread abuse, with many 
providers foregoing any balanced discussion 
of options in favor of pressuring women, par
ticularly teenagers, into obtaining abor
tions. Numerous comments were received 
from women who said that they were never 
presented with any favorable or neutral in-
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formation on any other option. Many of 
these commenters specifically mentioned ex
periences with particular Title X grantees or 
projects. A typical complaint was that the 
counseling that they had received was one
sided, with the fetus dehumanized as a 
"lump of tissue," "fetal tissue," or "uterine 
contents," and with no information pre
sented as to gestational characteristics and 
stage of development, so that they were not 
given adequate information on which to 
make an informed choice regarding abortion. 
These commenters typically stated that they 
had experienced severe and long-lasting re
gret over the decision to abort, and also stat
ed that they were given no counseling at the 
time they made their decision to abort as to 
the remorse and guilt they might later feel: 

I have experienced the one-sidedness of 
* * *'s "counseling" and have seen the con
sciences of friend's (sic) shattered by what 
they now know was the wrong choice. Too 
many people are literally encouraged to use 
abortion as a birth control device because of 
its availability * * * has never discussed the 
alternative side with anyone I know. I don't 
feel guilty or presumptive calling their ef
forts exploitive. 

"These clinics do not provide adequate in
formation to pregnant women. There is no 
'choice' involved in regard to abortion. It is 
the only solution offered. I know this from 
experience and have spoken to many women 
who have shared that experience. 

"Please indulge me a little longer to say 
this, they lied to me. My third abortion re
quired hospitalization and this was not done 
for the others. So I pointedly asked why? Her 
response. 'No-well, it's the same.' Now I 
have learned I submitted to a dilitation (sic) 
and evacuation-second trimester abortion. I 
never knew this until three years ago. But I 
asked and she lied to me. * * * The family 
planners holler about (and I quote from their 
Action Alert here in* * * N.Y.) 'Medical pro
fessionals have an obligation to give patients 
information and referrals on all options, and 
patients have a right to make an informed 
decision (fully informed). Where was mine? 

"Since Planned Parenthood is the foremost 
abortion provider in the U.S., they have a re
sponsibility to tell women the truth about 
fetal development and subsequent risks in
volved in pursuing abortion as an option. I 
know for a fact that they do not. The baby 
is dehumanized as much as possible by being 
termed a 'blob,' 'products of conception,' or 
'uterine contents.' Not even the term fetus is 
used by the counselors. The very risky sur
gery is then passed over as safe [and] harm
less [and] there is no mention of emotional 
or physical after affects. The counselors are 
told that any information on fetal develop
ment is distasteful [and] should not be used 
to avoid making the woman feel guilty.* * * 
Since my abortion, I have had 2 mis
carriages. 

"If I had been given proper information as 
to the development of my 12 week old child 
and if I had been presented with options to 
abortion rather than just abortion (given by 
the F.P. clinic) I would have had my baby. 

"I had an abortion at the age of 16 years 
with the full encouragement of* * *in* * *, 
CA. They even called and made my first 
appt. to see the Dr. who would perform my 
abortion. There was no encouragement to 
consider adoption or to keep my baby. They 
helped me to get rid of my baby as quickly 
as possible. 

"I was not given a complete picture of my 
situation. Therefore the decision I made for 
abortion was no decision at all. It was a co
ercion. Sixteen year old girls do not have the 

wherewithal to make such a life threatening, 
life changing decision especially when the 
choices given are so deceitfully incomplete. 
If I had known the reality of what I chose I 
would not have chosen an abortion. I killed 
my baby! How would you feel/react if some
day several years after abortion you saw pic
tures of a 12 week old fetus and learned this 
was the picture of a perfectly formed human 
being. Hmmm-* * * [they] told me it was a 
'blob!' I was devastated beyond all descrip
tion. 

"I was a seventeen year old who had just 
found out I was pregnant.* * *I couldn't get 
out of school to visit * * *, so they sent a 
nurse to see me. She blew my spirit down so 
much. * * * I expected her to help me and 
she wanted to destroy a little, innocent baby 
for convenience. She said, 'There's no way 
you can bring a child into this world and 
take care of it on your own. It isn't fair to 
the baby. People will speak badly of you. 
How can you let a baby be born with no fa
ther and no name? What about school? You 
can't finish 12th grade walking around preg
nant. What kind of life would that be? * * *' 
Then she suggested an abortion. I started 
crying. All I could feel was why would any
one want to kill * * * her own flesh and 
blood * * * and why was she urging me to do 
this?" 

FAMILY LIFE (SEXUALITY AND AIDS) 
EDUCATION 
THE ISSUE 

In Texas, 14 of every 100 females ages 1&-19 
will get pregnant, compared with the na
tional rate of 11 of every 100. The average 
teen pregnancy rate in other developed coun
tries is 5 of every 100 families. 

U.S. girls under age 15 are at least five 
times more likely to give birth than young 
adolescents in any other developed country. 
Texas has the highest incidence of birth to 
girls 14 and under of any of the United 
States. 

Nearly one-third of all teenagers who give 
birth will have another baby within the next 
two years. 

About half the adolescents who become 
pregnant each year have their babies. 38% of 
teenage pregnancies end in abortion.* 

The social, economic, and health costs as
sociated with teenage pregnancy-greater 
with welfare dependency, limited edu
cational and employment opportunities for 
teenage parents, school dropout, increased 
health risk for teenage parents and their in
fants-have long-term implications for state 
budgets and policy. Sexually transmitted 
diseases (STDs) take an awesome toll on the 
health and fertility of our young people. 
Added to these problems, we now have what 
may be the most devastating epidemic of all 
times-AIDS. 

65% of all sexually transmitted diseases 
occur in people younger than 25. STDs cause 
severe health consequences and serious dam
age to the female reproductive system. 

Today the AIDS virus has infected an esti
mated one to three million Americans. By 
1991, as many as five to ten million Ameri
cans may be infected-a truly shattering 
number if even half of those people later de
velop the disease and die. 

Education is a necessary first step and an 
essential element in any comprehensive ef
fort directed at primary prevention of ado
lescent pregnancy, sexually transmitted dis
eases, and AIDS. Our young people not only 
need to know the "facts of life." They also 
need to learn about family life and human 
relationships. Our young people need self-es
teem. They must learn to be competent deci-

sion-makers. They need "social resistance" 
to the risk-taking behaviors associated with 
high rates of unwanted pregnancy and dis
ease. They need our help. 

Sexuality education courses do not in
crease the level of sexual activity among 
teenagers. In fact, participation in family 
life education may help kids postpone sexual 
activity or may prevent students from be
coming more liberal in their attitudes to
ward premarital sex. 

PUBLIC OPINION 
76 percent of adults surveyed in Houston 

favor having birth control advice and sup
plies distributed in schools according to a 
Houston Post-Rice University Survey con
ducted by Stephen Klineburg in 1988. 

In 1986, a poll for Time by Yankelovich et 
al. found that 86 percent favored sexuality 
education in the schools. 

In a Louis Harris poll in 1986, 85 percent 
agreed that sexuality education should be 
taught in public schools. 

In 1986, a survey conducted by the LBJ 
School of Public Affairs and the University 
of Texas-Austin School of Social Work found 
that 78 percent of Texas voters believed that 
sexuality education should be in schools. 

A Texas poll in 1987 found that 74 percent 
favored more education in grade school 
about sexually transmitted diseases, includ
ing the use of condoms. 

PLANNED PARENTHOOD'S POSITION 
Texas needs sexuality/family life education 

as a part of every young person's basic core 
of knowledge. 

We believe that a developmentally appro
priate, required program of sexuality/family 
life education, as an essential element begin
ning in kindergarten and continuing through 
all the years of public school education, can 
help reverse these tragic trends-trends af
fecting not only the quality of our young 
people's future, but in many cases the possi
bility of any future at all. 

NOTES 
*Statistics from the Texas Family Plan

ning Association. 

ABORTION 
THE ISSUE 

Abortion has been legal since the Roe v. 
Wade Supreme Court Decision in 1973. Since 
this decision, the Supreme Court has consist
ently upheld a woman's constitutional right 
to have an abortion in a number of other 
cases. More recently, the U.S. Supreme 
Court's Webster decision (1989) has given 
states some opportunity to restrict access to 
abortion. 

History has shown us that women every
where, in many circumstance of family in
come and education, have sought abortions
even when doing so meant risking their 
lives. It is crucial that abortion remain a 
constitutionally guaranteed right, and that 
services be available to all women. 

Poor women do not have the same access 
to abortion services as more wealthy women. 
The Hyde Amendment denies federal funds 
for abortions for poor women except to save 
the life of the mother. 

TEXAS LAW ON ABORTION 
Under current Texas law regulating abor

tion: 
Abortions must be performed by licensed 

physicians. 
All abortions done in Texas are reported to 

the Texas Department of Health. 
Texas Department of Health sets clinical 

standards for abortion providers to insure 
safe medical care. 
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Abortions are prohibited in the third tri

mester of pregnancy except to save the phys
ical or mental health of the mother or in 
cases of severe fetal abnormality. 

THE FACTS 

Today, a legal abortion is five times safer 
than childbirth. 

There were 79,213 abortions performed in 
Texas in 1988. The average Texas woman 
seeking an abortion is single, in her early 
twenties and pregnant for the first time. 
(T.D.H. statistics) 

Since 1973, women have been obtaining 
abortions earlier in their pregnancies, when 
health risks are minimal. In Texas in 1988, 
87% of abortions were performed in the first 
trimester, and .01 % were performed in the 
third trimester. 

There is no provider of abortions to poor 
women in Harris County. Although abortion 
is legal, thousands of poor women are cur
rently denied access to them, because the 
Hyde Amendment denies federal funds for 
abortions, unless the woman's life is in dan
ger. The Harris County Hospital District 
only provides abortion to save the life of the 
mother. 

PLANNED PARENTHOOD'S POSITION 

Provision of family planning services is 
the best way to prevent the need for abor
tions. In Texas in 1981, approximately 56,000 
pregnancies were averted as a result of fed
eral and state funding for contraceptive serv
ices. 

The decision to have an abortion is an in
tensely personal decision which is best made 
by the woman involved, without government 
restrictions. 

No woman should be denied abortion serv
ices solely because of her age or her eco
nomic circumstances. 

Public funds should be made available to 
subsidize abortion services for poor women. 

No consent should be required from a 
spouse, a court, a parent or any other person 
or institution, in order for a woman to have 
an abortion. 

PUBLIC OPINION 

90 percent of Americans think abortion 
should be available under some or all cir
cumstances (1). 

By a margin of more than two to one, 
Americans think that a woman who is three 
months or less pregnant should have the 
right to decide, with her doctor's advice, 
whether or not to have an abortion (1). 

A 59 percent majority of Texans believe 
most women should retain the right to 
choose an abortion. (Houston Chronicle poll, 
1989) 

A 56 percent majority of Houstonians 
polled believe Texas lawmakers should make 
no changes in current Texas abortion law. 
(Houston Chronicle poll, 1989) 

NOTES 

"Public Attitudes About Sex Education, 
Family Planning, and Abortion in the United 
States," conducted for the Planned Parent
hood Federation of America, Inc., by Louis 
Harris and Associates, Inc., New York, Aug.
Sept. 1985. 

TEENAGE PREGNANCY 

THE ISSUE 

Approximately 1.1 million American teen
agers become pregnant every year, more 
than 80 percent unintentionally (1). This sit
uation represents a tragedy for the young 
people themselves and for all Americans. For 
the teens involved it often means having to 
decide between abortion or dropping out of 
school, leaving home, or becoming dependent 

on welfare. For society, it means a stagger
ing amount of money-more than $18 billion 
spent in 1986 (2). In Texas the same year, $51 
million was spent on deliveries, 38% of which 
were to teenagers, and $19 million was spent 
on AFDC payments to teen mothers (12). 
Worst of all, it presents an almost insur
mountable obstacle to the creative and pro
ductive potential of our greatest asset, our 
youth. 

THE CRITICAL FACTS 

Texas leads the nation in number of births 
to girls 14 years of age and younger (1) (13). 

Texas claims l/lOth of all of the preg
nancies in the U.S. to girls 14 and under (1) 
(13). 

Texas ranks fourth in the United States in 
the pregnancy rate for girls between the ages 
of 15 and 19 (1) (13). 

83 percent of males and 74 percent of fe
males in the United States will have had sex
ual intercourse by age 19 (3). 

Only 33 percent of sexually active teens 
aged 12-17 use contraceptives every time 
they have sex. Over one-fourth never use 
them (5). 

Many teens never visit family planning 
clinics; and of those who do, only 12 percent 
do so before they initiate intercourse. Most 
wait more than a year after first intercourse 
(6). 

One in eight births in the United States oc
curs to a teenager. Teens account for 27.5 
percent of all abortions annually (7). 

Adolescent childbearing is one of the lead
ing causes of welfare dependency in the U.S. 
(1). 

U.S. TEEN PREGNANCY RATE HIGHEST IN 
DEVELOPED WORLD 

A 1985 study found that the rate of teen 
pregnancy in the United States is two to 
seven times higher than that in other com
parable industrialized nations-despite simi
lar rates of sexual activity (8). Several fac
tors were found to influence lower pregnancy 
rates in other developed countries: 

rational and unambivalent societal atti
tudes toward sexuality and sexual develop
ment, 

frank discussion of sexual issues in the 
family and in the media, 

comprehensive, government-sanctioned 
school sexuality education, 

widely available, confidential, low- or no
cost contraceptives. 

The findings of this study provide a virtual 
blueprint for solutions to the adolescent 
pregnancy problem in America and in Texas. 

PRACTICAL SOLUTIONS 

Fund comprehensive sexuality education 
in every school district in the nation. 

Help Americans accept and become com
fortable with sexuality. Teens suffer from 
our society's dangerous hypocrisy of hyping 
sex through advertising and the media while 
repressing frankness and realism about sexu
ality. 

Eliminate all barriers to confidential, in
expensive or free contraceptive services for 
teenagers who are sexually active. 

Increase funding to develop new, more ef
fective, more acceptable birth control meth
ods. 

Promote a balanced and realistic treat
ment of sexual topics in the media, rather 
than the overly romanticized sex and too fre
quent sexual imagery used to sell products. 

PUBLIC OPINION 

76 percent of Houstonians favor having 
birth control advice and supplies distributed 
in schools (14). 

84 percent of American adults agree that 
teenage pregnancy is a serious problem (9). 

Houstonians have, for years, favored sex 
education in schools (14). 

70 percent of parents agree that their teens 
should be able to buy contraceptives without 
their knowledge (10). 

82 percent of American adults believe that 
contraceptive advertising on television 
would encourage sexually active teens to use 
contraception (11). 

NOTES 

(1) The Alan Guttmacher Institute. 
(2) The Center for Population Options. 
(3) "Risking the Future: Adolescent Sexu

ality, Pregnancy, and Childbearing." Na
tional Research Council. Washington, DC: 
National Academy Press, 1987. 

(4) Hofferth, Sandra L., et al., "Premarital 
Sexual Activity Among U.S. Teenage Women 
Over the Past Three Decades," "Family 
Planning Perspective," Vol. 19, No. 2, March/ 
April 1987. 

(5) "American Teens Speak: Sex, Myths, 
TV, and Birth Control." Conducted for 
Planned Parenthood Federation of America, 
Inc., by Louis Harris and Associates, Inc., 
New York, Sept.--Oct. 1986. 

(6) Kisker, Ellen E., "The Effectiveness of 
Family Planning Clinics in Serving Adoles
cents,'' ''Family Planning Perspectives,'' 
Vol. 16, No. 5, Sept./Oct. 1984. 

(7) Henshaw, Stanley K., "Characteristic of 
U.S. Women Having Abortions, 1982-1983," 
"Family Planning Perspectives," Vol. 19, No. 
1, Jan./Feb. 1987. 

(8) The Alan Guttmacher Institute, "Teen
age Pregnancy in Developed Countries: De
terminants and Policy Implications," New 
York, 1985. 

(9) "Public Attitudes About Sex Education, 
Family Planning, and Abortion in the United 
States." Conducted for the Planned Parent
hood Federation of America, Inc., by Louis 
Harris and Associates, Inc., New York, Aug.
Sept. 1985. 

(10) People magazine poll, April 1987. 
(11) "Attitudes About Television, Sex and 

Contraceptive Advertising." Conducted for 
the Planned Parenthood Federation of Amer
ica, Inc., by Louis Harris and Associates, 
Inc., New York, Feb. 1987. 

(12) Texas Department of Human Services. 
(13) National Center for Health Statistics. 

TITLE XX 
It has been said that the dollar spent for 

family planning is the most cost-effective 
dollar a community or government can 
spend. The subsequent reduction in un
wanted pregnancy reduces demands on most 
health and human service agencies and the 
criminal justice system as well. 

Title XX represents the Texas state com
mitment to insure that voluntary family 
planning services are available to all who 
seek them. The program is administered 
through the Texas Department of Human 
Services. Medical services provided include 
complete contraceptive care, including steri
lization (except for teenagers). Across the 
state, women and men who qualify can re
ceive family planning and reproductive 
health care from agencies which have Title 
XX contracts with T.D.H.S. 

TITLE XX SAVES TAXPAYERS MONEY 

Preventing unwanted pregnancies helps to 
reduce infant and maternal mortality and 
morbidity rates, as well as saving the tax
payer the enormous cost of supporting the 
woman and her child. 

The taxpayers of Texas must pay approxi
mately $8,200 to a mother and child who go 
on AFDC as the result of an out of wedlock 
birth in the first year alone. This estimate 



34042 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE November 22, 1991 
includes birth-related costs, AFDC and Med
icaid payments, and Food Stamp allotments 
(1). In fact, in 1988, Texas taxpayers spent al
most $21 million in AFDC payments for teen
age mothers age 19 and younger (2). 

By contrast, the average per client cost for 
Title XX family planning services to teens 
was only $78 (3). 

TITLE XX FUTURE 

Within the past year, long-overdue in
creases to some Title XX contracts have en
abled agencies to serve more women and 
families in need of family planning services. 

NOTES 

(1), (2), (3) Texas Department of Human Re
sources. 

(4) Texas Department of Health. 

TITLE X 
Title X of the Public Health Service Act, 

the federal family planning program, was en
acted by Congress and signed into law by 
President Nixon in 1970. Title X is the major 
source of funding for 4,500 family planning 
clinics nationwide that served nearly five 
million poor women and teenagers in 1983, 
the last year for which figures are available. 
(In 1978, in recognition of the growing prob
lem of adolescent pregnancy, Congress 
amended Title X to specifically require the 
provision of services to teens.) Funding for 
Title X services for fiscal 1988 is $136 million, 
decreased 15 percent from fiscal 1981. 

TITLE X SERVES THE NEEDIEST 

About 80 percent of clients who use Title 
X-funded clinics have incomes below 150 per
cent of the poverty level, and one-third are 
teens. 

Title X has been crucial to the establish
ment and maintenance of clinics in geo
graphical areas that are medically under
served. 

TITLE X PREVENTS UNPLANNED PREGNANCIES 
AND THE NEED FOR ABORTION 

A federally supported study found that 
Title X-funded services averted more than 
800,000 unplanned pregnancies in a single 
typical year (1981)-425,000 among teens, for 
whom Title X is the single major source of 
family planning funding. If these unplanned 
pregnancies had occurred, they would have 
resulted in an estimated additional 282,000 
births and 433,000 abortions. (The remaining 
pregnancies would have ended in mis
carriages.) 

TITLE X SAVES TAXPAYERS MONEY 

The same study showed that, during the 
1970s, each government dollar invested in 
family planning in any one year yielded sav
ings of at least two dollars in health and wel
fare costs associated with unintended births 
in the following year. This cost-benefit ratio 
is even greater for services to teenagers-
$2.90 saved for every dollar spent-since 
teen's pregnancies and births are more likely 
to be medically problematic and costly, and 
teen parents more likely to n~ed public as
sistance. 

FAMILY PLANNING PROGRAM THREAT 

Until 1981, Title X enjoyed strong biparti
san support in Congress. However, the 
Reagan administration has launched increas
ingly vehement attacks on the program-in
cluding efforts to cut funding, impose crip
pling restrictions (such as the "squeal 
rule"), and even repeal title X outright. Most 
of the maneuvers have been blocked by Con
gress or the courts. 

But on February 2, 1988, the Reagan admin
istration published new restrictions that, un
less overturned, will devastate the family 
planning program: 

(1) The regulations eliminate the Title X 
requirement that grantees provide informa
tion on all options for dealing with an un
planned pregnancy. Instead, clinics are re
quired to provide a pregnant woman with in
formation on prenatal health care, as well as 
a list of prenatal and social service providers 
which "promote the welfare of the mother 
and unborn child." However, clinics are 
strictly forbidden from counseling here on 
the option or availability of abortion-even 
if the woman specifically requests such in
formation, and even if withholding the infor
mation would endanger her health. 

This "gag rule" is the most extreme anti
family planning proposal yet. It grossly con
tradicts not only medical ethics, but also the 
well-established principle of informed con
sent by the patient. In so doing, it violates 
the voluntary participation stipulated by 
Title X. Moreover, the proposal would vio
late a woman's right to choose abortion and 
to receive unimpeded information from her 
physician about abortion. A federal judge in 
Missouri upheld these constitutional prin
ciples in striking down a similar state law in 
1987. 

The regulations are clearly designed to 
benefit agencies that were formerly ineli
gible for Title X funds because they do not 
provide information on all options available 
to pregnant women. In fact, the regulations 
require that the list of providers furnished to 
pregnant women include facilities that do 
not offer abortion information, referrals, or 
services. The regulations do not acknowledge 
that most such agencies are ideologically bi
ased, sometimes coercive, anti-abortion cen
ters. 

(2) The regulations require the Title X 
family planning services by "physically and 
financially separate" from privately funded 
abortion services offered by the same agen
cy. The President's stated purpose of erect
ing a "wall of separation" between these 
services is baseless. 

In a 1986 U.S. Supreme Court case (Babbitt 
v. Planned Parenthood of Central and Northern 
Arizona, 107 S.Ct. 391), the state of Arizona 
conceded that it could not prove that phys
ical separation was necessary for ensuring 
separation of privately and governmentally 
funded activities. Since its inception, Title X 
has focused on preventive services to avert 
unintended pregnancies, and has barred the 
use of federal funds for abortion services. Re
peated government audits have found no vio
lation of this law. 

INTERNATIONAL FAMILY PLANNING 

THE ISSUE 

Half the women in the developing world do 
not have access to family planning services. 
Where such services are offered, they are 
being used to capacity. Where they are not 
yet available, millions of women and their 
families suffer indescribable hardship as a 
result of too-early and too-frequent child
bearing. Illegal, often self-induced, abortion 
is a leading killer of women of childbearing 
age in the developing world. Conservative es
timates indicate that as many as 200,000 
women die each year from complications of 
illegal abortions. 

Although federal funds have not been used 
for abortion since the passage of the Helms 
Amendment in 1973, the administration has 
recently attempted to withhold funds from 
any foreign agency that spends its own 
money on abortion activities. The adminis
tration's "Mexico City policy" (named after 
the city where it was announced at the 1984 
United Nations International Conference on 
Population), bars most non-governmental 

foreign recipients of U.S. government family 
planning funds from underwriting any pro
gram that performs, advocates, refers, or 
counsels for abortions-even when those ac
tivities are paid for entirely with non-U.S. 
government funds, and are performed in 
countries where such activities are legal. 

The policy is embodied as a clause in all 
new grants and cooperative agreements that 
the Agency for International Development 
(AID) signs with private domestic agencies 
which support foreign family planning 
projects. 

The Mexico City policy endangers contra
ceptive programs that drastically reduce the 
need for abortion; poses additional health 
risks by denying women information on the 
availability of abortion, even in countries 
where abortion is legal; cuts off access to 
abortion where it is safe and legal; and pre
vents efforts to reform restrictive laws that 
make abortion illegal and dangerous in the 
developing world. The policy also violates 
the First Amendment rights of American 
citizens overseas to free speech and associa
tion. 

Each year, Family Planning International 
Assistance (FPIA), Planned Parenthood's 
international program, provides contracep
tive services and supplies to nearly four mil
lion individuals in 41 developing nations. 
Funded primarily by a cooperative agree
ment with AID, FPIA supports projects de
signed and implemented by indigenous agen
cies to increase access to voluntary contra
ception, train family planning personnel, and 
educate women and men about sexuality and 
contraception. FPIA has been rated by feder
ally sponsored evaluators as one of the most 
effective, efficient, and creative of all inter
national family planning agencies. 

Despite this glowing appraisal, the admin
istration is threatening to defund FPIA 
through the Mexico City policy. Planned 
Parenthood, whose agreement with AID was 
due to expire on December 31, 1987, nego
tiated an extension of the agreement 
through December 1988. Withdrawal of funds 
from FPIA would result in 380,000 additional 
unintentional pregnancies, 69,000 additional 
abortions, and 1,200 deaths from complica
tions of childbirth, miscarriage, and septic 
abortion according to a recent study by the 
University of Michigan School of Public 
Health. 

PUBLIC OPINION 

Most Americans recognize the critical need 
for increased family planning services in de
veloping nations and support U.S. aid for 
such programs. Recent polls show that: 

81 percent of Americans think health serv
ice programs carried out by developing coun
tries should include family planning (1) 

78 percent of American adults favor U.S. 
aid for birth control in developing nations 
(2); by a margin of almost three to one, 
Americans favor aid to countries where abor
tion is legal (1) 

In fact, a third of the American people 
think the U.S. should fund both family plan
ning and abortion projects in developing na
tions (1) 

91.5 percent of Americans polled in 1984 ei
ther did not know or incorrectly guessed the 
percentage of total U.S. foreign assistance 
allocated to family planning. When informed 
that the correct figure was approximately 
five percent, 40 percent of those who voiced 
an opinion thought this was too little; less 
than ten percent of those polled thought the 
allocation should be reduced (1). Yet the 
Reagan administration continually cut this 
allocation, which now stands at 1.8 percent 
of total foreign assistance appropriations. 
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By a two-to-one margin, Americans dis

approve of the U.S. providing foreign assist
ance to developing countries to strengthen 
their military defense capabilities (1); yet in 
1987, the U.S. government allocated 64.2 per
cent of its total foreign assistance budget of 
$13.4 billion to military and security assist
ance, but only 1.8 percent to family plan
ning. 

NOTES 

(1) "U.S. Population Assistance to Devel
oping Countries." Conducted for the Rocke
feller Foundation by The Gallup Organiza
tion, Inc., Princeton, N.J., July 1984. 

(2) "Public Attitudes About Sex Education, 
Family Planning, and Abortion in the United 
States." Conducted for The Planned Parent
hood Federation of America, Inc., by Louis 
Harris and Associates, Inc., New York, N.Y., 
Aug.-Sept. 1985. 

HEALTH CARE PROVIDERS 

According to a study by the Boston Univer
sity Schools of Medicine and Public Health, 
the regulations subject patients to serious 
health risks and providers to substantial 
legal liability risks. While presented by the 
Reagan administration as an antiabortion 
initiative, the regulations could in fact in
crease the number of abortions in the U.S. 
by drastically reducing access to contracep
tives. Many health care providers, unwilling 
to compromise their medical ethics or to 
risk liability for negligence, may be forced 
to give up a major portion of their funding 
and to cut back on services accordingly. The 
brunt of such a cutback would fall heaviest 
on the low-income women and teens served 
by Title X. These clients may lose what is 
for most of them their only source of contra
ceptive information and services-treatment 
that will remain readily available to women 
who can afford private consultations. 

Even without the new restrictions, Title X 
has not yet fully met the needs of millions of 
low-income women and teens: 56 percent of 
the nation's 9.5 million low-income women 
and 69 percent of the five million sexually 
active teens did not receive medically super
vised contraceptive care in 1983. That more 
than half of the six million pregnancies oc
curring each year are unintended is clear 
testimony to the need for expanded services 
and the disastrous effects threatened by the 
new restrictions. 

Although in October 1987 the U.S. Senate 
passed an amendment that would have 
blocked the regulations, the Conference 
Committee of the House and Senate later de
leted the amendment in response to the 
threat of a presidential veto of the entire 
spending bill. Instead, in the report accom
panying the bill, the conferees stressed the 
importance of making changes in the Title X 
program legislatively. 

Lawsuits in three jurisdictions have been 
brought challenging the legality and con
stitutionality of the regulations. A federal 
district court judge in Denver has granted a 
preliminary injunction in a suit brought by 
Planned Parenthood, ruling that the regula
tions violate the intent of Congress and the 
constitutional rights of women and provid
ers. Federal courts in New York City and 
Boston have also enjoined the regulations. 

PLANNED PARENTHOOD'S POSITION 

Congress and the courts should block the 
administration's new assault on Title X, as 
they have others in the past, and preserve 
the original intent of Title X mandated by 
Congress in 1970:' to reduce abortions by ex
panding access to contraception for those 
who need it most. 

Planned Parenthood will vigorously oppose 
the new regulations through all legal ave
nues, to ensure that comprehensive, con
fidential family planning services are avail
able to all who want them, regardless of 
their ability to pay. 

To fulfill the promise of Title X-extend
ing services to those still unserved, particu
larly teens-the current funding level of $136 
million must be increased at least to the 1981 
level of $161 million. In addition, $10 million 
is needed to speed the development of new, 
more effective contraceptive methods, and 
$10 million to fund education and informa
tion programs directed at vulnerable teens 
to reduce their rates of unintended preg
nancy and sexually transmitted diseases, in
cluding AIDS. 

PUBLIC OPINION 

Opposition to the new Title X regulations 
has been expressed by at least 36 state gov
ernments, the deans of all 25 of the nations' 
schools of public health, and more than 80 
national medical, religious, legal, and civil 
rights organizations, including: the Amer
ican Medical Association, the American Col
lege of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, the 
National Education Association, the Na
tional Council of Churches, the League of 
Women Voters, the American Civil Liberties 
Union, the National Urban League, and the 
Young Women's Christian Association. 

TITLE X 
Title X was signed into law in 1970. It is 

the only federal program specifically ear
marked for family planning. It has been ef
fective and scandal-free for over 20 years. 
Unfortunately, Title X has been attacked by 
groups and individuals opposed to federal 
support for contraception as well as abor
tion. 

Title X authorizes grants to non-profit 
agencies for the provision of preventive serv
ices to include natural family planning and 
infertility services, excluding abortion. 

Five million women a year receive family 
planning services from Title X funding. 

69% of these women are white, and 8 in 10 
have incomes below 150% of the poverty 
level. 

There are 5,000 family planning sites across 
the country. 

More than 800,000 unintended pregnancies a 
year are averted as a direct result of the fed
erally funded family planning program, more 
than one half of them among teenagers. 

More than half of these 800,000 would end in 
abortion. 

Each dollar invested in family planning by 
the government yields a saving of $4.40 in 
health and welfare costs in the following 
year alone. 

Sexual activity among teenagers has been 
increasing in the U.S. and elsewhere in the 
developed world for several decades. How
ever, the availability of contraception has 
not caused this increase: 88% of teenagers 
come to family planning clinics after they 
have been sexually active, often for more 
than a year. 

Western European countries with teenager 
sexual activity levels as high as those in the 
U.S. have far lower teen pregnancy rates. 

Title X legislation has been used as the po
litical trial balloon in the abortion con
troversy. Although Federal audits contin
ually support the fact that Title X money 
has not been and is not being used for abor
tion, misinformation and debilitating pro
posed amendments draw attention to abor
tion and force family planning providers to 
spend a great deal of energy fighting the 
amendments. 

THE TITLE X GAG RULE 

The Title X "gag rule" was promulgated 
under President Reagan and continued by 
the Bush administration. The government is 
withholding information about abortion 
from title X clients. A pregnant client in a 
Title X program must be denied information 
about abortion and referral to abortion serv
ices, and can only be given referral for pre
natal care. Failure to comply with this reso
lution will result in program defunding. 

Currently, some Title X programs are pro
tected from the "gag rule" by federal injunc
tion as appeals make their way toward the 
Supreme Court. 

New legislation-the Title X Pregnancy 
Counseling Act-would restore poor women's 
right to receive information about all preg
nancy options. 

CHOICE 

Planned Parenthood is committed to a pro
choice position. We believe that a woman 
must have access to all reproductive health 
options--contraception, prenatal care, abor
tion, adoption. We believe that it is a wom
an's right to make reproductive choices for 
herself as guaranteed by the constitutional 
right to privacy. 

We are also committed to reducing the 
number of abortions, recognizing that abor
tion is a last resort. 

Family planning is the best way to reduce 
the number of abortions. Prevention of unin
tended pregnancy is the primary service of
fered by family planning providers. Quality 
reproductive health care, education and con
traception are consistent services that can 
directly impact the abortion rate. 

In 1981, more than 800,000 unintended preg
nancies, 425,000 among teenagers, were avert
ed nationally as a result of family planning 
providers. In Texas, an estimated 56,000 preg
nancies were averted in 1981 as a result of 
federal and state funding for contraceptive 
services. 

It is estimated that before legalization of 
abortion, 720,000 illegal abortions were per
formed each year. (Fam. Plann. Persp., 1976) 

Poor women who would choose abortion 
are denied access to those services. During 
the year before and after the Hyde Amend
ment eliminated federal funding of abortion, 
the fertility rate among Medicaid-eligible 
Texas w6men increased 4.2% and 12% respec
tively. Birth rates for non-Medicaid-eligible 
Texas women those same years increased 
1.6% and .6%. 

In Texas, of reported women obtaining 
abortions in 1988, 55% were Anglo, 75% were 
single, 86% were in the first 12 weeks of preg
nancy. 

Those who sincerely seek to reduce the 
number of abortions might work actively 
and more effectively to: 

Make contraceptives easily available. 
Establish family life education programs 

in schools. 
Increase involvement of men in family 

planning issues. 
Support research for new and better birth 

control methods. 
Create a better environment for our chil

dren. 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. FAZIO]. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, we are back 
again to debate the most important 
bill that comes before this House every 
year, a bill that takes into consider
ation the real needs of individuals in 
our society and families, the elderly, 
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the sick, and the young who are so vul
nerable today in this age in which eco
nomic advance has come to a dead 
standstill. 

It is tragic that this President has 
made a decision to put all of the impor
tant programs at risk because of his in
ability to compromise just one iota on 
the whole question of letting people 
know what their reproductive rights 
are in the traditional manner in which 
every health provider and every pa
tient have always been able to operate 
under. 

We have heard a lot of talk from the 
other side today about abortion, but 
there is not one dime for public-funded 
abortions in this bill. In fact, in all the 
vetoes that have been cast by this 
President in the last year and others 
he has threatened have not been on 
publicly funded abortions. 

The other folks are afraid just to 
even talk about sexuality and to deal 
with the reality that sometimes wom
en's lives are seriously endangered by 
pregnancy. It is not always a successful 
event in the life of a woman. It is big 
Government. It is nannyism in the nth 
degree, an insult to those in our soci
ety who are women and deserve an 
equal chance, an equal opportunity to 
have a say about their lives. 

I think what is really tragic is that 
we have not really effectively put a co
alition together even now to fight for 
change. This fight that comes appro
priately in this bill to an end today 
will continue in many other venues and 
on other legislation still to come. 

The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
NATCHER] is doing the right thing. We 
are not holding anybody hostage today 
because we differ with the President, 
that almost two-thirds of us here in 
the House and over 70 percent of us in 
this country, but we are letting the 
word go forth today that the issue will 
be fought in every home, in ev y town 
and village and city in this country, 
every State in America. 

We are putting together a coalition, 
not just health professional groups, the 
people you might expect to be in
volved-like the American Medical As
sociation, the American Nurses Asso
ciation, the American Psychiatric As
sociation, the American College of Ob
stetrics and Gynecology-but we are 
going to be getting the PTA's involved. 

We are going to be getting the other 
community-based groups that are sen
sitive to the needs of women, and we 
are going to put Members of Congress 
from both sides of the aisle in this or
ganization. We are going to be biparti
san. We are going to be committed. We 
are going to fight for the principles 
that this effort to repeal the gag rule 
embodies and when we come back to 
title X, when we come back to this bill 
again, we will have the two-thirds ma
jority to make sure the American peo
ple have their way in the House of Rep
resen ta ti ves. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 2707, 
the revised Labor, Health and Human Serv
ices and Related Agencies conference report. 

It is indeed tragic that this President, who 
governs by veto, has rejected our largest do
mestic bill-the bill that funds basic benefits 
and services for American families. At the 
height of this Republican recession, he has 
put in jeopardy 205 billion dollars' worth of 
funding for education, from Head Start to col
lege loans. He has risked funding for child
hood immunization, the foster care and adop
tion assistance program, child care, Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children, and infant 
mortality initiatives. He has threatened funding 
for cancer research and women's health pro
grams. 

He has placed these-and more-vital pro
grams at risk all because on the issue of 
choice he is wedded to the extreme position, 
one that is at odds with the vast majority of 
the American people. He has done this all be
cause he is incontrovertibly committed to his 
oppressive gag rule policy. which prevents 
doctors in federally funded family planning 
clinics from even discussing abortion with their 
patients. This is an affront against all women. 
It not only denies women dependent on Fed
eral funding the right to know all of their op
tions but implies that they are unable, if so in
formed, to make sound, responsible decisions. 

Even if a woman's health is seriously en
dangered by her pregnancy, this gag rule pre
vents her doctor from telling her the truth 
about her choices. 

This restraint is even more alarming be
cause it goes beyond interference with a wom
an's reproductive health care. This onerous 
regulation is a direct assault on our first 
amendment right to freedom of speech. The 
gag rule is unprecedented Government inter
ference with the confidential doctor-patient re
lationship and has been denounced by every 
major medical group, including the American 
Medical Association and the American Nurses 
Association. The gag rule dictates to our Na
tion's medical community what they can and 
cannot talk about with their own patients. The 
gag rule blocks women knowing about their 
legal medical options. 

For this reason, those of us here in Con
gress who believe in the confidentiality of the 
doctor-patient relationship are going to form a 
coalition with the medical profession in a cam
paign to overturn this heinous regulation. We 
have the support of the majority of the medical 
community, including the American Medical 
Association, the American Nurses Association, 
the American Psychiatric Association, the Na
tional Medical Association, and the American 
College of Obstetrics and Gynecology. 

The President has struck a devastating blow 
aimed directly at American families and Amer
ican women just to appease a single interest 
group. This is one of the worst examples of 
governing by special interest politics. 

And now, in order to protect this crucial in
vestment in our health care system and our 
families provided in this bill, Chairman NATCH
ER has appropriately stripped the gag rule lan
guage from his bill and brought it back to the 
floor of the House. 

We cannot buy into the President's political 
game. We must have our priorities straight
even if he does not. I urge my colleagues on 

both sides of the aisle to support passage of 
the revised Labor, Health and Human Serv
ices and Related Agencies conference report. 
A vote for H.R. 2707 is a vote for American 
families and for the quality of our lives. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to my friend and top gun and 
leader from California, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DORNAN]. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my friend and col
league for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the Presidential 
candidates in our country in two dif
ferent Presidential races, who is a lead
er in this Nation, a liberal leader, he 
misread the polls, I mean that sin
cerely, misread loaded biased polling 
and switched on this life issue. I am 
convinced that someday he will return 
to the truth, because he is a Protestant 
Minister. 

Here are his words from January 1977, 
before a thousand people at a pro-life 
gathering 4 years after Roe versus 
Wade. Listen to the burning truth of 
these words. I will jump four para
graphs ahead and then come back to 
the opening. 

Life is the highest human good not on its 
own naturalistic merits, but because life is 
supernatural, a gift from God. Therefore, life 
is the highest human good because life is sa
cred. 

Here is his opening: 
The question of 'life' is The Question of the 

20th century. 
And by the way, as a footnote, that is 

why this issue keeps coming back in 
appropriations bills where it should not 
be fought. It should be in the author
ization process, and why it is going to 
be with us whoever among us is longest 
in his career, with or without term 
limits, 12, 15, 25, 30 years from today, 
this issue will not go away because it is 
the question of the 20th and probably 
the 21st century. 

Back to this Reverend, a great leader 
and political Presidential candidate, 
maybe again, probably not this year: 

Race and poverty are dimensions of the life 
question, but discussions about abortion 
have brought the issue into focus in a much 
sharper way. How will we respect and under
stand the nature of life itself is the over
riding moral issue, not of the Black race, but 
of the human race. 

The question of abortion confronts me in 
several different ways. First, although I do 
not profess to be a biologist, I have studied 
biology and know something about life from 
the point of view of the natural scientist. 
Second, I am a minister of the gospel and, 
therefore, feel that abortion has a religious 
and moral dimension that I must consider. 
Third, I was born out of wedlock-

And so was his mother, by the way
and against the advice that my mother re
ceived from her doctor-

Early-planned parenthood types--
and therefore abortion is a personal issue for 
me. 

From my perspective, human life is the 
highest good, the summum bonum. Human 
life itself is the highest human good and God 
is the Supreme good because, He is the giver 
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of life. That is my philosophy. Everything I 
do proceeds from that religious and philo
sophical premise. Life is the highest good 
and therefore you fight for life, using every 
means consistent with that end. 

And I repeat that paragraph I opened 
with: 

Life is the highest human good, not on its 
own naturalist merits, but because life is su
pernatural, a gift from God. Therefore, life is 
sacred. 

That is the Reverend Jesse Jackson, 
January, 1977, and I know, Reverend 
Jackson, someday you will come back 
to the ringing truth of those burning 
and eternal words. 

Here is yesterday's headline in one of 
the papers in town, "Failed Abortion 
Leaves Baby Without An Arm." That is 
the front page. That is a conservative 
newspaper. 

Here is the New York Times, deep in 
the B section, and it is a New York 
issue: "Abortion Doctor Held As Baby 
Loses Arm." 

The flesh wound was consistent with the 
arm being severed. The arm was not found in 
the mother's womb. 

It is interesting that this abortionist 
is also up on sex abuse charges for 
harassing a woman at her first checkup 
after an abortion. 

We are discussing life issues in this 
bill and it is because the majority still 
misreads the polls. Most Americans are 
against most abortions. Try to con
tradict that. You cannot, that is a fact. 
That is modern history. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the articles 
above referred to, as follows: 

FAILED ABORTION LEAVES BABY WITHOUT AN 
ARM 

(By Joyce Price) 
A New York doctor has been charged with 

performing an illegal and unsuccessful 
eighth-month abortion in which, police say, 
the baby's right arm was sheared off just 
below the shoulder. 

The infant, a 31h-pound girl, was born alive 
the day after the botched abortion. Now 4 
weeks old, she is in good health except for 
the injury. 

Dr. Abu Hayat, 61, an obstetrician-gyne
cologist licensed in New York since 1973, 
"categorically denies having performed or 
having attempted to perform an abortion" 
on the baby's mother, Rosa Rodriguez, his 
attorney, Jeffrey M. Rubin, said yesterday. 

Dr. Hayat was charged with "second-de
gree abortion." He was charged last month 
with sexually abusing a female patient dur
ing a follow-up examination after she had an 
abortion at his office, police said. 

Miss Rodriguez, 20, told Dr. Hayat she be
lieved she was three or four months preg
nant, said her attorney, Jeffrey Lichtman. 
Rather than do a sonogram, the standard 
method to determine gestation, Mr. 
Lichtman said, Dr. Hayat merely "performed 
a routine pelvic examination" on Miss 
Rodriguez and gave her "a pat on the 
tummy.'' 

New York state law prohibits abortions 
after 24 weeks of pregnancy except in cases 
where the life of the mother is endangered. 
Mr. Lichtman said Miss Rodriguez was in her 
32nd week of pregnancy and in "good 
health." 

The abortion clinic was described as 
"filthy" in a report in yesterday's New York 
Post. 

Both pro-life and pro-choice advocates ex
pressed horror at the report. 

Pro-choicers acknowledged "mistakes are 
made" in some abortions but said cases like 
this are "extremely rare," less than 1 per
cent. 

Pro-lifers agreed that nightmare situations 
like the Rodriguez case are probably not 
common. But some charged that abortion-re
lated deaths and serious injuries occur more 
frequently than most people are aware. 

For example, Tim Alexander of the Amer
ican Rights Coalition cited two cases this 
month-one in Las Vegas and one in Hous
ton-in which young women died shortly 
after undergoing legal abortions. 

According to a report in the Houston Post, 
the 17-year-old victim there was 22 weeks 
pregnant and started bleeding after an abor
tion she had in the morning. By 6:30 p.m. she 
was dead. 

In the Las Vegas case, a 21-year-old woman 
who underwent an abortion died after blood 
collected in her stomach as a result of a per
forated ulcer, according to the Las Vegas Re
view-Journal. 

Complications are greatest in third-tri
mester abortions. Barbara Radford, execu
tive director of the National Abortion Fed
eration, said they constitute "significantly 
less than 1 percent" of all the nearly 1.4 mil
lion abortions performed in this country an
nually. 

Such abortions are "performed primarily 
for serious health reasons and serious fetal 
anomalies," according to Stanley Henshaw, 
deputy director of research for the Alan 
Guttmacher Institute, a family planning re
search organization. 

But he acknowledged that "a lot of mis
takes are made about gestational age," 
which undoubtedly results in some third-tri
mester abortions performed for non-medical 
reasons. 

Both Mr. Henshaw and Ms. Radford said 
they'd never heard of anyone performing an 
eighth-month abortion and had to believe it 
was not intentional. "If he'd used sonog
raphy, he would have been pretty aware of 
gestational age," Mr. Henshaw said. 

Carol Everett of Dallas, a former partici
pant in second- and third-trimester abor
tions who is now an avid pro-lifer, said Miss 
Rodriguez's baby undoubtedly was injured 
during an abortion procedure known as dila
tion and evacuation. 

She said cases of infants surviving such 
abortions with missing limbs are "pretty un
common." But she insists a lot of third-tri
mester abortions are being performed se
cretly. The average price of late-term abor
tions, she and others said, is about $1,500-
three to five times more than the fee for 
abortions in the first trimester. 

The American Rights Coalition has a toll
free number people can call to report abor
tion-related deaths and injuries. Mr. Alexan
der said that in the past month, he has re
ceived calls from 8 women who suffered per
forated uteruses, 5 who required 
hysterectomies and 25 who developed infec
tions as a result of fetal tissue left behind in 
an incomplete abortion. 

From those reports and from newspaper 
stories and medical journals, Mr. Alexander 
estimates 200 to 300 abortion-related deaths 
in the United States this year, with injuries 
"in the thousands." 

How WE RESPECT LIFE IS OVERRIDING MORAL 
ISSUE 

(By the Rev. Jesse L. Jackson) 
The question of "life" is The Question of 

the 20th century, Race and poverty are di-

mensions of the life question, but discussions 
about abortion have brought the issue into 
focus in a much sharper way. How we will re
spect and understand the nature of life itself 
is the over-riding moral issue, not of the 
Black race, but of the human race. 

The question of abortion confronts me in 
several different ways. First, although I do 
not profess to be a biologist, I have studied 
biology and know something about life from 
the point of view of the natural sciences. 
Second, I am a minister of the Gospel and 
therefore, feel that abortion has a religious 
and moral dimension that I must consider. 
Third, I was born out of wedlock (and 
against the advice that my mother received 
from her doctor) and therefore abortion is a 
personal issue for me. 

From my perspective, human life is the 
highest good, the summun bonun. Human 
life itself is the highest human good and God 
is the supreme good because He is the giver 
of life. That is my philosophy. Everything I 
do proceeds from that religious and philo
sophical premise. Life is the highest good 
and therefore you fight for life, using means 
consistent with that end. 

Life is the highest human good not on its 
own naturalistic merits, but because life is 
supernatural, a gift from God. Therefore, life 
is the highest human good because life is sa
cred. Biologically speaking, thousands of 
male sperms are ejaculated into the female 
reproductive tract during sexual intercourse 
but only once in a while do the egg and 
sperm bring about fertilization. Some call 
that connection accidental but I choose to 
call it providential. It takes three to make a 
baby: a man, a woman and the Holy Spirit. 

I believe in family planning. I do not be
lieve that families ought to have children, as 
some people did where I was growing up, by 
the dozens. I believe in methods of contra
ception-prophylactics, pills, rhythm, etc. I 
believe in sex education. We ought to teach 
it in the home, the school, the church, and 
on the television. I think that if people are 
properly educated sexually they will appre
ciate the act and know its ultimate function, 
purpose and significance. 

Only the name has changed. 
In the abortion debate one of the crucial 

questions is when does life begin. Anything 
growing is living. Therefore human life be
gins when the sperm and egg join and drop 
into the fallopian tube and the pulsation of 
life take place. From that point, life may be 
described differently (as an egg, embryo, 
fetus, baby, child, teenager, adult), but the 
essence is the same. The name has changed 
but the game remains the same. 

Human beings cannot give or create life by 
themselves, it is really a gift from God. 
Therefore, one does not have the right to 
take away (through abortion) that which he 
does not have the ability to give. 

Some argue, suppose the woman does not 
want to have the baby. They say the very 
fact that she does not want the baby means 
that the psychological damage to the child is 
reason enough to abort the baby. I disagree. 
The solution to that problem is not to kill 
the innocent baby, but to deal with her val
ues and her attitude toward life-that which 
has allowed her not to want the baby. Deal 
with the attitude that would allow her to 
take away that which she cannot give. 

Some women argue that the man does not 
have the baby and will not be responsible for 
the baby after it is born, therefore it is all 
right to kill the baby. Again the logic is off. 
The premise is that the man is irresponsible. 
If that is the problem, then deal with mak
ing him responsible. Deal with what you are 
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dealing with, not with the weak, innocent 
and unprotected baby. The essence of Jesus' 
message dealt with this very problem-the 
problem of the inner attitude and motivation 
of a person. "If in your heart . . . " was his 
central message. The actual abortion (effect) 
is merely the logical conclusion of a prior at
titude (cause) that one has toward life itself. 
Deal with the cause not merely the effect 
when abortion is the issue. 

PLEASURE, PAIN AND SUFFERING 

Some of the most dangerous arguments for 
abortion stem from popular judgments about 
life's ultimate meaning, but the logical con
clusion of their position is never pursued. 
Some people may, unconsciously, operate 
their lives as if pleasure is life's highest 
good, and pain and suffering man's greatest 
enemy. That position, if followed to its log
ical conclusion, means that that which pro
hibits pleasure should be done away with by 
whatever means are necessary. By the same 
rationale , whatever means are necessary 
should be used to prevent suffering and pain. 
My position is not to negate pleasure nor 
elevate suffering, but merely in argue 
against their being elevated to an ultimate 
end of life. Because if they are so elevated, 
anything, including murder and genocide, 
can be carried out in their name. 

Often people who analyze and operate in 
the public sphere (some sociologists, doctors, 
politicians, etc.) are especially prone to 
argue in these ways. Sociologists argue for 
population control on the basis of a shortage 
of housing, food, space, etc. I raise two issues 
at this point: (1 ) It is strange that they 
choose to start talking about population 
control at the same time that Black people 
in America and people of color around the 
world are demanding their rightful place as 
human citizens and their rightful share of 
the material wealth in the world. (2) People 
of color are for the most part powerless with 
regard to decisions made about population 
control. Given the history of people of color 
in the modern world we have no reason to as
sume that whites are going to look out for 
our best interests. 

Politicians argue for abortion largely be
cause they do not want to spend the nec
essary money to feed, clothe and educate 
more people. Here arguments for inconven
ience and economic savings take precedence 
over arguments for human value and human 
life. I read recently where a politician from 
New York was justifying abortion because 
they had prevented 10,000 welfare babies from 
being born and saved the state $15 million. In 
my mind serious moral questions arise when 
politicians are willing to pay welfare moth
ers between $300 to $1000 to have an abortion, 
but will not pay $30 for a hot school lunch 
program to the already born children of 
these same mothers. 

I think the economic objections are not 
valid today because we are confronted with a 
whole new economic problem. The basic and 
historic economic problem has been the in
ability to feed everyone in the world even if 
the will were there to do so. They could not 
produce enough to do the job even if they 
wanted to. An agrarian and disconnected 
world did not possess the ability to solve the 
basic economic problem. That was tragic, 
but hardly morally reprehensible. Today, 
however, we do not have the same economic 
problem. Our world is basically urban, indus
trial, interconnected, and technological so 
that we now, generally speaking, have the 
ability to feed the peoples of the world but 
lack the political and economic will to do so. 
That would require basic shifts of economic 
and political power in the world and we are 

not willing to pay that price-the price of 
justice. The problem now is not the ability 
to produce but the ability to distribute just
ly. 

Psychiatrists, social workers and doctors 
often argue for abortion on the basis that 
the child will grow up mentally and emotion
ally scared. But who of us is complete? If in
completeness were the criteria for taking 
life we would all be dead. If you can justify 
abortion on the basis of emotional incom
pleteness, then your logic could also lead 
you that killing for other forms of incom
pleteness-blindness, crippleness, old age. 

Life is public and universal. 
There are those who argue that the right 

to privacy is of higher order than the right 
to life. I do not share that view. I believe 
that life is not private, but rather it is public 
and universal. If one accepts the position 
that life is private, and therefore you have 
the right to do with it as you please, one 
must also accept the conclusion of that 
logic. That was the premise of slavery. You 
could not protest the existence or treatment 
of slaves on the plantation because that was 
private and therefore outside of your right to 
be concerned. 

Another area that concerns me greatly, 
namely because I know how it has been used 
with regard to race, is the psycholinguistics 
involved in this whole issue of abortion. If 
something can be dehumanized through the 
rhetoric used to describe it, then the major 
battle has been won. So when American sol
diers can drop bombs on Vietnam and melt 
the faces and hands of children into a hunk 
of rolling protoplasm and in their minds say 
they have not maimed or killed a fellow 
human being, something terribly wrong and 
sick has gone on in that mind. That is why 
the Constitution called us three-fifths 
human and then whites further dehumanized 
us by calling us "niggers." It was part of the 
dehumanizing process. The first step was to 
distort the image of us as human beings in 
order to justify that which they wanted to do 
and not even feel like they had done any
thing wrong. These advocates of taking life 
prior to birth do not call it killing or mur
der, they call it abortion. They further never 
talk about aborting a baby because that 
would imply something human. Rather they 
talk about aborting the fetus . Fetus sounds 
less than human and therefore can be justi
fied. 

In conclusion, even if one does take life by 
aborting the baby, as a minister of Jesus 
Christ I must also inform and/or remind you 
that there is a doctrine of forgiveness. The 
God I serve is a forgiving God. The men who 
killed President John F. Kennedy and Dr. 
Martin Luther King, Jr. can be forgiven. Ev
eryone can come to the mercy seat and find 
forgiveness and acceptance. But, and this 
may be the essence of my argument, suppose 
one is so hard-hearted and so indifferent to 
life until he assumes that there is nothing 
for which to be forgiven. What happens to 
the mind of a person, and the moral fabric of 
a nation, that accepts the aborting of the life 
of a baby without a pang of conscience? 
What kind of a person, and what kind of a so
ciety will we have 20 years hence if life can 
be taken so casually? 

It is that question, the question of our at
titude, our value system, and our mind-set 
with regard to the nature and worth of life 
itself that is the central question confront
ing mankind. Failure to answer that ques
tion affirmatively may leave us with a hell 
right here on earth. 

November 22, 1991 
ABORTION DOCTOR HELD AS BABY LOSES ARM 

(By the Associated Press) 
A Manhattan doctor was arrested yester

day in connection with an attempted abor
tion that resulted in severing the arm of a 
child who was born alive, the police said. 

Dr. Abu Hayat of 9 Avenue A, was arrested 
at his clinic in the Lower East Side at 12:30 
P.M., said a police spokesman, Detective Jo
seph Gallagher. 

The arrest followed an investigation that 
began Oct. 27, when Rosa Rodriquez, 20 years 
old, gave birth at Jamaica Hospital in 
Queens to a girl whose right arm was miss
ing, Detective Gallagher said. 

The premature child, who was between 30 
and 32 weeks old at birth, was transferred to 
the New York Hospital, where she was in sta-
ble condition. · 

The flesh wound was consistent with the 
arm being severed," Detective Gallagher 
said. "The arm was not found in the moth
er's womb." 

The mother told the police she had gone to 
an abortion clinic, where "someone at
tempted an abortion and the arm was sev
ered," he said. 

Dr. Hayat was charged with an act of abor
tion, attempting an abortion in the third tri
mester, said Officer Andrew Mclnnis, police 
spokesman. As a result of the investigation 
Dr. Hayat was also charged with third-degree 
sexual abuse as a result of a separate inci
dent, the police said. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Mrs. BOXER]. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
deserves our vote, but it was so much 
better before the President and a mi
nority of this House removed freedom 
from it. 

What does freedom mean? Freedom 
means all Americans are created equal 
under the law. Freedom means that all 
of us have the right to freedom of 
speech and freedom of religion. 

The policy of this administration on 
heal th care does violence to our free
doms. This veto was a totalitarian 
veto. This President has ordered the 
gagging of our health care workers. 
They can no longer tell a woman that 
abortion is legal in our country. 
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Mr. Speaker, I listened to my good 

friend from California. I want to point 
out that physicians are now gagged in 
heal th care clinics, and even if a 
woman has been raped, that physician 
cannot tell her that abortion is legal in 
this country. The President says he is 
not gagging physicians. He has put out 
a policy that says he has not. 

Ask the physicians. They say they 
are gagged. Who do you believe? The 
physicians are gagged. 

Who is next? Teachers, writers, re
porters, Members of Congress? 

Women in health care clinics will not 
get equal treatment from their doctors, 
because their doctors are gagged. We 
need to stand up in this House as men 
and women, Republicans and Demo
crats, and give voice to those gagged 
professionals and the thousands of 
American women who are forced into 
ignorance. 
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This issue will not go away, because 

it is about the heart and soul of Amer
ica. Our freedoms, our rights, our coun
try. 

We will keep it before the American 
people so that they understand that 
the party that says it wanted to get 
Government off the backs of the people 
has put itself smack in the middle of 
our lives. 

What gives the President the right to 
do this? One-third of this Congress and 
a very cruel veto pen. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ha
waii [Mrs. MINK]. 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. NATCH
ER], the chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Appropriations, for yielding this 
time to me. 

I too intend to vote for this bill de
spite my deep disappointment that it 
has been gutted of a very important 
principle. 

Mr. Speaker, I serve on the Commit
tee on Education and Labor, and I 
know how important the funds are to 
the educational community. I have 
worked very hard to get special provi
sions in this bill with reference to 
women's health issues. I am concerned 
about labor issues and about children. 

So there is no question that I must 
vote for this bill despite my disappoint
ment. 

But in all the years that I have prac
ticed law and I have participated in 
politics, I believe there were two car
dinal principles that could never be 
violated, and that was the right of 
privileged communication between a 
doctor and the patient and between 
lawyers and their clients. 

We are, by yielding to the pressures 
that exist in our society, small minded, 
unthinking, unbelieving in the basic 
principles of our Bill of Rights, by cut
ting out and diminishing the protec
tions of our law, of our common law, of 
our customs, of all the things that are 
part of our society, we are now de
stroying this very basic belief that 
what a doctor and a patient commu
nicate to each other is privileged, is sa
cred, is private. 

Henceforth, merely because Federal 
funds are going into a Planned Parent 
clinic, a doctor cannot exercise this 
freedom of having this relationship 
with their clients and being able to feel 
free that he or she, as a physician, can 
give the full benefit of his or her 
knowledge to this particular patient. 

I wonder what is next. I think that 
all the women in this society need to 
think about what is next. Are they 
going to tell our schools, our colleges, 
all our other public heal th services 
that they too will be gagged next? 

This is the caution that we have to 
carry to our constituents. 

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

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I thank Mr. DELAY. I thank the gentleman 
the gentleman for yielding this time to for yielding to me. 
me. Mr. Speaker, I would be glad to do 

Mr. Speaker, I would have preferred that. 
the original bill, and I want to com
pliment Chairman NATCHER; he was 
very courageous in offering that bill. 

I want to say that I am proud of the 
fact that every Democratic woman in 
the House supported the original bill 
and supported the repeal. 

But I do want to point out that there 
are some things in this bill some of us 
have worked very, very hard on, and I 
am very pleased that the chairman and 
others saw fit to put it in. 

I had asked for $50 million for re
search for breast cancer, and the com
mittee put in-it is confirmed-$42 mil
lion for more research for breast can
cer. That may seem like a lot of 
money, but I have to tell you that in 
the last decade when we lost 100,000 
people to AIDS-and I am a big sup
porter of AIDS research-we lost 
400,000 women to breast cancer. 

Well, we know 45,000 women are 
going to die of breast cancer this year. 
We know approximately 175,000 women 
in the United States will be diagnosed 
with breast cancer. It is an epidemic, 
and we do not treat it as an epidemic. 

We were able to get mammography 
coverage in Medicare, and we think we 
may save 4,000 lives because of that 
early detection. 

But we do not have mammography 
coverage in every public and private 
hospital plan in this country, and that 
is reprehensible to me. And I believe 
very strongly that until we see equity 
toward women's health issues, we will 
not stop in our pursuit of getting more 
money for ovarian cancer, 
osteoporosis, cervical cancer, and other 
female-dominated diseases and, yes, 
prostate cancer, which occurs more 
often in men. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I say thank you to 
the chairman, I thank him for his good 
effort and for the bill that we have at 
hand. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. EMERSON]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, the reason I interrupted 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DELA Y]-and I am sorry he did not 
have more time-but I wanted to ask 
him if he would, with respect to the 
letter that he was reading from and the 
materials from Planned Parenthood, 
that he was quoting, if he would put 
those in the RECORD. I think some
times we have the feeling that there is 
some misconstruction being put upon 
such documentation, and I wonder if 
the gentleman would just put it in the 
RECORD and share that for all those 
who may read the RECORD. 

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

Mr. EMERSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

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

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

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, may I in
sert in the RECORD this material under 
the general rules during the period of 
my speech? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Not with 
illustrations, but text may be included. 

Mr. DELAY. I have no illustrations, 
just the text for the RECORD during my 
speech. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection the gentleman from Texas 
may insert the material in the RECORD. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 

support the passage of the Labor/HHS/ 
Education appropriations bill. We fi
nally have a bill that the President 
will sign-and it's high time. This bill 
is the culmination of many months of 
hard work by Chairman N4TCHER, 
ranking member PURSELL, and the rest 
of the Appropriations Subcommittee. 
This is a good bill, and I commend my 
colleagues who worked so long and so 
well. 

I am pleased to be able to support 
this bill which funds cancer and Alz
heimer's research, Head Start, and im
pact aid; which directs the National 
Cancer Institute to prioritize on pros
tate, ovarian, breast, and cervical can
cer; and which funds vocational edu
cation, chapter 1 programs, immuniza
tion programs, and energy assistance 
for low-income folks. It's a shame that 
such a good bill was held hostage for so 
long by abortion supporters. If abor
tion supporters in Congress had not in
sisted on using taxpayer dollars to 
refer women to abortion mills, this bill 
would have been law long ago. 
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Let us pass the bill today, send it to 
the President for his signature. We 
have waited too long for cancer fund
ing, for health, and for education. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York [Mrs. LOWEY]. 

Mrs. LOWEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of the Labor
HHS conference report. 

They don't call this America's bill 
for nothing. 

As usual, Chairman NATCHER has 
crafted a bill on which our entire Na
tion relies for improving education for 
quality health care and for programs 
that will aid our families and spur our 
economy at this time of recession. 

Every single taxpaying citizen in our 
Nation will be touched by this bill, and 
they all owe a debt of gratitude to Mr. 
NATCHER and the entire subcommittee 
for the fine work that they have done. 
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It was tragic when the President ig

nored the pleas of American citizens 
who are desperately in need of assist
ance and vetoed this bill, which con
tains antirecession tonic and healing 
relief for our families. 

But it was even more tragic when the 
President insisted on a policy that is 
illegal, immoral, and insulting to every 
woman in America. 

That policy is the gag rule-a rule 
which gags free speech, deprives women 
and doctors of their fundamental 
rights, and even worse, threatens the 
heal th and the very lives of women 
across this Nation. 

The women of America are not sim
ply disappointed that the President 
continues to insist on this policy, we 
are enraged. 

And today, as Congress approves 
much-needed health and education leg
islation, absent the antigag rule provi
sions, we are here to say: We are not 
going to forget, we are not going to for
give, and we are going to prevail. 

When the President wielded his veto 
pen for the 24th time, it was his own 
doing, and it was his own undoing. He 
abandoned the women of America and 
the women of America will not stand 
for it. 

We will fight unceasingly for our fun
damental freedoms, for quality medical 
care, and for new leadership that does 
not ignore the needs of America's 
women. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is excellent and 
much needed. But it is also a mile
stone, a milestone by which we will 
mark our slow but certain progress to
ward overturning the President's veto 
and overturning the gag rule. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Indi
ana [Ms. LONG]. 

Ms. LONG. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in reluctant support of the Labor-HHS
Education appropriation bill. I thank 
the committee for their hard work to 
bring this bill to the floor. But I am 
dismayed that the bill we will approve 
later today limits the first amendment 
rights of American women and their 
doctors. This bill prohibits health care 
providers from telling the truth. And 
that is unconscionable. 

For more than 200 years, American 
men and women have lost their lives 
defending their right to tell the truth, 
to speak out-as guaranteed in our Na
tion's Constitution. 

Yet, last week, a minority of the 
Members of this body joined our Presi
dent to tell competent, professional 
health care providers that they cannot 
tell their patients the truth. Or, they 
can tell their patients only a part of 
the truth, and then they must be si
lent-gagged by the very body that has 
sworn to "support and defend" our 
Constitution against all enemies, for
eign and domestic. I am saddened that 
last week we failed to protect our Con
stitution from such a domestic enemy. 

Mr. Speaker, many of my colleagues 
have tried to frame this debate as an 
abortion issue. But it is not. It is a free 
speech issue. It is about the Constitu
tion. It is about the laws that govern 
our Nation. But, last week, the Presi
dent and a minority of the Members of 
the House of Representatives severely 
restricted the rights of health care pro
fessionals in 4,000 title X funded clinics 
across the country. We told these doc
tors and nurses that they cannot tell 
the truth, they cannot give their pa
tients all the medical options avail
able. 

But, Mr. Speaker, everyone is this 
Chamber knows that if a woman has 
money, has the funds available to pay 
for a private doctor, she will get all the 
information that affects her body. She 
can buy her choices. But the 4 million 
lower income women who depend on 
federally funded clinics for their heal th 
care cannot afford to buy their infor
mation, to buy the luxury of having a 
doctor tell them the truth. These 4 mil
lion women look to the staffs of their 
local health clinics for medical treat
ment and guidance-and what will they 
see? Doctors and nurses in white coats, 
with stethoscopes around their necks 
and zippers over their lips. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is the best this 
Congress can approve this year. But, 
Mr. Speaker, next year my colleagues 
and I will continue to work to ensure 
that lower income women have access 
to the same medical information and 
choices that upper income women 
enjoy. And we will work so that doc
tors and nurses can once again enjoy 
the freedom of speech, the freedom to 
tell the truth that our Constitution 
guarantees. And I promise that we will 
work to remove the gags that limits 
that speech and keep these profes
sionals from telling the truth to their 
patients. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. PELOSI]. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
NATCHER] for yielding, and I thank him 
for his leadership in bringing this legis
lation to the floor. The chairman of the 
subcommittee has served this issue 
very well in helping us come out of the 
Committee on Appropriations to the 
committee with the bill that was the 
right bill for us to pass. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, the 
President of the United States chose to 
veto that bill, and from our high school 
Latin we know what "veto" means. 

"Veto" means "I forbid," and in 
vetoing the bill the President of the 
United States said, "I forbid women to 
have their medical options be known to 
them. I forbid poor women to have the 
same doctor-patient relationship that 
women of means have. I forbid women 
to be able to be treated with respect by 
receiving information that is necessary 
for their personal heal th. I for bid 
women to be told the truth." 

Mr. Speaker, I will support this legis
lation, as I have said in the beginning, 
but I do so with the statement that we 
must in next year's bill make it very 
clear to the American people that 
women have the same constitutional 
rights as others. 

Mr. Speaker, on this floor I cannot 
ever recall a time when we discussed or 
debated men's health issues, but, when 
it comes to women's health issues, the 
women of America want their word and 
their thinking to be respected on it. 
So, let it be very clear to the women of 
America that, while we support this 
bill and all of the great things it does 
for our country in terms of education 
and health, that we will not let this 
matter rest, that we must rectify this 
situation, and we must not let any 
President of the United States forbid 
the women of America to the rights 
they are entitled to under the Con
stitution of the United States. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Washington [Mrs. UNSOELD]. 

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of this very important bill, 
and I commend the chairman, the mi
nority ranking member of the commit
tee, particularly the chairman, for 
what he is bringing to the American 
public in this bill. After all, this bill 
handles the medical research, college 
loans and grants for students, so much 
that is important to every American 
man, woman, child, and family, and I 
commend the chairman particularly 
for his attempt to override the Presi
dent's veto. 

But while we celebrate what is in 
this bill, we also must lament what has 
been omitted because of that veto by 
the President. Women throughout the 
centuries have been held in bondage in 
one form or another. They have been 
sold off as wives or prostitutes, they 
have been cremated live on their hus
bands' funeral pyres, they have been 
prohibited from driving. In our own 
country women are no strangers to the 
bondage. They were denied the right to 
vote for too long, they were not al
lowed to own property or borrow 
money without their husbands' signa
ture. This President wants to continue 
this history of bondage by keeping 
some women in ignorance. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. PURSELL] for yielding this 
time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I am filled with mixed 
emotions about this bill. The health of 
the Nation is something that we all 
should be concerned about. We have a 
lot of problems to deal with, and this 
bill certainly deals with a lot of them 
in a very positive way. 

But one of the things I have been 
harping on this whole past year has 



November 22, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 34049 
been the budget deficit and what that 
is going to do to the economy of this 
country, and this particular bill goes 
$22 billion over last year. That is an in
crease of 11.8 percent, and, not only are 
we spending $22 billion more than last 
year, almost a 12-percent increase, but 
we are also, in addition, forward-fund
ing into the next fiscal year about $4.3 
billion. 
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That means that we are going beyond 

the budget agreement, that we are cir
cumventing the budget agreement. 
This year we are going to have a 400-
billion dollar deficit. At least that is 
what I have said time and time again, 
but it has been brought to my atten
tion today that it is really going to be 
a 480-billion dollar deficit if we look at 
the true figures. 

We have a $4 trillion national debt, 
and yet we are going $4.3 billion over 
this year's budget agreement into next 
year to make a hole we are going to 
have to fill later on. We cannot con
tinue to do business like that. 

Obviously, the health of the Nation is 
very important, but if we continue to 
spend beyond our means, as we have 
this year and in the past, if we con
tinue to do that into the future, we are 
not going to have a health system and 
we are going to bankrupt the whole 
country. 

So I just say to my colleagues, let us 
take a hard look and make priorities in 
spending. Let us prioritize the pro
grams, not only in the area of health 
but in every area of Government. If we 
do not start prioritizing, if we continue 
throwing money at every single issue 
that we think is important, we will 
never get control of spending and the 
budget deficit will continue to esca
late. 

In 2 years we are going to have close 
to a 5-trillion dollar national debt. The 
interest on that will be $400 billion, 
just the interest alone, and we are not 
going to be able to deal with these as
tronomical figures. We are digging a 
tremendous hole for our children. They 
are going to have to deal with that, 
and I do not think the economy we are 
going to leave them is something they 
are going to be proud of, and they will 
certainly hold us accountable. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY]. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, we 
come here today to act on the Labor
HHS-Education appropriations bill. 
This is legislation that should be law. 
We have here $204 billion in vital pro
grams for education, child support en
forcement, foster care, and child care. 

I really feel that we should say that 
the whole Nation knows that this vote 
was taken 2 days ago, on Tuesday, and, 
therefore, the record has to keep 
straight and we have to say that for 7 
years family planning counselors were 

required to give their clients full infor
mation about pregnancy options, but 
in 1988, the Reagan administration 
barred heal th care providers in f eder
ally funded clinics from telling women 
what the law is in the United States of 
America. 

This became known as the gag rule. 
Physicians and counselors may not tell 
a woman all her medical options. The 
ethical dilemma for health providers 
who have a professional responsibility 
to give their patients sound advice is 
staggering. 

Mr. Speaker, I regret that we have 
stripped the language to overturn the 
gag rule from the legislation before us, 
but I also commend the many Members 
who understood that the gag rule de
bate was not about abortion but about 
the sanctity of the patient-provider re
lationship and freedom of speech. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, we must act re
sponsibly and pass this appropriation 
legislation. We all thank the gen
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. NATCHER] 
for his constant willingness to let us 
say what we have to say, and like the 
administration, we will not play games 
with the domestic programs of our Na
tion. Too many lives, too many jobs, 
and too many futures are at stake. 

But we will be back, Mr. Speaker, be
cause underprivileged American 
women deserve equal access to infor
mation. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. MAVROULES]. 

Mr. MA VROULES. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
support of H.R. 3839, the fiscal year 1992 
Labor-HHS-Education appropriations 
bill. I commend my colleague, the es
teemed chairman of the subcommittee, 
Mr. NATCHER, for his efforts on behalf 
of cancer victims. 

As many of you know, there are some 
44,000 deaths a year attributed to 
breast cancer alone. My colleagues, 
what makes this more tragic is that 
some of these deaths could be pre
vented with early detection and mon
itoring. We have already approved lim
ited Medicare coverage for mammog
raphy screening, but more needs to be 
done. 

This bill urges the National Cancer 
Institute to make breast, prostate, 
ovarian, and cervical cancer one of its 
top priorities and treat these diseases 
with the utmost urgency. We have 
added about $133 million for breast can
cer research in this bill, an increase of 
46 percent. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe this bill rep
resents a major commitment on the 
part of the Government to improve the 
health care needs and prevention pro
grams for all women. This bill provides 
an overall increase of approximately a 
quarter of a billion dollars for the Na
tional Cancer Institute. However, we 

must continue to do more so we will 
hopefully reduce the number of cancer 
victims and improve the quality of 
their lives. 

Mr. Speaker, it is also important to 
note that H.R. 3839 has wide support 
from those in the education commu
nity, and there is good reason for their 
blessing. This bill ensures that millions 
of disadvantaged children will be ren
dered vital services by providing a $1.8 
billion increase in educational funding. 

This bill will provide access for an 
additional 600,000 children who will be 
eligible for reading and math instruc
tion. 

Furthermore, a $171 million increase 
in student aid and a $52 million boost 
to the TRIO programs will permit more 
students to receive financial aid and 
increase access to a college education. 

Mr. Speaker, the future prosperity of 
our country depends heavily on an edu
cated public. This bill goes a long way 
in our effort toward restoring America 
as the world leader in all fields of edu
cation. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. FORD], who is chairman of the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 
Let me say to the gentleman that we 
appreciate his help, and every day dur
ing the year he does help us. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the chairman of the sub
committee for yielding time to me, and 
I thank him for those kind words. It is 
a real pleasure to work with a Member 
like the gentleman from Kentucky, 
someone who is so strongly committed 
to education. 

I said last week when we voted on the 
veto override that the President was 
making it difficult for me to keep my 
pledge to do everything I could as 
chairman of the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor to help him become 
the education President that he wants 
to be. I have moved education legisla
tion out of my committee, to the dis
may of a majority of my Democratic 
members, I might say, in a way that 
has left me in some difficulty over 
there, trying to cooperate with the 
President. 

The gentleman from Kentucky, in his 
anxiety to be cooperative with the 
President, has put in this bill money 
that will be available, when we get the 
other body to act, to get money started 
out there to fund the President's edu
cation initiatives early next year. 

All of that went down the tubes with 
the veto the other day, and it is very 
sad. 

I agree with the Members who have 
been talking here about how out
rageous it is to have a gag rule applied 
to young women of any kind any place 
in this country who are being denied 
essential information, and I pledge to 
join with them when we get separate 
legislation out here to take that issue 
on head-on and let people go home and 
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explain their votes on that issue. The 
President used that as his excuse to 
veto this bill. 

Whatever his excuse, the plain facts 
of life are that this bill increases ex
penditures for education for the next 
fiscal year by 9 percent. The President 
recommended 3.5 percent, which effec
tively, because of the CPI being higher 
than that, was a cut in the education 
commitment, and I cannot make him 
the education President by cutting 
funding for education. 

If Members want to help him, they 
should vote for this bill and give him a 
chance to sign it and take some credit 
that he will have coming to him and 
let him take his lumps for the reason 
he vetoed the bill the last time. 

As for the new money that is in here, 
I heard a Member from Indiana, I be
lieve it was, talking about busting the 
budget. We amended the budget, as 
Members may remember, on this floor 
very early in this year to make room 
for new money in education. The Ap
propriations Committee came through 
and appropriated within the budget 
numbers that this House voted over
whelmingly to adopt. This money is all 
within the budget. 
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There will be 600,000 disadvantaged 
children who will not get training in 
reading and writing if this bill is not 
passed. If we go to a continuing resolu
tion, we will not reach 600,000 people 
with reading and writing at a time 
when everybody tells us that is what 
we ought to be doing. 

Over 3 million young people who are 
already seeking a college education 
will be placed in jeopardy with Pell 
grants. As many as 66,000 children that 
would otherwise be prepared to start 
school in Head Start would be denied 
that opportunity, because that is the 
difference we make. That is where the 
chairman put the new money that we 
got in the budget. I think he spent it 
for us wisely, and we should support 
the committee and support this resolu
tion. 

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

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, I intend to 
support the appropriations bill that 
provides essential funding for critical 
education and health care programs. I 
certainly join in all the commenda
tions that have been extended to our 
chairman for crafting a very signifi
cant piece of legislation. But I must ex
press my profound disappointment that 
it has been necessary to strip out the 
language that would have blocked the 
implementation of the gag rule. 

In his insistence on preserving the 
gag rule, President Bush is playing 
with women's lives. Let us be clear: the 
gag rule does not present a test of one's 
position on abortion. What is at issue 
is whether a pregnant woman will be 

able to receive the medical information 
she requires in order to make an in
formed choice. What is at issue is 
whether health care providers will be 
required to violate the ethics of their 
own profession. 

Mr. Speaker, under the gag rule even 
if a woman has been raped or is a vic
tim of incest or finds her health seri
ously threatened by her pregnancy, she 
would not be able to hear the truth 
about her options. The President, in 
imposing this gag rule, is engaging in 
an act of remarkable callousness and 
insensi ti vi ty. 

Mr. Speaker, the fight to lift the gag 
rule can and must continue. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. WEBER], a member of the 
subcommittee. 

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 2707, the Labor-Health and 
Human Services-Education appropriations 
conference report for fiscal year 1992. This is 
a fiscally responsible measure providing 
much-needed funding for programs meeting 
the basic needs of the American people. 

I would like to take this opportunity to again 
thank our subcommittee chairman, BILL 
NATCHER, and our ranking Republican mem
ber, CARL PURSELL, for their excellent work in 
developing this appropriations measure. We 
faced an extraordinarily tough funding situation 
in our subcommittee this year, necessitating 
hard choices among worthy, competing pro
grams and needs. With the leadership of Con
gressmen NATCHER and PURSELL, I believe we 
are bringing a balanced measure to the floor 
today, one that serves the American people 
well and makes wise use of taxpayers' dollars. 

This measure puts our Nation's children 
first. We have provided $65 million to fund 
Secretary Sullivan's Healthy Start initiative to 
attack the serious problem of infant mortality 
in our inner-city and rural areas. For every dol
lar we invest in prenatal care, we save 3 dol
lars in health care costs for low-birthweight ba
bies. We have also included an increase of 
$66.8 million for childhood immunization pro
grams, realizing that for every dollar we spend 
on immunizations, we save 1 0 dollars in 
health care costs. 

Mr. Speaker, we do a lot for education. The 
first of the education goals announced at the 
education summit is that every child starts 
school ready to learn. To help realize this 
goal, we have provided a $250 million in
crease for the Head Start Program. 

One of the major concerns of rural Ameri
cans is access to health care. In Minnesota 
and many other rural areas, severe and grow
ing shortages of physicians, nurses, physician 
assistants, and allied health professionals are 
seriously eroding access to primary care and 
forcing hospitals to close. I wish to particularly 
express my appreciation to our chairman and 
ranking member and to my colleagues on the 
subcommittee for agreeing to increase funding 
for the National Health Service Corps scholar
ship and loan forgiveness programs by $10 
million-an almost 20-percent increase. That 
is a big increase, but it will go to good use. 
These programs provide highly effective, im
mediate, and long-term relief to our rural com-

munities most severely affected by health pro
fessions shortages and will help us achieve 
our goal of eliminating shortage areas by the 
year 2000. 

In addition, the measure before us restores 
funding for other programs important to main
taining and improving access to care in rural 
areas, including the rural health care transition 
grant program, health profes.sions education 
programs, and nursing education. 

I am very pleased that we were able to re
store funding for the Low-Income Home En
ergy Assistance Program and provide $1.5 bil
lion to ensure that individuals and families will 
not be faced with the choice of putting food on 
their tables or heating their homes. 

Another national priority, I have worked with 
my colleagues on the subcommittee and Con
gressman TOM COLEMAN to meet, is math and 
science education. The number of our talented 
college graduates choosing graduate studies 
in math and science and careers as research
ers and educators is sharply declining, placing 
the quality of math and science education in 
our elementary, secondary, and postsecond
ary schools and our Nation's progress and 
international competitiveness at grave risk. 

The measure before us provides a $3 mil
lion increase for the Coleman Fellowships, 
which provide assistance to graduate students 
in the sciences and math who are needy and 
who are planning careers in research and 
education. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in voting for 
this appropriations measure. This measure 
merits your support. It is a fair and balanced 
bill which meets pressing domestic needs and 
makes wise use of taxpayers' dollars. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.R. 2707. That is a statement that I 
have wanted to make at other times in 
this process and been unable to because 
of my disagreement with what the sub
committee and the conference commit
tee ultimately did on the issue of title 
x. 

But I am pleased to be able to rise 
today and say that it is a continuing 
pleasure, really one of the hallmarks 
when I think of my service in this 
body, to be able to work with Chair
man NATCHER and my good friend, the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. PUR
SELL], our ranking member. 

This is a good bill. It is a fiscally re
sponsible bill. I am proud of the pro
grams that are in it. I do not intend to 
make mention of all of them, but I 
want to mention a few of them. 

I think it is important to note that 
this measure does put our Nation's 
children first. We provided $65 million 
to fund Secretary Sullivan's Healthy 
Start initiative, and an increase of 
$66.8 million for childhood immuniza
tion programs. We are making good on 
the promise to put kids first. 

Mr. Speaker, we also do a lot in this 
bill for education. The first of the edu
cation goals announced at the edu
cation summit is that every child start 
school ready to learn. To help realize 
this goal we have provided a $250 mil
lion increase for the Head Start Pro
gram, something we can all be proud 
of. 
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Speaking on behalf of a rural con

stituency, this bill is good for rural 
health care. We fund programs for 
rural physicians and for allied health 
professionals through the National 
Health Service Corps to try to address 
some of the health profession shortages 
that we feel-certainly across the 
country-but especially in rural areas. 

I would also like to specifically 
thank the chairman and the ranking 
member for funding the Rural Health 
Transition Grant Program and the 
Low-Income Energy Assistance Pro
gram, important to my part of the 
country. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a good bill. It de
serves the support of the body. 

I had not intended to speak one more 
time on the issue of the title X regula
tions, but as I sat and listened to the 
debate, the magnitude of the 
disinformation and misinformation 
spewing out on this issue has made it 
impossible for me not to once more ad
dress that issue. 

First of all, I would like to say I 
must compliment the majority. In just 
a few days they managed to have 
worked magic. A few days ago we were 
all on this floor, and Member after 
Member said if we sustain the Presi
dent's veto, there will be no funding for 
cancer research, no funding for edu
cation, the funding will be all gone. 

Voila! Within hours, the majority has 
worked its magic. All those programs, 
with the snap of a finger, are back be
fore us again. I do not know how they 
did it, but it was magic. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to compliment 
the majority. 

Indeed, not one nickel in any of those 
programs was at risk. We all knew it 
that day and now we can see it. 

One of the finest Members of this 
body, the gentlewoman from Connecti
cut, made some reference to the his
tory of the title X regulations. It is im
portant when we consider this issue to 
remember that, but to remember a lit
tle more than that. The reason the 
Reagan administration suggested the 
title X regulation was because analysis 
of the implementation of these pro
grams showed, clearly, that the title X 
clinics were becoming a funnel for 
pregnant women into abortion clinics. 
Up to 90 percent of the pregnant 
women that were walking into title X 
clinics were ending up in abortion clin
ics. That was the rationale for the title 
X regulations, the reason we had to put 
something into law, to establish a wall 
between the family planning pro
grams-which we all support-which, 
after all, deal with women who are not 
yet pregnant, and the practice of abor
tion, which this body does not want to 
subsidize. 

Mr. Speaker, let me also say that 
Member after Member has talked about 
the fact that doctors are gagged. I do 
not know how often we can come to 
this floor and again state the facts. 

The President has made clear, the Sec
retary of Heal th and Human Services 
has made clear, doctors are not gagged. 
Doctors have full freedom to discuss a 
woman's medical condition with her if 
she walks into a title X clinic. 

Mr. Speaker, what we are simply 
doing today is the right thing. We are 
funding programs for women. We are 
funding family planning programs. We 
are keeping the wall of separation be
tween family planning and abortion, 
and we are preventing the establish
ment of a nationwide taxpayer-sub
sidized abortion-referral system. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to vote for 
the bill today. 

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

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I am envi
ous of my colleagues who see the issue 
of abortion in absolute and unequivocal 
terms. I have struggled with this issue 
personally for 20 years. I am sure I will 
continue to struggle with it so long as 
I am in public life. 

But the Bush gag rule goes far be
yond the challenging issue of abortion. 
The Bush gag rule inhibits one of the 
most sacred ethical relationships, the 
relationship between a doctor and pa
tient. 

Seldom in recorded history has a gov
ernment been so despotic as to stand 
between a patient and his doctor. Sel
dom has any government forced its po
litical philosophy into a doctor's office 
or surgical theater. 

Mr. Speaker, this debate also goes be
yond the issue of abortion. If we ever 
should decide as a Nation or as a Con
gress to have national health insurance 
program, we must make certain that 
the architects of this gag rule do not 
dictate or inhibit the relationship be
tween doctors and patients across the 
United States. 

Today the Bush administration gags 
doctors with poor patients. Will this 
political victory embolden the Presi
dent to extend this rule to every Amer
ican? 

No health reform is worth that loss 
of freedom or the loss of our right to a 
confidential and professional relation
ship with our doctor. 

President Bush may win today, but 
his gag rule is a shameful display of 
the brutal power of Government over 
poor women seeking all the inf orma
tion they need to make an informed 
consent to critical medical care. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The Chair would announce 
that the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
PURSELL] has 71h minutes remaining, 
and the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
NATCHER] has 7 minutes remaining. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. GOODLING], the ranking 
member on the Cammi ttee of Edu
cation and Labor. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I had hoped that we 
would all come to the floor today and 
hoped the press gallery would be full, 
and somehow or · another we would be 
able to get the message across to the 
American people that we are voting on 
$205 billion of the most important pro
grams we have in this country, the 
most important programs that are ever 
funded. 

Mr. Speaker, do you realize what 
they are going to get from what they 
hear again today is nothing about the 
fact that this is $205 billion for every 
program I have ever fought for as far as 
education is concerned, and as far as 
nutrition is concerned. They will know 
nothing about medical research. They 
will know nothing about cancer re
search. They will not know any of 
those things, because we are falling 
right into the trap they seem to want 
us to fall in. 

Mr. Speaker, I am here to congratu
late the two Members sitting out here, 
the ranking member from Michigan 
[Mr. PURSELL] and the wonderful chair
man from Kentucky [Mr. NATCHER], for 
all of the effort they have put forth, 
not only this year, but over the years, 
to make sure that we have proper fund
ing for education, proper funding for 
nutrition, proper funding for health re
search, and proper funding for heal th 
entities. 

0 1420 
I just came back from a White House 

luncheon where the private foundation 
was funding all sorts of 
intergenerational programs dealing 
with illiteracy. I thought, as I sat 
there, when I think of what this sub
committee does in relationship to illit
eracy and what they are doing as the 
private sector, joining the two to
gether, we can beat all the problems 
that there are in this country if we just 
understand that intergenerational illit
eracy is the problem that is preventing 
us from becoming a greater Nation 
than we have ever been in the past. 

I just thank the ranking Member and 
I thank the chairman for their efforts 
and for standing tall to bring to Ameri
cans the kinds of things that we need 
in education and we need in health. 

Again, I thank both of them very 
much. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. MORAN]. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
very strong support of this Labor, 
Heal th and Human Services appropria
tions bill because of what it does in
clude. The members of the Committee 
on Appropriations should certainly be 
commended for the work that they 
have done. In particular, it reflects the 
big heart and the strong character of 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
NATCHER). 

The bill includes $2.2 billion for the 
Head Start Program and extends the 
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program to more than 39,000 additional 
children. It contains $1.9 billion in 
funding for AIDS education and re
search to help fight a deadly disease 
which we have seen can strike anyone 
at any time. 

It contains $1.4 billion in vocational 
and adult education programs, which 
will help unemployed Americans be
come more productive citizens. Fi
nally, it reflects a recognition that 
women's health research, particularly 
in the area of breast cancer research, 
has been too long neglected. 

We need this legislation right now 
more then ever before. 

What I and many of my colleagues 
regret about this legislation is what it 
cannot include because of the Presi
dent's opposition. This May, the Su
preme Court upheld an unfair and dis
criminatory gag rule that the adminis
tration placed on women receiving 
medical counseling through family 
planning clinics. The Congress acted 
swiftly to overturn this gag rule, using 
this bill as a vehicle. 

The President vetoed this legislation, 
though, solely because it would have 
given pregnant women dependent upon 
public health care providers the same 
professional advice and care that they 
would get if they could pay for private 
care. 

We may have lost this first battle, 
but we will not lose the war. We rose 
up against this gag rule because it set 
separate standards of medical treat
ment and counseling based solely on a 
woman's economic status; in the other 
words, on her dependency upon a pub
licly financed health care provider. 

Frankly, I agree that the passage of 
this legislation is, and should be, of the 
utmost concern of every Member of 
this body. But I, and over 270 of our 
colleagues, will not let this issue die. I 
plan to introduce legislation that will 
ensure that an individual is not prohib
ited from receiving all of the informa
tion about her conditions, treatment, 
and options, regardless of her means of 
payment. 

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

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I am 
going to vote for this bill today. I am 
voting for it because our economic fu
ture depends on providing our children 
a better education; because the hun
dreds of thousands of people now out of 
work need job training; because our 
seniors need better health care; and be
cause biomedical research will save 
many, many lives. 

Each of the provisions in this bill 
have a personal, human dimension; 
without funding for medical research, I 
would not be here today. With that 
help I was able to fight ovarian cancer 
and prevail. 

But I cannot vote for this bill with
out warning this body that what we are 
doing today sets a dangerous prece-

dent. In order to pass this bill we have 
stripped it of a provision that would 
protect the free speech of people who 
counsel women about a difficult and 
painful choice. 

In allowing the gag rule to stand, we 
have abridged the freedom of speech. 
We have abandoned American women. 
We have curtailed a principle that is 
fundamental to what this country rep
resents. The gag rule sets a dangerous 
precedent, and we should be well aware 
that we have purchased victory for this 
bill at the cost of defeat for free 
speech. 

I stand here today to urge the silence 
imposed by the President be broken 
and this House act soon. Until then, 
what good we have done today will be 
tainted by the precedent that we have 
set. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. VOLK
MER]. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 3839. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of the 
H.R. 3839, the Labor-HHS-Education appro
priations for fiscal year 1991. This will benefit 
those Americans who need assistance the 
most. It will assist the elderly, the poor, Ameri
ca's children and the unemployed. It will help 
those that are unable, or in need of some as
sistance, to help themselves. The gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. NATCHER] calls the bill the 
people's bill. He is correct. But more specifi
cally, it is the family and the children's bill. We 
assist the elderly through programs for the 
aging. We save lives with NIH funding. We 
protect small children with prevention block 
grants and childhood immunizations. We are 
making America stronger by giving the chil
dren an opportunity for Head Start, student 
loans for those students that are continuing 
their education ongoing to college and will pro
vide funding for adult and handicapped edu
cation. We are focusing our attention on wom
en's health issues by appropriating funds for 
breast cancer screening and including funding 
for increased research through the National In
stitutes of Health for breast and cervical can
cer. There will be funds for increased research 
efforts to find a cure for Alzheimer's disease 
and other diseases. Mr. Speaker, I believe this 
bill is the people's bill, and strongly urge my 
colleagues to join with me in support of this 
very important legislation that is for the Peo
ple. 

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

Mr. BLACKWELL. Mr. Speaker, 2112 
weeks ago the voters of Pennsylvania 
went to the polls to tell this Nation 
that adequate health care is a basic 
right for everyone. By supporting this 
Labor-HHS-Education appropriation 
bill, we are letting the voters of Penn
sylvania and the Nation know that we 
have heard you loud and clear. This bill 
will provide funding to give dislocated 
workers help in putting their lives 
back together. It will give youths job 
training and summer employment op-

portunities, and it will offer older 
Americans a real chance to continue 
working. This bill even gives babies 
and children a better chance for a full, 
productive and healthy life. Mr. Speak
er, it is time for Congress to tell the 
unemployed, the young and old, women 
and children that we care. It is time to 
commit to taking care of our own first 
and foremost. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. HYDE]. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I wish I had 
more time to praise the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. PURSELL] and the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. NATCH
ER] for the incredibly fine job they 
have done on this complicated legisla
tion. But I really do not have adequate 
time but I certainly honor them. 

I am embarrassed by hearing some of 
my colleagues talk about this legisla
tion. They know so many things that 
just are not so. There is no gag rule on 
doctors. The doctor-patient relation
ship is unimpaired. Repeat, the doctor
patient relationship is unimpaired. 

A doctor can give any advice he 
wants to a pregnant woman, medical 
advice. There is no gag rule on the doc
tor. 

Have my colleagues not read the 
President's letter, the directive to Sec
retary Sullivan? There is no gag rule. 

Health Care professionals, that is 
something else. Those are the recep
tionist, the counselors, who are largely 
untrained volunteers. Do my col
leagues want them giving medical ad
vice to a woman about her most sen
sitive condition? Do they want them 
practicing medicine without a license? 
I dare say not. 

So the problem is, there is no gag 
rule on the doctor, the M.D., the only 
person qualified by education and 
training to give medical advice. The so 
called gag rule is only on nondoctors 
giving medical advice, where it ought 
to be. So please understand that. 

Now, lets talk about free speech. The 
U.S. Supreme Court handed down a de
cision, Rust versus Sullivan, that said 
these regulations are not an abridg
ment of free speech. Do we care not 
what the Supreme Court says? Why do 
we come in the well and talk about the 
abridgment of free speech when the Su
preme Court has said it is not an 
abridgment of free speech? So much for 
that. 

The difficulty is, you all are fighting 
for the autonomy of the woman to do 
whatever she wants with her unborn 
child, her sovereignty, and that is an 
important issue. Yes, it is. A woman 
should have autonomy and sovereignty 
over her body. 

The problem comes when we talk 
about an unborn child, which may be of 
a different gender, a different blood 
type, and that is not her body, it is 
merely attached to her body. 

That pre-born child is another tiny 
member of the human family getting 
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nourishment and shelter from the 
mother. 

What about the unborn? We on this 
side want to protect that tiny member 
of the human family. I am going to let 
my colleagues in on something. I have 
debated with myself about this, but I 
must tell my colleagues, the other day 
a Member on the Democratic side who 
voted to support the President the 
other day, and I knew what pressure he 
was under and I went up to him and I 
will not tell my colleagues his name. 

I said, "Thank you very much for 
supporting the President. I know the 
pressure you were under." 

And he leaned over to me and he said, 
"Listen, when I die and Almighty God 
says to me, 'Why didn't you defend the 
unborn,' what do I tell him? I got a call 
from the Speaker?" 

D 1430 
I want to revive a word that is rather 

old-fashioned. It is called conscience, 
conscience. Now you have to under
stand as we understand. It is a matter 
of conscience with you, the sovereignty 
of the woman, and I understand that. 
Try to understand our consciences 
which say that the human life of the 
unborn deserves respect, respect. It is 
not a nothing. It is not a tumor. It is 
not an abscessed appendix. It is a tiny 
member of the human family, and it 
ought not to be thrown away like a 
beer can. We respect your point of 
view; try to understand our point of 
view. 

The language of civil liberties gets 
debased. You hide behind phrases like 
"choice, choice." The man that shot 
the woman in the car in Anacostia the 
other night exercised choice. He de
cided to shoot somebody in a car and 
he did. That was choice. What you 
mean or what you ought to mean is re
sponsible choice, and exterminating an 
unborn child is irresponsible. 

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

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I just 
want to make clear that there are 
Members on this side of the aisle also 
that believe that a fetus is a human 
being and should be protected. I want 
to make that clear. 

Mr. HYDE. I know that, and I know 
the gentleman is one of them, and I see 
several of them within my vision, and 
they are brave Members because they 
had to put up with a lot of political 
pressure, which is very unfortunate. 
Edmund Burke said a Parliamentarian 
owes his constituency total fidelity, 
but he owes his conscience to nobody, 
and I salute the gentleman and 
gentleladies on either side of the aisle 
for exercising their conscience. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York [Ms. SLAUGHTER]. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 

yielding me the time. As a former Ken
tuckian I express my pride in Mr. 
NATCHER, for his understanding and his 
extraordinary good work on this bill. I 
shall support it because there are won
derful things in this bill, and some of 
them I have fought for, such as the 
education of homeless children. 

But December 15, will be the 200th 
anniversary of the first amendment to 
the Bill of Rights of the Constitution 
and a lot of us may be home and we 
may well mark it or maybe we will not. 
But if Members do celebrate I want 
them to remember that we are also the 
Congress that took great liberties with 
the first amendment and decided that 
it really did not matter so much. The 
first President in history has violated 
the amendment. 

There is a supreme irony here to me 
in that within this legislation, we for 
the first time acknowledge that wom
en's health has been grossly ignored, 
and we have included for the first time 
some money for breast cancer research 
and for ovarian cancer research, for 
osteoporosis, and yet in this very same 
bill we say, women may not be told 
what all of their medical rights are be
cause, after all, they are a protected 
class who do not really know what is 
good for them. 

I want all Members to recall one 
other thing too, and that is that the 
major debate this year has been over 
national health. I do not know about 
your districts, but in mine the calls are 
coming in. "Does this mean that now 
my doctor cannot tell me everything?" 

I am hearing from universities, "are 
we going to be told if we take any Fed
eral money what we can teach and 
what we can say?" 

And what about museums, what 
about research? This has opened a Pan
dora's box ladies and gentlemen, make 
no mistake about it. 

Are our poor people now on Medicaid 
not to be told there is a possibility of 
open heart transplant because the Gov
ernment has decided it is too expensive 
and they do not want them to know 
about it? Or will there be people in 
Congress, as there are now, who decide 
that they alone know what is best for 
their fellow woman, not their fellow 
man, but their fellow woman, because 
again, once again; as it has been in the 
lack of research money for women, just 
as it has been in family and medical 
leave, it is the women of the United 
States who have been determined to be 
second class. We will fight another day 
because their injustice can not stand. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the balance of my time, 1 minute, to 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. HEFNER]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The Chair advises the gen
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. NATCHER] 
that he does have the right to close de
bate. The gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. PURSELL] still has 30 seconds re
maining if he wishes to use them. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield those 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
HEFNER). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. HEF
NER] is recognized for 1 V2 minutes. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding the time. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill has been one 
which has had extensive debate. I am 
one of those who voted to override the 
President's veto, and I saw this as free
dom of speech, and as the gentleman 
from Illinois made the statement that 
someone said to him that God would 
engage him in conversation, I would 
maintain that when we all stand before 
the judgment bar of God, God may take 
us all to task and may ask some ques
tions about how did we vote for chil
dren, how did we vote for aid for de
pendent children if we are talking 
about the political arena. God might 
also ask did we support the poor, and 
the homeless, and those who were help
less among us other than children. God 
might have a lot of questions to ask us 
when we stand before the judgment bar 
of God on judgment day. 

So to make a joke of this I think is 
absolutely beneath this debate at this 
particular time. 

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of H.R. 3839, making appropriations for the 
Departments of Labor, Health and Human 
Services and Education for fiscal year 1992, 
and congratulate the subcommittee chairman, 
BILL NATCHER, the ranking Republican, CARL 
PURSELL, and all the subcommittee members 
in bringing this bill to the floor. 

We now have a bill that will be signed into 
law and will provide a total of $205 billion to 
assist America's poor, its infirm, its students, 
its homeless, and its elderly. Among the high
lights are: $9.7 billion for college tuition assist
ance; $9 billion for research on cancer, heart 
disease, AIDS and other crippling diseases, 
including new emphasis on breast ovarian, 
and prostate cancer; $6.7 billion, an increase 
of 9 percent, for needy students in elementary 
schools; $3.5 billion, a 9 percent increase, for 
unemployment compensation administration, 
including enough funds for the new extended 
benefits program that Congress just passed; 
$2.2 billion for Head Start, an increase of 11 . 
percent; $1.5 billion for low income energy as
sistance, a program that we had to fight very 
hard to preserve; and $900 million for black 
lung payments. 

From Older Americans Act programs, to sig
nificant increases in lead poisoning prevention, 
immunizations, and prenatal care, to job train
ing, mine safety and veterans training, and a 
new program for trauma care, this bill meets 
many, many needs, and ought to be approved 
overwhelmingly. 

I wanted to shed some light on one objec
tion that has been raised against this bill, the 
$4.5 billion in new delayed obligations that has 
been added to this bill. The effect of this is to 
allow about $1.7 billion that would otherwise 
be spent this year to be delayed until next 
year. What is needed most is context. 

Spending in appropriations bills in general, 
and this bill in particular, does not all occur in 
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the year in which the funding is provided. In 
this bill, only 43 percent of the total discre
tionary spending of $59 billion gets spent in 
the current fiscal year. This is due to a num
ber of reasons-but in large part due to the 
face that program authorizations allow money 
to be spent out over a period that extends be
yond the current fiscal year. For instance, 
funding for many education programs, totaling 
some $12 billion, by statute does not become 
available until July 1 of the current fiscal year 
and extends until June 30 of the next fiscal 
year. 

In that context, delaying an additional $1. 7 
billion on top of the more than $30 billion that 
already will get spent in future years is a rel
atively small amount. 

Many of the delays have programmatic jus
tifications. For instance, rather than rescind $1 
billion in State legalization grants as proposed 
by the administration, the committee delays 
making those funds available until next year, 
which is when States will be in need of reim
bursement for their expenses. The $825 mil
lion for the Child Care Program that is delayed 
until September 19 carries forward a program 
cycle that was created last year, when first 
year funding was made available on the same 
date. The delay of $80 million in the Social 
Security Administration was requested by the 
administration because the computer mod
ernization program is be.hind schedule. In this 
light, delayed obligations can be seen as a 
management tool, to match the expenditure of 
funds to the time frame in which they are 
needed. 

Delaying $400 million in low income energy 
funds until the last day of the fiscal year was 
the only way the conferees could find to keep 
the program from suffering drastic and dev
astating cuts this year. In this light, the use of 
delayed obligations is a means to provide ur
gently needed funds in lieu of declaring the 
program a budget emergency. 

Other programs, to be sure, are given in
creases in funding that cannot be spent until 
later because they are high priority programs, 
and there wasn't room under the tight spend
ing caps to pay for them this year. Some of 
these were requested by the administration. 

The impact of these delayed obligations is 
that there will be a small increase in the 
amount of discretionary funds spent in a given 
year that result from commitments made in 
previous years. A slightly lesser amount of 
funding in a given year will be available for 
those programs funded on a current year 
basis than would otherwise be the case, and 
puts those programs at greater risk. How 
much of a problem this will be depends on 
how tight the overall budget caps and the allo
cations for a particular subcommittee are. 

Over the long term, this probably creates an 
incentive to continue and perhaps increase the 
amount of funds that are provided in the future 
through delayed obligations. As a trend, this 
does raise cautionary flags, although it prob
ably pales in comparison to the rate at which 
uncontrollable mandatory and entitlement 
spending is increasing. 

But I do not believe that the actions taken 
by the subcommittee in this bill are so out of 
line as to cause Members to oppose this bill 
on that basis. I intend to support the bill, and 
I urge my colleagues to support it as well. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
voice my support for the Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education appropria
tions bill for fiscal year 1992. I shall vote for 
the bill because in addition to providing nec
essary funding for programs such as elemen
tary and secondary education, student loans, 
breast and cervical cancer research, low-in
come energy assistance, child care, and job 
training, it contains significantly increased 
funding for my No. 1 priority, the Ryan White 
programs that provide targeted assistance to 
those communities most affected by the AIDS 
crisis. However, despite the satisfaction that I 
feel from the $1.9 billion that is included for 
AIDS programs, $280 million of which is des
ignated for Ryan White programs, I must say 
that my enthusiasm for the bill will be dimin
ished because it does not contain the provi
sion delaying implementation of the gag rule. 

The gag rule, which refers to regulations 
that were issued by the administration in 1988, 
prevents health care personnel in federally 
funded family planning clinics from advising a 
woman on all of her legal options in the event 
of an unplanned pregnancy. The President ve
toed the original Labor-HHS appropriations bill 
because it included a provision overturning the 
gag rule and, despite the best efforts of pro
choice Members, the House was unable to 
muster the two-thirds majority needed to over
ride the President's veto. This is a dangerous 
precedent for the Government to set and I 
shall remain committed to the fight to ensure 
that women who are dependent on the Fed
eral Government for their health care will re
ceive the same information from their doctors 
as do women who can afford private health 
care. 

But now I wish to return to the issue of 
AIDS funding. Approximately 10 years ago a 
group of constituents brought the AIDS prob
lem to my attention. It was clear to me, from 
their descriptions of the then-mysterious dis
ease that was killing gay men, that research 
was needed to find out what was happening. 
I joined with the gentleman from California 
[Mr. ROYBAL], who was also beginning to see 
the epidemic in his community, and ap
proached the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
NATCHER], the chairman of the Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human 
Services, and Education, and the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, the late Mr. Conte, its 
ranking minority member, to tell them of the 
AIDS epidemic and the need for research 
funds. 

The positive response of that subcommittee 
resulted in the first appropriations to inves
tigate this epidemic and how to deal with it. 
We now know how the disease is transmitted 
and we also know some treatments for it. Un
fortunately, we do not yet have a preventative 
vaccine or a cure, although we hope that fur
ther research will yield those results. As that 
research continues, we struggle to provide 
prevention services to slow and, I hope stop, 
the transmission of HIV, early intervention 
services for people who are HIV-positive but 
are not yet afflicted by the disease, and treat
ment for those who have full-blown AIDS. The 
Ryan White Act authorizes the funding for 
those necessary programs, and ever since its 
enactment I have been a strong advocate of 
full funding. Fiscal constraints have not al-

lowed for full funding but with this bill we are 
heading in the right direction. 

Once again, the gentleman from Kentucky 
[Mr. NATCHER] has been tremendously respon
sive to the call for more funding for AIDS re
search, education, and prevention efforts and 
I thank him. 

Because the AIDS crisis in our urban areas 
is a harbinger of things to come in suburban 
and rural areas unless we remain committed 
to education, prevention and treatment efforts, 
I should also like to express my gratitude to 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. PURSELL] 
who back in June of this year accepted my in
vitation to visit Beth Israel Hospital in New 
York's 15th Congressional District to see first 
hand the extent of the AIDS problem in New 
York City. The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
PURSELL] does not have a serious AIDS prob
lem in his district, but I believe the visit to Beth 
Israel had an impact on him and is reflected 
in the higher level of AIDS funding in this bill. 

I shall vote for the Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education Appropria
tions bill for fiscal year 1992 because it moves 
us further down the road in our struggle to ad
dress effectively the AIDS problem, and I urge 
my colleagues to do likewise. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, it is with mixed 
feelings I vote today in favor of the Labor, 
Health and Human Services, Education appro
priations bill. 

On the one hand, this bill makes significant 
headway in women's health research. For 
decades, research has been lacking on dis
eases specific to women, and women have 
been shamelessly omitted from clinical re
search trials. Finally, Congress has recognized 
and is working to eliminate the gender inequi
ties in medical data and services. 

In this vein, the bill contains significant in
creases in funding for the National Cancer In
stitute with a directive to make research on 
breast, prostate, cervical, and ovarian cancer 
top priorities. Additionally, the bill provides 
$10.3 million for the National Institutes of 
Health Office for Research on Women's 
Health. And, the women's health initiative, a 
long-term study on women's health, received 
$25 million for the first year of study. 

But as Congress gives with one hand, it 
takes away with the other. By stripping the 
provision that repeals the gag rule from this 
bill, Congress also says to women, and 
women only, that they are undeserving of 
complete and accurate medical information. 
While men maintain a private doctor-patient 
relationship, women have the Government's 
morality invading their medical privacy. 

I will not accept regulations gagging medical 
information for any American woman. The 
fight is not over to remove these derogatory, 
misguided regulations. The women of this 
country will not tolerate second rate health 
care nor second-class citizenship. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, 
today I rise in strong support of H.R. 3839, the 
Department of Labor, Health and Human 
Services, Education and Related Agencies ap
propriations bill. The bill has many extremely 
important provisions which will provide millions 
of Americans with improved health care, edu
cation, and job opportunities. 

One of the most important aspects of the bill 
is the appropriation of funds to the Department 
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of Health and Human Services to carry out 
medical research, maternal and child care pro
grams, child immunizations, alcohol and drug 
abuse programs, mental health programs, pro
grams for the aged, foster care, and adoption 
services-to name a few. 

The 1992 appropriations bill contains fund
ing increases for the majority of these services 
and most importantly, focuses new money on 
the research of breast, ovarian, and cervical 
cancer. Through an increase of $275,519,000 
for the National Cancer Institute [NCI], H.R. 
3839 directs the National Institute of Health to 
devote greater resources to the study of these 
life-threatening diseases. The NCI funding 
level allows for a 67-percent increase in ovar
ian cancer research and a 37-percent increase 
for cervical cancer research. 

The need for increased research in these 
areas is overwhelming. As you may know, in 
recent years the incidence and rate of new 
breast cancer diagnoses has risen dramati
cally. Over 175,000 women will be diagnosed 
with the disease and over 45,000 women will 
die this year. The 1992 appropriation for the 
National Cancer Institute is approximately 
$1.989 billion. This provides for a $42 million 
increase for breast cancer research-a 46-
percent increase over the 1991 level. Though 
we have a long way to go in this area, and ad
ditional funds could be effectively used, this 46 
percent increase in 1992 funding is encourag
ing and finally begins to address the serious
ness of breast cancer in our country. 

This legislation, Mr. Speaker, is also vitally 
important to the children of America. It pro
vides $825 million for child care, more than $2 
billion for Head Start programs, close to $32 
billion for education, $650 million for maternal 
and child health care grants, and $298 million 
for childhood immunizations. 

I might say parenthetically that I have par
ticipated in and seen first hand the success of 
childhood immunization programs. In Trenton, 
NJ, a new program at the Henry J. Austin 
Health Center-Kids Night Out-was initiated 
this summer as a means of expanding the 
availability of immunizations for preschool chil
dren and children entering school. With the 
use of State and Federal funds, the center 
was able to expand its hours to increase ac
cess to the center and enable more working 
parents to bring their children to the health fa
cility for immunizations and examinations. 

In the area of AIDS, H.R. 3839 provides 
$1,921,000,000 in funding for health personnel 
training, renovation grants, and pediatric dem
onstration projects. Also funded by the bill, the 
Ryan White Al OS Program directs grants to 
areas with a high incidence of Al OS, provides 
community-based services, insurance cov
erage, and early AIDS intervention services. 

In addition, H.R. 3839 appropriates $141 
million over 1991 levels to conduct research 
on mental illness and substance addictions. 
The funds will be used to develop treatment 
and prevention programs as well as in provid
ing direct therapy for affected individuals. 

The legislation also provides an additional 
$17 million over the 1991 level for health care 
for the homeless and $193.3 million over last 
year's level for the Center for Disease Control 
[CDC]. The CDC conducts important research, 
training, and disease control programs, in ad
dition to collecting important health statistics 
for the Nation. 

Under the bill, the Department of Education 
receives $2.31 billion over the administration's 
request for compensatory education for the 
disadvantaged, school improvement programs, 
rehabilitation and education for the handi
capped, vocational and adult education, stu
dent financial assistance, and guaranteed stu
dent loans. 

The Department of Labor receives $7 .5 bil
lion plus $3.5 in trust funds for labor manage
ment services, training and employment serv
ices, occupational safety programs, data col
lection, and unemployment compensation. The 
unemployment compensation appropriation is 
$114 million more than 1991 levels. 

Also very important in this bill is a 2.5 per
cent increase in funding for ACTION. As most 
of you know, ACTION is responsible for the 
administration of numerous volunteer pro
grams throughout the country. Among these 
programs is the very successful Retired Senior 
Volunteer Program, Foster Grandparents, and 
Senior Companions. These programs draw 
senior citizens into the volunteer network and 
in turn provide essential services to individuals 
in need. 

H.R. 3839 goes further in addressing the 
needs of senior citizens by appropriating 
$17,000,000 for a health care campaign di
rected at seniors using the Meals-on-Wheels 
programs, senior centers, and congregate 
meal sites. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3839 no longer contains 
abortion-related funding and instead channels 
our Federal funds to life-affirming programs
some of the most important programs in the 
nation. I support the bill and urge my col
leagues to vote in support of the legislation. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
express my continued opposition to the Labor/ 
HHS appropriations bill because it's devastat
ing to the State of California. This bill denies 
California over $400 million in State legaliza
tion impact assistance grants [SUAG] during 
fiscal year 1992. 

However, I should mention that several im
portant programs such as Heat Start, the alco
hol, drug abuse, and mental health, especially 
mental health research, which I believe to be 
the key to curing this disease, and the Office 
of Research on Women's Health were ade
quately funded by the bill. I support these pro
grams, am pleased the committee fully funded 
them and want to express my appreciation to 
the chairman and ranking member. 

Unfortunately, increases in other less essen
tial programs raised overall spending and 
forced the · Appropriations Committee cut $1.2 
billion in SLIAG money from the bill. Although 
the committee agreed to allocate SUAG funds 
in fiscal year 1993, there is no guarantee that 
it will be included in the fiscal year 1993 ap
propriations bill. As we all know, it will be even 
more difficult next year to bring spending in 
line with the budget agreement. I am not will
ing to risk California's $400 million on the 
chance that it may be available next year. 

Governor Wilson and the California Legisla
ture planned on having the $400 million when 
they battled over the 1992 State budget. Be
cause H.R. 2707 does not include SUAG 
funds, this bill will automatically put Califor
nia's budget $400 million in the red. California 
needs the money now in order to continue es
sential medical and education services. 

There are those who believe I voted against 
H.R. 2707 solely because of the Porter 
amendment overturning the President's abor
tion counseling regulations. It's clear that 
many special interest groups would like the 
American public to believe this bill was only a 
referendum on the gag rule. That was never 
the case. While I opposed the Porter amend
ment, a vote for H.R. 2707 last week was also 
a vote to take $400 million from the State of 
California. Even though the Porter amendment 
has been removed from H.R. 2707 I am still 
going to vote against the bill. Thousands of 
needy Californians depend on the services 
provided by SUAG funds, and I am not going 
to vote to take it away from them. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
H.R. 3839, the Labor-HHS-Education appro
priations for 1992, but I do so with a sad 
heart. This measure provides important fund
ing, within the constraints of the budget agree
ment, for federally supported education, job 
assistance, and health programs. Unfortu
nately, due to a Presidential veto, the bill does 
nothing to rectify the callous and draconian 
gag-rule. 

We are witnessing the slow death of our 
most cherished Bill of Rights protection, the 
right to speak freely. Frankly, I am disgusted 
that an American President, who has so con
sistently attacked the despotic control over ac
ceptable speech in former Communist bloc 
countries, could so blithely proscribe speech 
here in the United States. 

Whether we are talking about doctors pro
viding critical information relating to the health 
of their patients, or the freedom of artists to 
express themselves creatively, the Bush ad
ministration and other right wing Members of 
Congress have staked their ground: Some 
speech is more protected than others. I would 
argue that this is a fundamentally repugnant 
stance that is absolutely antithetical to the 
principles upon which our Nation was founded. 

The President claims that he was elected 
with a mandate to oppose abortion. In fact, the 
same electorate that voted in George Bush 
also has supported a women's right to choose 
by a majority. Mr. Bush's disingenuous fall
back on mandates obscures the threat posed 
by abridging freedom of speech. The title X re
strictions will have the immediate effect of 
placing the health of thousands of poor 
women in jeopardy. 

For economically vulnerable women, feder
ally funded clinics are the only affordable op
tion when it comes to reproductive health 
counselling. Lest we forget, abortion is still a 
legal medical procedure, one that thousands 
of women continue to choose every year. But 
the gag rule further illustrates the discrimina
tory policies of this administration. If you have 
the money to afford private health care, you 
can be informed of your constitutionally guar
anteed options. If you unfortunately rely on 
Government assistance for health services, 
your access to information is severely cur
tailed. By forbidding the candid discussion of 
abortion as an option, the President's restric
tions attempt to deny the legal reality of this 
procedure. 

The proscription of speech to achieve politi
cal ends is, quite simply, a hallmark of totali
tarian government. It is one thing to deny re
ality-as the President has sought to do with 
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the current recession, for example; it is quite 
another thing indeed to forbid the mention of 
reality-in this case that abortion is a safe and 
legal choice for women. I can only say that we 
acquiesce in this Comstockery at great peril, 
both to the health of our people, and to the 
health of our domestic principles. 

Due to the very tight domestic budget and 
last year's ill-conceived budget summit agree
ment, this bill does not adequately satisfy all 
of our very pressing domestic needs. Never
theless, we must support the measure before 
us today because it does provide monies for 
a broad array of essential social programs
including $9 billion for NIH, a $733 million in
crease which will enable expanded research 
for breast cancer and prostate cancer, Alz
heimer's, cystic fibrosis, heart, and other dis
eases. 

The bill also provides $825 million for the 
child care block grant which will add 40,000 
slots for working families, a $141 million in
crease over fiscal year 1991 for drug abuse 
and mental health programs, and a $577 mil
lion increase over last year's funding for chap
ter 1 grants to local education agencies. I urge 
my colleagues to support this vital funding by 
overwhelmingly approving H.R. 3839. 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, maybe to 
some who are more fortunate, it helps not to 
see the faces and identify with those who are 
less fortunate and downtrodden. Maybe it is 
easier to walk by a homeless mother and child 
on our streets without making eye contact with 
them and ignore their condition. The President 
vetoed this bill that would give $56 million for 
health care for the homeless, and $650 million 
for maternal and child health care. 

Mr. Speaker, the President has held hos
tage an additional 40,000 preschoolers who 
would be served by added funds to the Head 
Start Program under this appropriation bill. 
The same President will not fully fund the suc
cessful Head Start Program, but claims he is 
the Education President. Today, the Head 
Start Program still serves less than half the el
igible children in this Nation. 

The President says he is concerned about 
the plight of people with AIDS, yet he contin
ues to throw a little money at the problem 
while failing to take a leadership role in edu
cating Americans about the plight of over 1 
million persons infected with the AIDS virus. 
Mr. Speaker, maybe it is easier for the Presi
dent to draft a national sports celebrity as the 
Nation's new leader in the battle against the 
deadly AIDS virus, than for the President to 
assume the role of a statesman. 

There are those who are arrogant enough to 
believe that they have the right to govern what 
are life-giving decisions for another human 
being. I do not as such, and instead believe 
that I should respond to the needs of my con
stituents. 

Mr. Speaker, we must look beyond this con
temptible veto of such vital legislation and 
today pass this bill to help educate and heal 
the people of our Nation. 

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in reluctant support of the fiscal year 
1992 authorization bill for the Departments of 
Labor and Health and Human Services. While 
this legislation contains desperately needed 
funding for a number of important programs, it 
does not contain language to halt the imple-

mentation of the administration's gag rule on 
doctors. 

It might be most useful to review at this 
point exactly what the regulations actually say. 
So let me read them to you. "In cases in 
which emergency care is required, the title X 
project shall be required only to refer the client 
immediately to an appropriate provider of 
medical emergency services." They do not 
say that a patient with terminal cancer will get 
information about abortion. They do not say 
that any patient will be referred to another clin
ic that will discuss the option of abortion with 
her. They leave far too much up to the whims 
of the administration and however, it feels 
about abortion on a given day. 

The administration's effort to put a less on
erous face on this legislation is nothing more 
than a smoke screen. It does not change the 
content or meaning of the gag rule one iota. 
Women still cannot be informed of their op
tions by a title X clinic, regardless of their 
health condition. 

The administration and its allies are asking 
women to rely on their compassion and under
standing in the implementation of these guide
lines. It is hard to believe that an administra
tion which has refused to show any compas
sion even to women who have become preg
nant as the result of such violent crimes as 
rape and incest can suddenly be trusted to do 
the right thing. 

What these regulations have done is to 
force doctors and clinics to choose between 
receiving Federal funds and serving their cli
ents. As a result, clinics across the country 
are announcing that they will no longer accept 
Federal funding. They are not willing to suc
cumb to the Orwellian notions of the support
ers of the gag rule. I find it among the most 
repugnant regulations ever promulgated by the 
Federal Government. 

The vast majority of the public and my col
leagues share that view. The administration 
knows that the public opposes the gag rule. 
That is why the supporters of the gag rule 
have sought to minimize its impact and to 
characterize it as something other than a bla
tant effort to stifle the ability of doctors to pro
vide their patients with the medical advice they 
believe to be appropriate. The public is per
ceptive enough to recognize this rule as ex
tremist and dangerous. 

That is why I have cosponsored legislation 
to repeal the gag rule. These bills, H.R. 392 
and H.R. 3090, must be passed by Congress 
if women are to regain the rights which they 
lost in the Supreme Court's ruling in the Rust 
versus Sullivan. 

It is my hope that repeal of the gag rule will 
be one of the first items on Congress' agenda 
when we reconvene next year. 

That said, there are a number of reasons to 
vote for this bill. Namely, it increases funding 
for Head Start and vocational education. In
creasing the participation of young people in 
Head Start is vital if we are to make significant 
progress in improving the education of our dis
advantaged children. 

Similarly, in the fast changing and dynamic 
world of the 1990's and the 21st century, vo
cational education must receive greater em
phasis. The $1.1 billion contained in this bill 
will provide critical support for these programs. 
We have given vocational education short 

shrift for too long in this country. It is my hope 
that the increased funding for such programs 
in this bill signals a long overdue change in 
that attitude. 

Finally, this legislation contains crucial fund
ing to fight the AIDs epidemic in this country. 
It is currently estimated that more than 1 mil
lion people in this country are infected with the 
AIDS virus. The $1.9 billion in this bill is des
perately needed. My only regret is that more 
money could not have been included. 

These are just a few of the important pro
grams funded by this bill. They all deserve the 
support of the House. 

The battle over the gag rule is far from over. 
It will resume next year. I am confident that 
those of us who believe in free speech and 
who are committed to protecting the health of 
women will ultimately succeed in killing this 
outrageous regulation. 

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 3839, the Labor-HHS-Edu
cation appropriations bill for fiscal year 1992. 

I started my career in public service as a 
schoolteacher. There's probably no finer pro
fession in America, and no finer mission for 
this institution than to provide educational op
portunities for our people. This bill addresses 
those needs in a meaningful way, and our in
vestment will in return improve the quality of 
life for all Americans. 

This bill means job training for youth and 
adults who need skills and a chance to make 
it on their own. And it obligates hundreds of 
millions of dollars for people who suffer from 
black lung, an insidious condition which is 
known all too well in the coal mining region of 
southern Illinois. 

It provides financial assistance for commu
nity health centers, child care programs, vital 
research into the killing diseases that threaten 
our people, and a host of other health care 
programs. In southern Illinois we have a tre
mendous need for quality, affordable health 
care, and this bill meets a portion of that need. 

To try and list all of the excellent programs 
in this bill puts me at risk of omitting one of 
them, for this is broad and much needed in
vestment in our most important domestic 
needs. So allow me to say simply that I am 
proud to support this legislation because it ac
curately reflects my priorities and the priorities 
of this Nation. Providing essential health, edu
cational and working opportunities for the 
American people is what we are all about. It 
is where we should focus our priorities. And I 
am pleased to say this bill rises to that chal
lenge. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
has expired. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
Thursday, November 21, 1991, the pre
vious question is ordered. 

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 a 
third time. 

MOTION TO COMMIT OFFERED BY MR. KOLBE 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to commit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. KOLBE. In its present form I am, 
Mr. Speaker. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion to com
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. KOLBE moves to commit the bill H.R. 

3839 to the Committee on Appropriations 
with instructions that the Committee report 
the bill promptly back to the House with 
amendments reducing the excessive use of 
delayed obligations. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] is 
recognized for 5 minutes in support of 
his motion to commit. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, let me 
begin by adding to the words of praise 
that I have heard here today earlier 
from members of the committee and 
others for the chairman of the sub
committee, the gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. NATCHER], and for the rank
ing Republican, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. PURSELL]. They have la
bored under very difficult cir
cumstances as I think all of us know 
on this bill, and I think they have done 
very good work. 

However, I rise today to oppose this 
bill in its present form and to urge us 
to commit it because I do not think in 
our rush to adjourn, we should adjourn 
leaving bad public policy in our wake, 
and the Labor and Heal th and Human 
Services bill, while funding vital pro
grams, does make bad public policy. 
Mr. Speaker, I am not talking today 
about the gag rule. We have talked 
enough about that. My position on that 
is well known, and I am on the other 
side of the position of many of the 
Members on this side of the aisle. 

I am talking rather, as my motion to 
commit suggests, about the excessive 
delayed obligations, the excessive for
ward funding that is in this bill. My 
motion to commit protects those de
layed obligations that are necessary, 
and there are some in this bill that are 
necessary. Education is a good example 
of that where school districts have to 
know when they set their budgets next 
June or July, how much Federal dol
lars they are going to have in the com
ing school year, and that is why we 
have that forward funding in the legis
lation that exists. Those were in the 
bill. Some of those were asked for by 
the administration. Some of those were 
added by the committee. Some of them 
many might not have agreed with, but 
some of them are legitimate and need
ed. 

But Mr. Speaker, the bill as it came 
out of the conference committee goes 
far beyond that, and it breaks the in
tent of the budget summit agreement 
that we had last year. These delayed 
obligations offered a political sense of 
false hope to those in this Nation who 
are suffering from a variety of social 
ailments. The bill seeks to offer a heal
ing hand to those who are sick, those 
who seek nourishment for the hungry 
and those who need to help the ne
glected. But these delayed obligations 

are going to have to be paid for, and 
the bill for those is going to come due 
in fiscal year 1993. We are going to end 
up by hurting the people that we are 
trying to help, and at the same time we 
will deceive all Americans by ignoring 
the intent of last year's budget agree
ment and increasing the deficit. 

The bill we are considering today, 
even under the constraints of the budg
et deal, received an allocation that was 
14 percent higher than fiscal year 1991. 
Surely, surely the appropriators ought 
to be able to live with a 14 percent in
crease over even more spending. I hope 
so, because I do not think the Amer
ican people want to do that. 

My motion to commit brings some 
sense and some sanity back into this 
process. It preserves the budget agree
ment, an agreement we had last year. 
As poor as that discipline was, we 
ought to at least have the honesty to 
stick by that. 
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We ought to have the honesty to 
make some of the tough choices that 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. POR
TER] suggested earlier that this body 
needs to make. 

My motion would do that, by sending 
it back to the committee and suggest
ing they take out those which are 
unneeded, which are unnecessary, the 
extensive use of these forward-funding 
delayed obligations, we will preserve 
those programs that are vital, but we 
will get rid of those for which we are 
only playing a charade. A charade is 
being played out on the American peo
ple by telling the Appropriations Com
mittee, let us tell them to strike the 
delayed obligations, the pure and sim
ple ignore the budget discipline, and 
pay lipservice to the sincerity, the 
promises made by Congress by our 
body last year to reduce the deficit. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge your support for 
this motion to recommit. 

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

Mr. KOLBE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

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

I think the gentleman makes an ex
cellent point and I would like to associ
ate myself with the gentleman's re
marks. 

This is a wonderful bill. There is no 
question about it, but the only problem 
with it is the funding. 

We, my colleagues, are running out 
of accounting gimmicks. I do not know 
what we plan to do next year when we 
come back here, because we are just 
flatly spending money well into the fu
ture. We are violating the spirit of the 
budget agreement, and I think we have 
to at some point say "no." 

Mr. Speaker, I support the gentleman 
on his motion to commit. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for his comments. I think 

he has put his finger right on the point 
that this body has got to someday say 
"no" to the kind of budget gimmicks 
that we use now. 

Mr. MCMILLAN of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KOLBE. I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. McMILLAN of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to rise in 
support also of the motion to cQmmi t. 
None of us argues with the extreme im
portance of the vital programs in this 
$212 billion bill; but the fact is that 
most of it, a lot of it has to fall within 
the discretionary spending caps, which 
in this year are $212 billion according 
to the budget enforcement agreement 
and $224 billion in 1993, under the budg
et enforcement agreement, which is 
going to have to be adjusted for infla
tion at the end of 1991, and for eco
nomic fore casts in 1993. 

Those adjustments, which total pos
sibly $9 billion, mean that without this 
incremental delayed spending we vir
tually have to live within the dis
cipline of a freeze. 

Mr. Speaker, now is the time to face 
up to it, not next year. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for his comments. I urge 
support for the motion to commit. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of the motion to commit offered by my 
colleague on the Budget Committee, Mr. 
KOLBE. 

There has been a great deal of debate on 
the issue of delayed obligational authority in 
this bill. There is no question the continued 
use of budgetary gimmicks like this violates 
the spirit, if not the letter, of the budget agree
ment. 

Some in this House have approached this 
issue from the wrong perspective, arguing that 
the administration requested $1 .3 billion in de
layed obligations in this bill. But that request, 
which I think was ill-advised and poor budget 
policy, does not absolve the Congress of its 
responsibility. The House increased delayed 
obligations to $2.9 billion. The Senate raised 
the ante to $3.9 billion. The conference split 
the difference at over $4.2 billion. The con
ferees cannot have it both ways, blaming the 
administration while taking advantage of the 
opening. 

At some point, Mr. Speaker, the fun and 
games must end. The continual tinkering with 
the budget agreement is a precursor to its col
lapse after the next election, if not before. We 
should not be jockeying for position on the 
budget, promising what we cannot deliver, and 
continuing to point the finger at each other 
while the deficit grows. 

The Kolbe motion to commit is reasonable 
and I urge my colleagues to support it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). Is there a Member in oppo
sition to the motion to commit? 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the motion to commit. 

Mr. Speaker, during the time that I 
have been a Member of Congress, I have 
had the opportunity to serve with eight 
Presidents of the United States. At all 
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times, I have made every effort to get 
along with each of these men. Presi
dent Bush sent us a budget for fiscal 
year 1992 containing $1,442 million in 
delayed obligations. 

You know, during the debate on this 
matter several days ago, one of the 
best friends that I have in the House 
who sits on the other side of the aisle 
made the statement that delayed obli
gations might be a shell game. After 
that statement was made, I went over 
and sat with him. I like him so well, 
Mr. Speaker, that I decided that maybe 
at that particular time I should not get 
up and answer him. 

I might say something to him that I 
would not like to have said next week 
or something he might not like that 
day. I showed him the amounts the 
President has sent us in his budget for 
1992, delayed obligations of $1,442 mil
lion: heal th resources and services, $86 
million; the Centers for Disease Con
trol, $94 million; National Institutes of 
Health, $400 million; Social Security 
administrative costs, $80 million; low
income fuel legislation, $50 million, 
and child care state grants, $732 mil
lion. 

That is a total of $1,442 million. 
The author of this motion to commit 

is one of the able Members of the 
House. The gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. KOBLE] is one of the able members 
of our committee. In his motion to 
commit, he says, that the excessive use 
of delayed obligations should be re
duced-just reduce them a little bit. 

Now, I will ask the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. KOLBE], where does the 
gentleman want to reduce them? Does 
the gentleman want to take it out of 
elementary and secondary education? 

Does the gentleman want to take it 
out of higher education? 

Does the gentleman want to take it 
out, I ask the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. KOBLE], out of the National Insti
tutes of Health? 

What about drug abuse, does the gen
tleman want to take it out of there? 

Does the gentleman want to take it 
out of AIDS? 

Does the gentleman want to take it 
out of the feeding program for the el
derly? 

You know, these people come in, they 
walk into these places where they have 
food. These are our people, Mr. Speak
er, not foreign aid money that you send 
all around the world. These people are 
our people. They are hungry. They 
need help. They go in at noon to get 
something to eat. 

I say to you, Mr. Speaker, we love 
them and we take care of them. Do you 
want to take some of it out of their 
program? 

You know, when they talked the 
other day, and I am glad I did not get 
up and answer my friend. He is one of 
the ablest Members of this House, talk
ing about delayed obligations. The 
President in his budget sent us $1,442 

million in delayed obligations. We 
started our hearings with that before 
the subcommittee. 

Mr. Speaker, I say this, I do not 
know where the gentleman would take 
it out, but I am not in favor of taking 
out one dollar of it, not a dollar that 
the President sent us, not a dollar that 
we added. Mr. Speaker, I respectfully 
request the Members of this House to 
turn this motion to commit down. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The question is on the mo
tion to commit. 

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

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

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

Pursuant to the provisions of clause 
5, 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 the final pas
sage of the bill, following the vote on 
the motion to commit. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 148, nays 
276, not voting 10, as follows: 

Allard 
Allen 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Barton 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Bunning 
Burton 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Carper 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cox (CA) 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Dorgan (ND) 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
English 
Fawell 
Fields 
Franks (CT) 
GalleilY 
Gallo 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goss 
Gradison 

[Roll No. 416] 
YEAS-148 

Grandy 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Henry 
Harger 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Houghton 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (TX) 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kostmayer 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lowery (CA) 
Luken 
Marlenee 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McEwen 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 

Moorhead 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Penny 
Petri 
Porter 
Pursell 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Riggs 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Slattery 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Tauzin 
Taylor(NC) 

Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Upton 
Vucanovich 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
A spin 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Bateman 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Blackwell 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Ewing 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
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Walker 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wolf 

NAYS-276 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Harris 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Hyde 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Lent 
Levin (Ml) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Martin 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
Mc Dade 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Nowak 

Zeliff 
Zinuner 

Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Parker 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Po shard 
Price 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith(FL) 
Smith(IA) 
Smith(NJ) 
Sn owe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Taylor(MS) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Washiniton 
Waters 
W&XDl&ll 
Wei88 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
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Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 

Boucher 
Brooks 
Crane 
Doolittle 

Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 

Yatron 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING-10 
Edwards (OK) 
Mrazek 
Myers 
Neal (NC) 
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Roe 
Towns 

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

Messrs. WEBER, RAMSTAD, KOST
MAYER, CONDIT, KENNEDY, PAS
TOR, and HUCKABY changed their 
vote from "nay" to "yea." 

So the motion to commit was re
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

(By unanimous consent Mr. MICHEL 
was allowed to speak out of order.) 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask for 
this time to again inquire of the distin
guished majority leader, the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT] how he 
envisions the program unfolding for 
the balance of this day and possibly the 
weekend. Obviously we will have a vote 
on final passage after our exchange. 

0 1510 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the majority 

leader. 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, after 

the consideration of this legislation on 
the Labor appropriation, we will have 
the California desert bill, which we in
tend to take up, and that could take 5 
hours after it starts. We should be fin
ished at about 8 or 8:30. 

On tomorrow, the House will meet at 
noon to consider suspensions. There 
will be a vote on the rule, if ordered. 
We can try to roll the suspension votes 
until Monday. 

On Monday, we will meet at noon. 
There will be no 1-minutes, and we will 
be taking up campaign finance. There 
is the possibility of a bill on Medicaid. 
This is the bill which we considered be
fore. That may come back. 

Then we will have the RTC legisla
tion. We would like to take that up as 
well. Then, of course, we have the FDIC 
conference report, if necessary, the 
highway bill conference report, and the 
crime bill conference report to com
plete before we can leave on Tuesday 
night or Wednesday morning. 

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

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gen
tleman from new York. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I would ad
dress a question to the distinguished 
majority leader. 

Yesterday the crime bill conferees 
were appointed by the Speaker, and the 

minority conferees have been asking 
me as to when they can expect to meet. 
There has been no evidence yet, as I 
understand it, of an attempt to call the 
conference committee members to
gether for the crime bill. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, it is my under
standing there may be a meeting of the 
crime bill conference on tomorrow 
morning, and I am sure the chairman 
of the committee will be contacting 
the conferees or the staff will be con
tacting them, hopefully later today, to 
give them information about that. 

Mr. FISH. I think it is only fair that 
those conferees be told before the close 
of legislative business today so they 
would know whether they have to be 
here tomorrow or not. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. We will try to get 
that information to the Members. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman. 

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

Mr. MICHEL. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I just want to make sure I under
stand this. The gentleman said that to
morrow there is a good possibility the 
only vote will be on the rule, and that 
votes on all the suspensions can be or 
will be rolled over until Monday? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Yes, 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gen

tleman from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, could we 

have some assurance that the foreign 
aid bill will not come on the calendar 
at any point tomorrow? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. The foreign aid 
bill? 

Mr. WALKER. Yes. 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Yes. 
Mr. WALKER. It would not come up 

at any point tomorrow? 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Yes. 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman. 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I might 

also say to the gentleman that we had 
a previous conversation with the ma
jority leader and we talked about the 
concern Members might have of any 
significant piece of legislation beyond 
suspensions, and I agreed that I 
thought we ought to do as many sus
pensions as we possibly could. They 
take up a lot of time, some of them are 
very noncontroversial, and some Mem
bers have got to make their pitch or 
whatever, but then that frees up Mon
day and Tuesday for us to do what we 
have to do in order to get out of here 
Tuesday night. 

We are going to have a meeting with 
the Speaker, I think, about 4 o'clock, 
and hopefully we will get some of the 
principals together on the bank legisla
tion. Then we will get some sense of 
feel as to how quickly we can make 

that move. So there are a number of 
things that have to fall in place in a 
very limited timeframe, and we hope 
that the Members will be cooperative 
in that effort. 

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

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I apologize for asking this question 
again. I asked the majority leader if 
the votes would be rolled over until 
Monday. Let me ask a clearer question, 
because a number of my colleagues 
have been asking me this. 

Will the votes on suspensions be 
rolled over until Monday? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Yes. 
Mr. WEBER. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield to me? 
Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gen

tleman from Minnesota. 
Mr. WEBER. Mr. Speaker, I did not 

understand this. Which is the rule that 
we will be voting on before Monday? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. We have to have a 
rule for the suspensions. 

Mr. WEBER. I see. And that vote 
cannot be rolled over; is that what the 
gentleman is saying? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. That is correct. 
Mr. WEBER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the distinguished majority leader. 
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gen

tleman from Florida. 
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 

minority leader for yielding. 
Could we on our side have a complete 

list of the suspensions so we know that 
there will not be anything that comes 
up that is not on that list prior to ad
journing this evening? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Yes. 
Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gen

tleman from Illinois. 
Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Speaker, would it be 

possible to ask unanimous consent to 
take up the rule tonight so that we will 
vote on the rule tonight and not have 
to miss any votes tomorrow? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. We will check on 
that possibility. I do not know the an
swer to that question at this point. 

Mr. MICHEL. Actually it requires a 
rule for taking up suspensions, as we 
would be doing tomorrow. I think quite 
frankly there is pretty much agree
ment around here to do what we have 
just outlined. That may be a possibil
ity. I have not talked to the gentleman 
about it, and that is his call. 

Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield, it would seem to me 
that there is not much controversy 
about a rule to take up suspensions on 
votes which we are going to roll until 
Monday. So if the overwhelming ma
jority of Members on both sides of the 
aisle feel that we ought to do that, 
even if we had to move it, we would 
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only need two-thirds to do it, so why 
should we not do it tonight? If we are 
going to stay until 8:30, let us stay an
other half hour and make it 9 o'clock, 
and then we can roll everything tomor
row? 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, let me be
fore responding yield to the distin
guished gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON], who is our ranking member 
on the Rules. There may be some spe
cial technicality involved. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, if this 
is a rule that is being proposed to sim
ply set up additional suspension days, 
of course, that would not be controver
sial. However, it is my understanding 
that the rule may go further and give 
the majority the right to bring any bill 
to the floor at any time. 

Can some Member enlighten us as to 
what that rule might be, or what may 
be possible? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield further, we will 
try to revisit this question later today 
when we have better information. 

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield to me again? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
ask the distinguished majority leader, 
is it not true that if we were just going 
to take up the suspensions apropos of 
the question of the gentleman from Il
linois, we really do not need a rule; we 
could simply ask unanimous consent to 
consider those suspensions tomorrow 
without a rule? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. We would have to 
have assurances on that. We will visit 
that question with the minority leader. 

Mr. WEBER. But procedurally, am I 
not correct that that procedure could 
work? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. It might. 
Mr. MICHEL. I think there is no 

question about that in my mind, and it 
is my understanding that if we were 
only going to be getting the kind of 
rule that would permit what we wanted 
to do tomorrow, maybe there would be 
another step we would want to take be
yond that. The majority leader and I 
had a talk about that. 

Then might I also inquire, what will 
be the convening time tomorrow? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Noon. 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the majority leader, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

0 1520 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MCNULTY). The question is on the pas
sage of the bill. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-ayes 364, noes 58, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allen 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bacchus 
Baker 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
B111rakis 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 
De Fazio 
De Lauro 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Emerson 

[Roll No. 417) 

AYES-364 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Ewing 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hopkins 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 

LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman(FL) 
Lent 
Levin (MI) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Lewey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (WA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Obersta.r 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Po shard 
Price 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 

Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Ballenger 
Barton 
Bennett 
Boehner 
Bunning 
Burton 
Coble 
Combest 
Cox (CA) 
Dannemeyer 
De Lay 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Fawell 
Fields 
Gallegly 
Hancock 

Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (FL) 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 

NOES-58 

Hansen 
Hefley 
Herger 
Holloway 
Inhofe 
Johnson (TX) 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McEwen 
McMillan (NC) 
Miller (OH) 
Moorhead 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Oxley 

Torricelli 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vander Ja.gt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weber 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

Packard 
Pallone 
Petri 
Quillen 
Rhodes 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Rohrabacher 
Santorum 
Schaefer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Solomon 
Stump 
Thomas(WY) 
Walker 
Zinuner 

NOT VOTING-12 
Boucher 
Brooks 
Crane 
Doolittle 

Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Johnson (CT) 
Mrazek 

0 1532 

So the bill was passed. 

Myers 
Neal (NC) 
Roe 
Towns 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, due to a meeting 
away from the Capitol, I was unable to be 
present during roll call votes No. 416, motion 
to commit with instructions H.R. 3839 and No. 
417, final passage of H.R. 3839, Labor-HHS
Education appropriations for 1992. Had I been 
present I would have recorded my strong sup
port of this legislation by voting "nay" on roll 
call No. 416, the motion to recommit and by 
voting "yes" on roll call No. 417 final passage. 
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PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 

BANKING, FINANCE, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS TO FILE REPORT ON 
H.R. · 3435, RESOLUTION TRUST 
CORPORATION RESTRUCTURING 
ACT OF 1991 
Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Banking, Finance and Urban Af
fairs have until midnight tonight to 
file a report on the bill, H.R. 3435, the 
Resolution Trust Corporation Refi
nance and Restructuring and Improve
ment Act of 1991. 

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

There was no objection. 

GREER SPRING ACQUISITION AND 
PROTECTION ACT OF 1991 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration in the House of the bill 
(H.R. 3604) to direct acquisitions within 
the Eleven Point Wild and Scenic 
River, to establish the Greer Spring 
Special Management Area in Missouri, 
and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Missouri? 

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, I yield to the 
chairman of the subcommittee to ex
plain the bill. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 
3604, authorizing the acquisition of the 
Greer Spring Area in Missouri, was in
troduced by our colleague, Mr. EMER
SON, and is cosponsored by the entire 
Missouri House delegation. The bill 
represents the culmination of years of 
effort to acquire and protect this valu
able resource, and I am pleased to 
bring this legislation forward at this 
time. 

H.R. 3604 authorizes and directs the 
Secretary of Agriculture to acquire, on 
a willing-seller basis, with funds that 
have already been appropriated, a cer
tain tract of land in and adjacent to 
the Mark Twain National Forest in 
Missouri. The land, encompassing near
ly 7,000 acres, includes outstanding 
natural resources, the most significant 
of which is Greer Spring, the second 
largest spring in the State and a pri
mary source for the Eleven Point 
River, a designated component of the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers Sys
tem. 

That portion of the tract that lies 
within the wild and scenic river cor
ridor will be managed by the Forest 
Service under the Wild and Scenic 
River Act. The remainder of the tract 
is designated as a special management 
area, and will be managed to protect 
the area's natural and scenic resources 
and provide public recreation, includ
ing fishing and hunting. 

The bill was introduced by Mr. EMER
SON on October 22 and referred jointly 

to the Committee on Agriculture and 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. Our subcommittee on Forests, 
Family Farms, and Energy conducted a 
public hearing and business meeting on 
November 5, and the Agriculture Com
mittee ordered the bill reported, as 
amended, on November 6. 

The bill has also been reported by the 
Interior and Insular Affairs Commit
tee, and I appreciate the cooperation 
we have received from Chairman 
VENTO, Chairman MILLER, and the 
ranking members, Mr. LAGOMARSINO 
and Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, in getting 
this bill to the floor in an expedited 
fashion. 

This acquisition and designation is 
supported by the administration and 
conservation organizations, and will 
contribute significantly to the protec
tion of this invaluable resource. I have 
visited the site, at the invitation of 
Representative EMERSON, and agree 
that this will be an appropriate addi
tion to the Eleven Point Wild and Sce
nic River and the Mark Twain National 
Forest. 

I have worked for several years with 
Congressman EMERSON, who has proven 
tireless in this effort, in attempting to 
arrive at an agreeable piece of legisla
tion. The compromise that has been 
struck is a workable solution, and I 
commend those who were involved in 
these lengthy negotiations for their co
operative spirit and diligent efforts. 

In addition to Representative EMER
SON and his staff and the current land
owner, Mr. Leo Drey, a number of peo
ple have played key roles in this mat
ter: The previous landowners, the 
Denning family, who preserved the 
area most of this century; Missouri en
vironmental organizations; former Sen
ator Thomas Eagleton, who played a 
prominent role in obtaining the nec
essary appropriations; and most re
cently river network, which has been 
crucial in finalizing the negotiation of 
this agreement. 

Through the hard work of those in
volved, and the generosity of Mr. Drey 
and the Anheuser-Busch Co., who each 
plan significant contributions toward 
the purchase of this tract, the Amer
ican people stand to gain a truly re
markable natural gem. 

I again wish to commend my col
league from Missouri, Mr. EMERSON, for 
taking a leading role in bringing this 
legislation to fruition. 

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, con
tinuing my reservation of objection, I 
yield to the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. EMERSON], the sponsor of the bill, 
and would mention that this is the cul
mination of a 4-year effort on the part 
of the gentleman from Missouri, and he 
introduces this with the full support of 
the Missouri delegation. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
MORRISON] for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank in par
ticular the gentleman from Missouri 

[Mr. VOLKMER], chairman of the sub
committee, and the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. MORRISON] for the 
outstanding cooperation that they and 
their outstanding staffs have provided 
throughout the extensive deliberations 
on this bill; also, the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO], the chairman 
of the Subcommittee on National 
Parks and Public Lands of the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs, for 
seeing this bill through that sub
committee expeditiously after it was 
reported from the House Committee on 
Agriculture. 

I want also to pay tribute to the en
tire Missouri delegation and to all of 
the disparate elements who partici
pated in the negotiations leading to 
culmination of this bill. I think this is 
a very good bill. I think it is a bill that 
is, while not the way everyone individ
ually might have written it, I think it 
is a bill that is one that everyone is 
going to find quite amenable to live 
with. 

Once again, I want to thank the gen
tleman from Missouri and the gen
tleman from Washington for their out
standing assistance in this matter. It is 
deeply appreciated by my constituency 
and by all Missourians. 

This legislation is the culmination of more 
than 4 years of work among the Missouri dele
gation and what we have is a carefully crafted 
compromise before us today, strongly sup
ported by the entire Missouri delegation, the 
Forest Service, the Agriculture Committee, the 
Interior Committee, the environmental commu
nity, and many other diverse individuals and 
organizations. 

This issue is most important to my congres
sional district in southern Missouri and to Mis
souri as a whole. The Greer Spring tract, 
which includes the second largest spring in 
the State-is finally on its way to its rightful 
Federal designation as a component of the 
National Wild and Scenic River System and as 
a special management area. 

Greer Spring is one of the most spectacular 
areas in all of Missouri and perhaps all of the 
Nation-indeed it is one of the crown jewels of 
the Ozarks. There is strong agreement among 
people with divergent interests about our com
mon goals of protecting the unique beauty of 
this simple and untouched spring and sur
rounding properties. There has been a great 
deal of misinformation about my concerns 
about the shape of this legislation, and I want 
to make clear once and for all that my fore
most concern has always been access to the 
river and the adjoining land by local residents. 
Through tireless hours, we have finally satis
factorily addressed that concern in this bill, 
and I now hope that the other body of this 
Congress will speedily take up consideration 
of this bill and pass it along to the President 
without delay. 

This has been a long and arduous process 
for all who have been involved. I want to say 
once again a hearty thank you to my good 
friend and colleague, HAROLD VOLKMER, as 
well as his very capable staff for their diligent 
work in helping to craft this long-awaited com
promise. Also, we are fortunate that several 
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private entities have agreed to donate a total 
of $1 million toward the purchase of the Greer 
Spring property, to reduce the cost to the Fed
eral Government. 

I am hopeful that we can keep the momen
tum moving forward on this legislation through 
the congressional process and see this legis
lation enacted in the very near future. 

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, con
tinuing my reservation of objection, I 
yield to the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. VENTO]. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 3604. 

This bill would direct acquisition of 
certain lands within the Eleven Point 
Wild and Scenic River, and would es
tablish the Greer Spring Special Man
agement Area, in Missouri, to be man
aged by the Forest Service. 

H.R. 3604 was introduced by my 
former Interior Committee colleague, 
Mr. EMERSON, and is cosponsored and 
supported strongly by the entire Mis
souri delegation. It would provide for 
the acquisition of a tract of land 
amounting to nearly 7,000 acres that is 
partly within the Mark Twain National 
Forest and also partly within the 
boundaries of a segment of the Eleven 
Point River that is a component of the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers Sys
tem. 

This tract, known as the Denning or 
Greer Spring tract, is in single owner
ship. The owner desires to convey it in
tact to the United States, with the part 
within the river corridor to be man
aged under the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act and the rest to be managed by the 
Forest Service in a way that restricts 
timber harvesting and other activities 
that could adversely affect the natural, 
scenic, and environmental values of the 
lands. 

The bill is intended to make possible 
this acquisition, and the sebsequent 
management of the lands in this man
ner. 

At the hearing before the Sub
committee on National Parks and Pub-
1ic Lands, which I chair, the adminis
tration testified in support of the bill. 
They did suggest some technical 
amendments which have been included 
in the bill as it is now before the 
House. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a noncontrover
sial measure that would assure that a 
special area will be managed so that fu
ture generations can enjoy its scenic 
and natural characteristics. I urge its 
approval by the House. 

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, this 
measure is also endorsed by the admin
istration. 

Continuing my reservation of objec
tion, I yield to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. SKELTON]. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this measure. This truly is a 
Missouri effort. I commend the gen
tleman from northeast Missouri for his 
leadership as chairman, and I commend 
the gentleman from southeast Mis
souri. 

What we see on the floor of the House 
is really the culmination of a grea,t 
deal of effort, work, not weeks, but 
months, of the gentleman from Cape 
Girardeau, MO, Mr. EMERSON. 

I think this is a very valid, very well
put-together piece of legislation. He is 
to be commended. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in strong support of H.R. 3604, the 
Greer Spring Acquisition and Protection Act of 
1991. I am an original cosponsor of the bill, 
along with all other members of the Missouri 
delegation. The bill provides for the Secretary 
of Agriculture to acquire a 6,900-acre tract of 
land, known as the Dennig tract, which shall 
become a part of the Mark Twain National 
Forest. The Mark Twain National Forest al
ready is one of Missouri's most popular and 
valuable natural areas, and the addition of the 
Dennig tract will only add to that value. 

Part of the Dennig tract will be managed in 
accordance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act. The remaining land is designated as a 
special management area, which may be used 
for various recreational purposes such as fish
ing and hunting. In addition, the Secretary 
may permit appropriate timber harvests in this 
area. In essence, the special management 
area is intended to provide for various uses of 
the land, while at the same time maintaining 
the area's natural, archeological, and scenic 
resources. 

Once again, I strongly support H.R. 3604, 
and I urge my colleagues also to support the 
bill. I commend the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. EMERSON] for sponsoring this bill and for 
his extensive work on it. I also commend Mr. 
VOLKMER, chairman of the Agriculture Commit
tee's Forests, Family Farms and Energy Sub
committee for providing for quick consideration 
of the bill. Finally, I want to thank Mr. Leo 
Drey, who currently owns the Deni:1ig tract, 
and Anheuser Busch for their financial support 
of the acquisition of the Dennig tract. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 3604, the Greer Spring Acqui
sition and Protection Act. 

H.R. 3604 was introduced by my Agriculture 
Committee colleagues, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. 
VOLKMER, and Mr. COLEMAN, as well as by 
other members of the Missouri delegation, in
cluding the distinguished majority leader, Mr. 
GEPHARDT. As presented to the Members of 
the House today, this bill represents an excel
lent example of compromise and consensus 
building to protect a truly unique natural re
source in the State of Missouri. I commend 
the authors for their leadership in bringing this 
measure to the floor. 

Specifically, H. R. 3604 provides for the ac
quisition, subject to appropriations, of lands 
adjacent to the Mark Twain National Forest for 
the purpose of protecting the natural beauty of 
the area for present and future generations. 

A portion of these newly acquired lands 
would be made part of the Eleven Point Wild 
and Scenic River Corridor. The remaining 
lands would be designated as the Greer 
Spring Special Management Area. All these 
lands are to be managed under the guidance 
of the USDA Forest Service in conjunction 
with the Mark Twain National Forest. 

Mr. Speaker, the Subcommittee on Forests, 
Family Farms, and Energy of the Committee 

on Agriculture conducted a hearing and busi
ness meeting on November 5, 1991, and or
dered H.R. 3604, as amended, favorably re
ported to the full committee. The Committee 
on Agriculture considered the bill on Novem
ber 6, 1991, and approved the bill by voice 
vote. 

It is my understanding that the administra
tion has no objections to the bill and that H.R. 
3604 would not be subject to pay-as-you-go 
scoring, nor would it require significant addi
tional appropriations. Funds for the authorized 
land acquisition were previously appropriated. 

Mr. Speaker, I recommend adoption of H.R. 
3604. 

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, I en
courage the House to approve this 
measure. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 3604 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. ACQUISITION OF THE DENNIG TRACT. 

The Secretary of Agriculture (hereinafter 
referred to as "Secretary") is hereby author
ized and directed, subject to appropriations, 
to acquire all of the lands, waters, and inter
ests therein, on a willing seller basis only, 
within the area generally depicted on a map 
entitled "Dennig Tract", dated, numbered 
(hereafter referred to as "the map"). The 
map shall be on file and available for public 
inspection in the offices of the Forest Serv
ice, Department of Agriculture. Lands ac
quired pursuant to this Act shall become 
part of the Mark Twain National Forest. The 
Secretary is authorized to make any minor 
boundary adjustments to the Mark Twain 
National Forest necessitated by this acquisi
tion. 
SEC. 2. ELEVEN POINT WILD AND SCENIC RIVER. 

The Secretary shall manage the lands, wa
ters and interests therein within the area re
ferred to on the map as "The Eleven Point 
Wild and Scenic Corridor", (hereinafter re
ferred to as "the corridor") pursuant to the 
provisions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
(16 U.S.C. 1271-1287). Lands acquired pursuant 
to section 1 of this Act within the corridor 
shall not be counted against the average one
hundred-acre-per-mile fee limitation of Sec
tion 6(a)(l) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act, nor shall such lands outside the corridor 
be subject to the provisions of Section 6(a)(2) 
of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 
SEC. 3. GREER SPRING SPECIAL MANAGEMENT 

AREA. 
(a) OBJECTIVES AND ESTABLISHMENTS.-ln 

order to provide for public outdoor recre
ation use, including fishing and hunting, in a 
natural setting, and the enjoyment of cer
tain areas within the Mark Twain National 
Forest, to protect those areas' natural, ar
chaeological, and scenic resources, and to 
provide for appropriate resource manage
ment of those areas, there is hereby estab
lished the Greer Spring Special Management 
Area (hereinafter referred to as "the special 
management area."). The Secretary shall 
manage the special management area in ac
cordance with this Act, and with provisions 
of law generally applicable to units of the 
National Forest System to the extent con
sistent with this Act. 
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(b) AREA lNCLUDED.-The special manage

ment area shall consist of lands, waters, and 
interests therein within the area referred to 
on the map as "The Greer Spring Special 
Management Area". The Secretary is au
thorized to make minor revisions to the 
boundary of the special management area. 

(C) TIMBER HARVESTING.-The Secretary 
shall permit the harvesting of timber within 
the special management area only in those 
cases where, in the judgment of the Sec
retary, the harvesting of timber is required 
in order to control insects or disease, for 
public safety, for salvage sales, or to accom
plish the objectives of the special manage
ment area as described in subsection (a). To 
the extent practicable, timber harvesting 
shall be conducted only by the individual 
tree selection method. 

(d) HUNTING AND FISHING.-The Secretary 
shall permit hunting and fishing on lands 
and waters within the special management 
area in accordance with applicable Federal 
and State law. 

(e) MINING AND MINERAL LEASING.-Subject 
to valid, existing rights, lands within the 
special management areas are withdrawn 
from location, entry, and patent under the 
mining laws of the United States, and from 
the operation of the mineral and geothermal 
leasing laws of the United States. 

<O VEHICULAR ACCESS.-The Secretary 
shall construct and maintain only those 
roads within the special management area 
and corridor which are indicated on the map: 
Provided, That the Secretary shall provide 
access to such roads, or to timber harvesting 
pursuant to subsection (c), in such a manner 
as to minimize environmental impact. 
SEC. 4. APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are hereby authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the purposes of this Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute offered by the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. VOLK
MER]. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute 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. 

HOUR OF MEETING ON SATURDAY, 
NOVEMBER 23, 1991 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at noon on Saturday, November 
23, 1991. 

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

There was no objection. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
MR. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks on the bill just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 
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AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. VOLKMER 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
an amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment in the nature of a substitute 

offered by Mr. VOLKMER: Strike out all after 
the enacting clause and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Greer Spring 
Acquisition and Protection Act of 1991". 
SEC. 2. ACQUISITION OF THE DENNIG TRACT. 

(a) The Secretary of Agriculture (herein
after referred to as the "Secretary") is here
by authorized and directed, subject to appro
priations, to acquire all of the lands, waters, 
and interests therein, on a willing seller 
basis only, within the area generally de
picted on a map entitled "Dennig Tract", 
dated November 5, 1991 (hereinafter referred 
to as "the map"). The map, together with a 
legal description of such lands, shall be on 
file and available for public inspecticn in the 
offices of the Forest Service, Department of 
Agriculture. The boundaries of the Mark 
Twain National Forest are hereby modified 
to include the area denoted "Dennig Prop
erty Outside of National Forest Boundary" 
on the map. Such map and legal description 
shall have the same force and effect as if in
cluded in this Act, except that the correction 
of clerical and typographical errors in such 
map and legal description may be made by 
the Secretary. 

(b) Such modified boundaries shall be con
sidered as the boundaries in existence as of 
January 1, 1965, for the purposes of section 7 
of the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
Act (16 U.S.C. 4601-9). 
SEC. 3. ELEVEN POINT WILD AND SCENIC RIVER. 

The Secretary shall manage the lands, wa
ters, and interests therein within the area 
referred to on the map as "The Eleven Point 
Wild and Scenic Corridor" (hereinafter re
ferred to as "the corridor"), pursuant to the 
provisions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
(16 U.S.C. 1271-1287). Lands acquired pursuant 
to section 2 of this Act within the corridor 
shall not be counted against the average one
hundred-acre-per-mile fee limitation of Sec
tion 6(a)(l) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act, nor shall such lands outside the corridor 
be subject to the provisions of Section 6(a)(2) 
of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 
SEC. 4. GREER SPRING SPECIAL MANAGEMENT 

AREA. 
(a) OBJECTIVES AND ESTABLISHMENTS.-In 

order to provide for public outdoor recre
ation use, including fishing and hunting, in a 
natural setting, and the enjoyment of cer
tain areas within the Mark Twain National 
Forest, to protect those areas' natural, ar
chaeological, and scenic resources, and to 
provide for appropriate resource manage
ment of those areas, there is hereby estab
lished the Greer Spring Special Management 
Area (hereinafter referred to as "the special 
management area"). The Secretary shall 
manage the special management area in ac
cordance with this Act, and with provisions 
of law generally applicable to units of the 
National Forest System to the extent con
sistent with this Act. 

(b) AREA lNCLUDED.-The special manage
ment area shall consist of lands, waters, and 
interests therein within the area referred to 
on the map as "The Greer Spring Special 
Management Area". The Secretary is au
thorized to make minor revisions to the 
boundary of the special management area. 

(C) TIMBER HARVESTING.-The Secretary 
shall permit the harvesting of timber within 

the special management area only in those 
cases where, in the judgment of the Sec
retary, the harvesting of timber is required 
in order to control insects or disease, for 
public safety, for salvage sales, or to accom
plish the objectives of the special manage
ment area as described in subsection (a). To 
the extent practicable, timber harvesting 
shall be conducted only by the individual 
tree selection method. 

(d) HUNTING AND FISHING.-The Secretary 
shall permit hunting and fishing on lands 
and waters within the special management 
area in accordance with applicable Federal 
and State law. 

(e) MINING AND MINERAL LEASING.-Subject 
to valid, existing rights, lands within the 
special management area are withdrawn 
from location, entry, and patent under the 
mining laws of the United States, and from 
the operation of the mineral and geothermal 
leasing laws of the United States. 

(f) VEHICULAR ACCESS.-The Secretary 
shall construct and maintain only those 
roads within the special management area 
and corridor which are indicated on the map: 
Provided, That the Secretary shall provide 
access to such roads, or to timber harvesting 
pursuant to subsection (c), in such a manner 
as to minimize environmental impact. 
SEC. 5. APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are hereby authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the purposes of this Act. 

Mr. VOLKMER (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute be considered as read and 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 

D 1540 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 2929, CALIFORNIA 
DESERT PROTECTION ACT OF 
1991 
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, by di

rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 279 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 279 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause l(b) of rule :XXIII, 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. 2929) to 
designate certain lands in the California 
desert as wilderness, to establish the Death 
Valley, Joshua Tree, and Mojave National 
Parks, and for other purposes, 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 divided and controlled by 
the chairman and ranking minority member 
of the Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs, the bill shall be considered for amend
ment under the five-minute rule. It shall be 
in order to consider the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute recommended by the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
now printed in the bill as an original bill for 
the purpose of amendment under the five-
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minute rule, said substitute shall be consid
ered as having been read, and all points of 
order against said substitute are hereby 
waived. No amendment to said substitute 
shall be in order except those printed in the 
report of the Committee on Rules. Said 
amendments shall be considered in the order 
and manner specified in the report and shall 
be considered as having been read. Said 
amendments shall be debatable for the pe
riod specified in the report, equally divided 
and controlled by the proponent and a Mem
ber opposed thereto. Said amendments shall 
not be subject to amendment except that pro 
forma amendments for the purpose of debate 
shall be in order if offered by the chairman 
or ranking minority member of the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. Where 
the report of the Committee on Rules speci
fies consideration of amendments en bloc, 
then said amendments shall be so considered, 
and such amendments en bloc shall not be 
subject to a demand for a division of the 
question in the House or in the Committee of 
the Whole. It shall be in order at any time 
for the chairman of the Committee on Inte
rior and Insular Affairs to offer amendments 
en bloc consisting of amendments, and modi
fications in the text of any amendment 
which are germane thereto, printed in the re
port of the Committee on Rules. Such 
amendments en bloc, except for any modi
fications, shall be considered as having been 
read and shall be debatable for not to exceed 
twenty minutes, equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor
ity member of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. All points of order 
against the amendments en bloc are hereby 
waived. The original proponents of the 
amendments en bloc shall have permission 
to insert statements in the Congressional 
Record immediately before disposition of the 
amendments en bloc. Such amendments en 
bloc shall not be subject to amendment, or 
to a demand for a division of the question in 
the House or in the Committee of the Whole. 
All points of order against the amendments 
in the report of the Cammi ttee on Rules are 
hereby waived. At the conclusion of the con
sideration of the bill for amendment, the 
Cammi ttee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House, and any Member may demand a 
separate vote on any amendment adopted in 
the Committee of the Whole to the bill or to 
the committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend
ments thereto to final passage without inter
vening motion except one motion to recom
mit with or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. BEILENSON] is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for 
the purpose of debate only, I yield the 
customary 30 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER], 
pending which I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. During consider
ation of House Resolution 279, all time 
yielded is for the purpose of debate 
only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 279 is 
the rule providing for consideration of 
H.R. 2929, the California Desert Protec
tion Act of 1991. 

The rule provides 1 hour of general 
debate, which shall be confined to the 
bill, to be equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking 

minority member of the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. After gen
eral debate, the bill shall be considered 
for amendment under the 5-minute 
rule. 

The rule makes in order the Interior 
Committee amendment in the nature 
of a substitute now printed in the bill 
as the original text for the purpose of 
amendment. All points of order against 
the substitute are waived. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2929 is a controver
sial bill and its provisions are very 
complex. For that reason, and to facili
tate consideration of the measure, the 
rule makes in order the 12 amendments 
printed in the report to accompany the 
rule, including the Lewis substitute. 
The rule allows for consideration of all 
the amendments that were presented 
to the Rules Committee. 

The amendments will be considered 
in the order and manner and for the 
amount of time specified in the report. 
Sixty minutes of debate time is pro
vided for the Lewis amendment in the 
nature of a substitute and 10 minutes 
for all other amendments. Time for de
bate on each amendment is to be equal
ly divided and controlled by the pro
ponent and a Member in opposition. 

The amendments are not subject to 
amendment except that, should the In
terior Committee chairman and rank
ing minority member determine that 
more debate time is desirable, each 
may offer one pro forma amendment to 
each amendment to extend debate. 
Where the report specifies, amend
ments will be offered en bloc and are 
not subject to a demand for a division 
of the question in the House or in the 
Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule also provides 
that the chairman of the Interior Com
mittee may, at any time, offer amend
ments en bloc consisting of the text of 
any of the amendments printed in the 
report and germane modifications to 
those amendments. 

The chairman's en bloc amendments, 
except for any modifications, shall be 
considered as having been read and 
shall be debatable for 20 minutes, 
equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority mem
ber of the Interior Committee. 

The rule waives all points of order 
against the amendments en bloc and 
provides that they shall not be subject 
to amendment, or to a demand for a di
vision of the question in the House or 
the Committee of the Whole. In addi
tion, the rule provides that the original 
proponents of the en bloc amendments 
shall be permitted to insert statements 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD imme
diately before disposition of the en bloc 
amendments. 

All points of order against the 
amendments in the report of the Com
mittee on Rules are waived. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the rule pro
vides one motion to recommit with or 
without instructions. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2929, the California 
Desert Protection act, seeks to protect 
and preserve some of the loveliest spots 
in the fragile California desert. I must 
say, Mr. Speaker, the California desert 
is one of the truly rich and scenic areas 
not only of my State, but of our entire 
country. Far from being a vast and use
less wasteland, the rugged desert 
mountains and adjacent lowland ter
rain provide the habitat for some of 
this country's most unusual species of 
plants and wildlife. 

The area is also a museum of human 
history-perhaps the most valuable in 
North America because much of it has, 
up until recent years, been untouched 
for thousands of years. Unfortunately, 
the desert's historical and natural 
treasures are now being threatened and 
we are seeing irreversible damage and 
deterioration there. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend Mr. LEH
MAN, the chairman of the subcommit
tee that developed this bill, and Mr. 
MILLER, the chairman of the Interior 
Committee, for working so diligently 
to seek a compromise on this legisla
tion. We must protect and help pre
serve these valuable natural and his
torical resources for future genera
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2929, the result of 
over 15 years of active consideration, 
designates 76 wilderness areas on Bu
reau of Land Management lands in the 
California desert; expands the existing 
Death Valley and Joshua Tree National 
Monuments and redesignates them as 
national parks; establishes a new Mo
jave National Monument; and des
ignates wilderness areas within the na
tional parks and monument. 

Mr. Speaker, the Rules Committee 
carefully crafted this rule to give the 
House a chance to consider all the con
troversies surrounding this bill, includ
ing the President's own legislative pro
posal for the area. I urge my colleagues 
to adopt the resolution so that we may 
proceed to the consideration of this im
portant legislation. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in very reluctant 
support of this rule which provides for 
the consideration of the California 
Desert Protection Act of 1991. It is not 
an open rule, but it does make in order 
all of the amendments that were sub
mitted to the Rules Committee by No
vember 12, which leads to the logical 
question, Mr. Speaker: "Why not an 
open rule?" As Chairman MOAKLEY ex
plained in the Rules Committee last 
Thursday, we are constrained for time 
because the leadership would like to 
meet our target adjournment date, and 
an open rule could undermine a very 
tight schedule. I have no argument 
with the chairman on that. In fact, I 
think he did the best he could under 
the circumstances. 

What troubles me is the leadership is 
trying to quickly ram down our 
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throats an extremely controversial bill 
that lacks even a minimum of consen
sus. As the gentleman from California 
[Mr. LEHMAN] explained so eloquently 
in the Rules Committee when we met 
last week, this is the largest, most con
tentious land use issue in California, 
and it is the top environmental issue in 
the State. 

Mr. Speaker, the issue of wilderness 
designation has been under consider
ation for 15 years, and the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs has been 
considering this specific bill since Jan
uary. I agree, we need a desert protec
tion bill, but there is no reason why we 
cannot consider this legislation when 
this Congress reconvenes early next 
year. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
LEHMAN] admitted that a very thought
ful and comprehensive alternative in
troduced by our respected colleague 
from Redlands, Mr. LEWIS, was not 
even considered by the subcommittee. 

Mr. Speaker, we do not even know 
the budget implications of this legisla
tion. The bill circumvents the pay-as
you-go provisions of the budget agree
ment by setting up a mechanism to en
sure that any outlays resulting from 
the acquisition of California State 
lands do not occur until after the budg
et agreement expires. 

0 1505 
In its present form, Mr. Speaker, this 

bill would be vetoed by the President of 
the United States. It is not a serious 
attempt to address the myriad sub
stantive and competing land use issues 
affecting the California Desert; in
stead, the authors propose the largest 
Federal Government land grab in his
tory to occur in the contiguous 48 
States. It would significantly alter 
military training activities, water 
rights, hunting, and mineral explo
ration activities. 

There is no reason why consideration 
of this bill cannot be postponed for a 
couple months. This would give the 
subcommittee and the full committee 
chairmen an opportunity to do what 
they acknowledge they have not done; 
that is to negotiate with those of us on 
this side of the aisle who support pro
tecting the ecology of the desert, but 
have legitimate multiple land use con
cerns. 

However, Mr. Speaker, since the lead
ership insists on moving forward with 
this bill at this time, I do reluctantly 
support adoption of the rule and urge 
my colleagues to support the more rea
sonable alternative embodied in the 
Lewis-Thomas-McCandless-Hunter sub
stitute. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for 
purpose of debate only, I yield 1 minute 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
California [Mr. LEHMAN]. 

Mr. ·LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I am only going to 
speak to the rule now, since the rule 
does allow plenty of time for me and 
others to refute the assertions of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER] and others, and I will do so at 
the appropriate time. 

I am standing up now, though, to 
support this rule. 

Although I was originally prepared 
along with the chairman, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER] to 
support an open rule in committee, I 
fully understand the concerns of the 
leadership with trying to get a handlle 
on the schedule as we move into the 
final days. 

The rule provides that all amend
ments that were on file when the Rules 
Committee met on this issue are in 
order. All of the amendments of the 
minority have been completed pro
tected by this procedure. Therefore, I 
support the rule. 

I would only bring the attention of 
the Members to two amendments that 
are allowed here, the en bloc amend
ment that the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. MILLER] will offer which will 
delete 160,000 acres around Fort Irwen, 
to meet the concerns of the military in 
that regard, and another amendment 
by the delegate from Guam [Mr. BLAZ] 
and the gentleman from Minnestoa 
[Mr. VENTO] will also take care of the 
concerns of the military with respect 
to overflights. All those concerns are 
met with those two technical amend
ments. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of the 
rule. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. LEWIS], 
who is from Redlands, CA, who has 
tried diligently to bring about a com
promise on this very important bill and 
will be offering a most important sub
stitute. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak
er, I very much appreciate my col
league yielding me this time, and I ap
preciate the patience of the Members 
of the House, for we will be spending a 
number of hours this evening going 
through this relatively complicated, 
but very important subject. 

I will be speaking on this podium 
from the Democratic side of the aisle 
simply because I want it to be clearly 
understood that this is not a partisan 
issue, but rather a very, very impor
tant public policy consideration. 

There are four Members of Congress 
whose districts are dramatically im
pacted by H.R. 2929. It is very impor
tant that our colleagues in the House 
understand that all four of us have a 
great deal of interest in and are con
cerned about the California desert and 
its future. We care deeply about the 
desert, and especially for those who 
live in the desert and love it. 

H.R. 2929 is described as some form of 
a compromise. Indeed, if it is a com-

promise, the parties who drew up the 
bill, I am not sure behind what closed 
doors, drafted that bill without con
sulting any of us who represent these 
desert lands. 

I might mention for the RECORD, for 
you will hear it more than once, that 
the four of us represent over 3,250,000 
Californians. Combined, that is a popu
lation greater than the separate popu
lations of 23 States. If our territory 
were put together, the geography itself 
would be approximately 29th in size 
among the States. 

The bill before us, in a very basic 
way, violates all those tenets that re
late to effective public policy develop
ment in public affairs. 

The Congress in 1976, mandated a 
process whereby desert wilderness in 
California could be permanently des
ignated. 

Under what is known as FLPMA, the 
Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act, the Congress directed that there 
be created a public commission. That 
public commission was instructed to 
hold public hearings over a period of 
years. They held 4 years of public hear
ings with over 40,000 individual citizen 
comments. 

At the end of the process the public 
commission and the BLM reviewed all 
that material and come forth with a 
plan that would make sense for all 
Californians who care about the desert. 
That was to be before the Congress by 
the end of this year. It came up about 
3 months ago. That plan has been 
largely ignored by the committee. The 
committee has chosen to put a bill on 
the floor today that fundamentally vio
lates those of us who represent the peo
ple of the desert. 

Beyond the fact that this is so wildly 
violative of fundamental public policy 
and the processes that make up excel
lent public affairs, the bill reflects the 
interests of a very small and elite 
group of people who describe them
selves as environmentalists. In my own 
judgment, this group has little under
standing of the real environmental 
concerns of the people who live and 
work in the desert. 

I do not know about you, my col
leagues, but I try to pay very, very 
careful attention to the problems and 
challenges faced by my other col
leagues in their districts, individuals 
elected to represent half a million and 
in some cases a million of our citizens. 
Those individuals know their districts 
best, so I focus carefully upon their 
concerns. 

In this case, the authors of this bill 
have chosen, with malice aforethought, 
to roll right over the four of us who 
represent the California desert. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY]. The time of the gentleman 
from California [Mr. LEWIS] has ex
pired. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 additional minute to 
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the gentleman from California [Mr. 
LEWIS]. 

Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I am happy 
to yield to my colleague, the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, the gentleman makes a very 
good point in stating that he and most 
Members of this House like to have a 
pattern of looking to those individuals 
who represent a particular area and get 
some input from them on what we are 
going to do here as it relates to that. I 
think it is an important point to un
derscore. I appreciate the gentleman 
pointing that out. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak
er, I thank my colleague. 

I must say, Mr. Speaker, in the dozen 
years that it has been my privilege to 
serve in the House. I have never seen a 
circumstance where a committee or its 
members would so basically violate 
that tenet of comity whereby a mem
ber is given a chance at least in the ne
gotiating process to present the inter
ests of their districts. In this case, 
California is being violated in a fun
damental way. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 7 min
utes to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. LEVINE], the original author of 
this bill. 

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my friend for yielding 
me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, as the author of the 
California Desert Protection Act, I rise 
in strong support of the rule and of the 
underlying legislation. 

This bill is extremely important to 
the people of California. It is not near
ly as complicated as is being presented. 

There is one essential question that 
is before us when we deal with this leg
islation. That question is whether we 
wish or whether we do not wish to pro
tect the fragile resources of the Cali
fornia desert. That is the question be
fore us. It is a simple question. It is a 
clear question. It is a straightforward 
question. Do we protect this resource 
or do we not. 

The California desert is a very spe
cial place. I know that any number of 
us who are familiar with it and who 
have spent quite a bit of time in it 
have strong feelings about it. In its 25 
million acres are found an enormous 
diversity of wildlife and of plants, rich 
archaeological collections, dozens of 
mountain ranges, and all kinds of 
human activity. 

Our legislation seeks to protect a 
portion of this for generations to come. 

Mr. Speaker, the wild desert is being 
destroyed. Mismanagement, fly-by
night mining operations, reckless indi
vidual abuse, and poorly planned devel
opment are taking their toll. 

D 1600 
Californians want this legislation. 

Polls instate have consistently shown 

that Californians want more, not less, 
protection. 

The State's major newspapers have 
editorialized in favor of the bill; 49 
California cities and counties have en
dorsed the bill. Yet, despite this, the 
charges that continue to be raised 
against this bill, while made in good 
faith, are truly remarkable. And I be
lieve in the context of this debate on 
the rule it is appropriate at the outset 
to set the record straight. 

First and most importantly, this 
process has not occurred behind closed 
doors. There have been seven public 
hearings on this bill, three in Califor
nia. The desert plan of 1980, to which 
my friend from California referred, has 
failed. There were some 40,000 com
ments with regard to that desert plan, 
the majority of which were critical of 
the plan. 

For 5 years we have been pursuing 
this legislation. It was initially intro
duced in 1986, and we have urged our 
colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle, and a range of the interest 
groups who have been concerned with 
this legislation, to come to the table, 
to negotiate with us, to talk with us, 
to work with us. And when that has 
failed, we have held public hearing 
after public hearing. 

Mr. Speaker, I was at a public hear
ing at my friend, Mr. LEWIS' district, 
that we both attended. Over 1,000 peo
ple were at that hearing. 

I chaired a hearing in southern Cali
fornia that some 2,000 people have at
tended. There have been public hear
ings. 

Mr. Speaker, I would be happy to 
yield, but I would like to finish my 
statement and then I would be happy 
to get into a colloquy either now or at 
a subsequent time. I am sure we will 
have numerous opportunities to discuss 
this. 

Mr. Speaker, I let the gentleman pro
ceed with his opening remarks, and I 
want to just try to set the record 
straight with my own. 

There are several other misrepresen
tations that have been offered by some 
of the bill's opponents, and I would like 
to set the record straight at the outset 
on those because a number of people 
have asked me about them. 

First, if one actually read the bill, 
they would find that with regard to 
military overflights, that there is no 
mention of any military overflights in 
this bill. I know my friend, the gen
tleman from Massachusetts, [Mr. MAv
ROULES] and the chairman of the Com
mittee on Armed Services will be 
speaking to that later. Indeed there is 
nothing in this bill which would re
strict overflights, and just to clarify, 
the administration's own overflight 
language will be offered in an amend
ment today with my support and that 
of Mr. LEHMAN and that of Mr. MILLER. 

An amendment will be offered to this 
bill so that the bill will not in any way 

affect the proposed expansion at Fort 
Irwin. That will be totally eliminated 
by a Vento-Blaz amendment. 

Third, this bill does not require the 
Federal Government to spend one thin 
dime on land purchases. While there 
may turn out to be some purchases 
subsequently, the two landowners who 
own the vast majority of all the 
inholdings have made it clear that they 
would prefer to exchange, not sell, 
their lands. 

And to this end, the bill also would 
extend the Department of the Interi
or's normal authority to purchase any 
inholdings which are placed in a new 
land bank, which is then to be used to 
exchange these inholdings for Federal 
lands. 

Next, only Congress can designate 
wilderness. The BLM's desert plan will 
remain in place, but they cannot des
ignate wilderness. Congress reserved 
that decision for itself. 

Based on the BLM's proposal, for 
good reason, the administration's pro
posal is completely inadequate. And fi
nally, hunting is allowed in BLM wil
derness, which represents over half the 
acreage of the bill. While hunting in 
the Mojave will be prohibited, the Mo
jave accounts for only a minute por
tion of hunting statewide. 

Californians want what is still pris
tine and truly wild in the desert to re
main that way. For that reason, pas
sage of this bill will strike a major vic
tory for environmental protection in 
America. 

Unfortunately, up to now the BLM's 
record is paltry, at best. They have not 
been able adequately to protect the 
wildlife; regulations go unenforced; in
compatible uses are permited. 

This bill would give the Department 
the tools it needs to protect the desert 
and at the same time protect all of its 
historical uses. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup
port the rule and to support the bill. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, my friend from west Los An
geles said he was going to correct the 
record. To really correct the record 
now, I yield 4 minutes to my very good 
friend, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. THOMAS], the hardworking mem
ber of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, we are going to have a long 
discussion. I want to focus my com
ments principally on the rule. 

Why is it that somehow the debate 
must always turn on the fact that you 
guys are the good guys and we are the 
bad guys. You say H.R. 2929 saves the 
desert.. And no other option is avail
able. 

It just get humorous when you watch 
the procession down to the micro
phone, with individuals indicating that 
the policy that led to H.R. 2929 was the 
one that was initiated 15 years ago. 

If anyone will read that legislation, 
they will find that the route H.R. 2929 
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took was not the route that was des
ignated in 1976. It was, in fact, a branch 
created by those who would not com
promise. And what you have in front of 
you is a bill that still is not truly com
promised. What evidence do I have of 
that? Take a look at the rule under 
which we are considering this legisla
tion. Twelve amendments to the rule. 
Mr. LEVINE laid out the laborious proc
ess of consulting with various groups 
to make sure that his bill was broadly 
represented. 

Then why are all of the amendments 
in the rule to H.R. 2929? Obviously he 
did not do a very good job of making 
sure that all of those groups were con
sulted prior to today. 

Take a look at H.R. 3066, the sub
stitute; not one amendment to that 
bill. Why? Because that is the bill that 
followed the process asked for and cre
ated in 1976; that is the bill that went 
through the public hearings; that is the 
bill that was examined by the adminis
tration; that is the bill that was pre
sented to the subcommittee and the 
Comittee of Interior to follow the proc
ess that this Congress asked for. And 
that subcommittee did not even give 
that bill a full hearing. 

People ask me, "Why do you go 
through this process? It is kind of like 
the guy who plays at a crooked rou
lette wheel, and they say don't you 
know it's crooked, and he says, yes. 
They say, well, why do you do it? He 
says, well, it's the only wheel in town." 

Take a look at this rule. All of the 
amendments are to H.R. 2929. What is 
the first amendment that is made in 
order? It is a substitute. 

Is someone telling me I do not under
stand the game around here, that in 
fact maybe the substitute is not going 
to pass? And that all of the amend
ments apply to H.R. 2929 because you 
are playing a game? What would hap
pen under this rule if H.R. 3066 passed? 
You would have a pretty messy situa
tion parliamentarily, would you not, 
because all of the amendments apply to 
H.R. 2929? 

Do not tell me this place is not 
rigged; do not tell me it is not 
gimmicked. We are going to get into 
the substance of the bill, of course, but 
when you take a look at the way in 
which the rule was written and the 
strong appeal that there is only one 
choice to save the desert, please. I rep
resent the desert. I want to save the 
desert, too. I do save the desert in H.R. 
3066. 

To stand there and tell people there 
is only one choice, one choice that 
saves the desert and the other does not 
in my estimation is hypocritical be
cause either you have never been out 
there, you do not understand the proc
ess, or you simply want your own way. 

And, of course, I understand the au
thor, and others, of H.R. 2929 wanting 
their own way-a number of reasons 
why you would want to be out front, a 

number of reasons why you would not 
want a bill which is a true compromise 
from those people who work and live in 
the desert and who want to enjoy it 
scenically. 

Obviously, I can understand why 
some of my colleagues do not want a 
bill that went through the process of 
scrutiny by the administration and the 
public. 

I can understand why they want a 
bill which was written by them and 
which has a rule created which tells 
you that before we even begin, this 
game is fixed. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 2 min
utes to the distinguished gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MAVROULES]. 

Mr. MA VROULES. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I have a little feeling 
that I am walking into a buzzsaw here 
among the California delegation. 

Let me make it very clear that I am 
speaking as a member of the Cammi t
tee on Armed Services. 

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the 
Armed Services Committee, I would 
also ask that my colleagues support 
the adoption of amendments being of
fered today by Mr. VENTO and Mr. BLAZ 
that address the concerns of the De
partment of Defense regarding low
level overflights, the possible expan
sion of Fort Irwin, and the reauthoriza
tion of the withdrawals of China Lake 
Naval Weapons Center and Chocolate 
Mountain Aerial Gunnery Range. 

With these two amendments, I am 
confident that the California Desert 
Protection Act will not infringe on the 
training and research mission of our 
Armed Forces in the California Desert. 

Mr. Speaker, I request my colleagues 
to support this rule, the two amend
ments that provide for the military's 
concerns, and to vote for H.R. 2929. 
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Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MAVROULES. I yield to the gen

tleman from California. 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman from Massachu
setts [Mr. MAVROULES] for yielding. 

Although I think the Blaz amend
ment has some merit; it addresses 
some of the issues; for 21 years I oper
ated in the military in those specific 
areas, and neither one of the Vento or 
the Blaz amendments addresses the 
buffer zones around Chocolate Moun
tains. We have had people killed in the 
Chocolate Mountains, and I will tell 
the gentleman why it is the only area 
in which the Navy and Air Force have 
to train with live ordnance. 

Could the gentleman tell me what a 
pop-up maneuver is? These are all exer
cises in different things that happen in 
those particular areas. Neither one of 
these amendments addresses it. 

Mr. Speaker, I will be happy to give 
the gentleman a piece of paper from 
the Secretary of Defense and all the 
Secretaries that show how in these 
areas these amendments do not help 
the military. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Speaker, I 
would be delighted to have the infor
mation which the gentleman has, but I 
am very sure, when the amendments 
are offered, the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. VENTO] and the gentleman 
from Guam [Mr. BLAZ], who are indeed 
the experts on that issue, will articu
late and clarify that. 

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

Mr. MAVROULES. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I think 
that we will debate that. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCCURDY). The time of the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MA VROULES] 
has expired. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the gentleman from Massachu
setts 2 additional minutes. 

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

Mr. MA VROULES. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. MA VROULES] for yielding and for 
his cooperation and representation of 
the armed services concerns and the 
Committee on Armed Services' con
cerns in this matter. 

Mr. Speaker, what we are dealing 
with in Chocolate Mountain, and the 
channel 8 and, as well, El Centro, are 
withdrawals, military withdrawals. As 
far as I know, these are exactly the 
withdrawals that the military has 
sought in terms of land. They are re
newal of withdrawal. In the absence of 
the withdrawals and the option of the 
Blaz-Vento type of amendments, they 
would revert, and the military would 
have legal status that would be uncer
tain under the Engel Act, and so that is 
the purpose of this. 

Obviously there are arguments over 
air space and other matters, but I want 
to point out that the amendments that 
the gentleman referred to with regard 
to these three parcels are military 
withdrawal areas. Obviously there are 
compatible, incompatible uses, but this 
is what the military asked for when 
they came before our committee. We 
passed these amendments without ob
jection under the sponsorship of the 
gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. 
BYRON]; in 1987 sent to the Senate. The 
Senate did not engage and take those 
amendments up at that time, and the 
reason being that the Senators from 
California decided to make it a part of 
the overall land bill, the desert bill, in 
California, and I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. MA VROULES. Mr. Speaker, it is 
also my understanding that the gen-
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tleman from Maryland [Mrs. BYRON] 
will address the issue when we get to 
the amendments. 

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

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

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Massachu
setts [Mr. MAVROULES] for yielding. 

As a matter of fact, I am submitting 
to the gentlewoman from Maryland 
[Mrs. BYRON] the same requirements 
that the military, not only the Navy, 
but the Air Force and the Marine 
Corps, has as well. Mrs. BYRON has 
never strapped herself into it yet and 
knows that all of the facilities that are 
required--

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Speaker, I re
alize that, but I might mention to the 
gentleman that gentlewoman from 
Maryland [Mrs. BYRON] had this under 
consideration since 1987. So, she does 
have some background on that. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. But not the 
background she needs. 

Mr. MAVROULES. I thank gen-
tleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to my very 
good friend, the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. MCCANDLESS], who rep
resents the magnificent desert empire. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DREIER] for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, those of us who have 
been involved in the other bill, 3066 and 
what it represents, have been charac
terized erroneously as people who do 
not care about the desert. My col
leagues briefly commented about the 
way this all started originally, with a 
piece of legislation coming out of this 
body and from that process. 

I would like to read to the House the 
names and professions of the 15 mem
bers of the Desert Advisory Committee 
appointed in February 1977 by the Sec
retary of the Interior. These are the 
gentlemen and gentleladies who spent 
endless hours utilizing, not only their 
professions, but traveling extensively 
in the desert and holding a multitude 
of hearings. 

Let me start with Dr. Richard Vogl, 
professor of botany at California State 
University, Los Angeles, a specialist in 
vegetation. Next, Dr. Wilbur Mayhew, 
professor of biology at the University 
of California, Riverside, who rep
resented the field of wildlife. Then, Su
pervisor Clayton Record of Riverside 
County who represented local govern
ment, Dr. Richard Jahns, professor of 
geology and earth science at Stanford 
University who represented the earth 
sciences, and Dean Lemon, vice presi
dent of U.S. Borax, who represented 
mining and mineral assets. Next, Mr. 
Willie Pink, a member of the Cauhilla 
Tribal affiliation, represented native 

Americans. James Burns, member of 
the staff of the State of California Re
sources Agency, represented State gov
ernment. Genny Smith, an author of 
several books about the desert, rep
resented Outdoor Recreation. Ron 
Sloan represented Outdoor Recreation 
in the form of off road vehicle use. Dr. 
Harvey Perloff represented professional 
land use as professor of architecture 
and design at the University of Califor
nia at Los Angeles. Erna Schulling rep
resented the League of Women Voters 
in San Bernardino County. Next, Leon 
Hunter, head of science and environ
mental education for the Barstow 
School System and Mr. Frank Devore, 
vice president, of San Diego Gas & 
Electric, representing the public utili
ties. Then, Mr. William Lane who rep
resented the general public as pub
lisher of Sunset magazine. 

These people met in 1980, discussed 
their final product in great detail, and 
the final product represented that 4 
years of development from February of 
1977 to January of 1981. They presented 
that project to the public as a final re
sult. It was a consensus. The group 
passed on the final result and rec
ommendation which went to the direc
tor of BLM and the Secretary of the In
terior, by a vote of 13 to 0. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER], 
my very able colleague and classmate 
from San Diego who is chairman of the 
Republic Research Committee and a 
member of the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER], my distinguish colleague, for 
yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, and my colleagues, this 
bill, the so-called desert protection 
bill, has been described over and over 
as a bill that protects, and I think it is 
appropriate to ask the question: Pro
tects from whom? The South Agadones 
Dunes, which is a big sand dune area in 
my district, and again I was not con
sulted, the gentleman from San 
Bernardino, CA [Mr. LEWIS] was not 
consulted, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. MCCANDLESS] was not con
sulted, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. THOMAS] was not consulted, nor 
were we asked to give leadership in any 
of the determinations that were made 
as to what areas went into wilderness. 

However, Mr. Speaker, I want to tell 
my colleagues a little bit about the 
dunes that are utilized by so many 
Americans, so many San Diegans, so 
many people who live in Los Angeles. 

D 1620 
Who are we protecting the desert 

from? We are protecting it from blue
collar Californians. We are protecting 
it from men and women who average 
about 29 years of age, with an average 
family income of about $29,000 a year. 

What do these people want to do that 
is so threatening to the desert? They 
want to be able to get up on Saturday 
morning or Sunday morning and go out 
to the desert. Some of us may have 
seen the film "On Any Sunday." It is 
about average Americans who want to 
take their motorbikes or their four
wheelers or their off-road vehicles, and 
they want to go out and get away from 
the boss for a while. They want to be 
able to talk with their wives for 20 or 
30 minutes while the kids are riding 
motor scooters around the dunes. They 
want to set their campers up, and they 
want to barbeque. Those are the people 
we are protecting the desert against. 

Let us call this bill by its real name. 
This is the desert lockout bill, because 
it locks average Americans, blue-collar 
Americans, out, 160,000 of them who 
used our dunes last year for family out
ings. It locks them out. 

Well, people can always strap a back
pack on and they can go backpacking 
in the desert, can they not? That is the 
response that I have received from the 
Sierra Club and other organizations. I 
say to the Members I would like to see 
them strap a backpack on in 97-degree 
heat, not only on themselves but on 
their wives and on their kids, and have 
them trudge through the sand for 15 or 
20 miles to get to that old camp site. 
And remember, when they get there, 
they have got to have water, so they 
have to carry water on their back, so 
maybe they need 20 or 30 gallons of 
water, weighing several hundred 
pounds. Well, you can put that on a 10-
year-old or a 12-year-old and march out 
there. 

I would suggest, I say to the Mem
bers, that the same arrogance and in
sensitivity that groups like the Sierra 
Club were formed to oppose has not 
manifested itself in many of the policy 
declarations and many of the decisions 
they have offered that they have man
dated that their Members of the U.S. 
Congress put forth on this floor. 

Let me go over the list of Americans 
we are locking out in this bill. Of the 
people who use the sand dunes in my 
area, about 17 percent of them are la
borers, about 10 percent are profes
sional or technical people, about 8.3 
percent are mechanics or craftsmen, 
about 6.3 percent are farm workers, 
about 5 percent are service workers, 
and about 1 percent are the military. 
We are taking blue-collar Americans 
and locking them out of the desert, and 
the decisions are being made by people 
who can afford to fly off to New Zea
land to go fly-fishing if they want to 
recreate, if they want to exercise, if 
they want to be with their families. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a desert lockout 
bill, and this is a bill that should be 
soundly rejected by this House. 

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

Mr. HUNTER. I am happy to yield to 
a gentleman who actually has flown 
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aircraft over the Chocolate Mountains 
Gunnery Range, the top gun pilot in 
the U.S. Navy, who can tell us from a 
commonsense point of view why we 
should not be inhibiting the Choco
lates. 

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

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 21/2 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. ·CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
would just like to comment further on 
the comments of my friend, the gen
tleman from California. 

I have ridden motorcycles, I have rid
den three-wheeler&-! have gotten rid 
of my three-wheeler since because it is 
dangerou&-and I have a four-wheeler 
that I ride on those dunes, and literally 
one day after you ride over those 
dunes, with any kind of activity, those 
dunes are natural. There is half of the 
highway that is split, that is protected, 
and half that is allowed for rec
reational vehicles. During a wind 
storm of any magnitude, you can lit
erally go back and you cannot tell the 
protected side from the other side. The 
shifting sands go back naturally, and it 
takes free-flowing sand to rise these 
recreational vehicles. So the desert is 
not damaged. It is protected, and it 
looks like it is in its natural state. 

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

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to ask the gentleman a few ques
tions about how he thinks the Choco
late Mountain Gunnery Range will be 
affected by the committee bill. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. One of the things 
a lot of us agree on is that maybe we 
need a smaller military in some areas, 
and that we need a well-equipped and 
well-trained military. What H.R. 2929 
does is, it takes away that last aspect, 
well-trained. 

Although well-intentioned and with 
some afterthought, the Vento amend
ment only addresses overflights. When 
you overfly a specific area, you are 
doing it for a reason, just like in 
Desert Storm. Those routes are des
ignated to simulate routes which you 
would use actually on a target. Those 
targets are the only ones in which the 
military, the Navy and the Air Force 
and the Marine Corps, can drop live 
ordnance, and those routes need to be 
changed. That does not take place 
under the Vento amendment. 

The Blaz amendment comes close, 
but it still leaves us short in many 
areas. The Army, the Navy, and the 
Marine Corps, in pop-up maneuvers or 
any maneuver delivering live ordnance, 
is not protected by a buffer zone in ei
ther the Blaz or the Vento amendment, 
and it could get people killed. If Mem-

bers support H.R. 2929, they are going 
to be supporting something where men 
and women could be losing their lives 
in future conflicts, and we cannot sus
tain that. I swore in Vietnam that I 
had people that caused those same-

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

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman's yielding. 

It is my understanding that we held 
an oversight hearing on the actual lan
guage, and the language that will be 
presented in the Blaz-Vento amend
ment is the language requested by the 
Department of Defense. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Then why do I 
have a letter here from all the Sec
retaries of all the services stating that 
they do not want H.R. 2929 or this lan
guage? 

Mr. VENTO. It is understood that the 
amendment will take care of it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from California 
[Mr. CUNNINGHAM] has expired. 

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

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me, 
and I rise in strong support of H.R. 
2929, the California Desert Protection 
Act. 

This bill is one of the most signifi
cant pieces of environmental legisla
tion to come before the 102d Congress. 
I am proud to be a cosponsor. 

H.R. 2929, which will expand protec
tion of 8.3 million acres of the Califor
nia desert, carefully balances scenic, 
geologic, and wildlife preservations 
with mmmg, ranching, and rec
reational needs. It is the product of 5 
years of refinement and negotiation. 

I think it would be inappropriate to 
go any further without mentioning the 
names of two of my colleagues who are 
most responsible for bringing this bill 
to the point where it is now. One is my 
longstanding friend, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. LEVINE, who for a 
number of years has been pushing this 
effort, building up grass roots support, 
and fighting to air this critical issue in 
public arenas, and he has now taken a 
major step forward after years and 
years of effort. 

The other Member, of course, is my 
friend, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. LEHMAN], who combines his zeal to 
protect this valuable area with his very 
talented legislative and negotiating 
skills. 

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

Mr. BERMAN. Before I finish my 
kind words about Mr. LEHMAN or in the 
middle of them? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Whenever the 
gentleman would like to. 

Mr. BERMAN. Let me not interrupt 
this peak experience. 

The gentleman from California has 
negotiated through the obstacles of 
this legislation to bring this bill out of 
subcommittee and out of the full com
mittee and to the full House today, 
once again demonstrating his skills. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to my 
friend, the gentleman from California. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman very much. 

I was quite taken aback by the fact 
that we were comparing authorships of 
the two bills that are before us by the 
way of a rule. I took a lot of the time 
of my colleagues to read what I con
sider to be a rather impressive list of 
advisers and their backgrounds and dis
ciplines who are actually authors of 
our bill through the Bureau of Land 
Management staff, and with the ap
proval of the Secretary of the Interior, 
and I must say in all candor that I had 
to say that in response to the gentle
man's comments relative to the au
thorship of H.R. 2929. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, to re
claim my time, I think it is only fair to 
point out that numerous scientists and 
academicians from universities and 
museums around the country have pro
vided their professional backing to 
H.R. 2929, the product of this excellent 
negotiated proposal that is on the 
House floor today. 

Let me conclude my remarks by 
making two points, simply to urge all 
my colleagues to support this com
prehensive proenvironment bill so all 
Americans can enjoy and pass on for 
generations to come the splendor of the 
California desert. 

Let me urge my colleagues to oppose 
any weakening amendments. I would 
like to make one comment also about 
my friend, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. LEWIS]. 
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I want to say that this excellent leg

islator has a somewhat flawed alter
native proposal. His amendment, by 
failing to establish a national monu
ment in the Mojave, leaves park qual
ity resources subject to further disrup
tion from mining and other such ac
tivities. It designates less than 50 per
cent of the qualifying BLM desert wil
derness and thus protects only isolated 
blocks and parcels. This will further 
fragment the desert ecosystem and 
cause a tremendous loss of biological 
diversity. 

Mr. Speaker, the amendment of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. LEH
MAN] and the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. VENTO] adequately address
es the concerns raised by the Depart
ment of Defense. 

Mr. Speaker, I again urge Members 
to oppose this substitute amendment 
and support H.R. 2929. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BERMAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 
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Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I understand the continued 
need to repeat that H.R. 2929 has been 
the process of a number of years of ne
gotiations and that it certainly is a 
seasoned bill in which all people have 
had adequate access to make sure they 
have had their impact. 

Why in the world 30 seconds ago was 
there a discussion over here by the gen
tleman from Minnesota and the gen
tleman from California and the gen
tleman from Guam regarding trying to 
work out the problems in terms of the 
various amendments if this bill has had 
such an adequate hearing? 

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

Mr. BERMAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

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

Mr. Speaker, the reason is that we 
are talking about the withdrawals of 
these key areas for military use which 
have to be extended. We are trying to 
accommodate the concern of the gen
tleman from Guam, and I am pleased 
that I think we are able to do that so 
that we can work harmoniously to
gether. 

These withdrawals I am talking 
about should not be an issue. There are 
issues beyond that in terms of the des
ignation here that are frankly dif
ferences with regard to designation. 
But Members have to remember all of 
these areas are under study. A greater 
area is being managed as wilderness 
today than will be managed under the 
bill that is going to be the product of 
2929. 

So if one does not have problems 
today, I do not know why one would 
think they were going to have prob
lems with less of it being designated as 
wilderness and some as park. I think 
some of the arguments are falling 
under their own weight. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, reclaim
ing my time, if I may, I would just sug
gest that I think this debate is impor
tant. I understand there is time under 
the rule to continue this debate. The 
only thing I would like to suggest is 
that the gentleman from California 
[Mr. LEVINE], the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. VENTO], and the gentleman 
from California [Mr. LEHMAN], are peo
ple far more qualified to engage the 
worthy opponents in this discussion, to 
take over the mantle. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak
er, since my name was used in the dis
cussion of the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. BERMAN], and since we are 
such good friends, I think the gen
tleman would want to make it clear for 
those who are listening that the sub
stitute that we will be presenting later 
is the substitute that reflects the work 

of that very, very fine commission that 
met for over 4 years in public hearing 
and received some 40,000 inputs regard
ing the variety of mix of compromise 
that might make up an adequate bill. 

Mr. Speaker, that substitute is not 
any small environmental package. It 
would create the largest wilderness 
area on the continental United States, 
some 2.3 million acres of wilderness as 
a matter of fact. It would address itself 
to 62 areas covering vast regions of the 
desert that for many, many years we 
have been looking to provide protec
tion for. 

But this process has held back that 
movement toward adequately protect
ing the desert regions that need protec
tion. So clearly we will have that dis
cussion during the general debate. 

Mr. Speaker, I did not want to leave 
anybody with the impression that our 
substitute was not a highly adequate 
piece of legislation relative to what a 
commission that has significant talent 
and expertise thought was required for 
wilderness additions to the California 
desert. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
going to conclude my remarks by sim
ply saying that the comments of the 
gentleman may reflect a product that 
is better than nothing, but every lead
ing major environmentalist organiza
tion in the country believes that those 
amendments will gut the thrust and 
protection of H.R. 2929. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, this has been a fascinating ex
change and time has flown by. I was 
wondering if the Speaker could tell us 
how much time is left on each side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DREIER] has 6112 minutes re
maining, and the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. BEILENSON] has 7 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Fullerton, CA, Mr. DANNE
MEYER, not quite the desert, but very 
close. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, 
one of the most interesting books that 
I have read in recent times was written 
by the former Governor of the State of 
Washington and former Chairman of 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Democrat Dixy Lee Ray. It came out a 
couple of years ago. She titled it 
"Trashing the Planet." 

In it she says there are a number of, 
the great majority, in fact, of the envi
ronmental groups, and she names 
them, Audubon Society, Sierra Club, 
National Wildlife Federation, Wilder
ness Society, Nature Conservancy, and 
countless other groups, that are fine, 
decent citizens. 

Then she goes on to say there are 
some leaders of other organizations, 
such as the Natural Resources Defense 
Council, Friends of the Earth, Earth 
First!, Greenpeace, Government Ac-

countability Project, Institute for Pol
icy Studies, and many others, that are 
determinedly leftist, radical, dedicated 
to blocking industrial progress and un
raveling industrial society. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is important 
for us to understand, these radical or
ganizations are behind what the House 
is now considering, mainly this lockout 
bill that is currently on the docket of 
the House. Miss Lee says, "They also 
tend to believe that nature is sacred 
and that technology is a sacrilege. 
Some environmentalists appear to be 
in favor of taking mankind back to 
pantheism or animism." 

Thomas Lovejoy, tropical biologist 
and Assistant Secretary of the Smith
sonian Institution, is quoted as saying, 
"The planet is about to break out with 
fever, indeed it may already have, and 
we human beings are the disease. We 
should be at war with ourselves and our 
lifestyles.'' 

Here is Helen Caldicott, an Aus
tralian pediatrician, speaking for the 
Union of Concerned Scientists. She 
says, "Capitalism is destroying the 
Earth. Cuba is a wonderful country. 
What Castro's done is superb." 

Paul Ehrlich, a Stanford University 
biologist, says, "We've already had too 
much economic growth in the United 
States. Economic growth in rich coun
tries like ours is the disease, not the 
cure." 

David Brower of Friends of the Earth 
is quoted as having said, "Childbearing 
should be a punishable crime against 
society, unless the parents hold a gov
ernment license. All potential parents 
should be required to use contraceptive 
chemicals, the Government issuing 
antidotes to citizens chosen for child
bearing.'' 

Mr. Speaker, these are some of the 
statements of leaders of the environ
mental terrorists that seek to lock out 
the vast majority of people in my State 
of California. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the alter
native plan, the BLM plan, that would 
put into wilderness 2.3 million acres in 
the State of California. I am opposed to 
this plan of 4.5 million acres. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank 
the Committee on Rules for making in 
order two amendments that I offered. 
But they limited debate to 10 minutes 
each, clearly not sufficient to discuss 
the major issues involved in these 
amendments. For this reason I oppose 
the rule. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DANNEMEYER] has expired. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, if I 
may say to my friend from California, 
I spoke to the gentleman about the 
possibility of yielding some time, but I 
do not think the comments of the gen
tleman have been very helpful to the 
rule before us. I do not want to give the 
gentleman any time to speak along the 
same line he has been speaking. 
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Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield 1 additional minute to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DANNEMEYER]. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I 
filed two proposed amendments with 
the Rules Committee. One was that we 
would require the preparation and fil
ing of an economic impact report. I 
think before we lock up this quantity 
of land in our State we should analyze 
the adverse economic impact on jobs, 
on private property, and on businesses. 

The reality is there are about 20,000 
miners working on mineral claims in a 
portion of this land that are going to 
be out of a job. The unemployment rate 
in my State is now 7.3 percent. That is 
one-half a percent higher than the 
country. 

The other amendment that I will 
offer will delete from this plan that is 
now before the House the east Mojave 
area, about 1.5 million acres. 

This is the area that is currently 
being developed in mineral develop
ment that this Nation badly needs for 
the functioning of our economy. 

Mr. Speaker, unfortunately only 10 
minutes was given to each amendment. 
That is hardly sufficient time. For 
these reasons I oppose the bill. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 3 min
utes to the gentleman from Utah [Mr. 
OWENS]. 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in enthusiastic support of 
H.R. 2929, the California Desert Protec
tion Act. I am a cosponsor of the bill, 
and as a member of the Interior Com
mittee, I voted to report H.R. 2929 to 
the floor today. I share with my Cali
fornia colleagues their love for the un
tamed desert country of the American 
West. With much the same motivation, 
I have also offered legislation in the 
House, H.R. 1500, which would protect 
much of the remainder of Utah's wild 
desert canyons. Fittingly, on this day 
of such great importance to wilderness 
in California, the Utah BKM wilderness 
bill picked up its lOOth cosponsor. I 
hope that sometime in the not too dis
tant future, we will be able to see that 
issue resolved as well, through in
formed debate and a rational com
promise. 

The California Desert Protection Act 
is a testament to the overwhelming 
popularity of the preservation of our 
natural lands. It is a recognition that 
wilderness, whether or not one ever 
sets foot in it, is vitally important to 
the American soul. This bill is also an 
example of the power of compromise, 
as issue after issue has been rationally 
resolved. This wilderness bill dem
onstrates once again that preservation 
and economic growth are not mutually 
exclusive. One of America's greatest 
assets is its natural beauty. We are 
wise to recognize that and we are wise 
to preserve it for generations to come. 

I am particularly interested in the 
creative solution offered to address an 

issue which we also face in Utah, that 
of the scattered State school trust 
lands which would be incorporated in 
the newly designated wilderness and 
park lands. Clearly, the interests of the 
school trust will be best served if the 
management of trust lands is not re
stricted by the requirements of wilder
ness management and protection. Hav
ing pockets of State-owned school 
lands permanently within wilderness is 
an obviously awkward arrangement 
which should be resolved. To this end, 
H.R. 2929 requires the Secretary of the 
Interior to identify those federally 
owned public lands which are available 
for exchange within California. Then 
the California State Lands Commission 
can exchange scattered State school 
lands within the wilderness and parks 
for consolidated pieces of land which 
could be managed trust lands in a man
ner which achieves maximum benefit 
for the school trust. This provision will 
afford school trust beneficiaries the op
portuni ty to enhance the value and 
manageability of the trust lands by 
transforming scattered, disconnected 
sections into consolidated blocks. 
Likewise, Federal land management ef
ficiency will also be greatly improved 
through the consolidation of public 
lands. 

The solution to the State school 
lands question developed in this bill 
provides a model that we can look to as 
we resolve similar management con
flicts on Utah's public lands. I com
mend the drafters of the legislation 
and the Interior Committee for work
ing out this artful compromise. 

We in the West know firsthand of the 
fragility of the desert landscape. This 
bill preserves a unique and irreplace
able ecosystem which is too easily dis
rupted and scarred. It preserves beau
tiful scenic treasures, recreational op
portunities, archeological resources, 
unique habitat and at-risk-species. 

California cannot afford to lose any 
more of its wilderness. Nor does it need 
to, for the economic potential of these 
lands for meaningful resource develop
ment is limited. As the population of 
California and America continues to 
grow, so will the need for areas of wil
derness, for recreation, habitat protec
tion, and solitude. The sad fact of life 
in late 20th century America is that 
wilderness, if not protected will be irre
deemably lost. 

The noted author, Wallace Stegner, 
recently graciously provided a forward 
for "Wilderness at the Edge," a book 
devoted to the Utah BLM wilderness 
proposal. What he wrote in that book 
seems apt today. 

We were born of wilderness and we respond 
to it more than we sometimes realize. We de
pend upon it increasingly for relief from the 
termite life we have created. Factories, pow
erplants, resorts, we can make anywhere. 
Wilderness, once we have given it up, is be
yond our reconstruction. 

Mr. Speaker, we have an opportunity 
with this bill to guarantee the integ-

rity of the California desert wilderness 
for generations to come. We cannot ac
complish the impossible task of recon
structing wilderness, as Mr. Stegner 
pointed out. So I urge my colleagues to 
join with me today in supporting this 
far-sighted effort to save a vestige of 
the original America by casting a vote 
in favor of H.R. 2929. 
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Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I guess it is pleasing to see 
that there is no ban on fiction on this 
floor. We are discussing the rule, and I 
do want to focus on the rule. 

We will have plenty of time to debate 
the bill in terms of its substance and 
those of us who represent the areas 
that are being affected by this legisla
tion will have ample time to illustrate 
over and over again the fact that not 
only were we not consulted but that 
the degree of arrogance on the side of 
those individuals who are now offering 
what they indicate to be a compromise 
can once again simply be shown not to 
be true by an examination of this bill. 

When I discussed in my earlier testi
mony that this bill is a sham in terms 
of any serious consideration of the sub
stitute that is the true son of the 15-
year process, I heard some snickers 
over on that side of the aisle. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The Chair would remind 
Members not to characterize the moti
vation of other Members of the body. 

PARLIAMENT INQUIRY 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I have a parliamentary in
quiry. 

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

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, under the rule, if it were to 
pass, and the first amendment in order 
under the rule, if it were to pass, are 
the other amendments, all of which 
apply to H.R. 2929, in order? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If of
fered, those subsequent perfecting 
amendments could still be considered, 
since all points of order against them 
would have been waived under the 
pending resolution. 

Mr. THOMAS of Californa. If offered, 
they could be considered. In other 
words, this rule was written with the 
idea that there was supposed to be a 
substitute bill for the underlying bill 
passed by the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, but if in fact that 
substitute is passed, all the amend
ments applying to the underlying bill, 
the bill that came out of the Commit
tee in Interior and Insular Affairs, are 
considered as though they are in order 
anyway. And that is what I am talking 
about in terms of the word character
ized as perhaps inappropriate in ex
plaining behavior. 
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Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Let me respond to the gentleman 
from California to tell him that the sit
uation, as he just properly described, 
has been told to us by the Par
liamentarian and was the result of 
inartful drafting of the rule by the 
Committee on Rules, if my colleagues 
on the Committee on Rules do not 
mind my saying that. 

We had not intended that to take 
place. We had believed and intended if 
the substitute of the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LEWIS] were to be 
adopted, that that would be the end of 
it. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, does the gentleman have any 
characterization of the underlying bill 
in terms of its artful or inartful draft
ing as well? 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, of 
course not. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
HOAGLAND]. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud to rise in support of the Calif or
nia Desert Protection Act. 

I support the California Desert Pro
tection Act, H.R. 2929 before us today. 
As one who went to college in Califor
nia and who has spent considerable 
time exploring the deserts and rivers of 
the West, I am very enthusiastic about 
this bill. And one of the reasons I in
tend to vote for the California Desert 
Protection Act is that it addresses the 
protection of threatened and endan
gered species. 

This bill calls for the designation of a 
new national monument in an area 
where threatened desert tortoise habi
tat is located, to be called the Mojave 
National Monument. The desert tor
toise is threatened with extinction and 
may become extinct unless we act now 
to preserve and protect its habitat in 
the California desert. In just 50 years, 
the desert tortoise population has de
clined so dramatically that where 
there used to be 1,000 tortoises per 
square mile, there are now as few as 20 
to 50 per square mile. 

Why this drastic decline? The pres
sures from civilization have brought 
the tortoise to a perilous point in its 
existence: predation on young tortoises 
from ravens who flock to trash dumps 
and road kills for carrion; off-road ve
hicles that compact the desert soil, and 
crush the animal's burrow, affording 
the tortoise no respite during the day 
from the brutal desert sun; or vehicles 
that crush the eggs in the burrow. 

Another animal fighting to survive in 
the harsh California desert is the 
desert bighorn sheep. This animal re
quires vast areas of wilderness land 

over which to roam. It cannot survive 
if it is confined to isolated islands sur
rounded by seas of development. The 
gene pool of any species cannot be con
fined to only a few individuals or the 
species will suffer grave consequences 
over time. 

The desert bighorn has also suffered 
from cattle who forage for the same 
grasses and who carry diseases to 
which the bighorn have developed no 
tolerance. Mining activities have taken 
a toll because huge amounts of water 
are necessary for heap-leach mining, 
water that is also vital to bighorn sur
vival. 

Opponents of H.R. 2929 argue that the 
Bureau of Land Management plan for 
the California desert is enough to pro
tect the resources while allowing mul
tiple use of the land. In my opinion, 
this is simply not the case. 

The fact that the desert tortoise is 
listed by the Department of the Inte
rior as a threatened species is evidence 
that the BLM's plan is inadequate. In
deed, in 1980, when the BLM first issued 
its plan, the Council on Environmental 
Quality praised the BLM for its super
lative inventory of the resources of the 
desert, but CEQ also criticized the 
plan. Quoting portions of the BLM's 
own environmental impact statement, 
the Council said, "Eight officially list
ed species would receive substantial 
impacts to their habitats, contributing 
to extirpations 'in some cases and pos
sible extinction in others." CEQ also 
pointed out that the EIS found, "Of 70 
special wildlife habitat areas, 71.4 per
cent would receive either negative or 
severely negative impacts." 

These are just two of the creatures 
who have found an ecological niche in 
the California desert. There are many 
others as well. The desert offers a home 
to more than 750 species of wildlife 
alone, but of these, nearly 100 are on 
the brink of extinction. 

We must act now to keep these and 
other animals from extinction and to 
provide protection for the unique 
ecosystems that still flourish in the 
California desert. I urge my colleagues 
to vote for H.R. 2929. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for his 
excellent comments here and would 
only say in support of them that 40 per
cent of the endangered desert tortoises 
that we find dead in the East Mojave 
have bullet holes in them. 

PARLIAMENT ARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I have a parliamentary in
quiry. 

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

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to ask what the 
procedure would be if we were to ask 

unanimous consent to have the Com
mittee on Rules correct the problem 
that was acknowledged by the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN
SON]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
manager of the rule could offer an 
amendment to the rule. No one else 
can. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, the 
manager of the rule is advised to advise 
his friend, the gentleman from Califor
nia, that he has not been authorized by 
the Committee on Rules to offer such 
an amendment. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, what would be the procedure 
then if we would like to proceed and 
have the Committee on Rules take that 
action? 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
MCNULTY). That could be the preroga
tive of the manager of the rule or by a 
vote on the rule. 

Mr. WALKER. I have a further pre
liminary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 

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

Mr. WALKER. Would it not be pos
sible to defeat the previous question on 
the rule and offer an amendment at 
that point to clean up the rule that the 
manager of the rule himself has admit
ted is flawed? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If the 
previous question is defeated, a ger
mane amendment to the rule would be 
in order. 

Mr. WALKER. So, therefore, the way 
the House can correct it, if the gen
tleman from California is not per
mitted to do so because he does not 
have instructions from the Committee 
on Rules, the way for the House to cor
rect a rule that we have now had an ad
mission of a flaw is to defeat the pre
vious question and thereby be able to 
offer a correction? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. An 
amendment to the rule would be in 
order if the House does not order the 
previous question. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to my 
friend, the gentleman from Bakers
field, CA, Mr. THOMAS. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I request the attention of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. BEIL
ENSON]. I want to tell my friend that I 
apologize for the statement that I 
made in terms of characterizing the be
havior. Clearly, by his admission that 
there was a mistake and there was a 
misunderstanding in the drafting of the 
rule and Members were not aware of 
what they were doing, that clearly ex
plains the way in which the rule was 
written. 

I hope the gentleman can understand 
my feeling in terms of an interpreta
tion, when we are supposed to have 
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been given a fair shot at something, 
but clearly the way it is structured it 
did not indicate that there was an op
portuni ty at all because all of the 
other amendments were going to apply 
to the underlying bill anyway. 

I want to apologize to the gentleman 
in terms of my characterization of the 
motivation, since he has indicated that 
it was in fact a mistake. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, I appreciate what 
the gentleman says but this gentleman 
had not been offended, and I think my 
colleagues had not been offended by the 
gentleman's remarks. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from Redlands, CA, Mr. LEWIS. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak
er, I appreciate my colleague yielding 
this 1 minute. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise for two purposes. 
First, I want to address myself to the 
comments of the gentleman from Ne
braska. I want very much to associate 
myself with his remarks about the 
need for protecting the environment of 
the desert. Indeed, it is a very complex 
ecosystem, a tremendous challenge for 
all of us. 

That is precisely why we reviewed all 
the elements of the desert and why 
there were 4 years of public hearings. 
Those elements have been taken care
fully into consideration under the sub
stitute that will be before us shortly. 

Beyond that, Mr. Speaker, I want to 
express my appreciation to the Mem
bers of the Committee on Rules, both 
the presiding member from the major
ity side as well as my colleague, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER], for the cooperation they have 
extended to us during the process of 
trying to develop this rule. Indeed, 
they have been more than helpful as 
far as my interests are concerned. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
of the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER] has expired. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. BEILENSON] is rec
ognized for 30 seconds to close debate. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time, and 
I move the previous question on the 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

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

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

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 256, nays 
160, not voting 18, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
A spin 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Glickman 

Allard 
Allen 
Anderson 
Archer 

[Roll No. 418) 

YEAS-256 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hatcher 
Hayes(LA) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (MI) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzo Ii 
Mccloskey 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 

NAYS-160 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 

Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Po shard 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Richardson 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith(FL) 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 

Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 

Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Combest 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
De Lay 
Dickinson 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Henry 

Herger 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (TX) 
Kasi ch 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Leach 
Lent 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lowery (CA) 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Porter 
Pursell 

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

NOT VOTING-18 
Brooks 
Carr 
Crane 
de la Garza 
Doolittle 
Gaydos 

Hayes (IL) 
Lloyd 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Myers 
Quillen 

D 1716 

Sharp 
Slattery 
Smith (IA) 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Yatron 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Torricelli for, with Mr. Doolittle 

against. 
Messrs. PORTER, BARTON of Texas, 

and IRELAND changed their vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Messrs. MARTINEZ, DWYER of New 
Jersey, HUTTO, and ORTON changed 
their vote from "nay" to "yea." 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(By unanimous consent, Mr. MICHEL 

was allowed to speak out of order.) 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I asked 

for this opportunity to proceed so that 
I might inquire of the distinguished 
majority leader the program for the 
balance of the day and the week, as he 
sees it now unfolding. 

Mr GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the majority 

leader, the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. GEPHARDT]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate this oppor
tunity to give Members more complete 
information about tomorrow. Again, 
there is the possibility of the vote on 
the rule for the suspensions. This rule 
will not only include the procedure for 
the suspensions but it is what we call 
the martial law rule that allows us to 
go through the rest of what we are 
going to do in this period before we 
leave. 

It is a rule that I am told by mem
bers of the minority that is always op
posed by the minority and I assume 
there will be a vote on it. There is also 
the possibility, although I do not know 
that, that there could be a vote on 
going to conference on the banking 
bill. The Senate has finished the sup
plemental appropriation, and we may 
try to go to conference on the supple
mental appropriation bill tomorrow. 

So we will try to get those votes, and 
if there are votes on the other two, and 
certainly the vote on the rule as soon 
as we can, around 12 or 1, so that if 
Members want to be here for those 
votes, they can get them out of the 
way. 

We will roll the votes on the suspen
sions until Monday. 

Mr. MICHEL. One further inquiry: 
Would the Committee on Rules be 
meeting on any measure that might 
come before it, requiring a rule in the 
next couple of days? For example, RTC, 
or something of that nature? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. The Committee on 
Rules may well be meeting tomorrow 
on campaign finance or RTC. 

Mr. MICHEL. Any other? 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Perhaps October 

surprise, but I do not know that. 
Mr. MICHEL. So that Members want

ing to present their case before the 
Committee on Rules, on either one of 
those three, I suspect would have to be 
prepared to make that tomorrow. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Correct. 
Mr. MICHEL. Could the gentleman 

tell me if that is a distinct possibility? 
I see the chairman of the Committee 
on Rules is here, and he may be able to 
enlighten us a little bit more on that 
because I think it would affect some 
Members if they knew they definitely 
were not going to be considering a rule 
on such-and-such that they did not 
have to stay the entire day to make a 
case before the committee, and it 
might help. 

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

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAK
LEY]. 

0 1720 
Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, the 

Committee on Rules at the present 

time does not have any idea of taking 
up October surprise tomorrow. 

Mr. MICHEL. OK; how about RTC? 
Mr. MOAKLEY. Very possible, RTC. 
Mr. MICHEL. And any other? 
Mr. MOAKLEY. Campaign finance re

form absolutely. That is all that we 
have on our agenda at this present 
time. 

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

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gen
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, 
is there some reason why we cannot 
come in earlier than noon tomorrow? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. There is no particu
lar reason. We felt that noon would be 
the normal time that we would meet, 
and we would try to get this rule out of 
the way, and Members would probably 
be free at that point. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Well, we have 
nothing to do at 9 o'clock in the morn
ing. 

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

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
MICHEL] for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, just a further inquiry. 
As I understand it, the Committee on 
Rules has already voted out the mar
tial law, martial rule law. Is there any
thing that would prevent us from con
sidering it tonight and then have no 
votes tomorrow at all? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. If the gentleman 
will yield, it would require a two-thirds 
vote. 

I would also remind Members of what 
we are trying to do. Most Members 
have said over and over again that we 
want to try to get us out of here by 
next Tuesday night. We have a number 
of conferences going on, we have a 
number of activities that need to take 
place here tomorrow, and we are trying 
our best to get it done. 

Mr. Speaker, I know Members want 
to be home over the weekend. I know 
Members want to go home on Tuesday 
night. I beg their patience so that we 
can get all of the things done that we 
have to get done in order to be able to 
get out of here on Tuesday night. 

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would yield further, as I un
derstand it, the only vote tomorrow 
then is on this particular rule. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. There could be a 
vote going to conference on the bank
ing bill. There could be a vote going to 
conference on the supplemental appro
priation. 

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

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gen
tleman from Georgia. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let me 
say to the distinguished majority lead
er, the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
GEPHARDT], that on our side, as the 

gentleman knows, earlier today the en
tire conference met and adopted an 
economic growth package. In fact we 
want to come to the Committee on 
Rules to ask them to make it in order 
as a possible amendment to the RTC. It 
would be frankly easier on the staff if 
we could have that particular item 
considered on Monday morning, or 
sometime on Monday, under the mar
tial law rule they intend to pass. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask the gentleman, 
"You don't have any problem with 
bringing up the rule the same day it's 
reported out?" It would be more con
venient on our side if it is possible to 
do that. If we have to, we can get it 
prepared by tomorrow, but, just as a 
practical matter, unless there is some 
overriding reason, it would be easier to 
take up the RTC from our standpoint 
on Monday so then we can bring in all 
the full details on the economic growth 
package. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. We will take that 
into consideration. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak
er, I appreciate my colleague, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL] 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I certainly do not rise 
to suggest that it would be likely to 
have votes tomorrow, but, if we are 
going to have votes in the middle of 
the day tomorrow. it does occur to me 
that Members might like to know, in 
order not to stay here all night in the 
process. Once we get through an hour's 
general debate on the bill, I frankly 
would like to have the hour in which 
we are going to spend time on the sub
stitute that reflects the interest of the 
four Members who have not had a 
chance to really effectively be heard on 
this bill whose districts are directly af
fected. I think that opportunity would 
come much better in the morning when 
the Members have had a chance to rea
sonably rest, et cetera. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, I would like to 
respond to what the gentleman said. 

It is our intent to go forward this 
evening, but if it is acceptable to the 
minority, we can start at 10 o'clock in 
the morning to try to get the rule done 
and to get other matters done as quick
ly as possible. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. DREIER of California. Are we 
going to be in session on Sunday? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. No. 
Mr. DREIER of California. Not even 

pro forma session? 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Might be a pro 

forma session, but we will not have 
votes on Sunday. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, if there 
are no further questions, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 
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(By unanimous consent, Mr. ROE was 

allowed to speak out of order.) 

REQUEST FOR HELP 

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

Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to amplify this for the benefit of the 
Members. I have been speaking with 
my colleagues over here. We have to 
ask the Members to help us. 

Now what we mean is that we know 
there is a great deal of work, as the 
majority leader and our distinguished 
ranking minority leader said. But if we 
call 50 million votes tomorrow, our 
conferees will not be able to finish our 
work. The Transportation Bill is of 
humongous magnitude, as my col
leagues will appreciate, and tomorrow 
we are going to be meeting on the Sen
ate side. We have been moving back 
and forth. 

So, I just ask the Members, if I may, 
to give us a break tomorrow, and I say, 
"If you want to get out of here Tues
day, we can finish that conference re
port, but we need your help." 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to 
meet at 10 a.m. on tomorrow. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I have a point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MCCURDY). The gentleman will state 
his point of order. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Did the 
Speaker pro tempore rule that the re
quest for a vote was timely? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Yes, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
FRANK] was on his feet. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, the whole House was on its 
feet for 5 minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman was on his feet requesting rec
ognition, and the House was not in 
order. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 269, nays 
135, not voting 30, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Barton 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Blackwell 
Boehlert 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Chapman 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards <TX) 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 

[Roll No. 419) 

YEAS---269 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (MI) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
Mc Curdy 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (OH) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Pallone 

Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Po shard 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Richardson 
Rinaldo 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaugther 
Smith (FL) 
Smith (NJ) 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

Allard 
Allen 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Combest 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
De Lay 
Dickinson 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 

Andrews (NJ) 
Brooks 
Carr 
Clay 
Crane 
de la Garza 
Doolittle 
Gaydos 
Hopkins 
Huckaby 

NAYS---135 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Gunderson 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (TX) 
Kasi ch 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lent 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lowery (CA) 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McEwen 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (WA) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Nichols 

Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pursell 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Riggs 

·Ritter 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Santorum 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Sn owe 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Upton 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young (AK) 
Zeliff 

NOT VOTING-30 
Johnston 
Lloyd 
Manton 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McDade 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Myers 
Nagle 

D 1744 

Quillen 
Rohrabacher 
Sharp 
Smith (IA) 
Solomon 
Tauzin 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Weldon 
Yatron 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Torricelli for, with Mr. Doolittle 

against. 
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. 

REQUEST TO MODIFY BLAZ 
AMENDMENTS EN BLOC NO. 10 
TO H.R. 2929, THE CALIFORNIA 
DESERT PROTECTION ACT OF 
1991 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Speaker, in order to 

save time later on, I ask unanimous 
consent that when the bill (H.R. 2929) is 
considered in the Committee of the 
Whole, in lieu of amendment No. 10 as 
printed, I be permitted to offer a modi
fied amendment in the form of an 
amendment at the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the modified amend
ment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 
Modified amendment offered by Mr. BLAZ: 

Instead of the matter proposed to be in
serted, insert the following: Page 65, after 
line 15, add the following new title: 

TITLE Vill-MILIT ARY LANDS AND 
OVERFLIGHTS 

SEC. 801. SHORT TITI.E AND FINDINGS. 
(a) SHORT TlTLE.-This title may be cited 

as the "California Military Lands With
drawal and Overflights Act of 1991". 

(b) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
(1) the Federal lands within the desert re

gions of California have provided essential 
opportunities for military training, research, 
and development for the Armed Forces of the 
United States and allied nations; 

(2) alternative sites for military training 
and other military activities carried out on 
Federal lands in the California desert area 
are not readily available; 

(3) While changing world conditions have 
lessened to some extent the immediacy of 
military threats to the national security of 
the United States and its allies, there re
mains a need for military training. research, 
and development activities of the types that 
have been carried out on Federal lands in the 
California desert area; and 

(4) continuation of existing military train
ing, research, and development activities, 
under appropriate terms and conditions, is 
not incompatible with the protection and 
proper management of the natural, environ
mental, cultural, and other resources and 
values of the Federal lands in the California 
desert area. 
SEC. 802. WITIIDRAWALS. 

(a) CHINA LAKE.-(1) Subject to valid exist
ing rights and except as otherwise provided 
in this title, the Federal lands referred to in 
paragraph (2), and all other areas within the 
boundary of such lands as depicted on the 
map specified in such paragarph which may 
become subject to the operation of the public 
land laws, are hereby withdrawn from all 
forms of appropriation under the public land 
laws (including the mining laws and the min
eral leasing laws). Such lands are reserved 
for use by the Secretary of the Navy for-

(A) use as a research, development, test, 
and evaluation laboratory; 

(B) use as a range for air warfare weapons 
and weapon systems; 

(C) use as a high hazard training area for 
aerial gunnery. rocketry, electronic warfare 
and countermeasures, tactical maneuvering 
and air support; and 

(D) subject to the requirements of section 
804(f), other defense-related purposes consist
ent with the purposes specified in this para
graph. 

(2) The lands referred to in paragraph (1) 
are the Federal lands, located within the 
boundaries of the China Lake Naval Weapons 
Center, comprising approximately 1,100,000 
acres in Inyo, Kern, and San Bernardino 
Counties, California, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "China Lake Naval Weap
ons Center Withdrawal-Proposed", dated 
January 1985, and filed in accordance with 
section 803. 

(b) CHOCOLATE MOUNTAIN.-(1) Subject to 
valid existing rights and except as otherwise 
provided in this title, the Federal lands re
ferred to in paragraph (2), and all other areas 
within the boundary of such lands as de
picted on the map specified in such para
graph which may become subject to the oper
ation of the public land laws, are hereby 
withdrawn from all forms of appropriation 
under the public land laws (including the 
mining laws and the mineral leasing and the 

geothermal leasing laws). Such lands are re
served for use by the Secretary of the Navy 
for-

( A) testing and training for aerial bomb
ing, missile firing, tactical maneuvering and 
air support; and 

(B) subject to the provisions of section 
804(f), other defense-related purposes consist
ent with the purposes specified in this para
graph. 

(2) The lands referred to in paragraph (1) 
are the Federal lands comprising approxi
mately 226,711 acres in Imperial County, 
California, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled "Chocolate Mountain Aerial Gun
nery Range Proposed-Withdrawal" dated 
November 1991 and filed in accordance with 
section 803. 
SEC. 803. MAPS AND LEGAL DESCRIPI'IONS. 

(a) PUBLICATION AND FILING REQUIRE
MENT.-As soon as practicable after the date 
of enactment of this title, the Secretary of 
the Interior shall-

(1) publish in the Federal Register a notice 
containing the legal description of the lands 
withdrawn and reserved by this title; and 

(2) file maps and the legal description of 
the lands withdrawn and reserved by this 
title with the Committee on Energy and Nat
ural Resources of the United States Senate 
and with the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs of the United States House of 
Re pre sen ta ti ves. 

(b) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.-Such maps 
and legal descriptions shall have the same 
force and effect as if they were included in 
this title except that the Secretary of the In
terior may correct clerical and typo
graphical errors in such maps and legal de
scriptions. 

(C) AVAILABILITY FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION.
Copies of such maps and legal descriptions 
shall be available for public inspection in the 
Office of the Director of the Bureau of Land 
Management, Washington, District of Co
lumbia; the Office of the Director, California 
State Office of the Bureau of Land Manage
ment, Sacramento, California; the office of 
the commander of the Naval Weapons Cen
ter, China Lake, California; the office of the 
commanding officer, Marine Corps Air Sta
tion, Yuma Arizona; and the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, Washington, District 
of Columbia. 

(d) REIMBURSEMENT.-The Secretary of De
fense shall reimburse the Secretary of the 
Interior for the cost of implementing this 
section. 
SEC. 804. MANAGEMENT OF WITHDRAWN LANDS. 

(a) MANAGEMENT BY THE SECRETARY OF THE 
INTERIOR.-(1) Except as provided in sub
section (g), during the period of the with
drawal the Secretary of the Interior shall 
manage the lands withdrawn under section 
802 pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et 
seq.) and other applicable law, including this 
title. 

(2) To the extent consistent with applica
ble law and Executive orders, the lands with
drawn under section 802 may be managed in 
a manner permitting-

(A) the continuation of grazing pursuant to 
applicable law and Executive orders where 
permitted on the date of enactment of this 
title; 

(B) protection of wildlife and wildlife habi
tat; 

(C) control of predatory and other animals; 
(D) recreation (but only on lands with

drawn by section 802(a) (relating to China 
Lake)); 

(E) the prevention and appropriate sup
pression of brush and range fires resulting 
from nonmilitary activities; and 

(F) geothermal leasing on the lands with
drawn under section 802(a) (relating to China 
Lake). 

(3)(A) All nonmilitary use of such lands, in
cluding the uses described in paragraph (2), 
shall be subject to such conditions and re
strictions as may be necessary to permit the 
military use of such lands for the purposes 
specified in or authorized pursuant to this 
title. 

(B) The Secretary of the Interior may issue 
any lease, easement, right-of-way, or other 
authorization with respect to the non
military use of such lands only with the con
currence of the Secretary of the Navy. 

(b) CLOSURE TO PUBLIC.-(1) If the Sec
retary of the Navy determines that military 
operations, public safety, or national secu
rity require the closure to public use of any 
road, trail, or other portion of the lands 
withdrawn by this title, the Secretary may 
take such action as the Secretary deter
mines necessary or desirable to effect and 
maintain such closure. 

(2) Any such closure shall be limited to the 
minimum areas and periods which the Sec
retary of the Navy determines are required 
to carry out this subsection. 

(3) Before and during any closure under 
this subsection, the Secretary of the Navy 
shall-

( A) keep appropriate warning notices post
ed; and 

(B) take appropriate steps to notify the 
public concerning such closures. 

(C) MANAGEMENT PLAN.-The Secretary of 
the Interior (after consultation with the Sec
retary of the Navy) shall develop a plan for 
the management of each area withdrawn 
under section 802 during the period of such 
withdrawal. Each plan shall-

(1) be consistent with applicable law; 
(2) be subject to conditions and restrictions 

specified in subsection (a)(3); 
(3) include such provisions as may be nec

essary for proper management and protec
tion of the resources and values of such area; 
and · 

(4) be developed not later than three years 
after the date of enactment of this title. 

(d) BRUSH AND RANGE FIRES.-The Sec
retary of the Navy shall take necessary pre
cautions to prevent and suppress brush and 
range fires occurring within and outside the 
lands withdrawn under section 802 as a result 
of military activities and may seek assist
ance from the Bureau of Land Management 
in the suppression of such fires. The memo
randum of understanding required by sub
section (e) shall provide for Bureau of Land 
Management assistance in the suppression of 
such fires, and for a transfer of funds from 
the Department of the Navy to the Bureau of 
Land Management as compensation for such 
assistance. 

(e) MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING.-(1) 
The Secretary of the Interior and the Sec
retary of the Navy shall (with respect to 
each land withdrawal under section 802) 
enter into a memorandum of understanding 
to implement the management plan devel
oped under subsection (c). Any such memo
randum of understanding shall provide that 
the Director of the Bureau of Land Manage
ment shall provide assistance in the suppres
sion of fires resulting from the military use 
of lands withdrawn under section 802 if re
quested by the Secretary of the Navy. 

(2) The duration of any such memorandum 
shall be the same as the period of the with
drawal of the lands under section 802. 

(f) ADDITIONAL MILITARY USES.-(1) Lands 
withdrawn by section 802 may be used for de
fense-related uses other than those specified 
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in such section. The Secretary of Defense 
shall promptly notify the Secretary of the 
Interior in the event that the lands with
drawn by this title will be used for defense
related purposes other than those specified 
in section 802. Such notification shall indi
cate the additional use or uses involved, the 
proposed duration of such uses, and the ex
tent to which such additional military uses 
of the withdrawn lands will require that ad
ditional or more stringent conditions or re
strictions be imposed on otherwise-per
mitted nonmilitary uses of the withdrawn 
land or portions thereof. 

(g) MANAGEMENT OF CHINA LAKE.-(1) The 
Secretary of the Interior may assign the 
management responsibility for the lands 
withdrawn under section 802(a) to the Sec
retary of the Navy who shall manage such 
lands, and issue leases, easements, rights-of
way, and other authorizations, in accordance 
with this title and cooperative management 
arrangements between the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Secretary of the Navy. In 
the case that the Secretary of the Interior 
assigns such management responsibility to 
the Secretary of the Navy before the devel
opment of the management plan under sub
section (c), the Secretary of the Navy (after 
consultation with the Secretary of the Inte
rior) shall develop such management plan. 

(2) 'rhe Secretary of the Interior shall be 
responsible for the issuance of any lease, 
easement, right-of-way, and other authoriza
tion with respect to any activity which in
volves both the lands withdrawn under sec
tion 802(a) and any other lands. Any such au
thorization shall be issued only with the con
sent of the Secretary of the Navy and, to the 
extent that such activity involves lands 
withdrawn under section 802(a), shall be sub
ject to such conditions as the Secretary of 
the Navy may prescribe. 

(3) The Secretary of the Navy shall prepare 
and submit to the Secretary of the Interior 
an annual report on the status of the natural 
and cultural resources and values of the 
lands withdrawn under section 802(a). The 
Secretary of the Interior shall transmit such 
report to the committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs of the House of Representatives 
and the Comroittee on Energy and Natural 
Resources of the Senate. 

(4) The Secretary of the Navy shall be re
sponsible for the management of wild horses 
and burros located on the lands withdrawn 
under section 802(a) and may utilize heli
copters and motorized vehicles for such pur
poses. Such management shall be in accord
ance with laws applicable to such manage
ment of public lands and with an appropriate 
memorandum of understanding between the 
Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary 
of the Navy. 

(5) Neither this title nor any other provi
sion of law shall be construed to prohibit the 
Secretary of the Interior from issuing and 
administering any lease for the development 
and utilization of geothermal steam and as
sociated geothermal resources on the lands 
withdrawn under section 802(a) pursuant to 
the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970 (30 U.S.C. 
1001 et seq.) and other applicable law, but no 
such lease shall be issued without the con
currence of the Secretary of the Navy. 

(6) This title shall not affect the geo
thermal exploration and development au
thority of the Secretary of the Navy under 
section 2689 of title 10, United States Code, 
except that the Secretary of the Navy shall 
obtain the concurrence of the Secretary of 
the Interior before taking action under that 
section with respect to the lands withdrawn 
under section 802(a). 

SEC. 805. DURATION OF WITHDRAWALS. 
(a) DURATION.-The withdrawal and res

ervation established by this title shall termi
nate 15 years after the date of enactment of 
this title. 

(b) DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATE
MENT.-No later than 12 years after the date 
of enactment of this title, the Secretary of 
the Navy shall publish a draft environmental 
impact statement concerning continued or 
renewed withdrawal of any portion of the 
lands withdrawn by this title for which that 
Secretary intends to seek such continued or 
renewed withdrawal. Such draft environ
mental impact statement shall be consistent 
with the requirements of the National Envi
ronmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 
et seq.) applicable to such a draft environ
mental impact statement. Prior to the ter
mination date specified in subsection (a), the 
Secretary of the Navy shall hold a public 
hearing on any draft environmental impact 
statement published pursuant to this sub
section. Such hearing shall be held in the 
State of California in order to receive public 
comments on the alternatives and other 
matters included in such draft environ
mental impact statement. 

(c) EXTENSIONS OR RENEWALS.-The with
drawals established by this title may not be 
extended or renewed except by an Act or 
joint resolution. 
SEC. 806. ONGOING DECONTAMINATION. 

(a) PROGRAM.-Throughout the duration of 
the withdrawals made by this title, the Sec
retary of the Navy, to the extent funds are 
made available, shall maintain a program of 
decontamination of lands withdrawn by this 
title at least at the level of decontamination 
activities performed on such lands in fiscal 
year 1986. 

(b) REPORTS.-At the same time as the 
President transmits to the Congress the 
President's proposed budget for the first fis
cal year beginnirig after the date of enact
ment of this title and for each subsequent 
fiscal year, the Secretary of the Navy shall 
transmit to the Committees on Appropria
tions, Armed Services, and Energy and Natu
ral Resources of the Senate and to the Com
mittees on Appropriations, Armed Services, 
and Interior and Insular Affairs of the House 
of Representatives a description of the de
contamination efforts undertaken during the 
previous fiscal year on such lands and the de
contamination activities proposed for such 
lands during the next fiscal year including: 

(1) amounts appropriated and obligated or 
expended for decontamination of such lands; 

(2) the methods used to decontaminate 
such lands; 

(3) amount and types of contaminants re
moved from such lands; 

(4) estimated types and amounts of resid
ual contamination on such lands; and 

(5) an estimate of the costs for full decon
tamination of such lands and the estimate of 
the time to complete such decontamination. 
SEC. 807. REQUIREMENTS FOR RENEWAL. 

(a) NOTICE AND FILING.-(1) No later than 
three years prior to the termination of the 
withdrawal and reservation established by 
this title, the Secretary of the Navy shall ad
vise the Secretary of the Interior as to 
whether or not the Secretary of the Navy 
will have a continuing military need for any 
of the lands withdrawn under section 802 
after the termination date of such with
drawal and reservation. 

(2) If the Secretary of the Navy concludes 
that there will be a continuing military need 
for any of such lands after the termination 
date, the Secretary shall file an application 
for extension of the withdrawal and reserva-

tion of such needed lands in accordance with 
the regulations and procedures of the De
partment of the Interior applicable to the ex
tension of withdrawals of lands for military 
uses. 

(3) If, during the period of withdrawal and 
reservation, the Secretary of the Navy de
cides to relinquish all or any of the lands 
withdrawn and reserved by this title, the 
Secretary shall file a notice of intention to 
relinquish with the Secretary of the Interior. 

(b) CONTAMINATION.-(!) Before transmit
ting a notice of intention to relinquish pur
suant to subsection (a), the Secretary of De
fense, acting through the Department of 
Navy, shall prepare a written determination 
concerning whether and to what extent the 
lands that are to be relinquished are con
taminated with explosive, toxic, or other 
hazardous materials. 

(2) A copy of such determination shall be 
transmitted with the notice of intention to 
relinquish. 

(3) Copies of both the notice of intention to 
relinquish and the determination concerning 
the contaminated state of the lands shall be 
published in the Federal Register by the Sec
retary of the Interior. 

(c) DECONTAMINATION.-If any land which is 
the subject of a notice of intention to relin
quish pursuant to subsection (a) is contami
nated, and the Secretary of the Interior, in 
consultation with the Secretary of the Navy, 
determines that decontamination is prac
ticable and economically feasible (taking 
into consideration the potential future use 
and value of the land) and that upon decon
tamination, the land could be opened to op
eration of some or all of the public land laws, 
including the mining laws, the Secretary of 
the Navy shall decontaminate the land to 
the extent that funds are appropriated for 
such purpose. 

(d) ALTERNATIVES.-If the Secretary of the 
Interior, after consultation with the Sec
retary of the Navy, concludes that decon
tamination of any land which is the subject 
of a notice of intention to relinquish pursu
ant to subsection (a) is not practicable or 
economically feasible, or that the land can
not be decontaminated sufficiently to be 
opened to operation of some or all of the 
public land laws, or if Congress does not ap
propriate a sufficient amount of funds for 
the decontamination of such land, the Sec
retary of the Interior shall not be required to 
accept the land proposed for relinquishment. 

(e) STATUS OF CONTAMINATED LANDS.-If, 
because of their contaminated state, the 
Secretary of the Interior declines to accept 
jurisdiction over lands withdrawn by this 
title which have been proposed for relin
quishment, or if at the expiration of the 
withdrawal made by this title the Secretary 
of the Interior determines that some of the 
lands withdrawn by this title are contami
nated to an extent which prevents opening 
such contaminated lands to operation of the 
publiclandlaws-

(1) the Secretary of the Navy shall take ap
propriate steps to warn the public of the con
taminated state of such lands and any risks 
associated with entry onto such lands; 

(2) after the expiration of the withdrawal, 
the Secretary of the Navy shall undertake no 
activities on such lands except in connection 
with decontamination of such lands; and 

(3) the Secretary of the Navy shall report 
to the Secretary of the Interior and to the 
Congress concerning the status of such lands 
and all actions taken in furtherance of this 
subsection. 

(f) REVOCATION AUTHORITY.-Notwithstand
ing any other provision of law, the Secretary 
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of the Interior, upon deciding that it is in 
the public interest to accept jurisdiction 
over lands proposed for relinquishment pur
suant to subsection (a), is authorized to re
voke the withdrawal and reservation estab
lished by this title as it applies to such 
lands. Should the decision be made to revoke 
the withdrawal and reservation, the Sec
retary of the Interior shall publish in the 
Federal Register an appropriate order which 
shall-

(1) terminate the withdrawal and reserva
tion; 

(2) constitute official acceptance of full ju
risdiction over the lands by the Secretary of 
the Interior; and 

(3) state the date upon which the lands will 
be opened to the operation of some or all of 
the public lands laws, including the mining 
laws. 
SEC. 808. DELEGABILITY. 

(a) DEFENSE.-The functions of the Sec
retary of Defense or the Secretary of the 
Navy under this title may be delegated. 

(b) lNTERIOR.-The functions of the Sec
retary of the Interior under this title may be 
delegated, except that an order described in 
section 807(f) may be approved and signed 
only by the Secretary of the Interior, the 
Under Secretary of the Interior, or an Assist
ant Secretary of the Department of the Inte
rior. 
SEC. 809. HUNTING, FISHING, AND TRAPPING. 

All hunting, fishing, and trapping on the 
lands withdrawn by this title shall be con
ducted in accordance with the provisions of 
section 2671 of title 10, United States Code. 
SEC. 810. IMMUNITY OF UNITED STATES. 

The United States and all departments or 
agencies thereof shall be held harmless and 
shall not be liable for any injury or damage 
to persons or property suffered in the course 
of any geothermal leasing or other author
ized nonmilitary activity conducted on lands 
described in section 802 of this title. 
SEC. 811. EL CENTRO RANGES. 

The Secretary of the Interior is authorized 
to permit the Secretary of the Navy to use 
until January 1, 1994, the approximately 
44,870 acres of public lands in Imperial Coun
ty, California, known as the East Mesa and 
West Mesa ranges, in accordance with the 
Memorandum of Understanding dated June 
29, 1987, between the Bureau of Land Manage
ment, the Bureau of Reclamation, and the 
Department of the Navy. Such use shall be 
consistent with such Memorandum of Under
standing and such additional terms and con
ditions as the Secretary of the Interior may 
require in order to protect the natural, sci
entific, environmental, cultural, and other 
resources and values of such lands and to 
minimize the extent to which use of such 
lands for military purposes impedes or re
stricts use of such or other public lands for 
other purposes. All military uses of such 
lands shall cease on January 1, 1994, unless 
authorized by subsequent Act of Congress. 
SEC. 812. MILITARY OVERFLIGHTS. 

(a) DISCLAIMER.-Nothing in this Act shall 
preclude low-level overflights by military 
aircraft, the designation of new uni ts of spe
cial airspace, or the use or establishment of 
military flight training routes over the new 
units of the National Park or National Wil
derness Preservation Systems (or any addi
tions to existing units of such Systems) des
ignated by this Act. 

(b) MONITORING.-The Secretary of the In
terior shall monitor the effects of aircraft 
overflights on the resources and values of 
the units of the National Park System and 
National Wilderness Preservation System 

designated or expanded by this Act, and on 
visitor enjoyment of such units. The Sec
retary of the Interior shall actively seek the 
assistance of the Secretary of Defense, con
sistent with national security needs, to re
solve concerns related to such overflights 
and to prevent, eliminate, or minimize the 
derogation of resources and values and of 
visitor enjoyment associated with overflight 
activities. 

Mr. BLAZ (during the reading). Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the modified amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Guam? 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the right to object, so that I may ask 
the gentleman from Guam whether the 
modification he is proposing is the 
same one that he and I have discussed 
and agreed upon earlier. 

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman from Minnesota yield under 
this reservation? 

Mr. VENTO. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman from Guam. 

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding, and I can as
sure him that this is the same modi
fication to my amendment that he and 
I have worked out together. If my 
unanimous consent request is agreed 
to, my amendment would omit any 
provisions related to the lands around 
Fort Irwin, because the military's con
cerns about those areas have already 
been addressed in a previous amend
ment. It would have the same provi
sions relating to China Lake, Choco
late Mountain, and the El Centro range 
areas as I Mr. VENTO's amendment. 
And it would have the overflight lan
guage, based on the administration's 
testimony on Mr. VENTO's military 
withdrawal and overflight bill, that 
was worked out and agreed to in dis
cussions between Mr. VENTO and myself 
earlier this week. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the explanation that the gen
tleman has provided. I want to thank 
the gentleman from Guam for his co
operation with regard to this impor
tant matter. I believe that the Vento
Blaz form of the Blaz amendment fully 
and properly addresses both the genu
inely necessary renewal of the military 
withdrawals of the China Lake and 
Chocolate Mountain areas, and the per
ceived need of the military for a dis
claimer concerning continued 
overflights by military aircraft of the 
lands dealt with in this bill. With this 
modification, I can fully support the 
amendment, and so, Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection 
to the modification. 

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

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, might I inquire, 
under the modification that is being 
contemplated with this motion or with 
this action, who will control the 
amendment? 

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

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, it is the in
tention that the gentleman from Guam 
[Mr. BLAZ] will control and offer this 
amendment. It is a modification to his 
amendment which is in order by the 
rule. 

If the gentleman would continue to 
yield, in the event that amendment 
which we have agreed to is offered and 
accepted, I would not offer the amend
ment that I am listed to offer. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, further 
reserving the right to object, my con
cern here is that we went through an 
exercise just a couple of minutes ago 
with regard to the rule where we .asked 
unanimous consent that the rule be 
corrected to correct the flaw that was 
obvious in the rule, that the manager 
of the rule said was there, and we could 
not get unanimous consent to do that. 
I see no reason for the House to give 
unanimous consent for something 
which is outside the rules process and, 
therefore, I object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec
tion is heard. 

MODIFICATION OF APPOINTMENT 
OF CONFEREES TO H.R. 2950, 
INTERMODAL SURF ACE TRANS
PORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE 
ACT OF 1991 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the Chair announces the fol
lowing appointment of conferees to 
H.R. 2950, the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Infrastructure Act of 
1991: Pursuant to the previous order of 
the House of November 6, 1991, the ap
pointment of conferees on the bill (H.R. 
2950) to develop a national intermodal 
surface transportation system, to au
thorize funds for construction of high
ways, for highway safety programs, 
and for mass transit programs, and for 
other purposes, is modified by adding 
at the end thereof the following new 
paragraph: 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Government Operations, 
for consideration of title IV of the Sen
ate amendment and modifications com
mitted to conference: Mr. CONYERS and 
Mr. HORTON. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will notify the Senate of the 
change in conferees. 
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING 

REQUIREMENT OF CLAUSE 4(b) 
OF RULE XI AGAINST CONSIDER
ATION OF CERTAIN RESOLU
TIONS REPORTED FROM COM
MITTEE ON RULES 
Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 102-351) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 294) waiving the requirement of 
clause 4(b) of rule XI, against consider
ation of certain resolutions reported 
from the Committee on Rules, and for 
other purposes, which was ref erred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to ·be 
printed. 

D 1750 
CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION 

ACT OF 1991 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 

MCNULTY). Pursuant to House Resolu
tion 279 and rule XXIII, the Chair de
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 2929. 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2929) to 
designate certain lands in the Calif or
nia desert as wilderness, to establish 
the Death Valley, Joshua Tree, and 
Mojave National Parks, and for other 
purposed, with Mr. BARNARD 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. LEHMAN] will be recog
nized for 30 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Guam [Mr. BLAZ] will be 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. LEHMAN.] 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an important 
day for the State of California, the cul
mination of years of work toward en
acting sweeping legislation for the pro
tection of the California desert. I want 
to at the outset acknowledge the tre
mendous cooperation of the Members 
who have been involved directly in this 
process over the past year: 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
LEVINE], my wonderful colleague and 
friend who has been indefatigable in 
pursuit of this legislation for the past 
few years and who has worked closely 
with me over the course of this year to 
bring this legislation to the point; the 
gentleman from California [Mr. MIL
LER], our chairman on the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, who 
worked closely with us at all times and 
successfully steered this bill through 
the full committee; the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO], chairman 

of the Subcommittee on National 
Parks and Public Lands, who had this 
jurisdiction for several years, who has 
been a friend of the desert during that 
time and who has visited the area on 
several occasions and whose great work 
is also embodied in this legislation. 

And I want to thank the gentleman 
from Guam [Mr. BLAZ], my good friend 
whom I have had the pleasure of work
ing with and for whom I have great re
spect and with whom we both share a 
love of this area. He has certainly con
tributed an awful lot to this legisla
tion. I know we find ourselves still 
with some differences, but that is not 
because we have both not honestly 
tried to work together to get a good re
sult here. I want to commend him and 
thank him for his participation. 

As members are aware, legislation 
similar to what we are considering 
today was first introduced in 1986. 
There have been six public hearings on 
this matter, three in California and 
two in the desert itself. Numerous field 
inspections have been undertaken by 
Members of this House and by staff. 
Over 500 witnesses have been heard in 
connection with this legislation. In
deed, no other land-use issue since the 
Alaska Lands Act has found this kind 
of intense congressional scrutiny. 

Mr. Speaker, business as usual for 
the California desert is not an option 
any longer. Protection of the desert is 
imperative and this protection must 
begin with legislation followed by 
tough administrative guidelines. The 
California desert plan was the begin
ning, not the end, of a management 
process which continues to evolve. 

The great California desert encom
passes 25 million acres. The American 
people clearly want land use decisions 
concerning this property to reflect 
their values. They want exploitation 
carefully balanced with protection. 
They want recreation that does not un
duly harm the landscape. They want 
the most precious and primitive and 
pristine areas left intact, untouched, 
insofar as possible, for future genera
tions to appreciate. And they want the 
cruel and senseless extermination of 
fragile species to end now. 

Contrary to what we have heard, this 
bill does not eliminate man's presence 
in the desert. It does not prohibit 
human activity: mining, grazing, hunt
ing, motoring. Indeed, the desert is 
vast and there is room for all things in 
some measure. It does, however, place 
reasonable limits and restrictions on 
activities in some areas where the use 
at existing levels is contrary to the 
public interest. 

We can plant new trees in the forest 
and hope that they may grow, but we 
cannot do the same in the desert. A 
perfect illustration of this type of prob
lem is the scaring left by General Pat
ton's troops 50 years ago can still be 
seen. The loss of habitat is irreversible. 
Five years is long enough for the bill to 
be debated. And we should not pro
crastinate further. 

This bill designates 4.3 million acres 
of BLM managed land as wilderness. It 
redesignates the Death Valley and 
Joshua Tree National Monuments as 
national parks, enlarges them and des
ignates areas within these expanded 
parks as wilderness. The bill also es
tablishes the Mojave National Monu
ment, designates it as a unit of the Na
tional Park System, and designates 
certain lands within it as wilderness. 
This is not the same bill that has been 
around for 5 years. 

A total of 271,000 acres was deleted in 
H.R. 2929 from past desert proposals 
and in the en bloc amendment today, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
MILLER] will propose to release, to take 
out another 160,000 acres. Most off-road 
vehicles have been carefully excluded 
from the legislation with another 75,000 
more acres of recreation trails added to 
the proposal which is the equivalent of 
114 miles. No active mines are within 
any of the wilderness boundaries. Valid 
existing mining claims are protected in 
wilderness and parks. However, we 
have eliminated 73,400 more acres for 
certain mining interests. 

Grazing is allowed in wilderness 
areas, although not generally in na
tional parks. However, we have made 
an exception. We have provided that 
grazing in the Mojave and in the addi
tions to Death Valley can continue for 
25 years or lifetime of the permi ttee 
holder. 

Hunting is, of course, allowed in the 
wilderness. This bill does not eliminate 
hunting on wilderness. It is allowed 
there. 

It is, of course, not allowed in na
tional parks and monuments, which is 
a longstanding park policy. But there 
is not hunting today in the Joshua 
Tree, and there is not hunting today in 
the Mojave. And this does not change 
that one bit. 

We have provided for an exchange 
system here to consolidate Federal 
lands in many of these designated 
areas, while allowing private land
holders in the State of California to 
trade out their property on a value-for
value basis. 

Finally, we have solved all of the 
concerns that the various utilities have 
had with this bill by removing 27,000 
acres from it. · 

These are just a few of the many 
problems we have solved and the com
promises we have made from past 
desert bills. 

My colleagues, the easy environ
mental issues have been solved. This 
decade we in Congress and the citizens 
of this Nation will be faced with the 
toughest questions yet. Can we blindly 
continue to use every last resource and 
destroy crucial habitat as if there is no 
tomorrow? Or, do we take the chal
lenge that is presented to a truly ad-
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vanced society which accepts the long
term benefit over the short-term gain. 
Do we continue to tell other countries 
to stop unwise resource use, when we 
cannot protect our own public land? 
Or, do we stand before the inter
national community, proudly and bold
ly as an example to all countries of the 
world as a nation which decided, before 
it was to late, to lead by example not 
by words. 

Today you are faced with the oppor
tunity to cast a vote that will genu
inely make a difference. I ask for you 
to vote in favor of H.R. 2929 and against 
any weakening amendments. Time is 
running out for one of the world's great 
ecosystems. Let us act now to preserve 
indelibly this important part of our 
natural heritage. 

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

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG], 
the ranking member of the committee. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair
man, first let me compliment the indi
viduals who have worked on this legis
lation: the gentleman from Guam [Mr. 
BLAZ], ranking member, and the gen
tleman from California [Mr. LEHMAN]. 

I do rise in strong opposition to this 
legislation. That is no surprise. 

I rise not necessarily about the Cali
fornia desert bill. I rise in opposition to 
what this Congress has been doing for 
the last 15, 20 years. 

0 1800 
This Congress has taken land that is 

productive and that provides jobs for 
the American workingman out of pro
duction; 676 million acres of land that 
does not produce one nickel or dime, it 
produces zero. California has a terrible 
job climate today. This bill is going to 
cost jobs regardless of what the gen
tleman says. It is going to cost jobs, it 
is going to cost money, it is going to 
cost taxpayers money to run this. 

Everytime I stand on the floor and 
bring this to the Congress, the people's 
ideas that we can have both, the Irish 
wilderness was brought to the floor, it 
cost approximately 2,000 jobs and it 
was not even a wilderness but it was a 
fine mineral deposit. It would have 
used about 150 acres. 

The concept that we keep placating 
the so-called environmental movement 
by taking land and setting it aside is 
wrong, because this Nation was built 
on natural resources and only can con
tinue to grow on natural resources. 
The fiber, the minerals, the fossil fuels, 
and yes, the wind power and the nu
clear power, all the other powers, do 
not come from the sky. It means devel
opment of resources that God has given 
this country. 

Now, the gentleman from California 
mentioned a while ago that we have a 
responsibility to the environment, and 
that is true. But we also have a respon-

sibility to the people, the working men 
and women of this country. We are los
ing that responsibility. We are not pro
viding the jobs. 

It is ironic to me, as the gentleman 
just previously spoke, if this same Con
gress had been sitting when they devel
oped the central valley project there 
would still be a desert there, not the 
ability to provide the food for the 
State of California and for the people 
of this United States. 

If we had this same Congress back in 
the 1800's we would not have the Trans
continental Railroad. If we had the 
same Congress in 1933, when Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt was here, we would 
not have the Boulder Dam, the Ten
nessee Valley project that provides us 
the power and the jobs for the people. 

This Congress has got its head buried 
in the sand. We hear a lot of presi
dential bashing about the economy of 
this Nation and about the lack of jobs. 
I heard these I-minutes all from this 
side today talking about the lack of 
jobs and how the people are not em
ployed, and yet this Congress, every 
day it brings a bill to the floor of the 
House and the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs and takes jobs away 
from the people. 

The spotted owl is going to cost us 
35,000 jobs. This bill alone will cost 
more than 500 jobs, and no future jobs, 
regardless of what the gentleman says. 
I can go on with the California wilder
ness, the Oregon wilderness, the Idaho 
wilderness bill, the Washington State 
wilderness benefits bill, and yes, the 
Alaska wilderness bill, 147 million 
acres, and it all takes jobs from the 
American people. 

This side cannot have it both ways. 
You are talking about the economy 
and you keep putting bills on this floor 
to take away the opportunity of the 
American people. You do not provide 
us with the energy that this country 
needs. And then they say we must do it 
to protect the environment. If you do 
not have a strong economy, your envi
ronment is destroyed. 

Go to India. Go to these Third World 
countries and find out, because the 
people are underfed, unemployed, be
cause they do not in fact have any 
money. They have terrible environ
mental damage being incurred. 

We must get some balance in this 
Congress, get some ideas in this Con
gress that we can have our environ
ment but we must not continue to put 
this vast amount of land aside without 
understanding the effect upon the 
economy and the people directly af
fected by the loss of their jobs. 

I am going to support the Lewis 
amendment. I think that is probably 
more realistic. I am not excited about 
that as much as I should be, but this 
so-called compromise is a bill that cre
ates chaos in the economy of this Na
tion because it takes out the oppor
tunity for future advancement and op-

portunity for the working men and 
women. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from California, [Mr. FAZIO]. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, for 5 
years, despite a great deal of urging by 
the gentlemen from California, my 
good friends, Mr. LEHMAN and Mr. LE
VINE as well, and a great deal of input 
in support of this legislation from my 
constituents, I have withheld my co
sponsorship from desert protection leg
islation out of respect for my col
leagues who represent the affected 
area. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 2929. Today I am proud 
to list myself as a cosponsor of this im
portant bill, introduced by my friends 
from California. Mr. LEHMAN and Mr. 
LEVINE, and of course by the gentleman 
from California, [Mr. MILLER], the 
chairman of the full committee. 

The bill is really a product of more 
than 5 years of work by the bill's spon
sors. During this period the sponsors 
have made every effort to reach out to 
the many groups affected by it, to 
forge compromises and to address le
gitimate concerns. The sponsors have 
in my estimation done an admirable 
job. 

Let me briefly highlight some of the 
compromises reflected in the bill. Ear
lier proposals seeking desert protec
tion, Mr. Chairman, called for a 10-year 
phaseout of grazing to accommodate 
existing grazing interests in the area 
that will become the Mojave National 
Monument and in a small portion of 
Death Valley. As brought to this floor, 
the measure would extend grazing 
phaseout periods more than twofold, to 
25 years. In addition, the desert protec
tion bill gives priority to the acquisi
tion of livestock owner's base property 
on a willing seller basis only. 

We have already heard questions 
about limited access to these lands, 
that access is somehow being denied to 
the vast majority of working Ameri
cans and their families. The Governor 
of my own State has argued that in 
this bill we are locking up the desert 
and that only those hardy enough to 
backpack will be able to enjoy it. 

Mr. Chairman, I find nothing in this 
measure to support that contention. 
The bill leaves open a network of more 
than 33,000 miles of roads and jeep 
trails. Of the lands that the bill des
ignates as wilderness, fully 85 percent 
are within three miles of vehicular ac
cess. Nonetheless, the sponsors have 
made additional compromises on this 
front as well. The proposal before us 
opens an extra 107 jeep miles in addi
tion to those already provided in ear
lier versions of the bill. 

The sponsors also made concessions 
to the concerns of the utility industry. 
The industry, which previously opposed 
the bill, now testifies that it has no ob
jection to the measure. In addition, ac-
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commodations have been made to the 
mining interests in the area. The origi
nal boundaries in the desert proposal 
were drawn to avoid known mining 
claims. These boundaries were taken 
form information supplied by the Bu
reau of Mines, the Bureau of Land 
Management, the U.S. Geological Sur
vey, and the State of California. 

Since the introduction of the original 
desert proposal many additional modi
fications have been made. H.R. 2929 has 
deleted an additional 71,000 acres from 
wilderness and park boundaries to ac
commodate the concerns of the mining 
industry. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, of particular 
importance to me, the bill includes a 
provision that protects the financial 
interest of California's retired teachers 
fund. There are approximately 340,000 
acres of California school lands scat
tered within the proposed desert wil
derness and park areas. This represents 
almost 50 percent of the surface owner
ship of the State school lands. 

Unlike other earlier versions of the 
bill, H.R. 2929 directs the Secretary of 
the Interior to enter into land ex
changes with the California State 
Lands Commission as a means to com
pensate California retired teachers on a 
value-for-value basis for the Federal 
acquisition of school land assets. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I think the opposi
tion's argument that the bill is not a 
compromise is not accurate. Time and 
again the sponsors have made every ef
fort to address the many conflicting 
concerns about the protection of the 
California desert. 

I am sure tonight we will be able to 
work out the concerns of the Pentagon 
as well. So I strongly support H.R. 2929. 
I urge my colleagues to vote for this 
much needed statutory protection 
which has been properly compromised. 
It is vital and unique, a natural re
source that is irreplaceable. 

I know our colleagues on the Repub
lican side mean well. I know they have 
gained quite a bit in their negotiating. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FAZIO. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
LEWIS], my friend from the Redlands. 
area. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, my colleague, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. FAZIO] and I have 
worked together for years, as the Mem
bers know. But I would say to my col
league that that last comment may 
have been communicated to him as a 
matter of the record, but the fact is 
there has not been any negotiation en
tered into on the part of the authors on 
this bill, not one moment of negotia
tion, even though we have heard seri
ous requests for that negotiation. 

D 1810 

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I had hoped to speak 
at length on this subject, but out of re
spect to those particularly affected, I 
shall be brief. 

Let me respond to the comments of 
the chairman, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LEHMAN] earlier and 
say also that I really enjoyed working 
with the gentleman from California 
[Mr. LEHMAN]. I enjoyed working with 
the gentleman from California [Mr. PA
NETTA]. I enjoyed working with the 
gentleman from California [Mr. LEWIS], 
and I am particularly grateful to the 
gentleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] 
for permitting me, a delegate, to man
age a bill. I am grateful to the leader
ship on my side. 

Reluctantly, Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the bill. It pains me, for 
I was stationed in that desert, iron
ically at Twentynine Palms. I thought 
maybe the bill was named after that 
base, but it really was not. 

Later on I shall yield to the four peo
ple from the desert who are imme
diately affected. I should like at this 
time, however, to say that I have every 
intention of introducing an amendment 
that affects the military. 

The spectacular success that we en
joyed in the Persian Gulf was not due 
to the experience in the Arabian Penin
sula, but because of the training that 
we had in the Mohave Desert. I have an 
obligation to those with whom I have 
served to make sure that I introduce 
that amendment. Whether it fails or 
wins, it makes no difference. I must 
fulfill that obligation. 

Rather than take up too much time, 
Mr. Chairman, I shall end with this. I 
was somewhat disappointed and sur
prised that the people who are most 
immediately affected were apparently 
not consulted in the authorship of this 
bill. To me that oversight, intended or 
perhaps unintended, strikes at the very 
core of representation, and it would 
seem to me that it would d!splease me 
no end personally if I thought that 
someone in this body would have a bill 
that would literally change my dis
trict, my 8-mile wide district, without 
giving me the courtesy of a phone call. 

So that to me is my contribution to 
this debate. We must ask you to give 
weight to those elected to represent 
the districts that are being considered 
this afternoon. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. LEVINE], 
the original sponsor of the bill. 

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chair
man, I thank my friend for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Chairman, before I address the 
merits of this legislation, I want to 
just take a moment to thank and rec
ognize those without whose help we 
would not be here on the floor today. 
As others have mentioned, we have 
worked for 5 years to craft legislation 
that protects California's desert and 

also addresses the legitimate conflicts 
posed by businesses and other interests 
who have been concerned about this 
legislation. H.R. 2929 is the fruit of 
these labors. 

All of the parties involved in this de
bate owe the subcommittee chairman, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
LEHMAN] a great debt of gratitude for 
his thoughtful leadership and commit
ment, and I personally want to thank 
my close friend and colleague, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. LEHMAN] 
for the leadership that he has shown 
with regard to this issue and in par
ticular other environmental issues as 
well. 

I also want to thank the chairman of 
the full committee, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MILLER] for help
ing to bring this bill to the floor. 

I also want to thank the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on National Parks 
and Public Lands of the Committee on 
the Interior, the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. VENTO] who has worked 
long and hard for years in terms of 
helping to ensure that this legislation 
achieved these objectives. 

I want to join the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LEHMAN] and the rank
ing member, the delegate from Guam 
[Mr. BLAZ] for his thoughtful consider
ation as well. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEVINE of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 2929, the California 
Desert Protection Act of 1991 . I am pleased 
that after years of hearings and debate on this 
issue, the House has the opportunity to enact 
legislation that will provide prudent and appro
priate protection to areas of the California 
desert. 

I commend Congressman LEVINE and Con
gressman LEHMAN for their leadership on this 
issue and also recognize Chairman MILLER for 
his role in facilitating the House's consider
ation of this important legislation. As my col
leagues know, I represent a large portion of 
the California coastline and have worked very 
hard to provide adequate protection to our na
tion's significant and sensitive natural treas
ures. 

The California desert is one of those na
tional treasures. Areas protected under this 
bill, such as the Joshua Tree Forest, Death 
Valley, and portions of the Mojave Desert, are 
unique, fragile resources warranting strong 
protection from development. I am particularly 
pleased that Congressman LEVINE and Con
gressman LEHMAN were able to craft a com
promise bill that will allow multiple use of the 
desert's resources to continue, while providing 
an adequate level of protection for the desert's 
most sensitive resources. 

As chairman of the House Budget Commit
tee, I would also like to commend the Interior 
Committee for the fact that the Congressional 
Budget Office has estimated the pay-as-you
go effects of this bill as zero for each year 
through 1995, for purposes of sections 252 
and 253 of the Balanced Budget and Erner-
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gency Deficit Control Act. I also appreciate the 
committee's willingness to address a Budget 
Act issue related to the State school lands 
credit language in the bill, as part of Mr. LEH
MAN'S en bloc amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, the authors of H.R. 2929 have 
labored hard to address the concerns of the 
desert's multiple use community and have de
vised a responsible compromise bill. H.R. 
2929 manages to strike the often elusive bal
ance between providing adequate protection 
of the desert's most sensitive resources with 
serving the multiple use needs of desert 
users. I urge my colleagues to help in this ef
fort by offering their strong support to H.R. 
2929. 

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chair
man, there have been a number of staff 
people also, and one in particular I 
want to pay tribute to is Betsy Ford on 
my staff who has labored in the vine
yards for 5 years on this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, the vote that we will 
cast today in all likelihood will be one 
of the most important environmental 
votes cast by this Congress. It is cer
tainly one of the most important envi
ronmental votes ever taken with re
gard to California. That is why passage 
of this bill, and defeat of the weaken
ing amendments are a top priority for 
118 environmental organizations. 

Passage of H.R. 2929 will create a liv
ing legacy to future generations, and it 
will be a vote that all of us will have 
been proud to cast. 

I am often asked by people from 
other parts of the country why protect
ing this desert is so important. Some 
actually believe the desert is a waste
land, essentially devoid of life. Nothing 
could be further from the truth. The 
California desert is one of this Nation's 
crown jewels. 

I have seen firsthand the incredible 
variety of wildlife that makes its home 
in the desert. I have sat under the 
desert's night sky with my own son, 
Adam, and seen a panorama of stars 
and mountain silhouettes as I had 
never seen before. I have seen the 
breathtaking wild flower blooms that 
cover the desert floor in the spring. 

The history of the desert is extraor
dinary. Within the lands protected by 
this bill, you can find real ghost towns 
dating back to the 1800's, prehistoric 
paintings and native American village 
sites. 

H.R. 2929 protects the very best parts 
of the desert. Unless Congress acts, 
however, this amazing landscape will 
be lost to developers, miners, and the 
mismanagement of our own govern
ment. Congress must act, and act 
quickly, if we are to protect the integ
rity of the desert and its unique char
acter. If we fail to pass this legislation, 
future generations will be denied this 
treasure. 

This bill, Mr. Chairman, represents 
precisely what both desert residents 
and all Californians want, an end to 
the reckless abuse of the desert. 

Local endorsements speak for them
selves. Forty-nine California cities and 

counties have endorsed the bill, far 
outnumbering the populations of those 
who have opposed it. Seven desert 
cities and a number of other cities sup
port the bill, and polls consistently 
have shown support for this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, we have made numer
ous compromises in this bill, as the 
gentleman from California [Mr. LEH
MAN] and the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. FAZIO] have already outlined, 
many of which have been described ear
lier regarding utility concerns, mining 
concerns, and military concerns. 

I want to emphasize for the record, 
Mr. Chairman, that while we have had 
numerous public hearings, we, and I 
personally have beseeched my good 
friends on the other side of the aisle to 
come to the table and negotiate with 
regard to this legislation; but the fact 
is, I do believe and the record should be 
clear and I refer to my very good friend 
for whom I have very high regard, I 
talked to him privately. I have written 
to him. I have urged him to meet and 
urged him to negotiate and urged him 
to sit down. We have sat down with nu
merous interests. We have had signifi
cant compromises. 

What we did not compromise, Mr. 
Chairman, however, and what we are 
committed to fight are the efforts of 
those who simply just oppose wilder
ness, those who believe every last acre 
must be exploited and those who do not 
understand why we must act now to 
protect what is left of the desert. 

The face of the desert is changing. To 
my colleagues from the East who have 
never had the chance to see it, come 
visit it. It is an extraordinary place. 
The ecological diversity and historical 
sites protected by my bill are second to 
none. The passage of this bill will 
strike a major victory for environ
mental protection in the country. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge an aye 
vote on the bill and a no vote on weak
ening amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, I include the following 
correspondence and material: 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, 
San Francisco, CA, January 30, 1987. 

Memorandum to: Director, National Park 
Service. 

From: Regional Director, Western Region. 
Subject: California Desert Protection Act. 

We have completed our analysis of the pro
posals contained in the California Desert 
Protection Act per your memorandum of 
May 5, 1986. Our recommendations are en
closed, along with the objective resource as
sessment on the various provisions. Nine ad
ditional copies of the assessment are enroute 
under separate cover. We are making copies 
of the resource assessment available to 
BLM's California State and Desert District 
Office. 

Let us know if any additional information 
is needed on these legislative proposals. 

HOWARD H. CHAPMAN. 

WESTERN REGION RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE 
CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT 

MOJAVE NATIONAL PARK 

The NPS' Management Policies require 
that potential new units be evaluated in 

terms of the following three criteria: 1. Sig
nificance, 2. Suitability/Feasibility, and 3. 
Management Alternatives. The Policies 
state that potential new areas will normally 
not be recommended for authorization by the 
Service unless all three criteria are met. 

1. As indicated in the resource assessment, 
this unit does not fill a major natural sys
tems gap in the System based on the Na
tional Park System Plan: Natural History. 
The natural region in which the proposed 
unit is located, the Mojave-Sonoran Desert, 
is an extremely large and diverse region al
ready containing a number of parks and 
monuments. Mojave Desert phenomena are 
protected and represented in the National 
Park System in Joshua Tree and Death Val
ley National Monuments. 

The proposed unit contains a rich array of 
highly significant natural and cultural re
sources. It would be difficult to find an area 
of similar size with as many outstanding 
sites. Notwithstanding the fact that the area 
does not fill a natural systems void in the 
System, we believe that the overall quality 
of the area and the multiple resource attrac
tions are sufficient to meet the significance 
standards for new units. 

2. The proposed Mojave National Park is of 
sufficient size and character to permit ad
ministration, protection and preservation. 
Although the area would be relatively dif
ficult and expensive to administer, given its 
history of ranching, mining, and ORV use, it 
does clearly meet the suitability/feasibility 
criterion. 

3. The NPS Management Policies state 
that the Service will not ordinarily rec
ommend the addition of an area to the Sys
tem if other means are available to provide 
for resource preservation and visitor appre
ciation and use. 

The question of whether suitable manage
ment alternatives exist depends largely on 
the level of protection considered to be nec
essary. In the case of Mojave, BLM has indi
cated its intent to accomplish protection and 
visitor use functions through the area's man
agement as the East Mojave National Scenic 
Area. While management is not nearly as 
preservation-oriented as some park pro
ponents might wish, BLM has authority to 
protect important natural and cultural re
sources, and has taken steps to protect key 
areas. Given adequate financial and person
nel resources (which it does not currently 
have), and a commitment to preservation 
and visitor use, BLM could make this an out
standing national area. 

However, BLM is presently committed to 
management of the area on a multiple-use 
basis. While controls on economic uses can 
preserve the essential integrity of the area, 
at least at the current level of demands for 
the area's potential products, protection is 
not absolute and compromises must be made 
between resource preservation and economic 
activities such as mining and grazing. The 
extent to which BLM could protect the area 
in the event of major mineral discoveries is 
questionable. 

On balance, the proposed Mojave National 
Park meets the three new unit criteria speci
fied in NPS Management Policies and would 
be a worthy and valuable addition to the Na
tional Park System. The boundary proposed 
in the legislation is appropriate for the unit. 

We recommend its addition to the National 
Park System. 

JOSHUA TREE NATIONAL MONUMENT 

Proposed Additions: None of the proposed 
additions have highly significant natural or 
cultural resources justifying national park 
status on their own merits. Nevertheless, 
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based on management considerations, we be
lieve that addition of the Coxcomb Moun
tains and Eagle Mountain areas to Joshua 
Tree National Monument would be appro
priate and desirable. (See Option 2 in the re
source assessment for Joshua Tree.) These 
additions display high resource quality, are 
continuations of mountain systems already 
within the monument, and would create 
more easily identifiable and patrollable 
boundaries than now exist. The incremental 
management costs of these additions would 
be modest, but necessary to provide for ade
quate management. 

We do not recommend the other proposed 
additions. They neither offer high quality re
sources nor would they improve the monu
ment's manageability. Rather, because of 
mining and ORV activities, they could in
crease management problems for the monu
ment. 

National Park Status: The legislation des
ignates Joshua Tree as a national park rath
er than as a national monument. We believe 
such designation is appropriate. 

Mineral Studies: As indicated in the as
sessment there are a substantial number of 
mining claims in the proposed additions. We 
believe the legislation's requirement for 
completion of a validity study within two 
years would be difficult to meet at a reason
able cost. We recommend that the timetable 
be increased to five years. 

DEATH VALLEY NATIONAL MONUMENT 
Proposed Additions: We believe most of the 

proposed additions to Death Valley would be 
desirable increments. As discussed in the as
sessment, the proposed additions include the 
Eureka and Saline Valleys. These areas have 
inherent natural qualities of nationwide sig
nificance and would add to the range of phe
nomena already present in the monument. 

Although not considered to be as signifi
cant in resource value, the Panamint and 
Greenwater areas do include important natu
ral and cultural resources worthy of protec
tion and having significant interpretive 
value. The addition of these areas would also 
enhance the monument's manageability 
through better definition of the boundary. 

The remainder of the proposed additions 
have value to the monument primarily in 
better defining the boundary and thereby en
hancing the monument's capability for re
source protection. The Owlshead Mountains 
addition also provides an added buffer to in
compatible military uses. 

We recommend minor deletions to the pro
posals in three areas to eliminate potential 
management problems. These deletions are 
discussed in the assessment under Options 
for Boundary Revision. 

The additions represent a significant in
crease in the scope of the unit and would add 
considerably to the cost of managing the 
monument. Increased operational funding 
for Death Valley National Monument would 
be essential. 

Wilderness Designation: The proposal for 
designation of wilderness within the existing 
boundary of the monument appears to be 
consistent with our long-standing rec
ommendations. A revised map reflecting 
minor corrections is currently being pre
pared and will be forwarded to you shortly. 
This map should be transmitted to Congress 
and referenced in any legislation. 

National Park Status: The proposed legis
lation designates Death Valley as a national 
park rather than as a monument. We rec
ommend this change in designation. 

Mineral Studies: There are thousands of 
mining claims in the proposed additions. We 
believe the legislation's requirement for 

completion of a validity study within two 
years would be difficult to meet at a reason
able cost. We recommend that the timetable 
be increased to five years. 

A PRELIMINARY STUDY OF THE EAST MOJAVE 
AREA TO DETERMINE ITS SUITABILITY FOR 
INCLUSION IN THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM 

(By Desert Plan Staff, Bureau of Land 
Management) 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION 
The Eastern Mojave study area covers 1.4 

million acres in what is geographically part 
of the Mojave Desert, yet displays many fea
tures and biota of the Sonoran Desert to the 
south and the Great Basin Desert to the 
north and east. The study area contains 16 
mountain ranges, 4 dry lakes a perennial 
stream, innumerable washes, mesas, buttes, 
badlands, cinder cones, lava beds, caves, 
California's most complex sand dune system, 
alluvial fans, bajadas, and many other ex
pressions of geologic and geographic inter
est. Elevations in the study area range from 
about 900 feet near Baker in the Mojave 
River sink to 7,929 feet atop Clark Mountain. 

In all of the California Desert there is no 
finer grouping of different wildlife habitats. 
Over 300 species of vertebrate forms have 
been observed here, including some whose 
California breeding grounds are limited to 
the East Mojave. 

The Eastern Mojave is also rich 
floristically, with over 700 species of higher 
plants found in the region, including 25 rare 
or endangered species. Many species reach 
their extreme range limits here. 

The Eastern Mojave contains many fas
cinating and unique cultural resources: 
petroglyphs, pictographs, Indian village oc
cupation sites and trails, the historic Mojave 
(Old Government) Road, abandoned U.S. 
Army forts and posts, abandoned mines, rail
roads, ghost towns, and the Kelso Depot, a 
magnificent two-story railroad depot built in 
1904, which is still in use. 

CONCLUSIONS 
It is the conclusion of the Desert Plan 

Staff that cultural and natural resource val
ues of the East Mojave Study Area are so di
verse and outstanding that the area readily 
qualifies for National Park or Monument 
status. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS WHICH HAVE ENDORSED 
THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT 

15 County governments have endorsed the 
California Desert Protection Act. 

34 City governments have endorsed the 
California Desert Protection Act, including 
the 8 largest. 

COUNTY GOVERNMENTS ENDORSING THE CDPA 
Santa Barbara County, Sacramento Coun

ty, San Francisco County, Santa Cruz Coun
ty, Santa Clara County, Napa County, San 
Diego County, Los Angeles County, Marin 
County, Alameda County, Contra Costa 
County, San Mateo County, Placer County, 
San Joaquin County, and Monterey County. 

CITY GOVERNMENTS ENDORSING THE CDPA 
San Francisco, Riverside, Rancho Mirage, 

Escondido, Santa Monica, Del Mar, Palm 
Desert, West Hollywood, Coronado, San 
Diego, Poway, La Quinta, Ventura, Ontario, 
Fresno, Sacramento, Redlands, Long Beach, 
Upland, Davis, Irvine, Desert Hot Springs, 
Palm Springs, Visalia, Laguna Beach, 
Vallejo, Fairfield, Hemet, Los Angeles, San 
Jose, Oakland, Salinas, Berkeley, and 
Yucaipa. 

CANYON RESOURCES CORP., 
Golden, CO, October 1, 1991. 

Hon. MEL LEVINE, 
Rayburn House Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE LEVINE: We sin
cerely appreciate the responsiveness of you 
and your staff in addressing the issues we 
raised concerning our proposed Briggs gold 
mine and adjacent gold deposits in the 
southern Panamint Range and the possible 
effects on our projects of H.R. 2929, the Cali
fornia Desert Protection Act of 1991. Your 
willingness to sponsor an amendment to the 
legislation which alters the boundaries of 
the proposed Manly Peak and Surprise Can
yon Wilderness areas and deletes the Middle 
Park Wilderness area removes a potentially 
critical impediment to our projects. When 
the Briggs mine is opened in later 1993 or 
early 1994, we believe it will contribute each 
year S20 million in wages and purchases of 
goods and services to the local communities 
and SS.5 million in direct and indirect fed
eral, state, and local taxes. The adjacent 
properties freed by the amendment offer the 
possibility of an adjacent S600 million in pay
roll and purchases and $160 million in taxes. 

Your willingness to listen to our specific 
concerns and to craft an amendment that 
both permits productive economic enterprise 
and protests extraordinarily environmental 
values is laudatory. You certainly have re
solved favorably our company's specific con
cerns with the legislation. Accordingly, we 
are pleased to withdraw our opposition to 
the bill, as amended. 

Sincerely yours, 
RICHARD H. DEVOTO, 

President. 

KERR-MCGEE CORP., 
Oklahoma City, OK, October 3, 1991. 

Hon. RICHARD H. LEHMAN, 
Subcommittee on General Oversight and Califor

nia Desert Lands, House Interior and Insu
lar Affairs Committee, House Annex 1, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I would like to take 
this opportunity to express Kerr-McGee Cor
poration's appreciation to your staff for the 
able assistance they provided to us regarding 
certain provisions of the California Desert 
Protection Act (H.R. 2929). 

In light of the amendment you and Con
gressman Levine offered to H.R. 2929 on Oc
tober l, 1991, Kerr-McGee will now be able to 
continue development of the Ratciff Mine 
gold deposit located in the southern 
Panamint Range, Inyo County, California. 
As we discussed with Ms. Beller of your staff 
and Ms. Ford of Congressman Levine's staff, 
your amendment has met Kerr-McGee's spe
cific concerns about H.R. 2929 in the south
ern Panamint Range. We would hope, how
ever, that those individuals and companies 
who have mining interests within the areas 
impacted by H.R. 2929 will also avail them
selves of the opportunity to work with your 
staff to modify the current boundaries of 
H.R. 2929 in order to continue with the devel
opment of such interests and their ensuing 
economic benefits. 

Again, we thank you for your assistance in 
this matter. 

Sincerely, 
G.D. CHRISTIANSEN, 

Vice President-Exploration. 
CHICAGO MINING CORP., 

Chicago, IL, October 21, 1991. 
Hon. MEL LEVINE, 
Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE LEVINE: I am writ

ing to sincerely thank you for your valuable 
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effort in crafting H.R. 2929, the California 
Desert Protection Act. of 1991, into a docu
ment that fully protects the rights and in
terests of all concerned citizens. This nation 
is truly well served when fair and equitable 
legislation can be realized by mutually bene
ficial compromise. H.R. 2929, with the addi
tion of the Lehman-Levine Amendment, can 
only enhance economic and environmental 
circumstance in the California Desert. Chi
cago Mining Corporation hereby withdraws 
all opposition to H.R. 2929, as amended. 

Very truly yours, 
CHARLES R. LEE, 

President. 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON CO. 
Rosemead, CA, September 30, 1991. 

Hon. GEORGE MILLER, RICK LEHMAN, and MEL 
LEVINE, 

Interior Committee, House of Representatives, 
Longworth House Office Building, Wash
ington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVES MILLER, LEHMAN, 
AND LEVINE: Southern California Edison 
Company has worked closely with your re
spective offices to resolve our concerns with 
HR 2929. On September 26, 1991, we presented 
to these offices our proposed statutory lan
guage (Attachment A hereto) that would re
solve our remaining concerns with this bill, 
providing that acceptable report language is 
subsequently developed. 

Attachment B is a much longer, and more 
specific version of statutory language as de
veloped by Betsy Ford, staff person to Rep
resentative Levine. While we have reserva
tions about putting Attachment B into the 
bill as statutory language, because we be
lieve such detail properly belongs in report 
language, it nevertheless adequately ad
dresses our concern with Title IV of H.R. 
2929. If either Attachment A or B, as written, 
is incorporated into HR 2929, and as long as 
neither the bill in its entirety, as it affects 
Edison, nor Attachment A or B are changed, 
Edison removes its objections to HR 2929 as 
introduced. 

Sincerely, 
RoBERT DIETCH, 

Vice President. 

WILL & MUYS, P.C., 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW, 

Washington, DC, October 1, 1991. 
Hon. MEL LEVINE, 
House of Representatives, Rayburn House Office 

Building, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN LEVINE: I am author

ized to advise you that the Metropolitan 
Water District will not object to H.R. 2929, 
the California Desert Protection Act, if Sec
tion 306 is amended to include the language 
furnished to us on September 29 by your of
fice. I am attaching a copy of those amend
ments. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT P. WILL, 

(For the Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California). 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS CO. 
Los Angeles, CA, July 2, 1991. 

Re California Desert Protection Act 
Hon. MEL LEVINE, 
Cannon House Office Building, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN LEVINE: After exten
sive review and discussion with Ms. Betsy 
Ford of your staff regarding the proposed 
California Desert Protection legislation, the 
Southern California Gas Company 
(SoCalGas) agrees with the proposed changes 
which directly affects SoCalGas facilities 

and if these changes are incorporated into 
the bill SoCalGas will remove its opposition. 

The changes that were discussed and 
agreed upon are outlined below: 

Category A-Notations on Wilderness Maps 
indicating pipeline right-of-ways to protect 
our existing pipelines and support facilities: 

Notations denoting pipeline locations rel
ative to wilderness boundaries, indicating a 
minimum fifty foot buffer between the 
central line of the pipeline and the bound
aries of the wilderness: 

Map Plate No. and Name 
24-Clipper Mountains. 
87-Providence Mountains. 
While the above map corrections and 

amendments have been agreed upon with 
your staff we have not seen the official maps 
that will accompany the bill. 

Category B-Clarifications and modifica
tion of Title IV Section 411 Ut111ty Right-of
Way to remove ambiguities in that section 
and to allow for the continued ongoing oper
ation, maintenance and upgrading of our ex
isting pipelines and support facilities. 

Title VI Section 411(b) as originally consid
ered in draft form has been modified and it is 
our understanding that the following text 
changes have been inserted (please note that 
these changes to the text have been under
lined): 

411(b) deals with Southern California Gas 
Company and reads as follows: "Nothing in 
this title shall have the effect of terminating 
any validly issued right-of-way, or cus
tomary operation, maintenance, repair, and 
replacement activities in such right-of-way; 
prohibiting the upgrading of and construc
tion on existing facilities in such right-of
way for the purpose of increasing the capac
ity of the existing pipeline; or prohibiting 
the renewal of such right-of-way; issued, 
granted, or permitted to the Southern Cali
fornia Gas Company, which is located on 
lands included in the Majave National Park 
created under this Title, but outside lands 
designated as wilderness under Section 501 
(3).". 

Category C-Proposed Legislative Report 
Language defining portions of Title IV Sec
tion 411(b) 

At the request of Ms. Ford, SoCalGas is 
submitting the following language to be in
cluded in the Legislative Committee report 
to assist in the definition of the term "up
grade" as used in Title IV section 411(b): "Al
lows for improving the capacity of an indi
vidual pipeline by looping, but not the im
provement of the entire pipeline system by 
the installation of a new pipeline parallel to 
an existing pipeline. Pipeline loops are tied 
into the existing pipeline, so by definition 
construction takes place very close to the 
existing pipeline in the right-of-way. Disrup
tion from such construction is confined to 
areas that have already been disturbed by 
previous pipeline construction. While a new 
pipeline may promote growth in areas that 
were previously without service, a pipeline 
loop only increases the carrying capacity of 
the existing line, thereby increasing service 
only to existing customers.". 

OTHER SOCALGAS CONCERNS 
(1) The following Wilderness Area maps 

boundaries were modified in the previous 
Congress to remove SoCalGas pipelines 235 
and 6000 from the designated Wilderness 
Areas. 

Boundaries Amended: 
Map Plate No. and Name 

28-Dead Mountains. 
36--Grani te Mountains-East. 
37-Granite Mountains-West. 

50-Kelso Dunes S.W. 
51-Kelso Dunes-East and South Provi-

dence Mountains. 
67-Newberry and Rodman Mountains. 
85--Piute Mountains. 
87-Providence Mountains. 
(2) It is our understanding that your bill 

will not include Title VII M111tary With
drawals. If that section is included I would 
like to suggest the following language allow
ing our continued operation and mainte
nance be added to Title VII Section 705 (a)(2): 
"(G) renewal of existing right-of-way and op
eration, maintenance, repair, replacement 
and upgrading of existing ut111ties located 
therein.''. 

Thank you for the opportunity you gave 
SoCalGas to work with your staff in order to 
provide input on this important legislation. 
If we can be of further assistance on this or 
other legislative matters please contact 
David Freer in SoCalGas' Washington office. 
David's phone number is 20~22-3713. 

Sincerely, 
LEE M. STEWART, 

Vice President. 

CITY HALL, 
Los Angeles, CA, June 28, 1991. 

Hon. MEL LEVINE, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES SUPPORT FOR THE 
CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT 

DEAR MR. LEVINE: The City of Los Angeles 
supports your efforts to introduce legislation 
to protect the beauty and resources of the 
California Desert and appreciates your ef
forts to accommodate the City's concerns in 
your development of this bill. These con
cerns have been discussed over the last sev
eral years with various representatives of en
vironmental groups and other interested par
ties and agreements have been essentially 
reached. The City has supported the bill 
based on assurances that the legislation 
would address the City's concerns pertaining 
to the protection of utility corridors and the 
Los Angeles Aqueduct system through the 
lands affected by the bill. 

In discussing the City's concerns with your 
staff, we understand that the following is
sues will be resolved in your bill as described 
below. With these issues resolved, the City 
fully supports the bill without reservation. 

Red Rock Canyon State Park Transfer: In 
recognition of a pending administrative land 
transfer between the State of California and 
the Federal government, the bill only trans
fers Federal land east of Highway 14 to the 
Red Rock Canyon State Park. 

Buffer Zone: In order to not preclude 
nonwilderness activities, such as standard 
utility practices, up to the boundary of the 
wilderness area, the following language will 
be added to the bill: 

SEC. . The Congress does not intend for 
the designation of wilderness areas in Sec
tion of this Act to lead to the creation of 
protective perimeters or buffer zones around 
any such wilderness area. The fact that 
nonwilderness activities or uses can be seen 
or heard from areas within a wilderness shall 
not, of itself, preclude such activities or uses 
up to the boundary of the wilderness area. 

Boundary Adjustments: A review of the of
ficial maps which are to accompany the bill 
show that all conflicts between wilderness 
area and Mojave National Park boundaries, 
including the Clark Mountain Wilderness 
Area (WA), and utility corridors and City 
water and power facilities have been re
solved. 

Map Notations: Due to the scale of the 
maps, notations are to be added on the maps 
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to indicate the minimum distances of the 
wilderness area boundaries to particular fea
tures. Maps which have these notations 
added include Owens Peak WA and Sacatar 
Trail WA (Map Nos. 12, 92}-distance to Los 
Angeles Aqueduct System; Mojave National 
Park (Map No. M}-reference to Clark Moun
tain WA; Clark Mountain WA (Map No. 22) 
distance to transmission line; Hollow Hills 
WA (Map No. 41}-distance to transmission 
line; Kingston Mountains WA (Map No. 55}
distance to Kingston Mountains Road; Mes
quite WA (Map No. 63}-distance to Winters 
Pass Road and Kingston Mountain Road; 
Soda Mountains WA (Map No. 106}-distance 
to transmission line and distance to High
way 127; and Piper Mountain (Map No. 86}
distance to road. 

Further, we understand that the bill will 
not include any provisions regarding mili
tary withdrawals of China Lake Naval Weap
ons Center (NWC) or Chocolate Mountains. 
Should the bill be amended to include with 
withdrawal of China Lake NWC, we request 
that language be added, as was done in S21 in 
Section 705(g), clarifying that the Secretary 
of the Interior be responsible for the admin
istration of geothermal leases and for the is
suance of associated permits, rights-of-way, 
other authorizations and approval of re
quired environmental impact mitigation 
measures within the leasehold. 

The adjustments made to the WA and Na
tional Park boundaries to address the City's 
concerns did not consider the potential ex
pansion of the NTC. Should the NTC be ex
panded to engulf the existing transmission 
lines and utility corridors, the presently 
a.greed to WA and National Park boundary 
adjustments will need to be reevaluated. We 
have appreciated your attention to our con
cerns and are optimistic that your bill to 
protect the California Desert will be enacted. 

Sincerely, 
TOM BRADLEY, 

Mayor, City of Los Angeles, 
JOHN FERRARO, 

President, Los Angeles City Council. 

CATELLUS DEVELOPMENT CORP., 
November 13, 1991. 

Hon. GEORGE MILLER, 
Chairman, House Committee on Interior and In

sular Affairs, Longworth House Office 
Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As you know. 
Catellus Development Corporation's con
cerns with H.R. 2929 have focused on the im
pact that the bill's wilderness and park des
ignations would have on the value of some 
410,000 acres of Catellus's landholdings in
cluded within those designations. The 
amendment which you are proposing to add 
to the bill goes a long way toward providing 
Catellus with assurance that it will be com
pensated for the loss of use of lands placed in 
the bill's park units and wilderness areas. 
With the addition of your amendment, we 
hope to be able to accommodate the public 
interest in having the Federal government 
acquire our inholdings first by attempting in 
good faith to reach agreement on exchanges 
and then if necessary, by using the property 
account mechanism for exchanges. We fully 
support the amendment and would no longer 
oppose R.R. 2929 if the amendment is adopt
ed. 

You and the other cosponsors of R.R. 2929 
have attempted to be accommodating, and 
we appreciate the hard work staff has done 
to address Catellus's concerns. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM C. MATHESON, 

Vice President, 
Sales and Land Management. 

STATE LANDS COMMISSION, 
Sacramento, CA, October 15, 1991. 

Hon. MEL LEVINE, 
House of Representatives, Rayburn House Office 

Building, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN LEVINE: We have re

viewed the Interior Committee amendments 
to Section 607 of your H.R. 2929. We support 
the amendment and will support the bill, if 
amended as proposed. We appreciate the 
time and effort Ms. Betsy Ford has devoted 
to this matter, as well as, the efforts of Ms. 
Melanie Beller of the subcommittee and Ms. 
Lori Sonken of the full committee. 

Cordially, 
CHARLES WARREN, 

Executive Officer. 

CALIFORNIA RETIRED 
TEACHERS ASSOCIATION, 

Sacramento, CA, October 25, 1991. 
Hon. GEORGE MILLER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN MILLER: Thank you for 
your letter on the recent amendments to the 
California Desert Protection Act (R.R. 2929) 
to include Section 610 of the Act. This sec
tion replaces the provisions of Section 607 
which had been deleted from the bill during 
subcommittee action. 

I am writing to provide you with a formal 
letter that the California Retired Teachers 
Association (CRTA) will support R.R. 2929 
with the inclusion of Section 610. We also 
will request Senators Cranston and Seymour 
to support Section 610 when the bill is con
sidered in the Senate. 

Once again, thank you for your support of 
our concern and assistance in reintroducing 
language to protect the interests of retired 
teachers in state school land exchanges. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 

DAVID WALRATH. 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair

man, will the gentlewoman yield? 
Mr. LEVINE of California. I am 

happy to yield to my friend, the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, I believe my colleague will recall 
a very private meeting we had in my 
office in which we were discussing dif
ferences that may occur on this bill. I 
suggested that the very small clique of 
elitists that I referred to earlier who 
now are opposed to this bill and who 
initiated the process the gentleman has 
been involved in should sit down with 
me and tell me why they walked away 
from the table that was a public proc
ess in the first place. I asked the gen
tleman to get them to sit down. They 
refused to sit down. 

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ne
vada [Mrs. VUCANOVICH]. 

D 1820 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, I 

am pleased that the Rules Committee 
made in order the amendment offered 
by my friends from California, Mr. 
LEWIS, Mr. MCCANDLESS, Mr. THOMAS. 
This amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute would designate about 2.4 mil
lion acres of wilderness, compared with 
more than 8 million acres under the re
ported bill. 

Mr. Chairman, R.R. 2929, as reported 
by the House Interior and Insular Af
fairs Committee, would blindly des
ignate 50 of the 76 wilderness study 
areas as part of the Wilderness Preser
vation System without the benefit of 
complete U.S. Geological Survey and 
U.S. Bureau of Mines studies. 

These studies are required by section 
603 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act for areas rec
ommended for inclusion in the Wilder
ness Preservation System. But, these 
studies were not completed on these 50 
areas because the administration does 
not recommend them for inclusion as 
wilderness. 

Therefore, millions of acres for which 
we have no properly prepared mineral 
assessment will be withdrawn from 
mining activity despite the strong po
tential for strategic and valuable min
erals. 

Mr. Chairman, the process which gen
erated this bill is greatly flawed. The 
administration's proposal, which Mr. 
LEWIS will offer as a substitute, rep
resents years of effort and compromise. 

Because the environmental lobby did 
not win on every single point within 
the compromise, these special interest 
groups now insist upon R.R. 2929. They 
want it all. 

When this body, by way of the Inte
rior Committee, embarks on one of the 
largest land-protection measures in 
history with incomplete knowledge of 
the mineral content of these lands, we 
cannot fully understand the broad and 
far-reaching ramifications of our ac
tions. 

Does this body believe that we should 
lock out multiple-use activities from 8 
million acres of land without knowing 
what is under the ground? Apparently 
so. Any other approach might be wise. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues' 
opposition to H.R. 2929 and to the proc
ess which begat it. Let us send a mes
sage to the Interior Committee and de
mand a bill that is fully understood. 

Mr. Chairman, at this time I would 
like to engage the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LEWIS] in a colloquy. 

Mr. Chairman, we have been hearing 
a great deal these days about the econ
omy from our majority colleagues here 
in the House. Has any analysis been 
done regarding the potential employ
ment impact of R.R. 2929? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. I yield to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I thank the 
gentlewoman for yielding. 

To my colleague from Nevada I say 
first I appreciate not only her remarks 
about the bill, and want to associate 
myself with those remarks, but the 
question she is asking is a very impor
tant question. The answer is simply 
"yes". In September 1990, the Bureau 
of Mines released an extensive mineral 
study of the 1.5 million acre east Mo-
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jave area. That report discussed the 
various public land options under the 
park or monument alternative incor
porated into H.R. 2929, the local econo
mies stand to lose $90 million in tax 
revenues and 1,900 jobs-all of this as 
unemployment is on the rise and as 
State and local governments in Califor
nia are increasing taxes to cover their 
shortfalls for the most basic of serv
ices. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. I would ask the 
gentleman whether other options for 
balancing exist in mining with wilder
ness in the east Mojave. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. That is the 
whole point of the public and open 
planning process created by the pas
sage of FLPMA in 1976 and reflected in 
my substitute. The substitute mini
mizes conflicts even as it preserves 
unique areas. In the east Mojave, seven 
permanent wilderness areas totaling 
nearly 300,000 acres would be des
ignated. These lines were drawn to 
minimize conflicts with existing mines 
as well as deposits that had been 
claimed and would likely be developed. 

Tax losses in this scenario, according 
to the Bureau, are more likely to be 
somewhere around $3 million versus $90 
million, and perhaps 200 jobs versus 
roughly 2,000 jobs. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. I thought that 
the gentleman from California who 
chairs the subcommittee announced 
that all active mines had been deleted 
from the bill at the press conference 
announcing the introduction of H.R. 
2929? 

Is that the gentleman's understand
ing? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I heard the 
gentleman repeat that statement as 
well here in his testimony on the floor. 
That was my understanding of the an
nouncement, but that is not what the 
bill does. 

In fact, the east Mojave has seven ac
tive mines which would all be within 
the New East Mojave Monument if H.R. 
2929 is adopted. During the markup of 
this bill, the gentleman from West Vir
ginia, who chairs the Subcommittee on 
Mining and Natural Resources, referred 
to the proposed Mojave monument as 
the "Mining National Park" and con
gratulated the committee for its ef
forts to preserve large open pit mines 
such as the gold mine in the Castle 
Mountains within this area. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. So what is the 
problem? The Park Service does have 
statutory authority to manage mines 
and the experience to minimize these 
conflicts. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. The gentle
woman from Nevada, one more time, 
has made a very important point. 

We have checked with the ·mining in
dustry and the Interior Department. 
We have been unable to find a single in
stance of an open-pit heap-leach mine 
in the lower 48 States on lands admin
istered by the Park Service. Moreover, 

it would be highly unusual to find any 
individual park with seven active 
mines. In fact, the Congress typically 
tries to avoid these conflicts when 
parks are created. That was the gen
tleman from California's intention but 
that is not what the bill does. 

I must say it is these kinds of com
plications that require the public proc
ess that we are trying to implement 
with the process we will be discussing 
later. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentle
woman for yielding. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. I thank my col
league. I urge my colleagues to oppose 
H.R. 2929. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself 30 seconds. 

I do so for the purpose of stating a 
clarification. The facts are as I have 
stated them. There are no active mines 
in wilderness areas in this bill. The 
mine which the gentleman referred to 
is in the park but not in wilderness 
area even within the park and can con
tinue current operation. 

There are none. I would further point 
out that, according to the U.S. Depart
ment of Commerce, there were 1,199 
mining jobs in all of San Bernardino 
County in 1987. With the protection we 
have in this bill, we feel they will be 
protected. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. 
BYRON]. 

Mrs. BYRON. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Let me say that I rise today in sup
port of the amendment that will be of
fered by Mr. VENTO and Mr. BLAZ and 
also along with the amen.:ment offered 
by my friend, the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. LEHMAN], as well as support 
of H.R. 2929, the California Desert Pro
tection Act. 

To my colleague, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM], whom I 
am glad to see is here in the Chamber, 
who questioned whether had this lady 
been strapped into a jet, that she 
might understand things a little bit 
better. Let me assure him that I have 
indeed been strapped into a jet. I have 
my copy of trail hook here to prove for 
him that that is the case. 

I need not say that I have 11 trap 
shots and 11 cattle shots from the 
U.S.S. Kennedy on A-6's and F-14's. I 
also happen to be the only female who 
has ever flown in an SR-71 over Mach 
3.2. 

Having said that, I will not question 
his credentials, because I am well 
aware that he is indeed top gun. 

But some, even women, have had jet 
fighter experience. And, yes, I have 
been over China Lake and I have been 
over Chocolate Mountain and I have 
been to Fort Irwin. 

Having said that, we will now talk 
about the legislation that is before us. 
This bill is not perfect, but I feel it rep
resents a sincere attempt at solving 

some of the ongoing differences that 
the committee has faced between the 
Department of Defense, environmental 
organizations and hunting groups. 

For example, the amendment offered 
by Mr. LEHMAN would, in my opinion, 
improve the bill by deleting the wilder
ness designation for 3 years of BLM 
lands around Fort Irwin, something the 
military has requested, and allow them 
to remain as wilderness study areas. 

As we all know, Fort Irwin is perhaps 
this Nation's most important and effec
tive desert training center, as illus
trated by our troops' performance in 
Desert Storm. 

Therefore, it must be able to be 
maintained at this level of training 
without a constant concern over the 
future of its surrounding lands. 

In addition, Mr. Chairman, during 
the subcommittee's consideration of 
H.R. 2929, the subcommittee found it
self once again facing strong disagree
ment over the overflight language and 
land withdrawals. In fact, back in 1987, 
I introduced legislation that attempted 
to address this very issue with respect 
to Chocolate Mountain and China 
Lake. 

I am pleased to see that my good 
friend and subcommittee chairman, the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
VENTO], as well as the gentleman from 
Guam [Mr. BLAZ], have included some 
of my language into a compromise that 
has addressed the concerns from the 
Defense Department. 

These issues were brought up at our 
hearings on November 5. 

D 1830 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 

minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, I very much appreciate the gen
tleman from Guam [Mr. BLAZ], my 
friend, yielding this time to me. I ap
preciate the work that he has been 
doing on this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I first became aware 
of a wilderness problem shortly after I 
arrived as a Member of the Congress in 
1979. Our former colleague and my 
friend, Philip Burton, came up to me, 
and looked me in the eye and said, 
"JERRY, you should know what wilder
ness is." Upon learning what wilder
ness is, I learned quickly that much of 
this issue we are discussing today crys
tallized some years before. My prede
cessor, Shirley Pettis, came to the 
Congress as a result of her husband's 
tragic death in a plane crash. Shortly 
after she arrived Philip Burton wan
dered up to Shirley on the floor, put 
his arm around her and said, "Shirley, 
your husband was carrying a measure 
when he was here having to do with 
desert wilderness in California, and it 
seems to me that we ought to see that 
that legislation is passed, and we ought 
to mark it in his memory." They went 
about their work and eventually that 
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became the bill that has been referred 
to several times already, the Federal 
Land Plan and Management Act, 
FLPMA. It was passed in 1976, and 
within that act all of the parties, lib
erals and conservatives, moderates and 
otherwise, environmentalists and peo
ple who are concerned about mining 
and grazing came together in a very 
complex process. FLPMA established a 
means whereby those conflicts could be 
handled. It created a public commis
sion, the names of which were outlined 
earlier, reflecting a whole mix of inter
ests in the desert, as high a quality 
commission as my colleagues can 
imagine. They had 4 years of public 
hearings, 40,000 individual inputs, and 
the BLM was instructed to come forth 
with a plan by the end of this year. 

Mr. Chairman, they came forth about 
3 months ago, and that plan has been 
totally ignored. It will not be ignored 
later as we discuss the substitute on 
behalf of the four Members who rep
resent the desert. That substitute, if 
adopted, will create the largest wilder
ness area ever established in the con
tinental United States, some 2.3 mil
lion acres of wilderness. 

It is not like we are ignoring the 
need to protect those delicate areas of 
the desert. The reality is that the 
desert needs multiple use. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
LEWIS], my colleague, for yielding. I 
think he has made a very important 
point that needs to be absorbed by my 
colleagues on both sides. 

Mr. Chairman, the Lewis substitute 
provides for an unprecedented wilder
ness apportionment. It is 2.4 million 
acres. This is a wilderness plan that 
has been, I think, labeled a plan that 
exploits the wilderness, that exploits 
our resources, that somehow allows 
modern commerce to run roughshod 
over the environment. 

Am I right in understanding the gen
tleman's statement, that this is the 
biggest new introduction of wilderness 
lands, should the Lewis substitute 
pass, of all time? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Ever cre
ated in the Continental United States; 
that is correct. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, I must mention that I appreciate 
the comment of the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HUNTER]. It is a vast 
area, this desert, and my own portion 
of the desert will hold four eastern 
States. Within that desert, however, 
my portion has Fort Irwin, the na
tional training center for the Army, as 
well as the Twentynine Palms Marine 
Base. Those bases provided the fun-

damental training that allowed our 
troops to be so successful during the 
recent battle in Desert Storm. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is very im
portant for us to note that Fort Irwin 
was critical in our recent success in 
the Middle East. General Schwarzkopf 
said this about this installation: "It is 
the best investment the Army has 
made in 35 years, that I have been in 
the Army. The reason why we did so 
well in Desert Storm was because every 
commander we had over there had 
some kind of involvement in NTC." 

It is going to be suggested that there 
will be amendments later that will 
solve the problems that might relate to 
that training process. That is not the 
case. We will submit for the record a 
recent study that was done by our own 
Congressional Research Service. It will 
outline the need for coordination be
tween Twentynine Palms and the Na
tional Training Center for the Army. If 
we are going to continue to be success
ful, we must have this capacity to 
train and retrain our troops, and there 
is room to have lots of wilderness terri
tory and still maintain appropriate 
this vital facility. 

Mr. MCCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. LEWIS] 
has expired. 

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
additional minutes to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, I 
have a lot of respect for our colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle and what 
they are attempting to do, however, I 
think some of the information that has 
come forward has somewhat been mis
placed and lost in the analysis. Let us 
go back to the 1976 bill which the gen
tleman referred to and the origin of 
that bill. 

The fact is, Mr. Chairman, that this 
committee, that we have talked about 
earlier, did its work and did it well. 
There is an impression that nothing 
has happened since that committee 
completed its basic work. It is some
thing that is my understanding, I say 
to the gentleman from California, that 
we had to have the staff completion of 
that work, the review of the wilderness 
areas. 

Is that the gentleman's understand
ing? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, that is my understanding. The 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
MCCANDLESS is correct. 

Mr. MCCANDLESS. And that there 
had to be numerous types of maps, and 
detailed drawings, and research 
projects done after the general format 
of the committee had been completed. 

Is that the gentleman's understand
ing? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. The gen
tleman is correct. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. And that all of 
that takes a little while, but the most 
important part of all of this is that the 
plan, and the wilderness aspect of it, 
was to be completed by 1991, and since 
the Congress is the only one who can 
designate wilderness, that is why we 
have reached this point. 

Is that correct? 
Mr. LEWIS of California. The plan 

was being submitted by the end of this 
year, and it was submitted about 3 
months ago, and the plan very much 
reflects the original intent of the Con
gress. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. So, this plan, as 
originally conceived by the legislation 
created in this House and then passed 
into law, is on schedule and has moved 
on in the manner in which it was in
tended by the original legislative act. 

Mr. Chairman, is that the gentle
man's understanding? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. That is my 
understanding. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. So, we have not 
dilly-dallied along, nor have we modi
fied this or modified that because of 
some personal gain on the part of indi
viduals or corporations that have a di
rect interest in the area. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I must say 
that all the constituents who have an 
interest in the desert had a chance for 
input in that process, including the 
gentleman and I. In the process by the 
authors of 2929, we have had no oppor
tunity for input. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from California. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 11/2 minutes to the 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
RAVENEL). 

Mr. RAVENEL. Mr. Chairman, I am 
proud to be a cosponsor of this bill. I 
sincerely believe that it will provide 
the California desert the protection 
that only this Congress can give and 
that these lands desperately cry for. 

Mr. Chairman, one of our great Presi
dents, early on, had the foresight to 
understand the need to protect our pre
cious, unique, natural resources. His 
name was Teddy Roosevelt. He believed 
that wilderness and wild places are 
sources of renewal for the soul. It is be
cause of his efforts that we now enjoy 
many of the natural and splendid won
ders that our Nation has to offer. 

In South Carolina we have such 
places that offer this renewal, this re
freshment of spirit, that have received 
protection from Congress. Among them 
the Congaree Swamp National Monu
ment stands out in my mind. 

Mr. Chairman, in the tradition of 
Teddy Roosevelt, this far-reaching leg
islation for the California desert would 
set aside large tracts of our western 
lands as part of wilderness areas for fu
ture generations to enjoy. Our opportu
nities for such action as this bill pro-
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vides, grow increasingly limited, so I 
am very pleased that we have it under 
active consideration tonight. 

Mr. Chairman, the time to protect 
the California desert has come, right 
now, before it is too late. I thus enthu
siastically support this legislation and 
urge my colleagues to vote for it. 

0 1840 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 

minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. THOMAS], who is the Member 
most affected by this bill. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding time to me. 

Interestingly enough, I believe that I 
do have more acres affected by this bill 
than anyone else in California. I would 
have liked to have said that I was a 
vital participant in what was done with 
the district that I have and do rep
resent. 

I represent Edwards Air Force Base 
and the Naval Weapons Center at China 
Lake, all in Inyo County, which con
tains all of the California portion of 
the Death Valley National Monument 
and a number of other areas. 

I am not going to go into any kind of 
a dialog about process. I think it has 
been abundantly clear here that the 
Members who are offering this bill 
have as their primary clients people 
who certainly are not interested in 
consulting with the four Members who 
represent the desert. It has been proven 
time and again that the Members who 
actually represent the constituents are 
a byproduct of this process, that the 
people who elected a Member from 
Minnesota or another Member from a 
different portion of California have had 
far more input in this process. 

There is no question that the com
mittee process we operate under here 
in large part dictates that, but at some 
point those who represent the areas 
would have linked to have been consid
ered willing partners, or even unwilling 
partners, or partners defined in any 
way you want to define it. 

In a discussion away from the micro
phone, I reminded the gentleman from 
California, the principal author of this 
bill, that we really had not talked 
much about it. He reminded me that in 
fact he did call me. When he introduced 
the bill, he called me to apologize that 
he had not let me know that the bill 
was going to be introduced. 
· Briefly, in terms of the so-called 

amendments to solve the defense prob
lems, I have a letter from the Acting 
Secretary of Defense dated November 
21 which says this pretty unequivocally 
about H.R. 2929: 

Adoption of amendments to H.R. 2929 ex
pected to be offered by Congressmen Ven to 
and Blaz would address defense concerns re
lated to military overflight, the National 
Training Center, and land withdrawals, but 
H.R. 2929 would not address the following de
fense needs. 

And he outlines the areas in which 
H.R. 2929 would still be deficient, in-

eluding the Naval Weapons Center at 
China Lake, and he says that these de
fense needs would be addressed in H.R. 
3066. 

He goes on to say this: 
Effective training of the U.S. armed forces 

today depends on military facilities in Cali
fornia. Enactment of H.R. 3066 would assist 
in ensuring effective training at military fa
cilities in California. Enactment of H.R. 2929 
would degrade the effectiveness of military 
training. 

Even with the amendments, and they 
urge the House of Representatives to 
oppose H.R. 2929. It is signed by the 
Secretary of the Army, Acting Sec
retary of Defense. 

Do not let anyone have you think 
that these amendments, even those by 
the proponents of the bill at the last 
minute, on a bill supposedly that had 
been compromised over a couple of 
years and looked at for · some time, are 
going to solve the problem, because 
they do not. H.R. 3066 does solve the 
problem. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, did I understand the gentleman 
correctly? I heard earlier that this was 
a great compromise on the part of the 
majority. Is the gentleman telling me 
that even though he had the most acre
age, they never discussed a compromise 
with him or negotiated with him as a 
Member who represents that huge area 
of the desert? 

Mr. THOMAS of California. The one 
phone call I received that I was re
minded of was to apologize for not let
ting me know it was introduced. Then 
they somehow, even though I represent 
this area and they are my constituents, 
assumed that I am supposed to trail 
along behind these people as they make 
negotiations and decisions. They do 
not think they should discuss with us 
the territory. 

Let me give one example. 
Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chair

man, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. THOMAS of California. This is 

one example of how H.R. 2929 has come 
along. The Death Valley National 
Monument in H.R. 2929 places a number 
of BLM acres within what is now a na
tional park. 

I would yield to the gentleman from 
California if he wants me to yield to 
him, and I would ask him a question. Is 
he familiar with the Cottonwood Moun
tains? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. It appears 
we are moving right along. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Yes, mov
ing right along. 

Is the gentleman, from his memory 
and experiences in the desert, familiar 
with the Cottonwood Mountains? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. THOM
AS] has expired. 

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
additional minute to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask again, is the gen
tleman familiar with the Cottonwood 
Mountains? 

Mr. LEVINE of California. I am gen
erally familiar with the Cottonwood 
Mountains. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Where 
are they? 

Mr. LEVINE of California. They are 
within the confines of this legislation. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. They 
happen to be in the confines of the 
Death Valley National Monument. 
They were one of the primary reasons 
the northwest boundary of the national 
monument was placed there. They are 
mountains that are 9,000 feet high, with 
no roads across them. 

The gentleman wants to put thou
sands of acres on the northwest portion 
of that mountain in the national park. 
They are currently under BLM. He does 
not want them in wilderness until 
BLM. BLM manages those lands out of 
Big Pine, 40 miles away, at an enor
mous savings to the taxpayers. He 
wants to put them in this new park, 
the national ·park, at 10 times the 
amount to manage that acreage, and 
those Park Service rangers are going 
to have to drive 150 miles around the 
base of those mountains to try to nego
tiate a management of lands that 
should be in BLM territory. 

That is the kind of decision made by 
people who either do not know the ter
ritory or do not care about it. 

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of California. What I 
am trying to say is that one simple 
consultation with a Member who rep
resents the area would have said, 
"Sure, let's work it out." 

I have had that experience with Mr. 
Burton, from California, on wilderness 
when I was consulted and worked with 
him. We had an agreement on a map as 
to how we handled wilderness. 

There was no consultation whatso
ever here. You have created enormous 
drains on the taxpayer, and you should 
take a look at what you have done in 
your own bill. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. LE
VINE]. 

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chair
man, I appreciate the gentleman's 
yielding time. 

Mr. Chairman, we can get into this in 
as much detail as the gentleman wants. 
On the issue of process, I have two let
ters in my hand here. I will submit 
them for the record. Both of them were 
sent to one of the gentlemen on the 
other side. Both were sent to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. LEWIS], 
urging him to discuss this. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Does the 
gentleman have in his record a letter 
sent to me? 
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Mr. LEVINE of California. If I could 

have my 30 seconds, I would say to the 
gentleman from California--

Mr. THOMAS of California. Does the 
gentleman have a record that he sent a 
letter to me? 

Mr. LEVINE of California. I would 
say that the gentleman from California 
knew about this. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Does the 
gentleman have in his record a letter 
tome? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman form California [Mr. LE
VINE] has expired. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Does the 
gentleman have a letter sent to me? I 
have a million acres in this bill. Does 
he have a letter to me? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. LE
VINE] has expired. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SCHEUER]. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of H.R. 2929, designat
ing 7 .5 million acres for national parks 
and national wilderness areas. 

This is a marvelous benefit to the 
American people. I can see that there 
are some bruised noses around here. 
There have been questions of turf, but 
our real constituents are the American 
people, and they value these parks. 
They value these wilderness areas. 

I was in Yosemite last year and spent 
several days with a wonderful Park 
Service officer who managed it, and he 
told me with great pride how in a sense 
that park was overutilized and 
overstressed and strained. Such was 
the popularity of our national parks 
and wilderness areas with the Amer
ican people. He told me with great 
pride that a significant percentage of 
the visitors to Yosemite come from 
abroad. They come from Japan and 
from all over Europe, and he stressed 
what an attraction these national 
parks and national wilderness areas are 
to people all over the world who yearn 
for the richness and the inspiration of 
these wide open spaces that are so bril
liantly maintained by the National 
Park Service. 

As this country proceeds down the 
road to further growth and further 
process, we need to set aside these spe
cial places for the benefit of future 
generations so that we may preserve 
our Earth in its natural and unaltered 
state and provide parks where people 
can enjoy nature's beauty and wilder
ness areas where wildlife can run free, 
and where we can preserve not only 
flora and fauna but ecosystems. 

0 1850 
There are getting to be fewer and 

fewer of these places. We must act to 
preserve those that are left, to ensure 
that future generations of Americans 
can enjoy California's rich array of 
natural wonders. 

These bruised feelings we have heard 
about may be bruised tonight, but the 
American people will enjoy the bene
fits of these parks for generations to 
come. I am proud to be a Member of 
Congress and to vote for this wonderful 
measure. 

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, might I in
quire the time remaining for both 
sides? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
like to report that the gentleman from 
Guam [Mr. BLAZ] has 4 minutes re
maining, and the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. LEHMAN] has 41/2 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, the 
great conservationist Aldo Leopold 
said one of the greatest gifts you can 
have is the ability to perceive and ap
preciate that which is wild. 

The point which we are missing here, 
and my friend, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LEVINE] talked about 
having the great campfire under the 
stars with his children, is that in pass
ing this desert lockout bill we are tak
ing away the experience in the future 
for literally hundreds of thousands of 
Californians, working Californians, to 
drive to the desert areas where they 
have been in the past and have that 
wildlife experience. 

Mr. Chairman, if you go to the South 
Algondones Dunes that are visited by 
160,000 people, mostly off-road enthu
siasts who average about $30,000 in
come a year, who want a place to be 
able to take their kids, to have a camp
fire, who want to return to the same 
place they were at last year, those peo
ple will be locked out. 

Nobody on that side of that aisle can 
get up and explain to me how these 
families are now going to be able to 
backpack in heat that averages 97 de
grees in the summertime through 
heavy sand dunes to get to that same 
little wash, that same palo verde tree, 
that same little niche of the wild that 
they have been enjoying for years and 
years. 

This is a lockout bill. It does not 
lock out wealthy Californians who can 
fly to New Zealand to do fly fishing. 
My friend, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. LEVINE], has been extremely 
successful on the fundraising circuit. I 
wish him well, and I know he has 
raised millions. None of these blue col
lar people have been to these fund
raisers, but they still count. They are 
Americans who need to have a place to 
go and recreate, and they are going to 
be locked out of these massive areas in 
my district, at least, in very large 
numbers; 160,000 of them will be closed 
off in the 45th Congressional District. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask Members of this 
House to vote against the desert lock
out bill and vote for the Lewis sub
stitute. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DOOLEY]. 

Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 2929, the Cali
fornia Desert Protection Act, and I 
urge my colleagues to support it. 

I would like to commend the gentle
men from California, Mr. LEHMAN and 
Mr. LEVINE, for their diligent work in 
trying to forge a consensus among this 
measure. 

We have heard statements that Gov
ernment Representatives from Califor
nia that represent the desert are all op
posed to this. Well, I am a Congress
man from California that does have 
significant acreage in this bill that 
does support this measure. 

For a number of years I have had se
rious concerns about earlier desert 
bills, whether or not they afforded the 
protection to people that made their 
living on it, ranchers that grazed cattle 
on it, mining operations there, and I 
refused to come out in support of 
those. But we have a bill today that 
provides that protection for mining. It 
provides for a phaseout of cattle ranch
ers. It gives consideration to the people 
that are making their living off of this 
land that we have to consider. 

Mr. Chairman, I also would like to 
respond to some comments of the ear
lier speaker, one thing this is a lockout 
bill. There are 5,000 acres provided for 
overland off-road vehicle access. There 
is 20,000 miles of roads for jeeps that 
they can partake in. That does not con
stitute a lockout. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to 
support this bill. This bill deserves to 
become law. It promises to preserve for 
all Californians, for all Americans, a 
legacy of recreational opportunity, 
wildlife habitat, and cultural resources 
of the great California desert. 

Mr. Chairman, once again I commend 
the gentlemen from California, Mr. 
LEHMAN and Mr. LEVINE, and I urge all 
Members to support H.R. 2929. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield for just 
a moment about his district? 

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

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DOOLEY] may know that we called 
him to discuss the fact that my sub
stitute has two wilderness areas in his 
district that are not affected by 2929, 
and we did show the gentleman the 
courtesy to talk to him about it at 
least. 

Does the gentleman recall that? 
Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, re

claiming my time, I do not recall at 
this time. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. It may have 
been with the staff of the gentleman. 

Mr. DOOLEY. I do not have a record 
of this in my file either. 

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. 
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Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 

had to take on the only gentlewoman 
from Maryland [Mrs. BYRON] that had 
served time in a jet. The gentlewoman 
also tells me that she had attended 
Tailhook. I would like to find out the 
words of the gentlewoman from Mary
land [Mrs. BYRON] on the Tailhook re
union. 

Mr. Chairman, I step forward in 
strong opposition to H.R. 2929. I have a 
letter here which is a side-by-side ac
count of what the costs are. I have got 
all the differences in the amendments 
of the military bills. I have letters 
from all the Secretaries of Defense that 
are opposed to 2929, from Dick Cheney, 
and the military will be hurt by 2929. 

When I spoke about the gentlewoman 
from Maryland [Mrs. BYRON], I spent 21 
years in the Navy as a professional. As 
a matter of fact, I devised some of the 
routes over those areas myself, I used 
them in 300 combat missions over Viet
nam, and over the Middle East in Is
rael. 

If 2929 goes into effect the military 
will be adversely affected. 

The Blaz amendment, although it 
does try to alleviate some of these 
things, does not cover all the areas. 

The Vento amendment is smoke and 
mirrors. It only addresses overflights 
and has no perception of what and how 
it will affect the military. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 21/2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
VENTO], the chairman of the Sub
committee on National Parks and Pub
lic Lands, who has contributed so much 
to this legislation. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, Last week Time mag
azine had a cover article that talked 
about the vanishing California dream. I 
hope that the Members will think 
about that in what they are talking, 
about, the natural environment, what 
was happening to California. 

What is happening to this California 
desert I think is a pretty good example. 
There are 25 million acres in the Cali
fornia desert. It is within about a 1-
hour drive to 15 million people. 

What is happening to it is it is get
ting loved to death. Everybody likes it. 
They want to do everything they want 
to do, and that is what has been hap
pening, to a great extent. 

We have put away outside some out
standing areas and parks in Death Val
ley and Joshua Monument, but that is 
what the 1976 FLPMA Act was about in 
terms of bringing to this Congress and 
forcing us to make a decision. 

It is a painful decision. It is not an 
easy one. We have to take some dis
cipline upon ourselves in order to, in 
fact, prevent this from being loved to 
death, and that is what this legislation 
is all about. 

I know my colleague has a substitute 
that goes all over California looking 

for a focus and looking to solve prob
lems in terms of wilderness. But this 
issue is about the California desert. It 
is not about a statewide bill that he 
professes to endorse. 

So I want to commend my colleagues 
from California, Mr. LEHMAN, and Mr. 
MILLER, and Mr. LEVINE, for taking on 
this issue. It is a tough issue, and it is 
a tough one for the local people that 
have to effect it. 

But we went out there and talked to 
those people. We had hearings. We 
heard from hundreds of witnesses in 
the last Congress. 

The gentlemen from California, the 
gentlemen that are here, all joined us 
at many of those hearings. We gave an 
opportunity for input and had that 
feedback so we knew what the impact 
was. And there was still disagreement. 
There is still disagreement here. 

Someone I think takes the opinion 
that somehow if we have committee 
meetings, we are going to be able to re
solve all of this and come up with 
something called truth that we can all 
support. Well, that is not the legisla
tive process. It is a process of consen
sus, it is a process of argument. 

But these areas, no one can argue 
that they do not deserve the wilderness 
designation that they receive under 
this bill. Two-thirds of the land in the 
desert remains open for a multiple of 
other uses. There are nine military 
bases and installations in these areas 
and hundreds of communities. Yet we 
still have the opportunity to take this 
fragment in these pristine areas, part 
of the Mojave Desert, part of the 
Sonoran Desert, and save them and try 
to retain the beauty of that great 
State and the dream that has been 
California, and something that I think 
all Americans can benefit from. 

So I hope in this debate that we will 
keep that foremost in mind as we move 
forward. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of the 
California Desert Protection Act as reported by 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Others have noted, this is a very important 
and farreaching measure. It would make the 
largest additions to the National Park System 
and National Wilderness Preservation System 
of any bill since President Carter signed into 
law the Alaska Lands Act in 1980. 

The lands that the bill would place into na
tional park and wilderness status include a 
great diversity of priceless resources and val
ues that eminently deserve the protection that 
the bill would provide. At the same time, the 
bill leaves open to multiple uses more than 
two-thirds of the public lands within the Cali
fornia desert. 

Mr. Chairman, the two gentlemen from Cali
fornia, Mr. MILLER chairman of the full commit
tee, and Mr. LEHMAN, chairman of the sub
committee with prime responsibility for this bill, 
deserve the thanks of the House for bringing 
to the floor this sound, balanced, and worth
while bill. It deserves the approval of the 
House. 

I have a particular interest in this bill be
cause in past years the subcommittee on Na-

tional Parks and Public Lands, which I chair, 
had the responsibility for conducting the hear
ings that laid the groundwork for the Interior 
Committee's actions on California desert legis
lation this year. We had very extensive hear
ings, both here and in California, and heard 
from literally hundreds and hundreds of wit
nesses concerning all the issues that are ad
dressed in this bill and in alternative ap
proaches. 

In addition, for many years some of us have 
been involved with proposals to renew the au
thorization for military use of millions of acres 
of public lands in California used for many 
years for very important testing and training 
activities. 

In fact, in 1987 the House passed a bill, in
troduced by the gentlewoman from Maryland, 
[Mrs. BYRON], a member of both the Interior 
and Armed Services Committees, that would 
have authorized continued military uses on 
these lands, but the Senate did not act on that 
bill. 

Because this is a matter that needs to be 
resolved, last month I introduced a bill--co
sponsored by Chairmen MILLER and LEHMAN 
and the gentleman from California, [Mr. LE
VINE-to again authorize military use of the 
China Lake Naval Testing Center, the Choco
late Mountain Aerial Gunnery Range, and the 
El Centro Range Areas. I have also prepared 
an amendment, which is made in order under 
the rule, to add similar provisions to H.R. 2929 
and to also add to this bill language clarifying 
the ability of the Armed Forces to continue ex
isting low-level overflights of the lands dealt 
with in the bill. 

The gentleman from Guam, [Mr. BLAZ], also 
has an interest in this matter and has filed a 
similar amendment. Therefore, I have worked 
with him to develop a Vento-Blaz amendment 
which could be offered on a bipartisan basis. 
I am glad to be able to say that we have 
reached an agreement and that at the appro
priate point Mr. BLAZ will ask unanimous con
sent to modify his amendment so that the bi
partisan Vento-Blaz provisions can be offered. 

Even without the provisions that would be 
added by the Vento-Blaz amendment, this is a 
good bill deserving of our support. If the gen
tleman from Guam is permitted by unanimous 
consent to modify his amendment and the 
Vento-Blaz amendment is adopted, it will be 
an even better bill, and I urge the House to 
add such provisions, and to give overwhelm
ing approval to H.R. 2929, the California 
Desert Protection Act of 1991. 

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from California [Mr. DANNEMEYER]. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, 
the environmental party in American 
politics, the unelected leaders who 
work in the beltway here in Washing
ton, DC, is the influence that will 
cause how this Congress resolves this 
issue. The reality is that the political 
pain of Members of Congress in cross
ing the interests of the environmental 
party is far more profound than the po
litical pain that any of us experiences 
in crossing the interests of the develop
ment, of the business, and of the en
ergy segment of America. 
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That is why this bill that seeks to 
lock up so much of California is prob
ably going to pass. 

I have served on the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce for my 13 years 
here, and I have dealt with these Mem
bers. This environmental party has to 
be explained to the American public. 

They have got another agenda for the 
country. They want to change America 
into a society that worships the cre
ation, not the creator. 

At a time when we need to be estab
lishing energy independence in this 
country, the possibility of the Bush en
ergy plan is being stymied because of 
the environmental party's obsession in 
obstructing the energy independence of 
this country. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of H.R. 2929, the California Desert Protection 
Act. 

I believe this bill accomplishes two important 
goals-protecting our Nation's natural re
sources, while maintaining significant military 
activities. 

As chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee, I recognize that our military forces 
must train as they will fight. The success in 
Operation Desert Storm demonstrated the vital 
importance of our facilities in the southern 
California desert. We clearly need to maintain 
adequate training and testing facilities to meet 
the military's needs-both today and in the fu
ture. 

While the public is showing a high level of 
support for our military, there has been in
creasing awareness of our responsibilities, 
and a greater demand, to protect and improve 
our environment, and particularly our great 
natural resources. 

H.R. 2929 and the amendments offered 
today to address the military needs will fulfill 
both goals. These amendments will withdraw 
1.3 million acres of land, allowing for its con
tinued use for military purposes. The amend
ments will address the issue of overflight as 
well. 

I want to commend my colleagues on the 
Interior Committee, Congressmen LEVINE, LEH
MAN, and VENTO for their willingness to ad
dress the military's concerns. 

Therefore, I will support their amendments, 
and H.R. 2929. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, as a represent
ative for both Riverside and San Bernardino 
Counties, both of which have vast amounts of 
land included in the California desert protec
tion proposal, I can assure you that there is a 
need to protect the desert of California during 
this session of Congress. Prolonging the proc
ess will mean one thing-further degradation 
of the once-pristine area. 

The proposals that have been submitted 
provided us with an opportunity to break the 
deadlock and preserve for future generations 
our California desert. While recent efforts to 
preserve a greater portion of the California 
desert have been unsuccessful, I am hopeful 
that we will be able to work with the Senate 
and the administration to reach a com
promise-to accommodate the competing in
terests and various users of the California 
desert. I urge all Members who have devoted 

time and energy to this effort to continue work
ing so that we can enact a California Desert 
Protection Act. It has been a longtime coming, 
and the need to preserve this area becomes 
greater each year Congress fails to act. 

In 1978, I introduced a bill to establish the 
Mojave National Park. Although this legislation 
was not passed, it did place pressure on the 
Bureau of Land Management to protect this 
area. It also resulted in the designation of the 
East Mojave National Scenic Area-the first of 
its kind in the country. In addition, the discus
sion that took place helped increase public 
awareness of the need for desert protection. 

Over 1 O years have passed, and I can as
sure you that today there is a much greater 
need to preserve our California desert than 
there was in the 1970's. 

I can assure you that there are very real 
and present dangers that threaten our Califor
nia desert. It is up to Congress to take the 
lead. It is our responsibility to offer long term 
protection for our California desert. 

In so doing, however, we must strike a bal
ance that will allow for the multiple use of the 
desert. As the Los Angeles Times recently 
commented, "Too much of the desert, which is 
remarkably fragile and takes generations to re
cover from human abuse, already has been 
exploited on the premise that it is not good for 
much else." It is good for much else. It is a 
treasure that demands protection. 

The question before us is whether or not we 
want to move forward and act progressively. 
While we wait, however, the plans for making 
the desert a dumping ground are moving for
ward. Let's break the stalemate and pass a 
Desert Protection Act. All groups interested in 
protecting the desert must join together, break 
the impasse that has evolved over the years, 
and provide protection for this most precious 
natural resource. 

Mr. DOOLITILE. Mr. Chairman, no single 
issue is more volatile in California than the 
issue of water. Yet water is one issue in this 
debate of H.R. 2929 that has been largely ig
nored. That oversight could have a devastat
ing impact, not just on southern California, but 
on the entire Western United States, where 
water is the key to growth and economic sur
vival. 

The sponsors of this bill have tried to lull op
ponents into a false sense of security by tell
ing us not to be concerned about the water 
rights language in this legislation. They tell us, 
"it simply reserves a quantity of water to the 
Federal Government sufficient to fulfill the pur
poses of the act." 

Additionally, we are told this is not the Colo
rado Rocky Mountains where downstream 
water users could be impacted, this is the 
California desert, and the only thing at issue 
are a few springs, seeps, and other surface 
waters that do not really matter to anyone ex
cept a few bighorn sheep, palm trees, migra
tory birds, and tiny fish. 

Let us not be fooled. The precedent of a 
Federal reserved water right for millions of 
acres of the California desert should not be 
taken lightly. It is clear the purpose of this leg
islation is to stop growth and to stop develop
ment in and around public lands in the West. 
The California desert is only the first stop on 
a train that is barreling down the tracks toward 
other States and, in fact, aimed at the entire 
western United States. 

I pose a hypothetical question: If there are 
so few surface water rights at issue and there 
are no downstream users impacted, why did 
the sponsors, including the chairman of the In
terior Committee, the chief water rights expert 
in this Congress, include the language? 

The answer is simple and can be stated in 
three words: Subsurface water rights. Picture 
this scenario: A few years hence, after millions 
of acres of wilderness are designated in the 
California desert, the Federal Government no
tices that some of its springs and seeps are 
drying up in a wilderness area, near Palm 
Springs. The language in this bill, giving the 
Federal Government a priority reserved water 
right could be used to prevent Palm Springs' 
landowners from drilling any new wells for 
water. 

My colleagues could respond by saying, "So 
What? Palm Springs does not get to water its 
golf courses quite as much?" But the same 
legal contest of water rights could face the 
dozens of water districts that service the 
thirsty needs of millions of urban dwellers. The 
same threat of Federal intervention could 
threaten any jobs, growth and development of 
small towns and large cities in the entire 
southern California region, home to a majority 
of Californians. It could even affect future agri
cultural uses of the desert using subsurface 
water sources. 

And if my colleagues are tempted to say 
again, "So what?," I would remind them that 
this wilderness proposal for the California 
desert is the first of a series of bills covering 
the entire Western United States that this 
Congress will be considering over the next 
several years. The precedent set here will ei
ther strengthen the hand of extremists who 
want to assert Federal water rights westwide 
as a backhanded means to stop growth, or by 
defeating this measure, it will reassert the his
torical and wise policy of States rights in this 
lifeblood issue. 

The apparition of a westwide Federal re
served water right is real and its genesis is 
H.R. 2929. To ensure State control of our 
water and wise use of our natural resources, 
I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 3066 in
stead. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
support of this important legislation. H.R. 
2909, the California Desert Protection Act, will 
provide critical protection for this truly unique 
desert wilderness. It is also essential to pro
tecting a priceless legacy of archeological, cul
tural, and ecological values. 

The California desert, covering over 25 mil
lion acres, is a fragile ecosystem increasingly 
under siege. Large areas have long been ex
tensively used for mining, grazing, and various 
forms of development. Without this act, further 
destruction of this precious resource is inevi
table. Access roads, helicopter pads, quarries, 
and grazing animals-all have a destructive 
impact on the desert that time will not erase. 

Further delay can only lead to continued, ir
revocable degradation. I urge my colleagues 
to support H.R. 2909 and oppose any weak
ening amendments. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Lewis substitute. It is balanced. 
It will allow the continued training of our armed 
services that proved so valuable in reducing 
casualties in the gulf war, and which will be 
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even more valuable in future conflicts as the 
size of our forces is reduced. 

The amendment is based on 1 O years of 
public involvement with all affected interests. 
And it is based on the professional expertise 
of all land management agencies. 

And, Mr. Chairman it can become law. 
Mr. ATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 

support of the California desert protection bill, 
legislation that would designate over 4 million 
acres as wilderness, create a new national 
monument in the Mojave, and expand and re
designate Death Valley and Joshua Tree as 
national parks. What could be more appro
priate during this 75th anniversary of the Na
tional Park Service than to add these environ
mentally and biologically significant units to 
the park system? For 75 years, the Park Serv
ice has preserved mountains, forests, rivers 
and streams, but never before has the Park 
Service protected the unique and fragile 
ecosystems that make up the California 
desert. 

This environment is so fragile that the tracks 
left by the wagon wheels of the settlers remain 
an indelible mark in the landscape over 100 
years later. It is home to many rare, threat
ened and endangered plant and animal spe
cies. It also contains many archeological 
treasures. 

But by and large the agency with respon
sibility for managing the desert has failed to 
do so adequately. Despite the lessons learned 
from the remaining wagon wheel tracks, each 
year the desert is being destroyed at an in
creasingly alarming rate by the tracks created 
by off road vehicles. For example, a recent 
Department of the Interior inspector general's 
report calculated that an additional 600 miles 
of unintended new roads are carved out by 
rec-reationalists each year. But the inspector 
general also found that the BLM took few 
steps to protect the desert from these vehi
cles. 

Mr. Chairman, California's burgeoning popu
lation places increasing pressures on the 
desert: Pressures for development, recreation, 
mining, and other activities, none of which the 
desert can sustain. The California desert pro
tection bill is a well-crafted compromise that 
has been 6 years in the making. I hope my 
colleagues will join with me in supporting the 
bill and in opposing any amendments to weak
en it. 

One comment about the amendment pro
posed by Mr. MARLENEE which would allow 
hunting in the Mojave. What are we going to 
hunt there? One animal would be the rare 
desert bighorn sheep. Let me just say this, 
last month the Congress passed the Interior 
appropriations bill which included about 
$500,000 specifically for the reintroduction and 
restoration of the desert bighorn sheep. These 
funds will primarily be used in the California 
desert area. Under the Marlenee amendment, 
we would blow away this Federal investment 
with a few individual hunters' shotguns. I urge 
my colleagues to oppose this amendment and 
any others that weaken the protection pro
vided in the bill. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise as a 
member of the Interior Committee, and as the 
chairman of its Subcommittee on Mining and 
Natural Resources, in support of H.R. 2929. 

The mining industry has made extensive 
claims that this legislation would bring mineral 

production in the California desert to a grind
ing halt, and that it would lockup valuable min
eral resources. 

The fact of the matter is that none of the ac
tive mines in the California desert conserva
tion area would be placed within wilderness 
boundaries under this bill. 

And, the fact of the matter is that the vast 
majority of mineral production in the COCA is 
not for some type of critical or strategic min
eral. It is for sand, gravel and stone. 

Accommodations have been made. The 
largest gold producer, the Mesquite mine, is 
wholly outside of the proposal. The Mountain 
Pass Mine, which produces 97 percent of U.S. 
output of rare earths, was excluded from the 
boundary of the proposed Mojave National 
Park. There are numerous other examples. 

Finally, it is true that this bill would place 
some mines within the boundary of the pro
posed Mojave National Monument. 

And, as I stated during committee consider
ation of this measure, it is about time we rec
ognize that we should be preserving big open 
pit mines for the benefit of present and future 
generations. 

I would submit to my colleagues that mining, 
too, deserves the same degree of protection in 
our National Park System as do these other 
values. 

I would say that the American people are 
clamoring, indeed, are eager, for the oppor
tunity to load the kids into the station wagon 
and travel to southern California to visit the 
Mojave Mining Park. 

Here, they will see firsthand, the machinery 
that is employed to move massive amounts of 
earth to uncover the ore body. They will hear 
the roar and rumble of D9's. They will inhale 
the rich aroma of diesel fumes on the desert 
air. 

They will thrill at the site of cyanide drip 
dripping onto a leach pile. And, they will be 
astounded by the tailings piles soaring into the 
sky. 

I say this, Mr. Chairman, partly in jest. The 
point is, though, that this legislation would not 
stop these mines from operating. All valid ex
isting rights would be fully protected. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this meas
ure. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute is considered as an original bill 
for the purpose of amendment and is 
considered as read. 

The text of the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute is as 
follows: 

H .R. 2929 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited 
as the "California Desert Protection Act of 
1991". 

FINDINGS AND POLICY 

SEC. 2. (a) The Congress finds and declares 
that-

(1) the federally owned desert lands of South
ern California constitute a public wildland re
source of extraordinary and inestimable value 
for this and future generations; 

(2) these desert wildlands display unique sce
nic, historical, archeological, environmental, ec-

ological, wildlife, cultural, scientific, edu
cational , and recreational values used and en
joyed by millions of Americans for hiking and 
camping, scientific study and scenic apprecia
tion; 

(3) the public land resources of the California 
desert now face and are increasingly threatened 
by adverse pressures which would impair, di
lute, and destroy their public and natural val
ues; 

(4) the California desert, embracing wilderness 
lands, units of the National Park System, other 
Federal lands, State parks and other State 
lands, and private lands, constitutes a cohesive 
unit posing unique and difficult resource protec
tion and management challenges; 

(5) through designation of national monu
ments by Presidential proclamation, through en
actment of general public land statutes (includ
ing section 601 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976, 90 Stat. 2743, 43 U.S.C. 
1701 et seq.) and through interim administrative 
actions, the Federal Government has begun the 
process of appropriately providing for protection 
of the significant resources of the public lands 
in the California desert; and 

(6) statutory land unit designations are need
ed to afford the full protection which the re
sources and public land values of the California 
desert merit. 

(b) In order to secure for the American people 
of this and future generations an enduring her
itage of wilderness, national parks, and public 
land values in the California desert, it is hereby 
declared to be the policy of the Congress that-

(1) appropriate public lands in the California 
desert shall be included within the National 
Park System and the National Wilderness Pres
ervation System, in order to-

( A) preserve unrivaled scenic, geologic, and 
wildlife values associated with these unique 
natural landscapes; 

(B) perpetuate in their natural state signifi
cant and diverse ecosystems of the California 
desert; 

(C) protect and preserve historical and cul
tural values of the California desert associated 
with ancient Indian cultures, patterns of west
ern exploration and settlement, and sites exem
plifying the mining, ranching and railroading 
history of the Old West; 

(D) provide opportunities for compatible out
door public recreation, protect and interpret ec
ological and geological features and historic, 
paleontological, and archeological sites, main
tain wilderness resource values, and promote 
public understanding and appreciation of the 
California desert; and 

(E) retain and enhance opportunities for sci
entific research in undisturbed ecosystems. 

TITLE I-WILDERNESS ADDITIONS 
FINDINGS 

SEC. 101. The Congress finds and declares 
that-

(1) wilderness is a distinguishing characteris
tic of the public lands in the California desert, 
one which affords an unrivaled opportunity for 
experiencing vast areas of the Old West essen
tially unaltered by man's activities, and which 
merits preservation for the benefit of present 
and future generations; 

(2) the wilderness values of desert lands are 
increasingly threatened by and especially vul
nerable to impairment, alteration, and destruc
tion by activities and intrusions associated with 
incompatible use and development; and 

(3) preservation of desert wilderness nec
essarily requires the highest forms of protective 
designation and management. 

DESIGNATION OF WILDERNESS 

SEC. 102. In furtherance of the purpose of the 
Wilderness Act (78 Stat. 890, 16 U.S.C. 1131 et 
seq.), and sections 601 and 603 of the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (90 
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Stat. 2743, 43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), the following 
lands in the State of California, as generally de
picted on maps, referenced herein, dated Feb
ruary 1986 (except as otherwise dated), are here
by designated as wilderness, and therefore, as 
components of the National Wilderness Preser
vation System: 

(1) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately sev
enty-four thousand eight hundred and ninety 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled 
"Argus Range Wilderness-Proposed 1 ", dated 
May 1991, and two maps entitled "Argus Range 
Wilderness-Proposed 2" and "Argus Range 
Wilderness-Proposed 3", dated January 1989, 
and which shall be known as the Argus Range 
Wilderness. 

(2) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately sixty
one thousand three hundred and twenty acres, 
as generally depicted on map entitled "Avawatz 
Mountains Wilderness-Proposed", dated May 
1991, and which shall be known as the Avawatz 
Mountains Wilderness. 

(3) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately ten 
thousand seven hundred and thirty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled ''Bigelow 
Cholla Garden Wilderness-Proposed'', dated 
October 1991, and which shall be known as the 
Bigelow Cholla Garden Wilderness. 

(4) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area. of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, and within the San Bernardino Na
tional Forest, which comprise approximately 
thirty-nine thousand two hundred acres. as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Bighorn 
Mountain Wilderness-Proposed", dated Sep
tember 1991, and which shall be known as the 
Bighorn Mountain Wilderness. 

(5) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area and the Yuma District, of 
the Bureau of Land Management. which com
prise approximately forty-seven thousand five 
hundred and seventy acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Big Maria Mountains 
Wilderness-Proposed", and which shall be 
known as the Big Maria Mountains Wilderness. 

(6) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area. of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise thirteen thousand nine 
hundred and forty acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Black Mountain Wilder
ness-Proposed", and which shall be known as 
the Black Mountain Wilderness. 

(7) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately nine 
thousand five hundred and twenty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Bright 
Star Wilderness-Proposed", dated May 1991, 
and which shall be known as the Bright Star 
Wilderness. 

(8) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately forty
two thousand six hundred and forty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled ''Cadiz 
Dunes Wilderness-Proposed", and which shall 
be known as the Cadiz Dunes Wilderness. 

(9) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area. of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately eighty
five thousand nine hundred and seventy acres. 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Cady 
Mountains Wilderness-Proposed'', dated May 
1991, and which shall be known as the Cady 
Mountains Wilderness. 

(10) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area and Eastern San Diego 
County, of the Bureau of Land Management, 

which comprise approximately fifteen thousand 
seven hundred acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled "Carrizo Gorge Wilderness-Pro
posed ", and which shall be known as the 
Carrizo Gorge Wilderness. 

(11) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area and Yuma District, of the 
Bureau of Land Management, which comprise 
approximately sixty-[ our thousand six hundred 
and forty acres. as generally depicted on a map 
entitled "Chemehuevi Mountains Wilderness
Proposed", dated October 1991, and which shall 
be known as the Chemehuevi Mountains Wilder
ness. 

(12) Certain lands in the Bakersfield District, 
of the Bureau of Land Management, which 
comprise approximately thirteen thousand seven 
hundred acres, as generally depicted on two 
maps entitled "Chimney Peak Wilderness-Pro
posed 1" and "Chimney Peak Wilderness-Pro
posed 2", dated May 1991, and which shall be 
known as the Chimney Peak Wilderness. 

(13) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately one 
hundred fifty-eight thousand nine hundred and 
fifty acres. as generally depicted on two maps 
entitled "Chuckwalla Mountains Wilderness
Proposed l" and "Chuckwalla Mountains Wil
derness-Proposed 2", dated January 1989, and 
which shall be known as the Chuckwalla Moun
tains Wilderness. 

(14) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement. which comprise thirty-four thousand 
three hundred and eighty acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Cleg-horn Lakes Wil
derness-Proposed", dated September 1991, and 
which shall be known as the Cleghorn Lakes 
Wilderness. The Secretary may, pursuant to an 
application filed by the Department of Defense. 
grant a right-of-way for. and authorize con
struction of, a road within the area depicted as 
"non-wilderness road corridor" on such map. 

(15) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area. of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately forty 
thousand acres. as generally depicted on a map 
entitled "Clipper Mountain Wilderness-Pro
posed", dated May 1991, and which shall be 
known as Clipper Mountain Wilderness. 

(16) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately fifty 
thousand five hundred and twenty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled ''Coso 
Range Wilderness-Proposed", dated May 1991, 
and which shall be known as Coso Range Wil
derness. 

(17) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately eight
een thousand six hundred acres. as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Coyote Mountains 
Wilderness-Proposed", dated May 1991, and 
which shall be known as Coyote Mountains Wil
derness. 

(18) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area. of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately eight 
thousand six hundred acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Darwin Falls Wilder
ness-Proposed", dated May 1991, and which 
shall be known as Darwin Falls Wilderness. 

(19) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area and the Yuma District, of 
the Bureau of Land Management. which com
prise approximately forty-eight thousand eight 
hundred and fifty acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Dead Mountains Wilder
ness-Proposed", dated October 1991, and which 
shall be known as Dead Mountains Wilderness. 

(20) Certain lands in the Bakersfield District, 
of the Bureau of Land Management, which 

comprise approximately thirty-six thousand 
three hundred acres. as generally depicted on 
two maps entitled "Domeland Wilderness Addi
tions-Proposed 1 '· and ''Domeland Wilderness 
Additions-Proposed 2", and which are hereby 
incorporated in, and which shall be deemed to 
be a part of. the Domeland Wilderness as des
ignated by Public Laws 93-632 and 98-425. 

(21) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately sixteen 
thousand one hundred acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "El Paso Mountains 
Wilderness-Proposed", and which shall be 
known as the El Paso Mountains Wilderness. 

(22) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately twenty
six thousand three hundred acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Fish Creek Moun
tains Wilderness-Proposed", dated May 1991, 
and which shall be known as Fish Creek Moun
tains Wilderness. 

(23) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement. which comprise approximately twenty
eight thousand one hundred and ten acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Funeral 
Mountains Wilderness-Proposed", dated May 
1991, and which shall be known as Funeral 
Mountains Wilderness. 

(24) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately thirty
seven thousand seven hundred acres. as gen
erally depicted on a map entitled "Golden Val
ley Wilderness-Proposed", and which shall be 
known as Golden Valley Wilderness. 

(25) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area. of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately sixty
eight thousand five hundred and fifteen acres. 
as generally depicted on two maps entitled 
"Bristol Mountains Wilderness-Proposed l ", 
and "Bristol Mountains Wilderness-Proposed 
2", dated September 1991, and which shall be 
known as Bristol Mountains Wilderness. 

(26) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately thirty
one thousand seven hundred and twenty acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Grass 
Valley Wilderness-Proposed", and which shall 
be known as the Grass Valley Wilderness. 

(27) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately eight 
thousand eight hundred acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Great Falls Basin 
Wilderness-Proposed", and which shall be 
known as the Great Falls Basin Wilderness. 

(28) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area. of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately twenty
two thousand two hundred and forty acres. as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Hollow 
Hills Wilderness-Proposed", dated May 1991, 
and which shall be known as the Hollow Hills 
Wilderness. 

(29) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately twenty
six thousand four hundred and sixty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Ibex Wil
derness-Proposed", dated May 1991, and which 
shall be known as the Ibex Wilderness. 

(30) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately thirty
five thousand and fifteen acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Indian Pass Wilder
ness-Proposed", dated October 1991, and which 
shall be known as the Indian Pass Wilderness. 

(31) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area and the Bakersfield District, 
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of the Bureau of Land Management, and within 
the Inyo National Forest, which comprise ap
proximately two hundred five thousand and 
twenty acres, as generally depicted on three 
maps entitled "Inyo Mountains Wilderness
Proposed", numbered in the title one through 
three, and dated May 1991, and which shall be 
known as the Inyo Mountains Wilderness. 

(32) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately thirty
/our thousand five hundred and fifty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Jacumba 
Wilderness-Proposed", dated October 1991, and 
which shall be known as the Jacumba Wilder
ness. 

(33) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately one 
hundred and twenty-eight thousand eight hun
dred and twenty acres, as generally depicted on 
two maps entitled "Kelso Dunes Wilderness
Proposed 1" and "Kelso Dunes Wilderness
Proposed 3", dated September 1991, and a map 
entitled "Kelso Dunes Wilderness-Proposed 2", 
dated May 1991, and which shall be known as 
the Kelso Dunes Wilderness. 

(34) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, and the Sequoia National Forest, 
which comprise approximately eighty-eight 
thousand two hundred and ninety acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Kiavah 
Wilderness-Proposed 1 ", dated February 1986, 
and a map entitled "Kiavah Wilderness-Pro
posed 2", dated May 1991, and which shall be 
known as the Kiavah Wilderness. 

(35) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately two 
hundred forty-nine thousand and forty-eight 
acres, as generally depicted on two maps enti
tled "Kingston Range Wilderness-Proposed 2", 
dated October 1991, and "Kingston Range Wil
derness-Proposed 4", dated January 1989, and 
two maps entitled "Kingston Range Wilder
ness-Proposed 1" and "Kingston Range Wil
derness-Proposed 3", dated May 1991, and 
which shall be known as the Kingston Range 
Wilderness. 

(36) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately forty
five thousand six hundred and eighty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled ''Little 
Chuckwalla Mountains Wilderness-Proposed'', 
dated October 1991, and which shall be known 
as the Little Chuckwalla Mountains Wilderness. 

(37) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area and the Yuma District, of 
the Bureau of Land Management, which com
prise approximately thirty-six thousand three 
hundred and forty acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Little Picacho Wilderness
Proposed", dated October 1991, and which shall 
be known as the Little Picacho Wilderness. 

(38) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately thirty
two thousand three hundred and sixty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled ''Malpais 
Mesa Wilderness-Proposed", dated September 
1991, and which shall be known as the Malpais 
Mesa Wilderness. 

(39) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately sixteen 
thousand one hundred and twenty-five acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Manly 
Peak Wilderness-Proposed", dated October 
1991, and which shall be known as the Manly 
Peak Wilderness. 

(40) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man-

agement, which comprise approximately twenty
/our thousand two hundred and eighty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Mecca 
Hills Wilderness-Proposed", dated October 
1991, and which shall be known as the Mecca 
Hills Wilderness. 

(41) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately forty
seven thousand three hundred and thirty acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Mes
quite Wilderness-Proposed", dated May 1991, 
and which shall be known as the Mesquite Wil
derness. 

(42) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately twenty
two thousand nine hundred acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled ''Newberry Moun
tains Wilderness-Proposed", and which shall 
be known as the Newberry Mountains Wilder
ness. 

(43) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately one 
hundred ten thousand eight hundred and eighty 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled 
"Nopah Range Wilderness-Proposed", dated 
May 1991, and which shall be known as the 
Nopah Range Wilderness. 

(44) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately thirty
two thousand five hundred and eighty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "North 
Algodones Dunes Wilderness-Proposed'', dated 
October 1991, and which shall be known as the 
North Algodones Dunes Wilderness. 

(45) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately twenty
five thousand five hundred and forty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "North 
Mesquite Mountains Wilderness-Proposed'', 
dated May 1991, and which shall be known as 
the North Mesquite Mountains Wilderness. 

(46) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately one 
hundred forty-six thousand and seventy acres, 
as generally depicted on two maps entitled "Old 
Woman Mountains Wilderness-Proposed 1" 
and "Old Woman Mountains Wilderness-Pro
posed 2", dated May 1991, and which shall be 
known as the Old Woman Mountains Wilder
ness. 

(47) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately fifty
seven thousand five hundred acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Orocopia Moun
tains Wilderness-Proposed", dated May 1991, 
and which shall be known as the Orocopia 
Mountains Wilderness. 

(48) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area and the Bakersfield District, 
of the Bureau of Land Management, which 
comprise approximately seventy-four thousand 
six hundred and forty acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Owens Peak Wilder
ness-Proposed l ", dated February 1986, and 
two maps entitled "Owens Peak Wilderness
Proposed 2" and "Owens Peak Wilderness
Proposed 3", dated May 1991, and which shall 
be known as the Owens Peak Wilderness. 

(49) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately sev
enty-four thousand eight hundred acres, as gen
erally depicted on a map entitled "Pahrump 
Valley Wilderness-Proposed", and which shall 
be known as the Pahrump Valley Wilderness. 

(50) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man-

agement, which comprise approximately two 
hundred fourteen thousand one hundred and 
forty-nine acres, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled "Palen/McCoy Wilderness-Proposed 
1", dated May 1991, and a map entitled "Palen! 
McCoy Wilderness-Proposed 2", dated Feb
ruary 1986, and which shall be known as the 
Palen/McCoy Wilderness. 

(51) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately thirty
two thousand three hundred and twenty acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Palo 
Verde Mountains Wilderness-Proposed", dated 
January 1987, and which shall be known as the 
Palo Verde Mountains Wilderness. 

(52) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately seven 
thousand seven hundred acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Picacho Peak Wilder
ness-Proposed", dated May 1991, and which 
shall be known as the Picacho Peak Wilderness. 

(53) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately sev
enty-two thousand six hundred acres, as gen
erally depicted on a map entitled "Piper Moun
tain Wilderness-Proposed", dated May 1991, 
and which shall be known as the Piper Moun
tain Wilderness. 

(54) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately thirty
seven thousand eight hundred acres, as gen
erally depicted on a map entitled "Piute Moun
tains Wilderness-Proposed", dated October 
1991, and which shall be known as Piute Moun
tains Wilderness. 

(55) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately sev
enty-eight thousand eight hundred and sixty
eight acres, as generally depicted on a map enti
tled "Resting Spring Range Wilderness-Pro! 
posed", dated May 1991, and which shall be 
known as the Resting Spring Range Wilderness. 

(56) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately forty 
thousand eight hundred and twenty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Rice Val
ley Wilderness-Proposed", dated May 1991, 
and which shall be known as the Rice Valley 
Wilderness. 

(57) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area and the Yuma District, of 
the Bureau of Land Management, which com
prise approximately twenty-two thousand three 
hundred eighty acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled "Riverside Mountains Wilderness
Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be 
known as the Riverside Mountains Wilderness. 

(58) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately twenty
seven thousand seven hundred acres, as gen
erally depicted on a map entitled "Rodman 
Mountains Wilderness-Proposed", dated Janu
ary 1989, and which shall be known as the Rod
man Mountains Wilderness. 

(59) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area and the Bakersfield District, 
of the Bureau of Land Management, which 
comprise approximately fifty-one thousand nine 
hundred acres, as generally depicted on two 
maps entitled "Sacatar Trail Wilderness-Pro
posed 1" and "Sacatar Trail Wilderness-Pro
posed 2", dated May 1991, and which shall be 
known as the Sacatar Trail Wilderness. 

(60) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately one 
thousand eight hundred acres, as generally de-
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picted on a map entitled "Saddle Peak Hills Wil
derness-Proposed", dated May 1991, and which 
shall be known as the Saddle Peak Hills Wilder
ness. 

(61) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately thirty
three thousand five hundred acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "San Gorgonio Wil
derness Additions-Proposed", and which are 
hereby incorporated in, and which shall be 
deemed to be a part of, the San Gorgonio Wil
derness as designated by Public Laws 88-577 
and 98-425. 

(62) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately fifty
three thousand two hundred and forty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Santa 
Rosa Wilderness Additions-Proposed'', dated 
May 1991, and which are hereby incorporated 
in, and which shall be deemed to be a part of, 
the Santa Rosa Wilderness designated by Public 
Law 98-425. 

(63) Certain lands in the California Desert 
District, of the Bureau of Land Management, 
which comprise approximately thirty-five thou
sand four hundred acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Sawtooth Mountains Wilder
ness-Proposed", and which shall be known as 
the Sawtooth Mountains Wilderness. 

(64) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately one 
hundred seventy-four thousand five hundred 
and forty acres, as generally depicted on two 
maps entitled "Sheephole Valley Wilderness
Proposed l ", dated May 1991, and "Sheephole 
Valley Wilderness-Proposed 2", dated Feb
ruary 1986, and which shall be known as the 
Sheephole Valley Wilderness. 

(65) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately forty
f our thousand four hundred and ten acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Slate 
Range Wilderness-Proposed", dated October 
1991 , and which shall be known as the Slate 
Range Wilderness. 

(66) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately eighty 
thousand four hundred and thirty acres, as gen
erally depicted on two maps entitled "Soda 
Mountains Wilderness-Proposed l" dated May 
1991, and "Soda Mountains Wilderness-Pro
posed 2", dated January 1989, and which shall 
be known as the Soda Mountains Wilderness. 

(67) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately sixty
one thousand six hundred and thirty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "South 
Algodones Dunes Wilderness-Proposed", dated 
January 1989, and which shall be known as the 
South Algodones Dunes Wilderness. 

(68) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately twenty
three thousand two hundred and fifty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "South 
Avawatz Mountains Wilderness-Proposed", 
dated May 1991, and which shall be known as 
the South Avawatz Mountains Wilderness. 

(69) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately sixteen 
thousand seven hundred and eighty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "South 
Nopah Range Wilderness-Proposed", and 
which shall be known as the South Nopah 
Range Wilderness. 

(70) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man-
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agement, which comprise approximately seven 
thousand and fifty acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Stateline Wilderness-Pro
posed ", dated May 1991, and which shall be 
known as the Stateline Wilderness. 

(71) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately eighty
one thousand six hundred acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Stepladder Moun
tains Wilderness-Proposed", and which shall 
be known as the Stepladder Mountains Wilder
ness. 

(72) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately twenty
nine thousand one hundred and eighty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Surprise 
Canyon Wilderness-Proposed", dated Septem
ber 1991, and which shall be known as the Sur
prise Canyon Wilderness. 

(73) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately seven
teen thousand eight hundred and twenty acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Syl
vania Mountains Wilderness-Proposed'', and 
which shall be known as the Sylvania Moun
tains Wilderness. 

(74) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately thirty
three thousand seven hundred and twenty 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled 
"Trilobite Wilderness-Proposed", dated May 
1991, and which shall be known as the Trilobite 
Wilderness. 

(75) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, which comprise approximately one 
hundred forty-! our thousand five hundred 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled 
"Turtle Mountains Wilderness-Proposed l ", 
dated February 1986 and a map entitled "Turtle 
Mountains Wilderness-Proposed 2'', dated May 
1991, and which shall be known as the Turtle 
Mountains Wilderness. 

(76) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area and the Yuma District, of 
the Bureau of Land Management, which com
prise approximately seventy-five thousand three 
hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled "Whipple Mountains Wilderness-Pro
posed", dated May 1991, and which shall be 
known as the Whipple Mountains Wilderness. 

ADMINISTRATION OF WILDERNESS AREAS 

SEC. 103. Subject to valid existing rights, each 
wilderness area designated under section 102 
shall be administered by the appropriate Sec
retary in accordance with the provisions of the 
Wilderness Act, except that any reference in 
such provisions to the effective date of the Wil
derness Act shall be deemed to be a reference to 
the effective date of this title and any reference 
to the Secretary of Agriculture shall be deemed 
to be a reference to the Secretary who has ad
ministrative jurisdiction over the area. 

GRAZING 

SEC. 104. Within the wilderness areas des
ignated under section 102, the grazing of live
stock, where established prior to the enactment 
of this Act, shall be permitted to continue sub
ject to such reasonable regulations, policies, and 
practices as the Secretary deems necessary, as 
long as such regulations, policies, and practices 
fully conform with and implement the intent of 
Congress regarding grazing in such areas as 
such intent is expressed in the Wilderness Act 
and section 108 of Public Law 96-560 (16 U.S.C. 
133 note). 

BUFFER ZONES 

SEC. 105. The Congress does not intend for the 
designation of wilderness areas in section 102 of 
this Act to lead to the creation of protective pe-

rimeters or buff er zones around any such wil
derness area. The fact that nonwilderness ac
tivities or uses can be seen or heard from areas 
within a wilderness shall not, of itself, preclude 
such activities or uses up to the boundary of the 
wilderness area. 

MINING CLAIM VALIDITY REVIEW 

SEC. 106. The Secretary of the Interior and the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall not approve any 
plan of operation prior to determining the valid
ity of the unpatented mining claims, mill sites, 
and tunnel sites affected by such plan within 
any wilderness area designated under section 
102. 

FILING OF MAPS AND DESCRIPTIONS 

SEC. 107. As soon as practicable after enact
ment of section 102, a map and a legal descrip
tion on each wilderness area designated under 
this title shall be filed by the Secretary con
cerned with the Committee on Energy and Natu
ral Resources of the Senate and the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of 
Representatives, and each such map and de
scription shall have the same force and effect as 
if included in this title, except that the Sec
retary may correct clerical and typographical 
errors in each such legal description and map. 
Each such map and legal description shall be on 
file and available for public inspection in the of
fice of the Director of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, Department of the Interior, or the 
Chief of the Forest Service, Department of Agri
culture, as is appropriate. 

WILDERNESS REVIEW 

SEC. 108. The Congress hereby finds and di
rects that lands in the California Desert Con
servation Area, of the Bureau of Land Manage
ment, not designated as wilderness or wilderness 
study areas by this Act have been adequately 
studied for wilderness designation pursuant to 
section 603 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (90 Stat. 2743, 43 U.S.C. 
1701 et seq.), and are no longer subject to the re
quirement of section 603(c) of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 pertaining 
to the management of wilderness study areas in 
a manner that does not impair the suitability of 
such areas for preservation as wilderness. 

DESIGNATION OF WILDERNESS STUDY AREA 

SEC. 109. In furtherance of the provisions of 
the Wilderness Act, certain lands in the Calif or
nia Desert Conservation Area of the Bureau of 
Land Management which comprise eleven thou
sand two hundred acres as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "White Mountains Wilderness 
Study Area-Proposed", dated May 1991, are 
hereby designated the White Mountains Wilder
ness Study Area and shall be administered by 
the Secretary in accordance with the provisions 
of section 603(c) of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976. 

SUITABILITY REPORT 

SEC. 110. The Secretary is required, ten years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, to report 
to Congress on current and planned exploration, 
development or mining activities on, and suit
ability for future wilderness designation of, the 
lands as generally depicted on maps entitled 
''Surprise Canyon Wilderness-Proposed'', 
"Middle Park Canyon Wilderness-Proposed", 
and "Death Valley National Park Boundary 
and Wilderness 15", dated September 1991 and a 
map entitled "Manly Peak Wilderness-Pro
posed ",dated October 1991. 

WILDERNESS DESIGNATION AND MANAGEMENT IN 
THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM 

SEC. 111. (a) In furtherance of the purposes of 
the Wilderness Act, the fallowing lands are 
hereby designated as wilderness and therefore, 
as components of the National Wilderness Pres
ervation System: 

(1) Certain lands in the Havasu National 
Wildlife Refuge, California, which comprise ap-



34096 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE November 22, 1991 
proximately three thousand one hundred and 
ninety-five acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled "Havasu Wilderness" and dated 
October 1991, and which shall be known as the 
Havasu Wilderness. 

(2) Certain lands in the Imperial National 
Wildlife Refuge, California, which comprise ap
proximately five thousand eight hundred and 
thirty-six acres, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled "Imperial Refuge Wilderness " and 
dated October 1991, and which shall be known 
as the Imperial Wilderness. 

(b) Subject to valid existing rights, the wilder
ness areas designated under this section shall be 
administered by the Secretary in accordance 
with the provisions of the Wilderness Act gov
erning areas designated by that Act as wilder
ness, except that any reference in such provi
sions to the effective date of the Wilderness Act 
(or any similar reference) shall be deemed to be 
a reference to the date of enactment of this Act. 

(c) As soon as practicable after enactment of 
this section, the Secretary shall file a map and 
a legal description of each wilderness area des
ignated under this section with the Committees 
on Energy and Natural Resources and Environ
ment and Public Works of the Senate and Inte
rior and Insular Affairs and Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries of the House of Representatives. 
Such map and description shall have the same 
force and effect as if included in this Act, except 
that correction of clerical and typographical er
rors in such legal description and map may be 
made. Such map and legal description shall be 
on file and available for public inspection in the 
Office of the Director, United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior. 
TITLE II-DEATH VALLEY NATIONAL PARK 

FINDINGS 
SEC. 201. The Congress hereby finds that-
(1) proclamations by Presidents Herbert Hoo

ver in 1933 and Franklin Roosevelt in 1937 estab
lished and expanded the Death Valley National 
Monument for the preservation of the unusual 
features of scenic, scientific, and educational 
interest therein contained; 

(2) Death Valley National Monument is today 
recognized as a major unit of the National Park 
System, having extraordinary values enjoyed by 
millions of visitors; 

(3) the Monument boundaries established in 
the 1930's exclude and thereby expose to incom
patible development and inconsistent manage
ment, contiguous Federal lands of essential and 
superlative natural, ecological, geological, ar
cheological, paleontological, cultural, historical 
and wilderness values; 

(4) Death Valley National Monument should 
be substantially enlarged by the addition of all 
contiguous Federal lands of national park cali
ber and afforded full recognition and statutory 
protection as a national park; and 

(5) the wilderness within Death Valley should 
receive maximum statutory protection by des
ignation pursuant to the Wilderness Act. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF DEATH VALLEY NATIONAL 
PARK 

SEC. 202. There is hereby established the 
Death Valley National Park, as generally de
picted on 23 maps entitled "Death Valley Na
tional Park Boundary and Wilderness-Pro
posed", numbered in the title one through twen
ty-three, and dated September 1991 or prior, 
which shall be on file and available for public 
inspection in the offices of the Superintendent 
of the Park and the Director of the National 
Park Service, Department of the Interior. The 
Death Valley National Monument is hereby 
abolished as such, the lands and interests there
in are hereby incorporated within and made 
part of the new Death Valley National Park, 
and any funds available for purposes of the 
monument shall be available for purposes of the 
park. 

TRANSFER AND ADMINISTRATION OF LANDS 

SEC. 203. Upon enactment of this title, the Sec
retary shall transfer the lands under the juris
diction of the Bureau of Land Management de
picted on the maps described in section 202 of 
this title, without consideration, to the adminis
trative jurisdiction of the Director of the Na
tional Park Service for administration as part of 
the National Park System. The boundaries of 
the public lands and the national parks shall be 
adjusted accordingly. The Secretary shall ad
minister the areas added to the National Park 
System by this title in accordance with the pro
visions of law generally applicable to units of 
the National Park System, including the Act en
titled "An Act to establish a National Park 
Service, and for other purposes", approved Au
gust 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535; 16 U.S.C. 1-4). 

MAPS AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

SEC. 204. Within six months after the enact
ment of this title, the Secretary shall file maps 
and a legal description of the park designated 
under this title with the Energy and Natural 
Resources Committee of the Senate and the Inte
rior and Insular Affairs Committee of the House 
of Representatives. Such maps and legal de
scription shall have the same force and effect as 
if included in this title, except that the Sec
retary may correct clerical and typographical 
errors in such legal description and in the maps 
referred to in section 202. The maps and legal 
description shall be on file and available for 
public inspection in the offices of the Super
intendent of the Park and the Director of the 
National Park Service, Department of the Inte
rior. 

DISPOSITION UNDER MINING LAWS 

SEC. 205. Subject to valid existing rights, the 
Federal lands and interests therein added to the 
National Park System by this title are with
drawn from disposition under the public land 
laws and from entry or appropriation under the 
mining laws of the United States, from the oper
ation of the mineral leasing laws of the United 
States, and from operation of the Geothermal 
Steam Act of 1970. 

STUDY AS TO VALIDITY OF MINING CLAIMS 

SEC. 206. The Secretary shall not approve any 
plan of operation prior to determining the valid
ity of the unpatented mining claims, mill sites, 
and tunnel sites affected by such plan within 
the additions to the park and shall submit to 
Congress recommendations as to whether any 
valid or patented claims should be acquired by 
the United States, including the estimated ac
quisition costs of such claims, and a discussion 
of the environmental consequences of the ex
traction of minerals from these lands. 

GRAZING 

SEC. 207. The privilege of grazing domestic 
livestock on lands within the park may continue 
to be exercised at no more than the current 
level, subject to applicable laws and National 
Park Service regulations, by those persons hold
ing permits for such grazing on July 1, 1991. 
Upon the expiration of such permits the Sec
retary, acting through the Director of the Na
tional Park Service, may issue to such persons 
new permits for such grazing, subject to applica
ble laws and National Park Service regulations, 
but all grazing of such livestock on such lands 
shall cease on July 1, 2016. Further, if such a 
permittee informs the Secretary that such per
mittee is willing to convey to the United States 
any base property with respect to which the per
mit was issued and to which such permittee 
holds title, the Secretary shall make the acquisi
tion of such base property a priority as com
pared with the acquisition of other lands within 
the park, provided agreement can be reached 
concerning the terms and conditions of such ac
quisition. Any such base property which is lo
cated outside the park and acquired as a prior-

ity pursuant to this section shall be managed by 
the Federal agency responsible for the majority 
of the adjacent lands in accordance with the 
laws applicable to such adjacent lands. 
TITLE Ill-JOSHUA TREE NATIONAL PARK 

FINDINGS 

SEC. 301. The Congress hereby finds that-
(1) a proclamation by President Franklin Roo

sevelt in 1936 established Joshua Tree National 
Monument to protect various objects of histori
cal and scientific interest; 

(2) Joshua Tree National Monument today is 
recognized as a major unit of the National Park 
System, having extraordinary values enjoyed by 
millions of visitors; 

(3) the Monument boundaries as modified in 
1950 and 1961 exclude and thereby expose to in
compatible development and inconsistent man
agement, contiguous Federal lands of essential 
and superlative natural, ecological, archeologi
cal, paleontological, cultural, historical and wil
derness values; 

(4) Joshua Tree National Monument should be 
enlarged by the addition of contiguous Federal 
lands of national park caliber, and afforded full 
recognition and statutory protection as a na
tional park; and 

(5) the nondesignated wilderness within Josh
ua Tree should receive statutory protection by 
designation pursuant to the Wilderness Act. 
ESTABLISHMENT OF JOSHUA TREE NATIONAL PARK 

SEC. 302. There is hereby established the Josh
ua Tree National Park, as generally depicted on 
a map entitled "Joshua Tree National Park 
Boundary-Proposed", dated May 1991, and 
four maps entitled "Joshua Tree National Park 
Boundary and Wilderness", numbered in the 
title one through four, and dated May 1991 or 
prior, which shall be on file and available for 
public inspection in the offices of the Super
intendent of the Park and the Director of the 
National Park Service, Department of the Inte
rior. The Joshua Tree National Monument is 
hereby abolished as such, the lands and inter
ests therein are hereby incorporated within and 
made part of the new Joshua Tree National 
Park, and any funds available for purposes of 
the monument shall be available for purposes of 
the park. 

TRANSFER AND ADMINISTRATION OF LANDS 

SEC. 303. Upon enactment of this title, the Sec
retary shall transfer the lands under the juris
diction of the Bureau of Land Management de
picted on the maps described in section 302 of 
this title , without consideration, to the adminis
trative jurisdiction of the Director of the Na
tional Park Service for administration as part of 
the National Park System. The boundaries of 
the public lands and the national parks shall be 
adjusted accordingly. The Secretary shall ad
minister the areas added to the National Park 
System by this title in accordance with the pro
visions of law generally applicable to units of 
the National Park System, including the Act en
titled "An Act to establish a National Park 
Service, and for other purposes", approved Au
gust 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535; 16 U.S.C. 1-4). 

MAPS AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

SEC. 304. Within six months after the enact
ment of this title, the Secretary shall file maps 
and legal description of the park designated by 
this title with the Energy and Natural Re
sources Committee of the Senate and the Inte
rior and Insular Affairs Committee of the House 
of Representatives. Such maps and legal de
scription shall have the same force and effect as 
if included in this title, except that the Sec
retary may correct clerical and typographical 
errors in such legal description and in the maps 
referred to in section 302. The maps and legal 
description shall be on file and available for 
public inspection in the offices of the Super
intendent of the Park and the Director of the 
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National Park Service, Department of the Inte
rior. 

DISPOSITION UNDER MINING LAWS 
SEC. 305. Subject to valid existing rights, Fed

eral lands and interests therein added to the 
National Park System by this title are with
drawn from disposition under the public lands 
laws and from entry or appropriation under the 
mining laws of the United States, from the oper
ation of the mineral leasing laws of the United 
States, and from the operation of the Geo
thermal Steam Act of I970. 

UTILITY RIGHTS-OF-WAY 
SEC. 306. Nothing in this title shall have the 

effect of terminating any validly issued right-of
way or customary operation maintenance, re
pair, and replacement activities in such right-of
way, issued, granted, or permitted to the Metro
politan Water District pursuant to the Boulder 
Canyon Project Act (43 U.S.C. 617-619b), which 
is located on lands included in the Joshua Tree 
National Park, but outside lands designated as 
wilderness under section 501(2). Such activities 
shall be conducted in a manner which will mini
mize the impact on park resources. Nothing in 
this title shall have the effect of terminating the 
fee title to lands or customary operation, main
tenance, repair, and replacement activities on or 
under such lands granted to the Metropolitan 
Water District pursuant to the Act of June 18, 
1932 (47 Stat. 324), which are located on lands 
included in the Joshua Tree National Park, but 
outside lands designated as wilderness under 
section 501(2). Such activities shall be conducted 
in a manner which will minimize the impact on 
park resources. The Secretary shall prepare 
within 180 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, in consultation with the Metropolitan 
Water District, plans for emergency access by 
the Metropolitan Water District to its lands and 
rights-of-way. 

STUDY AS TO VALIDITY OF MINING CLAIMS 
SEC. 307. The Secretary shall not approve any 

plan of operation prior to determining the valid
ity of the unpatented mining claims, mill sites, 
and tunnel sites affected by such plan within 
the park and shall submit to Congress rec
ommendations as to whether any valid or pat
ented claims should be acquired by the United 
States, including the estimated acquisition costs 
of such claims, and a discussion of the environ
mental consequences of the extraction of min
erals from these lands. 
TITLE IV-MOJAVE NATIONAL MONUMENT 

FINDINGS 
SEC. 401. The Congress hereby finds that-
(1) Death Valley and Joshua Tree National 

Parks, as established by this Act, protect unique 
and superlative desert resources, but do not em
brace the particular ecosystems and transitional 
desert type found in the Mojave Desert area 
lying between them on public lands now af
forded only impermanent administrative des
ignation as a national scenic area; 

(2) the Mojave Desert area possesses outstand
ing natural, cultural, historical, and rec
reational values meriting statutory designation 
and recognition as a unit of the National Park 
System; 

(3) the Mojave Desert area should be afforded 
full recognition and statutory protection as a 
national park; 

(4) the wilderness within the Mojave Desert 
should receive maximum statutory protection by 
designation pursuant to the Wilderness Act; and 

(5) the Mojave Desert area provides an out
standing opportunity to develop service, pro
grams, accommodations and facilities to ensure 
the use and enjoyment of the area by individ
uals with disabilities, consistent with section 504 
of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Public Law 
101-336, the Americans with Disabilities Act of 
1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101), and other appropriate 
laws and regulations. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE MOJAVE NATIONAL 
MONUMENT 

SEC. 402. There is hereby established the Mo
jave National Monument, comprising approxi
mately one million four hundred and ninety-one 
thousand acres, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled "Mojave National Park Boundary
Proposed", dated May 1991, and ten maps enti
tled "Mojave National Park Boundary and Wil
derness-Proposed", numbered in the title one 
through ten, and dated September 1991 or prior, 
which shall be on file and available for inspec
tion in the offices of the Director of the National 
Park Service, Department of the Interior. 

TRANSFER OF LANDS 

SEC. 403. Upon enactment of this title, the Sec
retary shall transfer the lands under the juris
diction of the Bureau of Land Management de
picted on the maps described in section 402 of 
this title, without consideration, to the adminis
trative jurisdiction of the Director of the Na
tional Park Service. The boundaries of the pub
lic lands shall be adjusted accordingly. 

MAPS AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

SEC. 404. Within six months after the enact
ment of this title, the Secretary shall file maps 
and a legal description of the monument des
ignated under this title with the Energy and 
Natural Resources Committee of the Senate and 
the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of 
the House of Representatives. Such maps and 
legal description shall have the same force and 
effect as if included in this title, except that the 
Secretary may correct clerical and typo
graphical errors in such legal description and in 
the maps ref erred to in section 402. The maps 
and legal description shall be on file and avail
able for public inspection in the offices of the 
National Park Service, Department of the Inte
rior. 

ABOLISHMENT OF SCENIC AREA 

SEC. 405. The East Mojave National Scenic 
Area, designated on January 13, 1981 (46 FR 
3994), and modified on August 9, 1983 (48 FR 
36210), as hereby abolished. 

ADMINISTRATION OF LANDS 

SEC. 406. The Secretary shall administer the 
monument in accordance with this title and 
with the provisions of law generally applicable 
to units of the National Park System, including 
the Act entitled "An Act to establish a National 
Park Service, and for other purposes", approved 
August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535; 16 U.S.C. 1-4). 

DISPOSITION UNDER MINING LAWS 

SEC. 407. Subject to valid existing rights, Fed
eral lands within the monument, and interests 
therein, are withdrawn from disposition under 
the public land laws and from entry or appro
priation under the mining laws of the United 
States, from the operation of the mineral leasing 
laws of the United States, and from operation of 
the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970. 

STUDY AS TO VALIDITY OF MINING CLAIMS 

SEC. 408. The Secretary shall not approve any 
plan of operation prior to determining the valid
ity of the unpatented mining claims, mill sites, 
and tunnel sites affected by such plan within 
the monument and shall submit to Congress rec
ommendations as to whether any valid or pat
ented claims should be acquired by the United 
States, including the estimated acquisition costs 
of such claims, and a discussion of the environ
mental consequences of the extraction of min
erals from these lands. 

REGULATION OF MINING 

SEC. 409. Subject to valid existing rights, all 
mining claims located within the monument 
shall be subject to such reasonable regulations 
as the Secretary may prescribe to assure that 
mining will, to the maximum extent practicable, 
be consistent with the protection of the scenic, 
scientific, cultural and other resources of the 
monument, and any patent which may be issued 

after the date of enactment of this title shall 
convey title only to the minerals together with 
the right to use the surface of lands for mining 
purposes subject to such reasonable regulations. 

GRAZING 

SEC. 410. The privilege of grazing domestic 
livestock on lands within the monument may 
continue to be exercised at no more than the 
current level, subject to applicable laws and Na
tional Park Service regulations, by those per
sons holding permits for such grazing on July 1, 
1991. Upon the expiration of such permits the 
Secretary, acting through the Director of the 
National Park Service, may issue to such per
sons new permits for such grazing, subject to 
applicable laws and National Park Service regu
lations, but all grazing of such livestock on such 
lands shall cease on July 1, 2016. Further, if 
such a permittee informs the Secretary that such 
permittee is willing to convey to the United 
States any base property with respect to which 
the permit was issued and to which such permit
tee holds title, the Secretary shall make the ac
quisition of such base property a priority as 
compared with the acquisition of other lands 
within the monument, provided agreement can 
be reached concerning the terms and conditions 
of such acquisition. Any such base property 
which is located outside the monument and ac
quired as a priority pursuant to this section 
shall be managed by the Federal agency respon
sible for the majority of the adjacent lands in 
accordance with the laws applicable to such ad
jacent lands. 

UTILITY RIGHTS OF WAY 
SEC. 411. (a)(l) Nothing in this title shall have 

the effect of terminating any validly issued 
right-of-way or customary operation, mainte
nance, repair, and replacement activities in 
such right-of-way, issued, granted, or permitted 
to Southern California Edison Company, which 
is located on lands included in the Mojave Na
tional Monument, but outside lands designated 
as wilderness under section 501(3). Such activi
ties shall be conducted in a manner which will 
minimize the impact on monument resources. 

(2) Nothing in this title shall have the effect 
of prohibiting the upgrading of an existing elec
trical transmission line for the purpose of in
creasing the capacity of such transmission line 
in a right-of-way identified in paragraph (1), or 
in a right-of-way if issued, granted, or permitted 
by the Secretary adjacent to the existing Mo
jave-Lugo Transmission Line right-of-way 
(hereafter in this section ref erred to as "adja
cent right-of-way"), including construction of a 
replacement transmission line: Provided, That-

( A) in the Eldorado-Lugo Transmission Line 
rights-of-way (hereafter in this section referred 
to as the "Eldorado rights-of-way") at no time 
shall there be more than 3 electrical trans
mission lines, 

(B) in the Mojave-Lugo Transmission Line 
righ't-of-way (hereafter in this section ref erred 
to as the "Mojave right-of-way") and adjacent 
right-of-way, removal of the existing electrical 
tra,nsmission line and reclamation of the site 
shall be completed no later than three years 
after the date on which construction of the re
placement transmission line begins, after which 
time there may be only one electrical trans
mission line in the lands encompassed by Mo
jave right-of-way and adjacent right-of-way, 

(C) if there are no more than two electrical 
transmission lines in the Eldorado rights-of
way, two electrical transmission lines in the 
lands encompassed by the Mojave right-of-way 
and adjacent right-of-way may be allowed, 

(D) in the Eldorado rights-of-way no addi
tional land shall be issued, granted, or per
mitted for such upgrade unless an addition 
would reduce the impacts to monument re
sources, 

(E) in the Mojave right-of-way no more than 
350 feet of additional land shall be issued, 
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granted, or permitted for an adjacent right-of
way to the south of the Mojave right-of-way 
unless a greater addition would reduce the im
pacts to monument resources, and 

(F) such upgrade activities, including heli
copter aided construction, shall be conducted in 
a manner which will minimize the impact on 
monument resources. 

(3) The Secretary shall prepare within 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, in 
consultation with the Southern California Edi
son Company. plans for emergency access by the 
Southern California Edison Company to its 
rights-of-way. 

(b) Nothing in this title shall have the effect 
of terminating any validly issued right-of-way, 
or customary operation, maintenance, repair, 
and replacement activities in such right-of-way; 
prohibiting the upgrading of and construction 
on existing facilities in such right-of-way for the 
purpose of increasing the capacity of the exist
ing pipeline; or prohibiting the renewal of such 
right-of-way; issued, granted, or permitted to 
the Southern California Gas Company. which is 
located on lands included in the Mojave Na
tional Monument, but outside lands designated 
as wilderness under section 501(3). Such activi
ties shall be conducted in a manner which will 
minimize the impact on monument resources. 

(c) Nothing in this title shall have the effect 
of terminating any validly issued right-of-way 
or customary operation, maintenance, repair, 
and replacement activities of existing facilities 
issued, granted, or permitted for communica
tions cables or lines, which are located on lands 
included in the Mojave National Monument, but 
outside lands designated as wilderness under 
section 501(3). Such activities shall be conducted 
in a manner which will minimize the impact on 
monument resources. 

PREPARATION OF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

SEC. 412. Within three years of the date of en
actment of this title, the Secretary shall submit 
to the Energy and Natural Resources Committee 
of the Senate and the Interior and Insular Af
fairs Committee of the House of Representatives 
a detailed and comprehensive management plan 
for the monument. Such plan shall place empha
sis on historical and cultural sites and ecologi
cal and wilderness values within the boundaries 
of the monument. Any development, including 
road improvements, proposed by such plan shall 
be strictly limited to that which is essential and 
appropriate for the administration of the monu
ment and shall be designed and located so as to 
maintain its primitive nature of the area and to 
minimize the impairment of monument resources 
or ecological values. To the extent practicable, 
administrative facilities, employee housing, com
mercial visitor services, accommodations, and 
other monument-related development shall be lo
cated or provided for outside of the boundaries 
of the monument. Such plan shall evaluate the 
feasibility of using the Kelso Depot and existing 
railroad corridor to provide public access to and 
a facility for special interpretive, educational, 
and scientific programs within the monument. 
Such plan shall specifically address the needs of 
individuals with disabilities in the design of 
services, programs, accommodations and facili
ties consistent with section 504 of the Rehabili
tation Act of 1973, Public Law 101-336, the 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. 12101), and other appropriate laws and 
regulations. 

GRANITE MOUNTAINS NATURAL RESERVE 

SEC. 413. (a) There is hereby designated the 
Granite Mountains Natural Reserve within the 
monument comprising approximately 9,()()() acres 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Mojave 
National Park Boundary and Wilderness-Pro
posed 6", dated May 1991. 

(b) Upon enactment of this title, the Secretary 
of the Interior shall enter into a cooperative 

management agreement with the University of 
California for the purposes of managing the 
lands within the Granite Mountains Natural 
Reserve. Such cooperative agreement shall en
sure continuation of arid lands research and 
educational activities of the University of Cali
fornia, consistent with the provisions of law 
generally applicable to units of the National 
Park System. 

CONSTRUCTION OF VISITOR CENTER 

SEC. 414. The Secretary is authorized to con
struct a visitor center in the monument for the 
purpose of providing information through ap
propriate displays, printed material, and other 
interpretive programs, about the resources of the 
monument. 

ACQUISITION OF LANDS 

SEC. 415. The Secretary is authorized to ac
quire all lands and interest in lands within the 
boundary of the monument by donation, pur
chase, or exchange, except that-

(1) any lands or interests therein within the 
boundary of the monument which are owned by 
the State of California, or any political subdivi
sion thereof, may be acquired only by donation 
or exchange except for lands managed by Cali
fornia State Lands Commission; and 

(2) lands or interests therein within the 
boundary of the monument which are not 
owned by the State of California or any political 
subdivision thereof may be acquired only with 
the consent of the owner thereof unless the Sec
retary determines, after written notice to the 
owner and after opportunity for comment, that 
the property is being developed, or proposed to 
be developed, in a manner which is detrimental 
to the integrity of the monument or which is 
otherwise incompatible with the purposes of this 
title. 

TITLE V-NATIONAL PARK WILDERNESS 
DESIGNATION OF WILDERNESS 

SEC. 501. The following lands are hereby des
ignated as wilderness in accordance with the 
Wilderness Act (78 Stat. 890; 16 U.S.C. 1131 et 
seq.) and shall be administered by the Secretary 
of the Interior in accordance with the applicable 
provisions of the Wilderness Act: 

(1) Death Valley National Park Wilderness, 
comprising approximately three million one 
hundred eighty-three thousand four hundred 
and thirty-eight acres, as generally depicted on 
23 maps entitled "Death Valley National Park 
Boundary and Wilderness", numbered in the 
title one through twenty-three, and dated Sep
tember 1991 or prior, and three maps entitled 
"Death Valley National Park Wilderness", 
numbered in the title one through three, and 
dated May 1991 or prior, and which shall be 
known as the Death Valley Wilderness; 

(2) Joshua Tree National Park Wilderness Ad
ditions, comprising approximately one hundred 
thirty-one thousand six hundred and eighty 
acres, as generally depicted on four maps enti
tled "Joshua Tree National Park Boundary and 
Wilderness-Proposed". numbered in the title 
one through four, and dated October 1991 or 
prior, and which are hereby incorporated in, 
and which shall be deemed to be a part of the 
Joshua Tree Wilderness as designated by Public 
Law 94-567; and 

(3) Mojave National Monument Wilderness, 
comprising approximately six hundred ninety
f our thousand five hundred acres, as generally 
depicted on ten maps entitled "Mojave National 
Park Boundary and Wilderness-Proposed", 
numbered in the title one through ten, and 
dated September 1991 or prior, and seven maps 
entitled "Mojave National Park Wilderness
Proposed", numbered in the title one through 
seven, and dated September 1991 or prior, and 
which shall be known as the Mojave Wilderness. 

(4) Upon cessation of all uses prohibited by 
the Wilderness Act and publication by the Sec-

retary in the Federal Register of notice of such 
cessation, potential wilderness, comprising ap
proximately six thousand eight hundred and 
forty acres, as described in "1988 Death Valley 
National Monument Draft General Management 
Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement" 
(hereafter in this title referred to as "Draft 
Plan") and as generally depicted on map in the 
Draft Plan entitled "Wilderness Plan Death 
Valley National Monument", dated January 
1988, and which shall be deemed to be a part of 
the Death Valley Wilderness as designated in 
paragraph (1). Lands identified in the Draft 
Plan as potential wilderness shall be managed 
by the Secretary insofar as practicable as wil
derness until such time as said lands are des
ignated as wilderness. 

FILING OF MAPS AND DESCRIPTIONS 

SEC. 502. Maps and a legal description of the 
boundaries of the areas designated in section 
501 of this title shall be on file and available for 
public inspection in the Office of the Director of 
the National Park Service, Department of the 
Interior, and in the Office of the Superintendent 
of each area designated in section 501. As soon 
as practicable after this title takes effect, maps 
of the wilderness areas and legal descriptions of 
their boundaries shall be filed with the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources of the 
Senate and the Committee on Interior and Insu
lar Affairs of the House of Representatives, and 
such maps and descriptions shall have the same 
force and effect as if included in this title, ex
cept that the Secretary may correct clerical and 
typographical errors in such maps and descrip
tions. 

ADMINISTRATION OF WILDERNESS AREAS 

SEC. 503. The areas designated by section 501 
of this title as wilderness shall be administered 
by the Secretary in accordance with the appli
cable provisions of the Wilderness Act governing 
areas designated by that title as wilderness. ex
cept that any reference in such provision to the 
effective date of the Wilderness Act shall be 
deemed to be a reference to the effective date of 
this title, and where appropriate, and reference 
to the Secretary of Agriculture shall be deemed 
to be a reference to the Secretary of the Interior. 

TITLE VI-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
TRANSFER OF LANDS TO RED ROCK CANYON STATE 

PARK 

SEC. 601. Upon enactment of this title, the Sec
retary of the Interior shall transfer to the State 
of California certain lands within the California 
Desert Conservation Area, California, of the Bu
reau of Land Management, comprising approxi
mately twenty thousand five hundred acres, as 
generally depicted on two maps entitled "Red 
Rock Canyon State Park Additions 1" and "Red 
Rock Canyon State Park Additions 2", dated 
May 1991, for inclusion in the State of Califor
nia Park System. Should the State of California 
cease to manage these lands as part of the State 
Park System, ownership of the lands shall revert 
to the Department of the Interior to be managed 
as part of the California Desert Conservation 
Area to provide maximum protection for the 
area's scenic and scientific values. 

DESERT LILY SANCTUARY 

SEC. 602. (a) There is hereby established the 
Desert Lily Sanctuary within the California 
Desert Conservation Area, California, of the Bu
reau of Land Management, comprising approxi
mately two thousand forty acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Desert Lily Sanc
tuary", dated February 1986. The Secretary of 
the Interior shall administer the area to provide 
maximum protection to the desert lily. 

(b) Subject to valid existing rights, Federal 
lands within the sanctuary, and interests there
in, are withdrawn from disPosition under the 
public land laws and from entry or appropria
tion under the mining laws of the United States, 
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from the operation of the mineral leasing laws 
of the United States, and from operation of the 
Geothermal Steam Act of 1970. 

INDIAN CANYONS NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE 
SEC. 603. 

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENTS 
SEC. 604. In preparing land tenure adjustment 

decisions with the California Desert Conserva
tion Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, 
the Secretary shall give priority to consolidating 
Federal ownership within the national park 
units and wilderness areas designated by this 
Act. 

LAND DISPOSAL 
SEC. 605. Notwithstanding any other provision 

of law, the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Secretary of Agriculture may not dispose of any 
lands within the boundaries of the wilderness, 
park, or monument designated under this Act or 
grant a right-of-way in any lands within the 
boundaries of the wilderness designated under 
this Act. Further, none of the lands within the 
boundaries of the wilderness, park, or monu
ment designated under this Act shall be granted 
to or otherwise made available for use by the 
Metropolitan Water District and any other 
agencies or persons pursuant to the Boulder 
Canyon Project Act (43 U.S.C. 617-619b) or any 
similar acts. 

MANAGEMENT OF NEWLY ACQUIRED LANDS 
SEC. 606. Any lands within the boundaries of 

a wilderness area designated under this Act 
which are acquired by the Federal Government, 
shall become part of the wilderness area within 
which they are located and shall be managed in 
accordance with all the provisions of this Act 
and other laws applicable to such wilderness 
area. 

NATIVE AMERICAN USES 
SEC. 607. In recognition of the past use of the 

parks, monument, and wilderness areas de
signed under this Act by Indian people for tra
ditional cultural and religious purposes, the 
Secretary shall ensure access to such parks, 
monument, and wilderness areas by Indian peo
ple for such traditional cultural and religious 
purposes. In implementing this section, the Sec
retary, upon the request of an Indian tribe or 
Indian religious community, shall temporarily 
close to the general public use of one or more 
specific portions of park, monument, or wilder
ness areas in order to protect the privacy of tra
ditional cultural and religious activities in such 
areas by Indian people. Such access shall be 
consistent with the purpose and intent of Public 
Law 95-341 (42 U.S.C. 1996) commonly referred 
to as the "American Indian Religious Freedom 
Act". and with respect to areas designated as 
wilderness, the Wilderness Act (78 Stat. 890; 16 
u.s.c. 1131). 

WATER RIGHTS 
SEC. 608. (a) With respect to each wilderness 

area designated by this Act, Congress hereby re
serves a quantity of water sufficient to fulfill 
the purposes of this Act. The priority date of 
such reserved water rights shall be the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

(b) The Secretary of the Interior and all other 
officers of the United States shall take all steps 
necessary to protect the rights reserved by this 
section, including the filing by the Secretary of 
a claim for the quantification of such rights in 
any present or future appropriate stream adju
dication in the courts of the State of California 
in which the United States is or may be joined 
and which is conducted in accordance with sec
tion 208 of the Act of July 10, 1952 (66 Stat. 560, 
44 U.S.C. 666; commonly referred to as the 
McCarran Amendment). 

(c) Nothing in this Act shall be construed as 
a relinquishment or reduction of any water 
rights reserved or appropriated by the United 
States in the State of California on or before the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(d) The Federal water rights reserved by this 
Act are specific to the wilderness areas located 
in the State of California designated under this 
Act. Nothing in this Act related to the reserved 
Federal water rights shall be construed as estab
lishing a precedent with regard to any future 
designations, nor shall it constitute an interpre
tation of any other Act or any designation made 
thereto. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 609. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the purposes of this Act. 

STATE SCHOOL LANDS 

SEC. 610. (a) Upon request of the California 
State Lands Commission (hereinafter in this sec
tion referred to as the "Commission"), the Sec
retary shall enter into negotiations for an agree
ment to exchange Federal lands or interests 
therein on the list referred to in subsection (b)(2) 
for California State School Lands (hereinafter 
in this section referred to as "State School 
Lands") or interests therein which are located 
within the boundaries of one or more of the wil
derness areas or park units designated by this 
Act. The Secretary shall negotiate in good faith 
to reach a land exchange agreement consistent 
with the requirements of section 206 of the Fed
eral Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. 

(b) Within 6 months after the date of enact
ment of this Act, the Secretary shall send to the 
Commission and to the Committees a list of the 
following: 

(1) The State School Lands or interests therein 
(including mineral interests) which are located 
within the boundaries of the wilderness areas or 
park units designated by this Act. 

(2) Lands under the Secretary's jurisdiction to 
be offered for exchange, including in the follow
ing priority: 

(A) Lands with mineral interests, including 
geothermal, which have the potential for com
mercial development but which are not currently 
under mineral lease or producing Federal min
eral revenues. 

(B) Federal lands in California managed by 
the Bureau of Reclamation that the Secretary 
determines are not needed for any Bureau of 
Reclamation project. 

(CJ Any public lands in California that the 
Secretary, pursuant to the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976, has determined to 
be suitable for disposal through exchange. 

(c)(l) If an agreement under this section is for 
an exchange involving five thousand acres or 
less of Federal land or interests therein, or Fed
eral lands valued at less than $5,000,000, the 
Secretary may carry out the exchange in ac
cordance with the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976. 

(2) If an agreement under this section is for an 
exchange involving more than five thousand 
acres of Federal land or interests therein, or 
Federal land valued at more than $5,000,000, the 
agreement shall be submitted to the Committees, 
together with a report containing-

( A) a complete list and appraisal of the lands 
or interests in lands proposed for exchange; and 

(B) a determination that the State School 
Lands proposed to be acquired by the United 
States do not contain any hazardous waste, 
toxic waste, or radioactive waste. 

(d) An agreement submitted under subsection 
(c)(2) shall not take effect unless approved by a 
joint resolution enacted by the Congress. 

(e) If exchanges of all of the State School 
Lands are not completed by October 1, 1995, the 
Secretary shall adjust the appraised value of 
any remaining inholdings consistent with the 
provisions of section 206 of the Federal Land 
Management Policy Act of 1976. The Secretary 
shall establish an account in the name of the 
Commission in the amount of such appraised 
value. Title to the State School Lands shall be 

transferred to the United States at the time such 
account is credited. 

(f) The Commission may use the credit in its 
account to bid, as any other bidder, for excess or 
surplus Federal property to be sold in the State 
of California in accordance with the applicable 
laws and regulations of the Federal agency of
fering such property for sale. The account shall 
be adjusted to reflect successful bids under this 
section or payments or forfeited deposits, pen
alties, or other costs assessed to the bidder in 
the course of such sales. In the event that the 
balance in the account has not been reduced to 
zero by October 1, 2000, there are authorized to 
be appropriated to the Secretary for payment to 
the California State Lands Commission funds 
equivalent to the balance remaining in the ac
count as of October 1, 2000. 

(g) As used in this section, the term "Commit
tees" means the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources of the Senate. 

SEC. 611. 
EXCHANGES 

TITLE VII-DEFINITION 
DEFINITION 

SEC. 701. For the purposes of this Act: 
(1) The term "Secretary", unless specifically 

designated otherwise, means the Secretary of 
the Interior. 

(2) The term "public lands" means any land 
and interest in land owned by the United States 
and administered by the Secretary of the Inte
rior through the Bureau of Land Management. 

The CHAffiMAN. No amendment to 
the substitute is in order except those 
amendments printed in House Report 
102-314. Said amendments shall be con
sidered in the order and manner speci
fied in said report and shall be consid
ered as read. Debate time specified for 
each amendment shall be equally di
vided and controlled by the proponent 
of the amendment and a Member op
posed thereto. Said amendments shall 
not be subject to amendment, except 
that pro forma amendments for the 
purpose of debate shall be in order if of
fered by the chairman or ranking mi
nority member of the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

Where House Report 102-314 specifies 
consideration of amendments en bloc, 
said amendments shall be so consid
ered, and shall not be subject to a de
mand for a division of the question. 

It is in order at any time for the 
Chairman of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs to offer amend
ments en bloc consisting of amend
ments, and modifications in the text of 
any amendments which are germane 
thereto, printed in House Report 102-
314. The amendments en bloc, except 
for any modifications, shall be consid
ered as read and shall be debatable for 
20 minutes, equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

The original proponents of the 
amendments en bloc shall have permis
sion to insert statements in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD immediately be
fore disposition of the amendments en 
bloc. Said amendments en bloc shall 
not be subject to amendment or to a 
demand for a division of the question. 
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The Chair will announce the number 

of the amendment made in order by the 
rule in order to give notice to the Com
mittee of the Whole as to the order of 
recognition. 

It is now in order to consider amend
ment No. 1 printed in House Report 
102-314. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. LEWIS OF CALIFORNIA 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment in the na
ture of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. LEWIS of California: Strike 
all after the enacting clause and insert the 
following: 

This Act may be cited as the "California 
Public Lands Wilderness Act". 

SEC. 2. The Congress finds that-
(1) many areas of undeveloped public land 

in California and one parcel in Washoe Coun
ty, Nevada, administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management have outstanding natural 
characteristics that give them high value as 
wilderness and that can, if properly man
aged, serve as an enduring resource of wil
derness for the benefit of the American peo
ple; 

(2) it is in the national interest that these 
areas be promptly designated as components 
of the National Wilderness Preservation Sys
tem in order to preserve and maintain them 
as an enduring resource of wilderness to be 
managed to promote and perpetuate their 
wilderness character and their specific mul
tiple values for natural systems biodiversity, 
watershed preservation, wildlife habitat pro
tection, scenic and historic preservation, sci
entific research and educational use, primi
tive recreation, solitude, physical and men
tal challenge, and inspiration for the benefit 
of present and future generations of the 
American people; and 

(3) certain areas of public lands located in 
Inyo and Riverside Counties, California are 
appropriate for transfer from the Bureau of 
Land Management to the National Park 
Service as additions to the Death Valley and 
Joshua Tree National Monuments. 

SEC. 3. As used in this Act-
(1) the term "public lands" shall have the 

same meaning as defined in section 103( e) of 
the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976; and 

(2) the term "Secretary" means the Sec
retary of the Interior. 

SEC. 4. (a) In furtherance of the purposes of 
the Wilderness Act, the following public 
lands are hereby designated as wilderness, 
and therefore, as components of the National 
Wilderness Preservation System: 

(1) certain public lands in the Bakersfield 
District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately 
fifteen thousand eight hundred and ninety
seven acres, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled "Owens Peak Proposal'', dated June 
1988 (CA-010--026), and which shall be known 
as the Owens Peak Wilderness; 

(2) certain public lands in the Bakersfield 
District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately 
ten thousand seven hundred and twenty-one 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti
tled "Sacatar Meadows Proposal", dated 
June 1988 (CA-010-027), and which shall be 
known as the Sacatar Meadows Wilderness; 

(3) certain public lands in the Bakersfield 
District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately 
twenty eight thousand two hundred and 
ninety-one acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled "Southern Inyo Proposal", 
dated June 1988 (CA-010-056), and which shall 
be known as the Southern Inyo Wilderness; 

(4) certain public lands in the Bakersfield 
District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately 
one thousand nine hundred and eighty-three 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti
tled "Pinnacles Proposal'', dated June 1988 
(CA-040--303), and which shall be known as 
the Pinnacles Wilderness; 

(5) certain public lands in the Susanville 
District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately 
seven thousand four hundred and forty-three 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti
tled "Pit River Canyon Proposal", dated 
June 1988 (CA-020-103), and which shall be 
known as the Pit River Canyon Wilderness; 

(6) certain public lands in the Susanville 
District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately 
seven thousand eight hundred and eighty
nine acres, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled "Tunnison Mountain Proposal", 
dated June 1988 (CA-020-311), and which shall 
be known as the Tunnison Mountain Wilder
ness; 

(7) certain public lands in the Susanville 
District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately 
thirty seven thousand and fifty-five acres lo
cated in Lassen County, California, and five 
hundred and eighty-nine acres located in 
Washoe County, Nevada, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Skedaddle Pro
posal", dated June 1988 (CA-020-612), and 
which shall be known as the Skedaddle Wil
derness; 

(8) certain public lands in the Susanville 
District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately 
one thousand one hundred and sixty-one 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti
tled "South Warner Proposal", dated June 
1988 (CA-020--708), and which shall be known 
as the South Warner Wilderness; 

(9) certain public lands in the Ukiah Dis
trict of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately 
four thousand one hundred and forty-three 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti
tled "Chemise Mountain Proposal", dated 
June 1988 (CA-050-111), and which shall be 
known as the Chemise Mountain Wilderness; 

(10) certain public lands in the Ukiah Dis
trict of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately 
twenty thousand two hundred and forty
eight acres, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled "King Range Proposal", dated June 
1988 (CA-050--112), and which shall be known 
as the Sacatar Meadows Wilderness; 

(11) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately three hundred and forty-four 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti
tled "Agua Tibia Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CA-060--002), and which shall be known as 
the Agua Tibia Wilderness; 

(12) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately twenty-two thousand eight hun
dred and seventy-five acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Sawtooth Moun
tains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-060--
024B), and which shall be known as the Saw
tooth Mountains Wilderness; 

(13) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately fifteen thousand four hundred 
and eight acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled "Carrizo Gorge Proposal'', 
dated June 1988 (CA-060--025A), and which 
shall be known as the Carrizo Gorge Wilder
ness; 

(14) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately four thousand three hundred 
and twenty-three acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Western Otay 
Mountain Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-
060---028), and which shall be known as the 
Western Otay Mountain Wilderness; 

(15) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately six thousand seven hundred and 
eighty-three acres, as generally depicted on 
a map entitled "Southern Otay Mountain 
Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-060--029), and 
which shall be known as the Southern Otay 
Mountain Wilderness; 

(16) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately three hundred ninety-two thou
sand six hundred forty-three acres, as gen
erally depicted on a map entitled "Saline 
Valley Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-
117), and which shall be known as the Saline 
Valley Wilderness; 

(17) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately two thousand one hundred and 
fifty-four acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled "Lower Saline Valley Pro
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-117A), and 
which shall be known as the Lower Saline 
Valley Wilderness; 

(18) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately thirty five thousand seven hun
dred and ninety-two acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Little Sand Spring 
Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-119), and 
which shall be known as the Little Sand 
Spring Wilderness; 

(19) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately fifty eight thousand three hun
dred and ninety-two acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Inyo Mountains 
Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-122), and 
which shall be known as the Inyo Mountains 
Wilderness; 

(20) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately twenty thousand and thirty 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti
tled "Hunter Mountain Proposal", dated 
June 1988 (CDCA-123), and which shall be 
known as the Hunter Mountain Wilderness; 

(21) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately ninety thousand six hundred 
and twenty-six acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Panamint Dunes Pro
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-127), and 
which shall be known as the Panamint 
Dunes Wilderness; 

(22) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately fourteen thousand and seventy-
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nine acres, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled "Wild Rose Canyon Proposal", dated 
June 1988 (CDCA-134), and which shall be 
known as the Wild Rose Canyon Wilderness; 

(23) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately forty four thousand five hun
dred and thirty-six acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Slate Range Pro
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-142), and 
which shall be known as the Slate Range 
Wilderness; 

(24) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately twenty three thousand four 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti
tled "Funeral Mountains Proposal", dated 
June 1988 (CDCA-143), and which shall be 
known as the Funeral Mountains Wilderness; 

(25) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately twenty two thousand eight hun
dred and eleven acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Greenwater Valley Pro
posal'', dated June 1988 (CDCA-148), and 
which shall be known as the Greenwater Val
ley Wilderness; 

(26) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately seventy nine thousand eight 
hundred and sixty-eight acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Nopah Range 
Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-150), and 
which shall be known as the Nopah Range 
Wilderness; 

(27) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately one hundred twenty one thou
sand nine hundred and twelve acres, as gen
erally depicted on a map entitled "Owlshead 
Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CDCA-156), and which shall be known as the 
Owlshead Mountains Wilderness; 

(28) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately thirty two thousand hundred 
and twenty-five acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Little Lake Canyon Pro
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 157), and 
which shall be known as the Little Lake 
Canyon Wilderness; 

(29) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately twenty six thousand one hun
dred and thirteen acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Owens Peak Pro
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-158), and 
which shall be known as the Owens Peak 
Wilderness; 

(30) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately thirteen thousand nine hundred 
and eight-six acres, as generally depicted on 
a map entitled "El Paso Mountains Pro
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-164), and 
which shall be known as the El Paso Moun
tains Wilderness; 

(31) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately twenty-nine thousand one hun
dred and thirteen acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Golden Valley Pro
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 170), and 
which shall be known as the Golden Valley 
Wilderness; 

(32) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately twenty thousand two hundred 
and ninety-one acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Newberry Mountains Pro
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-206), and 
which shall be known as the Newberry Moun
tains Wilderness; 

(33) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately seventeen thousand six hundred 
and thirty acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled " Rodman Mountains Pro
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-207), and 
which shall be known as the Rodman Moun
tains Wilderness; 

(34) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately eleven thousand sixty-eight 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti
tled "Bighorn Mountains Proposal" , dated 
June 1988 (CDCA-217), and which shall be 
known as the Bighorn Mountains Wilderness; 

(35) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately six thousand four hundred and 
ten acres, as generally depicted on a map en
titled "Morongo Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CDCA-218), and which shall be known as the 
Morongo Wilderness; 

(36) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately eleven thousand one hundred 
and sixty-nine acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled " Whitewater Proposal" , 
dated June 1988 (CDCA-218A), and which 
shall be known as the Whitewater Wilder
ness; 

(37) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately thirty-four thousand three hun
dred and sixty-nine acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Kingston Range 
Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-222), and 
which shall be known as the Kingston Range 
Wilderness; 

(38) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately forty-one thousand seven hun
dred and one acres, as generally depicted on 
a map entitled " Cinder Cones Proposal", 
dated June 1988 (CDCA-239), and which shall 
be known as the Cinder Cones Wilderness; 

(39) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately forty-six thousand four hundred 
and five acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled "Kelso Dunes Proposal", dated 
June 1988 (CDCA- 250), and which shall be 
known as the Kelso Dunes Wilderness; 

(40) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately forty-three thousand two hun
dred and thirty-two acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Bristol/Granite 
Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CDCA- 256), and which shall be known as the 
Bristol/Granite Mountains Wilderness; 

(41) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately twenty-four thousand two hun
dred and thirty-eight acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "South Providence 
Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 

(CDCA-262), and which shall be known as the 
South Providence Mountains Wilderness; 

(42) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately fifty-nine thousand six hundred 
and eighty-one acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Providence Mountains 
Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-263), and 
which shall be known as the Providence 
Mountains Wilderness; 

(43) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately forty-three thousand five hun
dred and nineteen acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Castle Peaks Pro
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-266), and 
which shall be known as the Castle Peaks 
Wilderness; 

(44) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately thirty-four thousand eight hun
dred and fifty-four acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Fort Piute Pro
posal" , dated June 1988 (CDCA-267), and 
which shall be known as the Fort Piute Wil
derness; 

(45) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately one hundred sixteen thousand 
four hundred and eighty acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Turtle Moun
tains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-307), 
and which shall be known as the Turtle 
Mountains Wilderness; 

(46) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately sixty-one thousand eight hun
dred and fifty-three acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled " Chemehuevi 
Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CDCA-310), and which shall be known as the 
Chemehuevi Mountains Wilderness; 

(47) certain public lands in the Yuma, Ari
zona District of the Bureau of Land Manage
ment, located in California, which comprise 
approximately nine hundred and thirty-eight 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti
tled " Chemehuevi/Needles Addition Pro
posal", dated June 1988 (AZ--050-004), and 
which shall be known as the Chemehuevi/ 
Needles Addition Wilderness; 

(48) certain public lands in the Yuma, Ari
zona, District of the Bureau of Land Manage
ment, located in California, which comprise 
approximately seventy-two thousand sixty
three acres, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled "Whipple Mountains Proposal", 
dated June 1988 (CDCA-312), and which shall 
be known as the Whipple Mountains Wilder
ness; 

(49) certain public lands in the Yuma, Ari
zona, District of the Bureau of Land Manage
ment, located in California, which comprise 
approximately one thousand three hundred 
and forty-three acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Whipple Mountains Addi
tion Proposal", dated June 1988 (AZ--050--010), 
and which shall be known as the Whipple 
Mountains Addition Wilderness; 

(50) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately seventy-five thousand six hun
dred and sixty-five acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Palen/McCoy Pro
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-325), and 
which shall be known as the Palen/McCoy 
Wilderness; 

(51) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man-
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agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately fifty-two thousand seven hun
dred and eighty-two acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Coxcomb Moun
tains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-328), 
and which shall be known as the Coxcomb 
Mountains Wilderness; 

(52) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately fifty-one thousand four hundred 
and thirty-four acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Eagle Mountains Pro
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-334), and 
which shall be known as the Eagle Moun
tains Wilderness; 

(53) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately forty-seven thousand one hun
dred and forty acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Santa Rosa Mountains 
Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-341), and 
which shall be known as the Santa Rosa 
Mountains Wilderness; 

(54) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately seven thousand one hundred and 
ninety-nine acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled "Mecca Hills Proposal", dated 
June 1988 (CDCA-343), and which shall be 
known as the Mecca Hills Wilderness; 

(55) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately twenty-eight thousand two hun
dred and seven acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Orocopia Mountains Pro
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-344), and 
which shall be known as the Orocopia Moun
tains Wilderness; 

(56) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately fifty-seven thousand thirty 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti
tled "Chuckwalla Mountains Proposal", 
dated June 1988 (CDCA-348), and which shall 
be known as the Chuckwalla Mountains Wil
derness; 

(57) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately thirty-one thousand four hun
dred and ninety-three acres, including eight 
hundred and ninety-one acres adjacent to the 
Wilderness Study Area, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Julian Wash (formerly 
Indian Pass) Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CDCA-355), and which shall be known as the 
Julian Wash Wilderness; 

(58) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately five thousand four hundred and 
fifty-five acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled "Gavilan (formerly Picacho 
Peak) Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-
355A), and which shall be known as the 
Gavilan Wilderness; 

(59) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately twenty-five thousand seven 
hundred and sixteen acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "North Algodones 
Dunes Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-
360), and which shall be known as the North 
Algodones Dunes Wilderness; 

(60) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately twenty-six thousand one hun-

dred and twenty-eight acres, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Jacumba Pro
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-368), and 
which shall be known as the Jacumba Wil
derness; 

(61) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately fifteen thousand three hundred 
and fifty-nine acres, as generally depicted on 
a map entitled "Fish Creek Mountains Pro
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-372), and 
which shall be known as the Fish Creek 
Mountains Wilderness; and 

(62) certain public lands in the Carson City, 
Nevada, District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, located in California, which com
prise approximately five hundred and fifty 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti
tled "Carson Iceberg Proposal", dated June 
1988 (NV~3(}-532), and which shall be known 
as the Carson Iceberg Wilderness. 

(b) The acreages cited in this Act are ap
proximate. In the event of discrepancies be
tween acreages cited in this Act and the 
acreages depicted on the referenced maps, 
the maps shall control. 

(c) The designation of the Skedaddle Wil
derness Area by subsection (b)(7) shall not be 
construed or used to restrain current or fu
ture activities associated with the adjacent 
Sierra Army Depot. 

SEC. 5. As soon as practicable after enact
ment of this Act, a map and a legal descrip
tion for each designated wilderness area and 
area added to the National Park System 
shall be filed by the Secretary with the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources of 
the United States Senate and the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House 
of Representatives, and each such map and 
legal description shall have the same force 
and effect as if included in this Act, except 
that correction of clerical, and cartographic 
errors in each such legal description and map 
may be made. Each such map and legal de
scription shall be on file and available for 
public inspection in the Offices of the Direc
tor and California State Director, Bureau of 
Land Management, Department of the Inte
rior. 

SEC. 6. (a) Subject to valid existing rights, 
each wilderness area designated by section 
4(a) of this Act shall be administered by the 
Secretary of the Interior in accordance with 
the provisions of the Wilderness Act (16 
U.S.C. 1131 et seq.) and pursuant to the rules 
and regulations promulgated in implementa
tion thereof. 

(b) The following lands are hereby added to 
the National Park System: 

(1) certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, California, which comprise ap
proximately one hundred and three thousand 
eight hundred acres, as described in the Bu
reau of Land Management's Monument Envi
ronmental Impact Statement, 1989, and gen
erally depicted on maps entitled "Proposed 
Additions to National Park System Death 
Valley National Monument, 1989", are here
by incorporated in, and shall be deemed to be 
a part of Death Valley National Monument; 
and 

(2) certain public lands which comprise ap
proximately four thousand eight hundred 
acres, as described in the Bureau of Land 
Management's Monument Environmental 
Impact Statement, 1989, and generally de
picted on a map entitled "Proposed Addition 
to National Park System Joshua Tree Na
tional Monument, 1989", are hereby incor
porated in, and shall be deemed to be a part 
of Joshua Tree National Monument. 

(c) Upon enactment of this Act, the lands 
described in subsection (b) of this section, 
are, by operation of law and without consid
eration, transferred to the administrative ju
risdiction of the National Park Service. The 
boundaries of the California Desert District; 
Death Valley National Monument and Josh
ua Tree National Monument are adjusted ac
cordingly, The areas added to the National 
Park System by this section shall be admin
istered in accordance with the provisions of 
law generally applicable to units of the Na
tional Park System. 

(d) The Secretary shall, within a reason
able period of time, prepare plans to manage 
each designated wilderness area. 

(e) For purposes of this Act, any reference 
in the Wilderness Act to the effective date of 
that Act shall be deemed to be a reference to 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 7. Any lands within the boundaries of 
a wilderness area established by this Act 
that are acquired by the United States after 
the date of enactment of this Act shall be
come part of the wilderness area within 
which they are located and shall be managed 
in accordance with all the provisions of this 
Act and other laws applicable to such wilder
ness area. 

SEC. 8. Except as otherwise provided in this 
Act, and subject to valid exiting rights, all 
Federal lands established as wilderness by 
this Act and all lands within wilderness 
areas designated by this Act which are here
after acquired by the United States are here
by withdrawn from all forms of entry, appro
priation, or disposal under the public lands 
laws, including the mining, mineral leasing, 
geothermal leasing, and material sales laws. 

SEC. 9. (a) Nothing in this Act designating 
lands as wilderness shall constitute or be 
construed to constitute either an express or 
implied reservation of water or water rights 
for wilderness purposes. The United States 
may acquire such water rights as it deems 
necessary to carry out its responsibilities on 
any lands designated as wilderness pursuant 
to the substantive and procedural require
ments of the laws of the States of California 
and Nevada as appropriate. 

(b) Nothing in this Act shall be construed 
to limit the exercise of water rights as pro
vided under California and Nevada State 
laws as appropriate. 

SEC. 10. (a) Military aircraft testing and 
training activities as well as demilitariza
tion activities in California are an important 
part of the national defense system of the 
United States, and are essential in order to 
secure for the American people of this and 
future generations an enduring and viable 
national defense system. 

(b) Nothing in this Act shall be construed 
to restrict, forbid, or interfere with demili
tarization activities and the overflight of 
military aircraft over areas designated in 
this Act as the components of the National 
Wilderness Preservation System. 

(c) The designation by this Act of wilder
ness areas in the State of California shall 
not restrict military overflights of wilder
ness areas for the purposes of military test
ing and training. 

(d) The fact that military overflights can 
be seen or heard shall not preclude such ac
ti vi ti es over the wilderness areas designated 
by this Act. 

(e) Nothing in this Act shall be construed 
to restrict, forbid, or interfere with demili
tarization activities at Sierra Army Depot 
which is located adjacent to areas designated 
in this Act as components of the National 
Wilderness Preservation System and the fact 
that such demilitarization activities can be 
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detected from within the adjacent wilderness 
areas shall not preclude such activities. 

SEC. 11. In recognition of the past use of 
portions of the wilderness areas designated 
by this Act by Indian people for traditional 
cultural and religious purposes, the Sec
retary shall assure access to the wilderness 
areas by Indian people for traditional cul
tural and religious purposes. In implement
ing this section, the Secretary, upon the re
quest of an appropriate Indian tribe or In
dian religious community, may from time to 
time temporarily close to general public use 
one or more specific portions of wilderness 
areas in order to protect the privacy of reli
gious cultural activities in such areas by In
dian people. Any such closure shall be made 
so as to affect the smallest practicable area 
for the minimum period necessary for such 
purposes. 

SEC. 12. The Congress finds and directs that 
all public lands in the State of California ad
ministered by the Bureau of Land Manage
ment have been adequately studied for wil
derness designation pursuant to sections 202 
and 603 of the Federal Land Policy and Man
agement Act of 1976 and those lands not des
ignated as wilderness by this Act are no 
longer subject to the requirements contained 
in section 603 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 for management of 
wilderness study areas in a manner that does 
not impair the suitability of such areas for 
preservation as wilderness and shall be man
aged for their other resource values in ac
cordance with land management plans devel
opment pursuant to the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act; or as part of the Na
tional Park System pursuant to section 6 of 
this Act. 

SEC. 13. There are authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this Act. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
gentlemen from California [Mr. LEWIS] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
LEHMAN] will be recognized for 30 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, as we have suggested 
on several occasions, this amendment 
by way of a substitute, which has been 
approved, is a direct reflection of that 
public process whereby a major cross
section of interests who are concerned 
about the California desert held public 
hearings over a period of years, spent 
$8 million of the taxpayers' money to 
analyze and resolve the conflicts in
volved in a controversy such as this. 
They were ordered by the Congress to 
come forth with a bill. They have come 
forth with a bill. 

The committee has not chosen to 
take up the bill or consider its passage 
from the subcommittee or the full 
committee process. Because of that, we 
have had to essentially put that meas
ure in a substitute, in an attempt to 
first make some sense out of the 
desert-planning process and make cer
tain that whatever bill was passed had 
a chance at least to reflect the truly 
critical interests that lie in the Cali
fornia desert. 

The bill that we have by way of this 
substitute involves 62 wilderness areas 
covering 2.3 million acres. As I have 
said several times this evening and on 
other occasions, this would be the larg
est wilderness area to be established in 
the continental United States, if it 
were to pass into law. And it reflects 
the need to protect many a delicate 
area in the California desert. 

I mentioned to my colleagues that 
the reason that we are most intently 
opposed to H.R. 2929 is because it is a 
bill that reflects the excess of a very 
few in the environmental movement. 
They walked away from the public 
process and essentially took their 
original proposal of over a decade ago 
and introduced it by way of legislation 
in the other body. 

Over the last several years, that 
measure has not been successful. The 
author of this bill, 2929, announced 
early in the year that he had a grand 
compromise that would solve some of 
those problems. The grand compromise 
makes almost no difference from that 
original bill and, indeed, it reflects 
none of the public input that we have 
been discussing. 

As a practical fact, it is important to 
point up some of the difficulties of that 
bill in terms of excess. 

In my judgment, H.R. 2929 is an ill
timed and underfunded expansion of 
the National Park System. H.R. 2929 
creates a new 1.5-million acre national 
monument in the East Mojave at a 
time when the National Parks and Con
servation Association has identified a 
$2 billion operations and maintenance 
backlog within the existing park struc
ture as their most critical, their most 
critical priority. 

By their own estimate, in East Mo
jave alone the Park Service would have 
to spend $16 million to acquire 116,000 
acres of private land. The $16 million 
does not improve the properties. It 
merely compensates the existing own
ers for loss of their property interest. 

It also adds 1.3 million acres to the 
Death Valley National Monument and 
2,000 acres to the Joshua Tree National 
Monument, when the Park Service sup
ports a more manageable and quality 
addition of 108,600 acres. 

The alternative is to leave the East 
Mojave as a BLM management na
tional scenic area, a designation which 
preserves its traditional character and 
heritage while creating seven perma
nent wilderness areas totaling 293,000 
acres. That is what the Park Service 
wants; that is what the Department of 
Defense supports. They oppose H.R. 
2929. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
MCCANDLESS]. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
tome. 

Permit me a little latitude here. I 
was born, raised, except for my time in 

school and the service, in the desert. I 
live in the desert and, if everything 
goes right, I will die in the desert. 

My roots go back to 1900 when my 
grandfather homesteaded in this gen
eral area. I went to school in a one
room schoolhouse while living with my 
grandparents. I rode a horse, did not 
ride a bus to school. And we ate rattle
snake and rabbits and other things be
cause things were kind of tough in 
those days. 

I mention this to my colleagues be
cause with all due respect to those who 
live in New York or some other distant 
place, the desert means much more to 
me because of what I have related than 
it can possibly mean to those type of 
people who have not had these kinds of 
experiences. 

So when we talk about the rape of 
the desert or we talk about wilderness 
areas, I relate to those things. 

I would like to share with my col
leagues an experience I had with the 
Bureau of Land Management, when I 
spent 2 days going through in detail 
each of the wilderness areas that were 
being proposed by our bill and being 
proposed by our opponents' bill. 

We looked at many of these areas. We 
said, yes, the study on this area says 
we need to have this as a wilderness 
area. We would fly on and here is an
other area and they said, well, we do 
not feel that this area is justified, even 
though it is in the other person's bill, 
because a road goes right through it. 
And if we notice down there there is a 
little shack, and there happened to be 
at that point two cars next to the 
shack. 

My interpretation is that wilderness 
area is pristine, something that has 
not been inhabited by man, something 
that is as near perfect as possible, not 
something that has been inhabited and 
used and continued to be used by the 
public over a period of time. 

Many of the areas in question in my 
opponents' bill meet this definition. I 
personally saw these on a map and 
looking out of the window of a heli
copter. So these are some of the things 
I take into consideration when I think 
in terms of what people say about us, 
on that side of the aisle, do not have a 
sensitivity to these areas. 

Let me talk a little bit about that 
portion of the desert that I represent, 
roughly in this wilderness study area 
about 50 miles by 200 miles. Right 
through the middle of that going in an 
east-western direction is the old 
Butterfield stage route, one of the 
main routes during the westward 
movement of our country. And later, as 
the name implies, a stagecoach route. 

The wilderness area in question that 
is being proposed for that area is not 
wilderness at all. It is the part of the 
Butterfield stage route of great age and 
prominence used to a large degree by 
four-wheel-drive people as an outing on 
weekends, and many of these four-
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wheel-drive clubs are clubs that utilize 
the family unit as a means of recre
ation, as my colleague has said. They 
are working people, and this is their 
way of recreating. 

D 1910 
So when we talk about the naval 

gunnery range, we are talking about 
adjacent to the naval gunnery range 
putting in some wilderness areas that 
have no concept as I understand wilder
ness areas of meeting the necessary 
criteria. They have been utilized ever 
since the westward movement by peo
ple coming in covered wagons and later 
in other ways. 

That is one of the problems that I 
have with the study and the basis upon 
which this particular plan is des
ignated. 

Let us talk a little bit about the 
Joshua Tree National Monument as it 
currently exists. There is a proposal to 
expand this monument and make it a 
national park. It would be certainly 
fine to make it a national park. The 
gentleman from California [Mr. LEWIS] 
has talked about the shortage of prob
lems relative to that. The proposed ex
pansion of Joshua Tree National Monu
ment is very impractical, because a 
great deal of that being proposed for 
expansion is either currently being 
lived in or has been lived in at some 
time, and has no bearing or relation
ship to what is a national park or a 
Joshua Tree National Monument ex
pansion is intended to try to accom
plish for the benefit for the public. 

We have talked about all of the land 
use and the attitudes and ideas and 
thoughts of people relative to the 
desert, and I must say in all candid
ness, this all seems to focus down to 
one big picture and one major maga
zine, motorcycles going across the 
desert in herds. 

I beg Members to take this into con
sideration, that there are nuts and 
bolts to this that have not been consid
ered, that are not proper with respect 
to the land use. And it is currently a 
part of this desert that all of us have 
enjoyed, not at the expense of the 
desert. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I might consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I must say I am very 
much interested in this recreation of 
history that seems to be taking place 
here on the floor during the last hour. 
I will begin my remarks by talking 
about the process. 

I have heard from the other side that 
the Lewis substitute was not given a 
chance, the Lewis substitute was not 
heard, that the Lewis substitute never 
had an opportunity. The fact is my 
committee held a hearing on the Lewis 
substitute and on H.R. 2929. It did that 
at the request of the minority. Both 
bills were heard at the same time in 
committee, in September, and both had 

ample testimony. In fact, the Lewis 
substitute was in order as an amend
ment in the subcommittee when the 
subcommittee met. It was sitting at 
the desk, but no member of the minor
ity sought to introduce the substitute 
either as an amendment or as a sub
stitute at that time. 

At the Rules Committee, the gen
tleman from California stated that the 
reason he did not do that was because 
he did not have the votes. Sometimes 
around here you do not have the votes. 
But that is not saying that there was 
not due process. Every possible oppor
tunity was given, not just for this pro
posal, but over the course of the past 6 
years that this bill has been around. 
That is right, 6 years. My colleague 
from California, Mr. LEVINE, and I did 
not have a conversation 2 months ago 
and decide to have a desert bill. It has 
been here for 6 years, and it has been 
examined from every possible angle. 
There have been six hearings, three of 
those hearings having been in Califor
nia and 500 people have testified. 

Earlier this year when I was des
ignated by our committee to be the 
person on our committee in charge of 
this legislation I decided not to just 
take that proposal that had been 
around and run with it, but I decided as 
a matter of fairness and as a matter of 
building on the record to go ahead and 
question everything in the bill, and to 
try and find out if there were ways we 
could modify it that would meet spe
cific objections. We did that, I talked 
to every interest in California involved 
in the desert. The door was always 
open, and the results of that process 
are reflected in this bill. 

Last year this bill was opposed by 
every utility in California. Now not 
one single utility, major utility is in 
opposition to this bill. In fact, South
ern California Gas expressly supports 
the bill. Why? Because we have gone in, 
and we have taken care of their prob
lems. We have opened up the corridors. 
We gave them an opportunity to be 
heard, and we responded. 

The same thing goes for the mining 
interests. In case after case we have ac
commodated mining interests in this 
bill, and those have gone away. 

Of course we have not been able to 
accommodate everybody 100 percent, 
all of the time. That is the nature of 
the process. But the process has been 
followed meticulously. 

A year ago the State teachers were 
opposed to this bill. Now the State 
teachers retirement system is in sup
port of this bill. Why? Because we 
opened the door. We talked to them. 
We made the necessary changes and we 
moved forward. 

We removed 271,000 acres, and in the 
en bloc amendment we will take an
other 160,000 out of that proposal. We 
have removed 75,000 acres for off-road 
vehicle use that was not included in 
the other bill, 114 miles. And yes, as I 

stated earlier and will state again now, 
no active mines are within any wilder
ness boundaries. Valid existing mining 
claims are protected in wilderness and 
parks. However, we have eliminated 
73,400 more acres for certain mining in
terests. We have gone out of our way, 
whether it was with the grazing issue 
and the cattlemen, whether it was with 
the State teachers, with the utilities, 
the mining interests, the off-road peo
ple. I could go on and on, we have met 
their objections, accommodated their 
interests where it was in the interest of 
moving this bill forward, where it was 
in the interest of solving the problem 
and moving the bill forward, and that 
is the issue here. 

The other side claims that what they 
want is a dialog. This bill has been 
around for 6 years. It has had all of 
those hearings. It is not dialog that the 
other side wants, it is delay, delay, 
delay. 

Delay is disaster for the desert and 
delay stops today. Delay stops in 1 
hour when we have the opportunity to 
vote on the Lewis amendment. 

I have a great deal of respect for 
JERRY LEWIS. He has been a friend of 
mine for many years. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. I have a 
great deal of respect for the gentleman, 
and that is one of the reasons I am 
going to keep my time. 

I want to say that the gentleman 
genuinely believes in protecting the 
desert. I have no questions at all as to 
his motives, and I know that on these 
issues he knows whereof he speaks. 
And I certainly hope that as this proc
ess unfolds itself beyond this day, and 
in the final end, JERRY LEWIS and I can 
be standing together and supporting 
this bill. I hope that, but I am not 
going to give away everything in the 
meantime to get that. 

Very soon, in less than an hour on 
this floor is the moment of truth for 
the desert. We are going to have to de
cide whether we want a plan that pro
vides real protection, a plan that has 
been worked out over the years, and in
tensely in the last few months, or 
whether we want a sham, business as 
usual, that only protects those areas 
that need protection the least, and 
leaves unprotected the most fragile 
parts of the ecosystem. 

Reject the Lewis amendment. Sup
port the committee bill. It is the right 
thing to do for California and for our 
natural heritage. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, I might mention that the gen
tleman excluded radio and TV cameras 
from the district in those hearings we 
are talking about and did not allow the 
local supervisor from the district to 
testify. It was an open process, of 
course. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
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THOMAS], who represents the California 
Desert. · 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I guess we have inflated 
things around here so much that put
ting 2.3 million acres into wilderness is 
a sham, that it does not mean any
thing, that it is not worth anything, 
that H.R. 3066 represents delay. 

What H.R. 3066 represents was the 
mandate of this Congress in 1976. What 
H.R. 3066 represents is the process the 
American people participated in. 

I was at those hearings. Boy, I would 
have loved to have had a TV camera in 
there. In fact, you folks probably still 
have scars on your body, some of them 
which could be shown in places where 
people do look, but given the people 
who were there, and their resentment 
over what you were doing to the proc
ess, I am sure it left some scars in 
places that you would not allow people 
to look. 

0 1920 
Those were the hearings that we had 

in California. I was there. I know what 
the people who live and work in the 
desert said to you people in public 
hearings, but what I heard was the fact 
that the gentleman from Minnesota 
said that no one can argue with their 
bill. 

Is that not the way it is around here? 
No one can argue with their definition 
of what is right. No one can argue with 
what we do with lands in your district, 
including not consulting you. This is 
not the first time it has happened to 
me. 

I represent a district that goes from 
the Pacific Ocean to the Nevada bor
der. Every time there is a wilderness 
bill in California, almost every time, I 
am involved in terms of my district 
and not involved in terms of an active 
participant. It happened just a few 
months ago. They said, "Well, we 
didn't know you represented that por
tion of that particular county." 

There have been bills come through 
here where people who represent the 
area have not participated. But let me 
tell you, somebody can argue with H.R. 
2929. 

As I said, the Secretary of Defense 
said that H.R. 2929 is unacceptable. 
Even if you take the amendments, it is 
unacceptable. 

In that same letter, the Secretary of 
the Army, the Acting Secretary of De
fense, said they support H.R. 3066. 

In fact, he said the reason for the ex
traordinary success of the U.S. Armed 
Forces in the desert of Iraq and Kuwait 
was a direct result of the extensive 
training in the desert of California. 
Victory in combat depends upon effec
tive training. The effective training of 
the U.S. Armed Forces today depends 
upon mill tary facilities in California. 

Enactment of H.R. 3066 would assist 
in ensuring effective training at mili
tary facilities in California. Enactment 

of H.R. 2929, even with the amend
ments, would degrade the effectiveness 
of military training at those facilities, 
and they urge the Members to oppose, 
even with the amendments, H.R. 2929. 

Somebody argues with it. Those peo
ple who use it for national defense 
argue with it. They do not argue with 
H.R. 3066. We put away 2.3 million 
acres. We did it intelligently. We did 
not say take a portion of wilderness 
represented by BLM and put it in the 
National Park Service, even though 
there is a 9,000-foot mountain range 
separating those two areas and no 
roads to traverse it. 

We do not care, they say, that the 
National Park Service has to drive 150 
miles around it to police the area, and 
that on average the National Park 
Service takes about $10.50 to police an 
acre, but BLM and wilderness takes 
about $2.50, and BLM has a station at 
Big Pine 40 miles away. 

Now, at some point there is supposed 
to be a compromise. The proponents of 
H.R. 2929 have said they entered into 
that compromise, yet we are going to 
see a whole series of amendments that 
ask to make fundamental changes, and 
the military has said after you make 
those changes that you are willing to 
offer, H.R. 2929 is still unacceptable. 
H.R. 3066 is acceptable. 

There are no amendments available 
for H.R. 3066. It went through the proc
ess. The public had input. It is just 
that what I heard from the chairman of 
this new committee was that we al
lowed the bill to be heard. The bill that 
came from the administration, that 
went through the process that Congress 
authorized, you allowed it to be heard. 

I want to tell you, a couple years ago 
we were over on the Senate side in op
position to the Senate bill at that 
time, of which H.R. 2929 is a model, and 
before the committee we pleaded with 
the chairman of that committee. We 
said, "Senator, we don't have an alter
native bill. We are waiting for the proc
ess to be completed." 

That Senator said, "I have a bill in 
front of me, and if there isn't an oppos
ing bill, we are going to move this 
bill." 

You folks jumped the tracks, and I 
understand why you jumped the 
tracks. 

The gentleman attended the hearings 
there. The gentleman from California 
[Mr. LEHMAN] was in Inyo County. The 
gentleman heard what those people had 
to say. A number of them were upset 
about what was going on. A number of 
them supported it, but there was a give 
and a take to the process, the process 
of give and take, everybody is cul
minated in H.R. 3066. 

The only reason it does not stay on 
the same plane as H.R. 2929 is in large 
part because of who represents the area 
itself, who runs the committees in this 
place, and the attitude some of you 
have about what representation is sup
posed to be about. 

It is the old saying, "What is mine is 
mine, and what is yours is mine." That 
is where we are going with H.R. 2929. 

Please take a look at H.R. 3066, 2.3 
million acres, the culmination of a 
public process. The military is happy, 
everybody is happy. 

In fact, the only people who are not 
happy with H.R. 3066 are the people 
whose names are on H.R. 2929. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROM
BIE]. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to oppose the amendment and in 
favor of the California Desert Protec
tion Act. 

I would like to put a human dimen
sion, if you will, on all this. I hope that 
the Members will recognize that there 
are people in California who very much 
favor this act. There are people like my 
mother who has lived in the desert, 
lived in Palm Springs, loves the desert 
as much as anybody else who comes 
from that area does, and for people on 
the floor to characterize that those 
who are in favor of this bill are some
how less committed to the desert and 
the mountains and the people and the 
animals and the species that are there 
is simply unfair and untrue. 

My father rode in those mountains 
and in that desert for more than 20 
years. He loved it, and I am rising 
today in support of that in memory of 
my father and my mother today. She 
stands there in Palm Springs and ex
pects me and expects this Congress to 
look to the future. She is in her 
eighties. Her time on this Earth is 
coming to an end and she expects us in 
the U.S. Congress to be looking out for 
our children and our children's future 
and her nephew who is in northern 
California, who comes to southern Cali
fornia to the desert, to the mountains, 
to camp out, to take photographs, to 
hike, and reveres that area. Whether it 
is someone in their twenties, my neph
ew, whether it is someone in their 
eighties like my mother, they love this 
area and they want this area protected 
and they want to see that the future is 
preserved, not for exploitation, not for 
those who want to take something out 
of the desert to make a profit out of it, 
but to profit all the people in terms of 
what is best in this country, best for 
the desert, best for California, best for 
the United States, that respects what 
this Congress is all about and what it 
should be doing. 

Let us see what it does not do. It does 
not stop military overflights or pre
vent any military activities necessary 
to the security of the United States. 

I sit on the Armed Services Commit
tee and I can say that is true. 

It does not require a large appropria
tion or purchase of any land or ad
versely impacts hunting or existing 
water rights. That happens to be the 
fact of the matter. If you want to dis-
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agree with the judgment, disagree with 
the judgment, but to characterize 
those of us who support it as in any 
way endangering the national security 
is a base canard. 

What it will do is protect California's 
magnificent desert. It will create the 
Mojave National Monument. It will up
grade the national park status of the 
Joshua Tree and Death Valley Monu
ments. It will create 76 wilderness 
areas and protect 2,500 species of plant 
and animal life. 

The plain fact of the matter is that 
support for this bill is to support what 
is best about preservation in national 
parks, what is best about environ
mental preservation for the future and 
does not endanger in any way, shape or 
form, nor offer the opportunity in any 
way, shape or, form, for anything less. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Yes, of course, I 
yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
the gentleman knows that the estab
lishment of the buffer zones around 
Chino Lake and Chocolate Mountains 
are affected by H.R. 2929 and prevents 
the bombing and the use of the Choco
late Mountains. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. No national se
curity is involved in any way, shape, or 
form. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I rise today be
cause I was able to use those routes. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. If the gen
tleman has a different opinion, he is 
entitled to it. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Because I was 
able to use those routes. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. If the gen
tleman has a different opinion, he is 
entitled to it. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER]. 

D 1930 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 

the gentleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM], my friend, the distin
guished Member from San Diego and 
Navy top gun, to give his opinion with 
respect the efficiency and effectiveness 
of the bombing ranges that are in ques
tion under the Lehman bill. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
flew 21 years using those ranges. I pro
vided and drew up some of the training 
routes, know exactly how they are af
fected and how they are not affected. 

There is not a buff er range around 
China Lake or Chocolate Mountain. 
That actually endangers people's lives. 

We have lost people to Mark-82's, 
that is a 500-pound bomb, and Mark-
83's, which is a 1,000-pound bomb. That 
not only affects the military, it affects 
civilians who want to use the camping 
areas around it. If that is not impor
tant to my colleague from Hawaii, sav
ing human lives, I do not know what is. 

There is an unpaved movement cor
ridor from Fort Irwin to the Marine 

Corps Base at Twenty-nine Palms. This 
is where we test all of our latest weap
ons and missiles that are used out of 
Point Magoo and the training range. 
That is critical to these areas. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman, 
and I will yield very briefly to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. LEVINE]. 

Mr. LEVINE of California. I simply 
want to ask the gentleman if he is 
aware of a letter submitted to me by 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services, who unfortunately 
was unable to stay. I will ask unani
mous consent to include this letter in 
the RECORD. 

In a nutshell, the letter emphasizes 
the importance of training in the Cali
fornia desert. 

The CHAIRMAN. That particular re
quest has to be made in the House. 

Mr. LEVINE of California. Fine. 
Without submitting the letter, let me 
ask if the gentleman from California 
[Mr. HUNTER] is aware of this and if the 
gentleman is aware that the chairman 
of the Committee on Armed Services, 
having reviewed this bill, supports it 
and believes it does not compromise 
national security? 

Mr. HUNTER. Let me reclaim my 
time and simply say to the gentleman, 
the gentleman who is talking right 
now is the gentleman who has flown 
Navy aircraft over the Chocolate 
Mountains, he is a top fighter pilot in 
the U.S. Navy, he knows what it is to 
have accidents with heavy ordnance. 
He has reviewed the proposed new wil
derness areas that are adjacent to the 
Chocolate Mountain gunnery range, 
and I would rely on that gentleman be
fore I would rely on a staff rec
ommendation made in the House of 
Representatives. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield further? 

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I also say to my col
league, remind him that this is the 
same chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services, by the way, my chair
man, who wants to give $1 billion to 
the Soviet Union out of the defense 
area. And this is also a Democrat-con
trolled committee. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman. 
Let me simply say to my colleagues 

we are talking once again about a lock
out of middle America, middle-class 
people from the desert. 

The gentleman from Hawaii talked 
about his mother being able to enjoy 
the desert, and he made a good point. I 
would like to mention a lady named 
Ida Little, from Imperial Valley, who is 
84 years old, who gives wildflower tours 
in the desert. There is a difference be
tween her and other people, young peo
ple who can carry backpacks and hoof 
it. She has to ride in a Jeep. 

People like Ida Little are going to be 
locked out of the massive enclosures of 

wilderness. There is no way that you 
can go into the south Algondones 
dunes and enjoy that territory. People 
like Ida Little and literally thousands 
of families who have recreation in the 
desert cannot go fly fishing in New 
Zealand, cannot go surfing in Aus
tralia, but who on a Sunday or a Satur
day will drive into the California 
desert for a little time away from their 
bosses, they are going to find them
selves locked out by a policy that is es
sentially an elitist policy, a policy that 
is driven by people who live in con
dominiums in New York, San Fran
cisco, and other places in this country 
who do not realize that blue-collar 
America needs areas to go and re-cre
ate. 

They can do that now in the Califor
nia desert. The Lewis alternative that 
reserves 2.5 million acres for wilderness 
certainly is a balanced alternative. 

In my case, the north Algondones 
dunes are going to be preserved under 
the Lewis alternative as wilderness. All 
of the species will be preserved under 
that particular plan. 

Once again, this is a lockout bill, it 
locks out blue-collar America, it is 
elitist. And at a time when we have 
lost 114,000 blue-collar jobs, throwing 
those families out of work in Califor
nia, the last thing we should be doing 
is closing up their places where they 
have a little chance for recreation. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO]. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, recent hearings before 
Representative SIKORSKI'S subcommit
tee have exposed the fact that our pro
fessional land management agencies 
have been politicized under Reagan and 
Bush more so than at any time since 
we adopted civil service reforms earlier 
in this century. 

Professional land managers have 
been silent for fear of their jobs. In
stead of dispassionate, professional, 
evenhanded opinions, we get political 
documents rewritten by higher-ups, 
people on Vice President QUAYLE'S 
Competitive Council. 

The administration now claims that 
the National Park Service does not be
lieve the East Mojave qualifies for in
clusion in the park system. It is a ri
diculous and unfounded claim that flies 
in the face of recommendations by pro
fessional staff of both the Park Service 
and BLM, whose reports state un
equivocally that the Mojave fully 
qualifies for park or monument status. 

In 1979 the BLM report says: 
It is the conclusion of the desert plan staff 

that cultural and natural resource values of 
the East Mojave study area are so diverse 
and outstanding that the area readily quali
fies for national park or monument status. 

When the California Desert Protec
tion Act was first introduced in 1986, 
the Park Service conducted a study to 
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determine if the Mojave met the cri
teria for inclusion in the National Park 
System. Based on this study, the west
ern regional director of the Park Serv
ice submitted a detailed report to the 
Park Service Director, which is sum
marized by this statement: 

The proposed Mojave National Park meets 
the criteria and would be a worthy and valu
able addition to the National Park System. 
We recommend its addition to the National 
Park System. 

Recommend, I repeat. 
Just 2 months ago that same western 

regional director, now retired, testified 
that the Park Service support of the 
Mojave was being misrepresented to 
the public and the Congress by the cur
rent administration. 

Reject the substitute, reject the 
politicization and this warping of the 
views of the professional agencies. 

Let us listen to the professionals and 
adopt the base bill. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tlewoman from California [Ms. PELOSI]. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield to me? 

Ms. PELOSI. I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup
port of this much needed legislation. I would 
like to share some paragraphs from a manu
script book I wrote while in the hospital at the 
end of World War II. These paragraphs de
scribe the Mojave Desert where I trained in 
1943 for combat in the deserts of Africa. How
ever, we actually fought in New Guinea and 
the Philippines. The paragraphs I share with 
you are as follows: 

We arrived in the desert as the sun was set
ting behind the deep blue mountains in the 
distance. The chaplain spread the altar cloth 
over the hood of a jeep and we had a brief 
service before turning in under the stars for 
our first night in this once empty sea of 
sand, now peopled by thousands of soldiers 
sleeping more or less quietly side by side. 

Before leaving the desert I was assigned to 
Anti Tank Company and with them I went 
through the infiltration course and fired the 
37 mm guns. This was in addition to the end
less work in the PX's-clerking and cleaning 
up, purchasing and bookkeeping. 

One Sunday I took the greater part of the 
day off and went on a prospecting hunt in 
the mountains, looking for semiprecious 
stones. I borrowed the entrenching pick with 
which we cracked ice at the PX, and slung a 
desert water bag over my shoulder for drink
ing water. I came back with a lot of blisters, 
a dulled pick and no valuable stones. Any
way it was a change from the mercantile 
business. 

I was surprised to find how many things 
live in the desert. There were a great many 
different kinds of flowering cacti. One was 
particularly attractive with crisp yellow
green petals and bright yellow centers. There 
were plenty of greasewood bushes and every 
hundred or so acres there would be a smoke 
tree suggesting a short stationary column of 
smoke until you came up close. 

There were coyotes, too, and some of the 
boys got coyote pups for pets as well as 
horned toads, many other types of lizards 
and some snakes. There were furry gophers 
and pack rats. One morning I found a little 

kangaroo mouse that had trapped himself in 
a pop bottle. We had to break the bottle to 
get him out. 

On my hike to the mountains I saw several 
jack rabbits. They would bound ahead of me 
and then pause to look back at me, repeating 
the process over and over. 

The heat was terrific in the day but it was 
quite cold at night. When you sat down on 
your cot a huge cloud of dust would get up to 
let you have the seat. Water was scarce but 
we got along somehow. Of course bathing in 
helmets was the usual procedure for settling 
the dust on your body. That is about all it 
did. 

Women scarcely ever came near our camp 
but once I did see one under unusual cir
cumstances. The wind had blown down the 
canvas from around our box latrine. A young 
lady came by looking for her husband's tent 
and she carried on quite a conversation with 
a soldier enthroned on the latrine, which ap
parently she did not recognize as such. 

There was majesty in the beauty of our 
desert-the brilliant purple of encircling 
mountains on a clear, early morning; full 
daylight's pastel colors in the distance, 
mostly azure-grey pink, lavender, orange and 
light brown; the intense blue of the peaks at 
dusk like something done by Maxfield Par
rish; midnight's deep and sparkling sky, 
steel blue ranges and soft grey carpets of 
sand, stretching easily and endlessly in star
lit and moonlit swells and shallows. What I 
saw reminded me of the face of an oldster 
who has lived fully and well through tribu
lations-strength, grandeur and dignified 
handsomeness spoke from every line, every 
ridge and every hollow. 

Our 3 months in the desert came to a close 
and we chugged off to a California port of 
embarkation. There I became a platoon lead
er in reality instead of mostly on paper. I 
was assigned the third platoon of Anti Tank 
Company. With the exception of guerrilla ac
tivity in the Philippines I stayed with this 
platoon throughout the war. They were in 
every way extraordinary and wonderful men. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to rise in support of the Cali
fornia Desert Protection Act which is 
before us today. 

H.R. 2929 is a compromise bill that 
maintains the sanctity of wilderness, 
protects park land, and allows diverse 
multiple-use activities in other areas 
of the desert. 

Legislation to protect the California 
desert has been proposed during the 
last three Congresses and we can hail 
its consideration on the floor today as 
a major success for all those who have 
worked to forge this unique com
promise. Chairman GEORGE MILLER, 
Subcommittee Chairman LEHMAN, and 
Congressman LEVINE have accom
plished what many believed to be the 
impossible. Their efforts to accommo
date the many interests and activities 
in the desert, such as grazing, mining, 
offroad vehicle use, has resulted in a 
fair compromise that addresses these 
diverse interests. 

A recent statewide poll by the Field 
Institute confirmed that 75 percent of 
Californians support greater protection 
of the desert environment. The public 
overwhelmingly supports this public 
land protection measure. 

H.R. 2929 will preserve, as open space, 
park, and wilderness areas in approxi-

mately one-third of the 25-million-acre 
desert region of southern California. 

The California desert is an incom
parable landscape that is home to hun
dreds of species of wildlife, plant life, 
the world's largest Joshua tree forest 
and mammoth sand dunes. H.R. 2929 
will create 76 new wilderness areas and 
add 3 million acres of desert as na
tional park lands. 

Our actions today will determine the 
future of the unique California desert 
ecosystem. By voting for H.R. 2929, we 
can preserve a public treasure for all 
time. Future generations deserve noth
ing less. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to join me in voting for H.R. 2929. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from Nevada [Mr. BILBRAY]. 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me, and I rise in support of the 
California bill. 

I think it is a good bill. It protects 
the fragile ecology of the desert. I live 
in the southern desert myself. 

Mr. Chairman, I note that the sub
stitute bill also includes part of Ne
vada. I was not really consulted on 
this. I really think we should have been 
consulted on this, that they should 
have talked to a person from Nevada 
before including Nevada as part of the 
bill. 

0 1940 
Mr. Chairman, I was just wondering 

if the Representative of southern Cali
fornia would tell me why Nevada, the 
Representative from Nevada, this was 
not discussed with him. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, I must respond to my colleague, 
the gentleman from Nevada [Mr. 
BILBRAY], by saying, "You may not re
call, but, when we were discussing your 
problems relative to the San 
Bernardino highway system, I dis
cussed the desert bill with you as well. 
It just may have been that the highway 
package was much more important to 
you. We did discuss it. I'm sorry if I 
didn't make the item clear at the time, 
but we have discussed the matter." 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, would 
the gentleman describe the areas that 
are included in Nevada because I do not 
know this area very well? Could he give 
me a little explanation of it? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, I would be happy to describe the 
area in detail, but we do not have much 
time. I ask the gentleman, "Why don't 
you just come over here, and we'll talk 
about it?" 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Lewis amendment in 
the nature of a substitute. 

This substitute has many short
comings, both in what it would do and 
in what it would leave undone. 
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In the desert, it would not provide 

sufficient protection for important wil
derness areas that would be protected 
under the bill as reported from the In
terior Committee. It also would not 
give national monument status to the 
very special and unique East Mojave 
area. 

Over the last 4 years, the Interior 
Committee has very thoroughly consid
ered and analyzed many varied propos
als for future management of the pub
lic lands in the California desert area, 
including the administration proposals 
as embodied in the Lewis amendment. 
A particular focus in our deliberations 
has been what management should be 
provided for the East Mojave. We took 
account of a 1979 report by BLM that 
concluded that the "cultural and natu
ral resource values of the East Mojave 
study area are so diverse and outstand
ing that the area readily qualified for 
national park or monument status." 
We took account of a 1987 conclusion 
by the professional staff of the Na
tional Park Service that the areas met 
the required criteria specified in the 
Park Service's management policies, 
and that the area would be a worthy 
and valuable addition to the National 
Park System. 

On the basis of such studies and con
clusions, and on the basis of very ex
tensive hearings, including three hear
ings in California where we heard from 
hundreds and hundreds of witnesses, 
the Interior Committee voted for des
ignation of the East Mojave as a na
tional monument. 

National monument status for the 
East Mojave is a very important part 
of the committee's decisions about fu
ture management of the California 
desert. The House should reject the 
Lewis amendment, which in this and 
other ways does not do what needs to 
be done for the desert. 

The Lewis substitute is not just a 
desert bill. It is inadequate to the sub
ject before the House. Ironically, not 
satisfied with the breadth of this task 
the Lewis substitute which would des
ignate at least 10 wilderness areas that 
are not even within the California 
desert, and in fact are many, many 
miles away from it-600 acres are even 
in Nevada. These are areas about which 
regrettably there have been no hear
ings at all. Because the focus was the 
California desert. The Interior Com
mittee should and will consider propos
als for BLM wilderness areas in other 
parts of California, but we have not yet 
done so. 

The House should not today rush to 
judgment concerning wilderness on 
BLM lands in California outside the 
desert. This substitute is misdirected. 
We should do all that is necessary in 
the desert, but we should not try to de
cide how to manage areas outside the 
desert, about which we do not yet know 
enough to make sound decisions. 

The Lewis substitute fails both those 
tests. It should be rejected by the 
House. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, with great pleasure and delight, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DORNAN]. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I come to the well as a Rep
resen ta ti ve of a Democrat district, a 
blue-collar, working person's district 
where one can drive up and down every 
street and see the trailers, the rec
reational vehicles, the Broncos, the Si
erras, the off-road vehicles, the 
motorcross bikes, the desert dirt bikes. 
Every type of recreational vehicle 
under the Sun is in my district, the 
working heart of Orange County, and 
we love those deserts. 

I have four; count them, four, off
road vehicles: two Broncos and two 
that are made on those islands up in 
the Northwest Pacific because unfortu
nately Harley does not make them, but 
I love my Honda Odysseys, and I am 
looking to buy a Honda Pilot. I love to 
go out in the desert, and I swear to my 
colleagues that I would not run over a 
California poppy, and I would suggest 
public thrashing for any man that 
would hit a Joshua tree, even dent it, 
out there in that beautiful Mojave 
Desert. I have landed a dead stick F-100 
on Bicycle Dry Lake; I love that lake. 
I trained to be combat-ready on 
Cuttyback Dry Lake. I have landed 
emergency out at Edwards on Rogers 
Dry Lake. I love that area. 

Mr. Chairman, I lived out there for 
over 2 years with my wife. Two of my 
children out of five are born out there, 
and I say to the other party quite seri
ously, "I'm reaching out to you. Look 
at this as a protection to what we're 
going to pass on to our prosperity, but 
also look at it as a family issue." 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
LEWIS] loves the district. He loves his 
district in the desert. He would not be 
doing something to hurt this area and 
doing something against the majority 
viewpoint. 

These polls which are quoted about 
Americans wanting to lock up areas of 
north Alaska or the California desert, 
look at how the question is phrased. If 
one did not answer the way some of 
them are quoting, they would look like 
they did hate this beautiful planet that 
God has given us, but families enjoy 
these deserts. 

I say to my Democratic colleagues, 
You're not the cheese and brie set. We 
don't call you country club Democrats. 
You are blue-collar, off-road people, 
not autobahn, high speed, Beemer/Mer
cedes types, most of you. You come 
with your families to California, not to 
climb Mt. Whitney, but to enjoy the 
deserts, and to go Disneyland, and to 
use those places where you combine 
family and love of the countryside. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit my state
ment for the RECORD. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposition to 
H.R. 2929, the California Desert Protection Act 
of 1991. This bill simply does not address the 
concerns of those who actually live, work, and 
recreate in the California desert, which covers 
about 25 million acres in the southeast quarter 
of the State. In fact, Mr. Chairman, the bill 
may not be boondoggle, but it is a dune-bog
gle. 

This bill, in its current form, would create 3 
million acres of new park land and designate 
millions of additional acres as wilderness. 
These large tracts of land are beyond even 
what the radical environmentalists claim is 
necessary. But more importantly, in laying 
aside these enormous amounts of land, H.R. 
2929 does not take into account any of the 
vital issues relating to military operations in 
the California deserts. Indeed, H.R. 2929 di
rectly impacts the military's ability to function 
in the area. As the Assistant Secretary of the 
Department of Defense has stated; 

H.R. 2929 is clearly a step backward when 
compared to previous legislative initiatives. 
It totally ignores the vital interests of the 
Department of Defense and it compromises 
our future, putting at risk the lives of our 
servicemen and women. 

The following examples indicate the extent 
to which the California Desert Protection Act 
[COPA] would affect the future military use of 
the area, the importance of which was most 
recently reflected in Operation Desert Storm 
and Operation Desert Shield. 

In effect, the COPA negates the proposed 
expansion of the National Training Center at 
Fort Irwin through the imposition of new park 
and wilderness boundaries surrounding the 
training center. It also would probably pro
scribe continued military overflights of wilder
ness areas. Historically, Americans have not 
accepted military overflights of their national 
parks, and public pressure has imposed limits 
on military overflights of wilderness areas. 
Thus, based on past experiences, the Depart
ment of Defense fears that H. A. 2929 could 
eventually preclude overflights below 3,000 
feet. Such restrictions would significantly im
pact testing at Edwards and China Lake Air 
Force Bases. They would also compress 
needed low-level flights into smaller, more 
populated areas, thereby increasing risk, 
noise, and discomfort for residents and greater 
risk for pilots as a larger number of planes 
would be directed into a smaller flying area. 

Furthermore, the California Desert Protec
tion Act reserves for the Federal Government 
quantities of water in the region to fulfill the 
purposes of the act. Under California law, the 
United States, just as any other landowner, is 
entitled to riparian water rights and a reason
able share of the water in the groundwater ba
sins underlying the Federal lands. The State 
law is more than sufficient to fulfill any and all 
needs which the Federal Government may 
deem appropriate for Federal lands in Califor
nia. Yet, the proponents of H.R. 2929, for 
some unexplained reason, do not think this is 
enough. They want the Federal Government 
to have a paramount right to control all the 
ground water in the desert. The language of 
the bill is further ambiguous as to whether the 
rights to ground or surface water, or both, are 
being reserved. California, not the Federal 
Government, must maintain control over water 
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management and administration. Water 
sources are too scarce and States' rights are 
too important. 

Finally, the California Desert Protection Act 
will eliminate, within 25 years, almost half of 
all livestock grazing in the new parks created 
in the desert. This runs counter to the long tra
dition, dating back to the 1860's in some 
cases, which permitted grazing in the region. 

California is blessed with a wide variety of 
wilderness areas that are a treasure to the 
State. As long as these areas are treated with 
respect and reverence, and the needs of all 
sectors are taken into consideration, they 
should be open to all to enjoy. Surely, the best 
way we can give today's Californians, and all 
other Americans and their children, an oppor
tunity to enjoy and benefit from this unique 
and remarkable resource requires that we 
pass truly balanced legislation. 

For this reason, I will vote in favor of H.R. 
3066, the Lewis California desert wilderness 
amendment, which is a comprehensive sutr 
stitute to the California Desert Protection Act. 
This better desert bill, which creates 2.3 mil
lion acres of new wilderness, takes into ac
count the interests and needs of the hundreds 
and thousands of other desert people along 
with those of the environmental organizations. 

The development of this bill involved the 
kind of public input that should be employed 
when major land use decisions are made. It 
represents the culmination of 15 years' effort 
to identify areas suitable for wilderness des
ignation in accordance with a congressionally 
mandated plan, and considers the concerns of 
all factions interested in the desert's future. 

The Lewis amendment is the result of public 
meetings and hearings, 16 environmental im
pact statements, mineral surveys, and 40,000 
comments reflecting the views of all who use 
the desert. Apparently the drafters of H.R. 
2929, the California Desert Protection Act, felt 
no need to consider the multitude of available 
studies and information when creating their 
legislation. It is obvious that their legislation 
falls short of a balanced approach. For this 
reason, H.R. 2929 should be defeated. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. JONTZ]. 

Mr. JONTZ. Mr. Chairman, as a 
member of the Mining Subcommittee, I 
know that one of the differences be
tween these two measures, the sub
stitute and the committee bill, is the 
issue of mining, and I want to take a 
moment to address the body on that 
issue because I think there should be 
no misunderstanding about this mat
ter. 

In general debate it was represented 
by the gentlewoman from Nevada [Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH] that we should not pass 
the committee bill because the U.S. 
Geological Survey had not done sur
veys of different areas with regard to 
minerals, implying that there was val
uable minerals there that in some way 
would be locked up by the committee 
bill. 

I suggest that is not true at all. In 
fact, the USGS has had lots of time to 
do surveys of these areas. They have 
had years, and years, and years to do 

surveys, and they have not done them, 
and I think the reason they have not 
done them is that there is no reason to 
do them, and the suggestion that we 
would be taking some hasty action by 
passing the committee bill that would 
have adverse consequences for mineral 
resources in my opinion is ill-founded. 
In fact, the USGS could take years, 
and years and years more to get around 
to doing those surveys, and it would be 
very unfortunate. 

So, Mr. Chairman, it would be very 
unfortunate for us to believe that we 
are having an adverse impact on min
eral resources and to vote for the sub
stitute for that reason. 

Mr. Chairman, the California desert 
is very valuable. There are lots of 
places to run on RV's. There are lots of 
places to graze. There are lots of places 
in this country that have mineral re
sources. There is only one California 
desert, and I dare say there are a lot of 
families all across our country who 
will enjoy the desert as a park and as 
a monument, families who, in fact, are 
owners of this because it is public land, 
and these families all across our coun
try have a right to see that this very 
valuable resource is passed on to the 
next generation and the generations to 
follow unimpaired. 

That is what the committee bill 
would do, and I urge the Members to 
reject the substitute and to support the 
committee bill. 

D 1950 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair

man, I yield 3 minutes to one of my 
colleagues, a member of our newest 
class of experts, the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. BARRE'IT]. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in the strongest 
opposition to H.R. 2929, and I urge my 
colleagues to do the right thing and 
the fair thing by supporting the LEWIS 
substitute. A few weeks back, when we 
were busy rolling over the constituents 
of the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
NICHOLS], a situation that I know all 
too well, I wondered how long it would 
be before we would be hanging a sign 
on the Golden Gate Bridge or perhaps 
the Statue of Liberty reading, "Now 
entering North American National 
Park." It could be sooner than I ex
pected. 

At the rate we are going, by this 
time next year we may not have an 
election reform bill or a crime bill. The 
budget certainly is not going to be bal
anced, -but I dare say that with very 
little effort we could very easily double 
or triple the size of our parks. At the 
very least, we could easily have the 
last piece of Alaska roped off and per
haps print some more money and then 
buy the gentleman from Alaska [Mr. 
YOUNG] a ranger's hat. 

Mr. Chairman, each day we open 
business with a series of 1-minute 

speeches in which we rail about the de
cline of American productivity or the 
threat from foreign competition, and 
we attack deficit spending that sets 
new records every day, and we decry 
the encroachment of the Federal Gov
ernment into the lives of our citizens. 
Yet we follow those speeches with con
sideration of legislation that takes 
more and more land out of production 
and puts more and more people out of 
work. We pass legislation that author
izes "such sums as are necessary," and 
we further erode States' rights. Today 
is no exception. 

Mr. Chairman, the proponents of this 
legislation contend that America needs 
this act. They say that this is more 
than a California bill, but what about 
the needs of California's 20th District, 
35th District, 37th District, and 45th 
District? Do we doubt the able Rep
resentatives of those districts that 
much? Let them represent their con
stituents and let us tend to the busi
ness of representing our constituents. 

Mr. Chairman, If we insist on passing 
something, let us pass the substitute 
offered by the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. LEWIS], but better yet, let us 
pass legislation that America does need 
and then go home for the year before 
we do any more damage. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 9 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER], 
the distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
who will be making his first appear
ance in the well this evening. 

Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. Chair
man, this has been a spirited and heat
ed debate before this Chamber, as are 
most of the debates that take place 
over legislation that is reported from 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, because very little that this 
committee does is action of an abstract 
nature. 

Very often we consider legislation on 
the floor of this Congress from dif
ferent committees where we do not 
know the impact of it for years to 
come. We speculate about that impact, 
and we are not sure what constitu
encies are affected or what areas are 
affected. That is not usually true with 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs because, as we are tonight, we 
are designating lands for different uses, 
in many instances for uses different 
than they were prior to the passage of 
this legislation, some new, some old, 
some precluded, some limited, some ex
panded, but we affect somebody with 
almost everything we do. 

I tried as the chairman of this com
mittee to treat this bill differently. I 
tried to treat it differently to make 
sure that what we did not accomplish 
was what was talked about in our State 
for many years, and that was what was 
called an attempt to lock up the 
desert. 

I am a backpacker, but I do not think 
all people who want to enjoy our natu-
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ral resources should have to backpack. 
I am a dirt biker, but all people who 
enjoy our natural resources should not 
have to travel by dirt bike. I ride all
terrain vehicles, but all people should 
not have to ride all-terrain vehicles. I 
choose not to ride around in a Winne
bago, but people who do should have 
access to our parks, should have access 
to our monuments, and should be able 
to see the great assets and the great 
jewels of this Nation. 

That is why this bill was treated dif
ferently. I did not believe that an effort 
to preserve the great California desert, 
to preserve part of our environment-
and I mean our total environment-
should be done in a way that we would 
throw people out of work or shut down 
going concerns, be they extracting 
minerals or other businesses. 

I felt that we should make every ef
fort to preserve them. We should un
derstand that this park comes after 
them, and in fact, as the chairman of 
this subcommittee said, we did that. 
But for two sand and gravel mines, the 
rest of them were allowed to continue. 
For those who have perfected rights in 
mining, they will be allowed to con
tinue. For those who were in the wil
derness areas, they will be allowed to 
continue. 

That is not by accident; that is by di
rection, because we have got to under
stand what the real debate is about. We 
have heard a great deal over the last 
years about the multiple use, and our 
friends on the Republican side of the 
aisle very often refer to their support 
of the multiple use. Multiple use means 
multiple use, not my use, not your use, 
and in this bill there is essentially no 
use of the land that is allowable today 
that is precluded. 

Some are different. Some of those 
people who enjoy the 568,000 acres for 
off-the-road vehicles, those who enjoy 
that hobby of theirs and indulge in 
that family activity, as I do, will now 
only have 500,000 acres to enjoy. Those 
who want to race along the 35,000 road 
miles on their dirt bikes and other ve
hicles will now only have 33,000 miles 
to race along. For those who want the 
quiet and the peace and the oppor
tunity to take photographs and enjoy 
the wonderful wilderness areas, this 
bill addresses their desires. And if 
there are problems-and believe me, 
the problems were not there until it 
was understood that this bill was going 
to come on the floor-with overflights 
and with our capabilities to train, 
those too will be addressed in this proc
ess. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, let me say 
this about this committee. I am new to 
the chairmanship of this committee, 
but those who spoke so outrageously 
about the process never once called my 
office and complained, never once 
asked me to intercede, never once 
asked me to get a witness on who was 
denied, if there were any, never once 

asked if I could help. They asked me to 
delay twice, and we did. We delayed 
those hearings at the request of the mi
nority. 

So everybody in this bill has been 
treated fairly. Those voices have been 
heard, and that is the way it is going to 
be in this committee. An opportunity 
was made for the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. LEWIS] to offer his amend
ment, and he chose apparently not to 
do that because they believed they did 
not have the votes. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield for one quick 
question? 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, let me finish first, and then I will 
yield to the gentleman. 

Before we went to the Rules commit
tee, I talked to the gentleman from 
California ]Mr. LEWIS], and I said, "I 
will request a rule, and I want you to 
know in advance it is moving rather 
quickly, so, JERRY, make up your mind 
what amendments you wanted now so 
you will have all your amendments 
ready in case they say they have to be 
put in the RECORD, because I will ask 
for an open rule, but because of the 
time they may say they have to be 
printed or what-have-you." 

We had that discussion. In my com
mittee I do not cut off debate. In my 
committee I do not ask for closed rules 
because I believe, with the work of my 
subcommittees, my chairmen, and the 
members of my committee, we can 
stand the scrutiny of this House. And 
this bill does that. It is not what the 
gentleman from California [Mr. LEWIS] 
would want, and I understand that. I 
appreciate that. It is not what many 
other Members would want, those who 
were supporting the earlier Cranston
Levine bill. 

But we have worked those dif
ferences, and we will continue when we 
get to the amendments, to shape and 
modify this bill. 

D 2000 
Mr. Chairman, this is a terribly im

portant bill, a terribly contentious bill, 
but a bill that should be passed to pre
serve the California desert. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to ask a 
question. I would like to ask the ques
tion on the mining. With the problems 
we have with oil and in the future, does 
this exclude geothermal drilling for fu
ture energy sources? When you say ex
isting mining and look into the desert, 
I know in our particular area we are 
doing geothermal drilling. That would 
preclude it, as I understand it. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, reclaiming my time, in the last 
several weeks, I have been meeting 

with representatives of the utilities 
that have a great interest in that, and 
they have raised no objection about 
that to this legislation. As late as last 
night they told me of their support, as 
have the members of the mining indus
try. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield further, will 
this prevent future exploration for geo
thermal? It is an important energy 
source. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, in putting this bill together 
we have excluded geothermal areas in 
the bill. As part of the process, we have 
gone over it in the past year. I am sure 
there may be some included, but, there 
again, we have tried to balance it out. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I would 
point out in China Lake, where the 
substantial geothermal resources are, 
that is withdrawn. I might also add to 
the gentleman's comment, we had a 
hearing on the military withdrawals. 
No Members requested to appear before 
it. It was clear and evident at that 
time, with the sponsorship of myself 
and the gentlemen from California, 
Messrs. MILLER, LEHMAN' and LEVINE, 
that that amendment was going to be 
offered in that hearing. 

I might repeat the testimony from 
the Department of Defense. We had a 
lot of other people claiming they are 
experts here today about things, but 
they said, "I am delighted to be here 
and have the opportunity to testify in 
favor of this bill. The Department of 
Defense is delighted with the with
drawal provisions. We have been want
ing to get this settled for some time, as 
you know.'' 

Mr. Chairman, he did not ask for an 
expansion or any additional withdraw
als. I am not aware of any additional 
withdrawals that the Department of 
Defense sought. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, reclaiming my time, I use this 
time just to simply pay my com
pliments to the gentleman from Guam 
[Mr. BLAZ] and to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LEHMAN] for the work, 
the hours, and time that they have put 
in on this legislation in the committee, 
as well as to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. LEVINE] who has struggled 
for a number of years now to get this 
matter to the floor of this Congress 
and to have it become the law, and all 
of the other members of the committee 
that have toiled with this difficult, 
emotional, contentious issue. I believe 
they have a work product that we can 
all be very proud of that has been de
veloped through a fair process. 
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Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2929, the California 

Desert Protection Act, deserves our support. 
The Congress has held a longstanding inter

est in protecting the resources of the Califor
nia desert. In 1976, we passed the Federal 
Land Management and Policy Act [FLMPA] 
which recognized the unique environmental, 
scenic, and economic resources of the Califor
nia desert. FLMPA directed the Secretary of 
the Interior to prepare and implement a com
prehensive long-range plan for the California 
Desert Conservation Area. In response, the 
Bureau of Land Management [BLM] released 
the California desert plan first in 1980, and 
after some revision, again in · 1982. 

Mr. Chairman, many people were unhappy 
with the BLM's final California desert plan. 
Many believed the plan was skewed toward 
mining, grazing and other consumptive uses. 

Recognizing that something had to be done 
to protect the area's natural resources without 
eliminating development, Senator CRANSTON 
introduced the first California desert bill in 
1986. Since then, companion bills in each suc
cessive Congress have been introduced by 
Senator CRANSTON and my colleague from 
California, Congressman MEL LEVINE. 

Rather than prolong the debate at the ex
pense of the natural and economic resources 
in the California desert area, the Committee 
on Interior and Insular this year created a new 
subcommittee specifically to address the Cali
fornia desert. Chaired by Congressman RICH
ARD LEHMAN, the Subcommittee on General 
Oversight and California Desert Lands has 
worked with Congressman LEVINE and other 
members of the Interior Committee to craft the 
bill we are considering today. 

After more than 15 years of questioning, 
what is the best approach to managing the 
desert, H.R. 2929, the California Desert Pro
tection Act answers those who said we need 
to achieve a balance. At the same time, as 
H.R. 2929 preserves natural and scenic areas 
for the enjoyment and education of future gen
erations, H.R. 2929 also provides recreational 
opportunities, and allows mining, grazing, and 
other activities to continue in specific areas. 

Subcommittee Chairman LEHMAN and Con
gressman LEVINE, the sponsor of H.R. 29292, 
devoted a great deal of time and effort to this 
legislation. There have been six hearings, in
cluding three in California, on the California 
desert since 1986, when Senator ALAN CRAN
STON first introduced his desert protection bill. 
Most recently, the House Interior Subcommit
tee on General Oversight and California 
Desert Lands held a hearing September 16, 
1991 on H.R. 2929 and H.R. 3066, introduced 
by Congressman JERRY LEWIS. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2929, as reported, cre
ates a new 1.5-million-acre Mojave National 
Monument, and designates 4.3 million acres of 
Federal land in California as wilderness. In ad
dition, H.R. 2929 adds about 1.5 million acres 
of land currently managed by the Bureau of 
Land Management to the existing Death Val
ley and Joshua Tree National Monuments, 
and the monuments are redesignated as na
tional parks. 

Many cities and counties in California, in
cluding Los Angeles, San Francisco, San 
Diego, Riverside, and Fresno have passed 
resolutions supporting the passage of H.R. 
2929. In addition, the California AFL-CIO, 

California State Lands Commission, Sierra Mr. Chairman, I also suggest that the BLM's , 
Club, Wilderness Society, Natural Resources report, "Inholding Acquisition Costs," is a polit
Defense Council, National Audubon Society, ical document being circulated by the BLM in 
and other environmental organizations also an effort to kill H.R. 2929. If it isn't, then why 
endorse the bill. Southern California Edison, weren't all members of the Interior Committee, 
the Los Angeles Department of Water and including myself, provided a copy of the re
Power, and Southern California Gas Co. have port? 
all either expressed their support for the bill or As for the private inholdings, BLM's recent 
have said they do not object to this legislation. report says they are worth from $142.8 million 

Mr. Chairman, I'd like to highlight a few pro- to $408.1 million. In contrast, CBO's cost esti
visions of the bill, including section 610 which mate dated January 29, 1990 says the Interior 
is important to the retired teachers in Califor- Department has estimated that the total sur
nia, and the California State Lands Commis- face value of the 550,000 acres is $70 to $80 
sion. This provision is an innovative approach million. Even the major private landowner in 
to address a serious concern raised by the the California desert believes the BLM's num-
California State Lands Commission. bers are high. 

As my colleagues may know, 3 years after If we are to believe BLM's recent estimates, 
California became a State, the Federal Gov- this means the price of real estate in the Cali
ernment in 1853, gave sections 16 and 36 out fornia desert increased as much as 500 per
of every township to California as a revenue cent from January 1990 to today. Mr. Chair
source for public education. Today, the Cali- man, I suspect the BLM is inflating the cost of 
fornia State Lands Commission owns approxi- the lands to support the faulty argument that 
mately 270,000 acres of land, and 53,000 we can't afford H.R. 2929. In reality, we can't 
acres of mineral interests within the California afford not to pass H.R. 2929. 
desert. The California State Lands Commis- H.R. 2929 is a compromise in the best 
sion manages these lands for the benefit of sense of the word. While not everyone agrees 
the retired teachers in California. Once H.R. with H.R. 2929, the support we've received 
2929 is enacted, the commission's lands will from environmental organizations, as well as 
become inholdings within the park units and some mining companies and people from 
wilderness areas designated in the California desert communities leads us to believe that 
Desert Protection Act. we should support H.R. 2929. 

When the Interior Committee considered Mr. Chairman, after more than a decade of 
H.R. 2929, we included section 610 to protect controversy, balance has become the watch
the investment of the retired teachers in Cali- word. H.R. 2929 achieves the balance we 
fornia and address the concerns of the Califor- sought to find. The legislation preserves mil
nia State Lands Commission. Section 61 O di- lions of acres of lands at the same time as it 
rects the Interior Secretary to negotiate a land allows those who use the land for mining, 
exchange agreement with the commission. grazing, and recreational activities to continue 
The agreement would provide for the ex- their pursuits in specific areas. 
change of State school lands for nonrevenue- I encourage my colleagues to join me in 
producing Federal lands. • supporting H.R. 2929. 

The Congress would be required to approve Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate 
any land exchange consisting of more than the opportunity to support the amendment of-
5,000 acres of Federal land or involving Fed- fered by my colleagues from California, Mr. 
eral lands valued at more than $5 million. The LEWIS Mr. McCANDLESS, Mr. THOMAS, and Mr. 
provision will give the Congress the oppor- HUNTER. 
tunity to review large land exchanges to make H.R. 3066 refines some of the more trouble
sure taxpayers receive fair market value for some aspects of H.R. 2929. Each bill address
their Federal lands. In addition, the provision es the challenge of preserving the desert, 
is consistent with the BLM's objective in the however, this amendment provides a bal
management plan for the East Majove Na- anced, viable solution. This amendment sub
tional Scenic Area to acquire 149,210 acres of stitutes language which provides a sound en
inholdings, many of which are owned by the vironmental and economic approach to pro-
California Sate Lands Commission. tecting and preserving our desert wilderness. 

If the State continues to own inholdings as This amendment is a public oriented protec-
of October 1, 1996, H.R. 2929 provides the tion plan informed by an exhaustive study con
California State Lands Commission with a ducted by the Desert Advisory Committee. 
monetary credit account equivalent to the There have been 70 official meetings and pub
value of the State's inholdings. The commis- lie hearings, hundreds of informal meetings 
sion may use the credits in this account to bid with a variety of interested groups and in ex
as any other bidder for surplus Federal prop- cess of 40,000 individual public comments for 
erty sold in California. the record spanning the committees' 15-year 

Mr. Chairman, I understand the Bureau of study. In other words, testimony has been 
Land Management is circulating a document heard from nearly every segment of California 
that suggests that the lands owned by the society. 
California State Lands Commission are worth This amendment mandates a balanced, en
as much as $93.2 million-more than 250 per- vironmentally sensitive land-use policy as op
cent higher than the $35 million price tag esti- posed to arbitrary restrictions against multiple 
mated by the California State Lands Commis- uses of the California desert. 
sion. Someone's wrong. I seriously doubt the Supporters of H.R. 2929 have claimed that 
California State Lands Commission's own re- if you oppose their bill you are against the 
port would deflate the price of the State's desert, the wilderness, and the environment. 
lands. I question the accuracy of BLM's num- This is not true, my opposition to H.R. 2929 
bers which I understand were prepared over- lies in the manner in which the legislation was 
night. drafted. Sufficient public comment was not or-
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dered and not sought. The public must be a 
participant in the process that decides how 
wilderness areas are chosen. As a Californian 
who cares deeply about our deserts, I believe 
this amendment is more effective in achieving 
a wise and safe land-use policy for our desert. 

I ask that democracy be allowed to flourish 
in the desert. That the process of give and 
take between the people and the Government, 
which is inherent in this amendment, be al
lowed to take place. 

I thank the Speaker and ask my colleagues 
to support the Lewis amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
state that the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. LEWIS] has 41/2 minutes re
maining, and the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. LEHMAN] has 3 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. ANDER
SON]. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the substitute offered 
by the gentlemen from California, the 
same gentlemen who represent the 
desert area that we seek to protect 
today. 

The desert of California is a stunning 
place. I grew up there, went to elemen
tary school there, and still love to visit 
when I can. The desert's scenic beauty, 
its ecological significance-the desert's 
very importance as a natural and pris
tine ecosystem-is not in question 
today. Instead, the question is the ex
tent of protection this desert area 
needs. I want to compliment my two 
Democratic colleagues, Mr. LEVINE and 
Mr. LEHMAN, for their work on behalf. 
of the desert. They have worked to ac
commodate the needs and of many 
competing concerns. I will likely vote 
to support their bill, their compromise, 
should this substitute not pass. But I 
urge this body to respect the position 
of the four men who represent the 
desert area being discussed on this 
floor. The matter before us is about the 
extent of protection we give the Cali
fornia desert, not protection itself. 

H.R. 2929 would create millions more 
acres of protected land than this sub
stitute would. I'm not sure representa
tives from other, non-Western States 
quite understand how large a million 
acres is. We are shutting off vast areas 
of desert today over the objections of 
the men who were elected to represent 
the people who live there. Please, vote 
to support the Lewis substitute. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume for closing on this side. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me it is 
important that we make a couple of 
fundamental points, one of which was 
just alluded to very effectively by my 
colleague from California [Mr. ANDER
SON]. 

First I would like to indicate a very 
important area of support from a gen
tleman from California who has a long 
record as a very, very significant con-

tributor to our environmental concerns 
in our State. Though a staunch envi
ronmentalist, California Gov. Pete Wil
son thinks locking up the desert will 
limit access to only those hardy 
enough to backpack in. He noted last 
year that only 300 miles of trails would 
be retained in the proposal before us 
and access to over 7 ,000 miles would be 
lost. 

"Some groups want to save the 
desert from the people," he said. "I 
think we should save the desert for the 
people." 

It is very, very important that we 
recognize the significance of the con
tribution that this desert adds to our 
military strength, so I would read as
pects of a letter that we received dated 
November 21, 1991: 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: We oppose the Cali
fornia Desert Protection Act of 1991 (H.R. 
2929) and support the California Public Land 
Wilderness Act (H.R. 3066). Adoption of 
amendments to H.R. 2929 expected to be of
fered by Congressman Vento and Blaz would 
address defense concerns related to military 
overflight, the National Training Center, and 
land withdrawals, but H.R. 2929 still would 
not address the following defense needs ad
dressed in H.R. 3066: (1) the establishment of 
buffer zones around China Lake and the 
Chocolate Mountains; (2) an unpaved move
ment corridor from Fort Irwin to Marine 
Corps Base Twentynine Palms through the 
Cady Mountains; and (3) utilities through 
the Cleghorn Lakes required to develop the 
intended electronic ranges in the southeast
ern section of Marine Corps Base Twentynine 
Palms. 

Mr. Chairman, I would remind Mem
bers that in its present form H.R. 2929 
is very definitely on the veto list of the 
President of the United States. Indeed, 
we are long past the point where we 
ought to be solving the problem of the 
California desert. Unless we see signifi
cant compromise, that goal of all of us 
is not going to be attained. 

Mr. Chairman, as I close, most im
portantly I would urge Members to rec
ognize the fact that this is a most un
usual debate we have had. Never since 
have been in the Congress have I seen 
us in a circumstance where four Mem
bers of the House who represent the 
people of the desert suddenly are being 
run over by a committee that abso-
1 utely had precommitted themselves to 
pass the legislation introduced and co
sponsored by the chairman of the sub
committee. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to 
agree with my colleague from Califor
nia, this has been a contentious debate, 
worthy of the diversity of our State, 
and I think it has been a good and fair 
fight under the rule here on the floor. 

Again I want to express my apprecia
tion to the gentleman from Guam [Mr. 
BLAZ] for his cooperation, to the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO], 
and to the full committee chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield the remainder 
of my time to the original sponsor of 

this bill, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. LEVINE]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. LEVINE] is recog
nized for 21/2 minutes. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, this debate has focused on 
both process and substance, and I 
would like to close the debate briefly 
by focusing on each. 

On process I think the chairman of 
the full committee and the chairman of 
the subcommittee have done an excel
lent job of spelling out just how open 
this process is. Generally private com
munications between Members do not 
become a part of the discussion on the 
House floor, but in light of some of the 
misunderstandings, I do think it is im
portant to understand and underscore 
that there have been extensive efforts 
by those of us on this side of the aisle, 
those of us working to see that the 
California desert is preserved for future 
generations, not only to work with a 
number of the interests involved, but 
efforts to try to work with the Mem
bers on the other side of the aisle. 

Mr. Chairman, this has been done re
peatedly. They have been involved in 
hearings. They have been involved in 
the process. It has been an open proc
ess. 

The gentleman from California ear
lier raised a question about the Cotton
wood Mountains. The reason I was sur
prised he raised it is that this has been 
an area that has been recommended by 
the National Park Service and by the 
BLM for inclusion in the National Park 
Service. I have that recommendation 
here. 

D 2010 
On the merits, Mr. Chairman, there 

have been three issues mentioned re
peatedly by the opposition. 

First, the issue of the military. And 
I would simply conclude this side's de
bate by referring to a statement that 
was going to be made by the chairman 
of the Committee on Armed Services. 
He gave me the statement. He was not 
able to stay here for the conclusion of 
this debate, but I simply want to quote 
two aspects of it. 

As chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee, I recognize that our military forces 
must train as they will fight. The success in 
Operation Desert Storm demonstrated the 
vital importance of our facilities in the 
Southern California desert. 

And he concludes by saying he sup
ports the bill, he believes that it is con
sistent with training and with our na
tional security. 

Second, the East Mojave, the gen
tleman on the other side of the aisle 
opposed East Mojave inclusion as a na
tional monument. 

Mr. Chairman, both the National 
Park Service staff director and the 
BLM staff director have proposed that 
the East Mojave be included in the Na
tional Park System. The Park Service 
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Director suggested that it "would be a 
worthy and valuable addition to the 
Park System," and the BLM Director 
concluded that the area readily quali
fies for Park Service or monument sta
tus. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I 
strongly urge a "no" vote on the Lewis 
amendment, to preserve the California 
desert for the people of California and 
the people of America. I strongly urge 
a "no" vote on the Lewis amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The question is on the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
LEWIS]. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

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

vice and there were-ayes 150, noes 241, 
not voting 43, as follows: 

Allard 
Allen 
Anderson 
Anthony 
Archer 
Armey 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
B111rakis 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Brewster 
Bunning 
Burton 
Bustamante 
Callahan 
Camp 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Combest 
Condit 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Dingell 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
Espy 
Ewing 
Fields 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (TX) 

[Roll No. 420) 
AYES-150 

Goodling 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Gunderson 
Hall (TX) 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hubbard 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (TX) 
Jones (NC) 
Kasi ch 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lent 
Lewis(CA) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lowery (CA) 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Martinez 
McCandless 
McCrery 
McEwen 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Miller (OH) 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Nichols 
Nussle 

NOES-241 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
Atkins 
AuCoin 

Olin 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickett 
Ra.y 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Santorum 
Sa.rpal!us 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Sm!th(OR) 
Sm!th(TX) 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Upton 
Vander Ja.gt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Zeliff 

Bacchus 
Barnard 
Beilenson 
Bennett 

Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Blackwell 
Boehlert 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Byron 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
DeFaz!o 
DeLauro 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Goss 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hefner 

Alexander 
Andrews (NJ) 
As pin 
Baker 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Clay 
Clement 
Crane 
de la Garza. 
Dixon 
Doolittle 
Dorgan (ND) 
Gaydos 
Ireland 

Hertel 
Hoa.gland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
James 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Jones (GA) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
La.Falce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
La.Rocco 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (MI) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (WA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Obersta.r 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pastor 
Patterson 

Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Perkins 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickle 
Porter 
Po shard 
Price 
Ra.hall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith(FL) 
Smith (NJ) 
Sn owe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Syna.r 
Tallon 
Thomas (GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-43 
Johnston 
Kolter 
Laughlin 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
McDade 
Michel 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Myers 
Neal (MA) 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Roe 

Roth 
Russo 
Scheuer 
Smith (IA) 
Solomon 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traxler 
Waxman 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young (FL) 

0 2036 
The Clerk announced the following 

pair: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Quillen for, with Mr. Torricelli 

against. 
Mr. ORTIZ, Mrs. ROUKEMA, and Mr. 

HERTEL changed their vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Mr. ESPY changed his vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I move that the Committee 
do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. 
BROWDER] having assumed the chair, 
Mr. BARNARD, Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 2929) to designate certain 
lands in the California desert as wilder
ness, to establish the Death Valley 
Joshua Tree, and Mojave National 
Parks, and for other purposes had come 
to no resolution thereon. 

NATIONAL VISITING NURSE 
ASSOCIATIONS WEEK 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 212) to 
designate the week beginning February 
16, 1992, as "National Visiting Nurse 
Associations Week," and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

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

Mr. RIDGE. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, I would like to ac
knowledge the work of the gentle
woman from Ohio [Ms. OAKAR], the 
chief sponsor. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the joint resolution, 

as follows: 
H.J. RES. 212 

Whereas visiting nurse associations have 
served homebound Americans since 1885; 

Whereas such associations annually pro
vide home care and support services to more 
than 1,500,000, men, women, children, and in
fants; 

Whereas such associations serve 422 urban 
and rural communities in 45 States; 

Whereas such associations adhere to high 
standards of quality and provide personalized 
and cost-effective home health care and sup-
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port, regardless of an individual's ability to 
pay; 

Whereas such associations are voluntary in 
nature, independently owned, and commu
nity based; 

Whereas such associations ensure the qual
ity of care through oversight provided by 
professional advisory committees composed 
of local physicians and nurses; 

Whereas such associations enable hundreds 
of thousands of Americans to recover from 
illness and injury in the comfort and secu
rity of their homes; 

Whereas such associations ensure that in
dividuals who are chronically ill or who have 
physical or mental handicaps receive the 
therapeutic benefits of care and support 
services in the home; 

Whereas, in the absence of such associa
tions, thousands of patients with mental or 
physical handicaps or chronically disabling 
illness would have to be institutionalized; 

Whereas such associations provide a wide 
range of services, including health care, hos
pice care, personal care, homemaking, occu
pational, physical, and speech therapy, 
friendly visiting services, social services, nu
tritional counseling, specialized nursing care 
by registered nurses, and meals on wheels; 

Whereas, in each community serviced by 
such an association, local volunteers support 
the association by serving on the board of di
rectors, raising funds, visiting patients in 
their homes, assisting patients and nurses at 
wellness clinics, delivering meals on wheels 
to patients, running errands for patients, 
working in the association's office, and pro
viding tender loving care; and 

Whereas the need for home heal th care for 
young and old alike continues to grow annu
ally: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the week beginning 
February 16, 1992, is designated as "National 
Visiting Nurse Association Week", and the 
President is authorized and requested to 
issue a proclamation calling on the people of 
the United States to observe the week with 
appropriate ceremonies and activities. 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
thank Chairman SAWYER of the Census and 
Population Subcommittee, as well as Mr. 
RIDGE, the ranking minority member, for their 
fine leadership and efforts on that subcommit
tee. I would also like to thank Chairman CLAY 
for his distinguished leadership on the full 
committee of which I am proud to be a mem
ber. Gratitude is also due to Senator BRADLEY 
and Senator HATCH for their companion bill, 
Senate Joint Resolution 124, which is under 
consideration by the other body. This legisla
tion will, for the fourth year in a row, honor the 
truly samaritan efforts of visiting nurse asso
ciations all across our land. 

My colleague, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, and I 
introduced House Joint Resolution 212 to des
ignate February 16 through 23, 1992, as "Na
tional Visiting Nurse Associations Week." The 
VNA movement in the United States is as di
verse as the Nation which it serves. Indeed, in 
every community in America, from inner city 
areas to sprawling farms, these vibrant asso
ciations involve registered nurses, nurses 
aides, medical specialists, counselors, thera
pists, and volunteers to provide quality, profes
sional homecare to nearly 1 million of our Na
tion's neediest citizens-regardless of the pa
tient's ability to pay. 

Mr. Speaker, last year I had the honor of 
serving on the Pepper Commission, and I 

know well the crisis facing our citizens not 
only in affordability of access to health care in 
the United States, but also with respect to 
long-term care. The VNA movement is over 
100 years old in America, and as health care 
services have evolved in our Nation over that 
time, so has the mission and importance of 
VNA's. For those with the greatest need of 
home care, those who can least afford it, visit
ing nurse associations nurse the sick back to 
health, administer physical or occupational 
therapy to those who require it, or allow the 
terminally ill to die quietly with dignity and 
compassion. Visiting nurse associations in
crease access to home health services for mil
lions of Americans who might not otherwise 
get them. Whether it is health care, nutritional 
counseling, personal care, physical therapy, or 
social services, VNA's assume the role of care 
giver that once fell upon another family mem
ber. The support that VNA's provide for fami
lies suffering with a loved one's illness is im
measurable. People of all ages, races, and 
cultures truly benefit from the continued suc
cess of VNA's in America. 

To add to the skills of talented and dedi
cated health care professionals, visiting nurse 
associations have successfully incorporated 
the spirit of voluntarism into their good work. 
Community volunteers assist VNA's wherever 
they can help by running errands, fundraising, 
delivering meals, and in general serving as an 
extension of the spirit that surrounds VNA's in 
our Nation. It is essential that Congress recog
nize the efforts of volunteer and not-for-profit 
organizations that help to reduce health costs. 
As a compassionate, unique method of health 
care delivery, VNA's certainly merit such dis
tinction. 

Today, visiting nurse associations carry on a 
tradition of innovation in health care. It is im
portant to note, Mr. Speaker, that VNA's were 
one of the first groups to recognize the home 
care needs of AIDS victims. VNA's, as they 
have throughout their existence, remain at the 
forefront in many other areas as well: Maternal 
child care, home intravenous therapy, and res
piratory care. In many cities, VNA's have de
veloped special shelters where the homeless 
can receive attention they would not get other
wise. Virtually every time circumstances have 
conspired to create a health care need, VNA's 
have been the first to identify and respond to 
that need. 

I thank my colleague Mr. BURTON for his ef
forts in this bipartisan legislation. By naming 
February 16 through 23, 1992, as "National 
Visiting Nurse Association Week,'' we extol 
the endeavors of these modern day samari
tans to ensure that they get the appreciation 
and recognition they justly deserve. This reso
lution recognizes all the medical professionals 
and volunteers in each community who enable 
visiting nurse associations to advance their in
novative and essential role in America's health 
care system. 

The joint resolution 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. 

WORLD AIDS DAY 
Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit-

tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 376) 
designating December 1, 1991, as 
"World AIDS Day," and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

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

Mr. RIDGE. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. 
MCDERMOTT] who is the chief sponsor 
of the resolution. 

D 2040 

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

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
gentleman for bringing House Joint 
Resolution 376, declaring December 1st, 
1991 "World AIDS Day," to the floor 
today. Because we are adjourning be
fore December 1-we hop&--it is impor
tant to have House Joint Resolution 
376 enacted before we adjourn to prop
erly commemorate this day. I thank 
you for expediting this process. 

December 1 will be a special day in 
the effort to combat the international 
AIDS epidemic. Around the world, 
there will be ceremonies and activities 
designed to increase awareness about 
the worldwide HIV/ AIDS epidemic. 

"World AIDS Day" has been com
memorated since 1988, when the World 
Summit of Ministers of Health on 
AIDS Prevention designated December 
1 to be a day to recognize the devastat
ing impact of HIV and AIDS. 

I have examined the state of the 
AIDS epidemic in countries in Africa 
and Asia, and its impact is truly fright
ening. This disease will be a human dis
aster of unprecedented proportions in 
some parts of the world. Most coun
tries lack the health care resources, 
the educational resources, and the eco
nomic resources necessary to halt the 
spread of HIV. 

Tragically, entire families are being 
destroyed by AIDS. Thousands of chil
dren have been orphaned by this dis
ease, and are now living in poverty as 
street children. AIDS is threatening 
the social and economic structures of 
countries all over the world. 

The theme of "World AIDS Day, 
1991" is "Sharing the Challenge." I 
hope in the United States we will heed 
this message and recognize that all of 
us must work together to meet the 
many challenges AIDS poses. Many 
governments and organizations are 
dedicating resources and energy to 
combating the global AIDS epidemic, 
and it is important to acknowledge 
their heroic efforts. 

And we must recognize all the tens of 
millions of people around the world 
whose lives have been affected by HIV 
and AIDS. On December 1, let us com
memorate "World AIDS Day," and I.et 
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us realize that the global AIDS epi
demic affects us all. 

Mr. Speaker, again I thank the chair
man for recognizing the importance of 
commemorating "World AIDS Day" by 
bringing House Resolution 376 to the 
floor today. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, continuing 
my reservation of objection, I yield to 
my colleague, the gentleman from In
diana [Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to say to 
the sponsor of the resolution that I ap
preciate his workmanship in drafting 
this resolution. I support it whole
heartedly. 

I would like to say, however, that 
this kind of resolution, while focusing 
attention on the issue, is certainly not 
going to solve the problem. We in this 
body need to come to grips with this 
problem in a very aggressive way. We 
need a comprehensive program to deal 
with the AIDS virus. 

I showed the gentleman who spon
sored this resolution the other day 
some statistical data that I received 
from a leading scientist in New York. 

It showed that if we were to identify 
the people with AIDS, those infected 
with the AIDS/HIV, and get them on 
AZT in a relatively short period of 
time, by the years 1995 and 1996, we can 
cut in half the number of new infec
tions that are anticipated. 

But you cannot do that unless you 
know who has the virus. 

You cannot get people on AZT unless 
they know they are infected. So the 
first step in a comprehensive program, 
I submit to my colleagues, is identify
ing those who are infected. I believe we 
have 4 million to 6 million infected. 
Nobody knows for sure. But one sure 
thing we do know is that 95 percent of 
the people who are infected do not 
know they are infected and thus they 
continue to infect others. 

That infectivity, their contagious
ness, could be cut dramatically if they 
got on AZT, and their lives could be ex
tended for a longer period of time. 

So we need to have a comprehensive 
program which consists of testing, con
tact tracing, psychological health, edu
cation, scientific research; we need to 
have also in there protecting their civil 
rights, their housing, their jobs, their 
heal th benefits. It has to be com
prehensive program, including pen
alties for those who know they have 
the virus and continue to spread it. 
There are lot of those people out there. 

I say to my colleague I commend him 
for this awareness resolution; it is 
very, very important. But we as a body, 
if we really care about the people of 
this country and the world, we have to 
come to grips with this very quickly 
and have a comprehensive program to 
deal with it. Otherwise, millions more 
Americans are going to be condemned 
to die. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for his contribution. 

Continuing my reservation of objec
tion, Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as 
he may consume to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. GILMAN]. 

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise in 
support of House Joint Resolution 376, 
legislation to designate December 1, 
1991, as "World AIDS Day." 

I commend the gentlemen from 
Washington [Mr. MCDERMOTT] for in
troducing this important legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, the World Health Orga
nization has designated December 1, 
1991, as "World AIDS Day," a day for 
the exchange of information, edu
cation, and caring for the victims of 
AIDS. 

The number of persons infected with 
the human immunodeficiency virus and 
likely to develop AIDS has reached be
tween 5 and 10 million persons. It is es
timated that in 1991 54,000 people will 
die from AIDS. 

Recently, pediatric AIDS cases have 
added to this growing tragedy. Unfor
tunately, the majority of the cases are 
through maternal transmission. 

Many AIDS cases occur simply be
cause individuals did not know how to 
take simple steps to prevent this tragic 
affliction. 

However, education, increased re
search and greater dissemination of in
formation, and understanding will help 
to combat this epidemic. While these 
concepts are no panacea for the vast 
problems of AIDS, they are a step in 
the right direction. 

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I urge my 
colleagues to join in adopting this reso
lution and to commit ourselves to pro
vide substantial support for expanded 
medical research and education to 
combat this scourge on our society. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the joint resolution, 

as follows: 
H.J. RES. 376 

Whereas infection with the Human 
Immunodeficiency Virus (ffiV) and the inci
dence of Acquired Immunodeficiency Syn
drome (AIDS) have become a global problem 
of urgent proportions, with an estimated 
1,000,000 AIDS cases worldwide and another 
10,000,000 HIV infections; 

Whereas as many as 5,000 individuals 
worldwide are infected with HIV every day 
and an estimated 40,000,000 men, women, and 
children will be infected with HIV by the 
year 2000; 

Whereas 1,000,000 children have been born 
infected with mv and as many as 15,000,000 
children around the world will be orphaned 
by AIDS by the year 2000; 

Whereas AIDS worldwide is primarily 
transmitted sexually, with 75 percent of all 
infections transmitted through heterosexual 
contact, and education and increased public 

awareness are the cornerstones of an effec
tive AIDS prevention activity; 

Whereas the World Health Organization, in 
concert with intergovernmental and non
governmental organizations around the 
world, has accepted the respQnsibility to 
safeguard the health of all individuals and 
control the spread of mv infection through 
national policies and programs; 

Whereas the worldwide action necessary to 
stop this global epidemic must continue 
without compromising the medical, ethical, 
socioeconomic, cultural and psychological 
well-being of HIV-infected individuals and 
individuals with AIDS or slowing the mo
mentum that has allowed those engaged in 
the struggle to close in on the challenges 
posed by HIV and AIDS; 

Whereas the World Summit of Ministers of 
Health on AIDS Prevention, meeting in Lon
don in 1988, recognized that the widest pos
sible dissemination and exchange of informa
tion and educational messages is vital to the 
success of AIDS prevention programs and 
thus pledged to open fully channels of com
munication in each society by creating the 
basis for the declaration of a World AIDS 
Day as a day of information, education, ac
tion, and commission on AIDS; 

Whereas the first World AIDS Day on De
cember 1, 1988, brought messages about the 
need for action, compassion, and understand
ing about AIDS to every country in the 
world; and 

Whereas the theme of the 1991 World AIDS 
day, "Sharing the Challenge", underlines the 
global nature of the AIDS epidemic and rec
ognizes that awareness can be achieved only 
by Pooling the efforts, resources, and imagi
nation of all individuals: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That December 1, 1991, is 
designated as "World AIDS Day". The Presi
dent is authorized and requested to issue a 
proclamation calling upon the people of the 
United States to observe such day with ap
propriate programs, ceremonies, and activi
ties, with a special focus on world-wide co
operation and understanding. 

The joint resolution 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. 

GEOGRAPHY AWARENESS WEEK 
Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 201) 
designating the week beginning De
cember 1, 1991, and the week beginning 
November 15, 1992, each as "Geography 
Awareness Week," and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

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

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I do so in order to 
yield to our friend from California [Mr. 
PANETTA], who is the chief sponsor of 
this resolution. 

D 2050 
Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today in support of the adoption of the 
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resolution to designate December 1-7, 
1991, and November 15-21, 1992, as "Ge
ography Awareness Week." The resolu
tion commemorates Geography Aware
ness Week for the fifth and sixth con
secutive years. With the approval of 
this resolution, the Congress will again 
be reaffirming its commitment for rec
ognizing the importance of elevating 
geography education in our Nation's 
schools. 

I want to thank my distinguished 
colleagues, Representatives BILL 
GREEN and DALE KILDEE, for once again 
joining me in introducing the resolu
tion this year and working to ensure 
its consideration and passage. They 
have shown consistent and tireless sup
port since Congress first designated Ge
ography Awareness Week in 1987. At 
this time, I would also like to thank 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Census and Population, Representative 
SAWYER for his interest, and without 
whose help we could not adopt the res
olution. 

During the observation of this week, 
States, cities, schools, and organiza
tions such as the National Geographic 
Society, participate in numerous edu
cation activities designed to focus na
tional attention on the importance of a 
solid geographic education. Although 
these efforts are helpful, our children 
still have a long way to go. 

Past studies have clearly illustrated 
our students' lack of knowledge in this 
area. Geographic illiteracy puts our 
country at a disadvantage and weakens 
our ability to remain a nation with 
worldwide aspirations, and hinders us 
from competing effectively in the 
international marketplace. As we look 
toward the movement of a common 
market in 1992 and the discussions of 
open trade negotiations around the 
world, we have a responsibility to pos
sess an understanding of other cultures 
and lands. In only this way can this 
country remain a leader in the inter
national, political, and economic 
spheres. 

Knowledge of geography offers per
spectives and information necessary to 
understand ourselves, our relationship 
to the earth, and our interdependence 
with other peoples of the world. Let us 
continue to help our students, who are 
our future leaders, become aware of the 
world around them. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from California [Mr. PA
NETTA]. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr. 
BROWDER]. Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the joint resolution, 

as follows: 
H.J. RES. 201 

Whereas geography is the study of people 
and their planet, offering a framework for 
understanding ourselves, our interdepend-

ence with other peoples, our relationship to 
the Earth, and world events; 

Whereas the United States has both world
wide involvements and influence that de
mand an understanding of geography, dif
ferent cultures, and foreign languages; 

Whereas the credibility of our Nation's for
eign policy largely depends on the support of 
a geographically informed public, a public 
which understands both the locations and 
the significance of historic changes occur
ring around the globe and their impact on 
the United States; 

Whereas an ignorance of geography, dif
ferent cultures, and foreign languages places 
the United States at a disadvantage with re
spect to other nations in matters of business, 
politics, the environment, and global events; 

Whereas, although geography as a distinct 
discipline has virtually disappeared from the 
curricula of schools in the United States, it 
is still being taught as a basic subject in 
other nations, including the United King
dom, Canada, Japan, and the Soviet Union; 

Whereas our Nation's governors, in their 
National Goals for Education, explicitly 
identified geography as one of five subjects 
in which American students should dem
onstrate competency; 

Whereas a perspective in geography offers 
a critically needed understanding of the rela
tionship between human activity and the 
condition of our planet in this time of in
creasing environmental problems; 

Whereas the first federally funded National 
Assessment of Educational Progress revealed 
a "disturbing geography knowledge gap" 
among 12th graders: 58 percent could locate 
Jerusalem on a regional map, but only 36 
percent knew that Saudi Arabia is bounded 
by the Red Sea and the Persian Gulf; 

Whereas in a 1988 Gallup Poll, 75 percent of 
those surveyed could not locate the Persian 
Gulf on a map, and fewer than half of those 
surveyed could name Asia as the place that 
Christopher Columbus was hoping to reach 
when he discovered the New World; 

Whereas that 1988 Gallup poll also pro
jected that 24,000,000 Americans could not 
identify the United States on a map of the 
world, 58,000,000 Americans could not tell di
rection on a map, and 105,000,000 Americans 
did not know the population of the United 
States; 

Whereas geography is more than the study 
of map identification, State capitals, and 
country names, but geography also gives 
meaning to location and establishes a con
text for understanding the connections 
among peoples, places, and events; 

Whereas the success of a democracy relies 
heavily upon an educated citizenry whose 
members are aware of both their influence 
on and connection with the rest of the world; 
and 

Whereas national attention must be fo
cused on the integral role that a knowledge 
of world geography plays in preparing citi
zens of the United States to assume a re
sponsible role in the future of an increas
ingly interconnected and interdependent 
world: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the week beginning 
December l, 1991, and the week beginning 
November 15, 1992, are each designated as 
"Geography Awareness Week", and the 
President is authorized and requested to 
issue a proclamation calling upon the people 
of the United States to observe such week 
with appropriate ceremonies and activities. 

The joint resolution 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. 

NATIONAL ADOPTION WEEK 
Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J. 
Res. 207) to designate the period com
mencing on November 24, 1991, and end
ing on November 30, 1991, and the pe
riod commencing on November 22, 1992, 
and ending on November 28, 1992, each 
as "National Adoption Week," and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint resolution. 

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

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, under my reserva
tion I acknowledge the chief sponsor of 
this resolution, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. SAWYER]. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate joint reso

lution, as follows: 
S.J. RES. 207 

Whereas Thanksgiving week has been com
memorated as "National Adoption Week" for 
the past 13 years; 

Whereas the Congress recognizes that be
longing to a secure, loving, and permanent 
family is every child's right; 

Whereas the President of the United States 
has actively promoted the benefits of adop
tion by implementing a federal program to 
encourage Federal employees to consider 
adoption; 

Whereas approximately 36,000 children who 
may be characterized as having special needs 
such as being of school age, being members 
of a sibling group, being members of a minor
ity group, or having physical, mental, and 
emotional disabilities are now in foster care 
or in institutions financed at public expense 
and are legally free for adoption; 

Whereas public and private barriers inhib
iting the placement of special needs children 
must be reviewed and removed where pos
sible to assure their adoption; 

Whereas the adoption of institutionalized 
or foster care children by capable parents 
into permanent homes would ensure an op
portunity for their continued happiness and 
long-range well-being; 

Whereas the public and prospective parents 
must be informed that there are children 
available for adoption; 

Whereas media, agencies, adoptive parent 
and advocacy groups, civic and church 
groups, businesses, and industries will pro
vide publicity and information to heighten 
community awareness of the crucial needs of 
children available for adoption; and 

Whereas the recognition of Thanksgiving 
week as "National Adoption Week" is in the 
best interest of adoptable children and in the 
best interest of the public generally: Now, 
therefore, be it 
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Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the period com
mencing on November 24, 1991, and ending on 
November 30, 1991, and the period commenc
ing on November 22, 1992, and ending on No
vember 28, 1992, are each designated as "Na
tional Adoption Week", and the President of 
the United States is authorized and re
quested to issue a proclamation calling upon 
the people of the United States to observe 
each week with appropriate ceremonies and 
activities. 

The Senate joint resolution was or
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a mo
tion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

YEAR OF THE AMERICAN INDIAN 
Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J. 
Res. 217) to authorize and request the 
President to proclaim 1992 as the "Year 
of the American Indian,'' and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint resolution. 

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

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I do so to acknowl
edge the work of the gentleman from 
American Samoa [Mr. F ALEOMA v AEGA]. 
who is the chief sponsor of this resolu
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate joint reso

lution, as follows: 
S.J. RES. 217 

Whereas American Indians are the original 
inhabitants of the lands that now constitute 
the United States of America; 

Whereas American Indian governments de
veloped the fundamental principles of free
dom of speech and the separation of powers 
in government, and these principles form the 
foundation of the United States Government 
today; 

Whereas American Indian societies exhib
ited a respect for the finite quality of natu
ral resources through deep respect for the 
Earth, and such values continue to be widely 
held today; 

Whereas American Indian people have 
served with valor in all wars that the United 
States has engaged in, from the Revolution
ary War to the conflict in the Persian Gulf, 
often serving in greater numbers, propor
tionately, than the population of the nation 
as a whole; 

Whereas American Indians have made dis
tinct and important contributions to the 
United States and the rest of the world in 
many fields, including agriculture, medicine, 
music, language, and art; 

Whereas it is fitting that American Indians 
be recognized for their individual contribu
tions to American society as artists, sculp-

tors, musicians, authors, poets, artisans, sci
entists, and scholars; 

Whereas the five hundredth anniversary of 
the arrival of Christopher Columbus to the 
Western Hemisphere is an especially appro
priate occasion for the people of the United 
States to reflect on the long history of the 
original inhabitants of this continent and 
appreciate that the "discoverees" should 
have as much recognition as the "discov
erer"; 

Whereas the peoples of the world will be 
refocusing with special interest on the sig
nificant contributions that American Indi
ans have made to society; 

Whereas the Congress believes that such 
recognition of their contributions will pro
mote self-esteem, pride, and self-awareness 
in American Indians young and old; and 

Whereas 1992 represents the first time that 
American Indians will have been recognized 
through the commemoration of a year in 
their honor: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That 1992 is designated as 
the "Year of the American Indian". The 
President is authorized and requested to 
issue a proclamation calling upon Federal, 
State, and local governments, interested 
groups and organizations, and the people of 
the United States to observe the year with 
appropriate programs, ceremonies, and ac
tivities. 

The Senate joint resolution was or
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a mo
tion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

NATIONAL ACCESSIBLE HOUSING 
MONTH 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J. 
Res. 184) designating the month of No
vember 1991, as "National Accessible 
Housing Month," and ask for its imme
diate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint resolution. 

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

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, under my reserva
tion I would first acknowledge our col
league, the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. MICHEL], as the chief sponsor of 
this resolution. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 

support of Senate Joint Resolution 184 a joint 
resolution designating the month of November, 
"National Accessible Housing Month." 

As the original sponsor of House Joint Res
olution 326, I am proud to see this resolution 
come to the floor. 

I want to commend my colleague, STENY 
HOYER, for his help in getting this legislation to 
this point in the process. 

Senate Joint Resolution 184 focuses on the 
many public and private efforts in raising the 

public's awareness of obstacles faced by 
Americans with disabilities in their own homes. 
It highlights, in particular, the campaign now 
being conducted by the National Easter Seal 
Society and Century 21 Real Estate Corp. 

Their program, entitled "Easy Access Hous
ing for Easier Living," answers questions on 
how to design homes to accommodate those 
with disabilities. 

Designing barrier-free homes from the out
set can be cost-effective and is in the interest 
of all Americans. 

Did you know that 70 percent of our citizens 
will suffer a permanent or temporary disability 
during their lifetime? 

Wouldn't it be nice to know that if you do 
suffer such a disability, your home will still be 
your home, and not become an obstacle 
course? 

Since enactment of the Americans with Dis
abilities Act last year, there have been many 
efforts to heighten the public's awareness of 
these problems. 

This resolution recognizes not only the work 
of Century 21 and the National Easter Seal 
Society, but all who are committed to this im
portant issue. 

It is worthy bill, and I urge all my col
leagues, of which 230 are already cosponsors, 
to support it. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, further re
serving the right to object, I yield to 
our friend the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. GILMAN]. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to rise in support of Senate 
Joint Resolution 184, legislation to des
ignate the month of November 1991 as 
"National Accessible Housing Month." 

And I would like to commend our dis
tinguished minority leader, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL] for 
introducing this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, the need for accessible 
single family housing for our tempo
rarily or permanently disabled Ameri
cans continues to grow at a rapid rate. 

There are approximately 43 million 
individuals with disabilities in our Na
tion. 

In the future it is projected that 1 
out of every 3 Americans will need 
some form of accessible housing to 
compensate for a disability. 

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I urge our 
colleagues to join the many private 
sector organizations which have 
launched public information programs 
in an effort to increase awareness of 
the need for accessible housing for our 
disabled Americans. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to 
rise in support of Senate Joint Resolution 184. 
I would like to thank Chairman SAWYER and 
the ranking member, Congressman RIDGE, for 
bringing this bill to the floor tonight. It has 
been my privilege to work with the minority 
leader on this resolution which designates the 
month of November as "National Accessible 
Housing Month." 

In 1988 the Congress passed the Fair 
Housing Act amendments which clearly stated 
in law the policy that people with disabilities 
should not be discriminated against in hous
ing. However, as we all know, in order for a 
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law to be effective, it must be enforced, and 
the American people must be committed to its 
success. I am therefore, pleased that in this 
instance, the National Easter Seal Society and 
Century 21 Real Estate Corp. have joined to
gether to promote accessible housing for peo
ple with disabilities. 

As the lead House cosponsor of the Ameri
cans With Disabilities Act, I spoke often of the 
need for business and people with disabilities 
to work together to make the ADA work. The 
partnership between Easter Seals and Century 
21 is exactly the type of commitment and co
operation that I hoped would happen through
out the Nation. 

There are 43 million Americans with disabil
ities. And, at some time in their lives, 70 per
cent of all Americans will have a temporary or 
permanent disability that will prevent them 
from climbing stairs. Furthermore, many Amer
icans are forced to leave their homes because 
a disability has made that home no longer ac
cessible to them. In fact, 1 out of every 3 
Americans will need housing that is accessible 
to them at some point in their lives. 

Therefore, this resolution is of extreme im
portance to help spread the word regarding 
the need for accessible housing and to edu
cate the American public that accessible hous
ing is available. I am hopeful that this resolu
tion will also inform community leaders across 
the Nation about the need for accessible 
housing and encourage them to promote its 
construction in their communities. In fact, I 
hope that communities across this Nation will 
take the opportunity provided by this month to 
promote accessible housing for all Americans. 

The American people are clearly committed 
to the full integration of Americans with disabil
ities into all aspects of our Nation. It is an es
sential piece of the whole that accessible 
housing must be available. I would like to 
again commend Easter Seals and Century 21 
for their efforts in this regard. I hope all my 
colleagues will support this resolution and join 
with me in continuing to promote partnerships 
which will ensure that equality for Americans 
with disabilities becomes a reality. For, it is 
only when the strengths and contributions of 
all Americans are utilized, that the true great
ness of our Nation is realized. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate joint reso

lution, as follows: 
S.J. RES. 184 

Whereas the Congress in the Americans 
with Disabilities Act of 1990 found that there 
are 43,000,000 individuals with disabilities in 
this Nation; 

Whereas 70 percent of all Americans will, 
at some time in their lives, have a tem
porary or permanent disability that will pre
vent them from climbing stairs; 

Whereas 32,000,000 Americans are currently 
over age 65 and many older citizens acquire 
vision, hearing, and physical disabilities as 
part of the aging process; 

Whereas many older Americans who ac
quire a disability are forced to leave their 
homes because the homes are no longer ac
cessible to them; 

Whereas 1 out of every 3 persons in the 
United States will need housing that is ac-

cessible to the disabled at some point in 
their lives; 

Whereas the need for accessible single-fam
ily homes is growing; 

Whereas the need for public information 
and education in the area of accessible sin
gle-family homes is increasing; 

Whereas this Nation has placed a high pri
ority on integrating Americans with disabil
ities into our towns and communities; 

Whereas the private sector has helped in
crease public awareness of the need for ac
cessible housing, as exemplified by the na
tional public education campaign conducted 
by the National Easter Seal Society and Cen
tury 21 Real Estate Corporation, entitled 
"Easy Access Housing for Easier Living"; 
and 

Whereas increased public awareness of the 
need for accessible housing should prompt 
the participation of civic leaders, and rep
resentatives and officials of State and local 
governments, in the drive to meet this need: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the month of No
vember 1991, is designated as " National Ac
cessible Housing Month" . The President is 
authorized and requested to issue a procla
mation calling upon the people of the United 
States to observe the month with appro
priate programs and activities. 

The Senate joint resolution was or
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a mo
tion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

NATIONAL TRAUMA AWARENESS 
MONTH 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the joint resolution H.J. Res. 300) 
designating the month of May 1992 as 
" National Trauma Awareness Month," 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

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

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I would like to ac
knowledge the work of the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. LEHMAN] who is the 
chief sponsor of this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the joint resolution, 

as follows: 
H.J. RES. 300 

Whereas more than 9,000,000 individuals in 
the United States suffer traumatic injury 
each year; 

Whereas traumatic injury is the leading 
cause of death of individuals less than 44 
years of age in the United States; 

Whereas every individual is a potential 
victim of traumatic injury; 

Whereas traumatic injury often occurs 
without warning; 

Whereas traumatic injury frequently ren
ders its victims incapable of caring for them
selves; 

Whereas past inattention to the causes and 
effects of trauma has led to the inclusion of 
trauma among the most neglected medical 
conditions; 

Whereas the people of the United States 
spend more than $148,500,000,000 on the prob
lem of trauma; 

Whereas the problem of trauma can be 
remedied only by prevention and treatment 
through emergency medical services and 
trauma systems; and 

Whereas the people of the United States 
must be educated in the prevention and 
treatment of trauma and in the proper and 
effective use of emergency medical systems: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, that the month of May 
1992 is designated as "National Trauma 
Awareness Month", and the President is au
thorized and requested to issue a proclama
tion calling upon the people of the United 
States to observe such month with appro
priate programs, ceremonies, and activities. 

The joint resolution 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. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
several joint resolutions just consid
ered and passed. 

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

There was no objection. 

D 2100 

NATIONAL WASTE REDUCTION, RE-
CYCLING AND MANAGEMENT 
ACT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. SWIFT] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, last year in this 
country we generated 180 million tons of mu
nicipal solid waste, and that number is ex
pected to rise to 216 million tons by the year 
2000. Today, I am introducing legislation de
signed to address the serious problems con
fronting our cities and States as they search 
for better ways to manage the waste we have 
created. 

This bill, the National Waste Reduction, Re
cycling and Management Act, will encourage 
reduction in the amount of waste generated in 
the first place, and will promote recovery and 
recycling of waste materials into useful prod
ucts. The bill will provide a much-needed Fed
eral leadership role in this effort, building on 
the expertise and responsibilities of State and 
local governments in solid waste manage
ment, without supplanting their traditional au
thorities in this area. 

Today's proposal is only the first half of 
comprehensive legislation I intend to move 
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this Congress to reauthorize our Nation's 
basic law governing solid waste. That law, the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 
better known as RCRA, was last reauthorized 
in 1984 and is in need of significant revision. 
The second half of the reauthorization bill will 
be ready early next year. It is my intent then 
to consolidate these separate pieces into one 
bill, which I will introduce at the beginning of 
the next session and then will move to markup 
next spring. That second part will address the 
following issues: Industrial nonhazardous 
waste, oil and gas exploration and production 
waste, mining waste, waste minimization, and 
recycling of used oil and hazardous materials. 

When I became chairman of the Sub
committee on Transportation and Hazardous 
Materials in February of this year, I made pas
sage of RCRA reauthorization one of my top 
legislative priorities for this Congress. I remain 
committed to that goal, and have pursued a 
somewhat nontraditional approach toward its 
achievement. 

Instead of following the common practice of 
immediately introducing a bill, I decided to 
take the unusual step of convening numerous 
informal meetings of the subcommittee to dis
cuss the issues, ascertain the Members' prior
ities, and determine whether and where con
sensus could be reached. In addition, my sub
committee staff arranged and attended count
less briefings on a multitude of issues. Finally, 
we held a series of hearings, including one 
field hearing, to consider some of the more 
important RCRA issues and to seek the ad
vice of State and local officials on solid waste 
policies and their views on the role the Fed
eral Government should play in assisting 
them. 

When these meetings and hearings con
cluded in August, I directed the staff to pre
pare a discussion draft of a bill on the munici
pal solid waste issues. I circulated this staff 
draft late in September to all interested parties 
and requested general comments as well as 
responses to specific questions that I had. To 
date, we have received some 200 detailed re
sponses to my request. Although some of the 
comments required more analysis on our part 
than we had time to complete prior to intro
duction-work we are continuing to do-all the 
comments have been extremely helpful in put
ting this bill together and will no doubt be of 
great assistance as we move forward in the 
legislative process. The second part of the 
RCRA reauthorization bill mentioned above 
will also be circulated for comment when the 
draft is ready early next year. 

This bipartisan educational and information
gathering process the subcommittee has fol
lowed has been very time consuming for all 
concerned. However, I believe that ultimately it 
will greatly facilitate the legislative process, 
and in the long run, will save us time. 

I want to especially commend my sub
committee colleagues for their hard work dur
ing this entire process. They demonstrated 
great patience, stamina, and perseverance. 
They have provided me with valuable input on 
both substantive issues and on our process 
over the past 9 months. We have worked to
gether in a spirit of bipartisan cooperation and 
I want to acknowledge the invaluable help pro
vided by the ranking minority member of the 
subcommittee, Congressman DON RITTER. The 

subcommittee's vice chairman, DENNIS ECK
ART, has been particularly helpful, offering 
guidance on important policy issues, as well 
as moral support. It also should be mentioned 
that several members of the subcommittee are 
currently working together to develop com
promise solutions to some very difficult and 
controversial issues, which will be covered in 
the second part of our RCRA bill. I refer par
ticularly to their work on the issues of oil and 
gas and mining wastes. 

While some subcommittee members will not 
share all the conclusions that are embodied in 
the bill I am introducing today, I do hope they 
all share my view that the process we en
gaged in was fair and useful. Several mem
bers have separate legislative approaches on 
some issues addressed by my bill. In fact, I 
have included some of their specific proposals 
in my legislation. Congressman GERRY SIKOR
SKI has been a very active member in this 
process. He is currently drafting a bill that will 
approach some of the RCRA issues in dif
ferent ways. He has contributed to my product 
and his other ideas will be considered in the 
rest of the legislative process. 

I would now like to turn to the background 
and objectives of this bill. As I said at the out
set, States and localities are attempting to re
spond to the current solid waste crisis-and it 
certainly is a crisis. In doing so, they confront 
a variety of problems: Landfill capacity is dwin
dling, some States are trying to close their 
borders to out-of-State waste, permitting of 
new landfills and incinerators and even recy
cling facilities is extremely difficult, and finan
cial resources are severely strained or simply 
unavailable. Despite these problems, our State 
and local governments are doing their best to 
manage their garbage and they are doing it 
with little help from the Federal Government. 
Forty States have passed recycling laws and 
some 3,000 communities have developed re
cycling programs. The city of Seattle in my 
own home State of Washington is implement
ing a very progressive program. These gov
ernments are responding to a grassroots recy
cling movement taking place across this coun
try. It is time for Congress, the administration, 
business, and industry to wake up and listen 
to the message the American public is send
ing and to join in the effort to resolve these 
serious problems. We cannot expect States 
and municipalities to go it alone and each of 
us has a direct responsibility to contribute to a 
solution. 

One of the downsides of States moving 
ahead on their own is the proliferation of dif
ferent State laws on packaging, labeling, and 
recycling. In my view, it is essential that the 
Federal Government play a constructive lead
ership role by providing some degree of na
tional uniformity on these issues and expand
ing markets for recyclables. As the Congres
sional Budget Office observed in a report is
sued last week, "Federal Options for Reducing 
Waste Disposal:" 

The fact that markets for recycled mate
rials and for trash disposal extend beyond 
State boundaries may warrant consideration 
of a Federal role in solving the Nation's 
trash disposal problems. 

To that end, my bill includes a variety of 
provisions to clarify the Federal-State relation
ship in waste management, assist States in 

stimulating markets, promote source reduction 
in packaging, and encourage recycling. 

First, to compensate States which bear the 
burden of managing another State's municipal 
solid waste, the bill authorizes States to im
pose differential fees on out-of-State municipal 
solid waste and links such authority to the ap
proval of State solid waste management 
plans. One member of the subcommittee, 
Congressman RICK BOUCHER, is working on 
an alternative approach which provides some 
degree of local authority on the interstate 
transport issue. It is an innovative and very in
teresting proposal and he has worked very 
diligently on it. It will be given serious consid
eration by the subcommittee. 

Second, the bill establishes new require
ments for State solid waste management 
plans-capacity estimates, waste inventories, 
source reduction, and recycling goals, et 
cetera-but provides sufficient flexibility to en
able States to devise plans that meet their 
unique needs. 

Third, to clear up uncertainties regarding the 
standards for MSW ash management, it sets 
forth minimum Federal requirements for the 
handling and disposal of municipal solid waste 
incinerator ash. 

Fourth, it establishes a national policy to en
courage the recycling of municipal solid waste 
by establishing industry-wide recovery rates 
and creating a multiple options strategy to re
duce packaging. In the staff draft, we originally 
included provisions on diversion and minimum 
content to stimulate both the supply and de
mand sides of the recycling equation. 

States objected to the inflexible diversion re
quirements. 

Also, we did not feel we could be assured 
that the application of minimum content re
quirements to imports could be enforced, 
since the technology does not exist to identify 
recycled fiber. This could put domestic manu
facturers at a competitive disadvantage with 
imports. We could not rely on certification pro
cedures or reporting requirements for foreign 
manufacturers. 

Because of concerns voiced by States and 
localities on the diversion requirements and 
implementation problems on recycled content, 
this bill adopts an alternative and more flexible 
approach to recycling. 

To address the concerns of manufacturers 
who need assurances of a steady supply of 
recyclable materials, I have included diversion 
targets as part of the State solid waste man
agement planning process, requiring States to 
establish materials diversion and recycling 
rates as well as real programs to achieve 
these rates. To create markets for the 
recyclables collected by States and municipali
ties, I have developed a multifaceted ap
proach. This approach features a multiple op
tion packaging strategy along the lines of a 
similar proposal being considered by the Mas
sachusetts Legislature, requires a specific re
covery rate of 40 percent for the paper indus
try, in recognition of the significant percentage 
of the municipal solid waste stream that paper 
represents, and authorizes EPA to establish 
recovery rates for other appropriate materials 
and industries. Minimum content standards 
are authorized if these recovery goals are not 
met. Together, these recovery rates and pack
aging reduction options should go a long way 
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in promoting both source reduction and recy
cling. In the event industry fails to take advan
tage of the flexibility provided in the bill to 
meet the requirements, stringent enforcement 
will result in the form of minimum content 
hammers, penalties, and, ultimately, product 
bans. 

Fifth, to take advantage of the substantial 
purchasing power of the public sector, the bill 
expands and strengthens the current program 
for the procurement of recycled goods by the 
Federal Government. The environmental Pro
tection Agency is required to issue additional 
procurement guidelines and price preferences 
are established for procured items containing 
recovered materials. The bill also clarifies and 
reinforces the role of the Secretary of Com
merce in the development of markets for recy
cled products, and requires the Secretary to 
provide technical assistance to State and local 
governments in the development of markets. 

Sixth, the bill establishes specific require
ments to reduce toxic metals in packaging. 
The provisions are modeled on the proposal 
advanced by the Coalition of Northeastern 
Governors [Goneg), which has already been 
adopted in several States. 

Seventh, the bill creates specific programs 
to encourage the recycling of used tires and 
lead acid batteries, wastes that pose particular 
problems. The approach we adopted regard
ing the collection and reuse of used tires bor
rowed heavily from Congressman JIM SLAT
TERY's bill on this subject, H.R. 3058. 

Finally, to help environmentally conscious 
consumers get the information they need and 
prevent fraudulent green claims, the bill re
quires the establishment of standards and cri
teria for environmental marketing claims and 
sets forth the respective roles of the Environ
mental Protection Agency and the Federal 
Trade Commission in that process. 

As I mentioned, the process we followed in 
developing this bill was unusual. Now, with in
troduction of the bill, we begin the normal leg
islative process. We will introduce a combined 
bill at the start of the second session, hold 
hearings to receive formal comment and addi
tional suggestions on the bill, and then pro
ceed to markup soon thereafter. Hopefully, we 
will be able then to take the bill to the floor in 
late spring or early summer. I realize this is an 
ambitious schedule. However, it is one we 
must follow in order to complete consideration 
of RCRA reauthorization legislation this Con
gress, a goal that I am convinced can be 
achieved with the cooperation and assistance 
of my colleagues. 

For the benefit of my colleagues, I am in
serting at this point in the RECORD a section
by-section analysis of the legislation: 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 

Section 1. Short title. The National Waste 
Reduction, Recyling, and Management Act. 

Section 2. Amendments to Solid Waste Dis
posal Act. Technical Amendments. 

Section 3. Authorization. Authorizes ap
propriations for the fiscal years 1993 through 
1998 for the purposes of carrying out the pro
visions of this Act. 

TITLE I-STATE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT 
PLANS 

Section 101. Federal Guidelines for Plans. 
This section makes additions to the guide
lines EPA is required to issue under existing 
section 4002 of RCRA for the purpose of as-

sisting states with development of solid 
waste management plans, including standard 
methodologies for measurement and eco
nomic analysis of waste management op
tions. New guidelines will be required to be 
published within 6 months after date of en
actment. 

Section 102. Minimum Requirements for 
State Plans. This section amends existing 
section 4003 of RCRA to expand the mini
mum required elements for state solid waste 
management plans. These new requirements 
include: solid waste management capacity 
estimates and planning; waste inventory; 
source reduction and recycling programs; di
version programs; public education and per
sonal training; scrap tire management; pro
visions for the management of specific 
wastes, such as household hazardous waste 
and yard wastes; and procurement of recy
cled products. 

Section 103. Submission, Approval, and Im
plementation of State Plan. This section re
quires each state to develop a solid waste 
management plan, based on the solid waste 
inventory required by section 4011 and the 
guidelines and methodologies published by 
the Administrator pursuant to section 4002, 
that complies with the requirements of sec
tion 4003. The state must provide notice and 
opportunity for public comment on the plan, 
and must submit the plan to EPA for ap
proval within 30 months of the date of enact
ment. A certification of completeness by the 
governor must accompany each plan submit
ted to EPA for approval. 

EPA is required to approve or disapprove 
all state solid waste management plans with
in 6 months after plan submission. If EPA 
disapproves a state plan, the state may re
vise and resubmit the plan. EPA must then 
take final action on all state solid waste 
management plans within 42 months after 
the date of enactment. 

EPA is required to review each approved 
state solid waste management plan three 
years after approval to determine whether 
the plan is being fully implemented. If the 
Adminstrator determines that a state is not 
implementing its plan, the plan is deemed 
disapproved. The state then loses its author
ity under section 4013 and any incinerator or 
landfill permitted after the date the plan is 
disapproved will be considered out of compli
ance with its permit. 

Section 104. Waste Inventory. This section 
requres each state, within 18 months after 
the date of enactment, to identify the types 
and amounts of solid waste expected to be 
generated in the state, or transported into 
the state, during the planning period (ten 
years). 

Section 105. Scrap Tire Management and 
Recovery. This section requires each State 
to include in its solid waste management 
plan a scrap tire management program. The 
state scrap tire program must address the re
duction of existing scrap tires piles, with a 
goal of eliminating the piles by January 1, 
2005, and the current and future disposal and 
recycling, recovery and reuse of scrap tires. 
The plan must include, at a minimum: a sur
vey of existing scrap tire piles, a prohibition 
of permanent disposal in landfills, tire 
monocells, tire monofills (unless no reason
ably available recycling alternative exists 
and the tires are shredded); a sufficient num
ber of tire collection sites; a prohibition of 
operation of a collection site unless it is in 
compliance with regulations promulgated by 
EPA; a prohibition of storage of more than 
3,000 tires for more than 60 days, with excep
tions; and a prohibition of the commingling 
of new scrap tires with existing piles. 

The section also requires the federal agen
cies, within 30 months after enactment, to 
develop and implement a plan for abatement 
of scrap tire piles on Federal lands. 

Section 106. Interstate Transportation of 
Solid Waste. This section authorizes states, 
effective 6 months after date of enactment, 
to charge a differential fee on the disposal of 
out-of-state waste in the importing state. 
Initially, the fee may not exceed 4 times ei
ther the importing state's or the exporting 
state's surcharge on waste disposal, which
ever is greater. Upon approval of a state's 
solid waste management plan, the cap rises 
to 8 times the applicable surcharge. After 42 
months, a state may levy a fee which is up to 
10 times the applicable surcharge against an 
exporting state which does not have an ap
proved state solid waste management plan. 

This differential fee authority expires if a 
state does not submit a solid waste manage
ment plan to the Adminstrator for approval 
within 30 months of the date of enactment or 
if, upon the review required 3 years after 
plan approval, the Administrator finds the 
state is not fully implementing its plan. 

The section further provides that funds 
collected by the state under this differential 
fee authority must be distributed in the fol
lowing manner: one-half to the local govern
ments in whose jurisdiction the facilities ac
cepting out-of-state waste are located; and 
one-half to the local governments in the 
state for purposes of carrying out solid waste 
management plan activities. 

Finally, this section authorizes states, 
which do not choose to exercise differential 
fee authority, to freeze future imports of 
out-of-state waste. The amount of out-of
state waste to be imported may be limited to 
the amount currently being imported on an 
annual basis, or to a percentage of the total 
amount of waste being managed in the im
porting state on an annual basis. 
TITLE II-FEDERAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT 

REQUIREMENTS 

Section 201. General Requirements for 
Solid Waste Management Regulations. This 
section establishes, after section 4014 of 
RCRA, "Part II-Federal Solid Waste Man
agement Requirements," and requires all 
regulations promulgated by the Adminis
trator under this part to provide for protec
tion of human health and the environment. 

Section 202. Municipal Solid Waste Com
bustor Ash Regulations. This section re
quires the Administrator to establish 
through regulation minimum federal re
quirements for the management, handling, 
storage, treatment, transportation, reuse, 
recycling, and disposal of municipal solid 
waste incinerator ash and provides generally 
that these activities shall not be subject to 
the provisions of Subtitle C. 

Subsection (a) requires promulgation of 
the regulations within 24 months after the 
date of enactment of this Act and defines 
certain terms. 

Subsection (b) establishes design require
ments for the disposal of ash in landfills and 
monofills, but allows alternative designs if 
the state or Administrator determines that 
such alternative design will prevent con
tamination of groundwater at least as effec
tively as the design requirements set out in 
the subsection. 

Subsection (c) would allow disposal of ash 
in landfills meeting an alternative design re
quirement to that established under sub
section (b)(l), so long as the ash has been 
treated and is routinely tested for hazardous 
constituents. 

Subsection (d) prohibits the disposal of ash 
into any landfill unit created as a result of 
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vertical expansion, except in certain cir
cumstances; and in any landfill from which 
there is a release into ground or surface 
water. 

This subsection further provides that, ef
fective five years after the date of enactment 
of this Act, unless the Administrator deter
mines that leachate from ash disposed in 
landfills presents no greater threat to human 
health and the environment than leachate 
from ash monofills, municipal incinerator 
ash may no longer be disposed of in landfills. 

Subsection (e) requires the Administrator 
to establish by regulation requirements for 
the reuse and recycling of municipal inciner
ator a.sh, including regulations requiring 
treatment of the ash prior to reuse and recy
cling, and specifying levels of treatment nec
essary to protect human health and the envi
ronment.· 

Until regulations are promulgated, reuse 
or recycling of municipal incinerator ash is 
prohibited unless the a.sh is treated and tests 
as non-hazardous, the reuse or recycling is 
approved by a state system of prior approval 
or permitting, and the reuse or recycling 
minimizes release of ash to the ambient air. 
However, any demonstration projects which 
existed on or before December 31, 1991 and is 
operating under a state system of prior ap
proval or a judicial consent decree will be al
lowed to continue. 

Subsection (0 requires the Administrator, 
within 18 months after the date of enact- 
ment, to promulgate criteria and testing 
procedures for identifying potential hazard
ous characteristics of municipal incinerator 
ash, and establishes a maximum level con
stituting test failure. Any ash which fails in 
any characteristic under the criteria and 
testing procedure may only be disposed of in 
a landfill or monofill meeting the minimum 
requirements of subsection (b), or must be 
treated. 

Subsections (g) and (h) establish corrective 
action and closure requirements for facilities 
regulated under this section. Subsection (i) 
provides for EPA approval of state programs 
to implement and enforce the requirements 
of this section. 

Subsection (j) establishes effective dates 
and variance procedures for the regulations 
promulgated under this section. 

Section 203. Solid Waste Storage Require
ments. This section requires the Adminis
trator, within one year after the date of en
actment, to promulgate regulations for the 
safe storage of solid waste, including mate
rials destined for recycling. 

Section 204. Scrap Tire Management and 
Recovery Regulations. This section pro
hibits, effective 24 months after the date of 
enactment, disposal of whole scrap tires in 
landfills or monofills; operation of tire col
lection sites except in compliance with regu
lations promulgated by the Administrator; 
storage of more than 3000 tires for more than 
60 days, except if necessary for a specific re
cycling, recovery or reuse project; and com
mingling of new scrap tires with existing tire 
piles. This section provides certain exemp
tions to the prohibitions. 

States may apply to EPA for financial as
sistance to carry out the requirements of 
this section. EPA must publish guidelines for 
application for, and the equitable distribu
tion of, this assistance. 

The Administrator is required to report to 
Congress no later than 5 years after the date 
of enactment on the implementation of this 
section. 

Section 205. Composting Regulations. This 
section requires the Administrator to estab
lish, within 18 months of the date of enact-

ment, product standards for compost made 
from source-separated organic materials and 
compost made from mixed municipal solid 
waste. 

This section also requires that, no later 
than 24 months from the date of enactment, 
the Administrator establish regulations for 
mixed municipal solid waste composting fa
cilities. 

Section 206. Permits for Management of 
Solid Waste. This section requires each state 
to establish a permit program, for the pur
poses of assuring compliance with the re
quirements of the state solid waste manage
ment plan and that Act, within 24 months of 
the date of enactment. 

Effective 48 months after the date of enact
ment, the operation of the following facili
ties are prohibited except in accordance with 
a permit: incineration units, landfills, 
ashfills, mixed MSW composting facilities, 
and materials recovery facilities. 

As a condition of the permit, each MSW in
cinerator and mixed MSW composting facil
ity must establish programs to divert wastes 
unsuitable for treatment by the facility, in
cluding glass, metals, household hazardous 
waste and other waste designated by the Ad
ministrator. 

This section establishes a permit term of 
ten years, a permit fee requirement, and pro
visions for permits by rule. 

Section 207. Reorganization of Subtitle D. 
Technical and conforming amendments. 

TITLE III-RECYCLING 

Section 301. Minimum Content Standards. 
This section requires that, effective in 1995, 
all packaging must meet one of the following 
requirements: 

(1) Be made of a material which is recycled 
at a rate of 25% annually (except in the case 
of paper, which is governed by different pro
visions), increasing to 35% in 1998 and 50% in 
2001; (2) be made of a material containing at 
least 25% post-consumer material, increasing 
to 35% in 1998 and 50% in 2001; (3) be designed 
to be refilled or reused at least 5 times and 
at least 50% of such packages are actually 
refilled or reused; (4) be reduced in weight or 
volume by 15 percent when compared to 
packaging used for the same purpose of prod
uct 5 years earlier (20 percent in the case of 
material substitution). 

Exempted from the requirements are pack
aging used to provide tamper-resistant of 
tamper-evident seal, packages required by 
federal health and safety laws or regulations, 
flexible film which is in direct contact with 
food and is necessary to prevent spoilage; 
packages used for drugs, drug products, or 
medical devices; packaging which the Ad
ministrator determines to be de minimis. 

This section also requires the Adminis
trator to conduct a study to determine at 
what levels minimum content standards 
should be set for paper and other materials. 
This study, which should consider informa
tion submitted by manufacturers in compli
ance with other requirements of this section, 
is to be completed by December 31, 1995. The 
Administrator is to examine whether a cred
it trading system is an appropriate method 
of implementing a minimum content stand
ard. 

The section further establishes an indus
try-wide recovery rate for paper of 40% in 
1995. The industry must report annually to 
EPA on its progress in reaching this goal. 
Should the industry fail to meet the recov
ery rate in 1995, the Administrator is re
quired to establish minimum content stand
ards, to be effective after 1998 for newsprint, 
corrugating medium tissue products, 
bleached packaging paper, solid unbleached 

kraft, and printing and writing paper. Statu
torily established standards become effective 
in the event the Administrator fails to set 
minimum content standards by December 31, 
1996. 

The Administrator is required to set a fur
ther goal for paper recovery to be met in 
2000, and may set recovery rates for other 
materials. Failure to meet these recovery 
rates will also result in the imposition of 
minimum content standards. 

This section establishes record-keeping 
and reporting requirements to measure com
pliance, and establishes fines for violations 
of the minimumn content requirements. 
Monies collected through the levying of such 
fines are required to be used to fund tech
nical assistance for state and local govern
ment solid waste management plan activi
ties. 

Section 302. Toxic Metals in Packaging. 
This section establishes requirements for the 
reduction of toxic metals in packaging. 

Subsection (a) defines terms used in the 
section. 

Subsection (b) prohibits, effective 24 
months after the date of enactment, the in
tentional use of certain heavy metals in 
packaging components, and sets maximum 
concentration levels for those metals in 
packaging, based on a phased-in schedule. 
Subsection (c) outlines certain permissible 
exemptions to these requirements, sets a 6-
year time limit for such exemptions, and es
tablishes a petition procedure which may be 
used by those seeking an exemption. 

Subsection (d) requires packaging compo
nents, as well as distributors thereof, to 
maintain on file certificates of compliance 
with the requirements of this section, and to 
make such certificates available to the pub
lic upon request. 

Subsection (e) requires the Administrator, 
within 18 months after the date of enact
ment, to promulgate regulations implement
ing the requirements of this section, and to 
periodically review the effectiveness of these 
requirements. 

Section 303. Batteries. This section adds a 
new Part IV to Subtitle D. Battery inciner
ation and disposal, except as provided for in 
this section, are prohibited 6 months after 
enactment. EPA must promulgate the regu
lations required by this part as promptly as 
practicable; however, the failure of EPA to 
promulgate regulations shall not delay the 
effective date of these prohibitions. 

Owners and operators of MSW landiflls and 
operators of collection programs are exempt 
from the discard and disposal requirements 
under certain conditions related to inadvert
ent acceptance. The discard and disposal pro
hibitions do not apply to small sealed 
consumer lead-acid batteries, except if such 
prohibitions are made applicable pursuant to 
rules promulgated by EPA. 

The section contains general recycling re
quirements, along with recycling require
ments for retailers, wholesalers, auto dis
mantlers, curbside collection programs, and 
battery manufacturers; it also contains col
lection requirements for retailers, whole
salers, and manufacturers. Retailers must 
display written notices within 6 months 
after enactment. 

The section establishes labeling require
ments for lead acid batteries; eighteen 
months after enactment (for manufacturers) 
and 24 months after enactment (for any 
other person), the sale of a lead-acid battery 
not labeled in accordance with this section is 
prohibited. Eighteen months after enact
ment, States and their political subdivisions 
are prohibited from adopting or enforcing la-
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beling requirements that are not identical to 
those described in this section; however, 
nothing prohibits a State or its political sub
divisions from adopting or enforceing label
ing or other requirements in addition to, but 
not inconsistent with, the requirements of 
this section, if compliance with these State 
or local requirements would not result in a 
violation of this section. 

EPA must conduct separate studies and re
ports on the collection, storage, recycling, 
and disposal of small sealed consumer lead
acid batteries and other small sealed 
consumer batteries. Any person may export 
used lead-acid batteries for the purpose of re
cycling. 

Section 304. Federal Procurement of Recy
cled Goods. This section affirms, updates and 
clarifies the provisions of existing Section 
6002 of RCRA, relating to the procurement of 
recycled goods by the federal government, as 
well as adding new requirements to that sec
tion. 

The section establishes a 10 percent price 
preference for procured items containing re
covered materials, and requires all paper 
purchases by the federal government to meet 
the guidelines for recycled paper after 1997. 

This section also requires that source re
duction be a consideration when issuing 
guidelines. It further requires EPA to revise 
its paper guideline within 12 months and 
issue nine additional guidelines for specific 
products within 5 years of enactment. 

Finally, this section establishes within 
EPA a clearinghouse to provide information 
to the public and procuring agencies about 
recycled products. 

Section 305. Duties of the Secretary of 
Commerce. This section updates existing 
Sections 5002 and 5003 of RCRA, to reaffirm 
the duties of the Secretary of Commerce 
with respect to the development of markets 
for recycled products. The Secretary is fur
ther directed to provide assistance to state 
and local governments for developing exper
tise in marketing of recovered materials. 

TITLE IV-UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS 

Section 401. Financial Assistance for Tech
nical Requirements. This section expands 
the authorized use of the LUST Trust Fund 
to enable states to establish financial assist
ance programs for the purpose of helping fi
nancially distressed small business gasoline 
marketers (and other non-marketers covered 
by 40 CFR 280.91(d)) comply with the tech
nical requirements of the UST program. 

TITLE V-oTHER PROVISIONS 

Section 501. Environmental Marketing 
Claims. This section establishes the terms 
and conditions under which manufacturers 
and other advertisers may make environ
mental claims concerning products for the 
purpose of marketing such products. 

Subsection (a) requires the Administrator 
to promulgate, within 24 months of the date 
of enactment, regulations containing stand
ards and criteria for environmental market
ing claims. Subsection (b) prohibits any per
son, after the effective date of such regula
tions, from making an environmental mar
keting claim except in accordance with such 
regulations. Subsection (c) provides that any 
environmental marketing claim made in vio
lation of the regulations promulgated by the 
Administrator shall be subject to enforce
ment by the Federal Trade Commission as an 
unfair and deceptive trade practice. 

Subsection (d) establishes an independent 
advisory board to make recommendations to 
the Administrator concerning environmental 
marketing claims for the Administrator to 
consider in promulgating the regulations. 

Subsection (e) sets out specific require
ments on which the environmental market
ing claims regulations shall be based. 

Subsections (f), (g), and (h) are miscellane
ous provisions relating to the regulations 
and recommendations of the advisory board. 
Subsection (i) requires the Administrator to 
conduct a public information campaign for 
consumers. 

Subsection (j) describes the relationship of 
state standards and requirements to the new 
federal environmental marketing claims reg
ulations. 

Section 502. Plastics Recycling Codes. This 
section requires the Administrator, within 12 
months after date of enactment, to promul
gate regulations requiring manufacturers of 
plastic containers to use codes identifying 
the principal plastic resin of which the con
tainers are composed. The manufacturers' 
codes are required to consist of symbols and 
numbers specified in this section. States are 
prohibited from requiring different codes. 

Section 503. Technical Assistance. This 
section requires the Administrator to pro
vide to state and local governments tech
nical assistance in solid waste management 
and resource recovery, including state solid 
waste management plan activities. 

Section 504. Retention of State Authority. 
This section provides generally that nothing 
in this subtitle shall not be construed to pro
hibit states from imposing more stringent 
requirements than those imposed by this 
subtitle. 

Section 505. Definitions. This section adds 
new definitions to Subtitle D. 

Section 506. Enforcement. In general, this 
section gives EPA inspection and enforce
ment authority over solid waste manage
ment facilities subject to federal require
ments, and requires EPA to give 60 days' no
tice to states before taking certain enforce
ment actions. It authorizes civil and crimi
nal penalties of up to $25,000 a day for viola
tions of requirements applicable to landfills 
and ash disposal and $5000 for other viola
tions. 

Section 507. Authority to Grant State Sta
tus to Indian Tribes for Enforcement of Solid 
Waste Disposal Act. This section authorizes 
the Administrator to treat Indian tribes as 
states for purposes of this Act, including the 
delegation of primary enforcement author
ity. 

This section also requires the Adminis
trator to submit a report to Congress con
taining recommendations for addressing 
solid and hazardous wastes and underground 
storage tanks on tribal lands; establish an 
inventory of hazardous waste sites and open 
dumps on tribal lands; and assist the Indian 
tribes to upgrade open dumps to comply with 
this Act. 

CONGRESS MUST ACT FOR PEACE 
IN EL SALVADOR 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Oregon, Mr. AUCOIN, is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. AUCOIN. Mr. Speaker, this year has 
seen dramatic strides toward peace in El Sal
vador. Negotiators for the Government and the 
FMLN have agreed on a large number of is
sues, and a cease-fire agreement may be 
reached by the end of the year. The Jesuit 
murder trial, despite its serious flaws, resulted 
in unprecedented guilty verdicts against two 
military officers. 

Much remains to be done. To encourage 
peace and democracy, we must impose strict 

conditions on aid and ensure that aid can only 
be released with congressional approval. This 
will send a crystal clear message to the Salva
doran Armed Forces that our nation supports 
a peace agreement that includes full civilian 
control of the military. We must not allow our 
Nation to be a stumbling block to peace. 

Today, we can dare to hope for an end to 
the reign of terror that has caused more than 
75,000 deaths and oppressed the poorest and 
least powerful Salvadorans. It will take many 
years' hard work to establish democratic insti
tutions and fully protect human rights, but El 
Salvador is on the right road. 

Why did this happen? Only because Salva
dorans from many groups and backgrounds 
recognize that their civil war cannot end with 
a military victory for either side. Painstaking 
mediation efforts by the United Nations 
helped. So did congressionally mandated re
strictions on United States military aid. But 
progress resulted because Salvadorans from 
the Government, the FMLN, and all walks of 
life decided that it was time to negotiate. 

This progress toward national reconciliation 
has occurred in spite of the Bush administra
tion, not because of it. For more than a dec
ade, U.S. policy has rested on the hopes of a 
military victory for the armed forces. There has 
been lip service to democracy and human 
rights. But, two successive administrations 
have failed to grasp that civilian control of the 
military is crucial for democracy and human 
rights in El Salvador. 

If there is any doubt about this issue's im
portance, just look at the breakthrough New 
York Agreement that government and FMLN 
negotiators signed on September 25. The 
agreement calls for a drastic change in the 
armed forces' role in Salvadoran society and 
government. Civilian control of the armed 
forces is to be implemented by redefining the 
military mission to exclude maintenance of in
ternal order, reducing the size of the armed 
forces, and establishing an ad-hoc commis
sion to dismiss unsuitable members of the 
armed forces. The National Guard and Treas
ury Police, now a part of the armed forces, are 
to be abolished and replaced with a National 
Civilian Police [NCP] force that is not a branch 
of the military. 

THE JESUIT MURDER TRIAL 

If there was any doubt that the military has 
yet to be curbed, it should be erased by the 
trial of the soldiers accused of murdering the 
six Jesuit fathers, their housekeeper, and her 
daughter at the University of Central America 
[UCA]. This horrible crime took place on No
vember 16, 1989. Thanks to the heroic efforts 
of many human rights advocates, the case 
went to trial in September of this year. On 
September 28, the jury found Col. Guillermo 
Alfredo Benavides guilty of murder and Lt. 
Yeshi Mendoza guilty of killing the house
keeper's daughter. Two other officers and five 
enlisted men were acquitted. 

As important as the guilty verdict for two of
ficers is, the trial was not a model of fairness. 
At the end of these remarks I would like to in
clude an article by Father Vincent O'Keefe, 
S.J., who observed the trial on behalf of the 
Jesuit Conference of the United States. This 
account, published in the October 19, 1991 
issue of America, demonstrates that the Sal
vadoran judicial system cannot truthfully be 
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considered independent. The jury members' 
identities had to be concealed to protect them 
from reprisals. At one point, a noisy pro-mili
tary demonstration just outside the court fea
tured the playing of taps. The attorney for the 
accused seized the chance to intimidate the 
jury, reminding them that "so many people 
have been killed because of this case * * * 
How do we know what could happen to us 
when we go out of this room?" 

In a recent letter to me, Salvadoran Ambas
sador Miguel Salaverria stated that: 

The outcome of the Jesuit case means that 
the old days of "business as usual" are over 
in El Salvador. No one is immune from 
criminal liability. Crimes and human rights 
violations are no longer being ignored or 
swept under the rug. The Jesuit trial showed 
that our criminal justice system works. 

I cannot agree with the Ambassador's opti
mistic conclusion. As Father O'Keefe's article 
shows, the trial is at best a fragile beginning 
in the attempt to establish an effective, inde
pendent judicial system. Some privileged Sal
vadorans are still free to violate the law with
out suffering the consequences. 

In a November 18 statement, Representa
tive JOE MOAKLEY, who chairs the Speaker's 
Task Force on El Salvador, presented a range 
of evidence which strongly suggests that the 
Jesuit murders were ordered by high-ranking 
officers, including the Defense Minister, Gen. 
Rene Emilio Ponce. Their involvement has 
been concealed by a cover-up that continues 
to this day. 

These conclusions cannot be proven in a 
court of law because they are based on infor
mation from anonymous witnesses who fear 
for their lives. Nonetheless, this theory is far 
more credible than the claim that Colonel 
Benavides acted on his own initiative. 

Predictably, Representative MOAKLEY'S 
statement has been denounced by the Salva
doran Government and armed forces. A Gov
ernment communique urged people with evi
dence to step forward. General Ponce issued 
a similar challenge and attacked "meddling in 
our country's domestic affairs, and to dis
regard for national dignity." 

Does anyone believe that these witnesses 
could safely go public? It's no wonder they 
don't trust the mercy of Salvadoran justice. 
General Ponce and his colleagues don't un
derstand that the real threat to El Salvador's 
national dignity lies in a military force that is 
above the law. 

THE ROLE OF CONGRESS 

These events confirm my belief that next 
year Congress must act on legislation encour
aging a cease-fire and peace agreement. This 
legislation should: 

First, state that the goals of U.S. policy are 
to promote a cease-fire and permanent settle
ment of the conflict based on the New York 
Agreement, to protect basic human rights and 
the rule of law, and to promote democracy 
and demilitarization in El Salvador; 

Second, withdraw some $80 million in mili
tary aid that is in the pipeline waiting for deliv
ery and return these funds to the U.S. Treas
ury; 

Third, prohibit military aid until all those re
sponsible for the Jesuit murders have been 
brought to justice, internationally recognized 
human rights have been extended to all Salva-

dorans, and civilian control over the military 
has been firmly established; and 

Fourth, permit the transfer of future aid to 
the demobilization and transition fund for El 
Salvador to pay for demobilization and job 
training for ex-combatants. Funds transferred 
to the fund should only be disbursed after a 
permanent settlement is reached, and only 
with the approval of Congress. 

By passing this legislation, Congress can 
ensure that the Salvadoran Armed Forces 
hear our message loud and clear. At stake is 
the chance for millions of Salvadorans to live 
in dignity and security. For their sake, we must 
not let this opportunity go by. 
THE EL SALVADOR TRIAL IN THE JESUIT CASE 

(By Vincent T. O'Keefe) 
Three Jesuits from the United States went 

to El Salvador for the trial of the nine ac
cused in the killings at the Universidad 
Centroamericana (UCA), Nov. 16, 1989. They 
were Vincent O'Keefe, S.J., former General 
Assistant to the Jesuit Superior General; 
Charles Currie, S.J., rector of the Jesuit 
Community at St. Joseph's University, 
Philadelphia; and Donald Monan, S.J., presi
dent of Boston College University. Father 
O'Keefe represented the Jesuit Conference 
(central organ of United States Jesuits); Fa
ther Currie, the Association of Jesuit Col
leges and Universities; Father Monan, his 
own university. Father O'Keefe narrated the 
events to James S. Torrens of America: 

The trial in the Jesuit case started once 
the notices got to the jurors, that is, on 
Thursday, Sept. 26. It was held in the Su
preme Court building, San Salvador, for lack 
of any other adequate court facility. The Su
preme Court chose its venue according to the 
place of the crime, the Fourth Penal Dis
trict, under Judge Ricardo A. Zamora. We 
give Judge Zamora high marks for pressing 
on against delays, stonewalling and non
compliance by government, military and 
even the United States. 

The courtroom was divided, as you can see, 
with ourselves in Public A, a section for 
"The Offended Party." Jose Maria (or 
"Chema") Tojeira, S.J., the Jesuit provin
cial, was at left front and Maria Julia 
Hernandez of Tutela Legal (the human rights 
office of the San Salvador archdiocese) at 
right front. Near me was the brother of Julia 
Elba (Ramos), who looks just like her, a nice 
man. 

In the middle were "The Observers," na
tional and international. This included em
bassy people-for example, the French Am
bassador, the Spanish; our man, Mr. William 
Walker, came only briefly. Also in evidence 
was James McGovern, aide to Congressman 
Joe Moakley, who kept pushing for the trial. 
We met some wonderful people from Am
nesty International, Americas Watch and a 
few Uruguayans and Argentinians with expe
rience of military terror. Two groups deserve 
special praise, the Lawyers Committee for 
Human Rights, based here in New York, 
which has pressed the Jesuit case and pub
licized it, and the Institute for the Defense of 
Human Rights at the UCA, once headed by 
Segundo Montes, S.J., and now, after his 
death, by a Canadian Jesuit, Michael Czerny, 
S.J. The Institute was a fountainhead of doc
uments. 

Section Public D was for relatives of the 
accused. The mother of Lieut. Jose Ricardo 
Espinoza, a graduate of the Jesuit secondary 
school, led family members in prayer, with 
their heads bowed, at the trial. At the end, 
catching Mr. McGovern's eye, she held up 
her Bible and pointed to it in token of vindi-

cation. Her husband declared afterward that 
the verdict was a judgment of God, not a 
human judgment at all. 

Behind us was the press. The televised the 
entire trial nationally, which infuriated the 
military, for the soldiers, in uniform, were 
seen hour by hour seated in a line and look
ing out at the courtroom. I will never forget 
it, sitting eyeball to eyeball with them. The 
room was very hot, in the glare of television 
lights. 

Against the front wall sat the judge, his 
secretary, aides for reading the documenta
tion, and the Attorney General's people at a 
table. At right angles to this table you have 
the two prosecutors for the Jesuits, Henry 
Campos and Sidney Blanco. Campos and 
Blanco had originally led the prosecution for 
the Attorney General, until finding them
selves forbidden to issue statements, bring 
perjury charges against any more of the sol
diers or attend the interrogations by the 
Special Investigative Unit of the army. Two 
days after the murder, then-Attorney Gen
eral Colorado had attacked the bishops of 
San Salvador for "this questionable ideology 
of the Church of the Poor," urging them to 
leave the country, writing to their fellow 
bishops and even to the Pope against them, 
so you can see the bias. 

As for the chief defense attorney, Carlos 
Mendez Flores, imaging this: On the last 
morning, Saturday, a group in favor of the 
accused and led by a colonel came marching 
outside the court, with chants and speeches 
broadcast by loudspeakers. At one awful mo
ment, when you could hear the national an
them and then taps in the background, Flo
res reminded the jurors, "So many people 
have been killed because of this case," and 
he named six names. "How do we know what 
could happen to us when we go out of this 
room?" Most found that to be an open 
threat. Flores also kept accusing Chema, 
Francisco Estrada, S.J., (president of UCA) 
and Maria Julia of "tampering with evi
dence." 

The jury, called the Tribunal of Con
science, were five in number, three men and 
two women, plus a woman alternate, chosen 
on the spot from a dozen persons listed and 
available. The judge gave them 80 questions, 
to be answered "Si" or "No." "Interior con
viction" was the key phrase in each ques
tion; for instance, "Do you have the interior 
conviction that Colonel Benavides was guilty 
of the murder of Father Ellacufia? 

They took great care to mask the jurors' 
identity. A wooden partition screened them 
from the observers and defendants. But 
many people had access to them, for exam
ple, a medical team and those who brought 
them food. The attorneys had the list of 
names and, while making their case, came 
right over to face them. Both the prosecutor 
and defense lawyer pressed them, "Please do 
your duty and answer 'Si' or 'No' to all these 
questions. "We were far from feeling that 
this whole trail took place in an objective 
atmosphere. 

The trial finally started at noon on Thurs
day, Sept. 26. From then until midnight, and 
from 8:30 to noon the next day, the judge's 
aides read from the official documentation, 
6,000 pages of it in 28 volumes. In monotone, 
at top speed, they covered about 200 pages se
lected by. the judge. The jury did not get a 
look at this material, but did have a hotline 
to ask the judge for clarification. They also 
could question the accused but never did. 

In view of the jurors, and the whole court
room, was a big white board with the names 
of the accused and the accusations. The first 
item was "murders," with the number of the 
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penal code and the lists of victims. Then 
there was "acts of terrorism." All were ac
cused on the two above scores, but some ex
cluded on the third, "preparatory acts ofter
rorism." The documents often referred to the 
accused by their nicknames. A call came on 
the hotline asking the judge to write these 
in, so the jurors could keep straight who was 
who. 

On the left was "Samson," "Tomas 
Zarpate Castillo, with his head tilted back, 
his eyes hooded. He confessed to killing the 
two women. Actually Ascensio, the soldier 
who deserted and is probably in Guatemala, 
had to finish them off. The second man, 
Perez Vasquez, killed Joaquin Lopez y Lopez, 
S.J., the oldest Jesuit, when Father Lopez 
grabbed his foot. We had some sympathy for 
him. He never changed expression, did not 
seem to know exactly where he was. 

Next was Lieut. Yushi Mendoza, convicted 
of the murder of Celina (Ramos). He saw the 
women there, and either gave orders to fin
ish them off, or did not intervene. Why hold 
him guilty of killing the daughter and not 
the mother, who was trying to protect the 
girl with her body? Something strange about 
that. The fourth was the famous "Hang
man,'• or in the Indian language Pilijay. 
Amaya Grimaldi, who handled the A.K. auto
matic rifle, a Soviet rifle difficult to man
age. He confessed to killing Fathers 
Ellacuria, Martin-Baro and Montes. He is the 
one everybody was sure would be convicted. 

Then came Lieutenant Cerritos, or 
"Lynx." Next Vargas, "Satan" or "Toad," 
who confessed to killing Juan Moreno, S.J .. 
and Amando Lopez, S.J. Then Colonel Guil
lermo Benavides. Finally, Lieut. Jose 
Espinoza, called Toro, "Bull," the alumnus of 
our Jesuits' school San Jose. He came over 
at a break in the proceedings to say to Fa
ther Tojeira, "Inside this uniform there's a 
human being who is innocent, believe me." 

All but Colonel Benavides had made extra
judicial confessions to the Special Investiga
tive Unit of the armed forces, an entity fi
nanced by the United States to correct prob
lems in human rights. Two witnesses signed 
each confession, attesting to freedom from 
coercion. They were then accepted by Judge 
Zamora, confirmed by the appellate court 
and once more by the supreme court. When 
the proceedings began, those confessions 
were held valid, and were the key piece in 
the trial. Later the seven men denied them, 
saying they did not know what they were 
signing. Matter from the confessions 
emerged in the documentation read. 

The trial, or vista publica ("public view
ing"!), concluded about a quarter to five on 
Saturday evening, at which time we had to 
leave the courtroom. The judge was alone 
with the jury then, and presumably gave an 
instruction. Then they went into a private 
room. They had elected a president-we 
would call him a foreman-and a secretary. 
and in this case answered their 80 questions. 
A simple majority would be enough to con
vict, which to me is strange. By general 
opinion the evidence was strong that the sol
diers who had confessed to the actual killing 
would be judged guilty. The big question 
then was, would the jury reach up and even 
get the colonel? 

At 10:30 p.m. the judge called us back to 
hear him read out the jury's answers on each 
charge, without mentioning who voted how. 
The verdicts, reversing expectations. con
demned two men, the only non-members of 
the Atlacatl Battalion, Lieutenant Mendoza 
and Colonel Benavides. Benavides had not in 
fact been present but as the person in charge 
of the area was held ultimately responsible. 

(At least that is what we think; we got no 
reasoning supporting the verdict.) They con
victed the one they think gave the order, but 
those who carried it out were found inno
cent. 

The jury seems to have thought, "Go for 
those who gave the command. Keep this 
under the heading of obedience." Actually 
they superimposed military law on Salva
doran law, which says that one is not to obey 
an illegal command. We spent a lot of time 
afterward discussing commands in wartime. 
Those from a background of U.S. city poli
tics also had to ask, "Was the fix in?" The 
conviction of Mendoza seems hard to explain 
otherwise. 

I asked some Salvadorans afterward, "How 
do you feel about this? They said, "Listen, 
we're very happy. Finally, there's been a 
breach in that impunity." I asked, "Do you 
think the soldiers were guilty?" And they 
said, "Oh, yes." Doesn't that bother you?" 
Oh, yes, but at least we made a dent." We 
were talking in this Jesuit Case, really, 
about tens of thousands of lives lost and peo
ple on the street who are morally afraid. So 
a positive first step has just been taken. 

On Sunday. after the trial, many observers 
asked to go up to the UCA to the site of the 
killings. It was like a pilgrimage-they were 
so touched. Father Tojeira was interviewed 
on television this next Monday morning. He 
said, "We have to be happy that the Salva
doran institutions did function. This doesn't 
happen every day." In discussing a possible 
amnesty by President Cristiani, Father 
Tojeira chose to speak rather of pardon. Am
nesty, he said, wipes out the whole thing; 
pardon does not. "If pardon is instituted by 
legal means, we would support it. After all, 
we are Christians." 

One of the observers from the United 
States, an investigator into crimes against 
humanity who had lived a long time in Latin 
America, advised Father Tojeira not to jump 
too soon to pardon. He answered, "I'm speak
ing from a Salvadoran and a priest's perspec
tive." But he also said of the trial, "This is 
just a step. We want to get to the complete 
truth." A lot of evidence still reveals that 
these executions were not commanded by 
this colonel but from higher up. The trial 
was forced into narrow limits by delays, lies, 
minimal responses, the destruction of the log 
in the military academy. blockage on letters 
rogatory by the United States. 

A final note. The coincidence of a truce be
tween the rebels and the Government should 
not be read to mean that now the United 
States should feel free to continue its mili
tary aid. By no means. 

WITH ONE MORE, WE COULD HA VE 
A BASKETBALL TEAM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZIO] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, in 1960, Bill 
Mazeroski, a second baseman for the Pitts
burgh Pirates, hit a home run in the seventh 
and final game to win the World Series for the 
Pirates over the New York Yankees. 

Shortly after the game, Mazeroski was air 
proached by a fan outside the locker room 
and handed a baseball. The fan told 
Mazeroski that he had caught the game win
ning home run and he wanted the Pirate All
Star to have the ball. Mazeroski was elated. 
He had a souvenir of his World Series heroics. 
By the time Mazeroski reached his car in the 

parking lot, 20 other fans had approached him 
and handed him a baseball claiming that they 
had caught the game winning home run and 
here was their ball to prove it. 

Just as many Pittsburgh fans claimed to 
have caught the game winning home run of 
Mazeroski, a large number of Members of the 
House are not claiming that they did not sui:r 
port deregulation of financial institutions in 
1980, and that they voted against raising the 
current Federal insurance on bank accounts 
from $40,000 to $100,000. In recent months, 
I have seen interviews on television, in the 
newspaper, and even at testimony in commit
tee hearings where Members have boasted 
proudly that they voted against the legislation 
that raised deposit insurance in 1980, and 
also deregulated financial industries. 

This rush to disavow the 1980 bill was 
brought about because many people, including 
leading economists, have claimed that the in
crease in deposit insurance is the main cause 
for today's banking troubles. 

Mr. Speaker, the record needs to be set 
straight with regard to that 1980 vote. 

The increase in the deposit insurance maxi
mum was not voted on directly by either body. 
but rather was ottered as a part of the con
ference committee on the legislation. I was a 
member of that conference, in fact, I am one 
of three Members still serving in the House 
who were on that conference committee. I was 
so incensed with what was done in the con
ference committee to raise the insurance 
amounts and to deregulate financial institu
tions, that I refused to sign the conference re
port, the ultimate rejection of a work product 
by a conferee. 

When the conference report reached the 
House floor, only 13 Members of this body 
voted against the conference report, which in
cluded raising the ceiling open deposit insur
ance. There are only four Members currently 
serving in this body who were courageous 
enough to join nine other Members in oppos
ing the conference report. That is a total of 13 
House Members who opposed the conference 
report. 

In addition to myself, the other three Mem
bers of this Chamber who voted with me on 
that historic day, or perhaps I should say infa
mous day, were the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. PICKLE], the gentleman from Georgia, [Mr. 
JENKINS], and the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
MYERS]. 

Had all of the Members, who now claim to 
have voted against the conference report, 
done so in fact, we might well have defeated 
that bill, and we might well have avoided both 
the savings and loan scandal, and the bank 
bailout. But only 13 of us stood shoulder to 
shoulder, Mr. Speaker, and only four of us still 
remain in the House-ANNUNZIO, PICKLE, JEN
KINS, and MYERS. 

It is a closed club, Mr. Speaker, We will not 
allow any new Members, particularly, imagi
nary ones. 

SALMON MARKET PRODUCTION 
AND STABILIZATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House. the gen
tleman from California [Mr. PANETTA], 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, today I am in

troducing legislation prompted by the erratic 
sockeye salmon market. Every summer, fish
ermen from my district and many others go to 
Alaska to fish for sockeye salmon in Bristol 
Bay-a different species from the Snake River 
sockeye salmon, recently designated as an 
endangered species. For many of these fisher
men, this is their primary or sole source of in
come. In the last 3 years the price received for 

· sockeye salmon has been on a roller coaster 
ride from as high as $2.30 per pound; to a low 
of 70 cents per pound. This past summer the 
market was extraordinarily bad. The fishermen 
were offered the ridiculous price of 45 cents 
per pound; as a result they went on strike. Be
cause the season for sockeye salmon is so 
short the fishermen had little bargaining power 
and finally settled for 70 cents per pound. At 
this price they were lucky to break even. The 
legislation I am introducing is designed to en
sure a more stable market for sockeye salm
on. The legislation provides for sanctions 
against any country that does not prohibit 
large-scale drift net fishing by its nationals and 
vessels of that country. enhances fisheries 
conservation programs, extends the Fish and 
Seafood Promotion Act of 1986, urges the 
processors and harvesters to negotiate a price 
prior to the season's commencement and con
sequently stabilizes the price received by har
vesters of sockeye salmon. 

We have previously taken measures to pro
mote various commodities and to ensure that 
international trade agreements are not vio
lated. International trade is necessary for a 
healthy economy. At the same time, however, 
we must ensure that international trade is fair. 
Additionally. I believe that both the fishermen 
and the Nation as a whole stand to benefit 
from a promotional program. Our economy is 
weak and we are having trouble competing on 
the international level in certain areas. Amer
ican salmon is a commodity suffering from not 
being low competitiveness in the world market. 

HIGH SEAS VIOLATIONS 

High-seas violations have a substantial im
pact on the sockeye salmon market. When 
salmon is caught on the high seas and subse
quently sold on the black market the price of 
our fishermen's salmon inevitably decreases. 
Currently. we are not doing enough to ensure 
that high seas large-scale drift net fishing does 
not occur. The plight of the salmon fishermen 
is too great to turn our heads to these blatant 
violations. This legislation denies entry of 
large-scale drift net fishing vessels to any 
place in the United States for any nation that 
fails to prohibit their nationals from conducting 
large-scale drift net fishing beyond the exclu
sive economic zone of any country. 

My second concern is that high seas viola
tions also have a devastating effect on the en
vironment. Tens of thousands of marine ani
mals and sea birds are caught in large drift 
nets. The legislation provides that fish and fish 
products of said nations will be prohibited im
port into the United States in order to increase 
the effectiveness of enforcement of domestic 
laws and international agreements that con
serve and manage the living marine resources 
of the United States. The legislation also re
quires the President to direct the U.S. Trade 
Representative to seek actively to take into 
consideration the national environmental laws 

of contracting parties and international envi
ronmental treaties. 

SOCKEYE SALMON PROMOTION 

The Fish and Seafood Promotion Act ex
pires this year. At a time when our economy 
is weak and the sockeye salmon industry 
needs its product promoted more than ever 
before, it is vital that this act be extended. 
Competition in the salmon market is becoming 
more and more fierce. Both the advent of 
farmed fishing and the recent increased num
ber of wild salmon has caused a glut in the 
salmon market. Therefore, promoting con
sumption of this product is crucial if the indus
try is to thrive. This legislation extends the Act 
for a much needed 2 years. 

SENSE OF CONGRE5S--NEGOTIATION PROCESS 

My final concern is that current bargaining 
practices in the sockeye salmon industry put 
the fishermen at a significant disadvantage 
due to the brevity of the season. The sockeye 
salmon fishing season is a mere 3 to 6 weeks. 
This is not sufficient time for the fisherman to 
obtain a fair price. Fishermen are essentially 
forced to accept whatever price is offered if 
they wish to participate in the market. Proc
essors and fishermen should be encouraged 
to negotiate a price prior to the season so that 
fishermen are not disadvantaged. Included in 
this legislation is a sense of Congress provi
sion recommending that the harvesters and 
processors of sockeye salmon begin negotia
tions well in advance of the fishing season. 

Mr. Speaker, these provisions are des
perately needed. I invite my colleagues' review 
and cosponsorship of this important legislation 
and urge its timely adoption by the full House. 
For the convenience of my colleagues the text 
of the bill is printed below. 

H.R. 3868 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

TITLE I-HIGH SEAS LARGE-SCALE 
DRIFTNET FISHING 

SEC. 101. DENIAL OF PORT PRIVILEGES AND 
SANCTIONS FOR HIGH SEAS LARGE· 
SCALE DRIFTNET FISHING. 

(A) DENIAL OF PORT PRIVILEGES.-
(1) PUBLICATION OF LIST.-Not later than 10 

days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act and periodically thereafter, the Sec
retary of Commerce, in consultation with 
the Secretary of State, shall publish a list of 
countries that conduct, or do not prohibit 
their nationals from conducting, large-scale 
drifnet fishing beyond the exclusive eco
nomic zone of any country. 

(2) DENIAL OF PORT PRIVILEGES.-The Sec
retary of the Treasury shall, in accordance 
with recognized principles of international 
law-

(A) withhold or revoke the clearance re
quired by section 4197 of the Revised Stat
utes of the United States (46 App. U.S.C. 91) 
for; and 

(B) deny entry to any place in the United 
States and to the navigable waters of the 
United States to; 
any large-scale driftnet fishing vessel that is 
registered under the laws of a country in
cluded in a list published under paragraph 
(1). 

(3) NOTIFICATION OF COUNTRY.-Before the 
publication of a list of countries under para
graph (1), the Secretary of State shall notify 
each country included in that list regard
ing-

(A) the effect of that publication on port 
privileges of vessels of the country under 
paragraph (2); and 

(B) any sanctions that may be imposed on 
that country if nationals or vessels of that 
country continue to conduct large-scale 
driftnet fishing beyond the exclusive eco
nomic zone of any country after July 1, 1992. 

(b) SANCTIONS.-
(!) IDENTIFICATION.-Not later than July 1, 

1992, and periodically thereafter, the Sec
retary of Commerce shall-

(A) identify each country whose nationals 
or vessels conduct large-scale driftnet fish
ing beyond the exclusive economic zone of 
any country; and 

(B) notify the President and that country 
of that identification. 

(2) PROHIBITION OF IMPORTS OF FISH AND 
FISH PRODUCTS AND SPORT FISHING EQUIP
MENT.-

(A) PROHIBITION.-Upon receipt of notifica
tion of the identification of a country under 
paragraph (1), the President shall direct the 
Secretary of the Treasury to immediately 
prohibit the importation into the United 
States of shellfish, fish and fish products, 
and sport fishing equipment (as that term is 
defined in section 4162 of the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 4162)) from that 
country. 

(B) NOTIFICATION.-Not later than 15 days 
after the date of receipt of notification of the 
identification of a country under paragraph 
(1), the President shall notify the Secretary 
of Commerce and the Congress of any action 
taken by the President under this paragraph 
with respect to that country. 

(3) ADDITIONAL ECONOMIC SANCTIONS.-
(A) DETERMINATION OF EFFECTIVENESS OF 

SANCTIONS.-Not later than 6 months after 
the date of the Secretary of Commerce iden
tifies a country under paragraph (1), the Sec
retary shall determine whether-

(i) any prohibition established under para
graph (2) is insufficient to cause that coun
try to terminate large-scale driftnet fishing 
conducted by its nationals and vessels be
yond the exclusive economic zone of any 
country; or 

(ii) that country has retaliated against the 
United States as a result of that prohibition. 

((B) CERTIFICATION.-The Secretary of 
Commerce shall certify to the President 
each affirmative finding under subparagraph 
(A) with respect to a country. 

(C) EFFECT OF CERTIFICATION.-Certifi
cation by the Secretary of Commerce under 
this subsection is deemed to be a certifi
cation under section 8(a) of the Fishermen's 
Protective Act of 1967 (22 U.S.C. 1978(a)), as 
amended by this Act. 
SEC. 102. DURATION OF DENIAL OF PORT PRM· 

LEGES AND SANCTIONS. 
Any denial of port privileges of sanction 

established under section 101 with respect to 
a country shall remain in effect until such 
time as the Secretary of Commerce certifies 
to the President and the Congress that the 
country has terminated large-scale driftnet 
fishing by its nationals and vessels beyond 
the exclusive economic zone of any country. 
SEC. 103. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title: 
(1) FISH AND FISH PRODUCTS.-The term 

"fish and fish products" means any aquatic 
species (including marine mammals and 
plants) and all products thereof exported 
from a country, whether or not taken by 
fishing vessels of that country or packed, 
processed, or otherwise prepared for export 
in that country or the jurisdiction thereof. 

(1) LARGE-SCALE DRIFTNET FISHING.-The 
term "large-scale driftnet fishing" means a 
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method of fishing in which a gillnet com- the Secretary of the department in which 
posed of a panel or panels of webbing, or a se- the Coast Guard is operating, the Secretary 
ries of such gillnets, with a total length of of Commerce, and the Secretary of Defense 
two and one-half kilometers or more is shall enter into an agreement under section 
placed in the water and allowed to drift with 3ll(a) of the Magnuson Fishery Conservation 
the currents and winds for the purpose of en- and Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1861) in order 
tangling fish in the webbing. · to increase the effectiveness of enforcement 

(2) LARGE-SCALE DRIFTNET FISHING VES- of domestic laws and international agree
SEL.-The term "large-scale driftnet fishing ments that conserve and manage the living 
vessel" means any vessel which is used for, marine resources of the United States. 
equipped to be used for, or of a type which is (b) TERMS OF AGREEMENT.-The agreement 
normally used for- entered into under subsection (a) shall in-

(A) large-scale driftnet fishing; or clude-
(B) aiding or assisting one or more vessels (1) procedures for identifying and providing 

at sea in the performance of large-scale potential locations of vessels that are in vio
driftnet fishing, including preparation, sup- lation of domestic laws and international 
ply, storage, refrigeration, transportation, or agreements designed to conserve and manage 
processing. the living marine resources of the United 

TITLE II-FISHERIES CONSERVATION States; 
PROGRAMS (2) requirements for the use of surveillance 

SEC. 201. IMPORT RESTRICTIONS UNDER FISHER- capabilities of the Department of Defense; 
MEN'S PROTECTIVE ACT OF 1967. and 

Section 8 of the Fishermen's Protective 
Act of 1967 (22 U.S.C. 1978) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a)(4) by striking "fish 
products" and all that follows through "such 
duration", and inserting "any products from 
the offending country for any duration"; 

(2) in subsection (c) by striking "fish prod
ucts or wildlife products" and inserting 
"products"; 

(3) in subsection (e)(2) by striking "fish 
products and wildlife products" and insert
ing "products"; 

(4) in subsection (f)-
(A) in paragraph (1) by striking "fish prod

ucts and wildlife products" and inserting 
"products"; and 

(B) in paragraph (5)-
(i) in the first sentence by striking "fish 

products and wildlife products" and insert
ing "products"; and 

(ii) in the second sentence by striking 
"Fish products and wildlife products" and 
inserting "Products"; and 

(5) in subsection (h)-
(A) by amending paragraph (2) to read as 

follows: 
"(2) The term 'United States' means the 

several States, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Com
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
American Samoa, Guam, the Virgin Islands, 
and any other territory or possession of the 
United States."; 

(B) in paragraph (3) by inserting ", includ
ing marine mammals" after "protect the liv
ing resources of the sea"; 

(C) by striking paragraph (4); 
(D) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para

graph (4); 
(E) by striking paragraphs (6) and (7); and 
(F) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraphs:. 
"(5) The term 'International fishery con

servation program' means any ban, restric
tion, regulation, or other measure in effect 
pursuant to a bilateral or multilateral agree
ment which is in force with respect to the 
United States, the purpose of which is to 
conserve or protect the living resources of 
the sea, including marine mammals. 

"(6) The term 'taking' as used with respect 
to animals to which an international pro
gram for endangered or threatened species 
applies, means to-

"(A) harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, 
wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect; or 

"(B) attempt to harass, harm, pursue, 
hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or 
collect.''. 
SEC. 202. MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Not later than 6 months 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 

(3) procedures for communicating vessel lo-
cations to the Secretary of Commerce and 
the Coast Guard. 
SEC. 203. ENVIRONMENTAL TRADE NEGOTIA

TIONS. 
(a) POLICY.-It is declared to be the policy 

of the Congress that the United States shall 
address environmental issues during multi
lateral, bilateral, and regional trade negotia
tions. 

(b) NEGOTIATIONS.-In implementing the 
policy declared in subsection (a), the Presi
dent shall direct the United States Trade 
Representative to actively seek to-

(1) reform articles of the General Agree
ment on Tariffs and Trade (referred to in 
this subsection as "GATT") to take into con
sideration the national environmental laws 
of contracting parties and international en
vironmental treaties; 

(2) secure a working party on trade and the 
environment within GATT as soon as pos
sible; 

(3) take an active role in developing trade 
policies that make GATT more responsive to 
national and international environmental 
concerns; 

(4) include other Federal agencies with en
vironmental expertise during multilateral, 
bilateral, and regional trade negotiations to 
determine the impact of the proposed trade 
agreements on national environmental law; 
and 

(5) periodically consult with interested 
parties concerning the progress of the nego
tiations. 
TITLE III-EXTENSION OF FISH AND SEA

FOOD PROMOTION ACT AND OTHER 
MATTERS 

SEC. 301. EXTENSION OF THE FISH AND SEAFOOD 
PROMOTION ACT. 

(a) EXTENSION OF TERMINATION DATE OF NA
TIONAL COUNCIL.-Section 206(g) of the Fish 
and Seafood Promotion Act of 1986 (16 U.S.C. 
4005(g)) is amended by striking "December 
31, 1991" and inserting "December 31, 1993". 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
Section 209(d) of such Act (16 U.S.C. 4008(d)) 
is amended by striking "fiscal year 1991" and 
inserting "fiscal year 1993". 

(e) SPECIAL PROGRAM FOR SOCKEYE SALM
ON.-Section 206(c) of the Fish and Seafood 
Promotion Act of 1986 (16 U.S.C. 4005(c)) is 
amended-

(1) by inserting "(1)" after "REFERENCES.
... and 

'(2) by adding at the end of the following 
new paragraph: 

"(2) PROGRAM FOR SOCKEYE SALMON.-Not
withstanding the prohibition contained in 
paragraph (1), the National Council shall 
carry out a consumer education and market-

ing and promotion program to encourage the 
consumption of sockeye salmon.". 

(d) TRANSFER OF SALTONSTALL-KENNEDY 
FUNDS.-Section 2(b)(2) of the Act of August 
11, 1939, commonly known as the Saltonstall
Kennedy Act (15 U.S.C. 713c-3(b)(2)) is 
amended by striking "fiscal years 1990 and 
1991" and inserting "the fiscal years 1990 
through 1993". 

SEC. 302. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING NE
GOTIATIONS BETWEEN HARVESTERS 
OF SOCKEYE SALMON AND PROC· 
ESSORS. 

Because of the erratic market for sockeye 
salmon and the short fishing season for sock
eye salmon, it is the sense of Congress that 
harvesters and processors of sockeye salmon 
should begin negotiations well in advance of 
the fishing season for sockeye salmon re
garding the price to be paid to those harvest
ers during that season. 

IN SUPPORT OF AMENDING THE 
TAX REFORM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. ENGEL] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker as a co
sponsor of H.R. 1414, I rise in support of 
the enactment of this important legis
lation which would correct an inequity 
in the Tax Reform Act of 1986. 

Under the passive loss rules adopted 
in the 1986 Tax Reform Act, equal 
treatment does not exist for real estate 
businesses. The ownership and oper
ation of rental real estate was deemed 
to be inherently passive even if the 
management, ownership, and operation 
of rental real estate were an integral 
part of a taxpayer's real estate busi
ness. The effect of this is to tax income 
from real estate operations, including 
sales, development, rental property, 
and appraisal, more heavily than is the 
case for business people in other indus
tries. This occurs as a result of the fact 
that a real estate business with rental 
real estate income and loss from its 
rental real estate income and loss. 

H.R. 1414 would allow the real estate 
business to deduct its losses from rent
al real estate against its other income. 
Real estate is the only industry in 
which the various aspects of a business, 
including sales, development and rent
al management, are not treated as one 
for tax purposes. Real estate should be 
entitled to similar treatment in order 
to attain a level economic playing 
field, which was one of the original te
nets of the 1986 Tax Reform Act. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill does not ask 
for any preferential treatment for any
one, but equal treatment for everyone. 
It has 322 co-sponsors. I urge my col
leagues to support H.R. 1414 and thus 
return balance to this section of the 
business world. 
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UPON INTRODUCTION OF A RESO

LUTION EXPRESSING THE SENSE 
OF THE HOUSE REGARDING THE 
EFFECTIVE DATE OF LEGISLA
TION REGARDING THE TAX 
TREATMENT OF INTANGIBLE AS
SETS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOW
SKI] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, on July 
25 of this year, I introduced H.R. 3035, a bill 
to simplify the tax treatment of intangible as
sets. The bill is an important part of series of 
tax simplification initiatives I have advanced 
this year. H.R. 3035 is intended to eliminate 
much of the controversy that has long been 
associated with the tax treatment of intangible 
assets by providing a more uniform, predict
able set of rules for amortizing such assets. 

The Committee on Ways and Means has 
held 2 days of hearings on this important ini
tiative. While some problems remain to be 
worked out, I have been encouraged by the 
public response to the bill, which has been 
overwhelmingly favorable. I am also gratified 
by the Treasury Department's position in sup
port of the bill. 

As introduced, H.R. 3035 would become ef
fective on the date of enactment of the bill. 
Concern has recently been expressed to me 
that business transactions are being held up 
because of uncertainty as to when this legisla
tion might be enacted. 

To alleviate these concerns, I am today in
troducing a sense-of-the-House resolution, 
providing that in the event that intangibles leg
islation is enacted into law, taxpayers should 
be allowed to elect to apply the legislation to 
all acquisitions of intangible assets taking 
place after the date of introduction of H.R. 
303&-July 25, 1991-and before its enact
ment. 

Because it is an election at the taxpayer's 
choice, this sense-of-the-House resolution 
would not harm any taxpayer, but would in
stead ensure that normal business trans
actions are not held up while the intangibles 
legislation works its way through the legislative 
process. 

Mr. Speaker, I am scheduling a markup of 
this resolution by the Committee on Ways and 
Means on Monday, November 24, 1991. I 
hope that it is approved by the Ways and 
Means Committee and passed by the House 
of Representatives prior to adjournment next 
week. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] be allowed 
to proceed with my special order. 

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

There was no objection. 

ECONOMIC GROWTH, INVESTMENT 
AND JOB CREATION ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
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tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to speak tonight about the Economic 
Growth, Investment, and Job Creation 
Act, which is a proposal that the House 
Republican Conference adopted today 
and which I believe gives us a tremen
dous opportunity in the next 4 days to 
be able to pass a bill which would dra
matically increase jobs, have a tremen
dous impact on housing, increase sav
ings, and increase the opportunity for 
Americans to work and to save and to 
develop a better future. 

Congressman BOB MICHEL, The Re
publican leader, asked Congressman 
MICKEY EDWARDS, the chairman of the 
policy committee, to develop a deficit 
neutral package for jobs, savings, in
vestment, and home ownership. This 
was a leader's task force in jobs and 
economic growth. 

Mr. Speaker, we took a couple of key 
rules. First, that we would stick by the 
budget agreement. That while many of 
us voted against it, we recognized that 
the President had signed it, we recog
nized it was important in keeping down 
the deficit and in keeping down inter
est rates, and so our first step was to 
say that we will only adopt a proposal 
which pays for itself. That is a very 
key principle we have fought on all 
year here in the House. 

So I am very proud to say to my col
leagues that the Economic Growth, In
vestment, and Job Creation Act in fact 
does pay for itself. 

The economic growth that it creates, 
the opportunities that it creates, will 
in fact lead to sufficient increased rev
enue that it will enable us to say flatly 
that we are going to pay for what we 
are doing to stimulate the economy. 

Our second principle was that it had 
to create jobs. This recession is very 
worrisome. We have been very con
cerned all summer and all fall about 
creating jobs. 

Senator PHIL GRAMM and I intro
duced a bill back in July, the Gramm
Gingrich Economic Growth Act, which 
would have helped create jobs. We 
could not get our friends in the Demo
cratic Party to bring it up. We tried on 
several occasions. 

So we decided to work with the lead
er's task force on jobs and economic 
growth. I am very pleased to say they 
have developed a very powerful pack
age, which I believe will create 1,500,000 
new jobs over the next few years. 

Our third goal was to have a job cre
ation tax package that had the right 
kind of long-term policies, that in
creased savings, that increased work, 
that increased investment, that helped 
small business, that helped senior citi
zens, that was designed to encourage 
the real estate market, and that in fact 
would help us with the Resolution 
Trust Corporation's financing and 
make it less expensive to the taxpayer 
to be able to bail out the savings and 
loans. And we met that standard. 

Lastly, we insisted on a program that 
would have very powerful incentives 
for the American family and for work
ing Americans. 

Now I want to suggest that what we 
have put together, the House Repub
lican proposal, is a very important op
portunity, an opportunity that I hope 
every one of my colleagues and every 
person who listens to this will take se
riously. 

If enough people look at this program 
in the next 96 hours, if enough people 
look seriously at what is happening in 
our economy and look at this oppor
tunity to create jobs and to get us out 
of a recession, if enough people look at 
the cost of the Resolution Trust Cor
poration and at the real estate collapse 
and decide that this program will help 
us and will help with real estate and 
with housing and home building, then I 
believe on Tuesday we have a real op
portunity to bring up and to pass the 
Economic Growth, Investment, and Job 
Creation Act. 

That is the real crisis. Can we in the 
House in the next 4 days find the will 
to insist that before we adjourn and go 
home, that we are going to pass an eco
nomic growth proposal that will help 
people? 

Just think of it. We are going to be 
voting 2 days before Thanksgiving. We 
are going to be voting at a time when 
there are 8.5 million Americans look
ing for work. We are going to be voting 
at a time when people are frightened 
about the economy. 

Is this House really going to vote 
"no"? Is this House going to turn down 
jobs, turn down savings, turn down in
vestment, turn down small business, 
turn down senior citizens, turn down 
home ownership, and then go home for 
Thanksgiving and spend Christmas 
break telling people, "Oh, I am so wor
ried about unemployment I could not 
even stay in Congress and pass a 
growth package' '? 

I don't think so. I think if enough 
Americans called their Congressmen 
and Senators, if enough people show up 
and talk at congressional offices, if 
enough people send telegrams and 
faxes, I think it is just possible that 
the American people can force a dra
matic change. 

Now, we cannot get there with busi
ness as usual. We all know what busi
ness as usual is. The liberal Democrats 
who control the House will write a rule 
that will not make this in order. It will 
be passed through by partisan vote. We 
will never have a chance to get to the 
floor. We will never have a chance to 
do anything. 

But when I watched Boris Yeltsin 
this summer, in less than 4 days he 
saved the entire Soviet Union from dic
tatorship because he reached out and 
aroused the Russian people. I just want 
to say that I believe that this proposal 
is important enough that every Amer
ican who is worried about the econ-
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omy, every American who is worried 
about home ownership, every senior 
citizen who is angry about being pun
ished by Social Security if they work, 
every person who wants to have a sav
ings account without having to pay 
taxes on the interest, and every person 
in real estate and home building who 
knows that the 1986 Tax Act helped put 
them out of business or helped weaken 
their business, and every small busi
ness person who wants to have 
expensing for their small business to 
create jobs by investing in better 
equipment and better opportunities, I 
think if all of those folks on Saturday 
and Sunday and Monday and Tuesday 
call their Congressmen and Senators, I 
believe it is possible that we could on 
Tuesday have a dramatic impact on 
stopping this recession and reestablish
ing economic growth. 

0 2110 
:Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding. 
Is the gentleman aware that tomor

row when we come into session that we 
are going to have 25 pieces of legisla
tion before the House on a Saturday, 
none of which deal with economic 
growth, but the point that I am mak
ing is that the House is finding a way 
to put massive amounts of legislation 
on the calendar as we close out theses
sion. And there is certainly no reason 
why the House could not find a reason 
to put the legislation that the gen
tleman is mentioning on the calendar 
as well. 

The fact is that none of these ideas 
are particularly new and unique. The 
package is a culmination of a number 
of ideas that have been around. They 
have been roundly discussed. These are 
not concepts which are alien to most 
Members of Congress. 

It would be entirely possible under 
the rules of the House in the last days 
to have such a package considered. 

Mr. GINGRICH. If I might comment, 
as I understand, the Democrats will be 
bringing to the floor tomorrow a rule 
which in effect gives the Speaker the 
power to bring anything to this floor 
he wants to. So literally from the time 
that rule is passed on, we would be in 
a position at any time for the Speaker 
to bring to the floor this or an alter
native, a Democratic economic growth 
package, or both of them, and allow 
the House to choose. Is that not cor
rect? At any point from that time on 
for the rest of this session, the Speaker 
would be able, if he wanted to, to bring 
that kind of a package to the floor. 

:Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speak er, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, as
suming that that very bad rule passes, 
the gentleman is absolutely correct. As 
I understand the rule, the Speaker 
could, for example, put anything he 
wants on a Suspension of the Rules 
Calendar with only an hour's notice to 
the Membership. And so virtually any 

time during the days that followed, the 
Speaker could put that on the Suspen
sion Calendar. That would require a 
two-thirds vote, but that is something 
which is possible. 

There are also other techniques for 
going to the Committee on Rules, and 
they waive some of the waiting periods 
and things of that type for many of 
these issues. So there is no reason why 
some of these matters could not come 
to the floor by a more traditional 
means. 

Mr. GINGRICH. If I also understand 
the gentleman, it would be possible 
under the House rules tomorrow to ask 
by unanimous consent in between, say, 
two of the suspensions that the next 
i tern of business might be an economic 
growth package? 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
think it would work exactly that way. 
I think what the gentleman would have 
to do is the Speaker would declare a 
suspension day, which tomorrow is, 
and then he would have to give the 
House 1 hour of notice that a bill was 
being added to that Suspension Cal
endar. 

Mr. GINGRICH. He could do that 
under the rule. But is it also true, 
under the rules of the House, that if 
the House was willing to, if the House 
decided that economic growth and 
stopping the recession was as impor
tant as one of these 25 suspensions, 
that in fact the House could by unani
mous consent bring up the bill? 

Mr. WALKER. The problem would be 
that, that the Speaker's clearances are 
still in operation, I think on the House 
rule. 

Mr. GINGRICH. The Speaker would 
have to be willing to clear it? 

:Mr. WALKER. There would have to 
be the indulgence of the majority lead
ership and the Chair in order for that 
to happen. 

That is not to say that it cannot hap
pen. There is a pattern of clearance 
here that would permit it to take 
place. If those clearances were granted, 
then, yes, it is true that it could be 
brought up by unanimous consent. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Just so the people 
understand, if they can appreciate the 
rules, if the Democratic leadership 
truly meant the speeches about unem
ployment and the speeches about con
cern for those who are out of work, 
they could, if they wanted to, grant 
unanimous consent to bring up a bill 
and someone can then ask that. 

:Mr. WALKER. Precisely. What we 
are seeing on the calendar for the next 
few days are many i terns that the 
Democratic leadership have decided 
that they want to bring to the floor. 
They are perfectly willing to bring 
their agenda to the floor. Their agenda 
includes a lot of things that would not 
necessarily be on my agenda, but it is 
what they have determined they want 
to bring out. 

Interestingly enough, after all of the 
talk about unemployment, there is not 

an i tern there that is aimed at eco
nomic growth. 

They say the highway bill promotes 
some economic growth. Indeed, getting 
a highway bill is important. And it will 
help spur the economy a little bit. But 
it is an add-on program to what is al
ready going on in the country. It is not 
a true economic growth package. 

They are not engaged in doing some
thing to change taxes or to do the 
things that would provide underlying 
stimulus to the economy. It seems to 
me that what would be fair, we talk a 
lot about fairness around this body, 
would be to give the minority party an 
opportunity to maybe just put one 
i tern of its agenda in the waning hours 
of the Congress, not a whole host of 
them, just one item that the minority 
party had agreed was a part of its agen
da. 

It seems to me that fairness might 
dictate that when we are operating 
without rules that the minority might 
be given an opportunity to have some 
impact on the national agenda as Con
gress closes its doors. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me say to my 
friend, I want people to understand 
that even though we will bring up 25 
different bills on Saturday, none of 
them are going to relate directly to 
economic growth and jobs and getting 
out of the recession. 

Mr. WALKER. I am sorry I do not 
have a schedule with me right now of 
the bills. I saw them a little earlier, 
the 25 bills. But a couple of them are 
fairly substantial bills. For example, 
there is a drug-testing-quality act, 
which is in fact a very controversial 
piece of legislation and is one in which 
the Democrats are specifically at
tempting to undermine the ability to 
do drug testing in this country. And 
they have decided that they are going 
to put that on the Suspension Cal
endar. 

Mr. GINGRICH. If they wanted to 
put, say, on Monday, the Economic 
Growth, Investment and Job Creation 
Act could be put on the Suspension 
Calendar on Monday without any trou
ble. Or if they wanted to go to the 
Committee on Rules at any time, they 
could bring a rule out and bring it up, 
as the gentleman said, with a Repub
lican proposal for economic growth and 
jobs and a Democratic proposal. 

Mr. WALKER. :Mr. Speaker, maybe 
the gentleman would be interested in 
some of the things we are going to take 
up that the Democrats regard as high
priori ty i terns. 

:Mr. GINGRICH. If the gentleman 
does not mind, I have been reminded
before we go to that, let me first out
line what is in the bill because I think 
people have a right to know why the 
gentleman and I think it is so impor
tant to bring out the Economic 
Growth, Investment and Job Creation 
Act. 

First of all, it directly affects senior 
citizens by increasing over the next 5 
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years the income amount an individual 
can earn before there is an earnings 
limit penalty. Right now if you earn 
about $9,000 and you are a senior citi
zen, 65 to 68, you get punished. They 
take money away from you if you con
tinue to work. And every citizen knows 
about this. 

They are all angry about it; they all 
know that it is unfair. This bill will in
crease the amount that a person can 
earn before Social Security stops them. 
I personally believe that we ought to 
abolish that limit. I think it is a ter
rible idea to stop people from working. 

This is a country that ought to dis
courage welfare and encourage work 
and instead, all too often, we discour
age work and we encourage welfare. 

The very first item that I want to 
point to in the Economic Growth, In
vestment and Job Creation Act is that 
we do raise the Social Security earning 
limitation so it does directly help 
every person over 65 who wants to stay 
active and wants to stay busy. 

Mr. WALKER. It is not true that 
some senior citizens, as a result of this 
particular tax penalty, are in about 70-
percent tax bracket? 

Mr. GINGRICH. The highest taxation 
in America is for senior citizens who 
continue to work. It is absolutely ridic
ulous. We punish our grandparents and 
our parents for staying busy and stay
i.ng active. 

Mr. WALKER. So what we are doing 
here is lowering the tax rate substan
tially for senior citizens who have de
cided they want to remain active? 

Mr. GINGRICH. That is correct. 
Probably the most accurate way to de
scribe this is a tax cut for senior citi
zens to encourage them to stay active, 
which we all know also means they are 
healthier. Second, we reform the pas
sive loss rule. 

This is important to anybody who is 
concerned about real estate. In the 1986 
Tax Act, we changed the law to, in ef
fect, be anti-real estate. 

For individuals engaged in the real 
property business-that is individuals 
who spend at least 50 percent of their 
working time and at least 500 hours a 
year on real property activities-we 
make rental property, rental real prop
erty operation and undertakings, and 
activities treated just like ariy other 
business. What would we have done, 
when we look out there and say, "Why 
is real estate so sick. One of the rea
sons real estate is so sick is that the 
1986 Tax Act actually discriminates 
against real estate. It makes it harder 
to be in business for real estate than in 
any other kind of business. 
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I would hope that every person who is 
a home builder, and every person who 
is in the real estate business would call 
their Congressman or call their Sen
ator and insist that they vote for the 

Economic Growth Investment and Job 
Creation Act so that we could have real 
reform of the passive-loss rule. 

Mr. WALKER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

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

Mr. WALKER. Does this not relate 
directly to the RTC and the whole sav
ings and loan business as well? As I un
derstand it, if we can recapitalize real 
estate in this country and increase the 
value of real estate, one of the advan
tages of doing that is that savings and 
loans that are sick will become healthy 
again because a large portion of their 
portfolio is in real estate investments. 
And so if real estate goes up in value, 
so does the volume of the assets held 
by the savings and loans, which means 
they get healthy again, which means 
that we do not have to give them addi
tional taxpayer bailout money. 

The solution Congress is about to 
propose is to give them massive bil
lions of dollars more in bailout money 
without taking care of the underlying 
problem of the recapitalization of real 
estate. It seems to me that the package 
that the gentleman is referring to 
speaks to that in the ways that it 
should be spoken to, by recapitalizing 
real estate, and thereby making the 
savings and loans well again. 

Mr. GINGRICH. The gentleman is ex
actly right. 

Let me just summarize very simply. 
We have been in a long depression in 
real estate values so prices are coming 
down. A bank or a savings and loan 
makes a loan to somebody, and they 
made it based on, let us say, a $100,000 
house. Now that house is only worth 
$70,000 because prices are dropping. So 
all of a sudden there is a credit crunch, 
and the bank calls and says we cannot 
loan you any more money because your 
price is going down. By changing the 
passive-loss rules to encourage people 
to be in real estate, we dramatically 
increase the value of property. Every 
homeowner in America who is consid
ering selling their house has an inter
est iii passive-loss rules. Every tax
payer who does not want to have to 
bail out another S&L has an interest in 
passive-loss rules, and the Treasury 
has told us that if you pass combine 
passive-loss rules and a capital gains 
tax cut, you clearly save over $1 billion 
in Resolution Trust Corporation fund
ing over the next year, and that is just 
the beginning. I believe there is a more 
dynamic effect. I believe you may well 
save, as much as $12 billion by combin
ing a capital gains cut with changes in 
the passive-loss rules. 

Mr. WALKER. Another factor is as a 
result of decapitalization of real es
tate, people who were going to use 
home equity loans as a way of financ
ing major purchases have now seen 
their real estate value drop and so, 
therefore, the equity in their homes 
has dropped and prevented them from 

being able to use that device as a way 
of taking essentially consumer loans, 
which they can write off against their 
taxes. And so, therefore, we have de
creased the capital in the consumer 
markets as real estate has dropped in 
price, and so this recapitalization of 
real estate would also permit more peo
ple to get home equity loans in the fu
ture, and allow them to participate 
more in buying largely major goods 
within the consumer market. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me just summa
rize again. Every person who owns a 
house and wants to sell it, every person 
who is currently in real estate, every 
home builder, every person who works 
for a savings and loan or a bank and is 
involved in the real estate business, all 
of those folks, and every taxpayer who 
is going to get hit for the Resolution 
Trust Corporation bailout, all of those 
folks have an interest in this provision. 

Mr. WALKER. And everybody who 
wants a home equity loan. 

Mr. GINGRICH. And everybody who 
wants a home equity loan, that is 
right. All of those folks have an inter
est in the passive-loss provisions of the 
Economic Growth Investment and Job 
Creation Act. 

The next step is we set up an appren
ticeship program. It is called a LEAP 
program, Leading Employers Into Ap
prenticeship, and it is a very simple 
idea. We want to encourage American 
businesses to work directly with young 
people, to train them, to give them a 
change to learn, to develop something 
which has worked very, very well in 
Germany, and that is a direct business 
apprenticeship so young people get the 
king of education which makes it pos
sible for them to go out in the job mar
ket and be solid enough workers and 
well enough trained that they are in a 
position to have a job that competes in 
the world market, so American fac
tories can stay open, and American 
workers can earn a good income. And 
the apprenticeship program we have 
contained in here we believe will have 
a tremendous impact for young people. 
And I think every person who is con
cerned about education, and concerned 
about making sure that our young peo
ple have the kind of jobs in the future 
that lets them earn a decent living, 
ought to be interested in contacting 
their Senator or their Congressman 
about the Economic Growth Invest
ment and Job Creation Act. 

In addition, we have an individual re
tirement account with no tax on the 
principal and with the buildup, on the 
principal and the buildup when you 
withdraw it. It is basically called an 
IRA Pl us. An IRA Pl us is a brand new 
idea. It is an idea which says you put 
your own money into a savings ac
count, and you will be allowed to build 
up all of the interest tax free . 

The reason it is important is that 
senior citizens, as BOB WALKER said, 
senior citizens pay the highest mar-
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ginal tax rate in America today. And it 
is better for people to go ahead and pay 
the tax early, and then have all of the 
interest save up and be available with
out taxes. 

The Treasury estimates that this 
idea of an IRA Plus would be so excit
ing and so positive that people would 
basically pay $13 billion to be allowed 
to participate, and that over the next 5 
years literally millions of people would 
establish an IRA Plus account, and 
there would actually be an enormous 
revenue gain for the Government to 
have people doing that. So this allows 
every American to have their own indi
vidual retirement accounts, and it is a 
tremendous concept of an IRA, and we 
are very, very much committed to it, 
and I think that would be very, very 
helpful. 

In addition, we allow you to take any 
loss you might have on the sale of your 
principal home as a capital loss. Cur
rent law taxes any gain you might 
make on your house, so if you buy a 
house for $20,000, and that would prob
ably be a long time ago, but if you 
bought a house at $20,000 and kept it 
for 20 years, and now you sold it for say 
$90,000 because of inflation and changes 
in property values, you have to pay a 
tax on that. But let us reverse it. What 
if, as happened to millions of Ameri
cans in the last 10 years, what if you 
bought a house for $100,000 and now you 
are trying to sell it and it is only 
worth $70,000. I know somebody quite 
well who bought a house for $78,000, and 
when she sold it she sold it for $70,000. 
She lost $8,000. Under the current Tax 
Code she could not take that loss as a 
capital loss. 

What we are saying is in a period 
where we have had a decline in real es
tate values that every American family 
that is forced to sell a house because 
they move to a new job, or they find 
themselves in a situation where for 
some reason, let us say the children 
have left and they no longer need a 
four-bedroom home, and they want to 
sell the house, if they are caught in the 
situation where they have to take a 
loss, under our bill, the Economic 
Growth Investment and Job Creation 
Act, we would allow them to take that 
as a loss, as a part of a capital loss, and 
that would save tax money, and would 
be better for them and let them keep at 
least a little bit of the money in their 
pockets that otherwise was going to go 
to the Federal Government. 

In addition, we have a tremendous 
new concept called the middle income 
savings plan. If you earn $50,000 or less 
in adjusted gross income, you are going 
to be able, under this plan, to get $350 
a year in interest tax free. It is a very 
important concept, and I say that 
DEAN GALLO of New Jersey who came 
up with this is exactly on target, and it 
is a tremendous point. You are going to 
be in a position, everybody who might 
be listening who is earning $50,000 or 

less has a real interest in this, and ac
tually about $65,000 or less in gross in
come ought to be interested in this be
cause what we are trying to do here, 
for the very first time, is reestablish 
the principle that if you will save we 
want to reward that habit, because sav
ings is good for you, savings is good for 
your family, and savings is good for 
America. If you are a couple, you can 
earn $700 a year in interest tax free. 

Why is that important? It is impor
tant first of all just to reestablish that 
basic, old-fashioned American virtue of 
the habit of saving. It is important to 
send a signal in the Tax Code every 
year to every young couple that you 
ought to save some because you get to 
keep the money. It is important be
cause that savings goes into your sav
ings and loan, or goes into your bank, 
and it goes into some mutual fund, and 
all of a sudden you are helping build 
America's future. You are investing in 
America to create new jobs to help 
build new houses, and you are getting 
wealthier, but your country is getting 
wealthier too. It is important to save a 
little nest egg, and if you have $6,000, 
or a couple has $12,000, that is about 
the amount that we are talking about, 
and that couple has $12,000 sitting 
there for a rainy day, and something 
bad happens, you get unemployed, you 
have an illness, somebody has to go to 
school all of a sudden, then you have 
the money. 
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So what the gentleman from New 

Jersey [Mr. GALLO] has done with this 
terrific concept of the American sav
ings plan is that he has created for the 
middle class, people who are earning 
$50,000, $60,000, or less, an opportunity 
to save while excluding their savings 
interest from taxation up to $700 a cou
ple or $350 apiece. 

Let me just say, it tells you a lot 
about the difference between the lib
eral Democrats and the rest of us. They 
have an idea they are going to give ev
erybody 200 bucks. The gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. GALLO] has a better 
idea. His idea is to reward the people 
who do the right thing. Reward the 
people who save. 

Frankly, giving away $200 sounds 
like Jimmy Carter's economics. In the 
long run it just disappears; but teach
ing people how to save, getting them to 
put a little bit of money away every 
week and every month and create that 
opportunity for savings and let them 
keep the interest on that savings with
out taxing, that changes a lot. 

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

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

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, it is also 
a very different concept than we have 
heard from the Democratic leadership 
that has been out on the floor talking 
about their economic programs over 

the last several nights here, because if 
you listen to them, what their real eco
nomic program consisted of was having 
Americans send money to Washington 
and then Washington would spend 
money on good things, and they talked 
about all these programs they have in 
mind that they are going to spend 
money for. 

The fact is the program we are talk
ing about is one where the people get 
to keep the money in their own pock
ets and if they earn money on interest, 
they get to keep it and we give them a 
tax break for having done, as the gen
tleman points out, the right thing. 
That is a much different concept than 
the idea that any money you make is 
subject to the Government grabbing it 
and bringing it to Washington so that 
we can distribute it to do good things: 
so it is a very, very different kind of 
concept than what we are hearing out 
of the Democratic leadership. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me just say fur
ther, we repeal the excise tax. Repeal
ing the excise tax, we have had heart
rending speeches made out here by the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. NICHOLS], 
who represents Beechcraft. Beechcraft 
estimated that the excise tax increase 
killed one job for every $264 collected 
in taxes, literally killed a job, put a 
family without a breadwinner for $264 
in taxes. 

I believe this step alone, repealing 
the excise tax on boats, on aircraft, on 
cars and other things, that alone I be
lieve is going to be worth over 100,000 
new jobs. We do not count that in our 
calculation. We do not have that fit in 
here, but I honestly believe, based on 
everything we have heard, all the testi
mony we have been given, that that 
has killed a lot of jobs, and we began to 
discover when you talk about laying 
off in the boat business, you are talk
ing about laying off the refrigerator 
makers who put refrigerators in the 
boats. You are talking about laying off 
the fiberglass maker. You are talking 
about laying off the glassmaker, the 
radio maker, and all of a sudden we 
have a good Member here who had 800 
workers unemployed in Ohio because 
they made refrigerators that were very 
small that were designed for boats. 

We have people in the timber indus
try laid off because the wood goes into 
boats. 

All of a sudden we realized that if 
you do not have economic growth, if 
you do not have a final product to sell, 
you lay people off all the way up the 
chain through manufacturing and raw 
materials and transportation, and all 
of a sudden you may have laid off 100 
people in what looked like just a sim
ple sale at the very end. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I am glad to yield to 
my friend, the gentleman from North 
Carolina. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, does the gentleman mean to 
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say, in my district last year where the 
gentleman to the left forced through 
that tax the gentleman mentioned a 
moment ago, it caused the outboard 
marine plants, one closed, the other 
two dropped their employment by 50 
pecent. 

Now, is the gentleman telling me 
that we may be able to get some of 
those people back to work, over 1,000 
people without jobs in high-unem
ployed areas might be able to come 
back to work, rather than wondering 
whether or not they are going to get 
unemployment benefits? 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me say to my 
friend, the gentleman from North Caro
lina, if we can get enough people ex
cited in the next 4 days, on Saturday, 
Sunday, Monday, and Tuesday, to con
tact their Congressman and their Sen
ator, if we can get enough people to un
derstand that we are trying to put 
America back to work and we could 
pass this on Tuesday and attach it to 
the Resolution Trust Corporation fund
ing and get it through the Senate, I be
lieve by January or February you 
would have people being called back to 
work in those plants. That is how real 
this opportunity is. 

There are real families in western 
North Carolina who are going to have a 
tough Thanksgiving and a tough 
Christmas because we raised the tax 
last year that killed jobs. 

We have an opportunity in the Eco
nomic Growth Investment and Job Cre
ation Act, we have an opportunity 
right now to repeal that tax increase, 
to lower those taxes and to put those 
families back to work. 

If you went home Tuedsay night and 
you could say to them, it is not going 
to turn around by Thanksgiving on 
Thursday, but it is going to start turn
ing around in the next few weeks, you 
would have small towns in your dis
trict that would for the first time in a 
year see the beginning of a hopeful fu
ture. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentleman will yield 
further, I would say to the gentleman 
that would be the best Christmas 
present we could give the people in 
western North Carolina, because those 
three plants, one closed, the other two 
reduced employment by 50 percent be
cause of the tax of the gentleman to 
the left, that news that they might be 
able to come back to work would be 
worth more than any of the crocodile 
tears I have heard on the floor talking 
about blaming the President and oth
ers for employment or any of the ef
forts to create unemployment benefits, 
giving those people back their jobs, and 
these are modern plants, these are 
hard-working people, and giving those 
jobs back would mean more than any
thing else we could do. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me just say, I 
think the gentleman has put his finger 
right on it, we are going to have a 

chance Tuesday night to vote to give 
the American people a Thanksgiving 
present and a Christmas present of new 
jobs, new opportunities, new savings 
incentives, new chance to buy a house, 
new chance to go out and save and in
vest, or we are going to give them a 
pretty bleak Christmas by failing to do 
our job, leaving town without having 
done a single thing to turn around this 
economy and get us out of this reces
sion. 

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

Mr. GINGRICH. I am glad to yield to 
my friend the gentleman from Penn
sylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, let me 
give the gentleman one other example, 
because I think it helps make the same 
point that the gentleman from North 
Carolina has just made. 

One of the most distinguished names 
in boating is headquartered in my dis
trict, Trojan Yacht. Trojan builds 
boats that have been known worldwide. 
They are considered some of the finest 
boats in the world. They have had an 
export market which is unbelievable. 
Just 2 years ago that plant employed 
450 people. As a result of both the re
cession and this excise tax, employ
ment in the plant is off 90 percent, only 
43 people are still employed at that 
plant. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me make sure I 
understand. Over 400 people in that one 
plant alone have been forced into un
employment because of the recession 
and this tax increase that we are try
ing to repeal? 

Mr. WALKER. That is precisely 
right, and they are not rich people. 
They are blue-collar workers and so on, 
good, hard-working folks who because 
of policy stupidity in Washington find 
themselves in the unemployment lines. 

The solution that Congress has had 
for that is to provide additional unem
ployment compensation, not to put 
them back to work, but provide them 
with additional unemployment com
pensation. 

I have talked to a lot of those folks. 
They want to go back to work. They 
want to go back to building the finest 
boats in the world. They want to begin 
to export that product again. They 
want to begin to do all the things that 
they had done up until then to be so 
successful and they cannot do it be
cause of the kinds of policies that have 
driven them out. 

We are hoping in this bill to correct 
those problems. Obviously, as the gen
tleman says, it could be done within a 
few days if Congress gets a wakeup 
call. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me go on. Not 
only do we repeal the excise tax, but 
we also have a brandnew idea that the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
CHANDLER] has developed, which is a 50-
percent capital gains exclusion if you 
invest in new entrepreneurial activi
ties. 

This is a tremendous idea that says 
we are going to give you a better tax 
break if you will go out and invest it in 
a new company, a new venture, or a 
new approach. We are going to encour
age new startups. 

Now, why is that important? It is im
portant because the fact is big corpora
tions shrink the total number of jobs. 
Little bitty companies create new jobs. 
If you are going to have a dynamic 
economy, if those 81/2 million unem
ployed people are going to have a 
chance to go to work, they have to be 
in a position to know that somebody 
out there is starting a small business, 
a baby business, that is going to grow, 
the Apple Computer, the IBM, the Ford 
Motor Co. of the future. 

What this new idea does is it gives a 
tremendous incentive to go out and in
vest to find that new entrepreneurial 
exciting idea, the next generation's 
McDonald's, the next generation's 
cable television, all those growth in
dustries that we take for granted once 
they get big, but somebody had got to 
go out there early on and have the vi
sion and the dream and the courage to 
get them off the ground. 

In addition to that, we allow busi
nesses, small businesses to take a larg
er deduction, called expensing, for ma
chinery and other equipment. 

Now, why is this important? In a 
very small business, you very often do 
not make a profit, you do not make a 
big enough profit to need some kind of 
after-tax, like a tax credit. If you are 
not making a big profit, you are not 
paying any taxes. If you are not paying 
any taxes, the tax credit does not help 
you; but you need to buy that new 
computer. You need to buy that new 
machine tool, or you need to buy that 
new refrigerator, something that is 
going to make your little business 
more successful, more profitable, help 
you grow, help you hire additional peo
ple. 

What we do is increase the amount of 
money that you can write off in one 
year as an investment. We let you 
treat investing in new technology and 
investing in new machinery just like 
you treat other costs. When you do 
them, you get to write them off. 
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For small businesses there is a tre

mendous incentive to modernize, to be 
competitive, to create new jobs and to 
be successful. In addition to that, if 
you already have an individual retire
ment account, we allow you to take 
your money out without penalty in 
order to buy your first home. And we 
allow your parents or grandparents to 
withdraw money and use them, loan 
them to their children or grandchildren 
to buy their first home. 

We have, I think the number is, $150 
billion or $180 billion in individual re
tirement accounts locked up in the 
United States right now, waiting for 
people to retire. 
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What we are saying here is we are 

going to let you, if you have an IRA, 
we are going to allow you to take that 
money out either for yourself if you 
want to buy a home or to loan to your 
children or grandchildren if they want 
to buy a home. 

We think this is very profamily, it 
rebonds economically parents, grand
parents and grandchildren, very 
prohomebuying also, which we think is 
good for a stable, secure America. 
Homes are one of the ways that we 
come out of recession. Every recession 
since World War II has been ended be
cause the housing industry and the 
auto industry led us to prosperity. This 
is one more step towards that prosper
ity. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend, the 
gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. The 
information that the gentleman gave 
us on small business, I would tell the 
gentleman that I communicate with 
20,000 small businesses in my district. 
Small business creates 95 percent of 
the jobs. I can tell you, in the commu
nications I have had with them they 
are scared to death not because of any 
lack of courage for investing but they 
are concerned about what they see 
coming from this Congress, mandated 
leave that many of them say will de
stroy them, the play-or-pay plan that 
the gentlemen to the left have been of
fering, and health insurance which does 
not consider small business, it says to 
them, "We are going to tax you and tax 
you and tax you even if you do not 
have the ability to play." More and 
more regulations they see coming from 
this body. 

Now, the gentleman is saying that 
the plan he is offering is an incentive, 
something that would encourage, give 
these small businesses faith to get out 
and get jobs created and moving again. 

Mr. GINGRICH. The gentleman is ex
actly right. Let me give you an exam
ple of why a lot of people should be in
terested in it. If you own a small busi
ness, you ought to be interested in this 
because it is going to be a tremendous 
help to you in being competitive and to 
make a profit. If you work for a small 
business, you ought to be interested in 
this because it is going to make your 
job more secure, give you a chance to 
get a better paycheck, and it will mean 
that you are going to be part of a grow
ing company. 

If you are a manufacturer, you ought 
to be in favor of this, or if you work for 
a manufacturer, because this is going 
to increase the amount that is bought, 
which is going to increase jobs. 

So as you go all the way around, this 
concept which NANCY JOHNSON of Con
necticut introduced and really devel
oped for us is really going to help a lot 
of people create a lot of jobs all over 
America. 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. I 

would say to the gentleman, too, that 

whenever you create a job in manufac
turing or with a small business, you 
generate other jobs around. If you pay 
that employee unemployment insur
ance, you help him for a short period of 
time, but you do not create the jobs 
you do when you have a manufacturing 
operation that is turning out other jobs 
and creating other materials. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I say to my friend
we recently had a big fight here over 6 
weeks versus 13 weeks versus 20 weeks. 
The gentleman and I want to create a 
lifetime of jobs. We would like someone 
in a job for 10 years; that is 520 weeks. 
We want to encourage somebody to 
have a job for 20 years; that is 1,040 
weeks. Even our most liberal friends 
have not suggested that we have 1,000 
weeks of unemployment insurance. 

So what we are trying to do is give 
people a permanent lifetime oppor
tunity to hold down a job, to earn a liv
ing, to buy a home, to have a savings 
account and an individual retirement 
account to do all the things that an 
American ought to want them to do 
and reward them for doing it. That is 
why I think that the Economic 
Growth, Investment and Job Creation 
Act is so important and why I hope 
people will call their Congressmen and 
Senators in the next 3 or 4 days, be
cause I think Tuesday night we are 
going to have a chance on the floor of 
this House to see whether or not those 
people, who tell us how worried they 
are about the unemployed, are willing 
to vote to end unemployment now by 
creating jobs and creating growth. 

Let me mention two other large 
parts of what we are doing. We do two 
things to capital gains: First, we cut it. 
We cut it based on how long you hold 
it. We encourage stability because we 
tell folks that if you will be in a posi
tion to hold the capital gain, to invest 
and to save it for at least a year, we 
are going to give you a little bit of a 
tax break. In other words, if you will 
take the risk of investing in a new 
company, if you will take the risk of 
having a farm or having a small busi
ness or having some timber, we are 
going to give you a tax incentive to do 
the right thing. If you hold it for 2 
years, we are going to encourage you 
even more; if you hold it for 3 years, we 
are going to encourage you even more. 

So all those folks who have been say
ing: 

You know, Americans are too shortsighted, 
we need the long-term vision of the Japa
nese, we are not patient, we are not willing 
to invest in the long run. 

We are going to create a tax incen
tive to invest and to be patient, and 
that runs up to 3 years. 

We are going to do a second thing: 
We are going to index capital gains for 
the future , so if you go out and buy a 
farm and 20 years from now you decide 
to sell that farm, you are not going to 
be paying tax on inflation, you are not 
going to be paying tax on paper money. 

We are going to protect you against in
flation. And I think that is going to 
turn out over the long run to be one of 
the most powerful things we are doing 
in this bill because over the long run 
for farmers, for timber owners, small 
businesses, people are patient inves
tors, indexing capital gains, indexing 
investments so you do not have to pay 
for inflation, that is going to turn out 
to be a tremendous incentive to get 
Americans back into the business of 
saving and investing and creating jobs. 

I yield to my friend, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

You know, the argument that has 
been made very often on the House 
floor against this kind of proposal is 
the fact that it is a tax break for the 
rich. And I think the gentleman has de
scribed what is going on here very well. 

What this particular provision means 
is that this will not be a tax break for 
the rich. This will not be capital gains 
for people who are rolling over stocks 
every couple of weeks. 

What this is is something which 
helps the small businessman, the farm
er and others who have a long-term in
vestment but who at some point in 
their career or in their life want to sell 
off that investment, in many cases to 
retire. 

The farmers in my district, for exam
ple, regard that as an important part of 
the whole interest in farming, that at 
some point you build a farm and you 
sell it and use the money that you 
make from selling the farm for your re
tirement. 

You pay a tremendous capital gains 
tax under the present law. 

Under the proposal we have here, 
first of all you would not have to pay 
on the inflation cost over that period 
of time, second, because you have held 
it for a long period of time the break 
you get on your capital gains taxes 
would be substantially more. So this is 
something that would be a real advan
tage to middle-class America as they 
seek money to retire and is not some
thing that would simply be some kind 
of tax break for the rich. 

This is a true incentive for savings 
and investment by all Americans. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me emphasize 
your point for a second: For those folks 
who have seen the movie "The Bonfire 
of the Vanities" or who have read the 
novel, those kind of traders who make 
their money every day, swap stocks, 
swap bonds, swap the marketable secu
rities, who are really in the hustle and 
bustle of Wall Street in that kind of a 
short kind of trader business where 
they do not create value really, they 
just create paper, those folks do not 
gain a dime, not a penny out of this 
proposal. 

Now, if you are a serious investor and 
you go out and you invest your capital 
and 5 years from now you create a new 
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company, if you go out and you invest 
and buy stock in a company that is a 
sound company and 2 or 3 years from 
now you decide to sell that stock, then 
you make some money. But the fact is, 
and this may be one of our major dif
ferences with our liberal Democratic 
friends, in a free enterprise society, if 
you do not encourage somebody to do 
something, nothing happens. 

We do not have a socialist state
owned government economy. 

So one of the points is we are trying 
to encourage folks to go out to create 
new jobs and we are willing to say to 
them, "Yes, we are going to let you 
keep a little bit, and we are going to 
reward you if you create enough jobs." 

Let me make one other point before 
I yield. It is estimated by very respect
able economists that this one provision 
is worth over 1 million new jobs, 1 mil
lion new jobs. 

Now, that million new jobs, I am 
guessing the average job now is $26,000, 
that million new jobs is a $26 billion in
crease in the gross national product in 
terms of money earned by people who 
would not have a job, if it were not for 
this kind of excitement, this invest
ment and this enthusiasm to go out 
and create jobs. 

Mr. WALKER. That is 2,000 jobs for 
every congressional district in the 
country. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Exactly, 2,000 jobs 
for every single district. 

Would that not be a tremendous 
Thanksgiving gift to have voted to cre
ate 2,000 jobs in every congressional 
district before going home? 

Let me go a step further: You will see 
all sorts of tables in here that say what 
helps the rich and what helps the poor. 
There will not be a single table brought 
in by our friends of the liberal Demo
cratic Party, not a single table which 
will show you the effect of those mil
lion jobs. 

So they will never count $26 billion 
in additional income earned by Ameri
cans, by working Americans, by aver
age everyday folks who are today un
employed but who would have a chance 
to earn a living. 

I yield to my friend from North Caro
lina. 

D 2150 
Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr. 

Speaker, the gentleman knows I am in 
a district with a registration about two 
to one Democrat to Republican with 
small business, small farms. Our per 
capita income is about 60 percent of 
the Piedmont area in North Carolina. 
One could not say that is a district of 
the rich or that I represent the rich in 
that district, and yet in the over
whelming communication I have with 
those small business people, they are 
for the capital gains. They want that 
opportunity that the capital gains will 
pass on to them, and these are not rich 
people, these are not wealthy people. 

These are average workers, average 
small farmers and small business own
ers who recognize that benefit. 

I do not know where the gentlemen 
to the left are getting the idea that 
this tax is just for the rich. They have 
not been out talking to the average 
small business person in the street, 
and, if they did, they would find out 
very quickly those are the people that 
want that particular gain. They recog
nize that the wealthy people do not 
need this gain. As the gentleman point
ed out, these folks have adequate 
wealth. The ones that want it are the 
small business people and the people 
who want to build a business. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, under
stand there is a reason for that as well, 
and that is that, if people do not have 
an incentive to invest in risk kinds of 
enterprises with something like fair 
capital gains treatment, where they 
put their money is into sheltered kinds 
of tax breaks; government bonds, for 
example, government bonds that fi
nance all the spending that goes on in 
Washington. And so they have almost a 
vested interest in keeping people from 
putting their money into risk enter
prise because, if the money goes into 
risk enterprise, it is less money that 
goes into the government bonds that 
helps pay for the spending here in 
Washington, DC. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a very, very dan
gerous philosophy because it is the 
kind of philosophy again, emphasizing 
the fact that what the liberal Demo
cratic establishment wants to do is 
pull money into Washington so that 
they can spend it rather than having 
people make determinations on their 
own about what is good for themselves 
and what is good for the country. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let me, 
if I might; I know my good friend from 
Pennsylvania has some time in a 
minute, and what I would like to do is 
summarize three things to wrap up this 
hour. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to first 
point out the key provisions; second, 
point out what they will do; and, third, 
suggest that what we desperately need 
is action by the people of America, be
cause the only hope we have, the only 
hope we have, of passing this economic 
growth investment and job creation act 
on Tuesday is to have a tremendous 
outpouring of phone calls, and faxes, 
and telegrams, and even personal visits 
by people who care about America's fu
ture and want to end the recession, and 
they have got to do it in the next 4 
days. 

First, the 12 key provisions: it in
creases the earning limit on Social Se
curity so that senior citizens can work 
without being penalized by their Gov
ernment. It sets up apprenticeship pro
grams so young people can work di-

rectly with businesses to learn faster, 
to learn better, to have a better job. It 
repeals the excise tax on boats, and air
craft, and automobiles and other 
things so that we can create jobs in in
dustries that have been crippled by tax 
increases. It has a million-dollar in
come savings plan so that people whose 
growth income is under $50,000 can save 
and earn up to $350 apiece or $700 a 
family, tax free, from their savings in
terest. It sets up an IRA plus so that 
every American can have an individual 
retirement account so everyone has an 
incentive for savings. It allows small 
business to take as a direct expense, 
additional amounts of investment so 
that we are encouraging small business 
to be able to go out and to buy new 
equipment. It has a capital gains dif
ferential so that we encourage people 
to save, to invest, to create new jobs. It 
has a 50 percent capital gains exclu
sion, if it is a venture, if it is a new 
business, if it is a new undertaking, so 
encouraging the investment of the big 
companies of the future. It has perspec
tive indexing of capital gains so, when 
one invests, they will know we are not 
going to tax them on inflation. We are 
only going to attach them on their real 
gain, and it is a tremendous incentive 
for people to invest. It repeals the key 
mistakes that were made on passive 
loss rules for real estate and for home 
building so we can encourage people to 
be back in the real estate industry, so 
we can raise the value of homes, so we 
can encourage people to be back in
creasing property values and saving us 
from an even bigger Resolution Trust 
Corp. bailout. It has no penalty on IRA 
withdrawal for a first-time home buyer 
or for a parent or grandparent who 
wants to take the money out to loan it 
to their children or grandchildren so 
they can buy a home. And finally it al
lows them, if they lose money on the 
sale of their home, to treat that as a 
capital loss so that they actually get 
to save a little bit of money they have 
lost, and they are not punished for hav
ing lost the money. 

Now what do these 12 provisions of 
the Economic Growth Investment and 
Job Creations Act do? They create over 
a million new jobs; I believe over a 
1,500,000 new jobs. They generate a tre
mendous amount of additional revenue 
for the Government that offsets any 
cost of doing these things. They in
crease home ownership, they increase 
savings, they increase investment, 
they increase the capacity of our par
ents and grandparents to work after 65, 
and they will help every person to have 
IRA's 

How can we get it passed? I believe, 
given the bias of the liberal Democrats 
which is keeping us in a recession, 
which is increasing unemployment, 
which is weakening the economy, the 
only way the American people can take 
an action step this fall to help us end 
the recession, to help increase eco-
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nomic growth, is to call their Congress
man or their Senator to get actively 
involved to do it in the next 4 days, to 
recognize that Tuesday, probably Tues
day evening, we are going to be asked 
to vote in this House on whether to 
slink out of town having done nothing, 
to go back home, to have a nice 
Thanksgiving while people around us 
are unemployed and desperately want a 
chance to get a job, or whether we are 
going to have the courage to stand up, 
to insist on passing a growth package, 
and to insist that we are going to jump 
start this economy and increase the 
number of jobs and increase the value 
of real estate. 

Mr. Speaker, I firmly hope that every 
American who become acquainted with 
the Economic Growth Investment and 
Job Creation Act, every American who 
is worried about the economy, every 
American who wants to see us get 
ahead in this country, will call their 
Congressman or their Senator in the 
next 4 days. 

THE ECONOMIC GROWTH PACKAGE: 
A PRIORITY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER] is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, earlier in 
the evening I had made mention of the 
fact that there are going to be 23 bills 
on the calendar tomorrow under sus
pension. That gives some idea, maybe, 
of the priorities that the Democratic 
leadership have put in place other than 
taking up an economic growth pack
age. They are a group of interesting 
bills. 

Mr. Speaker, the first bill is the U.S.
Flag Cruise Ship Competitiveness Act 
of 1991. My guess is that there are lots 
of unemployed Americans who will not 
see that as being something that di
rectly affects them, since they cannot 
afford to take a cruise at the present 
time, and probably would prefer us to 
be dealing with something on economic 
growth. 

But a few of the other bills: the tech
nical amendments to Alaska Mari time 
National Wildlife Refuge boundary law 
is the second bill, the Flower Garden 
Banks National Marine Sanctuary, the 
Federal Debt Management Responsibil
ity Act of 1991, the Drug Testing Qual
ity Act, the Technical Correction in 
Public Law 101-549, the NTIA Organiza
tion and Authorization Act, the Peli
can Island Texas Act, the Wappinger 
Creek in New York Act, the Tourism 
Policy and Export Promotion Act, a 
bill to permit the Secretary of Health 
and Human Service to waive certain re
covery requirements with respect to fa
cilities, another bill that designates 
the Lamprey River as a Wild and Sce
nic River, the Lower Merced River, the 
Snake River Birds of Prey National 
Conservation Area, Jemez National 

Recreation Area of New Mexico, a bill 
relating to White Clay Creek, a bill re
lating to the Chattahoochee Wilder
ness, the Big Thicket National Pre
serve in Texas, the San Carlos Indian 
Jrrigation Project, the Oklahoma Na
tive American Cultural Center Study, 
the technical amendments to Indian 
laws, a bill to expand the boundaries of 
the Stones River National Battlefield 
in Tennessee, and, finally, a bill re
garding human rights in East Timor. 

Those are a few of the items that we 
will be taking up tomorrow. Many of 
them may be matters of intense local 
importance or maybe even national im
portance, but I would suggest that cer
tainly economic recovery is at least as 
important as anything which has been 
committed to the calendar by the 
Democratic leadership at this point. 

Mr. Speaker, what I really wanted to 
talk about this evening, though, re
lates to conversations I have heard 
among Democratic leaders on the 
House floor over the last couple of 
weeks and the last several nights as 
they discuss their view of where the 
country is and what needs to be done, 
because I have been struck, as I have 
sat and listened to those discourses, 
that they do not seem to have any vi
sion at all; that it strikes me that it is 
the same old patterns of behavior and 
the same old ideas, wrapped somewhat 
in new packages, but as ideas go they 
are not very imaginative or very inno
vative. 

The reason why I think it is impor
tant to understand that they are sug
gesting is not good enough is to under
stand the nature of the times in which 
we live. Too often in this body we be
come so wrapped up in the details of 
what is going on that we fail to see the 
macroeconomic and macropolitical pic
ture and fail to understand what is 
happening around us. 

I admit to being guilty of that. I 
often get wrapped up in the rules that 
we are considering on the floor or some 
technical details or so on. I do a lot of 
that on the House floor in my role as 
an enforcer out here. But I hope that 
we can from time to time step back 
and understand something about the 
times in which we live, so that we can 
respond to the needs of the times in 
which we live. 

I would suggest that we live in abso
lutely revolutionary times. I regard 
this time as being the most exciting 
period in the history of humankind to 
be alive. I say that because literally 
there are revolutions happening around 
us that are changing the world as we 
know it and the world as future genera
tions will know it. This is a fantastic 
time in which to see change taking 
place. I would submit that mankind 
has not had a similar period in history 
since the end of the 18th century. 

At the end of the 18th century we saw 
revolutions taking place that changed 
the world as men knew it then and as 

we have to come to understand it. 
There was a political revolution that 
took place, characterized by the Amer
ican revolution, that changed for all 
time the way men governed themselves 
and the way women participated in so
ciety. 

We had an economic revolution that 
changed us from an agrarian economy 
to an industrial economy. We had a 
cultural revolution that changed the 
way that men and women interacted, 
largely because they moved off the 
farms into the cities, and we built huge 
new cities and we developed an urban 
culture. We developed the middle class, 
a major economic and cultural revolu
tion. 

There was a technological revolution 
as we moved away from the idea that 
muscle power of human beings would 
drive the economy and we went to ma
chines, and thereby created a techno
logical revolution. 

That is a time that was very, very 
challenging for the people that lived in 
it. In fact, there were two men of let
ters writing at that time, both of 
whom looked at the world a little bit 
differently. One of the people writing 
at that time was Thomas Malthus. 
Thomas Malthus saw the agrarian soci
ety around him, the feudal society, if 
you will, deteriorating, and he came to 
the conclusion that everybody was 
going to starve to death; that there 
was no way, with the population in
creasing and the feudal society deterio
rating, that we were going to be able to 
feed the population of the future, so 
therefore, everyone was going to starve 
to death. 

Thomas Malthus turned out to be 
wrong, because the fact is that what 
arose was an industrial society that 
permitted agriculture to be more pro
ductive, and in fact today we have agri
cultural surpluses in the industrial na
tions of the world, not people that are 
starving to death as the result of a 
lack of food. 

We had another writer at that time, 
Adam Smith. Adam Smith saw some
thing entirely different. Adam Smith 
saw the rise of a pin factory, and he 
wrote about it and he talked about the 
fact that there were going to be ways 
of developing new wealth, that there 
was going to be the rise of the middle 
class, that men and women would no 
longer derive their wealth only from 
the land, they would derive it from the 
production of goods, from the sale of 
goods; that we would end up having the 
merchant class that ultimately became 
the middle class that we have known. 

Adam Smith turned out to be exactly 
right in his analysis . Thomas Malthus 
turned out to be wrong in his, and yet 
the interesting thing is that Thomas 
Malthus would have been regarded as 
the person most attuned to the history, 
because Thomas Malthus based his 
analysis on everything that we had 
known up until that time. He looked 
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back through history and saw historic 
patterns and suggested that if historic 
patterns continued to play their way 
out, we were in deep trouble. 

Adam Smith saw something new hap
pening. Adam Smith saw the revolu
tion. Well, the fact is that we have 
many of the same kinds of analyses 
taking place today. 

What I hear from the Democratic 
leadership when they come to the floor 
in these evenings too often is a Malthu
sian kind of analysis: that everything 
is deteriorating, that we have no 
chance for growth, that everything is 
coming apart, that jobs cannot be cre
ated, that there is no hope for growth, 
so therefore the only hope we have is 
to take the weal th that exists and try 
to redistribute it in ways which they 
regard as fair. That is probably a con
clusion that one can draw if one thinks 
that the world of the 1990's is like the 
world of the 1930's, or like the world of 
the 1940's, or the 1950's, or even the 
1960's. But it is not. 

I would submit as my thesis that we 
live in revolutionary times not unlike 
those of Adam Smith and Thomas Mal
thus; that what we see happening 
around us today is revolutionary in the 
same sense that the revolution at the 
end of the 18th century took place. 

We see today a political revolution 
taking place that has to be understood. 
If you look around the world, you have 
to know that there is a political revo
lution taking place. In just the last few 
months we have seen not only the dis
solution of the Soviet empire, we have 
seen the dissolution of the Soviet 
Union itself. That is a major political 
revolution, but it is not the only politi
cal revolution. There are political rev
olutions happening in Latin America, 
in Africa, in Europe, in the Far East, 
and in the Middle East, political revo
lutions that largely center around a de
centralization of power. 

More and more we are finding that 
the institutions of government that 
have tried to become entire economies 
or entire ways of doing things out of 
one central model fail. It is much what 
happened in the Soviet Union. The 
central government, the central au
thority, the party became so corrupt it 
could no longer stand; in part it was 
corrupt in a personal sense, but corrupt 
in an overall sense. It was just deterio
rating from within. 

That decentralization of power that 
is taking place in the Soviet Union is a 
part of a worldwide phenomenon, a 
major political revolution, one that in 
all honesty we in this country need to 
be aware of, because too often the re
forms that we hear discussed by some 
of our friends in the Democratic Party 
call not for decentralization of power, 
not for being a part of the revolution of 
the future, but for centralization of 
power. They are calling on the United 
States to move precisely in the same 
direction that has failed in other parts 
of the world. 

For example, when they talk to us 
about health care these days, the most 
important concepts that come forward 
from Democratic leaderships tend to be 
more and more centralization of power 
in the health care regime, rather than 
finding ways to allow individuals more 
access and more quality in their own 
lives in the health care system. 

I do not know that I have all the an
swers to health care, but I am sure that 
the answers given to us by the liberal 
Democrats are precisely opposite from 
where the revolution is going that is 
driving the world. We live in revolu
tionary times. They are at least two or 
three steps behind the political revolu
tion. 

Just as important as the political 
revolution is the economic revolution. 
The economic revolution is twofold in 
nature, and just as important as the 
change that took place at the end of 
the 18th century, when we moved from 
a feudal society, with lords of the 
manor who controlled the economies of 
their local area, and we moved from 
that to national economies. 

D 2210 
At the same time in that period of 

time we moved, as I stated before, from 
an agrarian society, an agriculturally 
based society, to an industrially based 
society. 

Two similar kinds of revolutions are 
taking place economically today. We 
are moving from national economics to 
a world economy. We are moving away 
from the idea that all national struc
tures in the economy are the only 
thing that works to the idea that the 
world is the basis for the economy. 

That is seen in many ways. The small 
businessman in a small town in the 
United States can no longer think of 
his competition as just being down the 
street or in the next town or in the 
next county or in the next State. He 
has to think about the fact that his 
competition may be halfway around 
the world. He has to begin to think in 
terms of the kinds of products that he 
has, the kind of quality in those prod
ucts, the kind of productivity in his 
workplace. He has to make certain 
that he can compete not only just 
down the street, but halfway around 
the world. 

That is the advent of the world econ
omy. You have to be awfully good to 
participate in that kind of an economy. 

In addition to moving from a na
tional economy to a world economy we 
are also moving to some kind of a post
industrial economy. I do not know ex
actly the nature of it. I do know that it 
is one that is going to be very much in
formation based. I do know that it is 
going to depend upon the mind as being 
the principle ingredient of driving the 
economy. 

Remember I said the muscle power of 
human beings used to drive the econ
omy? Then we moved to machines to 

replace the muscle power of human 
beings. Now in the new economy we are 
going to depend upon the mind of the 
human being. 

That is something which has to be 
very scary, because you are talking 
about a whole new way of thinking 
about how wealth is created. But it is 
going to be a fantastic opportunity for 
growth of unimaginable kinds in the 
years just ahead. 

We no longer are tied to the old busi
ness cycles that have driven us over 
the last several years. I hear again my 
colleagues who are way behind the 
times in the liberal Democratic ranks 
who keep talking about the fact that of 
course we are going to have a reces
sion, and so on, and they talk about 
the old business cycles. 

The old business cycles no longer 
apply. Because of the revolution of 
both our world economy and moving to 
a grand new kind of post-industrial 
economy, the potential is there for vir
tually unlimited growth into the fu
ture. 

The problem is that we in Washing
ton are perfectly capable of messing it 
up. We are perfectly capable of develop
ing policies that, instead of helping 
people to grow and invest in new oppor
tunities, keep them from doing so. 

We have just finished discussing on 
the floor some of the ways in the past 
we did that. We are seeking in the bill 
that the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
GINGRICH] was describing to correct 
some of those things, but we have to go 
much further than that bill does. That 
is just one step. 

What we have to do is rethink our 
policies so that everything that we are 
doing in Washington helps drive people 
toward investing in new ideas, in new 
concepts, in innovative kinds of tech
nologies. 

We are nowhere close to that right 
now. What we have done is encouraged 
people to put their money away and 
shelter it away somewhere so the Gov
ernment cannot get at it. That is pre
cisely the wrong prescription in an 
economy which is undergoing literally 
revolutionary change. 

I would also submit that at the very 
same time the political revolution 'is 
going on and an economic revolution is 
going on, we also have a cultural revo
lution taking place, a fantastically 
complicated cultural revolution that is 
impacting on the lives of all Ameri
cans, and, in fact, all people through
out the world. 

How is it manifesting itself? It is 
manifesting itself in part in a rise of 
fundamentalist religion around the 
world, fundamentalist religion in 
America, fundamentalist religion 
around the world. 

Why is that? People see around them 
all this change. They are struggling 
with the change that is taking place 
and they want some kind of stability in 
their lives. So many of them are reach-
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ing out to religion, and even very fun
damentalist kinds of religions, to give 
them the sense of values they need to 
struggle with all the change that is 
around them. 

That is manifesting itself in the rise 
of religion in this country, but also in 
the rise of fundamentalist Islamic reli
gion in some parts of the world. The 
thing is it will cause some political 
feedback. 

See, all these revolutions interrelate. 
At some point some of those basic 
deeply held views in religion come into 
clash with each other and cause politi
cal problems. They cause economic 
problems. 

But the fact is real, that one of the 
cultural phenomena of our time is to 
see a change in the religious patterns 
of human beings around the world as 
they seek to cling to values. 

There is also another kind of cultural 
change that is taking place. In my 
mind it is a rise of environmentalism. 
Not environmentalism in the sense 
that we often discuss it on the floor as 
a political agenda, but 
environmentalism from the standpoint 
that mankind and humankind have 
seen themselves now a little differently 
than they ever saw themselves before. 

We have had the chance as a result of 
our adventures into space to look back 
at this planet and understand it is a 
very fragile spaceship. What you have 
among young people and old people 
alike is a growing understanding there 
is some need on their own individual 
part to do something to preserve that 
planet for future generations. 

So it is not an environmentalism 
manifested in all of the kinds of crazy 
details we sometimes see in bills that 
come up on the floor, it is an 
environmentalism based in the every
day lives of people who have made 
changes in the way they behave them
selves in order to do some little part in 
order to preserve the globe around 
them. 

That, too, ought to be encouraged. 
That is something where we really will 
get real benefits for the future, and it 
is a cultural change. It is an under
standing that has changed in my life
time. 

We also see an intuitive understand
ing within culture that if the world is 
changing so much around us, and if we 
are going to have to depend upon our 
thought processes in order to drive the 
economy of the future, we need better 
education. So what you are seeing hap
pen in the cultures around the world is 
an emphasis on education. 

Sadly, in this country some of that 
emphasis has been simply to pour good 
money after bad, rather than doing a 
reform of the educational system that 
will really drive that economy of the 
future. 

In my mind what is really needed in 
our educational system is more indi
vidualized education instruction. I 

think where the education system is 
failing us at the moment is the fact 
that we are still educating people to 
take part in an industrial economy. 

Let us face it, we formed schools at 
the beginning of this century. The pub
lic school system largely arose during 
this century. We formed the schools at 
the beginning of this century to teach 
young people how to work in industrial 
factories, how to work on production 
lines. So we mass produced education. 

We mass produced children coming 
out of the schools. That model no 
longer exists. It is invalid to the times 
that are changing. 

What we need right now is people 
who are able to think for themselves, 
people who are able to take the knowl
edge base that they come with and 
grow from it. 

What you could have in schools right 
now, if you wanted to do real edu
cational reform, is individualize in
structional programs. We already have 
them for handicapped students. Al
ready if you are a handicapped student, 
you can go and get a program that is 
designed specifically for you, and you 
progress based upon your own talents 
and upon your own abilities. 

We could do the same thing for every 
child in the classroom. How do you do 
it if you have 25 or 30 kids in the class
room? You use technology. You can use 
computers to help guide the child 
along, to give them the ability to move 
at their own pace. You can use inter
action between students, using that 
same technology. You can use inter
active technology that draws upon the 
finest minds in the world and brings 
them in to the classroom. 

You now have the ability with the in
formation systems that we are develop
ing to bring the top experts in every 
field into the classroom and utilize 
them. You now have the ability to tap 
into libraries. When you are studying 
World War II, you can give the young 
people in the classroom the real battle 
footage of a battle that was fought dur
ing that war, or hear the leaders of the 
world at that time actually talking to 
the students. You can bring that right 
to the desk in front of them. So you 
can tailor individual instructional pro
grams. 

Let me tell you, I am someone who is 
an automobile enthusiast. I was one 
when I was a student in school. You 
could have taught me many, many 
things in education had you tied them 
all to the automobile. 

You could have taught me physics, 
you could have taught me history, you 
could have taught me English, you 
could have taught me all kinds of 
things if the device in front of me was 
telling me that it was all related to the 
automobile. 
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I would have spent hours poring over 

that and so on in order to learn that in-

formation because it was directly re
lated to something I was interested in. 
We can do that for every child. And we 
will end up with an educational system 
which is more vibrant, more useful and 
ultimately graduate a much better 
class of students prepared for the world 
that is coming. That is a cultural revo
iution. 

Fourthly, I would submit to my col
leagues that just like at the end of the 
18th century, there is a technological 
revolution taking place, and the tech
nological revolution is unbelievable. I 
serve as the ranking Republican, the 
Republican chairman of the Committee 
on Science, Space, and Technology. I 
here all about these new technologies 
all the time. The scientists who come 
before us tell us that we are likely to 
see in the next quarter of a century 
five times the level of technological 
change that we have seen in the last 
century. 

Think back to what the world was 
like in 1890 and then think how much 
change has taken place in that 100-year 
period. And then think about the fact 
that we are going to see five times that 
level of technical change in just the 
next 25 years. We get some idea as to 
how bit the change is going to be. 

What kind of changes am I talking 
about? Well, we are in the process of 
designing to be built right now some
thing called the national aerospace 
plane. It is an experimental airplane, 
the other name for it is the X-30. The 
interesting thing about that aircraft 
will be it will have new materials in it, 
new engines, new ways of integrating 
the technologies incumbent in the air
plane. And the interesting thing is, it 
is capable of flying across the country 
in 15 minutes. It is capable of flying 
anywhere in the world in 2 hours. We 
are going to have to approve a tech
nology of an airplane capable of taking 
off from a runway and going anywhere 
in the world in 2 hours and landing on 
another runway. 

Now, what does that mean for our fu
ture? In my view what that means for 
our future is that it changes the world 
as we have known it. It means that you 
can have a businessman who gets up in 
Washington, DC in the morning and 
says to his wife, "Honey, I have got 
business in Tokyo, but do not worry 
about me. I will be home in time for 
dinner.'' 

You might say, well, it does not 
sound very likely to me. Think about 
it. I think about my own lifetime. 
When I was a high school kid, we still 
were flying propeller-driven airplanes. 
We had not gone to jet airplanes yet. 

If you wanted to go to Chicago from 
Washington, DC, it took you the better 
part of a day to get the flights, get out 
there and so on. You were not having 
very many people that were making a 
lot of trips in one day from Washington 
to Chicago and back. 

And yet with the advent of the jet 
airplane, within my lifetime, I, person-
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ally, have had the experience on a cou
ple of occasions of getting up in the 
morning in Washington, DC, flying to 
Chicago, making a speech, and flying 
back to Washington, DC and being 
back here in time for the House of Rep
resentati ves to go into session at noon. 

That kind of change has taken place 
in my lifetime. This technology will 
mean a similar kind of change can take 
place in the lifetime of others. 

A few weeks ago we had a fairly heat
ed debate on the House floor with re
gard to building the space station. 
There were a lot of things said about 
the merits of this and the demerits of 
it, but it is one of those new tech
nologies that will change things in my 
belief very heavily. Within the last few 
days there has been an article in the 
New York Times about a new medical 
device that could be flown aboard that 
space station. 

What the medical device will be able 
to do is replicate cells. 

In other words, you can take one cell 
from a human being and have it rep
licated aboard this on this machine 
aboard the space station in 
weightlessness. 

You might say, what does that mean? 
Well, what it means is we can create a 
new human organ. If someone has liver 
cancer, we could literally be able to 
take one cell from that liver, take it to 
space, create a new liver for that per
son, bring it back and be able to trans
plant it for that person. Or a kidney or 
perhaps an optic nerve for a blind per
son or they have even already worked 
with brain cells so that if you had 
brain cancer, we might be able to re
place damaged parts of the brain. 

Think about what that means for 
mankind if you are capable of doing 
that. But you see it takes a manned 
space station in order to do it. You 
have to have human beings there to 
work the machines. So you have to 
have a space station. You have to have 
a livable environment in space in order 
to make that work. 

And that is the kind of new tech
nology that will change the world in 
ways that you cannot even imagine. 

Or communications. We are going to 
see a revolution in communications. 
This information-driven economy that 
I am talking about will be largely tech
nologically created because it is the in
formation flow that will make it pos
sible. With fiber-optic cable, we will be 
able to have massive amounts of infor
mation moving throughout the world. 
And what that will mean is that people 
in their homes and in their schools and 
in their workplaces will be able to have 
access to information in amounts we 
have never known before. And the im
portant thing is they are going to be 
able to process that information. 

Because in addition to the commu
nications, we are going to have a revo
lution in computers. Already we are 
microminiaturing computers to the 

point that in the not-too-distant future 
we will be able to have a computer 
with the processing capacity of a 
supercomputer, but it will be the size 
of a credit card that we can put in our 
wallets. 

And think what that means then in 
our ability to create artificial intel
ligence that can be used in robots, ro
bots that will then help improve the 
livelihood of people and will help make 
our industries more productive. 

What I am saying is that not only do 
you have all these things happening 
but that also they are interacting with 
each other. Each of these revolutions is 
not a separate compartment, as I have 
described them here. Each of them is 
truly taking place, but they are inter
acting. 

I will give a couple of examples. The 
technological revolution, the commu
nications, we have already seen that 
impact on the political revolutions 
taking place. One of the reasons why 
many men and women around the 
world were able to rise up against ty
rants and oppressors is because they 
had information, because they had fax 
machines that were showing them 
what the rest of the world was seeing. 

Even when they could not get inf or
ma tion from their own government, 
they found out in the midst of their 
revolution what was being said about 
them in .the United States because 
someone faxed them the information. 

The young people in Tianamen 
Square were understanding what the 
world was talking about in their revo
lution because there were literally 
faxes flowing back and forth. That 
level of transmission of information 
makes it almost impossible for tyran
nical societies to continue to succeed. 

And it is one reason why we see a de
centralization of power. The robotic 
revolution that is just around the cor
ner will certainly have a positive im
pact on the economies of the future. 

One thing that needs to be under
stood and one thing which is often 
challenging people, and they do not un
derstand, is how this new economy 
ends up creating more jobs and better 
jobs than those that were in the indus
trial economy. 

As a matter of fact, many people see 
the industrial economy as being in 
trouble and think that that means that 
there is no hope ahead. That is the 
anlaysis too often we get from liberal 
Democrats right here in the Congress. 

Nothing could be further from the 
truth. Just as agriculture was bene
fited by industry when we got ma
chines on the farm, it made the farm 
more productive; information in indus
try will make the industries more pro
ductive. 

I will give you an example. If you go 
to a racetrack around the country and 
watch automobile racing, you will see 
hosts of people there with computers 
measuring tires and looking at the 

tires and the tire compounds. What are 
they doing? 

They are trying to figure out how to 
make better automative tires, based 
upon this very, very tough experience 
of being at high speed on a racetrack. 
And the information that they gather 
there is creating new compounds and 
new kinds of tires, and they are creat
ing a much better product. It is inf or
mation-dri ven technology that is im
proving industrial performance. 

And we are going to see far more of 
that in the future. That is just one ex
ample of many, there are millions of 
examples of the same kind. 

But that is where the technological 
revolution interacts with the economic 
revolution and the cultural revolution 
interacts with the technological revo
lution because, if, in fact, we are seeing 
things from space and it is changing 
our view of the world, that is tech
nology having an impact on culture. 
And the fact is that as we become more 
and more interested in things like the 
environment, we will find that there 
are technological solutions to some of 
our environmental problems. 
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We will find that there are ways of 

utilizing information that will improve 
the environment, and also those new 
technologies will drive us toward a bet
ter standard of living. 

Here is the problem for America in 
these revolutionary times: In Congress 
you have the single most reactionary 
institution in the country. And I do not 
say that lightly. Congress is the single 
most reactionary institution in the 
country. I assume that that is in part 
because Congress is so tied to special 
interests these days that it has to tie 
itself to the status quo. So when you 
hear leaders come to the floor and sug
gest that there is not much we can do, 
or the only thing we can do is play at 
the edges, or the only thing that we 
can do is repackage old ideas, they are 
really reflecting the fact that they are 
people incapable of dealing with revo
lutionary times, because what they are 
really saying to you is we cannot break 
out of the status quo because all of the 
special interests who finance our cam
paigns, all of the special interests that 
come out and vote are special interests 
that we feel tied to. And we can in no 
way betray them. 

The fact is that the special interests 
tend to be those institutions that have 
welded themselves to the past, that 
they do not want real change, and they 
do not accept the change around them. 
In fact, what they want to do in most 
cases is black the change out, they 
want to erect walls to stop the change 
from taking place, and every time you 
erect one of those walls you in fact en
danger our ability to be competitive in 
revolutionary times. And that is what 
you are hearing from the Democrats in 
the Congress. They are people wedded 
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to the status quo and incapable of 
changing enough to meet the times in 
which we live. 

I am afraid that in many cases I see 
that within my own party as well. Too 
often I see it in the leadership that we 
get from the White House. Too often I 
see it in the proposals that we bring 
forward as so-called Republican alter
natives on the floor. Too often we are 
not visionary enough to recognize the 
times. The only identity we have being 
the minority party in the House is the 
fact that we do not have to be as re
sponsive to special interest power as 
the Democrats do. 

Some of the Republicans are. I mean 
some of them are very much tied to 
special interest too. But the fact is, as 
a party we are not as closed to new 
ideas as a party that has literally been 
in power in the House for 40 years and 
thinks that it knows how to maintain 
that power by keeping things pretty 
much as they are. We are not as tied to 
that on the Republican side of the 
aisle. 

So we have a duty, it seems to me, to 
be somewhat more revolutionary in our 
thinking. We have to take this reac
tionary institution and try to change 
it. And that is what some of us do here 
on a regular basis. Sometimes it gets a 
little sticky, sometimes it gets a little 
tough. We sometimes probably make 
mistakes doing it. But one of the 
things I think we have an obligation to 
do is to try to bring about changes, be
cause if we do not change here, if Gov
ernment does not change, if institu
tions do not change in revolutionary 
times, we will become like the mon
archs at the end of the 18th century 
and the beginning of the 19th century 
who failed to see the revolution around 
them, failed to change and were 
consumed by the revolution. 

This country has too much to give. It 
is too great to allow revolution to 
sweep it away. Instead, we have a Con
stitution, a Bill of Rights, a capability 
not to be consumed by revolution, but 
to lead the revolution. That is what we 
ought to be doing. The vision that we 
have ought to understand that all of 
these things that are happening around 
us can in fact be positive, that they 
can create more jobs, that they can 
create more hope, that they can give 
more people the capacity to rise above 
their station, that people do not have 
to be poor any more, people do not 
have to be uneducated. We do not have 
to have deteriorating cities. We do not 
have to have all of these ills around us 
if we will simply tie ourselves to the 
revolution. 

We can do it. There are many days I 
become discouraged in the Congress be
cause what I see us doing is simply try
ing to protect ourselves from the winds 
of change rather than trying to figure 
out a way to ride those winds of 
change. 

I hope there is a change in the Con
gress. I hope that maybe in the next 

session of Congress we will do better 
than we have done in this session, we 
will begin to realize that the revolu
tion is here and that we must be a part 
of it. 

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

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. RIDGE) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. lNHOFE, for 5 minutes each day, 
on November 25 and 26. 

Mr. RIGGS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. RIGGS, for 60 minutes, on Novem

ber 23. 
Mrs. BENTLEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GINGRICH, for 60 minutes, on No

vember 23. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. MCDERMOTT') to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. KOLTER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SWIFT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. AUCOIN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PANETTA, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ENGEL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. OAKAR, for 60 minutes, on No

vember 25 and 26. 
Mr. LIPINSKI, for 60 minutes, on No

vember 25. 
Mr. PEASE, for 5 minutes, on Novem

ber 25 and 26. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. BILBRA Y in two instances. 
Mr. BROWN. 
Mr. LANTOS in two instances. 
Mr. ACKERMAN. 
Mr. KOSTMAYER. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. 
Mr. STARK in two instances. 
Mr. ENGLISH. 
Ms. OAKAR. 
Mr. OWENS of New York. 
Mr. BENNET!'. 
Mr. STALLINGS. 
Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. 
Mr. HOYER. 
Mr. FAZIO. 
Mr. ASPIN. 
Mr. SERRANO. 
Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. 
Mr. RAY. 
Mr. BRUCE. 
Mr. MILLER of California in two in-

stances. 
Mr. MCHUGH in two instances. 
Mr. LAUGHLIN. 
Mr. RICHARDSON in two instances. 
Mr. TOWNS. 
Mr. DIXON. 
Mr. SWETT in two instances. 
Mr. LEVINE of California. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. 
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 10 o'clock and 36 minutes 
p.m.) under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Sat
urday, November 23, 1991, at 10 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol

the re- lows: 
to: 

(The following Members (at 
quest of Mr. RIDGE) and to 
exraneous matter:) 

include 2393. A letter from the comptroller of the 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. 
Mr. PORTER. 
Mr. GALLO. 
Mr. MACHTLEY. 
Mr. GILMAN in three instances. 
Mr. GoODLING. 
Mr. BAKER. 
Mr. BLILEY. 
Mr. GRADISON. 
Mr. HORTON. 

Department of Defense, transmitting one re
port of violation that occurred in the De
partment of the Air Force, pursuant to 31 
U.S.C. 1517(B); to the Committee on Appro
priations. 

2394. A letter from the Deputy Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting the re
port of the Commission on the Consolidation 
and Conversion of Defense Research and De
velopment Laboratories, pursuant to Public 
Law 101-510, section 246(g) (104 Stat. 1521); to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

Mr. GREEN of New 
stances. 

Mr. GEKAS. 
Mr. SOLOMON. 

2395. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
York in two in- for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 

transmitting notification that the President 
intends to exercise his authority under sec
tion 506(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act in 

Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN. 
Mrs. BENTLEY in three instances. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 
Mr. McGRATH in two instances. 
Mr. COBLE. 
(The following Members (at the 

quest of Mr. McDERMOTT') and to 
elude extraneous matter:) 

order to authorize the furnishing of $10 mil
lion to support Senegal's deployment of 
peacekeeping forces in Liberia, pursuant to 
22 U.S.C. 2348(c)(2); to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

2396. A communication from the President 
re- of the United States, transmitting the bi
in- monthly report on progress toward a nego

tiated solution of the Cyprus problem, in-
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eluding any relevant reports from the Sec
retary General of the United Nations cover
ing the period from August through the first 
part of October 1991, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
2373(c); to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

2397. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting 
copies of the original report of political con
tributions of Richard B. Stone, of the Dis
trict of Columbia, to be Ambassador to Den
mark, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 3944(b)(2); to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

2398. A letter from Assistant Legal Adviser 
for Treaty Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting copies of international agree
ments, other than treaties, entered into by 
the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C. 
112B(a); to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

2399. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Agency's annual report on 
the Program Fraud Civil Remedies Act for 
the year ending September 30, 1991, pursuant 
to 31 U.S.C. 3810; to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations. 

2400. A letter from the Clerk, U.S. House of 
Representatives, transmitting the quarterly 
report of receipts and expenditures of appro
priations and other funds for the period July 
1, 1991 through September 30, 1991, pursuant 
to 2 U.S.C. 104a (H. Doc. No. 102-168); to the 
Committee on House Administration and or
dered to be printed. 

2401. A letter from the Secretary of Com
merce, transmitting notice of designation 
for the Flower Garden Banks National Ma
rine Sanctuary, from the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, National 
Ocean Service, and the Department of Com
merce, pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 1431 et seq.; to 
the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

2402. A letter from the Secretary of Trans
portation, transmitting the Department's re
port on the potential benefits of a shipper re
sponsibility law; to the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation. 

2403. A letter from the National Adjutant, 
the Disabled American Veterans, transmit
ting the report of the proceedings of the or
ganization's 70th National Convention, in
cluding their annual audit report of receipts 
and expenditures as of December 31, 1990, 
pursuant to 44 U.S.C. 1332, and section 3 of 
Public Law 88-504 (H. Doc. No. 102-167); to 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs and or
dered to be printed. 

2404. A letter from the Secretary, Depart
ment of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting the fifth report on tier ID Federal 
agency drug-free workplace programs, pursu
ant to Public Law 100-71, section 503(a)(l)(A) 
(101 Stat. 468); jointly, to the Committees on 
Appropriations and Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

2405. A letter from the Secretary of Labor, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
entitled, "Pension Protection in Bankruptcy 
Act of 1991"; jointly, to the Committees on 
Ways and Means, Education and Labor, and 
the Judiciary. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MILLER of California: Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. H.R. 3604. A bill 
to direct acquisitions within the Eleven 

Point Wild and Scenic River, to establish the 
Greer Spring Special Management Area in 
Missouri and for other purposes; with amend
ments (Rept. 102-346, Pt. 2). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY: Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs. H.R. 3327. A bill to amend title 
38, United States Code, to provide for the 
designation of an Assistant Secretary of the 
Department of Veterans Affairs as the Chief 
Minority Affairs Officer of the Department 
(Rept. 102-347). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MILLER of California: Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. H.R. 1099. A bill 
to amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act by 
designating segments of the Lamprey River 
in the State of New Hampshire for study for 
potential addition to the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System, and for other purposes 
(Rept. 102-348). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MILLER of California: Cammi ttee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. H.R. 2431. A bill 
to amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act by 
designating a segment of the Lower Merced 
River in California as a component of the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System; 
with amendments (Rept. 102-349). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. DERRICK: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 294. Resolution waiving the re
quirement of clause 4(b) of rule XI, against 
consideration of certain resolutions reported 
from the Committee on Rules, and for other 
purposes (Rept. 102-351). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Mr. MILLER of California: Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. H.R. 1592. A bill 
to increase the size of the Big Thicket Na
tional Preserve in the State of Texas by add
ing the Village Creek Corridor unit, the Big 
Sandy Corridor unit, the Canyonlands unit, 
the Sabine River Blue Elbow unit, and addi
tion to the Lower Neches Corridor unit; with 
an amendment (Report. 102-352). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. MILLER of California: Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. H.R. 3370. A bill 
to direct the Secretary of the Interior to 
carry out a study and make recommenda
tions to the Congress regarding the feasibil
ity of establishing a Native American cul
tural center in Oklahoma City, OK; with 
amendments (Rept. 102-353). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. MILLER of California: Committee on 
Interim and Insular Affairs. H.R. 2141. A bill 
to establish the Snake River Birds of Prey 
National Conservation Area in the State of 
Idaho, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 102-354, Pt. 1). Ordered to 
be printed. 

Mr. DINGELL: Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. H.R. 3645. A bill to amend the 
International Travel Act of 1961 to assist in 
the growth of international travel and tour
ism in the United States, and for other pur
poses. (Rept. 102-355). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. CLAY: Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. H.R. 2263. A bill to amend title 
5, United States Code, with respect to cer
tain programs under which awards may be 
made to Federal employees for superior ac
complishments or cost savings disclosures, 
and for other purposes; with amendments 
(Rept. 102-356). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina: Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. H.R. 3282. 
A bill to provide for the equity of revenue 
availability on American and foreign cruise 
vessels, the regulation of gaming on vessels, 
penalties for gambling violations, and for 
other purposes; with amendments (Rept. 102-
357). Referred to the Cammi ttee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. GONZALEZ: Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. H.R. 3435. A bill 
to provide funding for the resolution of failed 
savings associations and working capital for 
the Resolution Trust Corporation, to re
structure the Oversight Board and the Reso
lution Trust Corporation, and for other pur
poses; with amendments (Rept. 102-358). Re
ferred to the Cammi ttee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

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. JONES of North Carolina: Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. H.R. 3638. 
A bill making technical amendments to the 
law which authorizes modification of the 
boundaries of the Alaska Maritime National 
Wildlife Refuge; without amendment. Com
mittee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union discharged. Referred to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs for a 
period ending not later than November 25, 
1991, for consideration of such provisions of 
the bill and amendment as fall within the ju
risdiction of that committee pursuant to 
clause 1(1) of rule X. (Rept. 102-350, Part, 1). 
Ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. SWIFT; 
H.R. 3865. A bill to amend the Solid Waste 

Disposal Act to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal years 1993 through 1998, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. ORTIZ (for himself, Mr. JONES 
of North Carolina, and Mr. STUDDS): 

H.R. 3866. A bill to provide for the designa
tion of the Flower Garden Banks National 
Marine Sanctuary; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. BARNARD (for himself, Mr. 
WYLIE, Mr. MCCANDLESS, and Mr. 
BAKER): 

H.R. 3867. A bill to provide funding for the 
resolution of failed savings associations 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. PANETTA; 
H.R. 3868. A bill to provide sanctions 

against any country that does not prohibit 
large-scale drift net fishing by nationals and 
vessels of that country, to enhance fisheries 
conservation programs, to extend the Fish 
and Seafood Promotion Act of 1986, and to 
stabilize the price received by harvesters of 
sockeye salmon; jointly, to the Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries and Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. INHOFE; 
H.R. 3869. A bill to provide a uniform bene

fit structure for purposes of the Emergency 
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Unemployment Compensation Act of 1991; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ASPIN (for himself, Mr. 
GEPHARDT, and Mr. HAMILTON): 

H.R. 3870. A bill to provide for the furnish
ing of emergency humanitarian assistance to 
the people of the Soviet Union and to assist 
in the conversion of the military industrial 
complex of the Soviet Union to civilian uses; 
jointly, to the Committee on Armed Services 
and Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BARTON of Texas (for himself, 
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. MILLER of Washing
ton, Mr. JONES of Georgia, and Mr. 
HOBSON): 

H.R. 3871. A bill to provide for adjustment 
to permanent resident status of certain Chi
nese nationals; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. BENNETT: 
H.R. 3872. A bill to establish a commission 

to assist the Soviet Republics and nations of 
Eastern Europe during their transition to a 
market economy, democracy, and stable gov
ernments; to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

By Mr. CONYERS: 
H.R. 3873. A bill to express United States 

policy regarding the restoration of demo
cratic constitutional government in Haiti, to 
grant temporary protected status to Hai
tians until such a government is restored, 
and to terminate the migrant interdiction 
agreement between the United States and 
Haiti; jointly, to the Committees on Foreign 
Affairs, Ways and Means, Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries, and the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DIXON (for himself, Mr. APPLE
GATE, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. CLAY, 
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. DWYER 
of New Jersey, Mr. ESPY, Mr. FRANK 
of Massachusetts, Mr. FUSTER, Mr. 
HAYES of Illinois, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. 
MFUME, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. MURPHY, 
Ms. NORTON, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. 
OWENS of New York, Mr. PERKINS, 
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. 
TORRES, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. TRAFICANT, 
Mr. WOLPE, Mr. WASHINGTON, Mr. 
FORD of Tennessee, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
EVANS, Mr. FROST, and Mr. CONYERS): 

H.R. 3874. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to promote the develop
ment and preservation of rental housing for 
low- and moderate-income families; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DONNELLY (for himself, Mr. 
NEAL of Massachusetts, and Mr. MAV
ROULES): 

H.R. 3875. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to allow a deduction for 
capital gains for middle-income taxpayers 
and to provide for revenue increases to fund 
such relief; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. DOOLEY (for himself, Mr. LEH
MAN of California, Mr. HERGER, Mr. 
CONDIT, and Mr. DoOLITTLE): 

H.R. 3876. A bill to protect, restore, and en
hance fish and wildlife habitat within the 
Central Valley of California, mitigate 
Central Valley Project impacts in order to 
maintain the continued orderly operation on 
the Central Valley Project, and for other 
purposes; jointly, to the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries and Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. ENGLISH: 
H.R. 3877. A bill to provide equal access to 

Presidential, congressional, and judicial 
records; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

By Mr. FORD of Michigan (for himself, 
Mr. GAYDOS, Mr. CLAY, Mr. MURPHY, 

Mr. KILDEE, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. ANNUN
ZIO, Ms. COLLINS of Michigan, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. ECKART, 
Mr. EVANS, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. GON
ZALEZ, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. JONTZ, Mr. 
KANJORSKI, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KLECZ
KA, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. 
MURTHA, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. STARK, 
Mr. TOWNS, and Mr. TRAXLER): 

H.R. 3878. A bill to provide assistance to 
employees who are subject to a plant closing 
or mass layoff because their work is trans
ferred to another country which has low 
wages or unhealthy working conditions; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. GEKAS: 
H.R. 3879. A bill to apply to administrative 

judges of the Merit Systems Protection 
Board certain protections afforded to admin
istrative law judges appointed under section 
3105 of title 5, United States Code, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. GILLMOR: 
H.R. 3880. A bill to repeal exemptions from 

civil rights and labor laws for Members of 
Congress; jointly, to the Committees on Edu
cation and Labor, House Administration, and 
Government Operations. 

By Mr. GORDON: 
H.R. 3881. A bill to expand the boundaries 

of Stones River National Battlefield, TN, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. GUNDERSON (for himself and 
Mr. ROBERTS): 

H.R. 3882. A bill to amend section 3 of the 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act to coordinate and syn
chronize pesticide data requirements; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. HUNTER: 
H.R. 3383. A bill to amend chapter 73 of 

title 10, United States Code, to provide a 
minimum monthly annuity under such chap
ter; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. JACOBS: 
H.R. 3884. A bill to suspend through Decem

ber 31, 1994, the duty on ioxilan; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LAFALCE: 
H.R. 3885. A bill to amend the Toxic Sub

stance Control Act to increase the criminal 
penalties, and for other purposes; jointly, to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce and 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LEVINE of California: 
H.R. 3886. A bill to increase the achieve

ment levels of elementary and secondary 
students by using high quality curricular
based learning resources; to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. McEWEN: 
H.R. 3887. A bill to amend the Agricultural 

Act of 1949 to eliminate the loan origination 
fee charged a producer of oilseed crops; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. McGRATH: 
H.R. 3888. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to revise the application of 
the wagering taxes to charitable organiza
tions; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 3889. A bill to amend the Tariff Act of 
1930 to increase the allowance for bona fide 
gifts sent from persons in foreign countries 
to persons in the United States; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MOODY: 
H.R. 3890. A bill to direct the Administra

tion of the Federal Aviation Administration 
to issue regulations to require individuals 
conducting weapon screenings of passengers 
in air transportation to notify law enforce
ment officers of discoveries of controlled 

substances and/or sums of money in excess of 
$10,000 in accordance with applicable Federal 
guidelines; to the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. RAMSTAD (for himself, Mr. 
FISH, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. COMBEST, 
Mr. WEBER, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. 
CAMPBELL of California, Mr. SENSEN
BRENNER, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. HERGER, 
Mr. OXLEY, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. LEWIS 
of California, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. FIELDS, 
Mr. CAMP, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. PAXON, 
Mr. STUMP, Mr. COBLE, Mr. MILLER of 
Ohio, Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut, Mr. 
ARMEY, Mr. PARKER Mr. SOLOMON, 
Mr. KYL, and Mr. HANCOCK): 

H.R. 3891. A bill to provide life imprison
ment without releases for certain criminals 
convicted a third time: jointly, to the Com
mittees on Energy and Commerce and the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. RINALDO (for himself, Mr. 
HOBSON, and Mr. SMITH of New Jer
sey): 

H.R. 3890. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to deny the deduction for 
expenses paid by an employer for a group 
health plan if the plan discriminates against 
adopted children; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mrs. SCHROEDER: 
H.R. 3893. A bill to amend title 5, United 

States Code, to permit the garnishment of an 
annuity under the Civil Service Retirement 
System or the Federal Employees' Retire
ment System, if necessary to satisfy a judg
ment against an annuitant for physically 
abusing a child; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. STALLINGS (for himself and 
Mr. LARoCCO): 

H.R. 3894. A bill to prohibit the transpor
tation of certain nuclear waste to the Idaho 
National Engineering Laboratory; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. STARK: 
H.R. 3895. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to impose an excise tax on 
the production or importation of asbestos; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. VISCLOSKY: 
H.R. 3896. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

Veterans Affairs to establish a national cem
etery for veterans in Lake County or Porter 
County, IN; to the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

By Mrs. VUCANOVICH (for herself, Mr. 
DOOLITTLE, Mr. STALLINGS, and Mr. 
HANSEN): 

H.R. 3897. A bill to provide for the appor
tionment and distribution of the award in In
dian Claims Commission docket numbered 
326-k, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. WHEAT: 
H.R. 3898. A bill to provide for the addition 

of the Truman farm house to the Harry S. 
Truman National Historic Site in the State 
of Missouri; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. ANDREWS of Maine: 
H.J. Res. 380. Joint resolution designating 

the calendar year, 1993, as the "Year of 
American Craft: A Celebration of the Cre
ative Work of the Hand"; to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. BLILEY: 
H.J. Res. 381. Joint Resolution designating 

January 16, 1992, as "Religious Freedom 
Day"; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: 
H. Res. 292. Resolution expressing the sense 

of the House of Representatives with respect 
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to legislation relating to the amortization of 
goodwill and certain other intangibles; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GILMAN (for himself, Mr. BLAZ, 
Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. 
LEACH, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. BOEHLERT, 
Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. MCCANDLESS, Ms. 
OAKAR, Mr. LEVIN of Michigan, Mr. 
THOMAS of California, Mr. LAFALCE, 
Mr. GREEN of New York, Mr. HORTON, 
Mr. REGULA, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. BLILEY, 
Mr. BAKER, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. WEBER, 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mrs. JOHNSON 
of Connecticut, Mr. McEWEN, Mr. 
BALLENGER, Mr. COBLE, Mr. HANCOCK, 
Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma, Mr. 
MONTGOMERY, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. DAN
NEMEYER, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. 
HUCKABY, Mr. HOLLOWAY, Mr. BROOM
FIELD, Mr. CAMP, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER of New York, Mr. 
McGRATH, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. DELAY, 
Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. DREIER of Califor
nia, and Mr. ASPIN): 

H. Res. 293. Resolution commending the 
people of Guam and Hawaii for the sacrifices 
and contributions they made during World 
War II; to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

By Mrs. BENTLEY (for herself, Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. PACKARD, Ms. KAP
TUR, Mr. TRAFICANT, and Mr. 
BLACKWELL): 

H. Res. 295. Resolution requesting that 
Japan should apologize; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. GALLEGLY (for himself, Mr. 
GILMAN, Mr. UPTON, Mr. PuRSELL, 
Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. BROOMFIELD, 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. CAMPBELL 
of California, Mr. Cox of California, 
Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. 
LIPINSKI, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. AN
DREWS of Texas, Mr. MILLER of Wash
ington, Mr. ECKART, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. 
DOOLITTLE, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. DANNE
MEYER, Mr. KYL, Mr. DREIER of Cali
fornia, Mr. HYDE, Mr. RHODES, Mr. 
EDWARDS of Oklahoma, Mr. LANTOS, 
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. 
MOORHEAD, Mr. DORNAN of California, 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. KASICH, 
Mr. RITTER, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. RIGGS, 
Mr. FAWELL, Mr. ANDERSON, and Mr. 
LIVINGSTON): 

H. Res. 296. Resolution expressing the sense 
of the House of Representatives regarding 
United States policy toward Yugoslavia; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut (for 
herself, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. HYDE, Mr. 
PEASE, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. DINGELL, 
Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. ASPIN, Mr. MUR
THA, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. BROOMFIELD, 
Mr. FORD of Michigan, Mr. FRANKS of 
Connecticut, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. CON
YERS, Mr. COYNE, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. 
Russo, Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. SAWYER, 
Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. 
MURPHY, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. Cox 
of California, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. GOOD
LING, Mr. LUKEN, Mr. RIDGE, Mr. RIT
TER, Mrs. PATTERSON, Mr. STOKES, 
Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. HORTON, Mr. 
ECKART, Mr. YATRON, Mr. WALSH, Mr. 
MCNULTY, Mr. HENRY, Mr. McGRATH, 
Mr. Cox of Illinois, Mr. CAMP, Mrs. 
MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. DAVIS, Mr. 
ATKINS, Mr. CARR, Mr. PAXON, Mr. 
TOWNS, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. 
SANGMEISTER, Mrs. BYRON, Mr. 

MCDADE, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. KEN
NEDY, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. NEAL of 
Massachusetts, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. HUN
TER, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. HERTEL, Mr. 
SUNDQUIST, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. GAY
DOS, Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland, Mrs. 
MORELLA, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. OLIN, 
Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr. HAYES of Illinois, 
Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. NOWAK, Mr. POR
TER, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. KIL
DEE, and Mr. SHAYS): 

H. Res. 297. Resolution to urge the Presi
dent to renew the voluntary restraint ar
rangements with Japan and Taiwan for an 
additional 5 years; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
Mr. BROWDER introduced a bill (H.R. 3899) 

for the relief of Merrill L. Johnson-Lannen; 
which was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 23: Mr. BEREUTER. 
H.R. 47: Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 
H.R. 81: Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 144: Mr. ROTH. 
H.R. 187: Mr. FLAKE, Mr. TRAXLER, and Mr. 

FROST. 
H.R. 191: Mr. PACKARD, Mr. WALKER, Mr. 

ROHRABACHER, and Mr. RITTER. 
H.R. 194: Mr. DWYER of New Jersey and Mr. 

KILDEE. 
H.R. 252: Mr. SWETT and Mr. WASHINGTON. 
H.R. 413: Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mrs. COLLINS of 

Illinois, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. 
ROYBAL, Mr. GILCHREST, and Mr. McMILLAN 
of North Carolina. 

H.R. 461: Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
SPRATT, and Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 

H.R. 519: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 565: Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. SMITH of 

Texas, Mr. ANDREWS of Maine, and Mr. 
MONTGOMERY. 

H.R. 606: Mr. ARMEY. 
H.R. 643: Mr. AUCOIN. 
H.R. 842: Mr. SERRANO, Mr. FISH, Mr. REED, 

Ms. NORTON, Mr. SYNAR, and Mr. DONNELLY. 
H.R. 911: Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 1021: Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 1048: Mr. MARKEY. 
H.R. 1124: Mrs. BOXER and Mr. KLECZKA. 
H.R. 1147: Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. ECKART, and 

Mr. ALLEN. 
H.R. 1200: Mr. WALSH, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. KOL

TER, Mr. AUCOIN, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. SABO, 
and Mr. DE LUGO. 

H.R. 1240: Mr. CLAY. 
H.R. 1300: Mr. FEIGHAN. 
H.R. 1502: Mr. DICKS and Mr. MACHTLEY. 
H.R. 1509: Mr. MINETA, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. PA-

NETTA, Mr. HAYES of Louisiana, Mr. SPENCE, 
Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. BLAZ, Mr. 
PERKINS, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. SANTORUM, 
Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. GEREN of Texas, Mr. 
HOLLOWAY, Mr. HAYES of Illinois, Mr. BROWN, 
Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. McCRERY, 
Mr. MCDADE, Mr. MCGRATH, Mr. MARLENEE, 
Mr. MFUME, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. 
OXLEY, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. TRAFICANT, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER of New York, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
STENHOLM, Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland, Mr. 
MORAN, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. GINGRICH, Mrs. 
BENTLEY, Mr. KASICH, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. 

MURPHY, Mr. RoWLAND, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. 
LOWERY of California, Mr. TALLON, Mr. BE
VILL, Mr. DREIER of California, Mr. SAXTON, 
Mr. COBLE, Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr. 
CLEMENT, Mr. MYERS of Indiana, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. DE 
LA GARZA, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. FRANKS of Con
necticut, Mr. MATSUI, and Mr. MARTINEZ. 

H.R. 1633: Mr. RAHALL and Mr. BOUCHER. 
H.R. 1665: Mr. WEISS. 
H.R. 1703: Mr. FOGLIETTA. 
H.R. 1730: Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. JOHNSON of 

Texas. Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. LAF ALCE, Mr. BLAZ, 
and Mrs. LLOYD. 

H.R. 1736: Mr. GILLMOR. 
H.R. 1752: Mrs. LOWEY of New York. 
H.R. 1898: Ms. PELOSI, Mr. JACOBS, Mrs. 

UNSOELD, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
LEWIS of Florida, Mr. HORTON, Mr. JEFFER
SON, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. RAN
GEL, and Ms. NORTON. 

H.R. 2008: Mr. HEFLEY. 
H.R. 2089: Mr. LANTOS and Ms. KAPTUR. 
H.R. 2286: Mr. ARMEY and Mr. WALSH. 
H.R. 2363: Mr. KASICH, Mr. LEVIN of Michi

gan, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. DEL
LUMS, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. HERGER, and Mr. 
DIXON. 

H.R. 2500: Mr. BROWN. 
H.R. 2501: Mr. LIPINSKI. 
H.R. 2540: Mr. SMITH of Florida. 
H.R. 2541: Mr. BLAZ. 
H.R. 2598: Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. ANDREWS of New 

Jersey, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. ACKERMAN, and Mr. 
COLEMAN of Texas. 

H.R. 2755: Mr. SLATTERY. 
H.R. 2811: Mr. HASTERT. 
H.R. 2862: Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 2881: Mr. BEILENSON. 
H.R. 2936: Mrs. BOXER and Mr. SCHIFF. 
H.R. 2964: Mr. MCCANDLESS, Mr. MARTIN, 

and Mr. BEILENSON. 
H.R. 3058: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 

Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. 
HUGHES, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. NOWAK, Mr. 
MACHTLEY, Mr. CONDIT, and Mr. PAYNE of 
Virginia. 

H.R. 3059: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, 
Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. 
HUGHES, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. NOWAK, and Mr. 
MACHTLEY. 

H.R. 3061: Mr. SOLOMON. 
H.R. 3070: Mr. RAY, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. 

COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. BEVILL, Mr. SHARP, 
and Mr. TRAFICANT. 

H.R. 3084: Mr. DOOLITTLE and Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 3102: Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. DIXON, and Mr. 

FOGLIETTA. 
H.R. 3142: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 
H.R. 3236: Mr. RANGEL and Mr. BONIOR. 
H.R. 3253: Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. TORRICELLI, 

Mr. Russo, and Mr. SMITH of Florida. 
H.R. 3277: Mr. STUDDS, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. ENG

LISH, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. BOU
CHER, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. BREWSTER, and Mr. 
MOODY. 

H.R. 3282: Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut and 
Mr. CLEMENT. 

H.R. 3337: Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri, Mr. 
DINGELL, Mr. PICKLE, Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. 
RIDGE, Mr. MCMILLAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
LENT, Mr. SHAW, Mr. RHODES, Mr. THOMAS of 
California, Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. TRAXLER, 
Mr. HYDE, Mr. HOLLOWAY, Mr. DORNAN of 
California, Mr. WEBER, Mr. COMBEST, Mr. 
HANSEN, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. SMITH of New Jer
sey, Mr. McCRERY, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. 
GRANDY, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. DAR
DEN, Mr. JONES of Georgia, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. 
MCGRATH, Mr. ASPIN, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. 
HOAGLAND, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. SMITH of Iowa, 
Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr. ANTHONY, Mr. YOUNG of 
Florida, Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. MONTGOMERY, 
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Mr. DELLlJMS, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. 
HASTERT, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, 
Mr. HUGHES, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. GALLEGLY, 
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. HERGER, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. 
THOMAS of Wyoming, and Mr. SLATTERY. 

R.R. 3373: Ms. HORN, Mr. BRYANT, and Mr. 
MARKEY. 

R.R. 3407: Mr. DYMALLY and Mr. SLATTERY. 
R.R. 3420: Mr. BARNARD, Mr. BRUCE, Ms. 

LONG, Mr. TALLON, Mr. CAMP, Mr. QUILLEN, 
Mr. NAGLE, Mr. HENRY, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. 
DICKINSON, Mr. v ALENTINE, Mr. VANDER 
JAGT, Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. 
STENHOLM, and Mr. LANCASTER. 

H.R. 3452: Mr. BILIRAKIS. 
H.R. 3464: Mr. MARKEY. 
R.R. 3473: Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. 

STALLINGS, and Mr. SWIFT. 
H.R. 3540: Mr. RANGEL. 
H.R. 3553: Mr. SWIFT. 
H.R. 3555: Mr. PALLONE. 
H.R. 3561: Mr. HYDE, Mr. KLUG, Mr. 

HERGER, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. PAXON, and Mr. 
FRANKS of Connecticut. 

H.R. 3616: Mr. DANNEMEYER. 
R.R. 3627: Mr. BUNNING, Mr. ROGERS, Mr. 

CHANDLER, Mr. EWING, Mr. JOHNSON of South 
Dakota, Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr. NEAL 
of North Carolina, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. SWIFT, 
Mr. RAY, Mr. STUMP, Mr. CRANE, Mr. NICH
OLS, Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mr. POR
TER, Mr. MARLENEE, Mr. RIDGE, Mr. HUNTER, 
Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. HYDE, 
Mr. AUCOIN, and Mr. GALLO. 

R.R. 3649: Mr. TOWNS and Mr. JONTZ. 
R.R. 3675: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. JONTZ, Mr. 

SCHUMER, Mr. WAXMAN, and Mr. DWYER of 
New Jersey. 

R.R. 3706: Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. DORGAN of 
North Dakota, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. 
FROST, and Mr. PAXON. 

R.R. 3748: Mr. BONIOR, Mr. EVANS, Mr. BRY
ANT, Mr. DIXON, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. CLAY, Mr. 
FORD of Tennessee, Mr. ESPY, Mr. FROST, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. DE LUGO, 
Mr. GREEN of New York, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. 
PRICE, and Mrs. KENNELLY. 

R.R. 3816: Mr. FISH, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. KLUG, 
Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. WELDON, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. 
MCCOLLUM, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr. GILCHREST, 
Mr. BEVILL, Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. SHU
STER, Mr. ATKINS, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. GoOD
LING, Mr. JAMES, Mr. MARLENEE, Mr. SMITH 
of Texas, Mr. NICHOLS, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. 
TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mr. RIDGE, Mr. 
BLAZ, and Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. 

R.R. 3820: Mr. GLICKMAN and Mr. SCHUMER. 
R.R. 3822: Mr. LOWERY of California and 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. 
R.R. 3824: Mr. COMBEST, Mr. DOOLITTLE, 

and Mr. HANCOCK. 
H.R. 3825: Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. 

IRELAND, Mr. POSHARD, and Mr. COLEMAN of 
Texas. 

R.R. 3864: Mr. CHAPMAN and Mr. GEKAS. 
H.J. Res. 212: Mr. GoODLING, Mrs. VUCANO

VICH, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. TORRES, and 
Mr. DURBIN. 

H.J. Res. 244: Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. BILBRAY, 
Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
FAZIO, Mr. FORD of Tennessee, Mr. GILMAN, 
Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms. LONG, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. 
MACHTLEY, Mr. MILLER of Ohio, Mr. MRAZEK, 
Mr. ORTON, Ms. WATERS, Mr. WILSON, Mr. 
JONES of Georgia, Mrs. BOXER, and Mr. PAS
TOR. 

H.J. Res. 248: Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. McMIL
LAN of North Carolina, and Mr. ALLEN. 

H.J. Res. 272: Mr. HAYES of Louisiana, Mr. 
NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. VALENTINE, Ms. 
LONG, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. 
MCMILLEN of Maryland, Mr. HALL of Texas, 
Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. SAXTON, 
Mr. ESPY, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. JOHNSON of South 
Dakota, Mr. LEACH, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. 
BUSTAMANTE, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. STALLINGS, 
Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr. NEAL of 
North Carolina, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. 
WILSON, Mr. EWING, Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. TAN
NER, Mr. JONTZ, Mr. DORGAN of North Da
kota, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. LA
ROCCO, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. MCHUGH, 
Mr. HOYER, Mr. BROWDER, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. 
COLEMAN of Missouri, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. 
HASTERT, Mr. LAUGHLIN, Mr. BARRETT, Mr. 
LIGHTFOOT, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. LEVIN of 
Michigan, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. KASICH, Mr. 
WALSH, Mr. POSHARD, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. ROE, 
Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. THOMAS of Georgia, Mr. 
LEHMAN of California, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. 
FROST, Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York, Mr. 
SANGMEISTER, Mr. HUGHES, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
COSTELLO, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. ROEMER, Mr. 
BRUCE, Mr. WISE, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. PETER
SON of Florida, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. GILLMOR, and 
Mr. EVANS. 

H.J. Res. 290: Mr. KENNEDY and Mr. ALLEN. 
H.J. Res. 342: Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland. 
H.J. Res. 348: Mr. HOBSON, Mr. WYLIE, Mr. 

ALEXANDER, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. KASICH, Mr. FA
WELL, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. ROTH, and Mr. GUN
DERSON. 

H.J. Res. 352: Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. HAYES of 
Louisiana, Mr. FISH, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. RoE
MER, Mr. FIELDS, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. 
DE LUGO, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. RITTER, Mr. 
POSHARD, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. SAVAGE, and Mr. 
EDWARDS of California. 

H.J. Res. 353: Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. BERMAN, 
Mr. BILBRAY' Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. CRAMER, 
Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. DIXON, 
Mr. DORNAN of California, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. 
EMERSON, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. FORD of Ten
nessee, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. HAYES of Illinois, Mr. 
HAYES of Louisiana, Mr. HUCKABY, Mr. JEN
KINS, Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, Ms. 
KAPTUR, Mr. KASICH, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. LA
FALCE, Mr. LENT, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Ms. LONG, 
Mr. MCDADE, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. MCGRATH, 

Mr. MATSUI, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. 
PAXON, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
RHODES, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. SMITH of New Jer
sey, Mr. STARK, Mr. TOWNS, and Mr. WELDON. 

H.J. Res. 358: Mr. DERRICK, Mr. JONTZ, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. GALLEGLY, 
Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York, Mr. FROST, Mr. 
SMITH of Texas, Ms. LONG, Mr. POSHARD, and 
Mr. DONNELLY. 

H.J. Res. 364: Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr. FOGLI
ETTA, and Mr. FORD of Tennessee. 

H.J. Res. 375: Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. WALSH, 
Mr. POSHARD, and Mr. PAXON. 

H. Con. Res. 8: Mr. PURSELL. 
H. Con. Res. 58: Mr. SMITH of Florida. 
H. Con. Res. 119: Mr. ENGEL. 
H. Con. Res. 194: Mr. lNHOFE and Mr. SOLO

MON. 
H. Con. Res. 210: Mr. OWENS of New York. 
H. Con. Res. 224: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. CAMP, 

and Mr. FROST. 
H. Con. Res. 225: Mr. PAXON. 
H. Con. Res. 232: Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. 

COYNE, Mr. HUGHES, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, 
Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. SHAW, and Mrs. UNSOELD. 

H. Con. Res. 233: Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. HOR
TON, Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. LENT, Mr. RITTER, 
Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. PAYNE of Vir
ginia, Mr. FISH, and Mr. BEREUTER. 

H. Con. Res. 236: Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. 
MURPHY, Mr. MFUME, Mr. MARLENEE, Mr. 
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. HUGHES, and Mr. 
LENT. 

H. Con. Res. 240: Mr. FROST, Mr. HUGHES, 
Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. WHEAT, and Mr. POR
TER. 

H. Res. 215: Mr. HEFLEY, MR. SOLOMON, and 
Mr. SANTORUM. 

H. Res. 271: Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. ROY
BAL, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. FOGLIETTA, and Mr. 
FEIGHAN. 

H. Res. 284: Mr. BARNARD, Mr. MINETA, and 
Mr. SCHEUER. 

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.J. Res. 201: Mr. BOEHNER. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's 
desk and referred as follows: 

132. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
Lithuanian American Council, Inc., relative 
to the Republic of Lithuania; which was re
ferred to the Cammi ttee on Foreign Affairs. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
LET'S END ASBESTOS SLAUGHTER 

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I was outraged by 
the recent Federal appeals court ruling over
turning the Environmental Protection Agency 
ban on asbestos. Asbestors is a known killer. 
This cancer causing substance is responsible 
for between 3,000 and 12,000 deaths every 
year. Its use must end. 

I am introducing an excise tax on the pro
duction or importation of asbestos. The tax is 
$150 per metric ton of asbestos. Most asbes
tos is valued at between $140 to $260 per ton. 
The size of the tax is high relative to the value 
of asbestos. This is intentional. The tax is 
meant to be punitive. 

It is important to note here, that virtually all 
asbestos is imported from Canacda. Less than 
100 U.S. jobs are tied directly to mining as
bestos. This tax would have no real negative 
effect on U.S. jobs or the economy. 

The asbestos industry is incredibly destruc
tive. More than 21,000,000 Americans have 
been exposed to asbestos on the job. Esti
mates are that at a minimum 200,000 people 
will die from asbestos-related cancer before 
the end of the decade. 

The monetary cost of asbestos is equally 
significant. More than a billion dollars had 
been spent prior 1982 by industry on asbes
tos-related lawsuit expenses and damages. 
Estimates are for asbestos-related industries 
to spend an additional $8 to $87 billion in the 
future on expenses and damages. 

EPA after a decade of assessing the risks 
of asbestos found that asbestos poses an un
reasonable risk to health. EPA rightly moved 
to ban asbestos. There is no use for asbestos 
that doesn't have a safer substitute. The Na
tional Resources Defense Council strongly 
supports using an excise tax on asbestos. 

Asbestos is an axiom for cancer and death. 
It is time to end the misery caused by this in
dustry. 

INDONESIAN VIOLATION OF 
HUMAN RIGHTS IN EAST TIMOR 

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, on November 
12th, Indonesian security forces killed approxi
mately 60 and injured as many as 100 people 
when they fired on a Roman Catholic funeral 
procession in which demonstrators were at
tempting to place flowers on the grave of a 
youth killed by Indonesian troops on October 
28, 1991, in Dili, East Timar. 

I am outraged and deeply concerned that 
unarmed mourners were attacked. Equally as 
disturbing are credible reports filtering out of 
the country that families of the dead and 
wounded are not being given access to their 
relatives. In most cases they do not know if 
they are dead or being tortured by the Indo
nesian Army. 

Asia Watch informs us that, "the Indonesian 
Army has its own grim repertoire of torture 
techniques, ranging from a primitive electric 
shock machine-with a crank-up generator 
and wires which are attached around the vic
tim's toes, fingers, ears or genitals-to the 
method of putting the legs of a table over the 
foot of a suspect and having the interrogator 
then sit on the table." 

Mr. Speaker, Senators PELL and WALLOP 
and Congressman TONY HALL very recently in
troduced a resolution expressing the sense of 
the Congress that the President should sus
pend international military educational training 
[IMET] funds to the Indonesian Government. 
These funds total $1.9 million out of the over
all aid package to Indonesia of $50 million. I 
believe the cut off of these funds is the very 
least we can do to a government that appears 
to lack the slightest respect for the basic 
human rights of its citizens. 

RECOGNITION OF SANDY MILLER 
NEVADA'S FIRST LADY AMER
ICAN CANCER SOCIETY COURAGE 
AWARD RECIPIENT 

HON. JAMFS H. BILBRAY 
OF NEVADA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Sandy Miller, a woman who has de
voted much of her life to helping those with 
disabilities, and the recipient of the 1991 
American Cancer Society Courage Award. 

As a resident of Nevada since 1951, Sandy 
received her Bachelors of Science and Edu
cation at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
in 1971. Since then she has been working to 
improve the lives of everyone around her, es
pecially for children and the disabled. 

After graduation, Sandy immediately began 
her charitable career at Ruby Thomas School 
as a teacher of the aurally handicapped and 
worked on the design committee for the deaf 
education wing. Also early in her career, she 
prepared legislation in support of the Advocate 
for Children with Learning Disabilities, and 
was a representative for Teachers in Politics. 

Her marriage to current Governor Bob Miller 
in 1973 continued her pursuit of political and 
charitable work. For over 15 years, Sandy Mil
ler has dedicated her valuable time to improv
ing the Las Vegas community and the State of 
Nevada through service on numerous organi
zations: she served on the March of Dimes 

Board of Directors and as honorary chair
woman; was cochairman of Mothers March; 
worked with the PTA and Junior League and 
was Brownie Troop leader; and Sandy served 
on the Board of the Young Volunteers of Ne
vada, the Ben Franklin Club, the Children's 
Museum of Carson City, and the University of 
Nevada Advisory Board. 

Now Sandy Miller is being honored as the 
recipient of the American Cancer Society 
Courage Award for her works towards promot
ing breast cancer awareness among women in 
the State of Nevada. Sandy was thrown a 
curve during her campaign to educate women 
about breast cancer and the importance of 
mammography. To make women feel more 
comfortable about breast cancer screenings, 
she publicly announced that she would volun
tarily take a mammography exam. She had 
not taken one previously because of her fami
ly's historically low prevalence of cancer. To 
her surprise, the mammography discovered a 
lump in one of her breasts. Thankfully, how
ever, it was later found to be benigh, 

Throughout this scare, Sandy made public 
what she was going through. To her credit, 
she disregarded the possible effects of pub
licizing this information to make an example of 
herself so that the women of Nevada could 
learn of the vital importance of breast cancer 
screenings. To be sure, because of Sandy's 
efforts Nevada women are more knowledge
able about mammographies, more comfortable 
with the exam, and more enlightened than 
ever about the value of prevention and early 
detection. 

Mr. Speaker, Sandy Miller's concern for the 
health of women and her accomplishments in 
educating women about breast cancer exem
plifies her fortitude which makes her this 
year's recipient of the American Cancer Soci
ety Courage Award. 

THE $70 BILLION ROBBERY 

HON. MAJORR..OWENS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. OWENS of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday the House voted to give $70 billion 
to the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 
which is responsible for guaranteeing the 
money of persons who have deposits in com
mercial banks. The big collective official lie in 
Washington is that this $70 billion is merely a 
loan from the Treasury Department. The re
ality is that every sane person in Washington 
knows that this $70 billion will never be repaid 
to the U.S. Treasury. 

This $70 billion is not a loan to the commer
cial banks. This $70 billion is a bailout of the 
banks. We are doing for the commercial banks 
exactly what has already been done for the 
savings and loan associations. Money that has 

•This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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been squandered as a result of corruption or 
mismanagement is now being replaced. 

First we had the S&L robbery of the tax
payers. And now we have the commercial 
bank robbery. The S&L swindle has already 
cost more than $200 billion in cash and tax 
giveaways and within a few days will be re
turning to Congress to demand another $20 
billion. The commercial banks are starting at 
the level of $70 billion but they will be back to 
demand more. 

After many months of former FDIC Chair
man William Seidman insisting that the com
mercial banks were in good shape, the public 
is suddenly being told to authorize $70 billion 
right away or another tidal shock wave will hit 
the economy. Public blackmail is the rule of 
the day. Members of Congress are told that 
they have no choice. The money is gone and 
it must be replaced. Taxpayers must cover the 
losses of the private banking industry. Tax
payers must cover the deposits of all deposi
tors in the banks that are too big to fail. 

The $70 billion is being surrendered to the 
FDIC without requiring that any new respon
sibilities be assumed by the bankers. Commu
nity reinvestment is still a joke among bank
ers. Redlining is still a standard practice. Mis
using the money of big city depositors to fi
nance the schemes of Sun Belt swindlers is 
still normal practice. An institution demanding 
public funds to cover its losses is unwilling to 
assume any significant public responsibilities. 

Until there is a reasonable trade; until the 
banks assume public responsibilities commen
surate with their demands on the Public 
Treasury, authorizing bailout funds is the 
same as submitting to robbery. 

The following rap poem summarizes the 
tragedy of this latest holdup: 

THE SEVENTY BILLION DOLLAR RoBBERY 

The FDIC gang 
Hit Congress with a bang: 
"We demand 
Seventy billion chumps 
Let taxpayers take their lumps 
Old Seidman is our boss 
You wimps will take a loss 
To hell with reform 
That phony smokescreen storm 
Just open up the mint 
Give us back 
What we already spent 
Stop this legislative lag 
Drop the money in our bag 
Keep your hands up 
With a presidential smile 
Vote this robbery 
In patriotic style 
Or our PAC's will 
Whip your tail 
You fools know 
We are too big to fail 
We demand 
Seventy billion chumps 
Let taxpayers take their lumps." 
The FDIC gang 
Hit Congress with a bang. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

ADMIRAL PAUL HODD IN OTT 
SPEAKS AT THE KING'S DAY RE
GATTA, NOVEMBER 17, 1991 

HON. CHARLF.S E. BENNETI 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. BENNETI. Mr. Speaker, last weekend, 
there was held the 14th annual King's Day 
Regatta, and this was in Jacksonville, FL, my 
hometown. This regatta is intended to be an 
enjoyment by the participants, which it is; and 
it also commemorates the King's Day Regatta 
held in the same location on the St. Johns 
River in 1775 during the English ownership of 
Florida. Very importantly, this event is one 
with emphasis on the good relations which the 
United States and the United Kingdom now 
enjoy. 

At the banquet at the Florida Yacht Club on 
the evening prior to the race, Rear Admiral 
Paul Hoddinott ably spoke in behalf of his 
country. He is currently Commander of the 
British Navy Staff, British Naval Attache and 
the U.K. National Liaison Representative to 
SAC LANT. 

He said: 
When Congressman Bennett proposed the 

Kings Day Regatta, I know that he intended 
it to fulfill a two-fold purpose: first, to pro
vide a day of splendid competition and recre
ation; and second, a reminder of the endur
ing nature of the links between the people of 
the St. Johns River and the Old Country. 
The British ruled here for a short time be
fore what we knew then as the War of Colo
nial Insurrection and since then, apart from 
some unruly behavior on our part in 1812-14, 
relations have been strong and mutually sup
porting. 

This has been especially so in the last 50 
years, which have twice seen the U.S. gov
ernment go well beyond the normal bounds 
of conduct for a non-belligerant nation to 
help out the U.K. in a tight spot. 

I refer first to 1941: 50 years ago convoys of 
ships laden with much needed food and war 
material sailed from North America towards 
the British Isles escorted by the U.S. Navy. 
Although not yet at war, your President sent 
ships "in harms way", to use John Paul 
Jones memorable phrase, to provide succor 
to a beleaguered Britain. One ship paid the 
price-the USS REUBEN JAMES-torpedoed 
and sunk on 31 Oct. 1941, with great loss of 
life, six weeks before the USA entered the 
war. My wife and I had the great privilege a 
few weeks ago to meet some of the survivors 
of the REUBEN JAMES-and some of the 
widows-at a reunion in Washington. Again, 
in 1982, the USA provided considerable logis
tic, communications and intelligence sup
port to the U.K. during the battle for the 
Falklands-I was there, I know how valuable 
that American assistance was. 

But, this is not a one sided relationship: 
over the past decade alone, the British gov
ernment was supportive in the Libyan raid, 
over Panama and, most recently, the Gulf. 

Last year I spoke about the maritime di
mension of the Gulf situation and suggested 
that, if and when the deciding tank and air 
battles were fought, we should remind our
selves that all, or nearly all, of the tanks, 
equipment, ammunition, and so on, were 
taken to Saudi Arabia by sea; that our forces 
would be sustained in Saudi Arabia by sea 
and, indeed, nearly all, have now been 

November 22, 1991 
brought back by sea. Sea power enabled the 
Gulf War to be fought and won-and how well 
the land, sea, and air forces under the superb 
leadership of General Schwartzkopf con
ducted themselves. 

But it is not out of sentiment, or even a 
fine sense of history that the U.K. stands 
shoulder to shoulder with the USA in so 
many international crises, but out of hard 
self-interest. The fact is that when the chips 
are down, the self-interest of the USA and 
the U.K. nearly always coincide. 

For our part, we do not take this relation
ship for granted-particularly not at the 
present when events on the other side of the 
Atlantic are drawing European nations much 
closer together. The British government is 
determined that this process should not lead 
to any lessening of our commitment to 
transatlantic interests; this will not be made 
easy and, in the run up to the European 
Inter-Governmental Conference at 
Maastricht in December, you will see quite a 
lot in the papers and news programs of wran
gling between the Europeans; often Britain 
may seem to be the odd one out, but one of 
the main things for which Prime Minister 
John Major is fighting is to retain enough 
sovereignty and freedom of action that we 
can continue to act as a truly Atlantic Na
tion, which, on occasion, may mean acting in 
ways which will not always commend them
selves to all our European partners-one 
only has to recall the spectrum of European 
reaction to those crises I mentioned, Libya, 
Panama, the Gulf. 

While shared self-interest is what moti
vates the UK to be with the USA in many 
crises, our shared heritage is, of course, an 
important factor; that heritage is essentially 
maritime in nature, and I can think of no 
better way of nurturing an instinct for the 
maritime side of life than sailing. I wish all 
competitors success and fun tomorrow and 
look forward to seeing the winners at the 
prize giving. 

LEBANESE INDEPENDENCE DAY 

HON. MARY ROSE OAKAR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise to com
memorate Lebanese Independence Day. 
Forty-eight years ago today Lebanon gained 
her independence. 

In 1941, Great Britain and the free French 
occupied Lebanon. In 1943, the Lebanese na
tional pact coalition gained control of the na
tional assembly; and Bishara al-Khoury was 
elected President of the Republic of Lebanon. 
On November 9, 1943, he and other inde
pendence leaders deleted all references to 
France from Lebanon's constitution and de
clared Lebanon's independence. On Novem
ber 11, France deposed and arrested Presi
dent al-Khoury and other national leaders and 
imprisoned them in Rashayya. The Lebanese 
people rose up and on November 22, 1943, 
France released President al-Khoury and rec
ognized Lebanon. 

Mr. Speaker, this year the 15-year civil war 
in Lebanon came to an end and her people 
started down the road to reconciliation. This 
summer I visited Lebanon. It was remarkable 
to see people travelling freely, walking around 
the streets, swimming in the Mediterranean, 
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and beginning to be able to enjoy many of the 
things we often take for granted. While there 
are areas of tremendous devastation, there is 
also hope and optimism. The resilient Leba
nese people will rebuild their nation out of the 
ashes and anarchy of civil war occupation. 
The rest of the world will see what we who 
know Lebanon have always known that Leb
anon is a beautiful country and a pearl of the 
Middle East. 

H.R. 1724, PROVIDING FOR AN EX
TENSION OF UNEMPLOYMENT 
BENEFITS 

HON. DICK SWETT 
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 
Mr. SWETT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 

support of H.R. 1724, which will extend unem
ployment benefits more equitably than the leg
islation extending benefits which was recently 
enacted. While the previous law provided 
much-needed help to those unemployed work
ers whose benefits have expired, it did not ex
tend benefits equally. The previous law would 
have provided only 6 weeks of benefits exten
sion for New Hampshire, while unemployed 
workers in other States in similar cir
cumstances would have received 13 or 20 
weeks. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is vital to peo
ple in New Hampshire and throughout our 
country who would not receive 13 weeks of 
benefits without its passage. In New Hamp
shire alone, there are over 55,000 unem
ployed people, and thousands of people 
whose unemployment benefits have already 
expired. They are looking to Washington for 
help. 

The extension of unemployment benefits is 
not a luxury to those workers who depend 
upon these benefits for their very existence. It 
is necessary to provide relief to the thousands 
of people in New Hampshire and the millions 
nationwide who are victims of the prolonged 
recession. These additional benefits will allow 
them to save their homes and keep their chil
dren fed. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to lend a 
helping hand to all hard-working jobless Amer
icans and join me in supporting this legislation. 

LANCIT MEDIA PRODUCTIONS 
RECEIVES PRODUCTION GRANT 

HON. Bill GREEN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 
Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speaker, 

Lancit Media Productions, Ltd., of Manhattan 
has received a $4.5 million production grant 
from the Corporation for Public Broadcasting 
[CPB] Representative BILL GREEN announced 
Friday. The grant, one of the largest in pro
duction history, will fund the production of the 
first new daily preschool series on public tele
vision since "Sesame Street" premiered 23 
years ago. The series is expected to air on 
public television in late 1993. 
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The half-hour program entitled, "The Puzzle 
Factory," will feature a group of multicultural 
puppets representing the diversity of American 
culture and the fun and foibles of all human 
beings. The series is designed to encourage 
children to make choices, take risks, and ex
periment. The senior creative consultant and 
puppeteer will be Kevin Clash, who recently 
won an Emmy for his work on "Sesame 
Street" as Elmo, Hoots, and Natasha. 

In conjunction with the series, Lancit Media 
Productions will join forces with CPB and 
KCET of Los Angeles, another recipient of a 
CPG grant, to create a major educational out
reach component including ancillary edu
cational materials for use by preschool day 
care centers, and parents. Off-air recording 
rights will extend the educational use of the 
series. 

CPB is a private, nonprofit corporation that 
was authorized by the Public Broadcasting Act 
of 1967 to develop noncommercial radio and 
television services for the American public. 

TRIBUTE TO A SONY BROADCAST 
UNIT IN MIAMI 

HON. ILEANA ROS.LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to recognize the Sony Broadcast Export 
Corp. unit, for the amount of jobs they have 
created in south Florida. In a Miami Herald ar
ticle entitled, "Sony Production Units Starring 
in South Florida With Help of Free Zone," 
Larry Birger reports on the company's move 
from Panama to Miami. I commend the follow
ing article to my colleagues: 

Japan's giant Sony Corp. Is growing in 
strength in South Florida, but not only be
cause of its consumer televisions, stereos 
and Walkmans. 

While the consumer side of the Tokyo
based electronic company attracts the 
public's attention, a lesser-known Sony unit 
based in West Dade is quietly carving out a 
niche for itself by exporting professional 
video equipment to Latin America. 

Using the Miami Free Zone to avoid duties 
on items brought into this country, Sony 
Broadcast Export Corp. ships color-camera 
systems, betacams, microphones and color 
monitors manufactured in the United States 
and in Japan. These are sold to broadcasting 
stations and production houses in the Carib
bean and Central and South America. 

''In fewer than four years-since moving 
our operations from Panama to Miami
we've doubled our business," say Glenn 
Adamo, president of Sony Broadcast Export 
Corp. 

Meanwhile, another Sony unit, based in 
Boca Raton, is gathering a head of steam. 
From a 170,000-square-foot plant, Sony Pro
fessional Product Co.'s 225 employees manu
facture and assemble professional videotape 
recorders, camera accessories and those huge 
mixer consoles that are used in recording 
studios to produce the latest in popular and 
classical music 

About 20 percent of Sony Professional 's 
production is exported to Latin and Carib
bean countries by Sony Broadcast; the re
mainder is sold in the United States, Europe 
and even in Japan. 
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The two south Florida units are part of 

Sony's vast and growing network of U.S. 
based operations. 

THE LINEUP 

Sony Broadcast is a division of Sony Corp. 
of America, a $5 billion sales and marketing 
group stretching from New Jersey to Califor
nia; Sony Professional is allied with Sony 
Engineering and Manufacturing of America, 
a parallel organization that makes products 
that are marketed by Sony of America. 

Charles Steinberg, president of Sony's en
gineering and manufacturing group, based in 
New Jersey, points out that that while about 
65 percent of Sony's revenue come from 
consumer products, a major part-35 per
cent-is generated in the professional prod
ucts sector. 

"And our two south Florida operations are 
strong contributors," Steinberg says. "The 
Boca plant is one of our key manufacturing 
installations worldwide while we get tremen
dous mileage from exports shipped from 
Miami to Latin America. 

Adamo, who became Sony Broadcast's 
president in 1989, credits a fortuitous deci
sion by previous management to transfer op
erations to Miami for the turn in his compa
ny's fortunes. 

"Panama's fine for consumer business 
which the company is still doing today." 
Adamo says. "But as a lot of other compa
nies have found out, Miami is the place from 
which to do business if you want to export to 
Latio America." 

He cites these reasons: 
Logistical support. All the elements that 

are needed to export Sony products are in 
Miami-ease of transportation, communica
tions, knowledge of the Latin American mar
ket by personnel. 

Cost. Sony discovered that freight rates 
are comparable-and sometimes less-for 
shipments out of Miami International Air
port than from other locations in the United 
States. Frequency and regularity of these 
flights also is important because they guar
antee quicker and more reliable delivery. 

Availability of a free zone. Sony can store 
its items manufactured here and in Japan. 
The goods, which range in price from $20,000 
to $200,000, remain these duty-free until they 
are shipped. This saves the company millions 
of dollars in import and export duties each 
year. 

Training facilities. Sony technicians sta
tioned in other countries are brought here 
for training. Two weeks ago, for example. 
Sony brought 20 technicians to Miami for 
two weeks of training. 

THE PANAMA MOVE 

"Combining all these things makes the 
business of doing business with Latin Amer
ica the great growth industry of the future 
for Miami," Adamo says. 

When Sony decided to pull its exports unit 
out of Panama, it was employing only four 
people. Too small to warrant separate sta.
tus, the unit was attached to the consumer 
products group. Now, it is a full-fledged sub
sidiary that employs 53 and could grow larg
er if demand for Sony products continues to 
climb. 

While Adamo declines to be specific, he 
says Sony Broadcast exports range "in the 
many millions of dollars." Adamo credits the 
recent business revival in a number of Latin 
American countries for his company's ability 
to double sales since 1987. He again declined 
to give figures. 

Take Mexico. Three years ago, Mexico was 
a basket case. Today, business is so brisk 
that the Miami company recently estab-
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lished a unit-Sony Professional Broadcast
ing de Mexico-in Miami to handle it. By 
April, the unit will employ 20 people. 

Because Mexico has grown in importance
and there is a need to be there in person 
from time to time-Adamo recently decided 
to see if he could conduct all his business in 
one day by flying there in the morning and 
returning that night. 

"No sweat at all, he says. 
In Boca Raton, meanwhile, President Clint 

Michaelis says, demand for audio recording 
equipment and camera accessories hasn't lit 
up the charts during this recession-plagued 
year. But he says sales are on a par with 
1990. Employment has held steady as well, at 
a time when plant layoffs are commonplace. 

PRUNING PROCESS 

Sony got into the manufacture of camera 
accessories and other equipment in the early 
1980s, when it acquired MCI, a Fort Lauder
dale-based company. Other product lines not 
deemed profitable were pruned. Video record
ing equipment was added some years later, 
and in April, the entire operation was moved 
to Boca Raton. 

"We didn't move to accommodate expan
sion. It was done because we needed a dif
ferent kind of manufacturing facility, " says 
Michaelis. 

Still, when business takes a turn for the 
better, he anticipates that volume will 
grow-and so will his product lines. But 
Michaelis doesn't anticipate a larger growth 
in employment. 

In keeping with Sony's avowed goal of 
"local globalization"-building and distrib
uting products for the local market with 
local employees-the Japanese presence is 
minimal in both South Florida operations. 

Of the four Japanese who came to Miami 
when the transfer was made from Panama, 
only one remains. He is Hiro Matsumoto, di
rector of marketing. A second, Kyoichi 
Takashiro, was transferred to the Boca com
pany, where he is comptroller. A third now 
works in Europe, and the fourth returned to 
Tokyo. 

Besides Takashiro, a handful of Japanese 
are on the job in Boca-all of them on the 
technical side of manufacturing. 

"This is an American company," Adamo 
stresses. 

I am pleased to recognize the Sony Broad
cast Export Corp. and wish them much suc
cess as they grow in South Florida. 

REPRESENTATIVE MILLER 
HONORS LEE HOWARD 

HON. GEORGE Miu.ER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with great sadness that I announce that Lee 
Howard passed away last week. I would like 
to take this opportunity to pay tribute to this 
great man whose contributions to the people 
of Richmond and Contra Costa County are in
valuable. 

As president of the Richmond chapter of the 
NAACP, Mr. Howard devoted his life to the 
fight against racism and discrimination. At 77 
years old, he was still waging a battle that he 
began in 1938. 

Prior to World War II, Mr. Howard moved 
from his native Mississippi to Richmond, CA 
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where he worked as a welder at the naval 
shipyard. It was there that Mr. Howard wit
nessed discrimination in this California city 
firsthand as the war ended and minorities 
found themselves at the bottom of the list for 
job reassignments. 

From that point on, Mr. Howard represented 
the NAACP in campaigns against job and 
housing discrimination and in movements to 
empower young people and initiate antidrug 
programs. Mr. Howard's involvement in the 
community included his efforts to help the 
Richmond unified school district's work and as 
a negotiator between the Richmond police 
force and the black community during a tense 
period of police brutality charges. 

Whether in his capacity as a Richmond 
businessman, NAACP president, or fellow citi
zen, Lee Howard was well-known for his 
strong voice of reason and his endless com
mitment to resolution of conflict. He had a 
wise and sophisticated outlook illustrated by 
his saying, "Instead of marches and sit-ins, I 
think it is time for some high-level communica
tion and persuasion. It's my belief that you can 
lead people easier and further and more effec
tively than you can push them." 

The passing of Lee Howard is a great loss 
to our community and to the civil rights move
ment. We are lucky to have had such a pow
erful leader for so long, and he will last in our 
memory even longer. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE ZUNI 
RIVER WATERSHED ACT OF 1991 

HON. Biil RICHARDSON 
OF NEW MEXICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, extensive 
runoff of water from the Zuni River in my dis
trict in New Mexico continues to erode the trib
al lands of the Zuni Pueblo Indians, the 
Ramah Navajo Tribe, and the Navajo Nation. 
Severe damage to trust lands in this area 
have occurred for decades, destroying natural 
resources and significant archaeological sites. 

Today, I am introducing legislation to ad
dress this longstanding problem. This legisla
tion would institute an effective plan for the 
proper management of the Zuni watershed. 
The plan is based on a cooperative collabora
tion of the Zuni Tribe, the Ramah Band of the 
Navajo Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the State of 
New Mexico, the Soil Conservation Service, 
the Forest Service, the Bureau of Indian Af
fairs, private landholders, and other residents 
living within the Zuni watershed. 

The plan takes a comprehensive approach 
to rehabilitating and managing the watershed 
and is comprised of several components, in
cluding a study of the portion of the Zuni River 
which is upstream from the Zuni Indian Res
ervation; recommendations for watershed pro
tection and rehabilitation on both public and 
private lands; management guidelines for 
maintaining and improving the natural and cul
tural resource base on public and private 
lands; a system for monitoring natural and cul
tural resource conditions that can be coordi
nated with the system developed by the Zuni 
Tribe; and proposals for voluntary cooperative 
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programs to implement and administer the 
plan. 

This legislation also requires that the Sec
retaries of Agriculture and Interior and the 
tribes submit a report on the study and plan to 
Congress within 4 years after enactment. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is a positive 
step toward helping all of the people living in 
the Zuni watershed. I urge my colleagues to 
join me in support. 

H.R.-
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Zuni River 
Watershed Act of 1991". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that-
(1) over the past century, extensive damage 

has occurred in the Zuni River watershed, in
cluding-

(A) severe erosion of agricultural and graz
ing lands; 

(B) reduced productivity of renewable re-
sources; 

(C) loss of nonrenewable resources; and 
(D) loss of water; 
(2) the portion of the Zuni River watershed 

that is upstream from the Zuni Indian Res
ervation includes-

(A) Federal land; 
(B) State land; 
(C) Zuni Indian Trust land; 
(D) Navajo Indian Tribal Trust and fee 

land; 
(E) Ramah Band of the Navajo Tribe of In-

dians Trust land; 
(F) individual Indian allotment lands; and 
(G) private land; 
(3) the Department of Agriculture, the Bu

reau of Indian Affairs, the Zuni Indian Tribe, 
the Ramah Band of the Navajo Tribe of Indi
ans, and the Navajo Nation agree that cor
rective measures are required to prevent 
continued degradation of natural and cul
tural resources throughout the Zuni River 
watershed; 

(4) with the passage of the Zuni Land Con
servation Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-486), 
the Zuni Indian Tribe has the ability to take 
these corrective measures within the Zuni 
Indian Reservation; 

(5) the implementation of a watershed 
management plan within the Zuni Indian 
Reservation will be ineffective without the 
implementation of a corresponding plan for 
the management of the portion of the Zuni 
River watershed that is upstream from the 
Zuni Indian Reservation; 

(6) most of the portion of the Zuni River 
watershed that is upstream from the Zuni 
Indian Reservation is within the Cibola Na
tional Forest or Indian Trust lands; 

(7) the Secretary of Agriculture, acting 
through the Chief of the Forest Service and 
the Chief of the Soil Conservation Service, 
the Secretary of the Interior, acting through 
the Assistant Secretary for Indian Affairs, 
and the Tribes, have the technical expertise 
to formulate a plan for the management of 
the portion of the Zuni River watershed that 
is upstream from the Zuni Indian Reserva
tion on Federal, State, Indian, and private 
lands; 

(8) an effective watershed management 
plan for the Zuni River watershed requires 
voluntary cooperation among the-

(A) Soil Conservation Service; 
(B) Forest Service; 
(C) Bureau of Indian Affairs; 
(D) Zuni Indian Tribe; 



November 22, 1991 
(E) Ramah Band of the Navajo Tribe of In-

dians; 
(F) Navajo Nation; 
(G) State of New Mexico; and 
(H) Private landowners; and 
(9) all persons living within the Zuni River 

watershed will benefit from a cooperative ef
fort to rehabilitate and manage the water
shed. 
SEC. 3. STUDY, PLAN, AND REPORT. 

(a) STUDY AND PLAN.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Agri

culture, acting through the Chief of the Soil 
Conservation Service and the Chief of the 
Forest Service, the Secretary of the Interior, 
acting through the Assistant Secretary for 
Indian Affairs, and the Tribes, shall-

(A) conduct a study of the portion of the 
Zuni River watershed that is upstream from 
the Zuni Indian Reservation, as depicted on 
the map entitled "Zuni River Watershed" 
which shall be on file and available for pub
lic inspection in the-

(i) New Mexico State Office of the Soil 
Conservation Service; 

(ii) Albuquerque Area Office of the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs; and 

(iii) tribal offices; and 
(B) prepare a plan for watershed protection 

and rehabilitation on both public and private 
lands. 

(2) PLAN COMPONENTS.-The plan required 
by paragraph (l)(B) shall include-

(A) a watershed survey describing current 
natural and cultural resource conditions; 

(B) recommendations for watershed protec
tion and rehabilitation on both public and 
private lands; 

(C) management guidelines for maintain
ing and improving the natural and cultural 
resource base on both public and private 
lands; 

(D) a system for monitoring natural and 
cultural resource conditions that can be co
ordinated with the system developed by the 
Zuni Indian Tribe; 

(E) proposals for voluntary cooperative 
programs, that implement and administer 
the plan required by paragraph (l)(B), 
among-

(i) the Department of Agriculture; 
(ii) the Department of the Interior; 
(iii) the Zuni Indian Tribe; 
(iv) the Ramah Band of the Navajo Tribe of 

Indians; 
(v) the Navajo Nation; 
(vi) the State of New Mexico; 
(vii) private landowners within the portion 

of the Zuni River watershed that is upstream 
from the Zuni Indian Reservation; and 

(viii) other public or private agencies; 
(F) a project plan that-
(i) outlines tasks necessary to implement 

the plan required by paragraph (l)(B); 
(ii) recommends completion dates; and 
(iii) estimates the costs of the tasks; and 
(G) a monitoring plan that-
(1) outlines tasks for monitoring and main

taining the watershed; and 
(ii) estimates the annual cost of perform

ing the task. 
(b) REPORT.-Not later than 4 years after 

the date that funds are made available for 
the study and the preparation of the plan as 
required by subsection (a)(l), the Secretary 
of Agriculture, the Secretary of the Interior, 
and the Tribes shall submit to the Select 
Committee on Indian Affairs of the Senate 
and the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs of the House of Representatives a 
written report containing-

(!) the full text of the study and the plan; 
and 

(2) an executive summary of the study and 
the plan. 
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SEC. 4. AUTIIORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as are necessary to carry out this 
Act. 

NEW JERSEY PRIDE HONOR ROLL: 
THE MEN AND WOMEN OF 
PICA TINNY 

HON. DEAN A. GAllO 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 
Mr. GALLO. Mr. Speaker, during 1991, I 

fought hard in Congress to keep Picatinny Ar
senal in Morris County, NJ off the list of bases 
slated for closure. I did so because the base, 
with its staff of dedicated professionals who do 
quality work, is good for the Nation and good 
for the community. 

Picatinny's value to the Nation is well docu
mented, with the great success of its many 
high technology systems in the Persian Gulf. 

The arsenal's value to the community will be 
highlighted on Monday, November 25, as 
more than 300 Picatinny employees are hon
ored for their unselfish efforts as volunteers as 
part of the President's Points of Light Pro
gram. 

It is a great disappointment for me to have 
to miss this important event at the base be
cause of the rush to finish work in Congress 
before the Thanksgiving holiday. 

I believe that this recognition ceremony is a 
very important reminder that we each can 
make a real difference if we are willing to vol
unteer our time and talents to make our com
munities better places in which to live. 

It is also very important for the people of 
northern New Jersey to fully appreciate the 
value of this important military research and 
development facility to the area. 

The dedicated men and women of Picatinny 
performed more than 72,955 hours of public 
service over the past year. More than one
third of those hours were devoted to local civic 
duties and another one-quarter of this time 
was specifically dedicated to emergency re
sponse activities, including volunteer fire
fighters and medical assistants. 

Eleven representatives were chosen to par
ticipate in a special video tribute to all of the 
more than 300 dedicated volunteers. 

Being showcased are these New Jersey 
residents: 

Steven R. Suttles, from Wharton, who is a 
management analysis branch chief. His volun
teer activities span 25 years and include direc
tor of education and president of the board of 
trustees in his church, a telephone counselor 
at a crisis intervention center, a scoutmaster 
for mentally handicapped boys, copresident of 
the Roxbury American Field Service Chapter, 
chairman of the activities committee at the 
Hope House AIDS Center and as a "buddy,'' 
providing companionship and counseling to 
PWA's-persons with AIDS. 

Martin Kane, Dover, an arsenal attorney, is 
president of the Lake Hopatcong Historical So
ciety. For the past 4 years he has operated its 
museum and conducts programs on local his
tory for individuals, special interest groups, 
and elementary schoolchildren. 

John Feneck, Landing, a development 
project officer, is the fire chief of Roxbury Fire 
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Company No. 2 and First Aid Squad. He has 
been an active member of this fire company 
for the past 25 years. 

Valerie Morgan, Lake Hopatcong, a program 
analyst, has been affiliated with the Literacy 
Volunteers of America for the past 2 years. 
She currently tutors basic reading on a weekly 
basis to a single mother of two children. 

Ken Hagedorn, Sparta, a technical exhibits 
specialist, has been involved in a variety of 
activities which includes teaching basic art to 
children at the post child development center 
and counseling with his wife at a retreat center 
in Northern Ireland for troubled Catholic and 
Protestant children. He's also a member of 
several civil organizations and designed 
Desert Shield/Desert Storm label pins for fund
raising in support of deployed soldiers. 

Patrick Traynor, Stanhope, a safety and oc
cupational health specialist, volunteered more 
than 400 hours this past year in support of de
ployed Persian Gulf soldiers. As a result of his 
volunteer work in Stanhope's American Legion 
Post 278, more than 11,000 letters and pack
ages were mailed. He also assisted in estab
lishing an arsenal "mail call" letter writing 
campaign. 

John Howell, Hackettstown, a physical 
science technician, has been involved with the 
Big Brothers/Big Sisters Program for the past 
10 years. His favorite activity with his little 
brothers is building model rockets. He has had 
a 5-year relationship with one child. 

Dennis Dawley, Hackettstown, a program 
analyst, and his fiancee serve as a Big Couple 
for the Big Brothers/Big Sisters Program of 
Warren County. They selected a 13-year-old 
boy who's been abandoned by his mother at 
birth and is now in an institution. 

Timothy M. Carey, Jr., Hopatcong, a foreign 
intelligence division chief, began volunteer 
work as a coach for his daughter's soccer 
team. He has served as president of the soc
cer club, member of the Hopatcong Planning 
Board, chairman of the Recreation Commis
sion, and quartermaster of the Hopatcong 
VFW and Knights of Columbus. 

Mark Melis, Cliffside Park, an employee re
lations specialist, has worked over the past 25 
years to support his church in various capac
ities; as president of the St. Demetrios · 
Church's Board of Trustees, chairman of var
ious fundraising activities and sponsor of 
many youth activities within his parish. He also 
served as chairman of an art exhibit for senior 
citizens. 

Lucinda Shumanow, Milburn, a computer 
programmer analyst, recently was presented 
with the Picatinny Handicapped Employee of 
the Year Award for the significant contributions 
she has made to improving the quality of life 
of the hearing impaired at Picatinny. 

Although these 11 individuals were more 
highly visible participants in the honors pres
entation, they truly represent the spirit of self
less giving shown by all of the men and 
women honored at Picatinny. 

It was very fitting that my good friend Mary 
Mulholland and sports great Phil Mcconkey 
were on hand to address this group of dedi
cated volunteers. 

Mary is the 1991 Volunteer of the Year in 
New Jersey and has worked tirelessly for 23 
years in the cause of drug rehabilitation and 
education. 
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Phil has been very active in an impressive 

list of volunteer organizations since he retired 
from football. 

I am very proud of all of these fine men and 
women because they represent the best in 
New Jersey and the highest values of the 
American spirit. 

TRIBUTE TO MRS. BEATRICE B. 
TREVINO 

HON. GREG LAUGHLIN 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 
Mr. LAUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, it gives me 

great pleasure to call your attention to the ac
complishments and countless hours of com
munity service Mrs. Beatrice B. Trevino has 
volunteered in the city of Victoria, the county 
of Victoria, the State of Texas. 

Bea has devoted the better part of her life 
to serving her community. Our Lady of Sor
rows Catholic Church, the Hopkins School 
Parent Teacher Association, the Private Indus
try Council, the Victoria City-County Child Wel
fare Services Board, the Victoria Mexican 
American Chamber of Commerce, and the 
Auxiliary to the Veterans of Foreign Wars all 
have at one time or another directly benefited 
from Bea's generosity. Bea has also success
fully managed her own restaurant, the Siesta. 
If there were indeed a congressional medal 
honoring the volunteer effort of Americans 
worldwide it could do no better than to be 
named the "Beatrice B. Trevino Distinguished 
Medal of Service." 

I do not stand here today, Mr. Speaker, 
Members, to simply sing the praises of a fine 
human being, though she undoubtedly is an 
incredible woman. Bea Trevino is having a 
birthday. And due to time constraints, I could 
not possibly list all her accomplishments, 
projects, and activities. But trust me when I 
say, had I listed all her charitable endeavors, 
you would say to me: "She cannot be as 
young as you say she is." 

Beatrice B. Trevino was born to Octabiano 
Baza and Victoria Trevino on November 29, 
1931. Though her husband F.C. "Kiko" 
Trevino passed away in 1980, Bea's 7 chil
dren and 13 grandchildren manage to occupy 
whatever time she has for herself. Bea's fam
ily, and with reason, is undoubtedly very proud 
of her. It gives me great pleasure to rise today 
in proud recognition of Beatrice B. Trevino. 

EDUCATIONAL AID FOR MIDDLE
INCOME FAMILIES 

HON. DICK SWETI 
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 
Mr. SWETT. Mr. Speaker, a tragedy is un

folding in our country. Our Nation's future is at 
risk due to the rising costs of higher education 
and the tremendous challenge that middle-in
come families face in attempting to send their 
children to college. 

I recently received a moving letter from one 
of my constituents, Sherry MacKensie of Con-
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cord, NH. Sherry is a student at the University 
of New Hampshire who, like millions of stu
dents and their families all across America, is 
experiencing this serious problem. She wrote. 

Before I graduate, I must meet the ever
rising expenses at the university. I have 
worked full-time every summer since I was 
in seventh grade to save for college. Despite 
this, my single largest fear continues to be 
whether or not I will be able to pay the next 
tuition bill. I worked two part-time jobs 
while carrying a full course load including 
three classes in the honors program last se
mester. My parents are working-class people. 
My father has worked every day of his adult 
life and my mother nearly as much with the 
exception of caring for my brother and me. 

I am not unique. Most of the students I 
worked with at the university were in situa
tions very similar to mine. Needless to say, 
middle class people like us can use as much 
additional assistance from the Federal Gov
ernment as possible. 

Sherry concluded her letter by asking my 
position on the Middle Income Student Assist
ance Act, which seeks to relieve part of the 
burden which the expense of a college edu
cation places on middle-income families. I 
need not remind you that in today's competi
tive world, a college education is the single 
most important determinant of a young per
son's future success. 

Mr. Speaker, I told Sherry that I fully support 
the Middle Income Students Assistance Act, 
and I would hope that all of my colleagues 
would tell her that as well. 

As you know, tuition has been rising rapidly 
over the past several years. In a recent study 
conducted by two economists in Williamstown, 
MA, it was shown that the enrollment of stu
dents from middle-income families has suf
fered a steep drop. The percentage of enrolled 
students from middle-income families dropped 
from 27 percent in 1982 to 18 percent in 1989. 
On the other hand, enrollment for students 
from wealthy families has sharply risen. The 
burden on middle-income families for financing 
a college education is enormous, and is exac
erbated when families must support more than 
one student. 

How many horror stories have we heard 
about families being put in the position of hav
ing to choose between providing education for 
their children or having to mortgage their 
homes? It is deplorable that families have 
been confronted with this most harsh choice. 
But, Mr. Speaker, the Middle Income Student 
Assistance Act can help to ensure that fami
lies will not be forced to face this choice. 

This bill would increase the availability of aid 
for those wishing to pursue higher education, 
and it would reduce the hardship their families 
would endure. Our students and youth hold 
the future of this country in their hands, and 
every effort ought to be made to make sure 
that they are well-prepared to meet the chal
lenges of tomorrow. 

Mr. Speaker, in New Hampshire, middle-in
come families are getting squeezed out of 
higher education. New Hampshire needs help. 
New Hampshire needs this bill, and so does 
the rest of America. When we think about our 
Nation, when we think about the future, we 
must focus on education. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me 
in supporting the Middle Income Student As
sistance Act as an essential aid to our stu
dents-our country's future. 
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TAX BREAK FOR GAMES OF 

CHANCE 

HON. RAYMOND J. McGRATH 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, today I am in
troducing legislation to exempt certain non
profit organizations and individuals acting on 
their behalf from the Federal occupational 
taxes and excise tax imposed on games of 
chance. 

For many years, innumerable nonprofit char
itable organizations have unknowingly violated 
two provisions of the Internal Revenue Code. 
One section I am trying to modify requires 
each person engaged in the business of ac
cepting wagers to register with the I RS and to 
pay an excise tax equal to 0.25 percent of the 
amount of such wagers. The IRS has utilized 
this statute to impose taxes on religious and 
charitable institutions which raise money 
through bazaars, raffles, and sa1es of so
called pull-tab tickets. The second provision 
that I am attempting to change imposes an oc
cupational tax of $50 a year on each person 
who accepts wagers on behalf of an organiza
tion. An annual tax of $500 must also be paid 
by the organization. 

These taxes are aimed at commercial gam
bling entities, and they are very unfair when 
imposed on short-term fund raising activities of 
civic and charitable organizations. Most citi
zens are unaware of the existence of these 
Federal taxes and they are not widely en
forced by the IRS. A recent surge in enforce
ment activity has caused charitable groups in 
several States to pay steep fines and pen
alties. 

Hospitals, public and parochial schools, 
drug and pregnancy counseling centers, medi
cal research, and innumerable other vital serv
ices are assisted through fundraising efforts 
that could be construed as wagering under the 
Internal Revenue Code. I do not think that we 
should discourage or limit this type of activity 
through our tax laws. I also think that full and 
fair enforcement of existing law would likely 
cost more than the income produced for the 
Federal Treasury. 

A large body of tax law already applies to 
nonprofit corporations, and ample protection 
exists to prevent abusive fundraising practices. 
Various State laws also control gambling activ
ity and ensure proper accounting of proceeds 
of fundraising activities. 

I hope that we can address this issue in the 
next session of Congress, and I will be seek
ing cosponsors and support in the months 
ahead from my colleagues. 

HONORING DR. WILLIAM BERCK 

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I would like to join 
the Alameda County Office of Education in 
honoring Dr. William F. Berck, Alameda Coun
ty Superintendent of Schools. Dr. Berck is re-
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tiring after 7 years as county superintendent 
and a total of 39 years in education. 

Dr. Berck is being recognized for his many 
accomplishments and for the important leader
ship role he has played in education. During 
his outstanding career, Dr. Berck has had a 
tremendous impact within the field of edu
cation, where he diligently worked to improve 
its services and opportunities as a teacher, 
teaching principal, elementary principal, assist
ant superintendent of curriculum, and super
intendent of elementary, high school, and uni
fied school districts. In his last position, he 
succeeded in moving the Alameda County Of
fice of Education from a position of financial 
difficulty to a financially sound organization. 

One of Dr. Berck's many professional com
mitments included his use of humanism as a 
perspective and operating philosophy in inter
personal relations. There is no doubt that his 
implementing this philosophy led him to suc
cessfully work toward his many accomplish
ments. For example, by chairing a community 
panel and hearings, he helped resolve a local 
youth/city police conflict following a riot. 

During Dr. Berck's professional career, he 
produced a five-program educational series on 
innovations in education while serving on the 
KVIE Curriculum Advisory Committee. He de
veloped innovative and constructive proce
dures such as an evaluation to enhance 
board/superintendent communication and 
nonadversarial collective bargaining tech
niques. It is his dedication to activities such as 
these that has earned him admiration as a 
leader, an innovator, and a humanitarian. 

Although more than half of Dr. Berck's ca
reer was spent as a superintendent where he 
served as a leader within the field of edu
cation, he also became a leader within many 
community associations. A few of Dr. Berck's 
community involvement activities include being 
on the board of directors of the center, Drug 
and Alcohol Abuse Counseling Program, a 
member of the Alameda County United Way 
Leadership Council, and chairman of the advi
sory board for Prison Match, Children's Cen
ter. 

I am proud to honor Dr. Berck for his ex
traordinary service to education in California. 
He is to be commended for his dedication and 
professionalism in guiding the Alameda Coun
ty Office of Education and working to improve 
the quality of education throughout the State. 
I join his many friends and colleagues in wish
ing him the best of luck in his retirement. 

WEE DELIVER PROGRAM 

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, this past Mon
day, I attended the grand opening of the Pine 
Tree Elementary School Post Office in Mon
roe, NY, I was accompanied by Principal 
Klahn, Assistant Principal Diglio, Postmaster 
Burke, Mrs. Elkins, teacher coordinator Janice 
Condello, student postmaster Jessica Mascia, 
assistant superintendent Dr. Louis Ciota, su
perintendent Terrence Olivo, assistant super
intendent of personnel Frank Moschati, school 
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board members Eileen Monahan, Barbara 
Moynihan and students of Pine Tree Elemen
tary School. 

I want to commend the Pine Tree School 
staff and especially Janice Condello for her ef
forts in working with Postmaster Burke in get
ting the Wee Deliver Program off the ground. 
I know all the work that went into making this 
important occasion a reality will have been 
well worth it. 

As everybody at Pine Tree Elementary 
School assists Postmasters Mascia and Burke 
in the operation of their post office, the bene
fits will be felt far and wide. Our students will 
gain even greater reading and writing skills. 
Their sense of community will take on new 
meaning. I am certain that other schools and 
communities will soon turn to them for advice 
on how to set up their own Wee Deliver Post 
Offices. 

Modeled after an in-school postal service 
program developed by teachers in a Florida 
elementary school, Wee Deliver has become 
the centerpiece in U.S. Postal Services' lit
eracy programs. 

The program revolves around the creation 
of an in-school postal service that provides 
mail service between classrooms. Students 
learn correct addressing, spelling, and gram
mar in an environment that encourages in
creased reading and writing. 

First reported in the September-October 
1990 issue of Postal Life, the Wee Deliver 
Program generated more than 1 ,200 requests 
for information from the U.S. Postal Service. 

I am very proud that our 22d District of New 
York, now has a Wee Deliver Program. As I 
travel throughout our communities the stu
dents of Pine Tree can be certain that every 
school I step into will soon hear of it. 

My colleagues are invited to join with me in 
commending the Pine Tree School students 
and faculty for undertaking this significant 
learning experience. 

TRIBUTE TO ELINOR 
GUGGENHEIMER 

HON. BILL GREEN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
rise today to recognize my constituent and 
friend, Elinor Guggenheimer, who recently re
tired as president of the Child Care Action 
Campaign, a New York-based national organi
zation focusing on child care services. 

For the past 40 years, Mrs. Guggenheimer 
has advocated better child care and has de
voted her energy by serving on many commit
tees including the Manhattan Advisory Com
mittee on Day Care, the New York State Advi
sory Committee on Day Care and the National 
Association for the Education of Young Chil
dren. In addition to having founded the Child 
Care Action Campaign, Mrs. Guggenheimer 
created the Day Care Council of New York, a 
result of her original commitment in the 
1940's. 

Mrs. Guggenheimer's activities have not 
been limited to child care, to which her other 
associations and honors attest. She is also a 
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member of the Community Service Society 
and the International Women's Forum, honor
ary chairperson of the Council of Senior Cen
ters and Services, and a former commissioner 
of New York City's Department of Consumer 
Affairs and New York City's Planning Commis
sion. Furthermore, Mrs. Guggenheimer has 
been a teacher at the New School for Social 
Research, York College of the City University 
of New York, and the Columbia University 
Teacher's College New York City Department. 

As a result of her unlimited devotion to pub
lic service, Mrs. Guggenheimer has earned 
national recognition. She has received awards 
from a great number of organizations and aca
demic institutions, including New York League 
of Business and Professional Women's 
Woman of the Year award (1978), Ladies' 
Home Journal's 100 Most Important Women in 
the United States (1983), and honors from 
Vassar College, Yeshiva University, City Col
lege of New York, and Hofstra University. 

At this time, I should like to join my col
leagues in commending my constituent, Mrs. 
Elinor Guggenheimer, who has dedicated her 
career to public service. 

BENITO ALONSO ARTIGAS, 
COLUMBUS HISTORIAN 

HON. ILEANA ROS.LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday , November 22, 1991 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, we are 
privileged in south Florida to have an out
standing historian and writer, Benito Alonso 
Artigas, who has dedicated himself to ques
tions related to the history of the discovery of 
America and has published two outstanding 
magazine articles on this very issue in the 
"Projecto" publication of the Latin Builders As
sociation and in the September 1990 issue of 
"Miami Mensual." 

I am pleased to discuss these articles here 
because, although they are written in Spanish, 
I believe they are worthy of discussion in this 
body. 

Certainly, as we approach the 500th anni
versary of the discovery of the new world, it is 
important to highlight the interplay between 
many countries and how this discovery has 
forever influenced countries like Cuba, which 
was called the most beautiful land that human 
eyes have seen. 

We are fortunate to have Benito Alonso 
Artigas to interpret how historical events 
shaped Cuba and also answer the question 
which has long puzzled historians: Where are 
Christopher Columbus' remains? 

The Miami Mensual article is entitled "Los 
Restos de Colon: En Santo Domingo o 
Sevilla?" Dr. Benito Alonso Artigas explains 
that the remains of Columbus were in Santo 
Domingo and then taken to Cuba, in the Ha
vana Cathedral, until 1898 when, once Spain 
no longer ruled Cuba, they were taken to Se
ville, where they are now. 

Dr. Benito Alonso Artigas states that other 
historians affirm that Columbus' remains are in 
a marble and bronze tomb which the Domini
can Republic erected in memory of this great 
navigator. 
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Dr. Alonso Artigas asserts that with the new 

age of computers and other high technology at 
hand and with the important anniversary com
ing up, perhaps now is the proper time to do 
the necessary investigations to finally con
clude this intriguing historical question: 

Where are Columbus' remains? 

TRIBUTE TO CONCORD CITY COUN
CIL MEMBER RONALD K. MULLIN 

HON. GEORGE MlllER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, on 
December 11, 1991, the citizens of Concord, 
CA, will pay tribute to Ronald K. Mullin on the 
occasion of his retirement as a member of the 
city council. It gives me great pleasure to offer 
this special recognition of his contributions to 
Contra Costa County, CA. 

Ron Mullin has had a distinguished career 
in public service which as spanned a decade. 
Mr. Mullin has served on various city and 
country committees, and has been active in 
promoting intergovernmental relations, trans
portation, and growth management-to name 
just a few of the areas of his expertise. Mr. 
Mullin is particularly well known for his many 
accomplishments in the area of transportation 
policy on the local, State, and national levels, 

Ron Mullin began his public service when 
he was elected to the Concord City Council in 
1982. In addition to this new position he also 
became a member of the League of California 
Cities and the National League of Cities, and 
was later elected to the board of directors of 
both organizations. Mr. Mullin served as 
mayor for the city of Concord from 1985 to 
1987, and chaired the Contra Costa Mayors 
Conference, 1986. 

With a special concentration on transpor
tation issues, Mr. Mullin was active in the for
mation of the Contra Costa Transportation 
Partnership, organized with five other cities 
and the county board of supervisors. In 1987, 
through Mullin's guidance, this committee 
evolved into the Contra Costa Transportation 
Partnership Commission, later renamed the 
Contra Costa Transportation Authority, which 
he chaired from 1988 to 1991. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to join his family 
and colleagues in honoring the many achieve
ments that dominate his public service career. 
Ron Mullin has earned our deepest respect 
and admiration for his service to the city of 
Concord. 

A TRIBUTE TO HON. ROBERT A. 
PASTRICK 

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, this evening, 
northwest Indiana will celebrate a great man, 
the Honorable Robert A. Pastrick, mayor of 
the city of East Chicago. Tonight, at the third 
annual East Chicago of the year awards ban-
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quet, the Twin City Community Services will 
honor Mayor Pastrick as East Chicagoan of 
the Year. 

Tonight's awards banquet is a tribute to a 
great individual who has dedicated over 35 
years of his life to serving his community, his 
region, his State and his Nation. The Honor
able Robert Pastrick, through his diligent work 
and lifelong commitment to public service, has 
had a direct impact on the lives of countless 
citizens, not only in East Chicago, but through
out all of northwest Indiana. 

The illustrious Mayor Pastrick began his ca
reer in public service in 1955, when he was 
elected for his first term as an East Chicago 
City councilman. The natural chemistry that 
existed between Mayor Pastrick and public 
service was truly unique. The experience he 
gained as a councilman served as the catalyst 
propelling him to bigger and greater achieve
ments. Mayor Pastrick effectively represented 
his constituents as a councilman until 1964, 
when he embarked upon his new role as the 
East Chicago City controller. He faithfully exe
cuted these duties until 1971, when he was 
elected to his first term as mayor. A few 
weeks ago, this distinguished individual was 
elected to an unprecedented sixth term, an 
outstanding achievement in and of itself. 

Mayor Pastrick's resume reads like a novel. 
Some of his other achievements include being 
a member of the Democratic National Commit
tee; a member of the executive board of the 
National Democratic Mayors Caucus; the Lake 
County Democratic Chairman; former chair
man of the East Chicago Democratic Central 
Committee; a member-at-large of the Indiana 
State Democratic Central Committee; execu
tive committee member of the Indiana Asso
ciation of Cities and Towns; a member of the 
United States Conference of Mayors; a mem
ber of Elks, Moose, Knights of Columbus, 
American Legion, Kiwanis and numerous other 
civic and fraternal organizations; and most no
tably, his being married to the lovely former 
Ruth Ann Stolle, and the proud father of seven 
children and seven grandchildren. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with the utmost respect for 
Bob Pastrick that I urge my colleagues in the 
House, to recognize the remarkable lifelong 
achievements of this selfless, dedicated and 
truly unique man. His achievements are a 
shining example that should serve as the guid
ing light for the future generations of North
west Indiana. 

PEARL HARBOR VETERANS 
HONORED 

HON. DANA ROHRABACHER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, on 
Wednesday, November 27, 1991, 600 south
ern California veterans will receive the con
gressional Pearl Harbor commemorative 
medal in honor of their military service in Ha
waii on December 7, 1941. 

This special ceremony will bring together 
over 1,000 people-Pearl Harbor veterans, 
next of kin and proud families-in a World 
War II hangar at the Armed Forces Reserve 
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Center Airfield in my district. Central to the or
ganizing of this event is Airfield Commander, 
Lt. Col. James Ghormley Ill, California Army 
National Guard. His cooperation and leader
ship has made it possible for me to stage a 
great event in an environment familiar to our 
Pearl Harbor heroes. 

The story of th~ American service men and 
women who defended Hawaii against the Jap
anese attack on Pearl Harbor is written with 
the ink of bravery, courage, and sacrifice. 
These defenders of freedom have earned their 
place in history. They deserve our recognition 
and we owe them our thanks. In the same tra
dition of commitment and shared honor, Colo
nel Ghormley and his service men and women 
have made possible this special recognition 
event for our Pearl Harbor veterans, and a 
great opportunity for us to express our thanks 
to them. 

RECOGNITION OF NICHOLAS J. 
(NICK) HORN AMERICAN CANCER 
SOCIETY COURAGE AWARD RE
CIPIENT 

HON. JAMES H. BILBRA Y 
OF NEVADA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor a good friend and a valuable servant to 
the public interest of the State of Nevada, 
Nicholas J. Horn, recipient of the American 
Cancer Award. Nick Horn has been serving 
the people of Nevada and the city of Las 
Vegas for over 14 years in various capacities 
and for a variety of causes. He has truly de
voted himself to the betterment of the commu
nity in Las Vegas and the State. 

A true westerner, Nick Horn was born on 
July 25, 1945 in Salt Lake City, UT and ob
tained his bachelor degree at the University of 
Utah, Ricks College and Brigham Young Uni
versity. He stayed at Brigham Young to com
plete a masters degree in Public Administra
tion, and then moved on to the University of 
Nevada, Las Vegas to graduate with a doctor
ate in education. 

Nick began his career in public service as 
an Assemblyman for the Nevada legislature in 
1977, earning the recognition of the "Out
standing Freshman Legislator." He has now 
served in the legislature for 14 years. As an 
Assemblyman until 1982, Nick held leadership 
roles as vice-chairman of the Assembly Com
mittee on Education, chairman of the Assem
bly Committee on Elections, and assist major
ity floor leader. Nick Horn was elected to the 
Nevada State Senate in 1983 and continued 
in his role as one of the leaders of Nevada 
politics through various chairmanships and 
vice-chairmanships, and now is assistant ma
jority leader of the Senate. 

Throughout his public career Nick Horn has 
also dedicated his time to organizations out
side of the Nevada legislature. He teaches 
and is a tenured professor of Business Man
agement at the Community College of South
ern Nevada, and participates in intensive 
weekend programs at Army and Air Force 
bases in California and Arizona. Nick is also 
executive director of the Clark County Medical 
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Society, overseeing over 600 physicians and 
health care workers. And if that is not enough, 
he finds time to be on the board of directors 
for numerous cultural and charity organiza
tions such as the Nevada Opera Theater, 
United Way, Girls Club of Southern Nevada 
and the Boy Scouts and Explorer Exposition. 

While fighting unselfishly for a better life for 
all Nevadans, Nick himself has been coura
geously fighting a battle of his own-amcer. 
Since the time Nick was diagnosed with can
cer, he has challenged this disease with a 
continuous, successful and public battle. Nick 
has fought cancer like the only way he knows 
how-meeting it head-on, and educating oth
ers along the way. 

Through his battle with cancer, Nick made it 
public knowledge that cancer can be beaten, 
that the battle can be won. His story provides 
inspiration to all others who must struggle with 
this disease. Mr. Speaker, I want Nevada and 
the Nation to know of Nick Horn, his devotion 
to others, his service to his State, and his cou
rageous fight against cancer. 

COMMENDING THE PEOPLE OF 
GUAM AND HAWAII FOR THEIR 
SACRIFICES AND CONTRIBU
TIONS DURING WORLD WAR II 

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
take this opportunity to draw my colleagues' 
attention to a resolution I have introduced 
today, House Resolution 293. 

Along with the gentleman from Guam [Mr. 
BLAZ], the gentleman from Hawaii [Mr. 
ABERCOMBIE], the gentleman from American 
Samoa, [Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA], the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. LEACH], the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LAGOMARSINO], I have intro
duced this important resolution to recognize 
the enormous contributions made by the peo
ples of Guam and Hawaii during World War II. 

December 7, 1941 is a day that will live in 
infamy forever in the minds of Americans. 
However, December 8, 1941 also represents a 
terrible day for Americans and freedom. On 
that day the imperial Japanese forces attacked 
the territory of Guam, bombing the village of 
Sumay, the Piti Navy Yard, the U.S.S. Pen
guin, and the U.S.S.R.L. Barnes. On Decem
ber 10, 1941, Guam became the only popu
lated community of the United States to be in
vaded and forcibly occupied by Japanese 
forces. 

However, one unfortunate result of these 
terrible attacks was the suspicion and intern
ment of some 110,000 Americans of Japanese 
ancestry. This measure appropriately recog
nized the patriotism and loyalty of many Amer
icans of Japanese ancestry who served during 
World War II in the Armed Forces of the Unit
ed States. The resolution specifically recog
nizes the outstanding contributions of individ
uals of the 1 OOth Infantry Battalion, the 44th 
Regimental Combat Team, and the Military In
telligence Service. 

Finally, the resolution recognizes the efforts 
of the Navy insular force, and the United 
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States Navy and Marine Corps for their efforts 
and sacrifices on behalf of United States. 

Mr. Speaker, I insert the full text of House 
Resolution 293. At this point in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD, and I invite my colleagues to 
cosponsor this measure. 

H. RES. 293 
Whereas on December 8, 1941, the Imperial 

Japanese Forces attacked the territory of 
Guam; 

Whereas such forces bombed the marine 
barracks of the United States in the village 
of Sumay, the Piti Navy Yard, the U.S.S. 
Penguin, and the U.S.S.R.L. Barnes; 

Whereas on December 10, 1941, Guam be
came the only populated community of the 
United States to be invaded and forcibly oc
cupied by such forces; 

Whereas the residents of Guam, particu
larly the resident forces of the United States 
Navy and Marine Corps and the local force 
known as the Navy Insular Force, valiantly 
defended the territory in the face of over
whelming opposition; 

Whereas the Navy Insular Force was sin
gled out by its commander for its defense of 
the Governor's Palace at the Plaza de 
Espana; 

Whereas Guam was occupied by the enemy 
for 32 months, until the armed forces of the 
United States liberated the territory in July 
1944; 

Whereas, throughout the occupation, indi
viduals on Guam were beaten or executed for 
remaining loyal to the United States, for 
aiding and providing food to imprisoned 
members of the armed forces of the United 
States, and for hiding members of the armed 
forces of the United States from the enemy; 

Whereas the people of Guam were denied 
basic civil liberties and were forced to con
struct airstrips, dig caves, install anti-land
ing barriers, grow food, and raise livestock 
for the Imperial Japanese Forces; 

Whereas the people of Guam were deprived 
of sufficient food, clothing, and medical care 
by such forces; 

Whereas a number of Chamorro men were 
executed for refusing to reveal the where
abouts of a sailor from the United States 
who was hiding on Guam; 

Whereas the people of Guam were forced to 
live in a concentration camp under inhuman 
conditions; 

Whereas in Tinta on July 15, 1944, and 
again in Faha on July 16, 1944, 30 residents of 
Merizo, Guam, were taken into a cave and 
executed by members of the Imperial Japa
nese Forces; 

Whereas on December 7, 1941, military in
stallations of the United States in the terri
tory of Hawaii, including Pearl Harbor, were 
attacked by armed forces of Japan; 

Whereas among the defenders of Hawaii 
were the 298th and 299th Infantry Regiments, 
which included large numbers of Hawaii Na
tional Guardsmen who had been mobilized 
previously and residents of Hawaii who had 
been drafted in 1940 and 1941; 

Whereas the 2,403 Americans killed in that 
attack included 68 civilian residents of Ha
waii; 

Whereas residents of Hawaii employed in 
civilian jobs at Pearl Harbor and other mili
tary installations responded courageously by 
manning anti-aircraft guns, fighting fires , 
tending to the wounded, and performing res
cue operations; 

Whereas individuals at Pearl Harbor Naval 
Ship Yard performed heroic work in raising 
and repairing the ships of the Pacific fleet of 
the United States which had sunk or sus
tained damage during the December 7th at-

34151 
tack, which work resulted in the return to 
active service of 18 out of 21 such ships; 

Whereas such individuals played a vital 
role in making the Pacific fleet fit to fight 
in subsequent battles of World War II; 

Whereas the University of Hawaii Reserve 
Officers' Training Corps was mobilized to de
fend Hawaii against the threat of imminent 
enemy invasion, making such corps the only 
unit of the Reserve Officers' Training Corps 
to be mobilized for active duty; 

Whereas the members of the such corps 
and other residents of Hawaii were activated 
into the Hawaii Territorial Guard for the 
purpose of defending the Hawaiian Islands; 

Whereas the loyalty of Americans of Japa
nese Ancestry came under unjustified sus
picion in the aftermath of the attack on 
Pearl Harbor even though many of the resi
dents of Hawaii who assisted courageously in 
the defense of Pearl Harbor and other mili
tary installations on December 7, 1941, as 
well as many of those in uniform poised in 
defense of Hawaii, were Americans of Japa
nese Ancestry; 

Whereas such unjustified suspicion re
sulted in the wrongful internment of some 
110,000 Americans of Japanese Ancestry; 

Whereas Hawaii was placed under martial 
law from 1941 to 1944 and its people were de
nied a number of fundamental constitutional 
rights, such as the right to petition for ha
beas corpus; 

Whereas the imposition of martial law sus
pended the constitutional provisions which 
protected minorities, compounding the dif
ficult situation of Americans of Japanese 
Ancestry; 

Whereas Americans of Japanese Ancestry 
in the territory of Hawaii were unjustly dis
charged from the Hawaii Territorial Guard 
and removed from combat units; 

Whereas such individuals, who resolved to 
demonstrate their loyalty, engaged in volun
teer defense work by enlisting in the Varsity 
Victory Volunteers and similar organiza
tions; 

Whereas such individuals, when they were 
permitted to serve in combat units, dem
onstrated beyond question their loyalty by 
volunteering to serve in the Armed Forces of 
the United States in record numbers; and 

Whereas such individuals compiled ex
traordinarily distinguished records in the 
lOOth Infantry Battalion, the 44th Regimen
tal Combat Team, and the Military Intel
ligence Service: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa
tives commends--

(1) the people of Guam for their patriotism, 
bravery, loyalty to the United States, and 
many sacrifices during World War II, par
ticularly during the invasion and occupation 
of the territory of Guam; 

(2) the members of the Navy Insular Force 
and United States Navy and Marine Corps 
for the efforts and sacrifices they made in 
defense of the United States; 

(3) the people of Hawaii for their sacrifices 
and contributions to the war effort of the 
United States, particularly during the at
tack on Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941; 
and 

(4) the members of the Hawaii Territorial 
Guard, the Varsity Victory Volunteers, the 
civilian workers at Pearl Harbor Naval Ship 
Yard and other military installations in Ha
waii, the lOOth Infantry Battalion, the Mili
tary Intelligence Service, and the 442nd Reg
imental Combat Team for their sacrifices 
and contributions to the war effort of the 
United States, particularly during the at
tack on Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941. 
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ENVIRONMENTALISTS BACK POL

LUTION PREVENTION AND INCIN
ERATOR CONTROL ACT 

HON. PETER H. KOSTMAYER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Speaker, as we near 
the end of the calendar year, I want to remind 
my colleagues of some startling facts about 
the amount of solid waste Americans produce 
annually. In 1991 experts estimate that we will 
produce over 160 million tons of municipal 
solid waste and 500 million tons of hazardous 
waste. 

We need to change the way we deal with 
the inevitable byproducts of modern life. Re
duce, recycle, and reuse is a newly popular 
slogan. It also needs to become a part of our 
everyday lives. 

Earlier this year I introduced H.R. 3253, The 
Pollution Prevention, Community Recycling 
and Incinerator Control Act. This legislation 
would fundamentally change the way that we 
deal with the mountains of waste we produce 
every year. The environmental community has 
lined up solidly in support of this bill, and I am 
happy to have included in the RECORD their 
letter in support of H.R. 3253. 

COSPONSOR THE KOSTMAYER POLLUTION 
PREVENTION INCINERATOR CONTROL ACT 

July 31, 1991. 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The undersigned 

organizations urge you to co-sponsor a bill 
to be introduced this week by Representative 
Peter Kostmayer, The bill is entitled "The 
Pollution Prevention, Community Recy
cling, Incinerator Control Act of 1991." The 
bill would establish minimum recycling re
quirements for glass, metal, paper and other 
recyclable and compostable materials and 
would establish goals for serious reductions 
of hazardous wastes through toxics use re
duction (TUR) as conditions to any use of in
cineration. The bill also begins a morato
rium on the permitting of all new municipal 
solid waste (MSW) incinerators through 1999 
and set strict conditions for the permitting 
of any new hazardous waste incinerators. It 
will also require that the toxic ash produced 
by MSW incinerators be regulated and dis
posed of as a hazardous waste. 

As communities across our nation suffer 
the effects of disposing of 180 million tons of 
garbage and approximately 500 million tons 
of hazardous waste each year, it is clear that 
strong national pollution prevention policies 
are urgently needed as part of the reauthor
ization of the Resource Conservation and Re
covery Act (RCRA). To date the implementa
tion of RCRA by the Environmental Protec
tion Agency (EPA) has focused almost exclu
sively on an ultimately flawed "waste man
agement" program rather than a pollution 
prevention program. 

Although there are currently about 168 
MSW and 1,100 hazardous waste incinerators, 
boilers and kilns now operating, hundreds 
more are proposed or under construction, 
making this technology the latest growing 
method of waste disposal. This rush to burn 
not only poses serious environmental and 
public health threats to hundreds of neigh
borhoods across the country, it also seri
ously undermines national and local recy
cling and TUR programs. 

NSW incinerators are sold as "energy re
covery" facilities, but the truth is, that even 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
current recycling programs (representing 
only about 13 percent of the municipal solid 
waste stream) save six times the energy of 
incineration. The Bush Administration's Na
tional Energy Strategy, calling for a 7-fold 
increase in MSW incineration by 2010 would 
actually waste more energy than it would re
cover. Moreover, recycling programs are far 
less costly to the taxpayer than inciner
ation. The capital costs for MSW inciner
ators now routinely run $100,000 for every ton 
of daily capacity. Detroit's new incinerator, 
with a capacity of 4,000 tons a day, had a cap
ital cost of over $400 million. 

Incinerators also produce highly toxic 
emissions and contribute to global warming. 
Because incinerators fail to completely de
stroy wastes they receive, heavy metals such 
as lead, cadmium and mercury are either 
emitted in incinerator stack gases or con
centrated in ash residues. These releases also 
contain hundreds of other well known toxic 
substances such as dioxins, furans and PCBs 
which are also released into the environment 
during incineration. These emissions are not 
fully tested for their health effects or regu
larly monitored. 

Incinerators also create a continued de
mand for more landfills because they 
produce tons of toxic ash which pose addi
tional transportation, air and groundwater 
contamination risks. Incinerators do not en
tirely eliminate wastes, they merely trans
form wastes into toxic gases and ash which 
are then released into the air and ground
water. 

Violations are also a serious problem with 
incinerators. After being fined over $3 mil
lion last year, the Chemical Waste Manage
ment, Inc.'s (CWM) Chicago facility was shut 
down by an explosion on February 13 due to 
unanticipated hazardous wastes entering the 
unit. In May, a joint EPA-OSHA report on 29 
hazardous waste incinerators, including the 
CWM Chicago facility, listed 75 violations 
found by EPA and 320 violations found by 
OSHA. 

Until the requirements in the Kostmayer 
bill are met we do not believe additional in
cineration capacity is warranted. By calling 
for a limited "time out" on the construction 
of new incinerators we will allow our nation 
to get back on track toward preventing and 
reducing wastes instead of continuing the 
hazards of managing wastes. We therefore, 
strongly encourage you to co-sponsor and 
support the Kostmayer "Pollution Preven
tion, Community Recycling, Incinerator 
Control Act of 1991." 

Sincerely, 
Ken Brown/Phil Clapp, Clean Water Ac

tion. 
Joe Schwartz, Environmental Action. 
Karen Florini, Environmental Defense 

Fund. 
Velma Smith, Friends of the Earth. 
Rick Hind, Greenpeace Action. 
Carl J. Casebolt, National Council of 

Churches. 
David Wood, National Toxics Campaign. 
Linda Greer/Allen Hershkowitz, Natural 

Resources Defense Council. 
Daniel Weiss, Sierra Club. 
Richard Regan, Southwest Research & 

Information Center. 
Jay Dee Hanson, United Methodist 

Church, Board of Church and Society. 
Carolyn Hartmann, U.S. PIRG. 
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COURAGEOUS EVA FEIG BATTLES 

CANCER 

HON. ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, late 

September of this year Ms. Eva Feig's fears 
were confirmed: she was diagnosed with ovar
ian cancer. Ms. Feig of my congressional dis
trict is just 1 of 20, 700 new cases of ovarian 
cancer which will be diagnosed this year. 
Many people are unaware of just how preva
lent this disease is. But the cancer is beatable. 
With early detection and decisive treatment, 
those afflicted can regain full health. 

Eva recently began her chemotherapy treat
ment on October 23, and it is off to a good 
start. She will bravely receive five more treat
ments, one each month. Eva's doctor is very 
pleased with her response to the therapy. We 
are confident that the treatment, as difficult as 
it is, will bring about recovery. 

The overwhelming support of friends and 
family have been a great source of strength 
and encouragement for Eva. It is truly inspira
tional to see such an outpouring of compas
sion. Strengthened by a successful first treat
ment and with loving support all around, I am 
sure Eva will return to a long, active life. 

Mr. Speaker, all women are potential ovar
ian cancer victims. The National Cancer Insti
tute estimates that no less than 1 out every 70 
women will be diagnosed with ovarian cancer 
in their lifetime. Chances of full recovery are 
much greater when the condition is discovered 
early. Many research groups are working to 
improve the use of ultrasound for early detec
tion of the cancer. It is important that women 
avail themselves of this important test. 

Mr. Speaker, the truth is that early detection 
is our best weapon against all forms of can
cer. For women, ovarian cancer is the fifth 
most common form of cancer, behind lung, 
breast, colon, and rectal. Regular check ups 
which include: pap smears, mammograms, 
and other diagnostic tests is an important pre
ventative medicine. 

Eva Feig will beat this cancer and with early 
detection and treatment, many other women 
will, as well. 

ALLOWANCE FOR DUTY-FREE 
GIFTS 

HON. RAYMOND J. McGRAlH 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 
Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, today I am in

troducing legislation to increase the allowance 
for bona fide duty-free gifts sent from persons 
in foreign countries to individuals in the United 
States. Current law limits such gifts to the ag
gregate fair retail value of $50 per recipient 
each day with the costs of shipping included. 
My bill would increase the limit to $125. Gifts 
of alcohol, tobacco, and perfume containing 
alcohol, tobacco, and perfume containing alco
hol are not eligible for this special treatment 
under present law, and my bill makes no 
change in this prohibition. 
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The present $50 level was established in 

1983. Inflation has substantially reduced the 
value of that exclusion. At the same time, the 
volume of merchandise has markedly in
creased. The purpose of my bill is to set a 
more realistic level for gifts of relatively small 
value, and to relieve the Customs Service of 
collection responsibilities, the cost of which 
may exceed the revenue received by the Fed
eral Government. Customs would, of course, 
continue its inspection activities to prevent im
portation of illegal goods. 

I look forward to discussion of this legisla
tion in the next session of Congress. 

THE CHILD ABUSE 
ACCOUNTABILITY ACT 

HON. PATRICIA SCHROEDER 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, today I 

am introducing the Child Abuse Accountability 
Act of 1991. 

This bill holds child abusers accountable for 
their actions by allowing victims access to a 
convicted abuser's Federal pension. 

If a court awards a victim monetary dam
ages for child abuse, an abuser often avoids 
payment by liquidating and skipping town. 
Under those circumstances, the victim is al
most guaranteed he or she will not collect a 
penny. 

To make matters worse, the Federal Gov
ernment protects a child abuser's pension. 
Victims, who often go through hell in order to 
hold their abuser accountable, are shocked to 
find that the Federal Government refuses to 
pay court-ordered awards. When it comes to 
paying for child abuse, Uncle Sam blocks the 
way. Federal pensions are untouchable. This 
is obstruction of justice. 

We are just beginning to learn the extent of 
child abuse and the affects it is having on indi
viduals, families, and the Nation. For too long, 
abused children were afraid to speak up about 
this terrible crime. The pain and stigma asso
ciated with child abuse make it tough to ad
dress. But a nation that does not protect its 
children is a nation without a future. And a 
federal government that protects abusers is 
abetting that tragedy. 

That is why we should take the lead-not 
stand in the way-in combating child abuse. I 
hope my colleagues will join me in supporting 
the Child Abuse Accountability Act. 

INDIAN HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECT ACT 

HON. BIU RICHARDSON 
OF NEW MEXICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 
Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, recently, 

tribal leaders from New Mexico and across the 
country and officials from the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development [HUD] held 
a conference in Santa Fe, NM, to brainstorm 
on new approaches to address the severe 
shortage of housing in Indian country. 
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One of the main topics discussed at the 
conference was legislation I have been work
ing on with the Jicarilla Apache Tribe that 
would give tribes more control over their own 
housing situation. This approach was greeted 
with great enthusiasm. 

Today, I am introducing the Indian Housing 
Demonstration Project Act, which will provide 
Indian tribes an opportunity to more directly 
meet the housing needs of their members. 
This legislation directs the Secretary of Interior 
and the Secretary of Housing and Urban De
velopment to jointly select between 5 and 1 O 
tribes to participate in a housing demonstra
tion project that will allow the tribes to admin
ister their own housing programs. 

Tribes would be selected on the basis of 
creative and innovative activities and methods 
they plan to use in developing, providing, and 
promoting housing for their people. Selected 
tribes must submit plans that include agree
ments to maintain safe housing, give pref
erence to low-income Indian families, and 
carry out a program to promote alternative 
methods of financing. 

Once a tribe's plan is approved, the tribe 
would be authorized to consolidate Federal 
housing assistance funds that the tribe cur
rently receives from Department of Housing 
and Urban Development and Department of 
Interior Indian housing programs. Using these 
funds, the tribe would administer its own hous
ing program. Grants would be provided to be 
used for administrative expenses incurred in 
carrying out the demonstration project. 

This legislation is consistent with Congres
sional efforts to increase self governance ini
tiatives in Indian country. Members with large 
Indian constituencies know it is not only impor
tant that we meet the increasing demand for 
additional housing on Indian reservations, but 
that Indian housing be managed in a way that 
meets the true needs of the Indian people. 

The following is a letter I received from the 
Jicarilla Apache Tribe which outlines issues 
raised at the Indian Housing conference and 
expresses support for this legislation. Also in
cluded is the text of the Indian Housing Dem
onstration Project Act of 1991 . I urge my col
leagues to support this important legislation. 

THE JICARILLA APACHE TRIBE, 
Dulce, NM, November 4, 1991. 

Hon. BILL RICHARDSON' 
U.S. House of Representatives, Cannon House 

Office Building , Washington , DC. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN RICHARDSON: Thank 

you for the insightful and encouraging re
marks that you provided to the Tribal Lead
ers' Workshop on New Approaches to Indian 
Housing, co-sponsored by the Jicarilla 
Apache Tribe and HUD. It set the tone for 
what proved to be an extremely productive 
and exciting conference. 

The importance of the issue was dem
onstrated by the presence of some of the 
most respected tribal leaders, including 
President Peterson Zah of the Navajo Na
tion, Chief Wilma Mankiller of the Cherokee 
Nation, Chief Phillip Martin of the Mis
sissippi Band of Choctaw Indians, Governor 
Harry D. Early of the Laguna Pueblo, and 
President Ivan Makil of Salt River Pima
Maricopa. (A complete list of tribal officials 
is attached.) 

There was animated discussion on the need 
for new approaches to address the severe 
housing shortages that exist on all of our 
reservations. The most important outcome 
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of the conference was the strong support 
from the tribal leaders for the principles un
derlying the Tribal Self-Governance Housing 
Demonstration legislation you are intending 
to introduce. These principles included: 

1. The need for greater flexibility in the ex
isting HUD Indian Low Income Housing pro
gram so it can be more responsive to the 
unique cultural, economic, and geographic 
factors that are found on each reservation. 

2. The need for tribes to tap the vast range 
of other federal. state, private and non-profit 
housing programs, rather than relying solely 
on the HUD Low-Income Housing program. 

3. The need for tribal governments to de
velop a comprehensive approach to housing 
on reservations so there will be housing for 
all segments of the population-low-income, 
the elderly, the young Indian professionals 
who want to return home to help their 
tribes, the teachers, doctors and other 
skilled persons, etc. so that tribes and the 
Federal government can achieve their shared 
goal of making reservations socially and eco
nomically self-sufficient. On reservations, 
unlike cities, there is no private housing sec
tor, so tribal governments must focus on all 
segments. 

4. The need to eliminate the barriers that 
have been placed between tribal govern
ments and Indian housing authorities so that 
tribal governments can establish offices to 
carry out the various tasks listed above. 

The tribal leaders expressed their apprecia
tion to you and to the Jicarilla Apache Tribe 
for jointly developing the proposed legisla
tion. They urged that it be introduced as 
soon as possible and they promised their full 
support to help it become enacted into law. 

On behalf of the Jicarilla Apache Tribe, 
and as co-chairman of the Tribal Leaders 
Workshop, I wish to express my appreciation 
to you for your ongoing commitment to In
dian housing and to the principles of tribal 
self-governance. I look forward with great 
anticipation to the introduction and then en
actment of the new Tribal Self-Governance 
Housing Demonstration Act legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
LEVI PESATA, 

President. 

JICARILLA APACHE TRIBE AND HUD HOUSING 
CONFERENCE, OCTOBER 29 AND 30, 1991 

TRIBAL OFFICIALS 
Peterson Zah, President, The Navajo Na

tion, P.O. Box 308, Window Rock, Arizona 
86515. 

Wilma Mankiller, Principal Chief, Chero
kee Nation of Oklahoma, P.O. Box 948, Tah
lequah, Oklahoma 74456. 

Phillip Martin, Tribal Chief, Mississippi 
Band of Choctaw Indians, P.O. Box 6010-
Choctaw Branch, Philadelphia, Mississippi 
39350. 

Ivan Maki!, President, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community Council, Route 
1, Box 216, Scottsdale, Arizona 85256. 

Harry D. Early, Governor, Pueblo of La
guna, P.O. Box 194, Laguna, New Mexico 
87026. 

Lawrence Kenmille, Vice Chairman, Con
federated Salish & Kootenai, Tribal Council, 
Box 278, Pablo, Montana 59855. 

Vernon Mestes, Vice Chairman, Cheyenne 
River Sioux Tribe, P .O. Box 590, Eagle Butte, 
South Dakota 57625. 

George Nolan, Vice President, Sault Saint 
Marie Chippewa Tribal Council, 206 
Greenough Street, Sault Saint Marie, Michi
gan 49783. 

James Frances, Councilman, Pueblo of La
guna, P.O. Box 194, Laguna, New Mexico 
87026. 
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Ronald Julian, Councilman, Jicarilla 

Apache Tribe, P.O. Box 507, Dulce, New Mex
ico 87528. 

Hubert Velarde, Councilman, Jicarilla 
Apache Tribe, P.O. Box 507, Dulce, New Mex
ico 87528. 

Loretta Vicenti, Councilwoman, Jicarilla 
Apache Tribe, P.O. Box 507, Dulce, New Mex
ico 87528. 

Troy Wayne Poteete, Councilman, Chero
kee Nation of Oklahoma, P.O. Box 948, Tah
lequah, Oklahoma 74456. 

Elveda Martinez, Tribal Administrator, 
Walker River Paiute Tribe, P.O. Box 220, 
Schurz, Nevada 89427. 

H.R.-
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Indian Hous
ing Demonstration Project Act of 1991. 
SEC. 2. AUTIIORITY FOR INDIAN HOUSING SELF-

GOVERNANCE DEMONSTRATION 
PROGRAM. 

The Secretary of Interior and the Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Development 
shall jointly carry out a program under this 
Act to demonstrate the effectiveness of per
mitting Indian tribes (through the tribal 
government) to determine the housing needs 
of tribal members and the appropriate use of 
Federal housing assistance provided to the 
Indian tribe. 
SEC. 3. CONSOLIDATION OF HOUSING ASSIST

ANCE. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Upon the selection of an 

Indian tribe for participation in the dem
onstration program under this Act-

(1) the Secretary of Interior and the Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Development 
shall authorize the Indian tribal government 
to consolidate assistance received by the In
dian tribe under the programs under sub
section (b) for use under the demonstration 
program; and 

(2) the Secretary of Housing and Urban De
velopment shall authorize the Indian tribal 
government to receive any assistance under 
such programs that otherwise would be pro
vided under the programs to the Indian hous
ing authority of the Indian tribe. 

(b) INCLUDED PROGRAMS.-The programs re
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be the fol
lowing programs: 

(1) The housing improvement program of 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Department of 
the Interior, established under part 256 of 
title 25, Code of Federal Regulations, pursu
ant to the Act of November 2, 1921 (Chapter 
115; 42 Stat. 208; commonly referred to as the 
Snyder Act). 

(2) The program for development and ac
quisition of public housing for Indian fami
lies under titles I and II of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937. 

(3) The program for rental housing assist
ance payments for low-income Indian fami
lies under section 8 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937. 

(4) The mutual help homeownership oppor
tunity program under section 202 of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937. 

(5) The Indian housing modernization pro
gram under section 14 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937. 

(6) The operating subsidies program for 
public housing for Indian families under sec
tion 9 of the United States Housing Act of 
1937. 
SEC. 4. TRANSFER OF TI11.E. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subject to subsection (b), 
under the demonstration program the Sec-
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retary of Housing and Urban Development 
shall transfer to each participating Indian 
tribe all of the rights, titles, and interests of 
the United States and any Indian housing 
authority of the Indian tribe in any housing 
projects and housing units for Indian fami
lies located on Indian reservations and other 
Indian areas of the Indian tribe. 

(b) REQUIRED REVERSION AGREEMENT.-No 
transfer may be made under this section un
less the Secretary of Housing and Urban De
velopment and the transferee Indian tribe 
have entered into an agreement providing 
that all of the rights, titles, and interests in 
housing transferred under this section to the 
tribe shall revert to the United States and 
the relevant Indian housing authorities 
upon-

(1) the Indian tribe terminating participa
tion in the demonstration program under 
this Act (as provided in section 11); and 

(2) the occurrence of such other cir
cumstances, as the Secretary and the Indian 
tribe provide in the agreement. 
SEC. 5. TRIBAL PLAN. 

(a) REQUIREMENT.-An Indian tribe may 
not be selected to participate in the dem
onstration program under this Act unless 
the Indian tribe has submitted a plan in 
compliance with subsection (b). 

(b) CONTENTS.-A plan under this section 
shall-

(1) contain agreements by the Indian tribe 
submitting the plan that the Indian tribe 
will-

( A) maintain any housing projects and 
housing uni ts transferred under section 4 in 
a safe and reasonable condition; 

(B) give priority in occupancy of housing 
assisted under the demonstration program to 
low-income Indian families; 

(C) carry out a program to develop and pro
mote alternative methods for financing and 
developing housing located on Indian res
ervations and other Indian areas of the In
dian tribe, which shall include assisting trib
al members to identify and obtain mortgage 
financing and other housing assistance from 
private and public sources; and 

(D) use assistance referred to in section 
3(b) that is received by the Indian tribe to 
provide housing located on Indian reserva
tions and other Indian areas of the Indian 
tribe for Indian families in accordance with 
the housing strategy under paragraph (2) of 
this subsection; 

(2) set foth a strategy describing how the 
Indian tribe will use assistance referred to in 
section 3(b) that is received by the Indian 
tribe, except that such use shall comply with 
any requirements for use of assistance re
ceived by Indian tribes under section 
217(a)(2) of the Cranston-Gonzalez National 
Affordable Housing Act; and 

(3) describe-
(A) the standards and requirements to be 

used by the Indian tribe for affording prior
ity in housing assisted under the demonstra
tion program to low-income Indian families; 

(B) the standards and methods to be used 
by the Indian tribe to establish rent charges 
for rental units owned by the Indian tribe; 

(C) any financial and other resources to be 
contributed by the Indian tribe or other enti
ties for use in conjunction with assistance 
referred to in section 3(b) that is received by 
the Indian tribe; and 

(D) the activities to be conducted by the 
Indian tribe in carrying out the program of 
the Indian tribe under the agreement pursu
ant to paragraph (l)(C). 
SEC. 6. OPERATING SUBSIDIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding section 
9 of the United States Housing Act of 1937, a 
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participating Indian tribe shall receive an
nual contributions under such section 9 (to 
the extent amounts are provided in appro
priations Acts) for each fiscal year beginning 
after the Indian tribe is slated to participate 
in the demonstration program in an amount 
equal to the amount of such assistance re
ceived by the Indian housing authority of 
the Indian tribe in the last fiscal year begin
ning before the Indian tribe was selected for 
participation, as adjusted according to sub
section (b). 

(b) INFLATIONARY ADJUSTMENT.-The Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Development 
shall adjust the amount received by each 
participating Indian tribe pursuant to sub
section (a) to adjust for inflation, as the Sec
retary determines appropriate. 
SEC. 7. WAIVER OF OTHER FEDERAL REQUIRE

MENTS. 
Upon the selection of an Indian tribe under 

section 9 to participate in the demonstration 
program under this Act, the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development shall, in consultation 
with each other and the participating Indian 
tribe, identify any provisions of Federal law, 
and any Federal regulations, policies, and 
procedures for which a waiver is necessary to 
enable the participating Indian tribe to im
plement its plan under section 5. Notwith
standing any other provision of law, the Sec
retary of the Interior and the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development may waive 
any provisions of Federal law, and any Fed
eral regulations, policies, or procedures iden
tified, unless such Secretaries determine 
that the waiver will result in harm to any 
tenants or owners of housing units that are 
located on Indian reservations and other In
dian areas of the Indian tribe and assisted 
under the programs referred to in section 
3(b). 
SEC. 8. APPLICATIONS. 

The Secretary of the Interior and the Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Development 
shall jointly establish procedures and dead
lines for Indian tribes to submit applications 
for participation in the demonstration pro
gram under this Act. The procedures shall 
require each application to include a plan 
under section 5. The deadline for submission 
of applications shall not be later than the ex
piration of the 6-month period beginning on 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 9. SELECTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Not later than the expira
tion of the 9-month period beginning on the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary of the Act, the Secretary of the Inte
rior and the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development shall jointly select (from 
among Indian tribes submitting applications 
in compliance with section 8) not less than 5 
and not more than 10 Indian tribes to par
ticipate in the demonstration program under 
this Act, which shall include the Jicarilla 
Apache tribe in the State of New Mexico (but 
only if such tribe submits an application in 
compliance with section 8). No Indian tribes 
may be selected for participation before the 
deadline for submission of applications es
tablished under section 8. 

(b) CRITERIA.-The Secretary of the Inte
rior and the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development shall jointly establish criteria 
for the selection of Indian tribes to partici
pate in the demonstration program under 
this Act, which shall include-

(1) the extent of creative and innovative 
activities and methods to be employed by 
the Indian tribe in developing, providing, and 
promoting housing for Indian families that is 
located on Indian reservations and other In
dian areas of the Indian tribe; and 
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(2) the extent to which the Indian tribe has 

made or received commitments for any fi
nancial or other resources to be used in con
junction with assistance referred to in sec
tion 3(b) that is received by the Indian tribe. 
SEC. 10. GRANTS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development shall, to the extent 
amounts are provided in appropriations Acts 
pursuant to subsection (c), provide a grant to 
each participating Indian tribe in each of fis
cal years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997. All of 
the grants made under this section in any 
single fiscal year shall be equal in amount. 

(b) USE.-Amounts from any grant made 
under this section shall be used by the par
ticipating Indian tribe for administrative ex
penses incurred in carrying out the dem
onstration program under this Act. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There is authorized to be appropriated for 
grants under this section Sl,000,000 in each of 
fiscal years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997. 
SEC. 11. TERMINATION OF PARTICIPATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-After the expiration of 
the 5-year period beginning on the date that 
an Indian tribe is selected to participate in 
the demonstration program under this Act, 
the Indian tribe may terminate such partici
pation by notifying the Secretary of the In
terior and the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development in writing of such termi
nation. 

(b) EFFECT.-Any waivers provided for the 
Indian tribe under section 7 shall cease to be 
effective upon termination of participation. 
The participation of an Indian tribe in the 
demonstration under this Act shall not af
fect the eligibility of the Indian tribe for as
sistance or the amount of assistance pro
vided under the programs referred to in sec
tion 3(b) after termination of participation 
under this section. 

(c) RECAPTURE.-The Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development shall recapture, 
from any Indian tribe terminating participa
tion in the demonstration program under 
this Act, any grant amounts received under 
section 10 by the Indian tribe that remain 
unobligated upon the termination of partici
pation. 
SEC. 12. REPORT. 

The Secretary of the Interior and the Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Development 
shall jointly submit to the Congress, not 
later than the expiration of the 3-year period 
beginning on the date of the enactment of 
this Act, a report describing the activities 
carried out under this Act by participating 
Indian tribes and evaluating the effective
ness of such activities. 
SEC. 13. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of the Act: 
(1) INDIAN AREA.-The term "Indian area." 

means, with respect to an Indian tribe, the 
area within which the Indian housing au
thority of the Indian tribe is authorized to 
provide low-income housing. 

(2) INDIAN HOUSING AUTHORITY.-The term 
"Indian housing authority of the Indian 
tribe" means, with respect to an Indian 
tribe, the Indian housing authority (as such 
term is defined in section 3(b) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937) that is-

(A) established by exercise of the power of 
self-government of the Indian tribe inde
pendent of State law; or 

(B) established by operation of State law 
and operates to provide housing for the In
dian tribe, except that such term means the 
Indian housing authority only to the extent 
such Indian housing authority acts for the 
Indian tribe. 
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(3) INDIAN TRIBE.-The terms "Indian 

tribe" shall have the same meaning given 
the term, in section 4 of the Indian Self-De
termination and Education Assistance Act. 

(4) PARTICIPATING INDIAN TRIBE.-The term 
"participating Indian tribe" means an Indian 
tribe that has been selected under section 9 
to participate in the demonstration program 
under this Act. 

NATIONAL EDUCATION WEEK 

HON. DICK SWETI 
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. SWETI. Mr. Speaker, many of us re
member that day in October 1957 when we 
were startled by the news that the Soviet 
Union had sent the first spacecraft into outer 
space. Sputnik woke this Nation up and re
minded us that we couldn't sit on our laurels
that if we were to remain players in the inter
national arena, we had to excel in the realm 
of education. We had to work, not only with 
our hands, but with our minds. Looking back, 
we now recognize that Sputnik was a blessing 
in disguise, for it created the political will nec
essary to do what we needed to do to make 
up lost ground in the race for the moon. And 
it brought home to us that the quality of our 
educational system is a critical component of 
our national security. 

Twentieth century civilization with its modern 
economy is a complex and delicately balanced 
mechanism. And the fuel that powers it is edu
cation. Education yields innovation, and inno
vation makes for competitiveness. Competi
tiveness sustains a dynamic economy. Without 
education there is no innovation, and the re
sult is a weak economy. 

Today's economic anemia directly affects 
working people. My State presently suffers 
from an unemployment rate of 7.1 percent. 
This 7.1 percent translates into over 55,000 
men and women without a means of liveli
hood. In contemplating how we got into our 
current economic hole, and how we can climb 
out, we are driven inexorably back to the issue 
of education. 

Mr. Speaker, this is National Education 
Week, but I believe that education is so impor
tant that every week should be National Edu
cation Week, that every year should be Na
tional Education Year. Education should be 
addressed effectively with actions and not just 
words. Our teachers should be treated with 
the importance they deserve. 

One of the most serious problems our Na
tion faces as we strive for an educational sys
tem that can restore America's competitive 
edge is the skyrocketing costs of education. 
People need access to this system, and unfor
tunately, these high costs are becoming a de
terrent to some of our best and brightest. This 
is not right. People should not be forced to 
make a choice between mortgaging their 
homes or providing an education for their chil
dren. It is disheartening to receive a letter 
from a constituent that tells you that her "sin
gle largest fear continues to be whether or not 
(she) will be able to pay the next tuition bill." 

Mr. Speaker, just where are we heading? In 
1990, 34 7 ,000 of our Nation's young adults 
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aged 15 to 24 dropped out of school. The mo
rale of our teachers is down. Support for them, 
whether in resources or in compensation, is 
wavering. 

Shirley Rau, an educator from Idaho wrote, 
''There has been a lot of talk lately about edu
cation and educational reform. We have edu
cation candidates for the legislature. We have 
an education President. Unfortunately good in
tentions haven't been translated into action. 
American education has harbored dinosaurs 
for too long-digging up fossils of failed meth
ods and breathing life into the bones of dead 
issues again and again. 

"Classrooms of today are not much different 
from classrooms of yesterday. Students sit in 
rows facing a chalkboard at the front of the 
room. While technology has shaped office effi
ciency with computers, fax machines, and 
laser printers-the only indication of techno
logical advancement in my classroom is an 
overhead projector. 

"Educational reforms at the national level 
center on a national standardized test of a na
tional curriculum. They center on choice and 
merit pay for meritorious teachers. What they 
don't address are the growing problems facing 
society that are reflected in our classrooms 
every day: Dysfunctional families, poverty, 
drug and alcohol abuse, unemployment, and 
illiteracy. Five hundred thousand children in 
the United States are 'displaced,' living in insti
tutions or in group homes. This number is ex
pected to climb to nine hundred thousand by 
1992." 

I am sure that Ms. Rau would agree with 
me that families must come together as fami
lies to ensure that our teachers can con
centrate on teaching. It is our families that 
must foster a sense of discipline, responsibility 
and consideration in our youth. Teachers are 
being forced to fix a structure with a crumbling 
foundation. They are having to deal with the 
result of unstable home lives. I was recently in 
the north country of New Hampshire when a 
kindergarten teacher informed me that 11 stu
dents of her class of 18 are from broken 
homes. We must turn our attention to fixing 
our families. Our teachers should not have to 
act as pseudo-parent or guidance counselors, 
but rather should be able to do what they 
were originally intended to do • • • teach. We 
must enable teachers to teach. 

It is thanks to teachers that progress has 
been, and will continue to be possible. Ms. 
Rau stated, "There was a time in our Nation's 
history when a sense of the past was impor
tant to the spirit of a community, but a commit
ment to the future was essential. The schools 
provided the one concrete link that a commu
nity had to future lives; it was the significant 
legacy that one generation left to another." 

I salute our teachers, our public servants in 
educational institutions, our students and our 
parents that struggle to ensure that their 
young offspring remain students. I also salute 
my colleagues who strive to make education 
our number one priority. But as Ms. Rau stat
ed, "We don't need education presidents or 
education advocates. We need education ac
tivists." 

Education is not solely in the hands of law
makers and teachers. All of us are in this to
gether. Not only because of the obvious gains, 
but also because of the obvious losses result
ing from its failure. 
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Helen Keller said, "We can't have education 

without revolution. We have tried peace edu
cation for one thousand and nine hundred 
years * * * Let us try revolution and see what 
it will do now * * * this is not a time of 
gentleness * * * it is a time for open speech 
and fearless thinking * * * a time that is robust 
and vehement and bold." 

Mr. Speaker, this week enables us to 
refocus on our most important investment, our 
children and their educational future. Together 
we must once again make education our No. 
1 national priority. The Nation that was first to 
the Moon cannot afford to be late for the 21st 
century. 

IN HONOR OF ROMAN KALININ 

HON. NANCY PELOSI 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, the attempted 
Soviet coup in August 1991 was the backdrop 
for a remarkable demonstration of courage 
and dedication to the cause of freedom. 
Roman Kalinin, publisher of Russia's first gay 
and lesbian newspaper, together with a group 
of gay men and lesbians worked to fight the 
coup by printing and distributing President 
Boris Yeltsin's decrees. 

Roman Kalinin first learned of the coup 
through friends in San Francisco. From late in 
the evening of August 18, until the coup was 
defeated on August 21 , Kalinin established a 
telephone link through Finland to San Fran
cisco. A plan was developed to communicate 
with people in the Soviet Union who would 
have immediately become targets for intimida
tion and possibly death because of their sex
ual preference and work in the democratic 
movement. Fear and panic were rampant as 
reports surfaced of the possibility of waves of 
arrests. On August 20, an official demand was 
made for lists of people with AIDS and HIV 
from the Moscow Al OS clinic. 

Kalinin is the publisher of TEMA, the first 
lesbian/gay newspaper in the Soviet Union. 
His publishing system and copy machine be
came virtually the only method available to 
print and distribute information against the 
coup leaders. For almost 60 hours, gay men 
and lesbians in Moscow marshaled their 
forces in an incredible display of courage. 

Russian President Boris Yeltsin issued a list 
of decrees which became the document of re
sistance against the forces of oppression. Gay 
men and lesbians at the TEMA offices proc
essed the information on the computer. 
Around the clock the copy machine printed the 
Yeltsin decrees with the logo of the well 
known gay newspaper on the bottom. Kalinin 
wanted the public to know that the gay com
munity was working to fight the coup, even 
though he risked his own arrest by publicly 
claiming the work. 

These heroes then took the printed decrees 
into the streets of Moscow, working with other 
leaders of the prodemocracy movement. The 
decrees were distributed throughout the city 
and appeared at every metro stop for con
fused Moscovites to read. The decrees were 
even handed to soldiers in the tanks aimed at 
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the Russian Parliament building. This heroism 
represents an ongoing commitment to fight op
pression and discrimination in the Soviet 
Union. They have for several years, led the 
fight to reduce the discrimination which is 
faced by gay men and lesbians throughout the 
Soviet Union. 

They have also joined with others from 
around the world to provide information and 
educational material for the Russian people to 
fight the ever increasing threat of AIDS and in
fection from the HIV virus. Their efforts have 
been supported through the International Gay 
and Lesbian Human Rights Commission, an 
organization has become in just 1 year, an 
international gay consulate to the world. Vic
tory in the Soviet Union provided the oppor
tunity to open doors for lesbian/gay freedom 
never before dreamed of in that country. 

The courage and commitment to freedom 
and democracy of Roman Kalinin is being 
honored in December 1991 when he will be 
named the "Man of the Year" by the Advo
cate, the largest national publication in Amer
ica serving lesbians and gay men. 

BURMA'S BRUTAL MILITARY 
CONTINUES TO KILL 

HON. DANA ROHRABACHER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, there 
are places in the world where the level of 
human suffering is beyond our ability to com
prehend. Burma is one of those places. While 
military dictatorship has beaten the Burmese 
people into a temporary state of submission, I 
am hopeful that the gangsters in power will 
not be able to hold off for much longer the tide 
of freedom waiting to sweep over the country. 

Americans are a compassionate and gener
ous people who have always responded to 
help others in need. The destruction and suf
fering of earthquakes, volcanoes, floods, 
droughts, and other disasters around the world 
have been mitigated by the compassion of 
Americans. But the suffering in Burma is the 
result of callous and evil State policies which 
have killed tens of thousands and terrorized 
the entire nation. The suffering in Burma is 
man made. To better grasp this inferno on 
pain I commend to the attention of my col
leagues the following news items. 

[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 
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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 Kyi and many sup
porters remain in political detention. The 
military authorities have refused to transfer 
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 polices, 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 themselves 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 inequities 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-
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sponsib111ties 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. 

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. 

[From the Christian Science Monitor, Oct. 
16, 1991] 

BURMA'S PROFILE IN COURAGE 
Burma's military regime, which calls itself 

the "State Law and Order Restoration Coun
cil," jails anyone who dares speak out 
against it. Thousands of Burmese are impris
oned and threatened with torture. 

These practices spring from the benighted, 
xenophobic philosophy of former dictator Ne 
Win, who stepped down in 1988 at a time of 
extraordinary popular turmoil, but is widely 
believed to maintain a firm grip on power be
hind the scenes. 

The chief detractor of Ne Win's legacy
and Burma's chief hope for a better day-is 
Aung San Suu Kyi. Daughter of a founder of 
modern Burma, she has been under house ar
rest in Rangoon for more than two years. 
This week she received the Nobel Peace 
Prize-an honor that should bring Burma 
into the spotlight of international concern. 

Though much of her life has been spent in 
the West, Aung San Suu Kyi's commitment 
to progress in her homeland has been 
unstinting. She returned to Burma in 1988 to 
care for her mother and became involved in 
the country's yearning for change. A new 
movement, the National League for Democ
racy. coalesced around her leadership. 

But the "opening" that followed Ne Win's 
resignation and his legalization of parties 
other than his own soon closed. The military 
attempted to quiet Aung San Suu Kyi 
through house arrest in the summer of 1989. 
Struggling to accommodate popular opinion, 
the generals said they would allow a na
tional election the following May. When May 
arrived, the democratic movement won 82 
percent of the parliamentary seats. 

The generals ignored the election results. 
They seemed to be betting that economic 
improvement would quiet the democratic 
urge and validate their emphasis on "dis
cipline"-i.e .. . stern repression. Foreign in
vestment is being courted; the government 
talks of a "free-market economy." 

It won't work. On the occasion of her re
ceiving the European Parliament's Sakharov 
Prize for Freedom of Thought earlier this 
year, a speech by Aung San Suu Kyi was pub
lished. It called for a "revolution of the spir
it" to shuck off the fear bred by tyranny. 
The Burmese people have heard her. Their 
desire for freedom deserves universal sup
port. 

[From the Los Angeles Times, Feb. 28, 1991] 
BURMA Is ON THE WRONG ROAD 

Aung San Suu Kyi. She is a symbol of both 
the hope and despair of Myanmar, the Asian 
country formerly known as Burma. Nine 
months after a stunning election victory. 
Suu Kyi, leader of the victorious National 
League for Democracy. remains under house 
arrest. The country's iron-fisted military re
fuses to relinquish power and figures that by 
keeping her out of sight, she will slip into 
oblivion. The world cannot let Suu Kyi be 
forgotten. 

Her sad story illustrates that unrelenting 
repression of the Burmese people and the de-
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nial of their human rights. The military is 
contemplating putting her on trial as the 
world takes note of her plight: The European 
Community recently awarded her the 
Sakharov Prize. Czechoslovakia's President 
Vaclav Havel has nominated her for a Nobel 
Peace Prize. Norway as awarded her its 
Rafto Human Rights Prize. 

Myanmar, meanwhile, has become an in
creasingly dismal and hopeless place. Not 
only has the State Law and Order Restora
tion Council refused to yield to those elected 
last May, but it also has jailed more than 50 
of them. Others have fled. Even the coun
try's revered Buddhist monks have not es
caped the military crackdown. Meanwhile, 
Myanmar's so-called "beautification" pro
gram to clean up cities was conducted less 
for aesthetics than to make it hard for anti
government protesters to assemble. 

Still the spirit of democracy endures. 
Other elected officials who managed to es
cape recently formed a rival government. the 
National Coalition Government of the Union 
of Burma, with Sein Win, Suu Kyi's cousin, 
as prime minister. They are backed by the 
Democratic Alliance of Burma, an organiza
tion of 21 groups fighting the military. 

The U.N. Human Rights Commission re
ceived a confidential report this week in Ge
neva on human rights conditions in 
Myanmar. The international community 
should insist the report, which reportedly is 
highly critical, be made public. It would pro
vide the basis for world sanctions against the 
military regime. 

[From the New York Times, Oct. 30, 1991] 
BURMESE, IN A DESPERATE SITUATION, SEEK 

HELP 
To THE EDITOR: The All Burma Students' 

Democratic Front of the Ye Kyaw Camp in
side Burma has issued an urgent inter
national SOS for 15,000 civilians trapped in 
the Burma war zone and for widespread 
human rights abuses. Civilian casualties 
among those caught in the war zone are 
mounting, and all face a grave danger of 
being killed by Burma's military govern
ment, the State Law and Order Restoration 
Council, in its annual dry-season offensive in 
a few weeks. 

This SOS comes in close proximity to the 
third anniversary of the bloody military 
coup in Rangoon, Burma, on Sept. 18, 1988, in 
which thousands of unarmed Burmese, most
ly students, were killed, and thousands more 
who were peacefully demonstrating for de
mocracy were jailed. Following this coup the 
military government changed the name of 
the country from Burma to Myanmar. 

I have just returned from the Burmese war 
zone after spending time with the Students 
Democratic Front. It is an armed student 
army fighting the State Law and Order Res
toration Council in Burma. 

By many accounts, the Burmese are suffer
ing considerably more than people in Yugo
slavia or South Africa, and have received far 
less attention and consideration. 

The Burmese need help from the inter
national community to place pressure on 
Burma's military government to abide by 
the results of the May 27, 1990, democratic 
elections in Burma. Despite an overwhelm
ing election defeat, the military government 
has refused to relinquish power to the demo
cratically elected National League for De
mocracy. 

Daw Aung San Suu Kyi, the elected leader 
and Nobel Peace Prize winner has been under 
house arrest for two years, and numerous op
ponents of the Government have been jailed 
and executed without an opportunity to de-
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fend themselves. Having been to the war 
zone inside Burma, I am compelled to speak 
as loudly as I can for the 15,000 Burmese peo
ple trapped in the war zone and for those 
ruthlessly silenced. 

The Burmese people are in a desperate sit
uation and seek help. As individuals and gov
ernments, we have an imperative moral obli
gation to oppose the military government 
and thus avoid any appearance of its accept
ance by the international community. 

[From the New York Times, Oct. 15, 1991] 
MESSAGE TO MYANMAR 

By awarding the 1991 Peace Prize to Daw 
Aung San Suu Kyi, the inspirational leader 
of Myanmar's democracy movement, the 
Norwegian Nobel Committee gives fresh hope 
to a people oppressed by one of the world's 
ugliest remaining tyrannies. 

This recognition may shame Asian nations 
like China and Thailand into withdrawing 
economic and political support from Mrs. 
Aung San Suu Kyi's jailers, the State Law 
and Order Restoration Council, or Slorc. 
Even if these neighboring regimes remain 
unmoved, Myanmar's democrats can be 
heartened by the examples of previous Peace 
Prize winners like Lech Walesa and Arch
bishop Desmond Tutu, whose causes passed 
from hopelessness toward splendid triumph. 

To be heartened, Myanmar's people have to 
learn the news. The Slorc, which holds Mrs. 
Aung San Suu Kyi under house arrest, will 
make that as difficult as possible. So tight is 
its grip that her husband, now residing in the 
U.S., cannot be certain that his wife is even 
alive. 

Her prestige has probably spared her. She 
is the daughter of the man who led the coun
try then called Burma to independence, and 
she carried her party to overwhelming vic
tory in last year's parliamentary elections. 
Yet thousands of others have been killed in 
Myanmar's struggle for democracy. And the 
Slorc still brazenly refuses to honor these 
decisive election results. 

Fortunately, the world is now too small for 
tyrants to feel protected by the old conven
tions of absolute national sovereignty. The 
U.S., thanks in large measure to Senator 
Daniel Patrick Moynihan of New York, now 
pressures the Slorc with economic sanctions. 
The European Parliament, which awarded 
Mrs. Aung San Suu Kyi its Sakharov Prize, 
and now the Nobel Committee exert another 
kind of useful pressure. 

This faith that Myanmar's people are as 
entitled as any other to share in the emerg
ing new world of democracy and basic human 
rights will eventually be vindicated. If China 
and Thailand believe that too, they have it 
in their power to accelerate democratic 
change. How long will they choose to hold 
themselves apart from the conscience of the 
world? 

[From the New York Times, Apr. 6, 1991] 
STATE DEPT. CAN ACT AGAINST BURMESE 

REGIME 
To the Editor: 
As the United States debated what to do 

about Saddam Hussein, a frequently asked 
question was, "Are we to become the world's 
policeman? Of course, we cannot take it 
upon ourselves to confront every dictatorial 
and inhuman regime in the world, especially 
if they do not harm our nationals or our na
tional interests. But some regimes are more 
outrageous than others, like the m111tary 
mafia that rules Burma and has sought to 
change its sports by changing the country's 
name to Myanmar. 
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Burma's military regime made a mis

calculation as egregious as any of Saddam 
Hussein's when it permitted national elec
tions last May for a new parliament. Govern
ment candidates suffered a humiliating de
feat. The chief democratic party won more 
than 80 percent of the seats. But the military 
regime then prevented the elected par
liament from convening and forming a new 
government. It has kept Aung San Suu Kyi, 
who headed the party, under house arrest 
and has also arrested most of her party's 
leadership. 

We could bring down the military regime 
without spending a dollar or voicing a single 
threat. All we need do is withdraw our diplo
matic recognition from the illegitimate 
"government" and recognize the provisional 
government that a group of Suu Kyi's elect
ed colleagues have established in Burma's 
northern border region. 

Deaccreditation by the United States 
would in all likelihood be followed swiftly by 
Canada, Australia, Britain, India and other 
democracies who view the military regime 
with repugnance, and perhaps also by the 
United Nations. The Burmese students and 
people of all classes who demonstrated for 
freedom and democracy by the hundreds of 
thousands in September 1988, only to be shot 
down by the thousands, would surely take to 
the streets again, given such a show of out
side support. 

The many honorable military officers who 
have been sickened by the brutality, corrup
tion and mismanagement of the Ne Win 
clique for nearly three decades would repudi
ate their leadership and give their allegiance 
to Suu Kyi's provisional government. The 
provisional government has already won the 
support of the rebel minorities who comprise 
one-third of the country's population, con
trol the strategic border regions and desire a 
federal republic in which they would enjoy 
autonomy. 

Can our State Department close its eyes to 
this situation? Can it fail to strike this risk
less and costless blow for the freedom of 40 
million people? 

LOUIS J . WALINSKY. 

WASHINGTON, March 22.1991 . 

(The writer, who served as chief resident 
economic adviser to Burma, 1953-58, is the 
author of "Economic Development in Burma 
1951-60." ) 

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 20, 1991) 

WHAT THE BURMESE SUFFER IN MYANMAR 

The awarding of the 1991 Nobel Peace Prize 
to jailed Burmese opposition leader Aung 
San Suu Kyi is a well-deserved recognition of 
her fight for democracy and civil rights. She 
is under house arrest and may not even know 
she has won this prize. 

However, I wonder why the free press of 
this country keeps changing the name of 
Burma to "Myanmar." This name has not 
been freely choosen by the Burmese people, 
but imposed on them by the same military 
junta that, according William Branigan 
["Burmese Opposition Leader Wins Nobel, " 
news story, Oct. 15), " has killed, imprisoned 
and tortured thousand of i t s citizens." 

Using " Myanmar" is not a mark of respect 
for the people of Burma, it is a kowtow to 
the bloody dictators of Rangoon. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

MARJORIE WADLER CELEBRATES 
HER 80TH BIRTHDAY 

HON. GREG LAUGHLIN 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. LAUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, on November 
7, 1991, my constituent and friend, Marjorie 
Wadler, celebrated her 80th birthday in Whar
ton, TX. This weekend her friends and family 
gathered there to celebrate this special occa
sion with her. 

Mrs. Wadler is a remarkable woman. In 
1950, her husband passed away, and she be
came a single parent to three children, the 
youngest being only 18 months old. Six 
months later, she opened Margie and Lees 
Youth Center, a children's clothing store, 
which she successfully operated for over 30 
years. 

Mrs. Wadler was the first women in Wharton 
County to serve on the grand jury and the first 
woman to serve on the board of the Wharton 
Chamber of Commerce. She was also a 
founding member of the first chapter of Ha
dassah in the State of Texas. 

Mr. Speaker, with your permission on behalf 
of the entire House, I would like to wish Mrs. 
Wadler a happy birthday. 

SECOND ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
MURDERS OF SIX JESUIT PRIESTS 

HON. MEL LEVINE 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Speaker, last 
Saturday marked the second anniversary of 
the murders of six Jesuit priests, their house
keeper and her daughter on the campus of the 
University of Central America in San Salvador. 
Two years after these murders, the Salva
doran Government has yet to mete out justice. 
While two convictions were handed down by 
the court, the trial itself was a travesty, and 
strong evidence suggests that higher ranking 
officials were involved. 

The Jesuit case highlights the substantial 
shortcomings of the Salvadoran judicial sys
tem. Six of the eight soldiers implicated in the 
murders were acquitted even though they ad
mitted their involvement. Testimony was per
jured, withheld, and destroyed; the military 
employed intimidation tactics on the judge and 
jury, and questions about other participants re
main unresolved. Everything that is wrong with 
the Salvadoran judicial system was manifest 
at this trial. 

Despite this travesty of justice, there may be 
one bright spot to the Jesuit trial. The guilty 
verdict fell upon the man most responsible 
and upon a major participant, Col. Guillermo 
Benavides and Lt. Yushi Mendoza. These 
convictions begin to lift the veil of immunity 
protecting military officers involved in gross 
human rights violations, and are a welcome 
sign. While Congress must demonstrate its 
dissatisfaction with the conduct of the trial, we 
must also preserve and encourage the 
progress that was achieved. 
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I want to commend Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. MUR

THA, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. 
MCHUGH, and the other Members who have 
worked so diligently to craft H.R. 3782. I am 
proud to be an original cosponsor of this legis
lation and urge consideration of this measure 
as expeditiously as possible. 

In addition to my support for this important 
bill, I have authored legislation of my own. 
This bill complements H.R. 3782 and attempts 
to reconcile two divergent policy objectives: 
Expressing severe congressional disappoint
ment with the conduct of the Jesuit trial and 
keeping the parties to the conflict negotiating 
in good faith. 

My bill, H.R. 3669, has two components. 
First, it transfers $10 million from Salvador's 
military assistance account into the peace 
fund which was created to finance transition 
costs in the civil war's aftermath. Such a 
transfer was mandated by law if a thorough 
and professional investigation into the murders 
of the Jesuit priests was not conducted. Not
withstanding the ludicrous nature of the trial's 
outcome, all fiscal year 1991 military assist
ance to El Salvador was delivered. 

Second, it requires that 50 percent of what 
is left of this year's military assistance be 
transferred into the peace fund if the two army 
officers convicted at the Jesuit trial are grant
ed a specialized pardon of amnesty. Special
ized in this context means a pardon or am
nesty that is not the result of a negotiated 
peace argument between the Government and 
the rebels. 

For the first time in over a decade, the par
ties to the conflict in El Salvador are trying to 
resolve their differences by direct talks and not 
warfare. At this critical juncture, United States 
policy toward El Salvador must encourage the 
parties to remain engaged in the peace proc
ess, support the mediating role of the United 
Nations, and promote absolute respect for the 
human rights of all Salvadorans. 

Mr. Speaker, the second anniversary of the 
Jesuit murders would be a symbolic moment 
for a decisive change in United States policy 
toward El Salvador. Human rights observ
ances must be a central tenet of United States 
policy toward El Salvador and all other coun
tries with whom we have relations. 

TRIBUTE TO STANLEY J. GREEN 
ON THE OCCASION OF HIS RE
TIREMENT FROM GENERAL 
AVIATION MANUFACTURERS AS
SOCIATION 

HON. CONSTANCE A. MOREil.A 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Stanley J. Green, a distinguished resi
dent of Maryland's Eighth Congressional Dis
trict, which I represent, on the occasion of his 
retirement next month as vice president and 
general counsel of the General Aviation Manu
facturers Association [GAMA] located in 
Washington, DC. Stan was one of the found
ing members of GAMA, which was chartered 
in January 1970. Throughout the past 22 
years, Stan has been a major force in the 
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growth and development of General Aviation 
both here in the United States and abroad. In 
his capacity as vice president and general 
counsel, Stan has been responsible for all 
legal, technical, safety, airport, airways, and 
operations affairs for the association. One of 
Stan's most notable contributions to the indus
try has been in leading the fight to reform the 
product liability system which governs General 
Aviation accidents cases. Throughout his time 
at GAMA, Stan has advocated a continuing 
airworthiness program to improve the safety 
and operations of America's aging general 
aviation fleet. 

Over the past 20 years, Stan has been ex
tremely active in FAA rulemaking, especially in 
the area of aircraft certification. He is a bona 
fide authority on Federal Aviation Regulation 
[FAR] part 23 which deals with small aircraft 
weighing less than 12,500 pounds, and FAR 
part 25 for transport aircraft. Many sections of 
these regulations were written singlehandedly 
by Stan when he was at the FAA. 

When Congress passed the Clean Air Act 
Amendments in 1990, two of the provisions 
caused great alarm in the general aviation in
dustry. One mandated terminating the produc
tion of all new lead-burning nonroad engines 
after 1992. Another banned the production 
and sale of leaded motor fuels after 1995. 
Since aviation fuel contains a small amount of 
lead to boost performance and safety, there 
was concern that the industry would be hur
ried to find a no-lead alternative. Stan began 
a nearly year-long campaign to organize air
frame and engine manufacturers, fuel compa
nies, the FAA, the Environmental Protection 
Agency, and the other aviation associations. 
The result of Stan's extensive efforts was a 
ruling by EPA that aircraft engines were al
ready regulated under other sections of the 
Clean Air Act and thus not subject to the 
nonroad vehicle ban. Stan also helped forge a 
cooperative spirit between fuel producers and 
the aviation industry to develop and test a 
suitable nonlead fuel that will provide ade
quate power and safety for the existing fleet 
and for aircraft engines of the future. 

Stan is married to the former Nancy Gard
ner of Brooklyn, NY. They reside in Silver 
Spring, MD, and have a daughter, Dina, and 
a son, Allen. 

Please join me in saying thank you to Stan 
Green for a dedicated career of service to his 
country and to the general aviation commu
nity. His efforts have contributed greatly to the 
much improved safety record enjoyed by gen
eral aviation today. I wish Stan and his family 
well as he concludes an illustrious career in 
aviation. 

BEWARE THE IDES OF DECEMBER 

HON. LFS ASPIN 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, today more voices 
join the chorus warning of the potential for 
chaos and unrest in the Soviet Union this win
ter. A Washington Post editorial notes the 
former Soviet Union is in dreadful political and 
economic disarray. It endorses immediate aid 
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to address the small things essential to getting 
through the winter so large things can be done 
later. A Washington Times article describes a 
Soviet newspaper report on the possibility of a 
second coup in December. Newly reappointed 
Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze com
ments that social tension is running high. 

Mr. Speaker, it is clearly in our best interest 
to forestall chaos. Social unrest surely would 
weaken command and control of the nearly 
30,000 nuclear weapons in the country, raising 
the possibility that they could fall into the 
wrong hands. 

Mr. Speaker, I would ask that both the 
Washington Post editorial and the Washington 
Times article be placed in the RECORD. 

[From the Washington Times, Nov. 22, 1991] 
BEWARE THE IDES OF DECEMBER 

(By Gerald Nadler) 
Moscow-One batch of coup plotters are in 

jail, but fears of a new putsch are mounting 
daily-fueled by the dire warnings of Soviet 
officials and endless speculation in an un
shackled press. 

The newspaper Nezavisimaya yesterday re
ported that a coup was set for December and 
could emanate from Soviet military units 
still in the newly independent Bal tics. 

The fears of a new coup come against a 
backdrop of joblessness and rising prices. To 
help alleviate the squeeze the world's leading 
industrial powers yesterday put off for a 
year payments of principal of the Soviet 
Union's massive debt. 

Many observers believe that army colonels, 
faced with dismissal as part of the Defense 
Ministry's planned 80 percent reduction in 
officer ranks, will lead the charge. 

"Their hands won't tremble" at shooting 
at the people, the newspaper warned. 

The failed August coup was led by KGB and 
army generals and grew directly out of their 
fears that a new union treaty with republics 
and a decree to remove the Communist 
Party from workplaces would disintegrate 
the Soviet Union. 

Growing unemployment and the higher 
prices now being posted as part of Russian 
President Boris Yeltsin's economic reforms 
are creating worker unrest that is helping 
foster the coup fears. 

Yesterday's debt postponement involved 
$3.6 billion in loan payments. 

The so-called Group of Seven economically 
advanced states also promised to lend the 
Soviets $1 billion to tide them over. The So
viet foreign debt stands at $70 billion. 

But the first winter in the newly decen
tralized Soviet Union could spawn discontent 
that could spill into the streets. Those who 
fear another coup say such unrest is likely 
to be met by a fascist reaction or by colonels 
who would seize power in the name of law 
and order. 

One day after being reappointed foreign 
minister, Eduard Shevardnadze warned that 
the danger of a new coup indeed lurks. He 
forewarned of the earlier putsch back in De
cember. 

"People may take to the streets with new 
slogans," Mr. Shevardnadze told the news
paper Komsomolskaya Pravda. " Social ten
sion is running high in the country. The eco
nomic situation is dismal. I am afraid that 
disillusioned people may take to the streets, 
and there is no telling who will lead the 
crowds." · 

The agreement yesterday by the Group of 
Seven to defer loan payments came a day 
after the Bush administration, undoubtedly 
spurred by advice from its new Moscow am-
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bassador, Robert Strauss, offered Moscow 
$1.2 billion in food credits. In the spring, 
Washington indicated, Moscow could come 
back for more. 

"I would rather risk a couple of billion 
bucks out here for our country than fail to 
risk a couple of billion bucks and end up 
looking at a real fascist-type situation," Mr. 
Strauss told American reporters Monday. 

The envoy, 73, and only three months on 
the job, explained in his straight-talking 
style how a fascist power grab could evolve. 

"I think if we get too tough a winter ... 
it's very easy to understand people being in 
the streets," Mr. Strauss said. "That's the 
threat out there, and there's a lot of latent 
animosity. 

"There's an awful lot of people who'd like 
to swap what they have now and go back to 
the security of knowing what 2 rubles would 
buy-knowing all they have to give up would 
be a little freedom of speech," he said. "Out 
of that kind of climate demagogues are 
made." 

The newspaper Nezavisimaya's chilling 
forecast of a new coup was written by Eduard 
Topol, a Soviet emigre author of spy thrill
ers. The scenario, he said, was based on what 
he claimed were his sources in the Bal tics. 

"The main actor and force of the coup will 
be the middle layer of the officers and pro
fessional army men who are now being de
mobilized in large numbers," Mr. Topol said. 

"In Estonia there are more than 80,000 un
employed army officers. Deprived of their 
residence permits and having received six 
months' termination pay, they have also 
been informed by the Estonian leadership 
that they must leave the republic in six 
months. 

"These officers-left without homes, with
out the possibility of eating in affordable of
ficers' messes, unable to shop in army stores 
and having no prospects in Russia to where 
they are about to be kicked out-in Decem
ber will become the main force of the coup." 

Coup preparations by this officer class, 
whom he called the "Decembrists," were no 
longer relegated to the Baltics but have 
spread across the entire country, he said. 

"The Decembrists have already established 
their own communications system, codes and 
operational plans," he said. He said the offi
cers a.nd professional soldiers now have noth
ing more to lose and are "filled with destruc
tive energy." 

"In December behind the controls of the 
tanks will sit not the soldiers, who in August 
were afraid to shoot at the people even with 
blanks, but a cadre of officers and Afghan 
veterans," he said. "They will stop at noth
ing." 

Pyotr Filipov, a Russian republic law
maker, told The Washington Times that the 
middle-class officers should be retrained 
with foreign help to ward off the possibility 
of their staging a coup. 

Mr. Yeltsin and Soviet President Mikhail 
Gorbachev have relentlessly used the specter 
of a new coup to spur reforms since the col
lapse of the Aug. 19-21 power grab. 

Almost daily, newspapers carry accounts 
of the treatment in jail of the 14 arrested al
leged plotters. Pravda yesterday had a pic
ture of Anatoly Lukyanov, former par
liament speaker, eating at his prison table. 
The report said the food was better than av
erage Soviet fare. 

Another recent report in the newspaper 
Izvestia said former KGB Chairman Vladimir 
Kryuchkov has his slippers in his cell, avari
ciously reads newspapers and drinks his sug
arless tea without complaint because those 
are "the rules." 
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No date for what will be a sensational trial 

has been set, but the attorneys for the ac
cused are slated to receive the evidence as
sembled by the prosecutors in December so 
they can start plotting their defense. 

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 22, 1991) 
SOVIET AID: FIRST AND Now 

The matter of aid for the Soviet Union 
badly needs to be hauled down to earth. Ear
lier this year, many Westerners were pleased 
to contemplate the idea of cooperating in a 
great plan to build a market economy. Then 
the focus tended to shift to the political 
question of whether the United States should 
address itself to the fading central union or 
the emerging new republics. Both issues are 
important, but they do not get to the nitty
gritty. Many large things need to be done, 
but the former Soviet Union is in dreadful 
political and economic disarray and can do 
them only in its own time and way. First and 
now, it needs to address the " small things" 
essential to getting through the winter. 
Americans too ought to be considering what 
needs to be done and what can be done first 
and now. 

Of the worthy projects that informed Sovi
ets and Americans identify, two stand out: 
ensuring adequate medical supplies and help
ing collect and destroy nuclear weapons. 
This doesn't mean nothing else is worth 
doing. The food being sent can improve thin 
diets. Much can be done in technical assist
ance and reform consultations across the 
board. But provision of drugs, medicines and 
basic medical equipment would help plug a 
dangerous service gap at a moment when the 
need is immense and the public is on the 
edge of panic. Helping Soviet authorities get 
rid of nuclear and chemical weapons-two 
senators analyze the proposal on the oppo
site page-would impart valuable momentum 
to a vital and lagging nonproliferation ef
fort. These projects are urgent, feasible and 
important. They could make a visible dif
ference and help reverse the alarming tend
ency to regard the Soviet Union as slipping 
beyond rescue. 

Washington has had trouble addressing the 
Soviet scene. The pace and novelty of change 
there, the recession-induced focus here on 
domestic strains and the onset of a political 
season have balked formation of a reason
able program. The main thing the adminis
tration has done so far is to offer agricul
tural-loan guarantees that may not put food 
on Soviet tables for a long time and that it 
justifies as a bailout for American farmers . 
Congress failed in its recent attempt to find 
a political formula that would sustain trans
ferring some Pentagon loose change to So
viet aid purposes. 

Fortunately, there are signs that the ur
gency in Moscow is breaking through. 
Projects are beging sorted out with an eye 
both to their practical utility and their po
litical support. In this climate it becomes 
possible to hope that medical supplies and 
nuclear weapons will gain the absolute prior
ity they deserve. 

MOROCCO IS FULLY COOPERATING 
WITH MINURSO 

HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, on November 
19, 1991, during debate on House Concurrent 
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Resolution 214, which expresses the sense of 
the Congress on the United Nations peace 
plan for the Western Sahara, I spoke in oppo
sition to the resolution. I did not have sufficient 
time on that occasion, however, to respond to 
all of the statements of my colleagues. Be
cause some were so severe, I feel it nec
essary to take this opportunity to do so. I 
would like to address some of the inaccurate 
allegations made at that same time by my col
leagues on the other side of the aisle. While 
I realize my colleagues and I approach the 
conflict in the Sahara from opposing points of 
view, and while I respect the sincerity of their 
opinions, I feel it is necessary to take issue 
with some of the statements they made for the 
official record of the House of Representa
tives. 

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, I wish my colleagues 
had taken the time to talk to representatives of 
the United Nations before making their state
ments, rather than just talking to supporters of 
the Polisario. If they had, many inaccuracies in 
their statements could have been avoided. For 
example, my colleagues assert that Morocco 
is obstructing the United Nation's efforts to im
plement the peace plan, and even go so far 
as to assert that "it is obvious that King Has
san has no intention of allowing the election to 
take place under the guidelines proposed by 
the United Nations." The fact is, however, that 
the King has continued to pledge his support 
for the referendum, in speeches he has made 
to the Moroccan people and in private con
versations with the Secretary General of the 
United Nations. In his televised speech of Au
gust 20, the King declared, "We agree to this 
plan and we are adhering to this plan in its 
depth and philosophy," adding, "We are say
ing this and we are stressing it: We are not 
against the U.N. peace plan." Indeed, as he 
wisely points out in the conclusion of that 
same speech, "There should be no reneging 
on this. This is not a game. One does not play 
with the fate of a country and the lives of peo
ple." A careful reading of this speech reveals 
that the King's concerns about the peace plan 
focused exclusively on the fact that the work 
of the U.N. Voter Identification Commission 
was behind schedule, a concern the Secretary 
General has since conceded was justified. 

United Nations Secretary General Javier 
Peres de Cueller was also quoted by the 
French weekly Le Figaro as affirming that 
"Morocco has never requested a suspension 
or delay of the process undertaken by the 
United Nations." The Secretary General as
sured the Paris-based weekly Jeune Afrique 
that the ceasefire has been implemented 
smoothly and was holding. He affirmed that he 
had spoken to the King by telephone on Au
gust 26, and "the King told me what he has 
always said, that is, that he supported the ref
erendum and that he expected it to be just 
and impartial." 

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues also claim that 
Morocco is impeding the efforts of the United 
Nations Mission, or MINURSO as it is known, 
to install itself in the territory. As an example, 
they cite reports that supplies were purposely 
being held at Moroccan ports in order to 
thwart the peace plan. These delays at cus
toms did occur, Mr. Speaker, but only at the 
very beginning of the U.N. deployment. They 
were resolved weeks ago and were purely ad-
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ministrative. Indeed, I would argue that it is 
perfectly natural for there to be logistical dif
ficulties in establishing a facility to organize 
and conduct a referendum of self-determina
tion. 

Our esteemed colleague from California and 
author of this House resolution has himself 
stated for the record that the Secretary Gen
eral's Special Representative for the Western 
Sahara, Johannes Manz, has assured him that 
he has seen no evidence that Morocco is otr 
structing the peace process. 

My colleagues accuse Morocco of refusing 
to withdraw its troops according to the United 
Nations' timetable. Under the agreement, how
ever, if Morocco's troops are withdrawn, U.N. 
peacekeeping forces will have to be deployed 
in their place. The Government of Morocco 
and the United Nations have agreed that until 
acceptable criteria for voter eligibility have 
been established and the actual organization 
of the referendum is underway, it would be a 
serious waste of money to deploy all the Unit
ed Nations troops. In light of our own budget 
deficit and efforts to limit additional ex
penses-and let's remember here that the 
United States will assume approximately one
third of the costs of the referendum-and the 
already considerable sum budgeted for this 
operation, I most heartily agree with Morocco 
and the United Nations. Moreover, we should 
be grateful for this careful attention to budg
etary considerations. Likewise, the personnel 
of the U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees 
and the International Committee of the Red 
Cross do not have a role to play in the terri
tory until the task of identifying and registering 
voters begins. 

Mr. Speaker, the United Nations has been 
aware ever since the beginning of negotiations 
that Morocco's position was to accept the 
Spanish census of 197 4 only as a starting 
point for establishing voter eligibility for the ref
erendum. Everyone, including the Polisario, 
agrees that this census was flawed, and otr 
jective observers further agree that the re
quest to expand eligibility beyond this list is a 
legitimate one. The United Nations is working 
assiduously to come up with the definitive cri
teria for eligibility, hopefully by the end of this 
month, and both Morocco and the Polisario 
have their own positions on who should vote. 
Mr. Speaker, where I come from we call this 
politics. I would urge my colleagues to look at 
the jockeying for position going on in redistrict
ing battles in States like New Jersey, Califor
nia and Michigan, and compare that to what 
Morocco and the Polisario are doing, before 
they criticize Morocco. 

Besides, rather than criticize Morocco for an 
alleged delay, we should be praising Morocco 
for allowing MINURSO troops to be deployed 
even though the most critical issue-who will 
vote-was unresolved. Surely this was a sign 
of extreme good faith on the part of Morocco. 
With regard to the accusations that Moroccan 
settlers are being moved into the territory to 
pad the voting polls in Morocco's favor, I 
would point out that it is my understanding 
that these people are all Saharaouis who origi
nally came from this territory, and fled when 
Spanish troops were fighting the Moroccan re
sistance. These people believe with good rea
son that they will be eligible to vote in the ref
erendum. Although it is impossible to say with 
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certainty how many of these prospective vot
ers have entered the region, most observers 
agree that the claims of 170,000 are certainly 
exaggerated. Let us bear in mind that the 
United Nations has responsibility for determin
ing voter eligibility and for organizing the vot
ing, and has neither rejected the 120,000 can
didates that Morocco has proposed for consid
eration nor raised an alarm about people mov
ing into the area. 

My colleagues have leveled serious accusa
tions against Morocco but have said nothing 
about reports of mistreatment by the Polisario 
of the innocent Saharaouis in the refugee 
camps in Tindouf. Mr. President, I am aware 
of articles in the international press describing 
the severe conditions of these camps and ef
forts of the Polisario to prevent the residents 
from fleeing the deprivation for greater oppor
tunities in Morocco. 

Finally, I must respond to two allegations 
that were most upsetting to me. First, the 
amazing statement that napalm was used by 
the Moroccan army against innocent 
Saharaoui civilians is absolutely ludicrous and 
without foundation. I would caution my col
leagues against making such serious charges 
without reliable evidence beyond the hearsay 
and propaganda of the Polisario. Neither the 
State nor the Defense Department has any 
evidence of this. Second, any comparison of 
the conflict in the Sahara to Iraq's invasion of 
Kuwait is a gross distortion of reality and an 
egregious insult of a true and trusted friend of 
the United States. Not only does it cheapen 
the savagery of Saddam Hussein's invasion, 
but it is an insult to the American men and 
women who gave their lives to defend the 
cause of freedom in the gulf. It is also deeply 
ironic, since Morocco's early commitment of 
troops to the defense of Saudi Arabia was one 
of the most important elements of the coalition 
against Iraqi aggression. 

Mr. Speaker, as I stated on the floor of this 
House when House Concurrent Resolution 
214 was debated, Morocco is a close and val
ued friend, helping us understand and ad
vance the complicated path toward peace in 
the Middle East and helping us defend United 
States strategic interests in Africa and beyond. 
Allegations such as those made against Mo
rocco the other day cannot go unanswered. I 
hope that my colleagues will be more careful 
in similar debates in the future. 

THE SECOND ANNIVERSARY OF 
THE MURDER OF THE JESUITS 

HON. JIM MOODY 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. Speaker, on the 2-year 
anniversary of the murder of the Jesuits, I 
wanted to join many of the colleagues in the 
House to remember their life work and recog
nize that, once again, El Salvador has suf
fered losses it will never regain. 

The murders of the Jesuits, their house
keeper and her daughter were not the first 
senseless, violent killings in El Salvador. They 
will not be the last. But in November 1989, we 
faced an event so callous, so violent, and 
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cruel that we were shocked, when we thought 
that nothing in that tragic country could shock 
us again. 

These six men killed were religious men
not men of war. They were intellectuals. And 
they were killed for the ideas they held-the 
idea that Salvadorans needed to come to
gether and resolve their differences. 

These were courageous individuals. Their 
residences had been burned or bombed be
fore. They had received death threats. They 
knew their lives were in peril. But they stayed 
in San Salvador. They continued their religious 
work and they continued to speak honestly 
about the situation there. 

I am saddened and very disappointed by 
the verdict in the Jesuit case. Despite 2 years 
of international and internal pressure, justice 
has not been served in this case. 

We know what happened 2 years ago 
today. We know that members of the Salva
doran Army's elite Atlacatl battalion entered 
the campus, dragged the six priests from their 
beds, and killed them. They then killed Ms. 
Ramos and her daughter because they had 
witnessed these barbaric murders. 

We know that all of this is true but we don't 
know who ordered these killings. Those indi
viduals continue to hide behind the protection 
of their fellow officers. 

We know that a large number of soldiers 
carried out the killings yet all but two individ
uals were found not guilty under the recent 
verdict. 

We know that one man actually admitted 
pulling the trigger and killing Ms. Ramos and 
her daughter but he too was found not guilty. 

We know that despite 2 years of outcry from 
the world community, there is no justice in El 
Salvador. 

If the full weight of the world community 
cannot bring justice to the Jesuits, we can 
only imagine what most Salvadorans face. 

I am furious that the State Department has 
been silent on the verdict in the Jesuit case. 
I am deeply disappointed that Congress has 
failed to act in response. 

Congressman JOE MOAKLEY said it best: 
A terrible injustice has been done. The peo

ple who actually carried out the murders, 
who made these six respected and courageous 
men of God lie down in the dirt and shot 
them in the back of the head, the men who 
ordered that two women be riddled with bul
lets while they lay, moaning and wounded, in 
each others arms, have escaped justice. 
Where is the outrage? Where is the leader
ship? 

By far the strongest leadership I have seen 
comes from Congressman MOAK LEY. He has 
personally invested a tremendous amount of 
time and energy. For him, this has been a 
long road. I salute his untiring efforts on behalf 
of El Salvador. His leadership and moral sua
sion was largely responsible for the landmark 
Moakley-Murtha legislation that helped to 
move the peace negotiations forward. 

We all welcome the progress that has been 
made in the United Nations-sponsored peace 
talks. I am hopeful that the Government and 
FMLN will reach agreement in the coming 
months. I welcome the cease-fire announced 
by the FMLN and the Government's decision, 
in response, to stop aerial bombing and use of 
heavy artillery. 

Our Government has a key role to play in 
those talks. We must consistently push both 
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sides to make real concessions and end this 
war. We in Congress must demonstrate that 
we will not continue to fund it. I will work with 
Congressman MOAKLEY and other leaders in 
the House to take strong action on this issue 
when we return early next year. 

LOW-INCOME HOUSING MOD-
ERNIZATION AND REVITALIZA
TION ACT OF 1991 

HON. JULIAN C. DIXON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, today I and 29 of 
my colleagues in the House are introducing 
the Low- and Moderate-Income Housing Mod
ernization and Revitalization Act of 1991 which 
is designed to make housing decent and safe 
and more available for low- and moderate-in
come families and individuals. 

This legislation, modeled after the success
ful California program, makes permanent the 
low-income housing tax credit while encourag
ing the development of affordable, decent, 
safe and sanitary housing for low- and mod
erate-income families and individuals. 

To ensure that housing for these families 
and individuals is available, the bill provides 
investment incentives to private developers to 
rehabilitate and construct low-cost rental hous
ing units through a shortening of the deprecia
tion recovery period from 27 .5 years to 20 
years. It also exempts from the passive loss 
limitation certain deductions relating to low-in
come housing. 

To ensure that low- and moderate-income 
housing is decent and safe, the bill would 
deny the housing tax credits and deductions 
claimed by unscrupulous owners of low-in
come rental housing units who consistently 
violate State and local health, safety and 
building codes by maintaining substandard 
rental housing units. 

Mr. Speaker, there is evidence that 
slumlording is still a widespread and pervasive 
problem in this country. A 1989 Census Bu
reau study reports that the Nation's housing 
stock occupied by persons living in poverty is 
12.4 million units, of which 2.2 million units or 
18 percent are substandard. 

Last year was the first time that Congress 
made any major revisions to our housing pro
grams since 197 4 with the passage of the 
Cranston-Gonzales National Affordable Hous
ing Act. I am pleased to have been part of that 
effort. But Mr. Speaker, despite this bipartisan 
effort to end the housing crunch, there re
mains much more to be done to ensure that 
every American family and individual will have 
a decent place to live. 

New construction of housing for low- and 
moderate-income families and individuals is at 
a virtual standstill. And, scores of existing low
income housing units will continue to dis
appear as older buildings are destroyed and 
replaced with higher priced rental units and 
condominiums. 

The city of Los Angeles continues to provide 
financial incentives to developers to construct 
new low-cost housing rental units, and to pri
vate property owners to rehabilitate existing 
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housing. However, the shortage of decent 
housing remains, and it is projected to grow 
considerably in just a few short years. Los An
geles currently has an estimated shortage of 
23, 195 dwelling units and this gap is expected 
to expand to 48,722 housing units by July 
1994. 

Providing incentives to private developers to 
construct new or rehabilitate existing housing 
units for low- and moderate-income families 
and individuals has worked well in California. 
In 1974, California changed the State income 
tax code to disallow business-related tax de
ductions claimed by slumlords who consist
ently maintain substandard rental housing 
units. The last decade has shown that the 
California program has been effective and 
could serve as a Federal model for the rest of 
the Nation. 

I invite each of you to join with me and the 
29 original cosponsors to support this initia
tive. It is a positive step in promoting the de
velopment of affordable and decent housing 
for all Americans. 

THE CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 
FISH AND WILDLIFE ACT OF 1991 

HON. CALVIN DOOLEY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 
Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Speaker, today I have in

troduced, along with other Members of the 
California delegation, the Central Valley 
Project Fish and Wildlife Act of 1991. This far
reaching water legislation would restore and 
enhance the California environment while also 
ensuring an adequate water supply for use by 
California farmers and cities. 

It is the first step toward providing a solution 
to the competing demands for Central Valley 
Project [CVP] water by California agriculture, 
the environment, and the cities. It is the prod
uct of months of unprecedented, intense nego
tiations involving legislators, farmers, and rural 
and urban water users of CVP water through
out the State. 

It represents a consensus opinion among 
Californians not often allied but nonetheless 
concerned about the environmental and eco
nomical future of our State. Under the surface 
of this consensus lurks concession and sac
rifice. Only through much hard work can I in
troduce this bill today as a united effort of agri
cultural and urban water users. 

To date, the focus of the CVP debate has 
been directed at reallocation of water for fish 
and wildlife purposes and for urban uses-at 
the expense of the large agricultural segment 

· of California's economy. 
This bill recognizes that California's limited 

water resources are increasingly taxed by a 
growing State population, the need for further 
environmental protection, the needs of the 
State's world leading agricultural economy, 
and the ongoing drought. With those needs in 
mind, this bill proposes specific, targeted, bal-

. anced, and realistic solutions. 
On Monday, November 18, in a debate on 

CVP contracts, my colleagues in the House of 
Representatives got a glimpse of the intensity 
and passion represented by matters affecting 
the CVP. There is much at stake. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

The people immediately impacted by any re
working of the CVP are my constituents-San 
Joaquin Valley farm families that rely on CVP 
water for their crops, valley families that do 
business with farmers, and the agriculturally 
dependent economy of hundreds of valley 
communities. 

But the consensus agreement represented 
by this bill extends well beyond valley farmers 
and communities. indeed, the entire State is 
affected by any reworking of the CVP, and this 
bill addresses those concerns. 

The Central Valley Project Fish and Wildlife 
Act of 1991 includes provisions to: 

Develop and implement immediate and 
long-term programs and mechanisms that pro
vide cost-effective protection, restoration, and 
enhancement of fish and wildlife habitat and 
resources in California's Central Valley. 

Create a joint Federal and State fish and 
wildlife advisory committee to identify and im
plement additional environmental measures 
deemed necessary to achieve these goals. 

Require CVP farm contractors to develop 
water use management and conservation 
practices. 

Establish guidelines and put into operation 
environmentally responsible and economically 
feasible water transfers. 

Language allowing for the limited, orderly 
transfers of water between rural and urban 
users is a particular breakthrough of this legis
lation. The State's lengthy drought and its rap
idly growing urban population have made the 
issue of water transfers critical to its healthy 
future. 

This water transfer language is supported 
by the Association of California Water Asso
ciations, which represents farm water users 
throughout the State, and the massive Metro
politan Water District of Southern California. 

I'm pleased that we've been able to build a 
consensus of support for this bill representing 
a wide cross section of water users in Califor
nia. 

This bill will not please everyone. Some 
Californians favor a much different approach. 
But this bill is a serious, thoughtful attempt to 
address the water issues that are of concern 
to all Californians. 

Negotiations have begun in Washington, 
and I hope the introduction of this bill will clear 
the way for more substantive discussion over 
the next several weeks in California. 

We still have a long way to go, and I expect 
that the negotiations will be tough. But the 
stakes for California agriculture, the environ
ment, and cities are much too high not to 
make the effort. 

SOUTH FLORIDA REALTORS FIGHT 
FOR ACCESSIBLE HOUSING 

HON. ILEANA ROS.LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, the Cen
tury 21 Corp. and the Easter Seals Founda
tion, along with many other concerned citi
zens, have joined to form a public education 
campaign to promote accessible housing. With 
the passage of the Americans with Disabilities 
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Act last year, the issue of accessibility in pub
lic facilities, businesses and homes has been 
brought to the fore. Many south Florida real
tors have graciously lent their support to this 
public interest program entitled "Easy Access 
Housing for Easier Living." 

Mr. Speaker, the Americans with Disabilities 
Act of 1990 highlighted the fact that there are 
43 million individuals with disabilities in the 
United States. Many more will be affected by 
inaccessible housing. No less than 70 percent 
of all Americans at some time in their lives, 
will have a temporary or permanent disability. 
With such an impairment, even the most basic 
day to day activities like climbing stairs will not 
be possible. 

Older Americans, numbering 32 million over 
the age of 65, also may develop age related 
disabilities which require some special accom
modations in housing. Accessible housing is 
essential to facilitate the independence many 
disabled Americans are capable of. The need 
for such housing is great. 

The easy access housing for easier living 
plan is an effort to encourage home designs 
which accommodate persons with disabilities. 
Designing barrier free homes from the 
groundbreaking is an important cost saving 
approach. Stairs, narrow doorways and tight 
spaces can render a home completely inac
cessible to a mildly disabled person. The easy 
access plan identifies many structural features 
which can be modestly adapted to allow free 
entry and mobility. 

Mr. Speaker, although I do not cosponsor 
commemorative legislation such as "National 
Accessible Housing Month," I enthusiastically 
support the effort to promote accessible hous
ing. This is a noble effort and many should be 
commended for their contributions to this pub
lic education campaign. These include: Rich
ard C. Ritchey, south Florida Century 21 re
gional director; Ms. Myrna Pavilack, the vice 
president of the north Miami mayor's task 
force; and Patrick Killen of Century 21, Allstate 
Realty and Investments. I am confident that 
this effort to promote barrier-free living, will 
prove to be of great benefit to millions of dis
abled Americans. 

DR. MAX VORSPAN'S 40 YEARS OF 
COMMUNITY SERVICE 

HON. MEL LEVINE 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in honor of Dr. Max Vorspan. On Janu
ary 15, 1992, Dr. Vorspan will receive the 
Abraham Joshua Heschel Award from the Uni
versity of Judaism for 40 years of distin
guished community service. 

A beloved rabbi and educator, Dr. Max 
Vorspan has been a pioneer in many fields, 
especially the arts in Jewish life. Through his 
efforts the University of Judaism has become 
a renowned showplace for Jewish art, music, 
and theater in the community. 

Now beginning his 40th year with the uni
versity, he has played a major role in the insti
tution's growth and direction. Among the pro
grams he helped establish are Camp Ramah 
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in California, the University of Judaism's De
partment of Continuing Education, the Platt 
Gallery, Smally Sculpture Garden, Earl Warren 
Institute of Ethics, University Women, and the 
Performing Arts Festival. Perhaps he is best 
known throughout the community as the host 
of the long-lived "Commitment" television 
show which ran on KCBS for nearly two dec
ades. 

Dr. Vorspan is also the coauthor of "History 
of the Jews in Los Angeles," a copy of which 
was presented to Pope John Paul II on his 
visit to the city in 1990. He has also written 
numerous articles on California Jewish history 
for the Encyclopedia Judaica. 

Beyond his interests in the arts, Dr. Vorspan 
has been deeply involved in the community 
and active in the Jewish Federation. He was 
the first recipient of the Federation's Annual 
Ezra Award for his outstanding contribution to 
Jewish education and knowledge. 

Dr. Vorspan was ordained by the Jewish 
Theological Seminary from which he also re
ceived an honorary doctorate of divinity and a 
doctor of Hebrew literature from the University 
of Judaism. In 1991, he received an honorary 
doctorate from Hebrew Union College. 
Throughout his illustrious career, Dr. Vorspan 
has enjoyed the caring support of his wife, 
Sandy, and his two children, Dr. Rachel 
Vorspan and Rabbi David Vorspan. 

It is a pleasure to share the accomplish
ments of Dr. Max Vorspan with my colleagues 
in the U.S. House of Representatives. I ask 
that they join me in extending to Dr. Vorspan 
best wishes for continued success in all of his 
future endeavors. 

"IGNORE THE NOISE" OF THE 
PEACE PROCESS 

HON. MATillEW F. McHUGH 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Speaker, the November 
14, 1991, edition of The Reporter, published 
weekly by the Jewish Federation of Broome 
County, NY, contained a thoughtful editorial by 
editor Marc S. Goldberg. It reminds all of us 
who yearn for a lasting peace in the Middle 
East that such a peace is more likely to be a 
process rather than an event, and that its 
achievement will undoubtedly require the abil
ity of the parties involved to engage in some 
selective overlooking of each other's rhetoric. 
I am pleased to share the editorial with my 
colleagues: 

IGNORE THE NOISE 

(By Mares S. Goldberg) 
Now that phase one of the Middle East 

Peace Conference is concluded, the parties 
involved are busy playing to their respective 
hard liners. 

Witness, for example, the Palestinian list 
of 25 demands for Israel. (See page 7.) They 
cannot seriously expect that Israel will agree 
to them before negotiations proceed. At best, 
the document is a negotiating tool, spelling 
out what the Palestinians would like to see 
as part of an autonomy agreement. In all 
likelihood, however, the demands were not 
written for Israeli consumption, but to con
vince the Palestinian right-wing that the 
peace conference delegates had not sold out. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
It is important to realize that such postur

ing is part of the process. What should not be 
lost among all the rhetoric is that the Pal
estinians made fundamental changes in their 
position at the peace conference. They ex
pressed an openness to a five-year autonomy 
plan and to confederation with Jordan. One, 
or both, of these ideas has been at the heart 
of every serious peace plan considered by the 
Israelis. 

Israel has always maintained that the 
main obstacle to peace with the Palestinians 
was that there was no credible Palestinian 
leadership to talk to. Before the peace con
ference, that claim was valid. Now, however, 
there has emerged a Palestinian leadership 
which asserts that it is open to the very for
mulas that Israel has insisted upon. 

An opening for peace exists. If, in fact, the 
Israelis and Palestinians can agree on auton
omy as the next step towards peace, there is 
now a path to follow. Expect long and hard 
negotiations concerning a thousand details, 
but there is reasonable hope that a deal can 
be worked out. 

One of the pitfalls along the way will be 
the rhetoric both sides engage in for domes
tic consumption-particularly among their 
respective hardliners. Neither side should be 
naive enough to be completely taken in by 
such posturing. 

SUGAR AND GATT-A 
CONTRADICTION 

HON. COWN C. PETERSON 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, 
the Comite European Des Fabricants De 
Sucre is an organization of the sugar beet 
processors in the 15 countries of Western Eu
rope. Created in 1954, it has been based in 
Brussels since 1989. 

The president of the organization, Oswald 
Adriaesen, and Daniel Gueguen, the group's 
director general have coauthored a commu
nication regarding the involvement of inter
national sugar trade and the ongoing Uruguay 
round of negotiations under the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. The title, 
"Sugar and GA TT-A Contradiction," indicates 
their conclusion, but they offer and rec
ommend an alternative in the form of an Inter
national Sugar Agreement. 

Without endorsing all the views expressed, 
or necessarily agreeing to every premise ad
vanced, I insert this communication in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at this point for edifi
cation and interest on my colleagues who 
share my concerns about the future of our do
mestic sugar producing industry. 

SUGAR AND GATT-A CONTRADICTION 

The GATT negotiations are also a question 
of communication. And in this, as in other 
matters, there are masters* * * 

To attempt, like the United States, to win 
credence for the idea that their deficiency 
payments, the main basis of the American 
farm support system, should be free of any 
form of discipline is quite remarkable. To 
claim, like Japan, that when it comes to ag
riculture everything is negotiable * * * apart 
from rice * * * is no less so. 

The highest level of professionalism has 
been deployed through the media-from the 
United States to Australia-to relegate the 
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EEC to the rank of the "trouble-maker in 
world agriculture". Read the press, look at 
the studies, listen to the experts, the CAP is 
the cause of everything: surpluses, low 
prices, subsidies, pollution, etc. 

All this whilst conveniently forgetting US 
oilseed exports to the EEC and their trail of 
deleterious consequences for our agriculture 
(meat surpluses, milk lakes, butter moun
tains, etc.). 4,000 million dollars a year at a 
zero customs duty * * * Also disregarding 
the fact that the Community is the world's 
biggest importer of agricultural products. 
The myth of "Fortress Europe" certainly 
lives on* * * 

So why be surprised at so many attacks on 
European sugar? The GATT negotiations are 
a soulless battlefield, a permanent power 
struggle. 

But what is the point in being strong if the 
basic concepts are false, the solutions inap
propriate, if nobody is sure of winning this 
particular battle? 

THE BASIC PREMISE: A FALSE CONCEPT 

To base the agricultural negotiations as a 
whole on the concept of world prices is an 
aberration. 

The "GATT philosophy" regards "sub
sidies" as any difference between world 
prices and domestic prices. These "sub
sidies"-obstacles to trade-must be disman
tled so as to bring selling prices to the ulti
mate consumer as close as possible to the 
international prices. 

A fine theory overlooking the realities. 
The world sugar market-residual (%th of 

the production), speculative, subject to ex
change rate variations and sensitive to world 
geopolitical events-is detached from any 
link with production costs. 
If proof be needed, let us remember that in 

1974 a pound of raw sugar was worth about 80 
cents, i.e. much higher than the production 
costs of the least efficient producers. Less 
than 10 years later-at the beginning of the 
eighties-the market was bumping along at 3 
cents, i.e. less than the price of fuel oil, very 
expensive at the time yet necessary for the 
manufacture of sugar* * * 

NO IDEA OF THE CONSEQUENCES 

Is it conceivable that, five years after the 
definition and statistical evaluation of these 
"subsidies" by the OECD and over four years 
after the Punta del Este Conference which 
launched the Uruguay Round, nobody has 
any idea of the effects that the GATT nego
tiations will have on the world sugar mar
ket? 

What will be the impact of a reduction in 
internal support and external support (ex
port refunds) on production and world 
prices? Nobody knows. Nobody has the 
slightest idea. 

No specific macroeconomic model has ever 
been developed. What is the point, in any 
case? Experience shows that no macro
economic model-and God knows there have 
been enough of them in the paskan pre
dict, even in the short term, the trend in the 
sugar-supply balance and world prices. 

To claim, like Australia, that a reduction 
of one million tons in the Community quota 
would push up world prices by 15% is not se
rious. 

The trend in prices-and there is arithmet
ical proof of this-depends exclusively on the 
respective levels of WORLD production and 
WORLD consumption, with the EEC being 
only one of the many players involved. 

EMPTY SEATS AROUND THE TABLE 

As we have said, the balance on the world 
market depends on all the different players 
concerned-producers, importers, exporters, 
etc. 
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But there are three notable absentees from 

the GATT negotiations: 
The USSR: the world's largest consumer 

and largest importer of sugar; 
Cuba: the world's biggest sugar exporter; 
China, whose production and consumption 

levels are comparable to those of the United 
States. 

How can anyone look to liberalize world 
trade in sugar when three countries of such 
importance are absent from the small circle 
of dominant countries on which everything 
essentially depends? 

Three key countries absent, the developing 
countries absent! Only a quarter of produc
tion and trade would be subjected to the dis
ciplines currently under negotiation in Ge
neva** ·* 

SUGAR: IN CONTRAPOSITION TO THE "FREE 
MARKET" CONCEPT 

There is no free market system for sugar 
anywhere in the world. 

The sugar regimes constitute an impres
sive catalogue of regulations and various 
forms of protection and support (over 70 dif
ferent mechanisms have been identified 
* * *). 

These mechanisms are finely adapted to 
each country's particular situation: 

Direct or indirect subsidies for agriculture 
and production (Japan being the typical ex
ample with a retail selling price of 1,714 dol
lars a tonne * * *); 

Imports prohibited by law or in practice 
(Australia, Mauritius, Thailand, etc.); 

Export subsidies (India, etc.); 
Consumption subsidies (Cuba, Mauritius, 

etc.); 
Loans with interest-rate subsidies (Korea, 

USA, etc.); 
Exchange rate advantages (Australia, 

Korea, India, Mauritius, Thailand, etc.); 
Domestic prices much higher than world 

prices (everywhere* * *); 
Finally-for Korea, the USSR, and India

sugar constitutes an ideal "fiscal foodstuff'', 
by levying heavy taxes on consumption. 

Consequently, the liberalization of world 
trade in sugar is nothing but a myth, espe
cially as no study on the respective competi
tiveness of producers incorporates the essen
tial parameter of per capita GNP (how can 
wages in the Untied States be compared with 
those in China?* * *). 

EVERYONE HAS HIS OWN LOGIC 

As we have seen, there is no one model 
that is valid for the sugar community as a 
whole. Throughout the world, every country 
defends its own logic. Everywhere, this indi
vidual logic is based on considerations of na
tional interest. 

Sugar is a strategic foodstuff that is strict
ly regulated by the authorities everywhere 
in the world: 

Indeed, sugar is a major economic factor: 
27 million hectares under cultivation around 
the world (i.e., half the area of France * * *), 
18 million farmers, 3,400 sugar factories, 2 
million workers, 70,000 million dollars turn
over before tax; 

Sugar provides agricultural and industrial 
jobs (China, India, Mauritius, Mexico). A 
small sugar factory-small by Western 
standards-of 2,000 tonnes/day in China can 
employ up to 100,000 beet-growers, * * * 

Sugar is a "crisis product" justifying a 
minimum level of self-sufficiency (Japan, 
* * *); 

It is an ideal basis for preferential exports 
at high prices (ACP countries such as Mauri
tius, Cuba, the Philippines, the Dominican 
Republic, etc.); 

Finally, sugar brings in substantial earn
ings in hard currencies for cruelly destitute 
countries such as Brazil, Cuba, Thailand, etc. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
THE FOUR PILLARS OF THE GATT 

The four pillars of the GATT negotiations 
bear no relation at all to the realities of the 
sugar sector. 

1. The reduction of "internal support", in 
other words the lowering of domestic prices, 
overlooks three fundamental considerations: 

Can anyone explain the logic behind com
pensating for the substantial price reduc
tions envisaged at the GATT by means of 
public subsidies paid directly to farmers to 
maintain their income? Who would gain 
what? Farmers? No. Economic efficiency? No 
again. Consumers? Yes, provided that we for
get that they are also tax-payers and there
fore, in the final analysis, pay for this direct 
aid. 

Lowering the price of beet or cane would 
also detach the agricultural side from the in
dustrial side, with no benefit for either. 

Available in abundance today, sugar is not 
expensive in the light of the agricultural in
frastructures and the industrial investments 
involved. 

2. The reduction of external support (cor
responding to export refunds) also raises 
enormous problems: 

Lowering domestic prices whilst reducing 
external support leads us once again to the 
question of who will pay? 

Failing to answer this question would 
come down to regarding the world sugar 
economy as excessively profitable-which is 
not the case-or agreeing to whole sections 
of the sugar economy in Europe and else
where being destroyed; 

Reforming the international sugar econ
omy on the basis of the sole criterion of 
maximum economic efficiency is a heresy to
tally disregarding the national needs and 
constraints that have been mentioned pre
viously and overlooking regional disparities 
in the EEC and elsewhere; 

Basing any reflections-and, if the negotia
tions succeed, any action-on the argument 
of "export refunds= subsidies": 

Is to totally disregard the logic of the 
Community self-financing system which will 
be defended further on, 

Gives world prices a reference value that 
they can never have in any circumstances. 

3. The same applies to access to the mar
kets. Does the 3% minimum import level 
that is often mentioned constitute a mini
mum level in itself or is it to be added to the 
traditional import pattern? Nobody knows. 
Four years after the negotiations began * * * 

4. As for tarification, there are so many 
different countries, so many different mod
els. And no consultation whatsoever with the 
professional circles. How can a tarification 
system-right by its very nature-adapt to 
the fluctuations in world exchange rates 
which we all know to be so substantial? 

It is true that for four years and more ev
eryone at the GATT has been reasoning in 
theoretical term, all the different agricul
tural sectors combined, without any sectoral 
approach or reflection. So why should we be 
surprised? 

DEFENCE OF THE SELF-FINANCING SYSTEM 

What is not heared about the self-financing 
system for Community sugar? Broadly 
speaking, that it is paid for by the consumer 
and not by the producer, via a policy of high 
internal prices. 

This is not incorrect, but: 
In economic terms, there are only two 

methods to ensure the existence and growth 
of the economic operators: the fiscal (the 
tax-payer pays) or the prices approach (the 
market pays)* * * 

Community self-financing is fully justified 
by the extremely rigorous pricing policy pur-
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sued by the Community authorities; in other 
circumstances, it could have been criticized. 

The production levies charged to European 
beet-growers and sugar manufacturers (be
tween 500 million ECU and 1,000 million ECU 
depending on the year, i.e. a vast amount of 
money * * *) have been paid within the 
framework of a price-freeze policy that has 
been in force for 7 years now * * * 

1EDU=7 FF, 42 BF, 1.2 US$. 
Using its cash flow to pay such enormous 

contributions with frozen prices has led the 
European sugar industry to follow the path 
of growing economic efficiency, productivity 
gains and restructuring. 

Thanks to self-financing, the European 
sugar industry is now, without any doubt, 
the most vital, most dynamic and most cre
ative in the world * * * 

PLANETARY ISSUES 

Let us not be naive about it, the GATT ne
gotiations go beyond-far beyond-the cause 
of sugar and even the cause of agriculture. 

To be perfectly frank, it is a question of 
power relationships between the United 
States, Japan and the EEC. And the EEC is 
certainly not in the best position in these 
negotiations, which are not only difficult but 
of capital importance. 

For sugar, we have every reason to fear the 
worst: 

The inappropriate mechanisms that exist 
and the total uncertainty of any decisions on 
world prices rule out any certainty on the 
key question: "Who is going to gain, who is 
going to lose?" 

For the EEC, the cause is being heard if 
the current trends are confirmed, but even 
Australia, the great defender of GATT, is not 
assured of a long-term advantage, so uncer
tain are the movements in world prices. 

In our world, which must be international
ized, the GATT negotiations for liberaliza
tion of world trade paradoxically carry with
in them all the seeds of renationalization of 
European agriculture and over-nationaliza
tion of agriculture in other countries. 

For the other agricultural sectors, the EEC 
has everything to fear too. Why? 

The GATT concepts, initiated by the 
OECD, with which the EEC, totally isolated, 
has had to fall in line, are the very antith
esis of the Community regulations, built on 
another logic altogether. The planned reform 
of the Common Agricultural Policy is the 
best illustration. 

The work carried out by the OECD on the 
environment, aimed at extensive agriculture 
of the American, Australian or Canadian 
type and therefore very unfavourable for the 
EEC, is beginning to spread at the level of 
the GATT. 

The programme of the next International 
Conference on Nutrition, to be organized in 
1992 by the FAO and the World Health Orga
nization, also contains sections on agri
culture (agri-foodstuffs balances, subsidies 
for producers, budgetary repercussions, etc.). 

These approaches are not innocent. The 
EEC is surrounded. Its case history is good, 
however. Certainly no worse than most of 
the others. 

Our cause is suffering cruelly from a severe 
lack of communication. Whilst Australia 
publishes study after study, whilst the Unit
ed States rely on armies of lobbyists, Europe 
remains passive, on the defensive. Who is 
aware of the simple fact that American agri
cultural expenditure is greater than that of 
the EEC? Who knows about the devastating 
effects on the Common Agricultural Policy 
of American oilseed imports at zero customs 
duty? 

This lack of communication is attributable 
to everyone: the national and Community 
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authorities but also the profession as a 
whole, at national and community level. 
This situation must be remedied as a matter 
of urgency. 

WHAT ALTERNATIVES 

As we have seen, there are a number of rea
sons leading us to believe that sugar and 
GATT are diametrically opposed. 

It is high time to think about other pos
sible solutions, with one sole objective in 
mind: stabilizing world prices at a reason
able level through a lasting alignment of 
global supply with global demand. 

In other words, relaunching the Inter
national Agreements procedure, knowing full 
well that the United States, Australia and 
Canada are hostile to this. Then it would be 
up to everyone to plead his own case, to de
fend his own logic. To put forward a convinc
ing argument. 

A new sugar geopolitics 
It must be acknowledged that for reasons 

connected with their very structure, the 
International Sugar Agreements, and espe
cially that in force between 1978 and 1984, 
have failed. 

The geopolitical situation prevailing at 
the time has been radically transformed 
since then: disappearance of COMECON, 
opening up of Eastern Europe, uncertainty 
as to the future of the supply agreement be
tween Cuba and the Soviet Union. 

These fundamental developments mean 
that we must examine the whole situation 
afresh. 

A new International Sugar Agreement 
As we have seen, the GATT negotiations 

take no account of any of the specificities of 
sugar: 

They concern only a quarter of production 
and trade; 

They ignore the extreme sensitivity of 
world prices and their volatility; 

They disregard the essential regional, in
dustrial and social requirements of produc
ers; 

And they maintain a dramatic silence as to 
their impact. What will the consequence be 
for world production, for stocks, for prices? 
Nobody knows * * * 

The only realistic solution would be to 
convene an International Sugar Conference 
with the task of examining the means likely 
to stabilize world prices at a balanced level 
for producers and consumers. 

This idea has come a long way over the 
last year and almost all the members of the 
world sugar community, farmers and manu
facturers alike, have gradually come to sup
port it. 

SO MANY DIFFERENT COUNTRIES, SO MANY 
DIFFERENT SYSTEMS BUT THERE IS COHERENCE 

Despite the large number of players in
volved (over 100 producing countries), the 
world sugar balance has been globally stable 
for several years. Sugar is in a situation of 
virtual equilibrium. 

The statistics reveal only very slight dif
ferences (of around 1 % ) between production 
and consumption. And more often than not 
these differences tend to cancel out over a 
succession of marketing years. 

None of the major producers has ever de
stabilized the world market: national pro
duction and export patterns having reached 
their state of equilibrium* * * 

Consumers enjoy reasonable prices and 
guaranteed supplies, sometimes threatened 
in the past, which it is essential to ensure 
for the future. 

So many different countries and so many 
different systems. Yet today the world sugar 
economy is coherent. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
So why change everything? why destroy 

everything? On whose behalf? For whose ben
efit? 

All things considered, it is sometimes im
portant to remain what you are. Evolution? 
Definitely. Revolution? Certainly not! 

A TRIBUTE TO RAFAEL 
HERNANDEZ 

HON. JOSE E. SERRANO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to a great composer, Rafael Her
nandez, on the occasion of the centennial of 
his birth. Rafael Hernandez, a native Puerto 
Rican, passed away nearly 26 years ago, but 
he is still very much alive to all of those peo
ple who have experienced the pleasure of lis
tening to his music. 

From the time he was a little boy, Rafael 
Hernandez knew that he wanted to dedicate 
his life to music. He learned to play the trom
bone, the violin, the guitar, the cornet, and the 
banjo, as well as studying the composition of 
music. By the time he was 18, Rafael Hernan
dez had composed a waltz entitled 
"Miprovisa," a piece which was later to be
come very popular. For a time, he lived in San 
Juan and played the trombone in various or
chestras or bands. 

Rafael Hernandez then decided to move to 
New York and it is there that his career as a 
composer began. In the mid-1920's, he began 
to produce his own songs, writing both the 
music and the lyrics. Many of his songs, such 
as "Lamento Borincano" and "Preciosa"-per
haps the most famous of his pieces, were pa
triotic in nature. They protested against the 
sufferings of the Puerto Rican people as a re
sult of colonialism and extolled the great beau
ty of the island and its people. Rafael Hernan
dez also wrote many other songs; for exam
ple, "El Cumbanchero," that were not of patri
otic intent but romantic, humoristic, and so 
forth, and grew to be extremely popular 
among people of all nationalities. 

But Rafael Hernandez was not only a com
poser of songs. He also wrote musical plays 
as well as pieces for the piano, orchestra and 
chamber music. Although this aspect of his 
work is not as well known as his popular 
songs, it is just as rich in color and beauty. 
Rafael Hernandez also founded two musical 
groups, Trio Borinquen and Cuarteto Victoria, 
with which he traveled to South America dur
ing the late 1920's and 1930's. In 1947, he 
founded a symphonic orchestra for light and 
classical music with which he toured Puerto 
Rico for several years. When this orchestra 
had to be disbanded due to lack of Govern
ment support, Rafael Hernandez was ap
pointed musical adviser to the government 
radio station. 

Throughout his life, Rafael Hernandez 
brought much joy to many people. His com
positions were not only music to which people 
could dance, but expressions of sentiments to 
which they could relate and this is still true 
today. Nearly 26 years after his death, Rafael 
Hernandez's music continues to be widely 
popular and a great source of inspiration. Mr. 
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Speaker, please join me today in paying trib
ute to this highly talented musician who ful
filled his dream of becoming a musician and in 
doing so filled the lives of others with a music 
so beautiful it will endure forever. 

TRIBUTE TO COL. TERRENCE T. 
HENDRICKS 

HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, space shuttle 
Atlantis will begin a 10-day journey on Sunday 
that will write another chapter in America's his
tory of exploring the final frontier. One of the 
astronauts on that mission will be Air Force 
Col. Terrence T. Hendricks, who is a native of 
Woodville, OH, in my congressional district. 

Terrence Hendricks has gone from growing 
up on a northwest Ohio farm to traveling be
yond the horizon to meet the wonder of space. 
He is an example of the determination, skill, 
and patriotism, that makes my district a spe
cial place. He deserves our most enthusiastic 
commendation and applause for his bravery, 
talent, and pioneering spirit. 

In 1961, when President Kennedy commit
ted our country to landing a man on the Moon 
he said: 

There is no sense in agreeing or desiring 
that the United States should take an af
firmative position in outer space, unless we 
are prepared to do the work and bear the 
burdens to make it successful. 

Terrence Hendricks is one of those special 
people willing to bear that burden and make 
that sacrifice for the good of the space pro
gram. 

Mr. Speaker, as a neighbor, as an Ohioan, 
and as a U.S. Congressman, I wish Col. Ter
rence Hendricks a safe journey and godspeed. 

AFRICAN DEBT: A PLAN OF 
ACTION 

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, today, Africa is a 
source of great hope. Widespread reforms are 
leading to the recovery of many stalled econo
mies and giving new confidence to the emerg
ing private sector in Africa. Across the con
tinent, calls for democracy have led to more 
open, accountable, and transparent govern
ments. These developments have created new 
incentives for the African and international 
business communities to reexamine invest
ment prospects throughout the continent. 

At the same time, Africa's external debt 
stands at over $270 billion. This is nearly 
twice the level of a decade earlier. Scheduled 
service for that debt exceeds 1 00 percent of 
the continent's GDP. Many African countries 
are not able to pay this debt, and this burden 
threatens to strangle African economic and 
political reforms in their infancy. 

The U.S. Government can act as a catalyst 
in this reform process by taking immediate 
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steps to reduce Africa's external debt. The ad
ministration can follow their own example of 
forgiving Polish and Egyptian debt to forgive 
significant portions of Africa debt. The highly 
touted "Trinidad Terms"-the British proposal 
which allow for forgiveness of two-thirds of of
ficial debt-provides just one example of com
prehensive debt relief. Congress should also 
play a role by authorizing a budget that makes 
debt relief possible and inevitable. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to submit for the 
RECORD a recent article from the Economist 
that spells out the moral and intellectual argu
ments for African debt relief, and challenges 
us to do the rest. 

[From the Economist, Nov. 2, 1991) 
AFRICA'S UNPAYABLE DEBTS: THE CASE FOR 

FORGIVENESS Is Too STRONG To IGNORE 

In April America persuaded the world's 
rich governments to write off half Poland's 
official debt. In May it did the same for 
Egypt. Meanwhile Britain proposes debt re
duction for a group of mainly African coun
tries, whose ability to repay is even weaker 
than Poland's or Egypt's. Sounds reason
able? Not to some American politicians. Un
like Poland, Africa's economic difficulties 
exercise few voters. Unlike Egypt, Africa 
played no role in resisting Iraq's dictator. 

America's Treasury pleads that, under a 
new credit-reform law, Congress must make 
a special appropriation to cover further debt 
relief, and that this is time-consuming. 
Lame, for three reasons. The "appropria
tion" would be largely fictitious. Second, the 
poorest countries are not servicing their 
debts anyway, so the British proposal to can
cel two-thirds of what they owe would cost 
creditors precious little. Indeed it might 
bring America extra money, since the deal 
would require that the remaining third of 
the debt should actually be serviced. Third, 
the British proposal dates back to September 
1990. It has been aired frequently since then, 
including at July's G7 summit in London. 
The credit-reform law came into force only 
last month. Relief for the poorest has been 
nobody's priority. 

This is understandable, if hardly defen
sible. Poland's huge debt threatened to 
wreck the hopes aroused by communism's 
collapse; Arab allies were essential to the 
anti-Saddam coalition. But giving favours to 
friends threatens a central principle of eco
nomic aid: if help is not tied to sensible eco
nomic policies, it is likely to be useless. Re
lief for Poland and Egypt was made formally 
conditional upon market reform, but both 
countries knew that its real impetus was po
litical. Countries in this position usually 
break their economic promises. Zaire's rul
ers simply banked much of the aid they re
ceived during their years as cold-war asset. 
In 1988 Argentina squandered the first 
tranche of a World Bank loan of $1 billion, 
granted after American a.rm-twisting .. Po
land has failed to meet the conditions set for 
its debt-relief package. 

FOLLOW BRADY, MR. BRADY 

Intellectually, the case for debt reduction 
in Africa is water-tight. In Latin America 
there were once respectable reasons for 
doubting it. In the mid-1980s the Latin coun
tries that first threatened to default seemed 
capable, granted economic reform, of in
creasing their exports fast enough to catch 
up with repayments. Debt reduction there
fore seemed unnecessary. It also looked dam
aging. It would create a moral hazard, en
couraging other countries to default, and 
putoff the time when the beneficiary had to 
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live within its financial means. Lastly, debt 
reduction would hurt the banks, so they 
would be reluctant to lend to developing 
countries in the future. 

Today none of these arguments is so con
vincing, least of all for Africa. Growth in the 
third world recovered only slowly in the 
1980s, so debt burdens grew ever harder to 
support. Moral hazard became irrelevant as 
more countries fell behind with their repay
ments-and as it became clear that debt re
duction could be successfully tied to eco
nomic reform. In recent months banks have 
proved willing once again to lend to Latin 
America's boldest economic reformers. 

The weakening of the case against debt-re
duction has already spawned the Brady plan, 
named after America's treasury secretary. In 
1989 this scheme enabled Mexico to reduce its 
debt by $15 billion, helping to spur the econ
omy to its present recovery. Given the will, 
other Latin American countries could follow. 
Black Africa's prospects are far grimmer. 
The region is hobbled by debts much heavier, 
in relation to economic strength, than Latin 
America's. Yet the Brady plan offers no help 
at all. It is designed to reduce commercial
bank debt, and Africa is in hock to develop
ment banks and governments. 

The world's rich countries know that Afri
ca cannot repay its debt. That is why their 
aid ministries have all but given up new 
lending in favour of straight grants. Yet 
they have chosen not to put their weight be
hind a debt-reduction scheme for the poorest 
countries that would match the Brady plan 
for the less desperate. The British proposal 
would fill this gap. By setting strictly eco
nomic criteria for eligibility, it would avoid 
the danger of political favouritism. Your 
shoulder please, Mr. Brady. 

ADOPTION OF 
PORTATION 
URGED 

SURF ACE TRANS
ACT STRONGLY 

HON. TIM JOHNSON 
OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. Speak
er, it is absolutely imperative that the Con
gress conclude work on the Surface Transpor
tation Act prior to adjourning, and I am 
pleased that the conferees are working 
through the weekend in order to resolve the 
differences between House and Senate ver
sions of this vital legislation. 

There are four points, however, which I wish 
to stress to the conferees. While no State is 
likely to be 1 00 percent satisfied with the com
promises which are necessary in order to fi
nalize this legislation, I encourage the con
ferees to: 

Adopt the House proposal for a minimum al
location of transit funds to each State. There 
should be at least a one-third of 1 percent 
minimum allocated to each State from the 
transit account. I urge that flexibility be contin
ued in order to allow these funds to be used 
at the greatest possible discretion of the 
States. 

I urge conferees to reinstate the level of 
support program which was contained in the 
Senate legislation or, at the very least, elimi
nate the bonus from the minimum allocation 
and add the total funds from the bonus mini
mum allocation to the Core Program. 
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I urge that the demonstration funding for 

South Dakota projects be retained and that 
demonstration funding be equitably divided 
among the States on the basis of merit. 

Indian and Forest Service highway funds 
should not be counted against any State's 
highway funding apportionment. Federal funds 
should be allocated for the public lands pro
gram to individual States which have public 
lands, and this should be in place of a discre
tionary program for this category. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON 
H.R. 2100 

HON. H. MARTIN LANCASTER 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. LANCASTER. Mr. Speaker, this con
ference report represents the culmination of a 
lot of hard work and effort to grasp the impli
cations of the remarkable events which have 
taken place over the last year and to fashion 
an appropriate response to those changes by 
producing a bill which reflects those events 
and makes sense for the future. I congratulate 
Chairman ASPIN for his leadership in crafting 
this important legislation. 

As chairman of the Morale, Welfare and 
Recreation [MWR] Panel of the House Armed 
Services Committee, I am very pleased that 
the bill fully supports the President's request 
for quality of life funding, including $1.31 bil
lion for MWR programs and $980 million for 
military commissaries. 

I am particularly pleased that the bill in
cluded provisions which demonstrate a sense 
of the Congress that strategic mission shifts 
which result in base closures or realignments 
should not be a liability to the nonappropriated 
fund system. In this respect the bill added to 
the President's package the establishment of 
a "nonappropriated fund facility investment 
base closure recovery account," of which 
ranking minority panel member Congressmen 
DAVE MARTIN and I have long been supportive. 
Into this fund will be deposited the proceeds 
from the transfer or disposal of commissary 
store facilities and property purchased with 
nonappropriated funds. Tax payer dollars did 
not build those facilities: Soldier, airman, sail
or, and marine dollars did. This newly estab
lished account will return those soldier, air
man, sailor and marine dollars to soldiers, air
men, sailors and marines. That is an accom
plishment of which we can all be proud. 

Similarly, the relocation of the Army and Air 
Force Exchange Service Headquarters in Eu
rope is occurring as the Munich military com
munity closes its doors. The bill included $8 
million to support that effort rather than have 
soldier and airman dollars pay the cost of a 
relocation caused by strategic decisions. 

Five million dollars was added to the bill to 
improve quality of life for military personnel in 
Naples, Italy. I visited Naples last March and 
was appalled at the deplorable conditions 
under which our military personnel were living. 
This $5 million will go a long way to improve 
those conditions, and it also sends a strong 
message to the Navy that Congress is con
cerned about Naples, and we will continue to 
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watch that region with the expectation that the 
quality of life there undergoes rapid improve
ment. Adm. Mike Boorda has recently been 
selected as the Commander in Chief, Allied 
Force Southern Europe, and I know that he is 
personally interested in working toward this 
end upon his arrival in Naples. He will cer
tainly have our support in this effort. 

Another provision of importance to the panel 
is the authorization of $1 million for the 
Fenwick Pier demonstration project, which is 
designed to improve conditions for military 
personnel visiting Hong Kong. 

I am proud of these accomplishments, as I 
know are the other members of the MWR 
panel. 

As one of the four House observers to the 
ongoing chemical weapons negotiations in Ge
neva, I am also pleased that the bill includes 
$20 million for the procurement of long lead 
items for a cryofracture demonstration plant. 
That authorization is conditioned upon the 
Army's certification of its desire to build such 
a plant, and I urge the Army to consider the 
following as they consider granting that certifi
cation. 

As we move closer to reaching agreement 
on a multilateral chemical arms control accord, 
the viability of our CW disposal program be
comes increasingly important-specifically its 
ability to dispose of our stockpile within the 
anticipated destruction schedule. I do not be
lieve that the Army's baseline technology 
alone will afford us that capability. I do believe 
that cryofracture has the potential to contribute 
much to a program composed of both baseline 
and cryofracture technology. 

While the Army's baseline destruction tech
nology is impressive, testing at the JACADS 
facility has been plagued by equipment prob
lems and schedule slippages, and the life
cycle cost estimate has doubled from a 1988 
estimate of $3.2 billion to a 1991 estimate of 
a whopping $6.5 billion. Cryofracture, which is 
also undergoing validation testing, has merit of 
its own and may even surpass baseline in 
terms of cost and efficiency. 

The $20 million authorized in the conference 
report will provide for the acquisition and test
ing of the rotary kiln incinerator system for the 
cryofracture demonstration plant. Procurement 
of this kiln will allow for its thorough testing 
and will reduce the risk of schedule slippage 
during plant systemization. In this regard it be
hooves us to consider that by investing in this 
kiln in the early stages of development of a 
cryofracture plant, we can avoid many of the 
technical difficulties which have befallen the 
JACADS plant, difficulties which may well set 
back the entire chemical demilitarization pro
gram to an unacceptable degree. Congress 
has taken the right step in authorizing the $20 
million in long lead procurement for 
cryofracture. 

I appreciate the opportunity to speak to 
these important programs, and once again I 
commend the chairman for his leadership. I 
urge my colleagues to support the conference 
report. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

TRIBUTE TO CHRISTOPHER SEAN 
KEENER 

HON. GEORGE W. GEKAS 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to Christopher Sean Keener, of 
Montoursville, PA, as he attains the rank of 
Eagle Scout. Chris is the son of David and 
Nancy Keener. 

Chris has been involved in Scouting since 
1980, earning several honors and badges 
throughout that period of time. For his Eagle 
Scout project, Chris worked on a blind nature 
trail located at Indian Park in Montoursville. He 
worked under the direction of the 
Montoursville Lions Club and received the as
sistance of several fellow Scouts in his project. 
Chris and his coworkers designed, con
structed, and mounted 25 wooden frames on 
poles throughout the nature trail. Visually im
paired individuals will be able to utilize metal 
Braille plaques within the frames that explain 
the different points of interest on the trail. The 
plaques contain both the Braille and typed 
translations beneath the inscriptions. Because 
of Chris' wonderful work, the visually impaired 
will be able to enjoy the wonders of nature the 
same as other members of the community. 

Chris, a graduate of Montoursville High 
School, currently attends Widener University in 
Chester, PA, majoring in electrical engineering 
and minoring in music. Chris has been very 
active in school and in his local community, 
and participated in his high school band and 
choral groups. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask all of my colleagues to 
join me in honoring Christopher Keener on be
coming an Eagle Scout, and in wishing him 
well on a future that I am sure will be very 
bright. 

REQUEST FOR ECONOMIC GROWTH 
LEGISLATION 

HON. RONALD D. COLEMAN 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to disagree with the leadership of the 
House of Representatives who believes that 
this Congress should adjourn without passing 
an economic growth plan. I strongly ask that 
this Congress not adjourn until a plan that will 
adequately benefit working Americans is 
passed. 

Adjourning this Congress before such legis
lation is approved is irresponsible. The Presi
dent cannot decide whether the economy is 
strong or sluggish, so it is incumbent on the 
majority to take the lead. 

George Bush has been in the White House 
3 years, and during that time the recession 
has worsened and the economy has grown 
more slowly than under any President since 
the Depression. 

During the recent debates on the extension 
of unemployment benefits, President Bush 
said "all is well" in the economy. That senti-
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ment was reversed when he signed the third 
extension bill last month. Earlier this week he 
said the American economy was sound and 
he would not introduce any new programs this 
year, and he called the problem one of public 
relations. He placed the blame for the reces
sion on Democratic administrations and Con
gresses more than 20 years ago and admitted 
he would wait until after Congress adjourns 
before he announces any new programs. 

The President believes the economies of 
other countries around the globe require as
sistance from the United States, but he has 
proved that he is unwilling to provide such as
sistance to the working people here at home. 

I am disappointed the leadership of the 
House of Representatives is unwilling to reject 
the President's claims and has refused to 
bring any of the numerous economic stimula
tion programs to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, the people of America need 
our support. Last month, in my district alone, 
nearly 3,000 working people lost their jobs. 
The unemployment rate has increased from 
an 8-year average of 10.1 percent to 11.2 per
cent. This cannot lead any sane person to the 
conclusion we have a strong economy. 

Four months after it was first introduced, an 
unemployment benefits extension package 
was finally approved, but even then it was dif
ficult. Hopefully this stopgap measure will offer 
some relief to the thousands of out-of-work 
Americans. By passing this legislation, we are 
indeed acknowledging that a problem exists. 
Since the Administration is not taking charge, 
nor is the House leadership, I am calling for 
action. We must focus our attention on the en
gine that drives our economy, middle-income 
Americans, many of whom are living paycheck 
to paycheck. 

These Americans cannot wait until next 
year, nor can we. We must debate and pass 
the many legislative proposals that will benefit 
these working Americans. Again, I request that 
the House of Representatives remain in ses
sion until we place before President Bush our 
bills that will get America moving again. 

TRIBUTE TO LILLIE JACKSON 
VANLANDINGHAM 

HON. ELEANOR HOLM~ NORTON 
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
ask my colleagues to join me in commending 
Ms. Lillie Jackson Vanlandingham upon the 
occasion of her retirement after 34 years of 
outstanding service to the people of the Dis
trict of Columbia in their public school system. 

Ms. Vanlandingham has been an inspira
tion to thousands of young people and others 
in our community. Especially as a counselor, 
she has made an indelible contribution to 
guidance programs. Many students have ben
efited from her resourcefulness and profes
sionalism. 

The city itself has been the recipient of her 
concern for others. She has worked untiringly 
for civic, religious, and community-related 
causes. Her good works are an indication of 
her character, courage, and caring. 
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Mr. Speaker, I ask that this body join me in 

congratulating this extraordinary Washing
tonian, and, in wishing her the joyous and pro
ductive retirement she so richly deserves. 

TRIBUTE TO G. BEN HUBER 

HON. VIC FAZIO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor my constituent and friend, G. Ben 
Huber, for his distinguished leadership in the 
business and civic affairs of Solano County. 

Ben serves as the president of ET, Inc., one 
of Solano County's largest employers. He 
helped found the Fairfield, CA company and 
has been affiliated with it since 1961 . ET is a 
recognized leader in the design, development, 
and production of explosive devices and sys
tems for the aerospace industry. Some of the 
company's products were used in this year's 
Operation Desert Storm. Ben has served as a 
director of ET's parent company, OEA, Inc., 
since 1980. 

Prior to his work with ET, Ben was em
ployed as a research engineer and project 
leader with the Stanford Research Institute in 
Menlo Park, CA. He worked in the high-explo
sive laboratory of the lnstitute's Poulter Lab
oratories. From 1953 to 1957, he worked as a 
contract miner for the Anaconda Co. in Butte, 
MT. Ben's professional affiliations include the 
American Defense Preparedness Association 
and American Institute of Mining Engineers. 
He holds a bachelor of science in mining engi
neering from the Montana College of Mineral 
Science and a master of science degree in 
mineral engineering from Stanford University. 
Ben is also a 1977 graduate of Stanford's Ex
ecutive Program for Smaller Companies. 

Ben's leadership in the civic affairs of So
lano County has been equally impressive as 
his work in the business arena. He was re
cently appointed to the San Francisco-based 
Bay Area Council, a public policy group whose 
members represent all nine Bay Area counties 
as well as some of the largest public and pri
vate businesses and groups in the Bay Area. 
Since 1986, Ben has served as a member of 
the Fairfield Public Improvement Corporation. 
A past member of the Fairfield City Council, 
Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District, and the Fair
field Planning Commission. Ben's tenure in 
these positions have coincided with the devel
opment of Fairfield as a regional retail center 
and the modernization of the Fairfield-Suisun 
waste-water treatment plant. 

It would be impossible to single out the 
most noteworthy accomplishment during Ben's 
distinguished career and his involvement in 
civic affairs, but I know that I will always be 
grateful for his chairmanship of an advisory 
committee I established to review the closure 
and cleanup of a toxic waste dump in my con
gressional district. I organized the committee 
several years ago in order to bring together 
the various regulatory agencies overseeing the 
closure and cleanup process for the dump. I 
personally asked Ben to serve as the commit
tee's chairman and he served with distinction 
for more than 3 years , and recently left the 
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committee to join the Bay Area Council. Ben 
endured a number of early committee meet
ings that were marked by heated exchanges, 
but he played a key role in facilitating the dis
cussion of important issues in a 
nonacrimonious atmosphere. Ben took on an 
unglamorous, difficult position with his chair
manship of the advisory committee. I am 
grateful for his friendship, and his willingness 
to give so much of himself to his community. 

CONGRESSMAN KILDEE HONORS 
NEW MIDWESTERN REGIONAL DI
RECTOR OF PHI DELTA KAPPA, 
INC. 

HON. DALE E. KILDEE 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to Mrs. Jessie Muldrew, mother, 
role model, educator, and the newly selected 
midwestern regional director of the National 
Sorority of Phi Delta Kappa, Inc. Jessie 
Muldrew's selection is a source of tremendous 
pride for me, as her entire life has been fo
cused on nurturing our Nation's most precious 
resource, our young people. As a former 
teacher, I know the best influence upon im
pressionable young minds are those that truly 
love young people and are willing to commit 
fully to their development. Mrs. Jessie 
Muldrew is such a person. 

As midwestern regional director, Mrs. 
Muldrew will supervise 23 chapters in Michi
gan, Indiana, Ohio, Illinois, Missouri, Kansas, 
and Kentucky. Prior to her selection for this 
position, Mrs. Muldrew's record of distin
guished service to the National Sorority of Phi 
Delta Kappa extends back over 17 years and 
several offices including: 2 years as dean of 
pledges, 2 years as first ante-basileus, 4 years 
as basileus, 2 years as executive advisor, 4 
years as xinos advisor, 4 years as member-at
large for the Midwestern region, national con
stitution and by-laws chairperson and chair
person of several regional committees. 

Jessie Muldrew has served as an educator 
for over 21 years and currently serves as prin
cipal of Garfield Elementary School. She has 
served as elementary representative to the 
Flint Congress of School Administrators and is 
a member of the First Association of Elemen
tary Principals. 

An active member of the Flint community, 
Mrs. Muldrew belongs to several civic and 
community organizations including the Alpha 
Kappa Alpha Sorority, Inc., Zeta Beta Omega 
Chapter of Flint and Dozier Memorial Christian 
Methodist Episcopal Church where she serves 
as director of the board of Christian education. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a privilege for me to ask 
you and my fellow members of the U.S. Con
gress to join with me in honoring Ms. Jessie 
Muldrew. She has set the example for those 
seeking to guide our Nation's youth. Citizens 
such as Jessie Muldrew are the reasons that 
the United States of America is a leader 
among nations. 
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TRIBUTE TO DAVID EDWARD 

O'LEARY 

HON. LAMAR S. SMITH 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, Scouting 
provides outstanding opportunities for young 
adults to accept a wide range of challenges 
and gain invaluable experience in meeting 
those challenges under the careful guidance 
of dedicated Scout leaders. 

There is no higher award in the Boy Scouts 
than that of Eagle. 

One of my privileges as the Representative 
of Texas' 21st Congressional District is to be 
able to join in the recognition of a Scout who 
has attained such an honor. 

He is David Edward O'Leary, the son of Jo
seph E. and Linda S. O'Leary of San Antonio, 
TX. 

This award to David says that he is capable 
of much and thus much can be expected from 
him. The lessons in commitment, persistence 
and hard work that he has learned in Scouting 
will serve him well. 

In addition to Scouting, David is an honor 
student and an accomplished musician, having 
been a member of the McArthur High School 
marching band, the district and regional 
bands, and the Orchestra of San Antonio. 

Currently, he is majoring in environmental 
sciences at Concordia Lutheran College in 
Austin, TX. 

HUMAN RIGHTS ABUSES IN 
TURKEY MUST STOP 

HON. JOHN EDWARD PORTER 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, in Turkey, phys
ical and psychological torture is common while 
a prisoner is in custody, and unfair trials of po
litical prisoners occur regularly. The Congres
sional Human Rights Caucus has repeatedly 
highlighted these types of abuses. But recent 
occurrences have been even more troubling. 

This summer, four members of the Turkish 
Human Rights Association in southeastern 
Turkey were attacked. Several were injured 
and the attack ended in the brutal death of the 
president of the People's Labour Party, Mr. 
Vedat Aydin. The next day at his funeral, at 
least 3 more people were killed and 60 injured 
when police shot into the funeral procession. 

Mr. Speaker, I am outraged that human 
rights activists are being targeted by police 
forces in Turkey. In the face of these types of 
derelictions, I urged President Bush to raise 
human rights issues with President Ozal when 
they met this summer. 

Independent and thorough investigations 
into all accounts of torture and harassment 
perpetrated against the human rights commu
nity and others in Turkey must be held, and 
these abuses must end. 
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LEGISLATION PROHIBITS NU-

CLEAR WASTE SHIPMENTS TO 
IDAHO 

HON. RICHARD H. STAWNGS 
OF IDAHO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 
Mr. STALLINGS. Mr. Speaker, I am intro

ducing today a bill that addressed a serious 
question facing Idahoans: Do they want the 
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory [INELJ 
to continue to be one of the Nation's premier 
nuclear research facilities, or do they want it to 
become a dumping ground for nuclear waste 
no one else wants? 

The answer I have received from the people 
of Idaho is clear. Idaho will no longer be the 
Nation's nuclear waste safety valve. Governor 
Cecil Andrus is continuing his fight to keep the 
borders closed. I fully support his efforts and 
believe it was a necessary step to force the 
Department of Energy [DOE] to meet its re
sponsibilities in addressing this growing nu
clear waste crisis. 

INEL already houses tons of nuclear waste 
from facilities around the country and over
seas. The Energy Department recently pro
posed to bring in another 200-plus tons of 
spent nuclear fuel from Colorado's Fort St. 
Vrain without first complying with the State of 
Idaho's Environmental Protection and Health 
Act. A Federal judge thankfully enjoined DOE. 

However, it is not altogether clear that the 
parade of waste into Idaho will stop. The En
ergy Department, sometime ago, decided that 
it would ship to INEL high-level radioactive 
waste and spent nuclear fuel from the West 
Valley, NY Demonstration Project. Those ship
ments could take place any time between 
today and 1994. DOE also has strongly hinted 
that it sees INEL as a dumping ground for nu
clear waste from its own facility at Fernald, 
OH. 

When confronted with this information, the 
Secretary of Energy recently assured Idaho's 
two Senators that DOE has no intention of 
shipping to INEL any waste from the West 
Valley Demonstration Project. Likewise, the 
Under Secretary of Energy similarly has 
pledged that DOE has no plans to ship to 
INEL nuclear waste from its facilities at 
Fernald, OH. 

The administration's promises are set out in 
the form of letters. But with the simple stroke 
of a pen, the promises could someday be bro
ken. 

State officials and Idaho citizens have been 
very patient. Until October, 1988, we have 
honored each new request from DOE for in
creased waste storage. With each commit
ment for several more years of temporary stor
age has come a repeated promise that the 
waste could soon be transferred to a new 
Federal facility. But delay followed delay. 
Promises were made, but were not kept. His
tory has taught us that there are no guaran
tees from the Department of Energy. 

To guard against that possibility, the legisla
tion I am introducing holds the Energy Depart
ment to its .word. It ratifies the administration's 
promise that there will be no shipments to 
INEL of any nuclear waste from either the 
West Valley Demonstration Project or DOE's 
facilities at Fernald, OH. 
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Specifically, the bill prohibits the Secretary 
of Energy from transporting, or permitting to 
be transported, to INEL any nuclear waste 
from either West Valley or Fernald. The legis
lation also provides a mechanism to ensure 
that its ban is respected. It authorizes any citi
zen, including the Governor, to bring a civil ac
tion in Federal district court for any violation of 
the legislation. 

The bill also mandates that an injunction 
shall immediately be issued for any violation. 
In this way, the courts need not concern them
selves with legal maneuvering about where 
the equities lie if DOE should violate the 
ban-injunctive relief would be automatic and 
certain under this measure. 

Added up, this is a bill whose purposes are 
simple and straightforward. I strongly urge my 
colleagues to support this effort that is so criti
cal to Idahoans. 

EQUAL ACCESS TO PRESIDENTIAL, 
CONGRESSIONAL, AND JUDICIAL 
RECORDS ACT 

HON. GLENN ENGLISH 
OF OKLAHOMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, I am introduc
ing the Equal Access to Presidential, Congres
sional, and Judicial Records Act today. For 8 
years I was Chairman of the Government Op
erations Subcommittee on Government Infor
mation, Justice, and Agriculture, and this bill 
addresses laws in which I have some exper
tise because of this chairmanship. Specifically, 
this bill would extend the coverage of the 
Freedom of Information Act and the Privacy 
Act of 197 4 to include records not now subject 
to these acts from all three branches of gov
ernment. 

On October 24, 1991, President Bush pro
posed six specific reforms to enhance the 
public's confidence in the appointment and 
confirmation process. Today, I am addressing 
President Bush's sixth recommendation~on
gressional exemption from the Privacy Act of 
197 4. President Bush called for the repeal of 
the congressional exemption from the Privacy 
Act of 1974. My approach addresses the Free
dom of Information Act as well because the 
Privacy Act and FOIA laws work in tandem. 

However, my approach modifies the Presi
dent's request. The legislation I am introducing 
would apply the Freedom of Information Act 
and the Privacy Act not only to Congress but 
to the Office of the President and Vice Presi
dent and the Administrative Office of the Unit
ed States Courts as well. 

The reason for this modification is because 
President Bush was correct when he stated 
that the practice of exemption from laws "cre
ates the appearance and reality of a privileged 
class of rulers who stand above the law." I 
agree with the President on that point. And 
this is the very reason I am including the Of
fice of the President and Vice President and 
the Administrative Office of the United States 
Courts-because they too are exempt from 
these laws and they too should not be part of 
this apparent privileged class. In fact, Con
gress, the Federal judiciary, and the Office of 
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the President are exempt from the Freedom of 
Information Act, the Privacy Act of 1974, and 
other labor and discrimination laws. As Presi
dent Bush stated, "I would wager that the 
American people do not know that Congress 
has exempted itself from the laws private em
ployers and the executive branch must obey." 
I would up the ante to wager that the Amer
ican people do not know that the President 
and Vice President and the Federal judiciary 
are exempt as well. 

The discussion of this issue has not been 
played out on a balanced playing field. This 
debate has been considered in a vacuum in 
only examining elected officials in Congress. 
However, the exemption's purpose was to in
clude all elected officials. We should all be fair 
in this call for reform. If we are to alter the 
FOIA's exemption for all elected officials, then 
we should apply the law equally and across 
the board to all elected officials who are ex
empt. I support changing this matter now to in
clude Congress, the President, and the courts 
as well. 

I invite all of my colleagues, both Repub
licans and Democrats-and the President-to 
join me in this fair and evenhanded approach 
to Privacy Act and FOIA reform. 

EXPLANATION OF AN AMENDMENT 
IN THE NATURE OF A SUB
STITUTE TO S. 272, THE HIGH
PERFORMANCE COMPUTING ACT 
OF 1991 

HON. GEORGE E. BROWN, JR. 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, the High-Per
formance Computing Act of 1991 was intro
duced in the House as H.R. 656 and in the 
Senate as S. 272. The major differences be
tween H.R. 656, as passed by the House on 
July 11 , 1991 , and the proposed amendment 
in the nature of a substitute to S. 272 are as 
follows: 

NATIONAL HIGH-PERFORMANCE COMPUTING PROGRAM 

The principal features of the National High
Performance Computing Program as con
tained in H.R. 656 are unchanged by the 
amendment. The description of the contents of 
the program in section 101 (a)(2) of the 
amendment is enlarged to make clear that the 
program is intended to address shortcomings 
in software development and use, to improve 
dissemination of data and electronic informa
tion produced by Federal agencies, to acceler
ate development of all aspects of high-per
formance computing, to support research ef
forts addressing grand challenge problems in 
science end engineering, and to expand the 
human resource base for high-performance 
computing. 

In the specification of responsibilities of the 
Director of the Office of Science and Tech
nology Policy [OSTP] in section 101 (a)(3), the 
amendment eliminates the explicit requirement 
that the Director review the budget estimates 
of the agencies participating in the program 
and provide the results of the review to the Of
fice of Management and Budget [OMB]. Since 
OMB is a participant in the planning of the 
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program, OMB will be able to determine 
whether the budget requests of the agencies 
are consistent with the goals of the program. 
The OSTP is given general responsibility to 
assist OMB in the preparation of R&D budgets 
under the OSTP organic act. 

In the statement of the characteristics of the 
National Research and Education Network in 
section 102(c), the amendment emphasizes 
the role of the computer, telecommunications, 
and information industries in development and 
deployment of the network. The committee in
tends that there be minimal Federal invest
ment in network hardware and that the net
work be developed to the maximum extent by 
purchasing standard commercial transmission 
and network services. The requirement for ac
counting mechanisms to allow users to be
charged for use of copyrighted materials avail
able over the network is not intended to re
quire monitoring of the contents of information 
transmitted over the network. The committee 
expects that the providers of copyrighted ma
terials accessible via the network would be re
sponsible for ensuring that users are charged, 
as appropriate, for use of such materials. 

FEDERAL AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES 

No agency is designated to manage the Na
tional Research and Education Network in the 
amendment. All Federal agencies involved in 
supporting the establishment of the network 
under the program are expected jointly to de
velop appropriate mechanisms and proce
dures to ensure that the characteristics of the 
network, as defined in the amendment-sec
tion 102(c)-are achieved. 

The amendment adds the following addi
tional responsibilities to the National Science 
Foundation [NSF]: First, be primarily respon
sible for assisting colleges, universities, and li
braries to connect to the network to the extent 
that these entities cannot connect to the net
work with the assistance of the private sector; 
second, serve as the primary source of infor
mation on access to and use of the network; 
third, upgrade the NSF funded network; fourth, 
assist regional networks to upgrade their ca
pabilities; and fifth, provide Federal agencies 
the opportunity to connect to the NSF funded 
network. The intention of the committee in the 
first item in the preceding sentence is to em
phasize the central role of the private sector in 
providing network connections for institutions 
of higher education and libraries. NSF is ex
pected to assist as necessary and in a supple
mentary role. 

The .amendment adds an authorization to 
the Department of Energy [DOE] to establish 
High-Performance Computing Research and 
Development Collaborative Consortia, each 
led by a DOE national laboratory with partici
pation from other Federal agencies and the 
private sector. The amendment also requires 
the results of research and development ac
tivities to be transferred to the private sector in 
accordance with applicable law and requires 
an annual report to Congress on DOE activi
ties taken to carry out this act. 

The amendment requires the Defense Ad
vanced Research Projects Agency, in accord
ance with the program, to support research 
and development of advanced fiber optics 
technology, switches, and protocols needed to 
develop the network. 
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BUY AMERICAN PROVISION 

The amendment replaces the Buy American 
provisions, section 13 of H.R. 656 as passed 
by the House, with a new set of provisions, 
section 208. The amendment expends the 
findings to make clear that the intent of the act 
is to strengthen U.S. leadership in high-per
formance computers and associated tech
nologies and that reciprocal competitive pro
curement treatment by foreign governments 
for these technologies ought to be vigorously 
pursued by the Federal Government. 

The amendment requires the Director of 
OSTP to submit an annual report to Congress 
identifying any R&D contracts with non-Amer
ican owned companies or with universities or 
nonprofit research institutions located outside 
the United States. The report must also iden
tify any procurement under the act exceeding 
$1 million for materials of foreign origin. 

The amendment requires the Under Sec
retary for Technology Administration in the De
partment of Commerce to submit to Congress 
a comprehensive study of the superconducter 
agreement between the United States and 
Japan. The purpose of the study is to deter
mine whether the goals and objectives of the 
agreement have been met and to analyze the 
effects of the agreement on United States and 
Japanese supercomputer manufacturers. 

Finally, the amendment reaffirms that the 
High-Performance Computing Act does not af
fect the applicability of the Buy American Act 
to procurements by Federal agencies under 
the program. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

The amendment increases by a total of $5 
million the authorizations for the National Insti
tute of Standards and Technology [NIST] over 
the last 4 years of the 5 years authorized. The 
amendment provides an authorization for NIST 
of $4 million for fiscal year 1993, $5 million for 
fiscal year 1994, $6 million for fiscal year 
1995, and $7 million for fiscal year 1996. 

In addition to the sums authorized to DOE 
for purposes of the program, the amendment 
authorizes such sums as necessary for fiscal 
year 1992 to fiscal year 1996 to carry out 
high-performance computing activities under 
the act which are not part of the program but 
are in accordance with the program. 

REPORT TO CONGRESS 

The amendment includes the requirement 
that the Director of OSTP provide a report to 
Congress regarding establishment of the net
work. The subjects to be addressed by the re
port include mechanisms for meeting the oper
ation costs of the network, the future operation 
and evolution of the network, mechanisms for 
charging commercial entities for access to the 
network and for billing network users for com
mercial services provided through the network, 
protection of copyrighted materials distributed 
over the network, and security of resources 
available on the network and privacy protec
tion for users of the network. 
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ELEVATE EPA BEFORE 

ADJOURNMENT 

HON. FRANK HORTON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, yesterday, I 
joined with Congressmen BOEHLERT and SI
KORSKI and officials representing four of the 
most respected and influential environmental 
organizations in the country in urging the cre
ation for the United States what already exists 
for every other industrial nation in the world: 
an environmental protection department at the 
highest level of Government. The goal, articu
lated by each of us, is a Cabinet-level Depart
ment of the Environment. Our purpose yester
day, and mine today, is to urge the House 
leadership to move on legislation in place to 
accomplish that elevation. 

The U.S. Senate, with the very capable 
leadership of Senate Governmental Affairs 
Committee Chairman JOHN GLENN and ranking 
minority member BILL ROTH, as approved leg
islation-$. 533-to elevate the Environmental 
Protection Agency to the Cabinet-level Depart
ment of the Environment. And President Bush, 
in a Rose Garden ceremony 2 years ago, in 
continued correspondence and efforts with 
both the House and Senate, has been stead
fast in his support for legislation to elevate 
EPA. 

S. 533 can be passed before Congress ad
journs this year. Administrator Reilly will be 
Secretary Reilly. He will sit with the Cabinet 
and make sure environmental concerns are 
voiced, debated, and considered at the high
est levels of our Government. More impor
tantly, he will participate as a Cabinet-level of
ficer of the U.S. Government in international 
efforts to ensure careful and considered man
agement of our planet's land, air, and water 
resources. Surely the quality of our environ
ment deserves the dignity of this elevation. 

Why has S. 533 not moved in the House? 
Why has progress stalled on this important 
legislative effort? Are the issues involved real
ly that complex? Of course they are not. The 
excuses are many and we know them all. 
Some legislators see an EPA Cabinet-ele
vation bill as an opportunity to address a 
plethora of environmental problems. Others try 
to cloud it in procedural concerns, as though 
moving a bill from the desk would violate long
standing rules of parliamentary order. Others 
simply do not want a Cabinet-level Depart
ment of the Environment to exist. 

The House leadership has the power to cre
ate this year, this month, the U.S. Department 
of tho Environment. It has the power. It does 
not require much time. The issues are clear, 
simple, and have been debated over the 
years. All that is required is for the leadership 
to take S. 533 from the desk, amend it to ex
clude extraneous provisions, and put it to a 
vote. It can be done today. It can be done to
morrow. It can be done in 1 or a few hours. 
And I would submit that our environment, our 
quality of lif~and henc~the quality of life of 
our families and our families' families, would 
be the better for it. 

Let there be no mistake where the environ
mental community stands on this issue. The 
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Sierra Club, the National Wildlife Federation, 
the World Wildlife Fund, the Natural Re
sources Defense Council, the Environmental 
Defense Fund, and the Wilderness Society 
have issued public statements calling for im
mediate action to elevate EPA to Cabinet sta
tus. These organizations, representing hun
dreds of thousands of environmentally con
scious Americans, want to see a clean EPA 
bill enacted today, tomorrow, or next week. 
They are not calling for additional environ
mental provisions as part of this bill. They are 
not insisting that action be delayed so EPA 
can be reorganized or restructured. These or
ganizations heard the promises about enacting 
legislation in time for Earth Day. 1990 has 
come and gone. Earth Day has come and 
gone. let's not let 1991 come and go without 
a Department of the Environment. 

I was very proud to stand yesterday, with 
my congressional colleagues and the leaders 
of the most significant environmental organiza
tions in our country, in making this simple re
quest to the House leadership. it is not too 
late for that request to be heard and acted 
upon. Thank you. 

PESTICIDE DATA COORDINATION 
AND SYNCHRONIZATION ACT OF 
1991 

HON. STEVE GUNDERSON 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, consumers 
who use home and garden pesticides, includ
ing household disinfectants, share a common 
problem with farmers who use agricultural in
secticides and herbicides, that is, the rising 
cost of these products. 

We cannot directly control the cost of 
presticide manufacturing, but we can help the 
farmer and consumer by reducing the in
creased pricing associated with the cost of un
necessary and redundant testing. That is why 
I am introducing today, the Pesticide Data Co
ordination and Synchronization Act of 1991. 

This bill requires that when data are re
quired by one or more State or Federal agen
cies, the Administration of the Environmental 
Protection Agency shall coordinate and syn
chronize such data requests to avoid unneces
sary repetition and redundancy. The legislation 
calls for communication and consultation con
cerning requirements for generation and re
view of specific data between State and Fed
eral regulatory agencies, and will foster but 
not require uniformity. 

Under this bill, States are not precluded 
from establishing data requirements of stand
ards because the EPA has done so. In fact, 
the bill has effect only when both State and 
Federal governments have exercised their dis
cretion and the result is the data requirement 
which, because of some variation, requires du
plicative testing. Neither the State nor the Fed
eral position is designated to prevail over the 
other. This bill in no way affects the authority 
of States to regulate pesticides. 

To illustrate the need for this legislation, it is 
important to note that States have been adopt
ing laws to establish programs for filling health 
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and safety data gaps on pesticides registered 
within its borders. In some cases that in imple
menting these State laws by defining what 
constitutes a data gap, by establishing a list of 
required studies, and by creating a timetable 
for filling these gaps, the States will disregard 
the efforts of EPA to establish reregistration 
timetables and data call-ins to fill some of 
these very same gaps. 

In essence, in attempting to establish their 
own expedited reregistration programs to fill 
data gaps, the States may establish their own 
data requirements, and those requirements 
can be at odds with EPA's and cause hard
ship for both active ingredient manufacturers 
and formulators of pesticides. Additionally, 
standards of review of existing or newly gen
erated data may differ. 

I recognize the need to fill data gaps at both 
the State and Federal levels. However, it is 
critical that data requirements among the 
States and EPA be coordinated and syn
chronized so that only one set of data needs 
to be generated within the same time frame. 
There may be a need to fill data gaps at both 
the State and Federal level; however it should 
be possible to better coordinate and syn
chronize data requirements so that in most 
cases, only one set of data and uniform tests 
need be generated, and the standards of re
view of that data are consistent. 

Unnecessary repetitive and redundant test
ing not only consumes valuable time and re
sources, but also delays the closing of data 
gaps. Valuable time and resources which 
could be used to develop new data are wast
ed in refocusing on gaps that have already 
been or are in the process of being filled. 

Many low-volume, low-profit specialty prod
ucts, including antimicrobial products, may be 
discontinued because neither the registrant, 
the formulator, nor the State will pay for addi
tional tes s required on active ingredients. 
Many nonagricultural, minor use products also 
could disappear. Unrealistic timetables for im
plementing and generating these needed stud
ies could cause some of these products to be 
dropped from the market. 

Recently, Linda Fisher, assistance adminis
trator for pesticides and toxic substances with 
the Environmental Protection Agency, issued a 
paper stating that review schedules for par
ticular pesticide chemicals regulated by the 
EPA could be changed if such an effort was 
needed to further the goal of international co
ordination of pesticide regulation. Fisher urged 
participants in an international conference to 
seek agreement on strategies and mecha
nisms for coordination the national data review 
schedules. 

If EPA is interested in gaining coordination 
and harmonization of international pesticide 
review data, it should also be supportive of co
ordinating and synchronizing review . data 
among our States and the Federal Govern
ment. 

With adoption of this provision, pesticide 
manufactures can make well-reasoned deci
sions as to the generation of additional data. 
The entire process of filling data gaps will be 
greatly enhanced through the exchange of in
formation between State and Federal toxi
cologists and other regulatory officials. 

The Pesticide Data Coordination and Syn
chronization Act of 1991 will help to provide 
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less expensive agricultural and home/garden 
pesticides for farmers and consumers and will 
aid in insuring that low volume, low profit spe
cialty products, including antimicrobial prod
ucts, as well as agricultural and non
agricultural minor use pesticides, will be avail
able wherever needed. 

A TRIBUTE TO J. DOUG WELBORN 
AS HE ASSUMES THE RESPON
SIBILITY OF THE OFFICE OF 
EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH 
CLERK OF THE COURT 

HON. RICHARD H. BAKER 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay 
special tribute to J. Doug Welborn, the newly 
elected clerk of the court of East Baton Rouge 
Parish. Mr. Welborn was elected on November 
16, 1991, and sworn into office only 4 days 
after he was elected. He is the only Repub
lican to be elected to this position in over 150 
years. 

As clerk of court, Mr. Welborn will continue 
an active career of community service in the 
Baton Rouge area. He has served as a coun
cil member for the East Baton Rouge Metro 
Council for the past 11 years, dedicating his 
time to the revitalization of our community's 
economy, tourism, education, and environ
ment. In 1982, he was appointed by the Gov
ernor to head the Amite River Drainage and 
Conservation Commission. He is a member of 
the Greater Baton Rouge Airport Authority and 
a member of the Capital Region Planning 
Commission, an organization designed to pro
mote growth and industry. 

But Mr. Welborn's service does not end 
there. He is also a member of the Greater 
Baton Rouge Chamber of Commerce, a mem
ber of the Central Area Business Association, 
the Fraternal Order of Police, and a board 
member of the Central and Eastside Fire De
partments. 

Mr. Welborn's involvement in community 
education has remained outstanding over the 
years. He was recognized by the East Baton 
Rouge Parish School Board for outstanding 
service as a volunteer in public schools. He is 
actively involved in such philanthropic pro
grams as Read Aloud Please, Council on 
Youth Opportunity, the Children's Coalition, 
and serves as a chairmember of the Louisiana 
State Special Olympics. 

Doug Welborn is a bright, talented young 
man. He faces a great challenge in breaking 
from the past problems that have beleaguered 
the clerk's office for several years, but I have 
the fullest confidence that Doug Welborn will 
restore to this office and to the people the 
honesty and integrity it requires. 
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THE AMERICAN FRIENDSIDP 

LIBRARY PROJECT 

HON. DAVID E. PRICE 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to call 
my colleagues' attention to a worthwhile 
project in which the citizens of North Carolina 
have been participating-the American Friend
ship Library project. The project, sponsored by 
the North Carolina Writers' Network, the Geor
gian Writers' Union, and US-USSR Bridges 
for Peace, formed in July 1991 when the 
Georgians requested American books so that 
they might learn more about the West. The 
purpose of the project is to promote peace, 
friendship, and understanding between the 
United States and the Soviet Union; by donat
ing books. Americans can take an active role 
in the events which are shaping our world into 
a more peaceful one. The library, which is lo
cated in Tbilisi, Georgia in the Soviet Union, 
will enable Soviet citizens to have free access 
to American works of literature, incuding nov
els, textbooks, reference materials, and non
fiction books. 

The first campaign for books has reached 
completion, thanks to the work of Jeffrey Gal
lagher of the North Carolina Writers' Network, 
who took on the challenge to get donations 
from North Carolinians for the inaugural li
brary. I know about his efforts first-hand, for 
he encouraged me to donate historical and 
reference works on the U.S. Congress, and I 
was happy to do so. In 6 weeks, the excite
ment for the exchange yielded over 20,000 
books from universities, businesses, book 
stores, and individuals. Because of the huge 
success of the initial book drive and the dra
matic need for American books in the Soviet 
Union, the American Friendship Library project 
plans to establish libraries in other major cities 
throughout all of the Republics of the Soviet 
Union. As well as providing access to Western 
literature and texts to individuals, these librar
ies will establish a clearinghouse where Soviet 
institutions can request special collections 
from the West. 

The North Carolina Writers' Network, the 
Georgian Writers' Union Bridges for Peace, 
and the citizens from North Carolina who have 
generously donated their books and their time 
to this project are to be commended for their 
contributions to world peace and understand
ing. 

CRISIS IN HAITI 

HON. GARY L ACKERMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to express my outrage at the administration's 
policy to resume forcible repatriation of Haitian 
refugees. The State Department argues that 
most of the Haitians are economic refugees 
and thus not eligible for political asylum in the 
United States. However, our own Government 
has recognized in various executive orders 
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and official statements the brutality of the mili
tary in power, and has repeatedly condemned 
the coup and called for the return of President 
Aristide to power. 

The Haitian people are fleeing for their lives. 
Violence and repression are now part of ev
eryday life in Haiti since the military coup. The 
military forces are engaged in a campaign of 
terror, especially against the poorer sectors of 
Haitian society. Returning the refugees to the 
island would be sending them back to an intol
erable situation of human rights abuses by the 
military and possible death. 

Mr. Speaker, I find it unconscionable that 
the U.S. Government would implement such a 
policy with regard to refugees. I would think 
that our Government would have learned from 
history. Back in June, 1939, the ship St. Louis, 
packed with Jewish refugees from Europe, cir
cled in Florida waters and eventually was de
nied entry into the United States. As a result 
of this abhorrent United States immigration 
policy, the ship was forced to return to Eu
rope. We all know the tragic fate that awaited 
those refugees. It is incomprehensible to me 
why we would once again contemplate turning 
back any refugees, whether economic or politi
cal, fleeing any kind of persecution, and this is 
exactly what we are doing with the Haitian ref
ugees. 

Mr. Speaker, the United States strongly con
demned the British Government when it began 
forcing Vietnamese boat people home from 
Hong Kong. I am hard pressed to find a rea
son for our double standard. The President 
maintains that there is a legal difference be
tween the two cases. I find this argument 
weak and irrelevant. The fact remains that 
these are desperate refugees fleeing an un
bearable situation and we should not deny 
these people safe haven in the United States. 
I urge the President to reinstate a reasonable 
immigration policy and to show humanitarian 
concern for the Haitian refugees. 

RELIGIOUS FREEDOM DAY 

HON. TIIOMAS J. BULEY, JR. 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. BULEY. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro
ducing a joint resolution designating January 
16, 1992 as "Religious Freedom Day." 

January 16, 1786, was the day on which the 
Virginia General Assembly passed "An Act 
Establishing Religious Freedom in Virginia." 
Written by Thomas Jefferson in 1777, this act 
marked an end to legal conflicts surrounding 
the quest for religious freedom; a quest that 
began early in the 17 century as Europeans 
fled their native countries in search of a life 
free from religious persecution. 

The Statute of Virginia for Religious Free
dom is an extremely innovative piece of legis
lation. Up until this time, the idea of a secular 
State was unheard of, an extreme concept 
that even our newly formed democracy, radi
cal in the eyes of the world, had trouble ac
cepting. By giving natural rights precedence 
over the interests of the State, the Virginia 
Statute for Religious Freedom not only en
dowed each individual with the inherent right 
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to express their own conscience, but also 
drew a definite line between church and state, 
a line which had never been so bold in the 
course of prior history. 

"An Act Establishing Religious Freedom in 
Virginia" was the "first legislature" in the 
words of Thomas Jefferson "with the courage 
to declare that the reason of man may be 
trusted with the formation of his own opinion." 
Scholars across the United States have recog
nized this document, not only for its invaluable 
assertion of the right of an individual to reli
gious freedom, but also for its immeasurable 
influence on the Bill of Rights, and more spe
cifically, the first amendment. Freedom of reli
gion is the cornerstone from which all our 
other freedoms grow; the government, by es
tablishing confidence in each individual in mat
ters of religion establishes confidence in each 
individual in matters of expression. Thus, the 
concept of religious freedom is both fun
damental and basic to the concept of freedom 
of speech, freedom of press, and freedom of 
assembly. 

Along with being the author of the Declara
tion of Independence and the father of the 
University of Virginia, Thomas Jefferson spe
cifically asked to be remembered for the Vir
ginia Statute of Religious Freedom. He felt the 
act was one of his three greatest and most im
portant contributions. Although such a basic 
and seemingly obvious right today, freedom of 
religion is fundamental to our republic, and 
must be recognized. 

It is fitting and proper that all Americans cel
ebrate the religious freedom which they enjoy 
and exercise everyday. By designating Janu
ary 16, 1992, as "Religious Freedom Day," we 
will recall with pride the work of Thomas Jef
ferson which states: 

No man shall be compelled to frequent or 
support any religious worship, place, or min
istry * * * but that all men shall be free to 
profess * * * their opinion in matters of reli
gion. 

TRIBUTE TO JAMES C. ROBERTSON 

HON. DAVE CAMP 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that I rise today to recognize a truly 
outstanding individual in mid-Michigan, Mr. 
James C. Robertson of the city of Gladwin. 

Mr. Robertson is married to Evelyn Robert
son, they have three children: Sharon, James 
Jr., and Joel. 

Originally from West Virginia, Mr. Robertson 
began his service to the city of Gladwin when 
he was elected to the city council in 1955. He 
served in that capacity for 2 years. His next 
duty came as the treasurer of the board of 
education. He served there from 1961 until 
1968. 

In 1967 Mr. Robertson was elected as 
mayor of Gladwin. He has served in that ca
pacity for 25 years, and has continued to con
tribute in other ways to the city and the State 
of Michigan. 

Not only has he served the people of 
Gladwin well, but he has also well served the 
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people of the State of Michigan. As a member 
of the League's Special Task Force of Small 
Cities and Villages and a member of the Gov
ernor's Small Cities Program State Advisory 
Committee, Mr. Robertson has assisted vil
lages and cities statewide by advising the 
Governor on many issues of concern to those 
cities and villages. 

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Robertson will be retiring 
from his position as mayor on November 23, 
1991. I know you will join me in thanking and 
commending this outstanding community lead
er for his accomplishments and commitment to 
the city of Gladwin and the State of Michigan. 

AMERICA WON'T WIN TILL IT 
READS MORE 

HON. WIWAM F. GOODLING 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, with apolo
gies to Fortune magazine for stealing its head
line, I would like to return to a topic that I ad
dressed several weeks ago; namely, the im
portance of educational achievement to the 
ability of this Nation to compete in the global 
marketplace. In those earlier remarks, I dis
cussed my belief that the task of educational 
reform was really one to be borne by all Amer
icans, as we are all stakeholders in the eco
nomic future of this country. We all need our 
children to achieve academically because they 
are our tomorrow in terms of manufacturing 
productivity, business leadership, and techno
logical advances. 

As we move into the information age of the 
21st century, the ability to communicate one's 
thoughts and ideas will remain perhaps the 
most critical skill in both educational and pro
fessional achievement. As the economy be
comes more and more international in scope, 
well-developed communications skills will be
come even a greater necessity. Thus, I am 
troubled by the increasing disinterest on the 
part of American youth and adults in the art of 
reading. I strongly believe, and I think the aca
demic research would back me up, that read
ing exponentially improves one's ability to 
think logically, and creatively, to express one
self orally and in written form, and to broaden 
one's intellectual skills in a wide variety of 
subjects. 

Although recent statistics indicate that some 
30 million Americans have serious deficiencies 
in their ability to read, write, speak, and solve 
problems effectively, I am not referring merely 
to the problem of illiteracy. With the passage 
of the National Literacy Act of 1991, we took 
steps in the Congress to improve the literacy 
and basic skills of adults and families. I am 
equally troubled by the ·even greater number 
of Americans who, although by definition are 
literate, do not read and write well enough to 
be active, fully employed participants in the in
creasingly technical work force of the future. If 
we are going to sustain the preeminence we 
enjoy today, in the global economy of the next 
century, America simply must do better. 

Increasing the time we, and our children, 
spend reading is one simple, yet effective, 
strategy for improving our collective ability to 
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communicate effectively and, down the road, 
to compete effectively in an increasingly infor
mation driven economy. Many educators have 
indicated that time spent reading is one of the 
single greatest predictors of academic suc
cess. Just as every American has a role in 
school reform, every American can play a part 
in encouraging this Nation's youth, and its 
adults, to spend more time reading. Turn off 
the television, pick up a book, encourage the 
kids you know to pick up a book, read to your 
kids, donate your time and read to somebody 
else's kids, donate some new or used books 
to a local school or library. 

This Nation cannot rely on only the best and 
the brightest to be economically competitive in 
tomorrow's world. We must be able to count 
on each and every citizen to be a productive 
participant in this country's economy in order 
to be a productive participant in this world's 
economy. Every American must turn his or her 
attention to providing our young people with 
the skills that enable them to be productive 
participants. 

On the macro level, that may involve all 
Americans participating in education reform ef
forts. On the micro level, it may involve some
thing as simple as talking to the youth you en
counter about the value of reading. The future 
is now: "America won't win till it reads more." 

TRIBUTE TO FRANK H. KUEHN 

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay 
tribute to Frank H. Kuehn for his many years 
of distinguished service with the U.S. Govern
ment. Mr. Kuehn will retire on November 30, 
1991, after 37 years of service with the Veter
ans Administration. 

Frank was born on August 31, 1924, and 
served in the U.S. Air Force from October 
1942 to August 1945, and again from August 
1950 to May 1952. In September 1954, Frank 
began working as an appraiser in the Loan 
Guaranty Division of the Veterans Division in 
Chicago. In October 1961, he was promoted 
for his outstanding performance and trans
ferred to Detroit, Ml, where he assumed the 
position of assistant loan guaranty officer for 
the Veterans Administration. He left the fine 
city of Detroit in 1970, for Indianapolis, where 
he began a 21-year reign as the loan guaranty 
officer. 

Frank Kuehn, as a veteran with two terms of 
service, understands the difficulties our Na
tion's veterans experience in establishing a 
stable home life. Drawing upon his own expe
riences, he has served the veterans of Indiana 
with the utmost pride and respect. He has 
gone the extra mile to enable our veterans to 
stand with pride and dignity for being able to 
own their own homes. I wish that every State 
could have a person like Frank to serve their 
veterans with his undying enthusiasm. 

On November 26, 1991, the friends of Frank 
Kuehn, together with the staff of the VA Re
gional Office in Indianapolis, IN, will meet at 
the Primo Hall in Indianapolis for a retirement 
testimonial and roast. I join all the friends and 
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colleagues of Frank Kuehn, in wishing him all 
the pleasures of an enjoyable retirement and 
hope that he will be able to fulfill his dream of 
playing at every golf course in the State of In
diana. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish Frank the best of luck 
in the future. He will definitely be missed by all 
of us. 

HON. RONALD K. MACHitEY 
OF RHODE ISLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. MACHTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize Brig. Gen. Theodore (Ted) R. 
Verdi of the Rhode Island Air National Guard 
on his retirement. He has dedicated his career 
to the preservation of freedom and has proven 
to be a fine leader. 

Ted was born in Providence, RI, on Decem
ber 14, 1931. After graduating from Mount 
Pleasant High School in 1949, he studied 
business administration at Boston University. 
He furthered his military education at the 
Squadron Officer's School in 1961, the Com
mand and Staff College Professional Develop
ment Program in 1970, and the Industrial Col
lege of the Armed Forces in 1977. He had 
also completed an Air National Guard aircraft 
accident prevention course at the University of 
California in 1970 and national security man
agement courses in 1977. 

On January 8, 1951, Ted began his military 
career with the Rhode Island Air National 
Guard. He was commissioned a second lieu
tenant on June 24, 1954, after attending Air 
Force pilot training. Later that year, Ted con
cluded his active duty with flying proficiency in 
the T-6, T-28, T-33, and F-84 D/E jets. In 
1968, he became a full-time civil service tech
nician and has served continuously in the Air 
National Guard since that time. He flew the C-
54, U-10, C-119, and HU-16 aircraft as 
squadron operations officer and the C-130 air
craft as deputy commander for operations. 
With more than 7 ,200 hours of flying time, he 
was appointed on December 5, 1980, to the 
positions of full-time air command and group 
commander, 143d Tactical Airlift Group. After 
serving as a command pilot, his next appoint
ment was chief of staff, Rhode Island Air Na
tional Guard, where he remained until his pro
motion to Assistant Adjutant General. Concur
rent with this appointment, he automatically 
assumed the position of Deputy Commanding 
General-Air, Rhode Island Air National Guard. 

Ted was promoted to brigadier general and 
federally recognized on September 29, 1987. 
He was also the recipient of several pres
tigious decorations and awards including: the 
Air Force Meritorious Service Medal, 1st Oak 
Leaf Cluster; Air Force Commendation Medal; 
Aircrew Combat Ready Ribbon, 4th Device; 
Armed Forces Reserve Medal; Small Arms 
Expert Marksmanship Ribbon; Rhode Island 
National Guard Ribbon, Eagle and V; National 
Guard Ribbon. 

He has also been involved with the National 
Guard Association of the United States, the 
Air Force Association, and the Kiwanis Club of 
Rhode Island., the East Providence and War
wick Chapters. Ted was also the president of 
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the National Guard Association of Rhode Is
land. 

Ted is married to Diana Pellegrino Verdi, 
formerly of Johnston, RI. They have two 
daughters, Dorie and Alicia, and a son, Theo
dore. Ted and Diana currently reside in Cran
ston, RI. 

Brig. Gen. Theodore Verdi has honored his 
State and country in his service with the 
Rhode Island Air National Guard. I ask that 
my colleagues please join me in wishing Ted 
and his family continued health and happi
ness. 

TENNESSEE DEPARTMENT OF 
SAFETY PROMOTES ORGAN 
DONOR AWARENESS 

HON. BOB CLEMENT 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I want to take 
this opportunity to commend the Tennessee 
Department of Safety and Commissioner Rob
ert Lawson for the outstanding work they have 
done during the past few years in the area of 
organ donation awareness in the State of Ten
nessee. 

The back of every Tennessee driver's li
cense includes an organ- and tissue-donor 
card. The efforts of Commissioner Robert 
Lawson and his department to promote organ
and tissue-donor awareness have been out
standing. Under his leadership, the depart
ment has: 

Distributed educational brochures and or
ange organ-donor decals; 

Instituted a 24-hour, 7-day-a-week help 
desk to assist organ-procurement profes
sionals in their work; 

Developed an organ-donor section in the 
Tennessee driver's license manual; 

Included an organ- and tissue-donor card on 
change-of-address forms; 

And provided donation information on re
newal forms. 

The department is currently bidding on the 
purchase of plastic pouches to hold an organ
and tissue-donor card. 

Dr. Edward Brown, executive director of the 
Lions Eye Bank of middle Tennessee, helped 
bring to my attention the outstanding record of 
Commissioner Lawson and the Tennessee 
Department of Safety and their work on behalf 
of organ-donor awareness. 

I want to take this opportunity to salute the 
commissioner and his department and ask my 
colleagues from throughout our Nation to take 
notice of these efforts. If your State does not 
have an organ-donation procedure, I ask that 
you contact my office so I can put you in 
touch with the Tennessee Department of Safe
ty. Their program can serve as a model for a 
similar effort in your State. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

ROCHESTER FAMILY SENT 8 SONS 
TO WORLD WAR II 

HON. LOUISE M. SLAUGJITER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. Mr. Speak
er, it has been almost 50 years since the 
bombing of Pearl Harbor on December 7, 
1941, and as we approach the commemora
tion of this important milestone in American 
history, I know many veterans will be recalling 
their efforts during World War II and the im
pact the war had on their lives. 

For many communities across America, in 
fact, World War II was all-consuming. Con
sider Monroe County, which I represent in up
state New York. During World War II, 40,000 
residents served in the military, and 1 ,276 
died, out of a total population of 438,000. As 
an editorial writer for the Gannett papers back 
home recently wrote: "Imagine the impact 
today if the same proportion (in Monroe Coun
ty)-70,000 men and women-went away to 
war, not for a few months, but for years. Imag
ine the anguish, the tension, the burden of 
coping and worrying and waiting." 

Mr. Speaker, millions of American families 
50 years ago underwent such hardships. 
While there is no way to put a measure on 
such sacrifices, I believe the experience of 
one family in my congressional district speaks 
volumes for many others. 

I am talking of the Fedele family, whom I 
represent in Rochester, NY, a family that saw 
eight sons serve in World War II. The brothers 
served in the Army, Navy, Marines and the 
Army Air Corps and fought in Europe, the Pa
cific and Africa. 

Anthony Fedele enlisted in the Marines in 
1939 while still a teenager and was at Pearl 
Harbor when war broke out. Seven of his ten 
brothers soon followed him into service as a 
result of the draft. August and Nunzio joined 
the Army; Sam and Joseph went into the 
Navy; Vincent and Patrick signed up with the 
Army Air Corp; and Gerald joined the Marines. 
Two other brothers, William and Michael, re
ceived military deferments because they were 
employed by defense plants. Victor, the fami
ly's youngest son, was too young for World 
War II, but he served in Korea. Toward war's 
end all eight brothers were serving in the mili
tary, and, thankfully, all survived the war. 

Miraculously, only one Fedele brother, Jo
seph, was injured in action. He received the 
Purple Heart after he was hit by machine gun 
fire in Okinawa. Patrick suffered injuries in a 
plane crash during training exercises in the 
United States. 

A reporter for the Democrat and Chronicle 
of Rochester recently interviewed several of 
the Fedele brothers about their efforts during 
World War II. "Don't make it sound like we 
were war heroes," said Sam with humility 
characteristic of so many veterans. "We're just 
common people," he added. 

Mr. Speaker, as we approach the 50th anni
versary of Pearl Harbor, I submit that it was 
the courage and conviction of soldiers like the 
Fedele brothers that enabled us to overcome 
the surprise attack and preserve the basic 
freedoms we so cherish-our freedom to vote, 
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to speak our minds, to debate our Govern
ment actions, to move freely and to worship 
as we choose. As a child of World War II, I 
have tremendous respect for those who have 
served their country. As we remember Pearl 
Harbor, we must also remember the many vet
erans who risked their lives to make victory 
possible. 

TRIBUTE TO THE HONORABLE D. 
FRENCH SLAUGHTER, JR. 

HON. F. JAMFS SENSENBRENNER 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speaker, on 
July 1, my colleagues in the House of Rep
resentatives and I learned of the unfortunate 
retirement of the gentleman who has honor
ably represented Virginia's Seventh District 
and the people of America the past 7 years, 
D. French Slaughter, Jr. 

I was fortunate to have served alongside 
French during this tenure in the House on 
both standing committees on which I serve, 
the Judiciary Committee, and the Committee 
on Science, Space, and Technology. I had 
ample opportunity to witness the dedicated 
service by French to his constituents during 
committee markups and hearings. Many times 
there were others who expounded at greater 
length on one issue or another, but the Con
gress gained valuable insight from the gen
tleman from the Seventh District who was a 
student of the issues and the people affected 
by them. The committees on which he served 
are indebted to his faithful service. 

Mr. Speaker, I am also confident that if on 
any day the constituents of Virginia's Seventh 
District unexpectedly appeared at a committee 
hearing, they would have seen the same Con
gressman Slaughter they saw back in their 
district. A gentleman. A dedicated public serv
ant. 

Mr. Speaker, French's support was critical in 
many of the battles waged on controversial 
public policy issues. My colleague steadfastly 
pursued legislative solutions, enduring many 
long hours of behind-the-scenes effort to rep
resent and serve his constituents. They were 
well served. 

On Tuesday, November 5, the citizens of 
the Seventh Congressional District made an 
overwhelming decision to continue the tradi
tion of excellent representation by electing 
GEORGE ALLEN to fill French Slaughter's 
shoes. I will be happy to welcome Mr. ALLEN 
to the Judiciary and Science, Space, and 
Technology Committees and honor the posi
tion as did Mr. Slaughter with outstanding 
service. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish my friend D. French 
Slaughter, Jr., the very best as he departs this 
institution for other pursuits. My colleagues 
and I will miss the congenial nature and dedi
cated service which French gave selflessly to 
this institution. 
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THE EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT 

BENEFITS EQUITY ACT OF 1991 

HON. JAMFS M. INHOFE 
OF OKLAHOMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. Speaker, today I have in
troduced the Emergency Unemployment Ben
efits Equity Act of 1991 to provide for a more 
equitable assistance to this Nation's unem
ployed. 

My bill would amend the recently passed 
Federal Supplemental Compensation Act of 
1991 which became Public Law 102-164. It 
would provide for 15 weeks of unemployment 
benefits for every State across the Nation re
gardless of unemployment rates. It would also 
make the Act retroactive to February 28, 1991, 
for every State and extend those benefits to 
all States through June 13, 1992. 

The Emergency Unemployment Benefits Eq
uity Act of 1991 is intended to cost the same 
amount or less than the legislation just passed 
and I would amend the bill to bring it within 
the guidelines of the Budget Enforcement Act 
of 1990, should budget projections call for ad
ditional spending. 

I am pleased that the House of Representa
tives decided to bring those states who pre
viously qualified for 6 additional weeks of un
employment benefits to the 13 week tier in 
H.R. 1724, but even that is not sufficient. My 
contention is that while this is much better 
than the original legislation, which has now 
become law, we need to completely eliminate 
the tier system. 

First of all, the method by which the Depart
ment of Labor calculates State unemployment 
figures depends in part on the amount of ben
efits the State has distributed. Since the 
Southwest has been in a recession for 3 years 
longer than the rest of the Nation, Labor's cal
culations do not reflect the employment and 
economic conditions of the region. 

Second, I believe that an unemployed family 
should receive the same amount of benefits 
as other families in the same situation, regard
less of the region or State that they reside. An 
unemployed person in California, Florida or 
Oklahoma is in the same desperate situation 
as anyone else in the United States, regard
less of the economic situation in the rest of 
the community. 

Also, the extra 7 weeks of benefits that 
Massachusetts, New Jersey, Connecticut, 
Rhode Island and others receive are being 
paid for in part by the employers in all States. 
In essence, the employers in my district will be 
paying for the extra 7 weeks that the unem
ployed in Massachusetts will be receiving. 
That creates an inequity that employers in my 
district should not have to bare. 

This distribution in the Emergency Unem
ployment Benefits Equity Act of 1991 is not 
only more just, but also eliminates the penal
ization of those States that do not qualify for 
the maximum number of weeks under the re
cent legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I invite my colleagues in this 
body to join me in cosponsoring this important 
legislation that would provide equity to all of 
America's unemployed. 
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IF ONLY 

HON. DAN BURTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, last 
weekend, when I was presenting an American 
flag at a Masonic lodge, I had the opportunity 
to hear a very moving speech by a high 
school student from my district. Tanya Zion of 
Markleville, IN, spoke about our rights under 
the first amendment, and what a tragedy it is 
that some people choose to use those rights 
to burn the American flag. 

Mr. Speaker, it was refreshing to hear a 
young person, probably one of our future lead
ers, speak so eloquently about her love of our 
country and the rights and responsibilities we 
all share. I insert Tanya's speech into the 
RECORD for the benefit of all of my colleagues. 

IF ONLY 

(By Tanya Zion) 
If only, if only the First Amendment didn't 

exist. No personal expression would be open
ly present in the United States. You 
wouldn't be able to choose the profession of 
your choice, there would be one main reli
gion, or no religion at all, there would be ab
solutely no protesting the government, and I 
wouldn't be standing here speaking to you 
today. Luckily for all Americans we do have 
all of these privileges, and yes, they are 
privileges but with all privileges comes re
sponsibility. 

The responsibility and how people treat it 
is what I am going to speak about today. The 
First Amendment states that congress shall 
make no law respecting an establishment of 
religion or prohibiting the free exercise 
thereof of abridging the freedom of speech or 
of the press or of the people to peacefully as
semble and protest the government for a re
dress of grievances. Now, think about this 
the country you and I live in is the only 
country ruled by the people for the people, 
but yet the people take advantage of every
thing we have. From a walk through the 
park, to being an active part in this nation's 
government and to the extreme of burning 
our flag. Yes, to many this seems odd, but 
yes, it is guaranteed to them by the First 
Amendment. I'm not sure what person, what 
citizen of this beautiful country, why they 
would want to burn everything this country 
stands for. But they do, people burn the flag 
to protest against the government or a cer
tain law. But they are not burning the gov
ernment or the laws, they are burning this 
great country you and I live in, they are 
burning all of the rights that guarantee 
them that they are not going to be executed 
for doing so, and they are burning the colors 
of the flag. The red standing for the wars 
fought and the blood shed to keep this coun
try free, free forever. If only the red was to 
become charred. The white symbolic of pu
rity. If only the white was to turn to gray. 
And the blue symbolic of the blue free sky, 
the sky you wake up every morning and see, 
you see this sky through the eyes of a free 
citizen not through the eyes of communism 
or dictatorship, you will wake up every 
morning and have the opportunity to see 
this beautiful, free sky. If only the blue was 
to turn to ashes. 

So I ask, why do people burn this great 
flag? If only Congress didn't have to make 
the decision of whether or not it was guaran
teed under the First Amendment. And to all 
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of those flag burners I'd like to personally 
take the time to say if you don't like it, get 
out! Try burning another country's flag, try 
protesting another country's government 
and see if you don't end up six feet under and 
dead. They should be thankful that they 
have the opportunity to do so, and not press 
the issue. It really makes me wonder what is 
going through their minds while doing this. 
If only they were to be repeating the words 
that John F. Kennedy once spoke "Ask not 
what your country can do for you, but what 
you can do for your country." 

But, on the other hand many people say 
that it is guaranteed to them by their con
stitutional rights, they are expressing them
selves and that is guaranteed by the First 
Amendment. See, this is what is so unique 
about the country we live in. Its citizens 
have the right and opportunity to burn such 
a symbolic piece of our nation's history. If 
only the founders of our country were here 
to see everything they fought for going up in 
flames. 

Freedom is a very wonderful thing and 
should be cherished by every citizen of the 
United States. If you value your freedom of 
personal expression then don't burn your 
freedoms. And don't burn the colors of our 
flag. 

THE WINDSOR HOTEL IN 
AMERICUS, GA 

HON. RICHARD RAY 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
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Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to announce 

tomorrow's re-opening of the newly renovated 
Windsor Hotel in Americus, GA. The manage
ment of the hotel and the city of Americus 
have many special events planned for this his
toric day. 

The Windsor was originally opened on June 
16, 1892. An open-house allowed all of the 
residents of Sumter County to tour throughout 
the hotel. A grand ball was held that evening 
in the fifth floor ballroom that ran from 9 until 
well after midnight. 

The Windsor continued to serve central and 
south Georgia until the early 1970's. Its vic
torian style and attention to detail made it 
known throughout the east coast as an ele
gant hotel and wonderful place to stay. 

Tomorrow, after a 5-million-dollar renova
tion, the Windsor regains its elegance. Ameri
cus and Sumter County will again have this 
jewel of a hotel in their crown. 

Mr. Speaker, I applaud everyone who has 
been instrumental in this historic renovation. 
Such a commitment and dedication to quality 
is admirable. In today's hustle-and-bustle 
world, it is events such as the grand re-open
ing of the Windsor Hotel that are truly appre
ciated. 

REPEAL OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY 
EARNINGS TEST 

HON. JOHN J. RHOD~ III 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 
Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, the Social Se

curity earnings test has been in existence 
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since the payment of the first Social Security 
benefit. It has been changed since 1940, but 
it is no less onerous to those persons affected 
by it. 

Social Security, when it was created in 
1935, sought to achieve two goals-moving 
older workers out of the work force to make 
way for younger workers, and to partially re
place lost income due to retirement. Those 
goals were applicable in 1935, but are not in 
1991. 

The original earnings test affected retired 
persons earning over $15. They suffered the 
loss of their entire Social Security benefit. 
Since then, the test has undergone a variety 
of changes. It became an annual test as op
posed to monthly; the amount of earnings al
lowed has increased, currently it is $9,720; the 
amount of benefits lost has been decreased 
from $1 for every $2 earned over the limit, to 
the current loss of $1 for every $3 earned over 
the limit, and finally, Congress has established 
an exempt age of 70 years. Recently, the 
Older Americans Act Reauthorization was 
amended in the Senate to include a total re
peal of the onerous earnings test. This 
amendment, offered by Senator JOHN MCCAIN, 
is identical to H.R. 967, of which I am an origi
nal cosponsor. H.R. 967 currently has 267 co
sponsors. 

The overwhelming support of Members, and 
the history of the test itself, leave many of us 
with the belief that the test is antiquated, ineffi
cient, draconian, and ripe for elimination. 
There are currently at least 20 different pro
posals pending before Congress that would 
significantly alter or entirely eliminate the test. 

Consider the current labor market in today's 
society. By the year 2030, there will be only 
two workers for every elderly citizen. The Na
tion's labor market lacks skilled laborers be
cause they are forced from the work force by 
the artificial penalties they could face if they 
continued to work. The Wall Street Journal re
ports that 83 percent of all men and 92 per
cent of all women over 65 are completely out 
of the work force. Three out of five of these do 
not have any disability that would preclude 
them from working. If these persons have re
tired voluntarily and do not wish to work, that 
is their right; but it is also the right of those 
persons who wish to continue working to do 
so without penalty. 

We take pride in pointing out the lower num
bers of impoverished elderly in America, but 
today's seniors are facing marginal tax rates 
that can be as high as 122 percent. We seem 
to set out to punish two groups of seniors, 
those who have been able to keep themselves 
out of poverty and those whose financial situa
tion dictate that they continue to work. 

Some argue that only the rich benefit from 
eliminating the earnings test. I question the le
gitimacy of that argument. Is it right for any in
dividual to face tax rates of 65 percent? Is it 
fair to preclude any individual from continuing 
to earn their wages, without penalization, be
cause it does not benefit his neighbor? In fact, 
since investment monies are not counted as 
income, the earnings test hits a higher per
centage of seniors who are forced to stay in 
the labor market. Elimination of the earnings 
test would benefit many more working class 
seniors than well-off seniors. Well-off is a rel
ative term now, when a spouse's illness could 
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easily cost $25,000 a year fer nursing home 
care. 

The complexity of the current system must 
also come into question. It costs the Social 
Security Administration [SSA] over $200 mil
lion, and 2,500 employees, a year simply to 
administer the earnings test. The elderly must 
determine what their earnings will be for the 
upcoming year and report that figure to the 
SSA which then makes any adjustment to the 
Social Security benefit. If any underestimation 
or overestimation occurs, a lump sum pay
ment or refund is made. 

Finally, the argument is made that this con
stitutes a raid on the Social Security trust 
fund, that it costs too much and should not be 
tampered with in any way. I disagree. In fact, 
no one can agree on what the actual revenue 
impacts would be. Some claim the elimination 
of the earnings test for those of retirement age 
and above will result in outlays of $5 billion a 
year. This figure does not take into account 
the savings that can be estimated from de
creased administrative expenses, and in
creased old age survivors and disability insur
ance revenue as a result of taxation of bene
fits, and the increase work effort. Even this 
recoupment figure is subject to dispute. De
pending upon the estimator and the methods 
that can be used to lessen the budgetary im
pact, such as the delayed retirement credit, 
recoupment figures have been judged to be as 
little as 10 percent and as much as 50 per
cent. 

In closing, the question is not whether re
peal is in keeping with the original intent of the 
Social Security system, it is not whether re
peal only benefits the rich; it is not what num
ber of elderly will reenter the work force. The 
crucial question is whether the Federal Gov
ernment should tell a Social Security recipient 
he or she cannot continue to be a productive 
wage earning citizen without being penalized 
for that initiative. My answer to that question 
is "No." I urge the Older American Act reau
thorization conferees adopt the Senate lan
guage repealing this needless and unfair earn
ings test. 

THE FAILURE TO OVERRIDE THE 
LABOR-HHS-EDUCATION VETO: 
ANOTHER BLOW AGAINST 
WOMEN 

HON. BERNIE SANDERS 
OF VERMONT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, the failure to 
override the President's veto on the Labor
HHS-Education appropriations bill on Novem
ber 19 is a blow against the fundamental 
rights of every woman in this country. It is a 
tragedy, and I deeply regret that we failed in 
our override effort. 

President Bush has told working and poor 
women that they are second class citizens
not entitled to knowing the full range of health 
care options available to every woman in this 
country. If you are a wealthy woman, you can 
get all the advice that you need with regard to 
your pregnancy. But if you are poor, and you 
go to a federally funded clinic, you do not 
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have that right. Furthermore, the President 
has told physicians and other health care pro
viders that they cannot practice medicine to 
the best of their abilities. They must limit what 
they can say to certain patients. This veto by 
the President, therefore, is an insult not only 
to the women involved, but to all serious 
health care providers. In actuality, however, it 
is really an insult to all Americans. 

One of the implications of the President's 
veto is that it may force hard-pressed State 
governments all over this country to make up 
for the cutbacks that they will experience from 
the Federal Government if they choose not to 
follow this ruling. Planned Parenthood of 
Northern New England, for example, has 
made the difficult decision to forego Federal 
funds rather than accept restrictions on coun
seling at title X facilities. For my State, the gag 
rule means that the legislature has to choose 
between family planning and other essential 
services for low-income women and teen
agers. This is a choice which should not have 
had to be made. In Vermont, 22,000 patients 
who visit Planned Parenthood's 15 Vermont 
community-based clinics, and 12,000 teens, 
parents, and professionals who are served 
through Planned Parenthood's educational 
programs, will all suffer as a result of the 
President's veto. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish that I could say that the 
President's veto was simply an aberration in 
an overall policy which showed respect for 
women. Unfortunately, that is not the case. On 
issue after issue, the President has developed 
policy which is not only harmful to the needs 
of working people in general, but is even more 
harmful to the needs of working women. 

Mr. Speaker, every industrialized nation, ex
cept the United States and South Africa, offers 
parental leave to their workers. In Europe, ma
ternity leave is taken for granted; in America, 
women are taken for granted. President Bush 
has repeatedly blocked the attempts of Con
gress to provide women and their families with 
humane leave policies. We know that women 
are the primary overseers for their family's 
health care and the primary caretaker-both 
paid and unpaid--of the old, the young, the ill, 
and the incapacitated. We also know that 
nearly 56 percent of women are working 
today, many as single mothers. So how can 
the President continue to veto family leave 
bills? In virtually every country in Europe, 
women and all workers receive paid family 
leave benefits. Why is it, therefore, that in our 
country the President opposes unpaid leave? 

Mr. Speaker, every industrialized nation, 
with the exception of the United States and 
South Africa, provides universal health care to 
its citizens. And while women make up 75 per
cent of heath care provided, many struggle to 
survive with little or no health insurance. The 
President has failed to present the Nation with 
any serious proposal to replace our broken 
health care delivery system. In fact, it is quite 
clear that he would veto any serious national 
health care legislation which would threaten 
the profits of the insurance industry, the phar
maceutical companies, and the wealthy physi
cians who are prospering under our current 
deteriorating system. Without a national health 
care system guaranteeing health care to all, 
women will be most impacted, as they are the 
largest population of health care providers and 
health care consumers. 
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Mr. Speaker, let us not forget that on the 

economic level, women are also suffering. 
Even the Department of Labor has been 
forced to recognize the existence of a glass 
ceiling for women and minorities in the cor
porate sector. Yet the administration fails to 
offer any new initiatives to eliminate admitted 
discriminatory and artificial barriers. Women 
continue to earn an average of 68 cents for 
every dollar earned by men. Men, whatever 
level of education they have attained, earn 
more than women at comparable levels. Of 
the 6.3 million hourly and salaried workers 
who earned minimum wage or less in 1987, 
nearly two-thirds, 63 percent, were women. 

Mr. Speaker, while the entire economy con
tinues to stumble along in a deep recession, 
we must not forget that women as workers, 
and as mothers, are suffering a much higher 
leve! of poverty in this country than men. 
There are 19.4 million, or 1 in 7, women in 
poverty in this country. There are 3.8 million 
female heads of families below the poverty 
level, or 33.4 percent of all femal-headed fami
lies. Over half of all poor families are headed 
by females. In fact, single women with young 
children constitute the most rapidly growing 
segment of homeless people. In the mean
time, shelters are closing their doors, nutrition 
programs are underfunded, and food stamps 
are wholly inadequate because the Bush ad
ministration has turned its back on these des
perate needs. 

On the global front, the President sits idly 
by, failing to take action on the United Nations 
Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of 
Discrimination Against Women. This conven
tion not only defines equality between men 
and women, but mandates a global agenda for 
how this equality can be achieved. Let's face 
it: This President has no agenda for the ad
vancement of wome~lobally or domesti
cally. Instead, he is packing the Supreme 
Court with conservative hardliners who want to 
return to dark and grisly days of backstreet 
abortions. 

Mr. Speaker, the President's veto of the 
Labor-HHS-Education appropriations bill was 
very wrong, just as his veto of other important 
legislation which represents the needs of 
American men and women was wrong. My 
hope is that millions of Americans will learn 
something from this experience. And that is, 
that we need someone in the White House 
who is concerned about the needs of all the 
people and not just wealthy businessmen. 

ROCHESTER MEDICAL PATIENTS 
PUBLISH POETRY, PROSE 

HON. LOUISE M. SLAUGHTER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. Mr. Speak
er, Rochester, NY has long been known for its 
innovative, and highly skilled medical research 
and health care. And again, Rochester, espe
cially Strong Memorial Hospital, is in the fore
front with a creative new project entitled 
"Strong Writers' Program." 

On November 25, 1991, at a reception in 
the Medical Center, patients, their families and 
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staff plan to celebrate the publications of Wait
ing Room, an anthology of poetry and prose 
written by patients ranging from 7 years of age 
to 85. 

This unique project is the result of many 
working together including The Friends of 
Strong, a volunteer organization within the 
hospital, Writers and Books, a local literary 
group, and two businesses, the Rochester 
Community Savings Bank and the Genesee 
Cellular One Company. The project enables 
patients to express their fears, hopes and con
cerns through the creative words they are en
couraged to write. Mentors from Writers and 
Books work with the patients and the results 
have been remarkable. 

As children deal with their own illnesses, or 
experience the death of a new friend made 
within the hospital, or as older men and 
women cope with their frailty, they have found 
a way to express their deepest feelings. 

Let me off er one brief poem from the book. 
Forrest Corwin, age 9, expresses his feelings 
in this poem entitled "Here". 
"I'm a child 
in a circle 
going through space 
I walk through water 
with my shoes off. 
The Earth is clean, 
but the Moon is fun 
to sit on. 
When I grow up 
I want to be the Sun." 

We can only imagine the feeling within his 
heart, but certainly this experience has begun 
tapping into the many gifts he possesses. I 
commend this unique program. 

CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION 

HON. GLENN M. ANDERSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 22, 1991 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of the substitute offered by Congressmen 
LEWIS of California, McCANDLESS, THOMAS, 
and HUNTER; the same gentlemen who rep
resent the desert area that we seek to protect 
today. 

The desert of California is a stunning and 
immense place. I grew up there, went to ele
mentary school there, and still love to visit 
when I can. The desert's scenic beauty, its ec
ological significance as habitat for unique flora 
and fauna-the desert's very importance as a 
natural and pristine ecosystem with important 
and irreplaceable geographic features-is not 
in question today. Instead, the question is the 
extent of protection this desert area needs. 

We are confronted with an ideological de
bate with this bill; with the opponents of 
human use of the desert confronting those 
who want full access and unlimited use of the 
desert. H.R. 2929 is supported by environ
mentalists simply because it sets the largest 
amount of land possible aside that then can't 
be touched by human use. Supporting their ar
guments is the fact that desert species, some 
endangered like the desert tortoise and the 
bighorn sheep, are seeing their habitats de
graded by too extensive use by such activities 
as off-road vehicle use. Supporting their argu-
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ments is the fact that the steward of most of 
this land, the Bureau of Land Management, 
has dragged its feet too long in designating 
certain desert areas as wilderness. Supporting 
their arguments is the fact that dune buggies 
and motorbikes can scar the landscape be
yond repair. I want to compliment my two 
Democratic colleagues, Mr. LEVINE of Califor
nia and Mr. LEHMAN, for their work on behalf 
of the desert. They have worked to accommo
date the needs and concerns of many compet
ing concerns. I will vote to support their bill, 
their compromise, should this substitute not 
pass. 

However, I strongly urge this body to re
spect the position of the four men who rep
resent the desert area being discussed on this 
floor. We seem to have entered an era of 
massive land set-asides, when the representa
tives of the people who live on the land are 
being ignored. We are talking about setting 
aside 4.3 million acres as wilderness, while 
transferring another 3 million acres of the Cali
fornia Desert Conservation Area into the Na
tional Park and Monument system. Before rep
resentatives from the east coast vote on this, 
I want them to consider just how big a million 
acres is. The many users of the desert: The 
lssak Walton League of California, sportsmen, 
recreational vehicle users, rockhounds, ranch
ers, private landowners, miners, businesses 
and towns who make their money off tourism 
and other economic activities all oppose the 
too extensive set-aside of land. The National 
Park Service, the BLM, and the full Interior 
Department opposes H.R. 2929. The National 
Park Service doesn't have enough money to 
manage the national parks they already have. 
I am not opposed to making Joshua Tree and 
Death Valley national parks. In fact, I find that 
designation an attractive idea. I simply believe 
we should be considering costs and actually 
consider whether they can be managed as na
tional parks before we go ahead and mandate 
such a designation. 

My greatest problem with H.R. 2929 is how 
the legislation treats private property. The bill 
would mandate the transfer of 825,000 acres 
of private lands to public ownership. It does so 
by promising to make land exchanges with the 
owners of the private land holdings. However, 
the likelihood that there is sufficient govern
ment land to complete the extent of land ex
changes being discussed is small indeed. 
There are only 550,000 acres out there that 
are suitable for exchange, and many of them 
are either unsuitable for exchange or already 
committed to other purposes. Realizing this 
predicament, the authors of the bill inserted a 
provision to allow access to surplus govern
ment property in exchange for the land. I am 
dubious about how much surplus property the 
State Land Commission and a real estate 
holding company are willing or able to take. 
Finally, the bill says that if the land exchanges 
and the surplus equipment provisions are in
sufficient, the private landholders will be paid 
off by the Federal Government. Some esti
mate the cost of this provision to be in the 
neighborhood of $500 million. When will this 
Government understand that we can't contin
ually pass bills with unknown fiscal con
sequences? 

The desert of California needs a higher level 
of protection than it is afforded today. This is 
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why I will vote for both the substitute and the able access to the desert for mining compa- animals and plant species which need addi
product that results from the amendment proc- nies, the military, nature lovers, desert resi- tional levels of protection. Hopefully, we will 
ess on final passage. I am far from happy with dents, and recreational vehicle users without find a good compromise when this bill goes to 
some of the extremes of this issue. We can degrading its most important features. We can the Senate. My vote today is to push the proc
find a level of protection which allows reason- set aside critical areas for sore-pressed desert ess along. 
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